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Option 1: Growth in Cook Street Village

Option 2: Growth in the northwestern portion of Fairfield

Option 3: Growth around Cook Street Village and some growth in the northwestern portion of Fairfield
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Q2 Tell us why
Answered: 540 Skipped: 233

# Responses Date

1 I do not agree with any of your options. The following is more acceptable to me. Fort Street: Allow higher density. 6-10
storeys Northwest Fairfield between Blanchard and Vancouver: 4-6 storeys. But keep Vancouver Street the beautiful
greenway that it is, with large trees and wide boulevards. Cook St Village: up to 4 storeys Fairfield Plaza: No zoning
cliffs (high buildings beside low rises). 2-3 storeys Five Points: 2-3 storeys Moss and May corner: 2-3 storeys
Traditional residential areas: sensitive infill housing forms All new multi-unit housing development should have
affordable housing requirements, including long-term affordable rental requirements. We should make it difficult for
existing housing to be removed from its lot. The heritage of Fairfield should be preserved. We need to think of the
future – why are we filling our garbage dump with demolished buildings? Infill must be done sensitively; reuse of
existing buildings should be a priority. Let’s preserve greenspace.

5/7/2017 11:53 PM

2 It's extremely important to balance the preservation of heritage neighborhoods and quiet, atmospheric streets (with
large, well-established trees), such as those in the Northwest of Fairfield, and the preservation of friendly, laid back
community space such as the Cook St Village area, with the necessary development of new space for families and
newcomers. As Cook st is already a somewhat developed space, allowing a modest amount of growth there as well as
some in the Northwest seems the best balance. In any of these proposals, the likelihood of losing unique buildings to
make way for over-large, generically urbanized structures is a serious and alarming concern.

5/7/2017 10:14 PM

3 higher storey development fits more appropriately closer to downtown. 5/7/2017 10:10 PM

4 Better to have high density closer to the downtown core. Feel that high density in Cook Street,and described growth
around the village would destroy the atmosphere and sense of community.

5/7/2017 10:10 PM

5 The character of Cook St. Village 1) will be spoiled by anything over 4 stories and 2) is sufficiently attractive by itself.
However, it needs a firm resolve to resist efforts to lift the height restriction. b) having adjacent low rise apartments &
townhouses will help sustain and build the village. However heritage buildings need to be protected in this adjacent
area c) it allows for 1) the establishment of a Parking District, 2) opportunities for walk to work, and 3) improvements in
non SOV transportation options.

5/7/2017 9:42 PM

6 It's a key hub for the area; has potential to be more like Kits in Vancouver. It's walkable, access to transit, and
proximity to ocean and parks. If you build it, locals and visitors will come.

5/7/2017 9:38 PM

7 We would like to keep the neighbourhood atmosphere in the Cook St area and keep additional development closer to
downtown.

5/7/2017 9:30 PM

8 Growth closer to downtown makes the most sense and preserves the Cook St Village. Option 3 is least desirable as
some character houses would likely be demolished.

5/7/2017 8:51 PM

9 Any option other than 1 would totally destroy some lovely Heritage houses and neighbourhood "feel". Build higher
density along the Douglas Street corridor north of Chatham - there's nothing there now that would be impacted.

5/7/2017 8:49 PM

10 I want to see Cook Street village kept vibrant, and this seems the best way. 5/7/2017 8:40 PM

11 This option preserves the character of the Antique Row portion of Fort Street and avoids negative impact on the light
and sunlight of Broughton street residents facing Fort Street. If it were possible to use Broughton instead of Fort as the
development boundary, then Option 3 would be the preferred option.

5/7/2017 8:39 PM

12 To me it fits best with what is already happening and the recognition that we need to increase density within the city.
That said, the development currently happening in Cook Street Village should not be used as a stepping stone for
allowing further height increases. "Give an inch and they (developers) will take a mile" seems to be what happens too
often.

5/7/2017 8:33 PM

13 Options 2 and 3 are an abomination in terms of destroying heritage houses and character of this amazing part of our
City. With the uninhabited wastelands between Government and Blanchard bounded by Chatham and Hillside, what
are you thinking. This should be the focus of densification where there is no character or heritage to be destroyed.

5/7/2017 8:22 PM

14 Cook Street Village would totally lose its ambience with 6 story buildings. 5/7/2017 7:37 PM

15 Family friendly with townhouses. 5/7/2017 6:49 PM

16 Cook Street Village is dense enough. 5/7/2017 6:45 PM

17 It is unlikely that in Option 3 growth around Cook Street Village is possible due to the size of the lots, condition of the
houses, property values and requirements of the City in terms of development (parking requirements, set backs etc.).

5/7/2017 6:21 PM

2 / 153

FUTURE OF FAIRFIELD



18 Option 3 is clearly the compromise. Limiting the height of Cook St area buildings to 4 storeys appeals to me. 5/7/2017 4:57 PM

19 Prefer options that maintain as much of the older rental housing stock (e.g. Northwest area) as new development is
seldom affordable for working class or younger professionals without family money. Generally, though, more people
living in the inner neighbourhoods is needed for a stronger city. An ideal would be a combination including the
development options in all three options, if there were a way to guarantee affordable rental housing.

5/7/2017 3:46 PM

20 I think these rankings keep the nature of the Cook St village and immediate surrounding areas. I think there is less
negative impact with option 2

5/7/2017 3:40 PM

21 Option 1 would completely change the character and feel of a "village" of this neighbourhood especially down to the
park borders. Six storeys on Cook ST. is simply too high and blocks views for lots of people. Putting in taller buildings
on Fort St where there are already taller buildings works much better.

5/7/2017 3:30 PM

22 Like Cook Street Village to remain as it is. 5/7/2017 3:27 PM

23 Six stories will block out the light in the villiage and block the view of trees and mountains for much of northern
fairfield.

5/7/2017 3:26 PM

24 Cook Street is already a mixed use area. Having all growth concentrated in the northwest corner up to ten stories is
just plain greedy on behalf of the cook street nimby's. Let them do something rude to themselves

5/7/2017 3:19 PM

25 Home ownership and rentals becoming too expensive so spreading housing availability to larger area might (hopefully)
offset rising prices.

5/7/2017 1:53 PM

26 Please keep the character of the village atmosphere, while providing more housing options and customers for
retailers; and avoid a "west-end" feel of a high-rise city. Try to maintain the "village-feel", set against the park and
ocean, and not so much as just considering to developers and retailers and what contributions they may or not make.
They both come and go, but the good ones stay.

5/7/2017 1:01 PM

27 Option 3 presents a better balance of development opportunities, economic viability for local merchants and
appropriate neighbourhood scale.

5/7/2017 12:42 PM

28 1) The traffic is too dense and the parking to scarce already in the Cook St Village. This would really pressure the
infrastructue. 2) This area seems the best area to increase the density with the less lose of ambience ... although I'm
not convince. 3) I would like this idea if it didn't infer the ruin of many fine old houses.

5/7/2017 11:47 AM

29 We moved into our home because of the surrounding ambiance of Cook Street village. We would hate to see over
development in the village as it would drastically change that ambiance.

5/7/2017 11:23 AM

30 Focusing growth in this area keeps related infrastructure and amenities focused in one village area and builds from,
and enhances, the other public amenities that already exist there.

5/7/2017 11:16 AM

31 I don't want Cook St. Village "canyonized". 5/7/2017 11:14 AM

32 Important to make redevelopment of Cook Street viable while maintaining heritage quality of most of Fairfield. 5/7/2017 11:11 AM

33 I would like to see the existing older housing stock, which is the basis of this area's liveability/attractiveness/ambience,
protected. No development is "necessary"...most of the young people buying condos here are doing so in the hope of
eventually buying a Fairfield house

5/7/2017 11:07 AM

34 Density is the only equitable way to ensure families can live here. 5/7/2017 10:47 AM

35 All of these options include up to 6 storeys in the Fairfield Plaza - THIS IS UNACCEPTABLE UNDER ANY
CIRCUMSTANCES.

5/7/2017 10:29 AM

36 Spreading out growth around the community rather than concentrating it all in the village, thereby creating an urban
cosmopolitan centre where it doesn't fit.

5/7/2017 9:47 AM

37 best supports development in cook st village while protecting the area between quadra and vancouver from higher
density development - most residences in this area are multi-family already

5/7/2017 9:46 AM

38 We specifically moved here because we LIKE the current density. We know the business owners by name, we enjoy
walking by all the single family homes, we enjoy a not-too-overcrowded Dallas Road park.

5/7/2017 9:30 AM

39 Option 3 destroys the human scale and character of Cook St. Village. Option 2 does not support the businesses in
Cook St. Village. Option 1 preserves the human scale of the Village and supports the businesses.

5/7/2017 9:24 AM

40 I do not support increased densities in Fairfield. Retain the low density I bought into. If I wanted to live in a community
of 6 story buildings, I would have moved to one!

5/7/2017 9:14 AM

41 Do not lose appeal of Village 5/7/2017 8:43 AM

42 I prefer as little development within Cook Street Village as possible 5/7/2017 8:19 AM
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43 Both the Northwestern portion and Cook Street Village could be re-energized. Cook Street Village lacks commercial
space that is conducive to a family (i.e. a quality grocery store, family restaurants, etc.). Beacon Hill park is a natural
attraction for families that live downtown- Cook Street Village could be more inviting and less pretentious.

5/7/2017 8:08 AM

44 would like to maintain the cook st. ambience as it is. no bike lanes, no large sun blocking buildings on west side of
street.

5/7/2017 7:18 AM

45 I would like to see more townhouse/family developments which Option 3 seems to support most. 5/7/2017 7:15 AM

46 Growth in the northwestern portion of Fairfield, close to downtown, will still be close enough for residents to walk
to/access Cook Street Village without impinging on its gem of character too much.

5/7/2017 6:38 AM

47 It is the only option that thinks about a city of the future, rather than clinging to the past. 5/7/2017 6:37 AM

48 I think the higher density development of Fairfield closer to town will help walking and biking traffic and hopefully leave
more cars at home.

5/7/2017 6:32 AM

49 Cook Street Village has very little character anymore and suffers from long-term neglect. It needs more than a face lift.
It needs to re-invent itself into a modern version of what a 'village' is. It needs to serve the population in and around it
with relevant and practical businesses that also attract visitors from afar, whether that be cruise ship passengers or
tourists driving up from the U.S and those arriving by air or by ferry from the mainland and neighboring islands. There
are not enough attached or detached homes in Victoria, let alone in and around Cook Street Village. Growth has been
stymied by those who would have things remain the same for the foreseeable future. However, this out-of-date thinking
is part of the reason that housing is in such short supply and why home ownership is impossible for working-class
families and rental prices are outrageous. There is a lot of potential for moderate to high concentrations of living units
in the northwestern portion of Fairfield also. This development should coincide with the re-invention of the Village so
that the are more choices for people wanting to live close to where they work. Walking or biking distance to and from
work results in better overall health while giving valuable time back to people who lose it commuting long distances to
and from work as well as to services and amenities. It is not necessary to build it and they will come. It is a matter of
build it better and they will flourish.

5/7/2017 12:43 AM

50 Don't want 6 stories in the village. 5/6/2017 11:06 PM

51 Height will diminish the appeal of hanging out in Cook St. Village. Keep it below 4 stories. Filling in height along the
Humboldt Valley area won't substantially alter the character. I would prefer to see more 3 and 4 story development at
5 corners and Moss Village (and along Fairfield) rather than taking Ross Bay up to 6 stories.

5/6/2017 10:22 PM

52 This is the least damaging of the options. None of the options are good. The neighborhood should stay as it is other
than a few additional 4 story buildings on Cook St. I strongly believe there does NOT have to be an increase in density.
If we do not build it people will not come. Leave well enough alone. Thank you for asking.

5/6/2017 9:59 PM

53 Leaves the cook street village as a low profile less dense area and maintains its unique charm 5/6/2017 9:53 PM

54 I don't feel like growth in cook street village will increase the volume of foot traffic. Cook street village is a destination
and people will go

5/6/2017 9:53 PM

55 Cook St. should not receive all the growth 5/6/2017 9:50 PM

56 I would like Cook St village to be more modern and vibrant. Option 1 has more density directly in the village which is
probably what's needed to support more businesses . Although, what I'd really like is a combination or 1 and 3, where
the village is built up a bit and duplexes with suites are allowed throughout the areas east and south of the village.

5/6/2017 9:20 PM

57 Option 1 changes Cook St Village too much. Option 2 is too concentrated in NW area of Fairfield. 5/6/2017 9:12 PM

58 The growth should be closest to the actual downtown. I am not sure about the 6 story buildings near the Fairfield
Plaza, which is a feature in all three plans.

5/6/2017 9:09 PM

59 Maintain neighbourhood character as closely as possible. 5/6/2017 9:01 PM

60 Would love to see more of everything in the village 5/6/2017 8:48 PM

61 Housing supply shortage necessitates densifying 5/6/2017 8:35 PM

62 Lower building height overall is better for the neighbourhood: penetration of sunlight, knowing one's neighbours,
friendlier feel. Preferable to retain height at 6 story max and avoid 10 story. Good for Cook Street village to have a
variety of residents (homeowners versus renters).

5/6/2017 8:23 PM

63 option 3 balances growth but does not destroy the traditional residential feel of the Cook Street neighborhood with
overly high buildings.

5/6/2017 7:59 PM

64 I think Cook St Village is looking old, shabby, and needs to attract a greater number and variety of businesses to
support walkable options for Fairfield residents. I like the idea of densifying the Cook St. Village area as a
neighbourhood hub and amenity, even if it means taller buildings.

5/6/2017 7:41 PM
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65 Best to concentrate density closer to downtown and keep village feel in CSV 5/6/2017 7:24 PM

66 Just so I'm clear in my ranking here - 1 constitutes my preferred option; 3 is my least favoured. I'd like to see more
density, and the northwest corner seems a good place to densify. I like the idea of spreading more density around the
village. I'm also not opposed to increasing the height restrictions in the village itself (which is what Option 1 stipulates.)

5/6/2017 7:21 PM

67 Density in areas of existing density 5/6/2017 7:15 PM

68 The corridor around Cook Street village would benefit from further housing density, particularly with new townhouses
and apartments providing a more entry-level housing product to bring families into a neighbourhood where the price of
detached homes has soared beyond the affordability of average wage-earners. As well, creating more housing stock
in northwest Fairfield with slightly higher development permitted will allow future residents to enjoy equal access to
downtown and the village, park, and neighbourhood amenities. For these reasons, I chose option 3 as my preferred
option, with option 2 coming second, and because I believe the future redevelopment of Cook Street Village up to 6
stories would likely create too fundamental a change to the character of the area, option 1 is ranked 3rd.

5/6/2017 6:59 PM

69 Option 3 first choice because we want the village to retain its village ambience and would like to see more townhouse
developments such as the one Abstract did on Richardson between Vancouver and Cook with underground parking
not on street.

5/6/2017 6:46 PM

70 Best chance to manage growth/support village businesses 5/6/2017 4:48 PM

71 Five points should remain at maximum three stories high. 5/6/2017 4:45 PM

72 Small urban village designation should apply to Cook Street Village. Six stories risks creating "canyons." Is
inappropriate to proximity of BH Park.

5/6/2017 4:42 PM

73 Densification is necessary -- preferable to sprawl. But development should be friendly, community-supporting,
affordable and diverse. Too much conversion to apartment buildings like those along Cook St between Fairfield and
Fort is quite undesirable -- monolithic apartment blocks do not build/support community.

5/6/2017 4:21 PM

74 Provides the best residential, business and transit options for the Cook Street Village with the least impact to
surrounding residential areas. It does not preclude future development in the northwest corner.

5/6/2017 4:02 PM

75 The businesses that already exist have a character all of their own and do not need to be altered. So for this reason I
ranked option 3 the best option giving it 1st ranking. Option 1 is the most intrusive option to the character of the Cook
street village therefore I ranked it as the worst option, rank 3.

5/6/2017 3:52 PM

76 could be a fairer distribution 5/6/2017 3:45 PM

77 Allowing that many 10-storey buildings in the Northwestern portion of Fairfield (Option 3) may cause
developers/current apartment building owners in that area to "renovict" current tenants, or tear down existing
buildings, to cash in on new development options, creating a housing shortage in the short term and a likely increase
in housing costs in the long term. (New buildings = high rents)

5/6/2017 3:28 PM

78 I chose option 3 because I prefer the 4-storey limit for Cook St. village, along with growth in character with the
neighbourhood (i.e. the emphasis on townhouses on the east of Cook St.) However, I hope future development on the
west side would not exclude townhouses and smaller apartment buildings! Option 2 is better than option 1 because it
concentrates taller buildings in an area where they already exist.

5/6/2017 3:08 PM

79 This is a very limited list of options. It is forcing only a certain type of growth in only certain areas. Any new
development will destroy the existing settlement of people and their already established neighbourhood.

5/6/2017 3:02 PM

80 Why no option around the Ross Bay Village? Is that a given decision? 5/6/2017 2:53 PM

81 This development is a more organic one, not so much imposing but giving more natural increase chances where it will
be sought after, and spread equally in the neighbourhood of Fairfield

5/6/2017 2:48 PM

82 I don't really like any of them. Definitely do not like #3 or the Village part of #1. 5/6/2017 2:47 PM

83 It's a more balanced approach than the others, in my opinion. 5/6/2017 2:23 PM

84 Encourage a moderate redevelopment of CSV over time. 5/6/2017 2:16 PM

85 I support the idea of townhomes and apartments in Option 3 because they will bring a mix of people to the area,
especially families, which is what every community needs to ensure diverse services across the ages. Option 1 is least
favoured because the high development of Cook Street blocks sunlight for people using the village, for those living
adjacent to the high rises, and it changes the low-rise character of the village in a negative and unappealing way.

5/6/2017 1:59 PM

86 More housing in Cook St Village will keep it financially sustainable 5/6/2017 1:57 PM

87 It is not right to take away home owners rights as property owners and put them at a personal financial disadvantage. I
make not care for some of the changes I have seen but I defend their right to make those changes.

5/6/2017 1:30 PM
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105 option 3 allows for development of Cook Street without over imposing on the remaining SFD streetscape vistas of the
neighbourhood... You need to not use a cookie cutter development zoning for infill. Allow densification where
residential street scape is already lost. make 6 storey apartment 0K where 4 storey already exist to maximize last
development opportunities in just these areas as well as incentivize renovation to apartment. ie N/E side of cook. AND
allow some higher density redevelopment coming down from the cathedral so not all residential is separated from a
livable village where they might get groceries/ services.

5/6/2017 10:25 AM

106 The appeal to tourists and visitors to the area is the current character of Cook St. Village and The Five points. As a
renter I understand the need for more apartments (not condos) however, I also love my neighbourhood and choose to
live here not just for the close proximity to everything but also the character of the neighborhood. Show people
designs that mix with the neighborhoods better, not just slabs of concrete, and you'll achieve more positive responses.
Too often hideous cement blocks are thrown up without respect for the environment around it - appropriate numbers
of parking spots, having the building ease back from the street as it goes up so it is less imposing on the street,
buildings that fit in with the character of the houses around them - all important factors it feels like you've forgotten.

5/6/2017 10:23 AM

107 Keeping single family homes in fairfield is what makes this neighbourhood appealing. 5/6/2017 10:13 AM

108 we have a good thing why ruin it 5/6/2017 10:08 AM

109 The reason people enjoy the feel of the village is maintained with a lower rise 4-5 where you can still see the sky.
going higher gives a different feel and much of the quaint character could be lost. IS it Santa Barbara where they
decided to keep housing to the tallest tree was it 3-4 story? If we make a village corridor of 6 stories we lose that
important feeling. Developers can still make a profit selling smaller units, we are moving away from needed so much
space per person and family as younger generation shifts consciousness.

5/6/2017 9:55 AM

110 As you give no options except 6 stories to Fairfield Plaza and there has been ZERO consultation about this to local
neighbourhood, None of the above options are acceptable.

5/6/2017 9:48 AM

111 Option 3 first; Option 1and then Option 2. However, I do not support reducing street parking in Cook Street Village and
a major bike route connecting lower Cook Street to Dallas Road. This portion could be rerouted on Vancouver Street
to connect with the existing bicycle lanes in Beacon Hill Park and then to Dallas Road.

5/6/2017 9:39 AM

112 Density should be distributed in areas other than Cook St and grow outward from already zoned commercial (Moss,
Ross Bay, etc.) It makes most sense for 6-storey and higher to be in the NW area where taller buildings already exist.
Between NW and Cook St should be a mix of 4 to 6-storey, townhouse, and SFR (as it is today). Cook St Village; no
more than 4-storeys. East of Cook St should be a mix of SFR and town/row house.

5/6/2017 9:34 AM

113 Six stories too high 5/6/2017 9:25 AM

114 I don't like the idea of 6 storey buildings in Cook street as I do feel that will change the character. Ultimately I like
option 3 as it keeps higher buildings towards the downtown area where higher buildings are already. I think lots of
people come to cook street that don't live in the neighborhood as it is so lovely so I wouldn't be worried that by not
adding density to the specific cook street area the village would struggle. I would like to know why all options include 6
storey buildings in the Ross Bay area. As a resident in this area of town, I do not remember ever being asked about
my opinion regarding putting high buildings up in our lovely Fairfield Plaza. This is upsetting to me. I would be more in
support of 3-4 storey units in that area as well.

5/6/2017 8:45 AM

115 None of these options are desirable ,as they take little consideration in existing population and neighbourhoods and
seems only to consider developers.

5/6/2017 3:44 AM

116 Fairfield should be kept low rise with density added via infill and converting single family to multi family where possible 5/5/2017 10:55 PM

117 Northeastern part of Fairfield already has mixed use, apartments and condos. Increasing density here has less impact
on streets of single family homes.Concentrating all growth in Cook St Village would impact charm and neighbourhood
feel of the village.

5/5/2017 10:30 PM

118 Cook St Village will be changed adversely but the residential character of Fairfield will be retained. Because of
location, Cook St village will survive!

5/5/2017 10:05 PM

119 6 stories in Cook Street is inappropriate for character, and Northwest Fairfield already has development and apartment
buildings. I like the spread out plan around Cook Street better. More to explore. 6 stories in Fairfield Plaza makes me
a bit sad, but is more appropriate than in Cook Street.

5/5/2017 9:48 PM

120 None of these consider the option of status quo. Option 3 is insidious because it anticipates more and more spread of
multi-family units and demolishing perfectly adequate houses.

5/5/2017 9:37 PM

121 I don't like any of these options. I don't think Fairfield should have any buildings over 3-4 stories. 5/5/2017 8:55 PM

122 6 stories is too high for Cook Street Village 5/5/2017 8:54 PM
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123 The fact that Cook Street Village has attracted additional businesses is not in my mind justification for further
development. Without trying to suggest a full on NIMBY attitude, I am concerned that recent development has eroded
lower rent housing and opportunities for small businesses. New developments built with expectation of high cost
leases has the potential to eliminate opportunities for small, independent businesses and the "bohemian" mix of
people that make the Village a wonderful community hub. I'm unhappy with the aspect of Option 2 that would see
higher towers all the way to Southgate. This has the potential of o de again uprooting rental housing in favour of
affluent property owners dominating the landscape. I could accept a limited expansion of the commercial area
somewhat down a few of the side streets, primarily west of Cook St but east as well as appropriate. I believe that
higher buildings (6-10 stories) should be massed along the edges of the CBD. Although I support the concentration of
apartments north of the Village their virtual absence of architectural appeal is downright depressing. The nicest
buildings are ironically the oldest, carefully restored and maintained.

5/5/2017 8:50 PM

124 Make the Village a walkable village. Make the downtown density rich. But please protect the transition streets: the
frigile streets that butt up against these 4+ storey buildings should be preserved as transition streets leading to
traditional residential single family or multiplexes. In other words please do not destroy the 1100 block of Burdett by
allowing a 4 story 36 unit apartment building (as proposed) on this non-arterial residential street with 100+ year old
houses on its south side. this is important as if allowed it will rapidly erase the desire for owners to keep the 100+ yr
old houses going on the south side and the way will be paved for destroying the entire block.

5/5/2017 8:49 PM

125 We need more housing that is affordable. 5/5/2017 8:47 PM

126 I think it is a better fit having the higher buildings in a connercial area. I am not sure the street on nw Fairfield can
support a lot more traffic.

5/5/2017 7:33 PM

127 Fairfield needs more affordable and a variety of housing types including townhouses and new condos. 5/5/2017 7:31 PM

128 Cook street is a beautiful area and we can share this with more people which will create a vibrant community with
small business owners - this creates unique communityies

5/5/2017 7:09 PM

129 I do not want to change the character of Cook Street Village. High density will spoil the nature of the neighbourhood. 5/5/2017 6:26 PM

130 I feel some growth is necessary 5/5/2017 6:23 PM

131 Do not want to lose the character of Cook Street with too much development. 5/5/2017 6:16 PM

132 As a current resident of Cook Street village, I believe the addition of 6 story buildings will not only change the
character of the village if you can still even call it a village with massive apartment buildings everywhere. It would block
surrounding residential neighbourhoods.Create more noise & lighting pollution, lookouts such as Gonzales & Moss
rock will be obstructed often tourist spots for great pictures. I completely disagree with Option 1 -- I encourage more
townhouses for families & residential/business dwellings no more than 4 stories high for the continued growth of this
area while keeping it's CHARACTER.

5/5/2017 6:15 PM

133 Why is there only one option for Fairfield Plaza? Changing it to six story mixed use is a huge change in that
neighbourhood with very little discussion. Because there is no different option for the Fairfield Plaza, I don't feel that I
can choose any options for other areas because I might be saying OK to the Fairfield option presented.

5/5/2017 5:32 PM

134 I like the feel of Cook Street Village and would like it to stay as much as possible the same. 5/5/2017 5:09 PM

135 I cannot prioritize the three packages because each one has features which I do not agree with. I do NOT want large
urban village densities in Cook St Village and Fairfield Plaza (designate these areas as small urban villages) and I do
NOT want Five Points/Moss Street identified for increase density. Focus increased densities on the Fort St corridor
and in the NW area

5/5/2017 4:37 PM

136 Cook St is important to us, existing, older home owners in Fairfield. But as this is a plan for the future, new residents
are likely to be young. Parking is not as important and could perhaps be limited. Young people walk and bike.They
cannot afford a residence and cars. Vibrancy of a community relies upon living working and shopping locally. This
would take place in option 1. City planning that supports living, socializing, working etc. in one area reduces crime and
supports sustainability.

5/5/2017 4:32 PM

137 all poor choices for residential owners and sticks us with unwanted social housing!!! 5/5/2017 4:29 PM

138 I want Cook St Village to retain its village centre feel. 6-storey buildings would seriously damage, even destroy, its
pleasant ambience. Mixed housing that includes apartments, townhouses and single-family homes near the village to
more gently increase density while retaining character gets my vote.

5/5/2017 4:20 PM

139 Seniors and families will want to be near the village not downtown (northend) and we need more housing neear the
village. Not sure we need 6 story buildings in a village area that right now has a lot of character. There are spaces not
many blocks away that suit high rises better

5/5/2017 4:19 PM

140 Growth in CSV is essential to supporting the growth and continued interest in Fairfield neighbourhood. To support the
neighbourhood's growth, and to avoid sprawling, a strong core is most important.

5/5/2017 4:12 PM
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175 Lots of green space close by and business would benefit 5/3/2017 3:56 PM

176 Preservation of the neighbourhood character, and not overwhelming the already constrained services must be a
priority.

5/3/2017 2:38 PM

177 already taller buildings and larger businesses 5/3/2017 1:25 PM

178 Let the light in, let the trees grow, create an environment where the quality of life can thrive, clean air should be a
right.

5/3/2017 1:16 PM

179 Keep density growth to a smaller area, that is already a "village centre" and has shops and businesses that will support
additional residents. It is also a desirable residential area with proximity to the dallas road waterfront and beacon hill
park which is great for seniors and families.

5/3/2017 12:47 PM

180 There already is higher density closer to the downtown core. Several buildings over 6 storeys are already in the
process of being built in this area. Might as well keep the highrise density in the same area. People there have options
of service centres downtown, Fairfield, Oak Bay or Cook Street. Pandora bike lane closer to that area and would
facilitate peole in apartments who possibly do not have cars.

5/3/2017 11:41 AM

181 These areas are already dominated by apartment buildings. Increasing density there is better than development of
areas that are mostly single family.

5/3/2017 11:06 AM

182 Limit growth, period. Fairfield is residential, not commercial. Leave the rest of Fairfield alone! 5/3/2017 11:05 AM

183 Important to maintain the low rise residential character of the northwest portion of Fairfield. Higher buildings will have a
deleterious effect on the scale which makes this area so livable.

5/3/2017 10:48 AM

184 I like how this promotes growth in Moss Fairfield area. I would like to see that existing micro village allowed to grow a
bit. Also I like the proposed added density in the north west area, it will give a nice buffer between CS Village and
down town. We need more incentives for developers to build apartments. Especially smaller, affordable rental units.
Lets really work on affordability by providing good inexpensive rental units to take pressure off Victorians purchasing
overpriced homes. This will slow down rising home prices AND provide housing for everyone. And please, no more
xenophobic taxes on foreigners investing in Canada. Tangent! Thanks

5/3/2017 10:43 AM

185 I think it makes sense to concentrate growth in the commercial area of the neighbourhood. To me, the difference b/w
4 and 6 stories in the Village is nothing to get all freaked out about. I think it would be uglier to see 8-10 story buildings
just a block or two away.

5/3/2017 10:42 AM

186 Al options are too invasive/big for this neighbourhood. Six stories along Cook Street and at Fairfield Plaza will destroy
the very essence of what makes Fairfield "liveable". All three of the options are too density-heavy.

5/3/2017 10:20 AM

187 Option #3 retains the "village" nature of the area while Option #1 creates a "mini-West End". 5/3/2017 9:21 AM

188 Preserve the character of cook street village...some growth (commercial and residential) is great- but don't let it
become an extension of the ford/cook corridor-urban downtown look. It is still close enough to downtown for residents
in the urban corridors to seek out the character and relative quietness of cook street. Will attract tourists, residents and
people from other parts of town for its 'unique' character.

5/3/2017 9:18 AM

189 I believe growth may exceed expectations and this option both controls expansion and allows it to happen as
developers come onboard.

5/3/2017 8:38 AM

190 More even distribution of growth 5/3/2017 8:23 AM

191 I am grateful for the chance to vote on these options as I so often feel that Victoria has no plan at all. Condos seem to
be going up with no plan around the city lately. The city used to be so quaint and now it is quite frankly ugly and
unfriendly. And it is for this reason that I feel Fairfield and the Cook Street Village should remain quaint and village
friendly. Those of us that live right in the village want to preserve the low rise building styles and less density. The
village is pretty and friendly while the rest of the building around the city is quite ugly and an embarrassment. Thank
you.

5/3/2017 7:39 AM
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192 I don't really like any of the options. Each has it drawbacks. They seem to concentrate "growth" only in the specific
areas identified in each option. Can there not be a relatively more even sharing of the increase in density across all of
Fairfield? In simple terms less height in the identified areas and more infill in the other areas. Option 1 is
unacceptable because we want to maintain Cook St. Village as a village without the commercial "body heat" of
downtown. Many of the people who come to shop in the village already come from other parts of the CRD because of
the charm of the village. Don't destroy that. 4 storeys is already, on average, double what is there now. Experience
suggests that City design considerations do not transition well developments which are significantly larger than what is
being displaced with the surrounding neighbourhood. Option 2 should only contemplate 6-8 (not 10) storeys in NW
Fairfield with the higher buildings concentrated west of Quadra and north of Rupert Ter. And why is Fort St. restricted
to 6 storeys.Why not allow 8 storeys on Fort with heights diminishing moving East from downtown and South as you
approach Beacon Hill Park. In addition,there should be nothing over 6 storeys along Southgate, nothing in the vicinity
of the Cathedral which would over shadow it, and consideration of view corridors down Quadra and Vancouver of the
Olympic mountains looking south. Option 3: Fairfield already has a higher density than any other neighbourhood
outside of the downtown core as a result of the many 3-4 storey apartment buildings. Many of these have surface
parking extending to the street behind. Redevelopment of the entire area, with parking underground could double the
residential area without having to add height or removing traditional residential areas identified on Map 2 of the OCP
e.g. along Vancouver and on Sutleje to preserve a greater sense of the character of the neighbourhood. In-fill in the
form of garden and secondary suites, duplexes, triplexes, townhouses and rowhouses should be facilitated throughout
the traditional residential areas throughout Fairfield.

5/2/2017 10:53 PM

193 I'd like to see Fairfield maintain it's character in terms of the many different types of housing available within the
vicinity and character homes etc.

5/2/2017 10:14 PM

194 Option 3 will better support keeping the scale of Cook street village to lower rise buildings and diversity the growth
within Fairfield.

5/2/2017 9:39 PM

195 The pink area in Option 3 already has many 4-storey residential buildings. The area near Beacon Hill Park is not
suitable for 6-10-storey buildings (Option 2) since they would spoil the park atmosphere as the ones along Douglas
already do. Option 1 would destroy the village nature of Cook St Village.

5/2/2017 9:27 PM

196 6 stories in Cook St Village would be the 'slippery slope' to eventual big scale growth in adjacent areas. The
Northwest corner is already bordered by bigger scale commercial buildings so there is less chance of 'infecting'
nearby single family homes.

5/2/2017 9:11 PM

197 Option 1 achieves the best balance in terms of increasing retail and residential space in the village, which will
enhancer it as a community while minimizing impact on other areas.

5/2/2017 9:02 PM

198 I think Victoria is being ruined by all this expansion. Why not let the expansion of the downtown core get finished and
see where we are at. Presently suites are creating chaos in Fairfield on the streets. If suites would be occupied by
young people that don't need cars it would help the situation. Downtown condo buildings should not have parking for
everyone to have a car, but rather use ride share. This would decrease the price of the condos for young people.
Every time the city changes the rules for growth in an area a lot of people will be displaced through renovictions.
There has been a lot of development in these neighbourhoods already and it will just be destroyed by allowing new
height restrictions. Remember in Europe their cities have perfect density with four storeys. victoria is on the tip of the
island and development is one thing in the downtown core, and people are not happy with it, but leave the beautiful
neighbourhoods alone. Another issue is setbacks. Developers want every square inch. One cannot miss the beauty of
Victoria with the beautiful streets with boulevards and setbacks. Modern planning is taking this beauty away from
urban citizen. There are just too many vehicles in Victoria, and citizens of the Island like to visit the capital city as well.
I hold local governments responsible for this mess of traffic on the lower Island. We just don't have anywhere to go to
escape the traffic, an ability available to cities not on an island. To think things will be better trafficwise when all this
development is complete is sheer lunacy.

5/2/2017 8:39 PM

199 I don't like any of the options as they all state that there will be growth in the Ross bay centre. I love very close to
there and I do not want to see 4-6 storey buildings go up, nor do I want to see low income housing implemented in
this area. I understand the need for growth but I do not believe that we need 4-6 storey buildings in that area. As we
live right on the cusp of Fairfield and Gonzales, are in our 30s and our house is our primary investment, I don't want to
see the Ross bay shopping centre turned into something that doesn't suit the area. Focus should be directed to areas
such as Fort street where multi storey buildings already exist and should not be forced into our area. Furthermore, I do
not want to see more town houses or modern homes built in our area as the character that we have worked to restore
in our house should be preserved all over the neighbourhood

5/2/2017 7:28 PM

200 It makes sense to have higher density around businesses and cook street to promote businesses but also because it
is already mixed use and there are some 4 storey buildings. I would also suggest you could combine options 1 and 3
and have higher density in both areas for the same reasons.

5/2/2017 7:12 PM

201 None - Cook St. Village should be capped at 4 storeys to keep village atmosphere. 6 to 10 storeys is OK right along
Fort St., but not spreading south.

5/2/2017 6:49 PM

202 Character of the Cook Street Village is based in its low-rise aspect. 5/2/2017 6:12 PM
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203 Ross Bay needs more or equal the attention as Cook and Fort as it holds a lot of community that are devoted to an
sustainable economy.

5/2/2017 5:16 PM

204 It seems to best retain the feeling of the village 5/2/2017 4:16 PM

205 In Option 1, I like how the increased density is focused on the area that is already a combination of apartment
buildings and businesses. One downside would be an increase in car traffic into and out of apartment buildings in an
area busy with pedestrians and bikes, but hopefully some measures would be taken to prevent traffic conflicts.

5/2/2017 3:12 PM

206 I don't want the character of Cook Street village to change and retail spaces to be too expensive for small local
businesses.

5/2/2017 2:41 PM

207 Add density where it already exists which is in northwest Fairfield. I also don't like the idea of adding taller buildings in
Cook St Village.

5/2/2017 2:16 PM

208 There needs to be some sense of a residential neighbourhood left in Cook Street Village on the east side. 5/2/2017 12:43 PM

209 Distributed growth is preferable because it offers more possibilities for actual change (rather than planned change,
which only happens if developers materialise to effect it). Would 3 storey with at grade parking in Cook St Village be
profitable? Six storeys will be a fundamental shift in place identity and stands a real risk of creating somwhere that
loses the very qualities that made it attractive. (Think of Selkirk Village, nicely planned at high density and no street
life). And what about growth in residential areas by adding garden suites, semi detached etc? I think the plan should
aim to facilitate as many growth options as possible

5/2/2017 12:41 PM

210 makes a neater compact feeling for living, without getting too busy. 5/2/2017 12:28 PM

211 I live near cook street village so Option 1 is more agreeable to me. However, all the other options are good too as long
as they generate more income to Victoria City Council.

5/2/2017 12:17 PM

212 Opposed to 6 stories in Cook St. there are taller bldg in NW corner . Opposed to expanding taller to west of cook st 5/2/2017 10:48 AM

213 I think some residential growth in the village will help the businesses and services thrive. 5/2/2017 8:54 AM

214 Cook Street Village is already too crowed and no parking spot. It is better to extend to northern portion of Fairfield. 5/2/2017 8:25 AM

215 Keeps the personality and natural light of the village, spreads out new housing. 5/1/2017 11:19 PM

216 Cook St Village will get too congested and lose it's neighbourhood charm with too much development 5/1/2017 9:18 PM

217 All of these areas are already filled with residents that want to patron their neighborhood but cannot because the
community/business isn't there.

5/1/2017 8:44 PM

218 There is already some small-scale redevelopment in Cook St. Village that is very sympathetic to the character of the
place - I would like to see that encouraged. I do not believe that the 6-story units would be "affordable" based on the
description of the Oliphant project, and also that 6 stories is just too high for the Village. The townhouse option sounds
good to me, and I like the idea of spreading out the development to the NW portion, too.

5/1/2017 8:30 PM

219 The north west part of Fairfield has already multifamily housing. More people are closer to down town and their jobs. 5/1/2017 7:33 PM

220 Keep the growth in the area where there is already higher density close to downtown. Preserve character feel of Cook
Street Village. That is exactly what attracts people to it. I believe it will actually be better for business and
neighborhood moral to keep the village 4 stories max.

5/1/2017 7:25 PM

221 The Cook St Village has already changed much over the last 20 years. The other 2 areas could bear more change
while retaining their character and allowing the Cook St Village to remain more as it is.

5/1/2017 7:06 PM

222 The density is closer to Fort Street which is more of a downtown hub. This then maintains the density where it should
be.

5/1/2017 6:50 PM

223 I like height restrictions in the village. 5/1/2017 6:43 PM

224 Cook street village needs modernizing. It is a great location but needs updating. Many of the very old apartment
buildings in the village are badly dated, ugly and disfunctiomal. They are fire hazards. Option 1 could really help to
develope the area into a fashionable and popular destination away from the down town core. We need young vibrant
energy there. No old scruffy apartment buildings.

5/1/2017 6:35 PM

225 I think residential density in Cook Street Village is important to encourage use of shops and services (especially by
walking). 6 storeys seems high - 4 would help retain the current character.

5/1/2017 6:00 PM

226 need more housing close to businesses. encourages cycling, walking, and accessibility. Victoria desperately needs
more housing and limiting buildings to 4 storeys isn't forward thinking.

5/1/2017 5:47 PM

227 because it makes most sense. 5/1/2017 5:44 PM
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228 I am strongly opposed to buildings > 4 stories in height in Cook Street Village. The Village is already thriving, so threat
that less increase density may discourage commercial investment seems poorly founded.

5/1/2017 5:27 PM

229 I believe in lower buildings. 5/1/2017 4:42 PM

230 The character, charm and draw of the village is because there are NOT tall buildings blocking sun. Higher density of
living right in the village would cause the village to be far too busy from a parking, traffic and pedestrian perspective. It
is a neighbourhood village - it should look and feel like one!

5/1/2017 4:37 PM

231 I believe that that growth of Cook street village should be kept to a slow pace and buildings no higher than 4 stories
...let the areas closer to downtown have the higher height buildings to keep the residential feel of Fairfield with the
single family dwellings.

5/1/2017 4:24 PM

232 I would like to live in an area not overwhelmed by the buildings around it. Or to have wind tunnels created. 5/1/2017 4:16 PM

233 Not against growth, concerned about over-development. Six story buildings would be excessive, will overwhelm Cook
Street Village. Will no longer be a village but another high density suburban enclave.

5/1/2017 3:48 PM

234 Option 3 appears to be a more balanced option, protecting the basic appeal of Cook St Village & the broader
community while offering greater opportunities for the necessary financial incentives to pay for community
enhancements and for investment in much-needed housing of all kinds.

5/1/2017 3:18 PM

235 4 story limit on on buildings in village 5/1/2017 3:13 PM

236 best compromise to sustain the village and keep it 'apart' from the tiresome real estate in the NW which is constantly
encroaching on Southgate right now.

5/1/2017 12:52 PM

237 I'd prefer we densify cook street village. Having a nice dense hub of population there will encourage good amenities
and services (especially if mixed-use buildings) and make it 'a place' rather than a suburban sea. I would also think
this would appease home-owners who are protective of their neighborhoods. Currently tenants of this home (Rockland
& Linden) go downtown rather than to the village for groceries and entertainment.

5/1/2017 12:40 PM

238 Option 2 leaves the growth to occur nearer the downtown core, leaving out support for a vibrant village. I would prefer
Cook St Village to support thriving businesses and services as well as be livable, which both Options 1 and 3 do in
differing ways.

5/1/2017 12:34 PM

239 Logical. 5/1/2017 11:26 AM

240 Keep the Village as a village. Increase of density slightly further away (Fort). Do not make the Village into a canyon. 5/1/2017 11:10 AM

241 6 stories along Cook Street too much change to character of area: noise, traffic, density 5/1/2017 10:53 AM

242 I would rather see a no growth option but like our politicians we have to vote for the least worst option 5/1/2017 10:48 AM

243 To keep an area comfortable with all the services and easy to walk around seniors and children. 5/1/2017 10:33 AM

244 Cook Street village is the obvious choice for additional density. The neighbourhood is highly desirable and more
people should share in its amazing character. It is well positioned to accept additional density.

5/1/2017 9:29 AM

245 This places increased density into areas that can best accommodate it. But the common part of the plan to put 6 story
buildings at Ross Bay Village shopping centre is a non-starter.

5/1/2017 9:04 AM

246 It preserves the character of the neighbourhood and puts Cook St Village into the future by allowing 6 stories making it
truly a work/live community. Just make sure the 6 stories are made out of BC wood.

5/1/2017 7:26 AM

247 Important to keep th village feel and focus on Cook St. Six story building aren't the end of the world!! 5/1/2017 4:53 AM

248 divides growth between two areas and keeps village feel to Cook Street 4/30/2017 10:53 PM

249 support growth in the northwestern portion at higher densities given the proximity to the city and urban services. 4/30/2017 10:06 PM

250 Cook street village requires higher density residential to support higher quality retail investment. 4/30/2017 9:48 PM

251 Preserve skyline and community feel of Cook St Village and area and isolate large development to downtown 4/30/2017 9:18 PM

252 Option 2 seems to be the best to keep Cook St Village looking like a village not like downtown. 4/30/2017 8:47 PM

253 Should be 10+ storeys along Fort, densification along Fairfield (seek synergy between density & transit), extend Cook
St north to 1/2 block beyond Fairfield

4/30/2017 8:40 PM

254 Distributes growth so no one area is overwhelmingly impacted. Distributes stable middle income housing over a wider
area as a hedge against urban decay.

4/30/2017 7:48 PM

255 I support growth and want to see Cook Street village businesses thrive, but most importantly I like the 4 storey feel of
Cook street village and feel that 6 storeys could threaten it's crucial village feeling.

4/30/2017 7:15 PM
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256 Because it makes more sense to intensify growth closer to the business area -- but also increase density in the low
density area in the northwestern portion of Fairfield...

4/30/2017 6:09 PM

257 Tall building will take away from "the charm" of Cook street village. Having a mix of small residencial/commercial
buildings would help preserve it.

4/30/2017 5:43 PM

258 Limit building height to 4 stories. If 5 stories are allowed, them the top story should be set back further from the street. 4/30/2017 12:11 PM

259 The structure of this survey strongly guides the individual to force growth in the NW portion of Fairfield only, a location
of historic interest and an eclectic mix of low, medium and high density residences. We considered moving to the
condos in Songhees and James Bay (Shoal Point) but found them to be too homogenized and instead selected the
interesting and beautiful NW - the Cathedral Hill district. The growth of "low barrier" housing for the "hard to house" in
this area has been an unpleasant surprise. There has been strong resistance to any change in the Cook Street area
and with the majority of Fairfield residents living near Cook Street, how do you think they will rank the options? My
guess is Option 2 - no change to Cook Street but stick all development in the NW. I do not understand what
culture/environment Fairfield wants to promote from the developments. Something different for different sections? I
would like to know the worst case scenario for each area instead of constantly being on the alert for unpleasant
changes to the area. People select areas for a reason. In option #2, are you really going to redevelop the Cathedral,
law courts, new park, Rose Manor, Mount St. Mary's, Abigail's, etc? If they are really off the list, change your diagram.
I think there should be another option, once the diagrams truly reflect the 30 year plan, propose development in Cook
Street, Moss Street Village (the church on the corner of Fairfield and Moss Street was for sale, wouldn't that make a
terrific housing development), May Street and the NW. Target population of each development clearly defined.
Minimum and Maximum building heights defined and adhered to. No extra stories added per the Escher. I do not fully
endorse any of the above options.

4/30/2017 10:35 AM

260 Growth in northwestern area of Fairfield is NOT acceptable. This is contrarian to Humbolt Valley Precinct Plan which
had strong resident input and support. Council and City Planners appear to have forgotten those commitments.

4/30/2017 10:34 AM

261 growth on option 3 is spread out a bit more. 4/30/2017 10:25 AM

262 the centre of cook st village should grow. stop capping things at height there. cities evolve. deal with it 4/30/2017 9:39 AM

263 Allows more affordable housing close to shopping; option 2 will only provide more luxury housing 4/30/2017 8:38 AM

264 Density and parking problems around Option 2. 4/29/2017 8:22 PM

265 I do not want tall buildings... 6 stories becomes 10 in a few years, becomes 15 and suddenly there is no sunlight.
Option 3 is the best blend of mix use/blended housing.

4/29/2017 7:32 PM

266 Option 2 does nothing for Cook St. Village. Option 1 means a rather drastic change, whereas Option 3 adds population
without destroying the character of Cook St. Village.

4/29/2017 7:18 PM

267 In fifteen years, people will be leaving the city because of high taxes. For the most part, no one will need to go to
offices, as virtual reality and autonomous cars changes where people have to live. I don't see our city thinking about
these issues.

4/29/2017 4:58 PM

268 Option 1 would turn Cook Street into a dense corridor. Option 3 is most balanced. Option 2 is too much like extending
downtown. BTW I think population increase will be more than you are estimating.

4/29/2017 4:57 PM

269 I am concerned if we keep the development mostly to the northwest, cook street vendors may not do well. 4/29/2017 4:39 PM

270 I don't want taller buildings in my neighborhood. 4/29/2017 4:32 PM

271 option 2 extends the downtown and attracts people who want the activities and amenities typically found in the
downtown core. Some growth of Cook St will keep it vibrant and help support existing businesses

4/29/2017 4:12 PM

272 4 storeys in Cook Street Village maintains the village atmosphere; 6 storeys is a city. Also area closest to Park stays
low.

4/29/2017 4:09 PM

273 Concentrating development in six stories will help the economy of cook street village while protecting the quiet
atmosphere of the larger area.

4/29/2017 4:05 PM

274 Vehicle traffic is already high. Option 2 keeps it about the same. Option 3 would be my next choice. Option 1 my last
choice.

4/29/2017 3:35 PM

275 There are 2 problems with highrise housing. 1) they block the view of the sky and 2) they are an impersonal form of
housing, i.e. anti community and anti interaction. Satisfactory density can be achieved with low-rise housing with 5th
and 6th floors set back to keep view of sky available.

4/29/2017 3:21 PM

276 Higher density is a GOOD thing for many reasons. It would enliven the Cook St. Village and supports environment
(less driving, less sprawl, less expansion of utility services etc. I would prefer seeing 8 story limit along Cook St.

4/29/2017 3:18 PM
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277 As a senior living in an apartment, being able to walk to higher density amenities is a plus... especially when I stop
driving.

4/29/2017 1:50 PM

278 Option 2 allows for replacement of single story commercial buildings with multi-storey commercial/residential without
adding as much traffic congestion.

4/29/2017 1:49 PM

279 I would prefer to see growth in a number of areas instead of being limited. 4/29/2017 1:01 PM

280 Higher rise buildings along Cook Street may create a feeling of an 'urban canyon', detracting from the current village
feel. Dispersing density through the surrounding area would bring people to the area, without making the actual village
feel cramped or crowded.

4/29/2017 12:51 PM

281 We need to maximize growth in both these areas 4/29/2017 12:24 PM

282 Growth is inevitable and needed everywhere! 4/29/2017 11:31 AM

283 I am not in favour of any. Buildings should be 3 storeys or under. 4/29/2017 11:30 AM

284 6 storey buildings in Cook Street Village would be too dominant for the area 4/29/2017 11:24 AM

285 Cook St Village is the logical place for higher buildings since it is already oriented for commercial - main floor
commercial with residential above makes sense.

4/29/2017 11:05 AM

286 6 stories is too high for Cook Street Village and would change the character of the existing neighbourhood too much.
High density housing units are more appropriate in NE Fairfield, where there is a better fit with existing development.

4/29/2017 11:04 AM

287 Six story buildings are to tall for the character of the Cook Street Village and north-west Fairfield. The limit should be
four stories - like the other apartments and condos in the neighbourhood.

4/29/2017 10:52 AM

288 Creates opportunities for more people to live in this neighbourhood. To do that, we need higher density that is
appropriate and proportional to the existing buildings.

4/29/2017 10:47 AM

289 Part of the charm of the area is not having tall building so having a higher population density to the north west seems
to be the answer.

4/29/2017 10:36 AM

290 Taller buildings with more residents will support Cook Street Village businesses. This option helps retain more of the
existing green, pleasantness of existing Fairfield.

4/29/2017 9:34 AM

291 Balanced approach while preserving residential and mixed use in Cook St Village 4/29/2017 9:10 AM

292 To make way for more people to live in this area, and to make the more area more vibrant and pedestrian accessible 4/29/2017 8:42 AM

293 better supports both growth plans without sacrificing too much in either location plus keeps the heights down 4/29/2017 8:34 AM

294 Traffic would become a big problem in option 1 and3 4/29/2017 8:24 AM

295 Used to have two charming private homes with pretty gardens across street to look at; now 5 ugly townhomes
crowded into 2 small lots by a developer. Ruins the neighborhood.

4/29/2017 7:25 AM

296 I don't want the development to go too high, but I do prefer a mix of people on the street. 4/29/2017 7:25 AM

297 Option 3 could allow unchecked development in multiple areas and should be avoided. My preferred option is to
contain the development in one, or at most, two, areas. In all plans, it seems that development up to six(!) stories is
permitted in the Fairfield Plaza. Why is this not under discussion? This would be a terrible!

4/29/2017 7:25 AM

298 Option 3 provides a balance for all stakeholders. Option 2 is too limiting for growth in Cook Street Village. 4/28/2017 9:52 PM

299 Keep Cook Street Village buildings to under 4 levels.. 4/28/2017 9:50 PM

300 The Cook Street Village has its appeal simply by being low rise buildings. Higher buildings destroy this feature by
overwhelming the streetscape and displacing the small businesses which current occupy the area. This is already
happening with the redevelopment which is taking place. Fairfield as a residential district was hugely impacted in the
50's and 60's by the destruction of the single family homes in the area which were replaced by apartment buildings.
Few heritage homes remain and those which do are already overwhelmed by the larger structures (which generally
are only 3 - 4 stories tall.) Higher ones would further impact the neighbourhood.

4/28/2017 9:23 PM

301 Not all the people coming to town need to live down town 4/28/2017 9:18 PM

302 Option three appears to be a more balanced approach. If Cook Street Village had 4 to 5 blocks of 6 storey buildings for
their frontage it will erase the character of the village. The difficulty will be in providing AFFORDABLE housing
anywhere near the downtown core. 700 sq ft co did selling for $500,000 are NOT affordable. Any investor buying one
of these will be charging $2,000 a month in rent. Please do not squish huge condo buildings into tiny spaces any
more. Townhouses are more family friendly as are duplexes and secondary suites.

4/28/2017 9:10 PM

303 Option 3 seems most likely to keep the community vibrant in all areas. 4/28/2017 8:13 PM
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304 Fewer cars in Cook St Village is desirable. Everything is within walking distance. There's already enough of a
customer base (check out the busy coffee shops, restaurants, medical services) but if someone opens a business that
isn't suitable, then that is not the problem of the neighbourhood.

4/28/2017 7:51 PM

305 Responds best to the needs of current and future residents and businesses. 4/28/2017 7:11 PM

306 Seems to equalise the growth areas more. prefer only 4 stories. 4/28/2017 5:37 PM

307 no better choice... in this survey 4/28/2017 5:21 PM

308 At one time the neighborhood plan was 4 stories max. Why is 6 stories now allowed. I am against more is better
because it is not. I like quiet and slow.

4/28/2017 4:13 PM

309 The closer you get to the ocean, the shorter the buildings should be. 4/28/2017 4:05 PM

310 option 2 feels more in line with what is already there, so it would not be a drastic change as option 3. Option 1 is too
small a change.

4/28/2017 4:03 PM

311 Keep the village area vital, only allow 4 story buildings with commercial on main floor. 4/28/2017 3:59 PM

312 distributes density reduces developer contribution which will enourage development 4/28/2017 3:50 PM

313 Cook St Village needs growth to stay viable and attractive 4/28/2017 3:25 PM

314 Keep large buildings out of Cook St village and limit density there 4/28/2017 3:06 PM

315 I am surprised that the plan to build buildings up to six stories high in the Fairfield Plaza, as well as 2-3 story building
at Moss and Failfield appear to be given for granted and not put up for discussion. Unlike Cook Street Village, The
Fairfield Plaza (as well as the Moss/Fairfield corner) is not a place where people walk and mingle, it's essentially just a
small strip mall. People shopping there drive there and back, and increasing the density in those areas would
dramatically increasing the amount of traffic and disrupt the quiet of the neighborhood.

4/28/2017 3:00 PM

316 Wish to maintain limited and controlled development 4/28/2017 2:20 PM

317 Would like to see Cook St Village become more vibrant. Coffee houses are a good start, but better retail and services
are needed.

4/28/2017 2:10 PM

318 Complements existing high density area. Helps local business. Build on hub-like qualities of Cook St. Village. 6 stories
is still a reasonable height considering the surrounding buildings.

4/28/2017 2:02 PM

319 Generally speaking, I would like to see Cook Street Village more densely populated in the long term. I strongly
disagree with the view that a low-rise policy is preferential. To be very clear, if there were no standalone houses at all
the in the neighbourhood in ~100 years, I believe that would be a big improvement to the community.

4/28/2017 1:24 PM

320 6 stories in Cook St. Village will change the character too much; 4 stories are fine. I like the idea of more low-rise
buildings and townhouses in the area. I hope they will be affordable.

4/28/2017 12:55 PM

321 It maintains the remaining neighborhood and concentrates business growth in the existing Cook Street strip. This
should be the only option.

4/28/2017 12:44 PM

322 The village is losing its appeal by allowing big blg's here. I miss the feel of how it was 5+ years ago. It was unique but
its losing that feeling and look. New development is also making parking for residents much worse. (it's already
horrible as it is.) New blg's have little or no parking when they are built, so it causes people to park in residential zones
illegally and its a nuisance. All new blg's should allow for at least 1 parking spot per unit but that does not occur and
most new business in the Village don't even have customer parking. Most days I can't even park on my street
because its full of people parking here that aren't even residents but just heading into the Village businesses. Plus ail
the noise and garbage from these people, especially from the Beagle Pub.

4/28/2017 12:16 PM

323 It would be a shame to lose the beautiful houses in CSV particularly those on Oliphant. Incremental density around
CSV should provide more business to the shops there without turning it into an overcrowded mess with both
residential and non residential parking impossible to find.

4/28/2017 11:38 AM

324 Option 1 extends the feeling of Humbolt Valley but keeps the neighbourhood of Cook Street Densification is required in
the City I don't think 6 stories in either Cook street or Ross Bay should be considered. 4 stories max.

4/28/2017 10:45 AM

325 Limiting population density and associated traffic flows is critical. Option one appears to limit this. The low-rise zoning
proposed by Fairfield plaza is too far from Cook Street village and should be removed. There are already too many
low-rise apartments in Fairfield.

4/28/2017 10:36 AM

326 more mixed housing over a wider area, preserves the village, reasonable density 4/28/2017 10:22 AM
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327 Lowest rise bldgs are priority for maintaining an environment for humans. For new construction, larger set backs from
roads and control of density when townhouses are built is important. Developers must have some responsibility for
providing parking areas. Important to limit density when multi-unit bldgs constructed. Units of 400 sq ft is just silly.
Important to continue to line streets with trees and greenery.

4/28/2017 7:45 AM

328 #3 least desirable as it envisions loss of character homes east of Cook st. village. #1 less desirable due to increased
height of buildings in Cook St village

4/28/2017 4:56 AM

329 North west corner of Fairfield is a prime location to increase density 4/27/2017 10:17 PM

330 Affordable housing should be the highest priority when it comes to the next 25 years of Fairfield and Gonzales. Me
and my Fiance wish to stay in Victoria, where we were born and raised with our family, to have a family of our own.
Sadly Victoria dosnt seem to be adding too many "family friendly" housing. We both feel that Victoria will give us no
choice but to leave behind our families and friends to find a city or town that may have better housing options.

4/27/2017 9:59 PM

331 You will ruin the character of cook street village with 6 story buildings in option 1. Option 3 seems like a reasonable
compromise

4/27/2017 8:51 PM

332 Essential to have vibrant businesses to encourage heavy volume in Cook Street village. 4/27/2017 6:47 PM

333 higher density in cook st village area allows for diversity 4/27/2017 6:16 PM

334 Both NW portion of Fairfield and Cook St Village need to support more people in a variety of housing options. Cook St
is a interesting mix of business, retail and housing and building 6 stories should not take away from that mix. The
densificiation of Cook St Village will had a creative vitality to the area. Also, with large developments there should be
the 1% going to public art, community public art or public gathering spaces which could be an informal outdoor
music/theatre venue.

4/27/2017 6:04 PM

335 I don't like any of these options as I live on the same block as the Beagle pub and don't want developers to come in
and take my home away.

4/27/2017 6:03 PM

336 Option 3 seems to have the most balanced approach to development while minimizing negative changes to the
character of Cook Street Village. More townhouses and apartments are needed but 6 storey apartments in the village
will make the area overly crowded and busy.

4/27/2017 5:45 PM

337 With limitations on the building permitted on Cook Street, the essence and feel of a "village" may be retained. 4/27/2017 5:34 PM

338 Cook Street Village is presently charming and feels like a community. Option 3 would retain this well-loved quality
while allowing for growth.

4/27/2017 5:29 PM

339 Option 2 is the best of the three options because lower stories in the CSV means it's more "human scale", more
"village" feeling, and less shade and less "boxed" in. Because Cook Street runs north/south it is all the more important
not to have tall building blocking morning and afternoon sun. We get so little sunshine in Victoria as it is that we need
to be able to enjoy it when we do get it. A "village" is more than just one street with mixed retail and residential....it is
also the residential atmosphere of homes to the west and to the east of Cook street.

4/27/2017 5:28 PM

340 Do not agree with 10 stories!! 4/27/2017 4:59 PM

341 I do not agree with any of these options. Regardless of city policy to include amenities such as affordable housing, I
have invested in this neighbourhood and these decisions need to put existing homeowners first.

4/27/2017 4:38 PM

342 Cook Street Village is already a busy hub. Building up,providing rental housing and providing more retail for the
neighbourhood is good. It would be a shame to develop the entire neighbourhood. I love walking through the quiet
residential neighborhood. Please preserve as much green space as possible. Flowers and gardens are what attract
tourists to our city. I have been truly disappointed with some of the newer developments. Children in our community
and our new condos still need grass to play on. Bees still need flowers. I don't want to live in a concrete jungle. Let's
not go the way Vancouver did. I still appreciate the feel of the sun on my face.

4/27/2017 4:24 PM

343 Everything going up in the city today is way too big, in my opinion (by at least a third, height -wise). Can we not at
least keep areas like the Cook St. village closer to what they are now. Its designation should never have been
changed from a 'small urban village' to a 'large'. Some development is fine but can it not be kept to a scale that's not
oppressive. I know many people want to turn Victoria into a (not so) mini Vancouver but does it have to happen in
every corner.

4/27/2017 4:18 PM

344 Spreads the growth out with less concentration. 4/27/2017 4:02 PM

345 Maintain smaller village feel in existing village areas with greater density toward town. I feel that all development
should be closer to the 4 stories including Fairfield plaza - 6 stories does not fit.

4/27/2017 3:46 PM

346 I think it's a more natural extension of current growth but it's not a monopoly because other stores are scattered
throughout Fairfield.

4/27/2017 3:23 PM
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347 In my mind, option 2 is the only option worth considering since it is the one that minimizes the senseless destruction of
the well-established homes and neighbourhoods that create the ambiance and aesthetic that make the Cook Street
Village and Fairfield neighbourhoods special and an attraction to locals and tourists alike. Victoria's character and
heritage houses are similar to endangered species in that once they disappear, they cannot be replaced or recreated.
Option 2 protects such neighbourhoods and streetscapes, including Oliphant Avenue, Sutlej Street, Pendergast Street,
and Vancouver south of Southgate. In fact, everything in our power should be done to protect these streetscapes from
the destructive force of development, e.g. extend the traditional residential designation houses on Oliphant enjoy to
include the houses on Sutlej, Pendergast and Vancouver both south and north of Southgate. Too many perfectly viable
houses have been recently demolished to make way for larger construction or modern construction that does not fit,
e.g. the ugly cubes specified in a recent Times Colonist opinion piece. Steps the City of Victoria has taken to facilitate
infill and increase its uptake, such as removing the need to rezone when building a garden suite, are commendable.
My wife and I recently completely a total renovation of a hundred year-old house by lifting it and adding a secondary
without changing the appearance of the house or its sense of belonging within its streetscape. This type of renovation
should be encouraged over demolition of our heritage and rebuilding modern houses that do not fit within these historic
neghbourhoods. Recycling what is still useful in an old house and adding tasteful modern patches have a lighter
impact on our environment and on the overall aesthetics of our neighbourhoods. Cook Street Village should not have
buildings greater than four stories in height and that height limit should also be specified numerically so as to avoid a
four-story building with 10-foot ceilings or more on each floor which is in fact taller than the average five-story building.
Cook Street Village is a quaint destination and attraction. By bulldozing it to make way for six-story buildings, it
becomes a secondary downtown. There are plenty of areas closer to and on the fringes of downtown where this
magnitude of development makes more sense as it would provide a gradual transition to the lower lying areas, such
as the Cook Street Village. The area west of the Cook Street Village is an enclave of beautiful early 20th century
houses. Removing these to replace them with four-story apartments would be a travesty – one that once permitted,
could never be undone. Similarly, demolishing houses east of the Cook Street Village to make way for townhouse
completely contradicts environmental best practices and should not even be considered. Why destroy perfectly viable
habitations to make space for larger ones when other options, such as infill through garden suites and secondary
suites in existing houses, are available. More could be done to encourage people to transform existing structures into
homes that support more than one family unit without demolishing. Reducing regulatory burden on residential
applications for redevelopment or even creating grants or rebate programs for people who undertake such tasks would
increase the number of people completing such projects. Nevertheless, sensitivity to the environment and surrounding
streetscape should always be a consideration and a priority, and there should be ways in which to guide people to
choosing tasteful options that are appropriate to their surroundings.

4/27/2017 3:23 PM

348 The other two options don't work...changing the character of the village or new business too far away from the village. 4/27/2017 3:10 PM

349 Because Cook St village is only a grossly overrated but run-down part of Fairfield, that badly needs rejuvenation! 4/27/2017 3:06 PM

350 We want less housing congestion in Cook st village. Don't want 6 story buildings in village. 4/27/2017 3:03 PM

351 I live in the portion of Northwest Fairfield and do not want to see tall buildings or have to deal with more, ongoing
construction here. NIMBY.

4/27/2017 2:46 PM

352 Option 1 will destroy the Cook Street Village as a Village. Option 3 does not safeguard our surrounding neighbourhood
streets in the Cook Street community with allowing 4 storey development to occur. The Village streetscape will
change. Option 2 protects Cook Street Village with capping height at 4 storeys and protects the surrounding
neighbourhood streets, retaining much of the current streetscape. Future higher density developments are appropriate
in the NW corner of Fairfield where there are currently many apartments and their streetscape will not change.

4/27/2017 2:24 PM

353 To make Cook St. Village more vibrant and keep residential areas surrounding it quiet and restore their beauty and
heritage.

4/27/2017 2:09 PM

354 Northwest Fairfield is a little "cracky" 4/27/2017 2:04 PM

355 I believe that Cook can handle the increase density provided the urban design includes an increase pedestrian and
community friendly amenities. I would not want to see building in the area higher then 6 stories and would like to see
all parking underground.

4/27/2017 2:02 PM

356 Option#3 is best - allows for most growth/density. Undecided about ranking of 2 and 1. NW corner of Fairfield is more a
part of downtown, so tall buildings fine there.

4/27/2017 1:04 PM

357 Important to fully develop Cook St Village and main corridors in neighbourhood 4/27/2017 1:04 PM

358 I believe it is important to provide more options for housing, ideal for Cook Street to become even more of a magnet
and attractive for businesses. I think you need to ensure that whatever is developed has a nice character and is not
glass and too ugly - make this area a tourist type of destination and one that attracts both locals and tourists. You could
request that the "outsides" of the buildings have some heritage like character that is keeping with the history of victoria
while providing more options for families and seniors.

4/27/2017 1:04 PM

359 4 story limits for Cook St Village will prevent a dark canyon environment, and more sunny open space. 4/27/2017 1:00 PM
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360 Prefer options which involve less 6 storey+ buildings 4/27/2017 12:55 PM

361 Building up low-impact density around Cook St village will add to the existing vibrancy of the area, but it does so
without allowing more imposing, 6-storey developments as proposed in option 1. It also makes sense to permit higher
density growth closer to downtown, which isn't included in option 1. Lastly, not permitting for some low-rise
apartments, duplexes and townhomes in the area around Cook St seems like a lost opportunity, although I would
prefer that growth in the off-Cook St area be primarily duplexes and/or townhomes, over the apartments, as it would
better retain key elements of the neighbourhood.

4/27/2017 12:35 PM

362 distrust the mayor and council to make any intelligent decision on behalf of the current home owner.... 4/27/2017 11:52 AM

363 I'm really against adding buildings with heights of up to 10 storeys in a residential neighbourhood (option 2). this
changes not only the amount of sun a street gets, but the traffic and parking issues.

4/27/2017 10:54 AM

364 None of them. ?6-10 stories at Ross Bay village. at least 6 stories in all 3 options-all 1 story at present. Develop Fort St
with 6-10 stories, and Cook St. 6-10 stories Fort St. to Fairfield Rd. And 4-6 stories downtown along Fairfield Rd to 5
Corners.

4/27/2017 8:28 AM

365 We are in an excellent location we should expand to keep up with population 4/27/2017 8:21 AM

366 Northwest area is a natural transition to taller buildings downtown. Note:. I am AGAINST development of up to six
stories at Ross bay village. That is way too high for the area! 2-3 stories max.

4/27/2017 7:37 AM

367 This is a more natural progression. Option 1 has too much contrast with the current low-rise buildings in Cook Village.
Option 2 is close enough to Cook to increase business and there are already higher buildings in the NW. Option 3
would be a compromise on the above. I am surprised that all options include up to 6 stories around Ross Bay Plaza.

4/27/2017 6:25 AM

368 The character of Cook St Village will be lost if you allow 6 story buildings. I don't agree with having any 6 story
buildings in nw or at Fairfield Plaza, but you didn't offer that option. Keep the 6 story buildings along Fort St. corridor.

4/27/2017 3:22 AM

369 Six storeys in Ross Bay or NW Fairfield is an abomination. Transit improvement tied to inappropriate density is
coercive.

4/26/2017 11:25 PM

370 There is not enough housing in Victoria. Hopefully more housing will temper the increase in rental costs. 4/26/2017 11:00 PM

371 where's the option for 30 story buildings? 4/26/2017 10:58 PM

372 Neighbourhood centres are important for sustaining multi aged residents. Since a thriving commercial area already
exists, it makes sense to build on that and plan for various forms of housing (row houses, townhouses) besides just
condos/apartments and SFH.

4/26/2017 10:05 PM

373 higher density growth should focus on areas with mixed use. 6 stories not a problem in CSV if designed appropriately. 4/26/2017 9:54 PM

374 Crucial to preserve character of Cook St village. 4/26/2017 9:39 PM

375 Growth in the northwest benefits downtown I think. I want Fairfield to have some higher density housing. I'll be ready
to move to something like that in 10 years when my kids leave home.

4/26/2017 9:36 PM

376 Spreads the density but still walkable distances to the village 4/26/2017 9:18 PM

377 I think the Cook Street Village should be higher density, but also am comfortable with that spreading out from the
village more.

4/26/2017 9:16 PM

378 Spreads the densification over a larger area. Allows for more growth with a lower profile retaining the character of the
streets.

4/26/2017 9:14 PM

379 I'd like Cook Street to stay as it is or similar to what it is now. 4/26/2017 8:43 PM

380 Lots of growth around Cook St village without as much height, which would change it's nature completely 4/26/2017 8:37 PM

381 I think 3 stories around Cook Street Village allows for more density without making it too dense and un-village like.
Adding more density to the area around Fort Street is ok because it's already set up for that. I think some densification
around 5 corners and Moss village is ok as long as it keeps in character with the neighbourhood. I don't like the idea of
6 stories in the Fairfield Plaza area. I support Fairfield Plaza adding residential above the stories but I think 6 stories is
too much and 3 or four stories would be fit in better.

4/26/2017 7:57 PM

382 Some growth, reasonable limits 4/26/2017 7:10 PM

20 / 153

FUTURE OF FAIRFIELD



383 Allowing six story structure would take away the charm of the village. Building already in existence most likely would
be torn down. Leaving the village with no charm. Basically turning the village into an extension of down town. I think
housing needs can be addressed with empathetic 4 story structure. I live in Fairfield this is my neighbor good. As a
home owner I chose this area due to its low density single house plan and stayed away from James Bay due to its
night density 6 and above story structures. I should matter more than the business in a village. This is my home. The
biggest investment most individuals make. I should be able to protect my homes value and the community single
house charm. Enough with this forced high density. There is a significant development occurring in the down town
core and Fernwood that this over selling of a required high density in Fairfield is just not warranted.

4/26/2017 6:47 PM

384 allows growth but limits it's impact 4/26/2017 6:44 PM

385 Allow for businesses and growth away from downtown core to support village atmosphere 4/26/2017 6:42 PM

386 Presently identified priorities concentrate too much growth in the Cook Street village core with possibility that current
atmosphere will be fatally impacted.

4/26/2017 6:36 PM

387 6 storeys is too high for Cooks Street Village. Maximize density in areas closest to Downtown. People will still walk the
extra 2 blocks to the Village from that development area.

4/26/2017 6:28 PM

388 Cook St Village is a draw to tourists and other people from different parts of Victoria. A large part of what makes it a
destination spot is the character the area and homes, the surrounding nature and village feel. This is what should be
focused on to help local business, not removing the qualities that have drawn people here for years. If you add in 6
story buildings there won’t be much to differentiate the area from Humboldt Valley and Victoria will have lost a unique
part of this historical town.

4/26/2017 6:28 PM

389 Increasing density closer to the downtown core provides a more cohesive urban design within the city. I also support
increased density around the cook street village (including to six stories) to encourage viable development.

4/26/2017 6:23 PM

390 Want to maintain a friendly neighborhood residential area 4/26/2017 6:20 PM

391 I would prefer an option with greater density all around. The big yellow area of Option 2; 6-storeys in Cook St Village
and the purple townhouse area in Option 3. What may be missing is more parking, which is Victoria's biggest problem
right now.

4/26/2017 6:19 PM

392 Too many high buildings will ruin Cook St. character. The growth should be shared / spread out. Not everyone wants
options this close to the village.

4/26/2017 6:07 PM

393 Cook Street Village will not maintain a village atmosphere with 6 storey buildings. Growth in the nw portion of Fairfield
fits in with downtown development

4/26/2017 5:49 PM

394 I like aspects of all three options but chose option 2 as it may allow for the greatest increased occupancy while
maintaining a great neighbourhood vibe. I would encourage townhouse growth everywhere not classified for
rentals/condos. Note that I am for up to 6 story buildings in Cook St Village in all 3 options, although that was not an
available choice.

4/26/2017 5:24 PM

395 Concerned about too much traffic congestion on Cook St, especially south of Cook & Fairfield Rd if growth is too
concentrated in one area (e.g., Option 1 - Growth in Cook St. Village.

4/26/2017 5:21 PM

396 NW is closer to existing density and transit, closer walk to downtown. Cook St. village is extremely poorly served by
transit and is a dangerous street to cycle on. I'd go with "All of the above" so long as the infastructure is upgraded to
handle the new density in ways that don't rely on private motoring.

4/26/2017 5:13 PM

397 Retains the unique characteristics of Cook Street Village. 4/26/2017 5:06 PM

398 Density increases with 4 stories due to livability. Studies over and over show higher causes light shadowing and
channels wind plus sound increases...Higher causes dead zones and crime increases.. we do not want to become the
US city trend.

4/26/2017 5:06 PM

399 Growth in nw portion makes most sense to me. Cook St. development good as well up to a point but should not
jeopardize :folksy" character.

4/26/2017 5:05 PM

400 The concept of downtown is moving into Fairfield. This is not a bad thing. 4/26/2017 5:03 PM

401 Laeve Fairfield alone too many ugly over-sized houses are being built, augly flat top 4/26/2017 5:00 PM

402 The area around Fort, Blanshard, Vancouver and Southgate is already multi-family dwellings, has a tradition of it, and
suits that sort of development. However, it can be developed much, much more fully than it currently is. Why would
you try to wreck other areas of a neighbourhood? Doesn't make sense. Put the bulk of the higher-rise, higher-density
growth in the area it naturally fits.

4/26/2017 4:55 PM

403 Best option for the health of the neighbourhood 4/26/2017 4:53 PM
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404 Some growth okay if kept low density. For Cook St. village no buildings higher than 4 storeys. Moderate more
residential, but preserve most of the existing houses.

4/26/2017 4:52 PM

405 The OCP clearly recognizes that growth should take place in village centres. That makes sense to me. 4/26/2017 4:50 PM

406 I think that buildings over 4 stories would make the village feel like the bottom of a canyon - little sun. 4/26/2017 4:50 PM

407 prefer lower height in these areas 4/26/2017 4:45 PM

408 We need a bit of balance in development, so that not one area attracts everyone. And we need little businesses more
interspersed everywhere in Fairfield - I would encourage giving more business permits in various areas of fairfield.
However, Cook st village is a pleasant area that we should keep it pleasant (hence not too high). I am happy you are
thinking of development in a meaningful way.

4/26/2017 4:37 PM

409 I am against building heights above 4 stories in neighbourhoods. 4/26/2017 4:34 PM

410 Option 3 by substantial margin, allows for growth in Cook Street village but less interference with sunlight as caused by
higher buildings in the village

4/26/2017 4:32 PM

411 I am absolutely against 6 storey buildings. Traffic is maxed out already. Infill building will bring MORE cars. I am
AGAINST this.

4/26/2017 4:31 PM

412 Do not want six story buidlings in Cook Street Village, and prefer to maintiain primarily single family residential on the
east side of the village.

4/26/2017 4:17 PM

413 Please keep the buildings in the village itself lower so the sun doesn't get blocked out; and also allow spaces between
buildings and varied styles so it doesn't have a cookie cutter look. This is what attracts people to the Village; it doesn't
need to look like any city downtown area. Keep its unique friendly feeling.

4/26/2017 4:08 PM

414 Leave the Cook Street Village alone. It will lose its unique character if much more development is allowed. 4/26/2017 4:01 PM

415 The character of Cook Street Village must be maintained! 4/26/2017 3:56 PM

416 Increase in density should be proportionate to existing density levels. 4/26/2017 3:54 PM

417 The character of Cook Street Village must be maintained. The areas between Heywood and Linden could allow four
story buildings, but please with setbacks like the existing apartment buildings.

4/26/2017 3:46 PM

418 It's all about making the most housing available in the best way possible. 4/26/2017 3:31 PM

419 You've already allowed Cook St Village to be ruined. 4/26/2017 3:25 PM

420 6 stories is too high for the village. Seriously. No one wants to hang around in urban canyons. Name one! For same
reason, height around Fairfield Plaza is an issue. Nearby streets would be heavily affected. The best solution is to
encourage 3-4 story apartments/condos along the arterials where there is a lot of room for expansion and these are
already unpleasant streets with compromised front yards. Fairfield and Richardson already have some of this and
could have more, as could most of the streets in the NW.

4/26/2017 3:25 PM

421 The Cook Street area is a good place to fit in a variety of housing, increase density and vibrancy at the existing hub.
Will support viability and variety of business in Cook Street

4/26/2017 3:21 PM

422 Option 2 provides easier access for more oepole to downtown reducing "urban sprawl" 4/26/2017 3:19 PM

423 Cook street village needs to be upgraded to attract people 4/26/2017 3:14 PM

424 Most of the old buildings in cook st village should be demolished 4/26/2017 3:02 PM

425 Improve affordability for families. 4/26/2017 2:36 PM

426 Introducing six storeys into the village environment would be too jarring. Four storeys is a better complement to
existing homes and businesses.

4/26/2017 2:32 PM

427 I like the current state of the Fairfield area and wish a balanced development that mantains the character of this
neighborhood.

4/26/2017 1:45 PM

428 I think 6 stories is too high on cook street village. 4/26/2017 1:44 PM

429 Because a 6 storey development such, as Len Cole's, does not belong in a "village" . It is ironic that this survey is
being carried out now, after city council has given its blessing to Cole's development.

4/26/2017 1:33 PM

430 The village should become a center for Fairfield. At the moment it's underused. Underground parking is a must, like in
all other cities around the world. Small business will not be enough for the village at least one major food store should
be there. Ten storey buildings will destroy the feeling of Fairfield and should be located down town or the parts of
James Bay where that damage has already been done.

4/26/2017 1:31 PM
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431 I don't believe in an either/or approach. Growth can be distributed around. 4/26/2017 1:29 PM

432 It allows for more consumers closer to businesses without radically changing the architecture and cultural feel of Cook
Street Village.

4/26/2017 1:03 PM

433 Do not want to turn Cook Street Village into a tunnel with high buildings along it. Spreads the growth around better.
Cook st village businesses will still be patronized. People come here from James Bay to patronize the businesses.

4/26/2017 12:47 PM

434 Maintaining a family neighbourhood feel in our community is important. Bigger buildings spread over more area are
less favourable and increases traffic and parking issues exponentially. I distinctly feel that you are ramming these
changes into bundles with an agenda. 6 stories at Ross bay plaza is unacceptable in any scenario. It is completely out
of character with the neighbourhood.

4/26/2017 12:47 PM

435 low rise only in Cook St village 4/26/2017 12:46 PM

436 by allowing the 5 story building at Cook and Oliphant the city council has already moved towards destroying the
village feel. The precedent has been set so I would like to build a 5 story building on my lot on Oliphant St. . Oliphant
St. is no longer a family-based street with 100 year old houses it is just a street waiting for the houses to be torn down
for more 5 story buildings.

4/26/2017 12:43 PM

437 Developing the neighbourhoods will change the feel of the area and encourage that yellow area to grow over other
part of Fairfield. Growth in the village will benefit the businesses there and attract more retailers, more reason's to go
there. Cook street could grow to be the most desirable area for shopping, eating and hanging out.

4/26/2017 12:42 PM

438 Cook St. Village itself needs to be more enlivened as a hub and gathering place and infrastructure boost. Some
residents might enjoy living in the new livelier Village. Others like myself on the edge of CSV enjoy it quieter yet close
to the village. As I understand, the residential character of Fairfield around CSV would be retained. Thankyou for
putting out the survey!

4/26/2017 12:24 PM

439 Moderate change in Cook St Village is most likely to meet needs of most people without fundamentally altering the
character of the neighborhood. Option 2 seems to strike a better balance than option 3 by dispersing development in
better ways. Option 3 would be fine as well, but less preferable than Option 2. As for Option 1, although it offers the
possibility of greater commercial amenities, it seems more likely to make Cook St. Village an extension of downtown
and less appealing as a neighborhood for that reason. I am not unalterably opposed to Option 1, but I would need to
be convinced that it would not remake the neighborhood as an urban corridor.

4/26/2017 12:11 PM

440 The addition of townhomes would better suite the community of Fairfield than adding stories to apartment buildings. 4/26/2017 12:11 PM

441 We need more affordable housing options to maintain a diverse neighbourhood. It's already diversity challenged. 4/26/2017 11:57 AM

442 Increases density and total population. Preserves the village atmosphere of Cook St Village, drawing folks
(customers!) to the village.

4/26/2017 11:56 AM

443 Cluster growth near the village so people are closer to services and can walk. Too much emphasis on NW will funnel
people into downtown core and not village.

4/26/2017 11:54 AM

444 Six story buildings in Cook Street Village would ruin what makes the Village so desirable a place to shop and visit. The
area adjacent can accommodate more density, as there are already many apartment buildings.

4/26/2017 11:51 AM

445 Growth should be closer to existing services and parking. Note: Terrible parking in Cook Street Village and NO BUS.
There needs to be a dedicated Cook Street bus from Dallas Road to Hillside that operates often and connects James
Bay, Fairfield, North Park to this major artery for commuters

4/26/2017 11:44 AM

446 I rent a house in the Village and will be directly affected by this growth. I hate that this is happening but would prefer to
keep the Village similar to the way it is. Even if I won't be able to afford to live there anymore. I HATE the high rise
development route Victoria is taking. It breaks my heart.

4/26/2017 11:36 AM

447 I have ranked from 1-3 as 1 being the best as it balances the needs of business and current village vibe. also,
provides townhouses which are really need for people that doent want condos or houses. I understand this is a critical
need

4/26/2017 11:04 AM

448 A better mix of lower smaller storied buildings and mixed housing options 4/26/2017 9:06 AM

449 Please listen! Do not allow over 4 stories in any of these areas. Thank you for preserving what is so unique and
appealing about this area. Please take a long-term view and know you are doing the right thing, not something that
cannot be undone in the future. Thanks.

4/25/2017 10:49 PM
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450 This is a small urban centre in a neighbourhood which adds so much character and as oasis of true village scale. All
these are a help for visitors and residents to have a quieter scale. So many character buildings would be lost when the
neighbourhoods are backup for our heritage and tourism. Financially having something left for future people to see is
important. By the way, six stories around Ross Bay Centre would remove so much character! Developers like to have
as much density as they can get, so citizens have big trouble keeping anything of character and history, Also having a
policy of letting people remove present housing with no notification or input leads to more places looking larger,
modern and uniformly similar. What's wrong with keeping more human scale streets? One factor not being taken into
account is the geological base as a seismic problem so near the ocean. The more people living over a weak basis of
sand, swamp and rock only occasionally means many more people at risk. In terms of people not having enough back
to develop under 3 or 4 stories, there are uses which are more attractive for lower scale and hence gaining commercial
interest of a different kind. Just try it and see. Please, don't let the developers be the tail wagging the dog. Let the
citizens have a real say in their areas.

4/25/2017 9:10 PM

451 Return the Cook Street Village to a SMALL URBAN VILLAGE, maximum of 4 stories and density of 1.5 (FSR) 4/25/2017 8:58 PM

452 Growth should be spread out to insure drastic change to anyone part of Fairfield does not occur 4/25/2017 8:24 PM

453 I like option 3 but it doesn't make sense to retain oliphant as traditional residential . Oliphant should allow for greater
density ....

4/25/2017 7:59 PM

454 Distributed human-scale development. 4/25/2017 5:49 PM

455 To respect the good hundred year old housing stock on Southgate Pendergast Sutlej and vancouver as well as
oliphant

4/25/2017 5:05 PM

456 I would like to see Cook Street Village as a SMALL URBAN VILLAGE allowing up to 4 stories. It is my understanding
that the Cook St. Oliphant development will be over 4 stories. I am afraid that sets president for the entire area
(Oxford Foods property as well as some of the older apt. buildings) to be eventually be developed with 6 story
buildings. That is entirely out of character with our village. I have lived on the corner of Faithful and Howe Streets and
have been here for 31 years. I walk to the village every day and would hate to see form and character of our
neighborhood change. My preference also is for townhouse (duplex) development and infill housing which in my mind
would provide accommodation in a manner that fits our neighborhood. I am not against development but am very
leery of the scale that a large urban village for Cook Street Village. Thank you

4/25/2017 3:36 PM

457 Need small urban village!! NOT large. 4/25/2017 3:14 PM

458 This survey does not ask reasonable questions! Stop overbuilding our neighbourhoods! From option 1 - nothing higher
than 6 stories anywhere and keep the zone of yellow density where it is From option 2 - max 4 stories in village Not an
available option but crucial - 6 stories along fort should not go east of Cook (too late for that but for the future). Not
more than 4 stories between Quadra and Vancouver and certainly nothing to the east of Vancouver which is residential
(people have invested in those homes in those neighbourhoods). And Fairfield plaze higher than 2-3 stories... that
would be crazy and completely unsuited and ugly.

4/25/2017 2:43 PM

459 6 story building heights in Cook St Village will completely compromise the 'village ambience'. Development should be
restricted to 4 story buildings - 'small village' designation will be appropriate.

4/25/2017 1:29 PM

460 CSV should have a "Small Urban Village" designation in the OCP in order to preserve its unique neighbourhood
village character and qualities.

4/25/2017 12:49 PM

461 Option 3 spreads growth around Cook St. Village rather than concentrating it just on the street itself. 4/25/2017 11:41 AM

462 Only three words or sentiment survived all the documents relating to Cook Street Village FORM FIT and
CHARACTER you don't dismiss the importance of these words and destroy what we who lives here and those who
visit currently love about our village because somebody who doesn't live here can't walk 5 or 10 minutes to the village.
That someone’s option that majority of density should be in the village is taken way way way out of context There are
more then enough areas around the village currently operating and zone for increase density

4/25/2017 9:18 AM

463 Tell me why - City has already disregarded all public concern and public hearings and allowed a six storey
development at Oliphant and Cook. Why? Despite the OCP not allowing retail south of Oliphant. This survey allows
the city to say they "consulted" their ratepayers when they DID NOT!

4/25/2017 9:08 AM

464 Retains Cook St. as a small commercial centre; allows for increased density and a variety of housing options;
increases density closer to Beacon Hill Park where more density will have less of an impact on the existing residential
community; not necessary to compromise to allow greater commercial height, since new and upgraded residential
construction is already incentivized due to housing prices.

4/25/2017 8:26 AM

465 I support growth in Cook St Village but 6 storeys will alter the homey, tree-lined character that people love.
Northwestern Fairfield is already heavily dense -- appropriate to focus there

4/25/2017 7:06 AM

466 The village, and the area around beacon hill (not identified as a growth area) are on arterials and are central to the
neighbourhood as a whole.

4/24/2017 11:44 PM
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467 Option 3 seems to show the tradeoffs common to compromises while still allowing for growth around the village. 4/24/2017 11:17 PM

468 I prefer the current look of Cook St Village over 6 storey buildings. Option 3 can provide greater support for the shops
on Cook St too.

4/24/2017 10:16 PM

469 The low-rise character of Cook Street village as it is now is a big part of its appeal. Buildings remain at a human scale.
There is space for trees and sky.

4/24/2017 8:37 PM

470 Keep Cook St busy with less impact on neighbourhoods 4/24/2017 8:08 PM

471 I find the lack of consideration for the character of the streets and neighbourhoods upsetting. A few developers have
seemingly taken over Victoria. Buildings reminiscent of dental/professional styles from the 70's are taking over
sections of the city. Character homes are frequently turned into multi-plex units without consideration for infrastructure
or adequate parking for the occupants. Side streets are jammed with cars from basement suites. Homeowners
scramble to find spots in front of their homes despite paying enormous rates for the boulevards in front of their homes.

4/24/2017 6:54 PM

472 I don't necessarily like all the items in any of these choices. I don't like the heights in option 1. We should never have
had the current development go forward at Cook and Oliphant on the unstable soils of this area. Option 3 has
development in an area where many people have done extensive renovations on century-old homes to make them go
into the future. We have just extended commercial space into a residential neighbourhood. When people buy property
they expect that the rules that are laid out are the ones that will regulate what happens. But pushy developers seem to
be able to change that. Perhaps the growth in this area need not comply with what you have projected. Option 2 with
the more limited developing of the Fort St. area might be better. One of the arguments for the Cook/Oliphant
development was affordable housing. Rumour on the street is that the small apartment building that has not been
demolished is being shipped off to the US for their affordable housing. Is that true? Why would be not find a place for it
here?

4/24/2017 4:18 PM

473 I would actually prefer no growth south of Tillicum!!! A more congested city would take away from the beauty we
have!!!

4/24/2017 11:46 AM

474 I think concentrating growth close to downtown makes sense in terms of what already exists and the walkability of this
quadrant. Higher density in the general Cook Street Village area (option 2) also makes sense in terms of promoting
the Village's viability.

4/24/2017 9:39 AM

475 6 storeys is just too high for Cook Street Village and developers would push for exemptions to go even higher. 4/23/2017 10:43 PM

476 These all suck. We need to be rezoning all of Fairfield to allow duplexes, rowhouses and other ground-oriented
housing under 3 stories.

4/23/2017 9:34 PM

477 I actually think a combination of option 1 (growth in Cook St) plus option 2 (growth int the NW) is better. why limit it to
just one of the two? we need more housing, period. It shouldn't be limited just to satisfy people able to own 500K to
1M homes...

4/23/2017 9:20 PM

478 Preference is for low rise, e.g. not more than 4 stories and townhouses to blend with existing developments. 4/23/2017 7:14 PM

479 Planned redeveloped in the Cook St. Corridor, if managed effectively with design guidelines and re-development
incentives would allow aging in place for Fairfield residents and would allow for viable long term retail interest at street
level. Guidelines for building design to minimize impacts as well as guidelines for public realm treatment to maximize
pedestrian interest are key to the success . With proximity to downtown and with improved transit it would be a very
viable area to work /live in . Diversity of housing types ( ie live/work units; rental/condo/seniors) would be possible
BUT need to take a page out of Vancouver's Design guidelines for high density redevelopment adjacent to low density
residential to ensure impacts are minimized and that character of surrounding area is preserved.

4/23/2017 5:01 PM

480 Does more to preserve the character of the village and area near the park and provides more family housing close to
amenities leading to a more mixed community.

4/23/2017 2:44 PM
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481 When I look at the community plan, there is only one option - #3. Keep the higher buildings downtown, reasonably
redo the Cook Street Village and surrounding neighbourhood - especially refurbishing the older apartment building like
on Southgate and Vancouver, and on Convent Place. A number of high density rental properties are being spruced up,
which is great, but hopefully these units still be affordable to their present residents. We can't force people out of their
longtime neighbourhood with tear downs for high density housing which will out price the locals. Fairfield is desirable
because it is slow-paced, pedestrian friendly, safe, multi-aged, and basic/humble - not a lot of fru-fru. I believe
developers and individuals will continue to come to Fairfield even with limited to size and development plans
restrictions. Case in point, on Southgate, they just knocked down what I would have considered a heritage house
(should have been made into a character conversion), and are now selling 6 units starting from mid-$700,000. I am
sure the people who were renting this space before it was torn down, won't be in line to purchase one of these 6 units.
People are being pushed out of their neighbourhood - will likely be out of town, older buyers. Our poor young people.
And now there is a plan for Surfside Holdings to knock down the apartment building on the corner of Southgate and
Quadra - will rebuild more rental units - but who will be able to afford these new units? Not only that, but the plan is
calling for the 107 car parkade to enter on narrow Convent Place (used as a major pedestrian thoroughfare between
downtown and Cook Street Village), when the current car entry way to the existing Southgate/ Quadra property is in
off Southgate or Quadra. Lots of things happening currently in Cook Street Village area to think about (still find it hard
to believe that annually on 40-45 new units happening in this area? Seems like a lot more.) And again, developers and
individual buildings/buyers are going to come to the Cook Street Village area. It is a treasure. But do we have to have
it go the way of the dough-dough bird just so someone (not the people living in the village) can make a buck? And I
know outside money helps with streets, sidewalks, affordable housing??, etc., but I'd rather trip on the curb from time-
to-time then be hemmed in by 6 to 10 story buildings that don't allow the sun to even reach the boulevard. Progress is
normal, but let's progress with the idea of neighbourhood preservation in mind.

4/23/2017 2:20 PM

482 Option 3 spreads out the growth best. I like Option 2 because it has more development potential than option 1. I'm not
opposed to 6 stories in Option 1. What I don't like is the limited areas for growth (it is concentrated in one area).

4/23/2017 1:21 PM

483 Keeps the character of the neighbourhoods, not imposing overdevelopment and congestion in any one area. 4/23/2017 8:03 AM

484 4 storey development in Cook St Village is enough. Downtown vitality (supported by higher density in nw Fairfield is
more important than encouraging redevelopment in the Village.

4/22/2017 11:19 PM

485 Build out around cook st village will increase vitality of village and park use. Desireable walkable to downtown also for
residents. NW fairfield needs to build up residential so option 2 and 3 include this. Option 1 is not enough growth
overall especially NW

4/22/2017 9:55 PM

486 Taller buildings in Cook Street Village will destroy the ambience of the area. 4/22/2017 7:17 PM

487 Option 2 seems to allow most opportunity for affordable rental housing. If the City and province were to provide, insist
on or subsidize all new development to include rent-to-income social housing, that would be even better. We need to
keep this area affordable for nurses, teachers, police and caregivers.

4/22/2017 6:53 PM

488 Building height not such a big issue. Be compact for walkability and transit. 2 and 3 with five or six for Cook is another
thought. If you look at avoiding flat roof an instead force roof line of 1035 Sutlej consistent with old design guide for
Cook Street Village, issue of stories is diminished.

4/22/2017 5:50 PM

489 Cook St village would lose its character status with 6-storey development 4/22/2017 5:38 PM

490 all for walkable neighborhoods ie: shopping etc 4/22/2017 4:28 PM

491 Parking is such an issue in cook street village As well as traffic. I chose four stories over 6 anytime. Concerned about
the 6 stories at ross bay village. Too congested now! I live a block away and shop elsewhere.

4/22/2017 4:24 PM

492 Better balance in Cook Street Village, while still allowing growth. Affordable housing is a necessity, not an "amenity".
Your professional terms are offensive.

4/22/2017 4:08 PM

493 Studies throughout the world have shown that 4 stories create maximum density…anything else creates a world like
the cities in the States…We are Canada and the city planners are preferring the development styles found in the
States...

4/22/2017 3:28 PM

494 Option 3 would completely change the character of Fairfield with too much density and population growth 4/22/2017 1:47 PM

495 I live some distance from Cook Street Village but still feel it is a special part of my community that needs to be
preserved as much as possible.

4/22/2017 12:01 PM

496 we need more townhouses and housing for families to support a vibrant complete community, not more apartments 4/22/2017 11:18 AM

497 concentrate the density and preserve the smaller scale of other housing 4/22/2017 10:41 AM

498 I support emphasizing growth in the Cook Street Village. 4/22/2017 10:06 AM

499 Let's honour the OCP and not small noisy interest groups that reek of privilege. 4/22/2017 8:36 AM
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500 a better mix of growth options, preserving the Village to some degree, yet allowing more residential spaces nearby 4/22/2017 8:18 AM

501 Vibrancy is important. There needs to be a reason for ppl to want to live in cook st. historic and heritage things need to
stay, but affordable housing, townhouses, and business opportunities are important!n

4/22/2017 12:39 AM

502 There's already two buildings taller than 6 stories within one block of the Fairfield and Linden intersections - please
continue moving forward with increasing urban density and disregard the same 25 NIMBY's that dominate the land use
discussions.

4/22/2017 12:02 AM

503 Developing and preserving urban villages outside of the downtown core is important to having an accessible, walkable
city

4/21/2017 11:32 PM

504 Keeps higher development closer to downtown and will increase commercial viability of downtown. 4/21/2017 11:10 PM

505 I like building up and not out to support Cook st businesses without compromising heritage feel of surrounding
neighbourhood. I find option 3 is too much of a sprawl sound Cook street.

4/21/2017 10:40 PM

506 I tried to assess which would bring the most people into Fairfield. I think it would benefit our economy to have
increased density so close to downtown and near schools and recreation.

4/21/2017 8:48 PM

507 lots of jobs downtown so it makes sense to have more housing within easy walking distance 4/21/2017 8:47 PM

508 More village growth will help make the cook street village an actual village. Right now the opposite is happening
(departure of rbc for eg).

4/21/2017 8:21 PM

509 We need housing that is walkable and bike ridable to downtown if we want to keep downtown from becoming (even
more of) a spare-changing hell hole, with anyone who is gainfully employed having to commute to the sticks on
inadequate infrastructure.

4/21/2017 8:01 PM

510 Opt 3: most significant impact on existing single family. Will have a "cancer" effect of degrading values and sense of
community. I will personally oppose this option at every turn right up toothy ballot box. Option 2: best as it
concentrates vertical growth and density where it already exists. Best fit from urban design and architectural
standpoint. 5 corners: you are mistakenly taking development here as a given. This is and needs to remain a lower
height lower traffic development area (now surrounded by small single family detached).

4/21/2017 5:42 PM

511 I like growth in option three better than other choices. Gives CSV, customers, without big buildings 4/21/2017 4:45 PM

512 More housing which is vitally needed in Fairfield and Victoria 4/21/2017 4:11 PM

513 The village needs to thrive with more people and homes. This feels like a sustainable approach. 4/21/2017 4:06 PM

514 Other proposals involve excessive development in NW Fairfield. Cook Street should be allowed to develop as a
commercial artery.

4/21/2017 4:01 PM

515 cook street is already experiencing traffic/speed and parking issues additional density would only make the issue
worst

4/21/2017 2:25 PM

516 I live in a four storey walk-up near cook street village and walk to work, shop in the nearby stores and enjoy a lovely
lifestyle. More four storey and townhouse type housing seems like a great way to increase density in the
neighbourhood. The only downside is that all of the redevelopment will likely be too unaffordable for someone of my
income level anyways.

4/21/2017 2:22 PM

517 provides more diversity and also support for businesses and sense of community, appealing to families 4/21/2017 2:06 PM

518 I like how this emphasizes the village but in a lower profile form, while building on the shoulder adjacent to downtown.
Also like the attention to Ross Bay village, five corners and Moss Rock. This option provides the best foundation for
the next phase of growth that I think should see intensification along Cook Street from Dallas Road all the way to Fort
Street.

4/21/2017 2:00 PM

519 I like option one. I don't care for options two or three. Option one allows for core areas at Moss Street and Cook Street
for higher density growth. This would limit high density in the beautiful residential (single family homes) area of
Fairfield. I worry about character homes being ripped out and replaced with townhouses and very large expensive
homes for the wealthy. This option keeps the character homes while allowing for more affordable high density in
specific areas. Don't ruin the charm of Fairfield. It is a special place. Very beautiful.

4/21/2017 1:51 PM

520 option 3 is the best because it provides a balanced approach to development. The northwestern portion of fairfield is
already pretty devleoped and only needs some growth. There is a lot of potential in Cook Street and developer tradoffs
could help improve streetscaping. The village of Cook street needs to increase density and add services for the
families with children.

4/21/2017 1:46 PM

521 I think that its important to maintain the vibe of village without becoming too much of a shaded alleyway on cook and
some of the surrounding streets. Downtown Vancouver with the higher buildings is a cold wind tunnel - we have more
wind. Also the mis of houses and small apartments keeps the character.

4/21/2017 1:35 PM
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522 I think lower rise would maintain character of Cook Street village while providing additional housing options there and
I'm northwestern Fairfield, all of which are still walkable to amenities.

4/21/2017 1:13 PM

523 Retain the character of cook street village and limit to 4 story buildings. 4/21/2017 1:07 PM

524 This survey is unfair to those actually living in the NW Quadrant. Sure, dump all the high density on us because we
represent a smaller voting group. Have you really looked at your map? Are you going to demolish the YMCA, the
Courthouse (and new playground), the Cathedral, Rose Manor, Mount St Mary's, Abigail's B&B, Mount Edwards
Court and Pioneer Square? Why are these all yellow? Now you have me worried. If you are going to ask "us" vs "them"
questions, at least reveal the whole picture. What about the Cathedral Hill Precinct Plan? Just another document to be
ignored? I voted for increased density in Cook Street Village only because your plans for the NW Quadrant seem
ridiculous and height restrictions for the area should not be altered. Further, amenity packages should not be able to
buy increased height, otherwise we get silly little buildings sticking up like Escher that should not be ten stories on that
tiny lot. PS Feel free to tear down Mount Edwards Court as it is a terrible building not deserving of Its Heritage status
and build a higher building that will provide needed tax revenue. Thanks.

4/21/2017 12:48 PM

525 Option 1 doesn't let enough residential growth and the building height is too high. Option 2 residential is too dense in
on area Option 3 provides a balance between the first two options in forms of residential housing.

4/21/2017 12:25 PM

526 I actually prefer most of Option 3 - except that it allows the residential house behind Cook St to be turned into higher
density.

4/21/2017 12:00 PM

527 I don't understand why this survey is being conducted. You received endless comments about Cook St at a maximum
of 4 storeys and the neighbourhood was ignored. Why go through this all again? The development should be further
up Cook Street at Fort Street, not in the village.

4/21/2017 11:39 AM

528 My preference to create a vibrant commercial and residential area in the cook street village 4/21/2017 11:38 AM

529 Permits a good balance for streetscape and increased density. 4/21/2017 11:37 AM

530 South fairfield is an established low rise residential neighborhood full of character and heritage. Six story buildings on
cook looming over single family homes is too much height. Bulldozing the neighborhood to put in four story condos
(option 3) is totally unacceptable. There is lots of opportunity to add density along cook with new four story buildings.

4/21/2017 11:37 AM

531 I prefer a hybrid of 2 and 1: 6 stories in the village, and density in the NW corner. People who want quiet can stick to
the side streets.

4/21/2017 11:19 AM

532 Less impact on character homes outside of Cook St Village and greater likelihood of underground parking. 4/20/2017 8:20 PM

533 Keep the high density areas along transit routes and to create village centres 4/20/2017 7:57 PM

534 I think it's important to create more housing options in this neighbourhood. I would love to see more 3 bedroom
condos for families.

4/20/2017 4:33 PM

535 Cook St. remains a village. Properties near downtown get the growth and Fairfield residential remains traditional feel. 4/20/2017 2:37 PM

536 I think that higher density through F airfield is actually the best option, but for now, a higher density environment
around the Village would be enough. More housing is needed. The day of single family is dead. More families want to
live in proximity to high amenity areas and housing of all types is needed for that. That said, I think that higher density
forms should also come with a requirement for units that would be suitable for families. So a mix of units types from
studio to three bedroom must be required along with increases in height and density.

4/20/2017 2:32 PM

537 None of these options are entirely satisfactory - more growth is needed, including 6 storey developments in the village,
and more growth in the northwestern portion.

4/20/2017 2:31 PM

538 Cook street already seems busy, and I don't think density should be increased without also increasing the number of
storefronts. Further, 6 story developments would change the feel of the village from that of well, a village to something
more metropolitan and less quaint.

4/20/2017 2:31 PM

539 You don't actually expect people to be able to answer this hot dumpster fire of a survey, do you? It is so convoluted
that your data will be severely compromised.

4/20/2017 2:28 PM

540 Allows the village to grow and allows more housing options for those to live close to the village, beacon hill and dallas
rd. allows the northwest region to come with it!

4/20/2017 1:09 PM
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42.76% 322

26.96% 203

7.84% 59

11.02% 83

11.42% 86

Q3 How appropriate is a house with a
secondary suite and a garden suite for

Fairfield?
Answered: 753 Skipped: 20

Total 753

# Tell us why Date

1 But this must be sensitively done, with respect for the neighbours, greenspace, and heritage factors. 5/7/2017 11:54 PM

2 Concern about increased demand for on street parking. 5/7/2017 11:35 PM

3 This provides more opportunities for lower-income families, couples, and individuals to be a part of this beautiful
community, without being forced to live in basement suites, which can be extremely restrictive and lack privacy. This
way, there's a better balance of space and greater privacy and autonomy for landlords and tenants alike; it's also
esthetically pleasing.

5/7/2017 10:17 PM

4 a) Allows retention of existing housing stock. However, needs to be applied selectively as it could spoil the
streetscape if adopted by say >50% of the houses b) helps retain heritage housing as long as not crowded out by the
multiplicity of adjacent buildings c) needs to be linked with transportation planning

5/7/2017 9:55 PM

5 Lane houses are fine BUT the city needs to make sure new homes are not sandwiched in and do not block critical light
of existing houses. We have a lane house squished into the garden of the house next to us -- it hems us in and totally
blocks the light to that side. I feel sorry for anyone with a home next to a corner house. Fairfield is a gem; Victoria
should preserve its graceful streets.

5/7/2017 9:44 PM

6 Neighbourhood traffic will be an issue. 5/7/2017 9:32 PM

Very
appropriate

Somewhat
appropriate

Neutral

Somewhat
inappropriate

Very
inappropriate
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Answer Choices Responses

Very appropriate

Somewhat appropriate

Neutral

Somewhat inappropriate

Very inappropriate
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7 Lack of parking and increased traffic. 5/7/2017 9:29 PM

8 Because we need housing for families, nit just single people andvstudents. 5/7/2017 9:12 PM

9 Just too much development on a single dwelling lot and there could be parking issues. 5/7/2017 8:55 PM

10 Only if existing houses were allowed to put in secondary or garden houses, particularly sound and/or historic-looking
houses, not necessarily heritage designated.

5/7/2017 8:51 PM

11 Overall I'm in favour of increasing density close to downtown. This option would allow increased density without
changing the character of the homes.

5/7/2017 8:42 PM

12 The key lies in preserving neighbourhood character with strict design guidelines, as well as protecting neighbours
privacy and light.

5/7/2017 8:42 PM

13 I live on a street with several secondary suites, but I would not want that to become the norm for all houses on the
street, mostly because of parking issues. We are pretty much parked up already.

5/7/2017 8:37 PM

14 Sounds great! This will be very helpful to homeowners as a mortgage helper. 5/7/2017 6:22 PM

15 Uses and expands on existing housing without making out of character choices. 5/7/2017 5:04 PM

16 Gets more diversity of housing (rental, small suites, etc) and more units overall (denser population) while preserving
the leafy, low-rise character. Current single-family housing is too exclusive, and not dense enough to support lively,
thriving, urban amenities.

5/7/2017 3:49 PM

17 Keeps the face of the neighbourhood. The limitation would be the space in the back of the main house. It doesn't
increase the height of the buildings

5/7/2017 3:45 PM

18 I am concerned about the trees being cut down and this too changes the village. Why not create housing density
where it is already built up. This area is close to the park where owls are still born and reside. Are there no sacred
quiet spaces to be in Victoria and longer? Do we really need to build everywhere? The cherry and apple blossom
trees make this area very special. Lots of bees come too.

5/7/2017 3:34 PM

19 Neither for or against after attending meeting at Fairfield Community Centre. 5/7/2017 3:31 PM

20 I an concerned mant trees would come down to make garden suites 5/7/2017 3:28 PM

21 Scale of buildings. Complimentary to neighbours. Right to light. 5/7/2017 3:21 PM

22 allows us to retain heritage houses while providing all the benefits described. Of concern is that greenspace/older
gardens friendly to bees, birds and other urban wildlife will be reduced You are not hearing us, the last section on
heritage suggests protecting four small enclaves is all you will do to protect Fairfield's character. There is NOWHERE
to suggest historic nature of the whole neighbourhood should be protected, only comments on what should be built.
This survey is basically a waste of time for those of us who do NOT want to see Fairfield rebuilt

5/7/2017 2:26 PM

23 Not affordable housing for many people. 5/7/2017 1:55 PM

24 Housing costs in Fairfield whether home ownership or rental housing is too expensive proportional to average
incomes especially for those who work in many of the businesses (sales clerks etc.) in Cook St./Fairfield.

5/7/2017 1:46 PM

25 Most residences have 2 vehicles...so this arrangement could have up to 6 vehicles. Parking will become a serious
issue if every house on every street sets up a "garden suite and a basement suite".

5/7/2017 1:05 PM

26 Too dense for lot sizes. 5/7/2017 12:43 PM

27 Obviously depends on lot size, house size, and "feel" of the block (e.g., architectural "fit," neighbouring buildings, etc.
On a large, mostly empty lot, this example might be appropriate. I am concerned about increasing "densification" of
urban areas in Canada, in general, while affordability of a single family home goes out the window. There are also
issues of parking, sewer usage, water usage, and noise. In general, will this ADD to the property value? Who benefits
from the additional "value?"

5/7/2017 12:22 PM

28 not all homes and lots are suited for this sort of development. in some instances it may make better sense to remove
existing houses and purpose build for density.

5/7/2017 12:08 PM

29 Depends on the lot orientation for privacy and the number of people in the 2 extra places and who those people are. 5/7/2017 11:52 AM

30 This approach increases density while preserving the character of the neighbourhood, and opens up rental options. It
also gives homeowners additional options to be able to stay in their homes/community as they age, moving into a suite
while staying at home.

5/7/2017 11:20 AM

31 The taxes are so high, this is the only way the owner can stay in the house. 5/7/2017 11:20 AM

32 Do not want secondary parking as this will ruin the green nature of the neighbourhood. Garden suites should be based
on walk/bike/bus.

5/7/2017 11:13 AM
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33 Many larger properties in Fairfield could accommodate increased density. 5/7/2017 11:12 AM

34 It is unfair that due to the year I bought my house I can live here but others of similar socio economic backgrounds are
now essentially shutout.

5/7/2017 10:48 AM

35 already exists illegally and works well 5/7/2017 10:46 AM

36 It's not much different from having two houses on one lot... reduces green space and infringes on neighbours privacy
and appears to have no setbacks..

5/7/2017 10:32 AM

37 Allowing for secondary suites and garden suites can help homeowners with the high cost of living in the village, which
will hopefully reduce the number of character homes torn down. As well, it provides opportunities for the sandwich
generation to have older children and older parents to share a property. Though parking could become a nightmare if
everyone on the property owns a car!

5/7/2017 10:07 AM

38 My only concern is parking congestion.... 5/7/2017 9:48 AM

39 Increases density while maintaining character of houses. 5/7/2017 9:31 AM

40 It preserves the human scale of the neighbourhood while increasing the density and affordability of the
neighbourhood.

5/7/2017 9:26 AM

41 The concept of building to meet the needs of an increased population is flawed, as it only accommodates an increased
population. There is no doubt that if Fairfield were built out with 15, 20 or 40 story buildings, people would fill them.
The question is, do we want Fairfield and Victoria to be another Vancouver, New York or Hong Kong? As one of the
worlds' most popular destinations, we have an obligation to preserve Victoria. Not squander it's beauty for money.

5/7/2017 9:20 AM

42 Looks good but very dependant on site and surrounding character. 5/7/2017 8:18 AM

43 More and more families are wanting modest living spaces in ideal locations. Additionally, community style living will
ultimately have a very positive impact on the neighbourhood as it will aid in creating a stronger and safer community.

5/7/2017 8:12 AM

44 There is no street parking to accommodate new residents. Current households do not use their driveways. There has
to be parking control. Stickers on cars? 2 cars max? There are residences with 5 cars. Unacceptable for residence
visitors.

5/7/2017 7:53 AM

45 increased density will destroy the neighborhood feel. 5/7/2017 7:19 AM

46 This is appropriate for homes with large lots. 5/7/2017 7:16 AM

47 Parking for 2 suites is likely to be 2-4 cars. Issues if houses with a bus stop in front of them and therefore no street
parking are allowed to have 2 suites. Four cars can't fit in front of most lots in Fairfield. If there's a driveway you're
lucky if you can fit 2 cars in front of a house. And that's if the neighbouring owners, renters, and guests aren't already
parked there.

5/7/2017 6:42 AM

48 Light -- especially for north- and east-facing back yards is precious. Secondary units that block light onto neighbouring
lots would be a nuisance that diminishes enjoyment.

5/7/2017 6:40 AM

49 It will increase housing availability and maintain some of the charm of the old district. 5/7/2017 6:34 AM

50 It allows moderate increase of persons per property and allows more bonds to be created through a more cooperative
use of space for living.

5/7/2017 12:57 AM

51 That's too much. I would like to see a house with a secondary suite OR a garden suite, but not both. 5/6/2017 11:57 PM

52 Should only be on rear alley 5/6/2017 11:09 PM

53 Provides good use for large unused spaces associated with large lot sizes 5/6/2017 10:34 PM

54 It is already very common and seems to be working well. 5/6/2017 10:23 PM

55 We do not need to increase density in this way. One type of suite in a single home is enough. 5/6/2017 10:03 PM

56 This may work, but to the detriment of privacy and vehicle parking will be a huge problem. 5/6/2017 9:55 PM

57 Parking will be a mess 5/6/2017 9:21 PM

58 Too much density for area, difficulty parking 5/6/2017 9:14 PM

59 This is gentle density at its best. It also gives homeowners an opportunity to get rental income and maybe would help
some to afford to buy a home. However some control should be put on the rentals to make sure they go to residents
and not b&b's.

5/6/2017 9:12 PM

60 Fairfiled lots are for the most part too small to be able to provide any semblance of privacy. In addition, parking
problems in the neighbourhood would be compounded.

5/6/2017 9:04 PM
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61 More density in a place as walkable as Fairfield is positive. These options also increase housing supply hopefully
improving affordability.

5/6/2017 8:49 PM

62 There are already too many cars parked on the street to allow for additional infill housing tenants to park. New
regulations would be required and needing strict enforcement. Part of the development or permit application process
for this level of density should require at least one parking space per dwelling on the property.

5/6/2017 8:27 PM

63 It is a friendly way; makes purchasing a home more affordable for homeowners if they have rental income from two
sources. Renters have more choices as to whether they prefer more independent living (more privacy) in a garden
suite versus more dependence (less privacy) in a secondary suite. Also great choices for inlaws.

5/6/2017 8:25 PM

64 Depends on lot size 5/6/2017 8:10 PM

65 a secondary suite and a garden suite results in too high density in a residential neighborhood and could easily create
parking issues.

5/6/2017 8:01 PM

66 My concern would be the privacy of neighbours with development so close to fencelines. Though I like the idea of
more affordable housing options in the neighbourhood and mortgage helper options.

5/6/2017 7:43 PM

67 The established, tranquil single-family detached dwelling character of much of the area shouldn't be mowed down and
replaced with higher-density zoning, but statutory changes allowing a gradual increase in density that fits in with the
existing unique character of the homes and variety of ages and architectural styles would be ideal. Residents who
have the extra undeveloped space, and the desire to create secondary living space ought to be able to reap the
financial rewards of renting that space out, bringing young families into the area both as either renters or that they may
be able to leverage the potential rental income to make home ownership in the area more affordable. Just because a
home has a legal secondary suite, if the property meets the requirements for density, space ratios, etc, the owner
ought to be allowed to add a garden suite as well.

5/6/2017 7:06 PM

68 Might be appropriate would depend on the lot size and position of existing home and privacy issues with neighbours
would have to be addressed. Not in favour of more on street parking.

5/6/2017 6:48 PM

69 We need to plan for higher density and provide more rental housing 5/6/2017 4:49 PM

70 Densifying in this way preserves character of the neighborhood while increasing potentially affordable housing stock.
Increased parking demand is a drawback.

5/6/2017 4:47 PM

71 Improvements  to public transit could help mitigate on-street parking conflicts. 5/6/2017 4:07 PM

72 Very family oriented while catering to the single people in a garden suite environment. 5/6/2017 3:54 PM

73 provides more options 5/6/2017 3:46 PM

74 I'm not aware of too many lots in my immediate area with this much room/yard space, so my concern would be that
allowing both would create tight spaces, unless standards for required lot size are clearly specified. On street parking
(#9) could be problematic and should be avoided, if not, I'd rate this housing type as Somewhat inappropriate instead
of Neutral.

5/6/2017 3:41 PM

75 parking related issues, impact on community character as it may increase likelihood of crowded landscape 5/6/2017 3:23 PM

76 On the whole, this plan looks very appropriate for Fairfield: I particularly like the retention of green space behind the
main house (many condominium conversions in our area have paved over the area at the back of the house to
provide for extra parking; however, we've observed that condo residents still often park on the street.It is better to keep
the green space, but provision should be made for adequate street parking as this can be a problem in residential
areas.

5/6/2017 3:21 PM

77 good use of land and parking or alternative transportation needs to be thought of 5/6/2017 3:14 PM

78 A house in your backyard means that your backyard and your neighbours backyards are now someones front yard.
Loss of private space for everyone. Also parking problems in the one lane common driveway and the distance to haul
things to the backyard house.

5/6/2017 3:08 PM

79 The garden suite adds additional strain on the already crowded street parking and even traffic passing along the
secondary streets

5/6/2017 3:06 PM

80 It all depends on the lay of the land and the size of property 5/6/2017 2:56 PM

81 I would rather see existing housing stock be upgraded, added to or new buildings added to than tear down nice old
house and replace them with new ones. We just need to be very careful to retain the urban forest if we densify

5/6/2017 2:49 PM

82 If the property were very large this could work, but I worry about the amount of on-street parking required. 5/6/2017 2:28 PM

83 Too much densification 5/6/2017 2:26 PM
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106 Concerns about vehicle parking and adequate off street parking plus a huge increase in density if too many people do
this.

5/6/2017 9:41 AM

107 Helps with affordability and also families with aging parents may be able to keep them nearby but independent. 5/6/2017 8:46 AM

108 The consideration of surrounding neighbours should be the greatest consideration.I have seen this allowed and where
beautiful gardens once existed large ugly gravel driveways with no charm and no retention of character now ruins the
look of an entire street.By giving adjoining property owners no contribution this creates animosity and a once charming
peaceful street becomes ugly and over built.Just because it is possible does not mean it should be done.

5/6/2017 3:50 AM

109 Appropriate as long as current building heights and lot coverage are unchanged and provisions for off street parking
are included. Although the ideal is to have less car-centric neighbourhoods, the reality it that most households have at
least one car. This means at least 2 cars parked on the street for every city lot. There are already several streets with
mulitple conversions and seconary suites that are congested with parked car. I wouldnt want to see this proliferate.

5/5/2017 10:40 PM

110 The character of the home is retained and a reduced yard space is the only loss to the owner.The neighbour would be
the loser with a house over the fence, not a garden (noise, etc)

5/5/2017 10:12 PM

111 Increased density allows for mixed demographics without compromising neighbourhood character. 5/5/2017 9:50 PM

112 Depending on lot size 5/5/2017 9:48 PM

113 as long as the lots are long enough to maintain some green space and that garden suites do not overlook neigh
bouring homes.

5/5/2017 9:43 PM

114 Street parking is already an issue in Fairfield because many existing houses seem to have one or more suites. 5/5/2017 9:40 PM

115 Because they can still charge ridiculous amounts for rent, and make the tenant pay their mortgage . 5/5/2017 9:33 PM

116 I would honestly question whether most lots are actually large enough to support a garden suite without significantly
reducing trees, green space and general liveability. Parking is an ongoing concern although if there was some way to
support renters commuting to walking, cycling, transit. At the same time I welcome a mix of different development as
this supports a more diverse community.

5/5/2017 8:56 PM

117 This would limit what little green space we currently have per lot. This would also create potential parking problems. 5/5/2017 8:55 PM

118 We need sensible density that still keep the neighborhood a nice residential community. We need to be careful where
we just demolish character houses and replace them with ugly boring 4 story apartment blocks just so another
developer from out of town can pocket 10+million dollars. Case in point: 1120, 1124, 1128 Burdett Ave.

5/5/2017 8:52 PM

119 I am a bit worried about two extra sets of cars with on street parking. The streets in Fairfield are quite narrow and
there is already a lot of on street parking. On streets like Linden, it is already hard for two cars going opposite
directions to pass because of the on street parking.

5/5/2017 7:37 PM

120 We can accommodate more people - we did to be inclusive 5/5/2017 7:10 PM

121 Too crowded. Not enough parking. Too many renters. 5/5/2017 6:29 PM

122 Many people can no longer afford single family dwelling 5/5/2017 6:26 PM

123 Too congested 5/5/2017 6:18 PM

124 In today's market, it is no longer possible to afford a home within this area without the support of renters. Giving the
opportunity to add more tenants & help meet the increasing housing demands would be a proactive approach to our
housing situation.

5/5/2017 6:17 PM

125 Garden suites can be very imposing on the neighbours. They invade privacy and block sunlight. There are a few lots
where they would have less impact, such as corner lots, but just allowing everyone with a house to shove in a garden
street without consulting the neighbours or having to rezone is unfair to the people who live nearby. Also, they are too
small for most people. We are building tons of small apartments everywhere in the city. They are great for Airbnb's but
are not really great housing. I don't think the path to affordable housing lies in making places smaller and smaller,
essentially condemning low income people to live in unhealthy crowded conditions in tiny houses. In our rush to
increase density and protect the forests, etc. we are essentially driving people out to the suburbs by building homes
that are too small. With both a suite and a garden suite there will be parking anxiety which is not good for people's
mental health.

5/5/2017 5:43 PM

126 Promotes community, densifies our city using existing structures. 5/5/2017 5:11 PM

127 City density will occur in Victoria no matter what occurs. It seems better to have well planned, well designed
residences in the infill lots. Personally I have a lot zoned R2. But the piece of land beside my house is small. I would
love to put a 'coach house' there.

5/5/2017 4:48 PM
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128 I like the concept of directing parking to the street and not taking up the backyard in parking. The garden suite must be
designed to maintain the privacy of neighbours.

5/5/2017 4:39 PM

129 removes neighbor hood privacy 5/5/2017 4:30 PM

130 While I'm concerned about densification and loss of privacy in back yards, I much prefer an option that retains original
houses to one that replaces them with new multi-family buildings.

5/5/2017 4:23 PM

131 Our are is very desirable and yet so unaffordable. This provides affordable housing. In addition watering and
maintaining huge backyard lawns for the use of 1-4 people is more wasteful than having a smaller garden but having it
used by ? 6-8 people.

5/5/2017 4:21 PM

132 increases housing in a downtown area with limited space. we live on an island surrounded by water with a growing
population.

5/5/2017 3:56 PM

133 Adding more housing will not bring prices down. Prices are based on lending practices. None of these houses would
cost $1,000,000 if the bank's weren't lending everyone $1,000,000

5/5/2017 2:53 PM

134 retain existing houses and character ,instead of building modern square boxes 5/5/2017 2:51 PM

135 There needs to be much more rental suites in Fairfield. Many renters like living in residential neighbourhoods as much
as homeowners do, particularly long-time renters. They shouldn't be, through city development, be squeezed out of
residential neighbourhoods and pushed into high-density rental buildings in busier areas unless that's their preference.
I also believe that in order to lessen any attitude of renters being second class citizens neighbourhoods should be
encouraged to welcome renters and ensure that there are decent, affordable units for them to live in. It's ultimately
good for everyone. Renters are a very vulnerable population in this city presently, and can be turfed out of their homes
by landlords fairly easily as things stand now. Renters are a population that need more overall respect and
appreciation.

5/5/2017 2:26 PM

136 Too dense for next few decades. Parking conflicts will arise too frequently. Wait until self driving Uber vehicles
available.

5/5/2017 2:22 PM

137 Many large lots available to provide this situation. 5/5/2017 1:46 PM

138 We need more rental housing! 5/5/2017 1:46 PM

139 Adds housing units with minimal footprint. 5/5/2017 1:45 PM

140 - The suite should not alter the exterior architecture of the home. - A minimum lot size should be required for a garden
suite - This could allow older residents to continue living in the neighborhood, supplement their income and keep up
with maintenance costs.

5/5/2017 11:41 AM

141 Either a secondary suite or a garden suite would be more appropriate. Only one will allow for less on street parking. 5/5/2017 10:52 AM

142 Garden suites in lots large enough to accommodate them are only viable in residential neighborhoods with back
alleys. Without rear lanes, they induce traffic congestion and parking scarcity on the streets. Beyond the vehicular
issue, posterior pathways are necessary both as an alternative route for safe evacuation in emergencies and
aesthetically to provide expansive visual space to offset additional buildings on properties.

5/5/2017 10:44 AM

143 Some lots, like mine, are not deep enough to accommodate a garden suite. 5/5/2017 8:08 AM

144 Existing home owners suffer. Land values increase, the infrastructure as built does not support the density with no
payment to support and nobody pays tax on income. Parking issues every day.

5/4/2017 9:40 PM

145 Huge yards! 5/4/2017 9:10 PM

146 Folks on a disability income, (the Ministry of Social Development and Social Innovation provides $375 for monthly rent
- seriously.These monies' recipients, most of whom, due to physical or mental disabilities, are unable to earn a
reasonable income, are required by this Ministry to live on less than $1000 per month (for everything! - rent, clothes,
food, bus pass, life experiences). Simply put, they cannot afford a place to live and food to eat. It's one or the pother.
This is Canada! This is Victoria! No one should be in this situation anywhere in this country! Therefore, I fully endorse
the proposal that allows homeowners to have a secondary suite AND a garden suite, partly because there needs to be
more housing available, and partly because I expect homeowners, as interested as they might be in earning extra
income, not to be greedy and to charge reasonable prices for rentals.

5/4/2017 6:58 PM

147 pressure on infrastructure, lack of parking, increases density pressure on neighbours. 5/4/2017 6:42 PM

148 The option for garden and secondary suite should be available depending on lot size and site coverage, not simply
ruled out all together.

5/4/2017 5:58 PM

149 I support the density, but not the on-street parking. People developing this density need to be able to provide parking
on their own properties.

5/4/2017 5:18 PM
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150 It's wonderful example of how a community can have density without monster 6 story buildings dominating the
landscape. It also encourages green spaces and a friendly environment.

5/4/2017 5:13 PM

151 easily the possibility of 8 to 10 people in this scenario. 5/4/2017 5:00 PM

152 Not sure there should be both a suite in the main house and a garden unit. 5/4/2017 4:28 PM

153 I am unfamiliar with large lots in Fairfield that would be able to accomodate this kind of configuration. Though it does
strike me as conveniently communal, I feel that more would be gained by a greater sense of comfort in setting up
traditional secondary suites in 2 story homes.

5/4/2017 1:45 PM

154 Maintains character of neighbourhood without the shadow casting of large developments. Smaller suites (with
appropriate rent) will allow more young people to live in the area and keep it vibrant and growing.

5/4/2017 1:38 PM

155 Encourages a better mix of housing types. 5/4/2017 12:00 PM

156 Way too dense! 5/4/2017 10:34 AM

157 Most of Fairfield has lot sizes that can accommodate this. 5/4/2017 9:37 AM

158 Allows those who have to buy and sustain an attractive space for those who have less 5/4/2017 9:34 AM

159 Because we can't keep adding density without appropriate off-street parking. We encourage walking and cycling, but
many people still require a car, even if they try to minimize its use. Also some concern about maximum number of
people living in this space. Would there be any limit?

5/4/2017 9:30 AM

160 Largely dependent on the lot size. In some instances a secondary garden suite would overlook neighbours, reducing
their privacy.

5/4/2017 9:02 AM

161 population's expand, that is natural, and having houses with suites and garden suites is much more preferable to me
than big apartment buildings everywhere like in the disaster that is called James Bay

5/4/2017 7:27 AM

162 I feel like the more units you allow on a property, the smaller each unit becomes, but more expensive. I know a lot of
people renting "garden suites" right now in the area who pay $1000/month to essentially live in someone's garage. I
think we should be focusing on building more appropriate housing or supplying more appropriate housing, versus
cramming everyone into a small space then charging them an arm and a leg.

5/3/2017 9:39 PM

163 As shown in your diagram, this option will just encourage more on-street parking, which is a serious problem in
Fairfield. Our streets have been turned into parking lots with walls of cars on both sides partly because of the growing
number of rental suites being added with no dedicated parking spaces.

5/3/2017 8:37 PM

164 I'm unconvinced that garden suites are good options in most physical locations, and think this will remain a niche use
of land. I'd prefer more emphasis on secondary suites so the mix of green and open spaces are less affected.

5/3/2017 6:52 PM

165 Too dense and issue of limited parking now. 5/3/2017 5:55 PM

166 I would like to see more density and taller buildings. 5/3/2017 4:39 PM

167 There are a lot of big lots in the area 5/3/2017 3:59 PM

168 Land is already maxed out, so it's very unlikely you'll be able to put more housing onto a lot without the property
appearing to be a squatting land. Parking is an issue as most houses need to use street parking so adding additional
residents and not supporting parking will not work.

5/3/2017 2:38 PM

169 might lead to substandard housing? 5/3/2017 1:26 PM

170 The rising taxes and cost of housing could be alleviated in this manner, transportation could become a problem if
every person needs a four wheel vehicle and a place to store it

5/3/2017 1:23 PM

171 I believe it would be a better option if secondary suites were not just rented but could be purchased including the land,
thereby allowing the possibility for renters to own a "tiny house" which would be an affordable option for more people.

5/3/2017 12:50 PM

172 Lot size and parking would determine, immediate neighbours should be consulted and this would require a special
consultation for each case, not a blanket ordinate.

5/3/2017 11:45 AM

173 Inadequate off-street parking. Nothing more than panhandle lots which was banned. Privacy provision does not take
neighbours into account.

5/3/2017 11:10 AM

174 Maintains the scale that makes this area so livable. 5/3/2017 10:50 AM

175 Many tenants are feeling increasingly insecure in this town. I'm one of them, facing the possibility of renoviction, b/c a
Vancouver property manager has just purchased the apartment building where I live. We NEED more options! I've
heard enough from well-to-do homeowners who oppose these modest changes. They seem to think that their right to
never see any sort of change in their neighbour's yard should trump my right to an affordable place to live!! Enough of
this NITBY attitude! (Not in Their Back Yard) Good grief!

5/3/2017 10:48 AM
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176 Affordability. Demand is outstripping supply in the housing market. Rental or otherwise. 5/3/2017 10:45 AM

177 Streets are being taken over by parking as it is. Occasional suites or garden suites might be able to be
accommodated, but a blanket policy of encouragement will cause a taking away of what draws people to the
neighbourhood in the first place: quiet, spacious, interconnecting back gardens; streets that are pleasant to walk on
(not parking lots). Your illustration appears to be nice. However, if every lot was developed like this, the
neighbourhood would be changed irrevocably.

5/3/2017 10:25 AM

178 Establishes and maintains the character, community of Fairfield and distinguishes it from the more urban character of
downtown. It is unique and wonderful to be so close to downtown and have this kind of housing/use of space in
CONTRAST to the urban density of downtown.

5/3/2017 9:23 AM

179 It would preserve the visual ambiance of the area. 5/3/2017 9:22 AM

180 Offers diverse housing which is high needs. Residents are utilizing their backyards less; fewer children, less
gardening. Rental revenue offsets high housing costs in this neighbourhood making it more affordable for a wider
demographic.

5/3/2017 8:48 AM

181 This will keep the density down and conserve the quaint and friendly vibe of the area 5/3/2017 7:43 AM

182 Provides more flexible forms of housing while maintaining the character of the neighbourhood. Potentially less green
space and tree canopy loss compared to developments with minimal set backs. Allowable size should be based on
consideration of set backs and site coverage, rather than a fixed size for all.

5/2/2017 11:03 PM

183 Allows greater density while preserving existing housing. 5/2/2017 9:40 PM

184 Many houses already have multiple dwellings within their footprint (condo development of older houses). The garden
suite idea extends this.

5/2/2017 9:29 PM

185 TOO much density. More car clutter unless transportation becomes less car friendly. I like the notion that it will
encourage people to keep character homes rather than demolish and rebuild a box.

5/2/2017 9:15 PM

186 I am not against this option wholly but my concern is with increased traffic/parking with potential for several houses to
have both. I have a neighbor who has a suite and is also renting out converted garage and this has increased number
of cars competing for parking in street. I would also not want to see short term rentals.

5/2/2017 9:11 PM

187 It maintains the character of the house and streets cape while increasing density. 5/2/2017 9:04 PM

188 To give up lifestyle freedoms to have renters and traffic bedlam is ridiculous. And property tax will go up as well. All
the new construction should give us lower taxes, don't you think?

5/2/2017 8:49 PM

189 I don't want to see the area become any more dense than it already is. We moved from the Dunbar area of
Vancouver when the same thing as you are proposing was happening there and it was a nightmare. There is no
parking!! We do not have the space or infrastructure to allow for every home to have multiple suites. What this is
proposing is minimum 3 different units of people on one lot, where do they park? Also how will this affect property
taxes and utilities? They should have to pay much more than I when they are using 3 times the amount in the same
space. Also, how will this affect hospitals and schools? It is already impossible to get into either and adding further
density without the infrastructure is irresponsible.

5/2/2017 7:32 PM

190 There are already heritage conversions that have 4-5 or more condos and it is not intrusive - this would just build on
those options for people who have yard and/or space. Also, it makes Fairfield more 'accessible' to students, elderly,
single parent families, and other limited income folks.

5/2/2017 7:14 PM

191 Needs large lot and cooperative people. 5/2/2017 6:51 PM

192 Fairfield properties are rarely large enough to support both these options well. 5/2/2017 6:14 PM

193 visually less disturbing ... could such units be affordable? 5/2/2017 4:17 PM

194 I would assume lot size would limit this type of arrangement - on larger lots I don't see a problem except for more cars
parking on the street.

5/2/2017 3:14 PM

195 My only worry would be parking. 5/2/2017 3:05 PM

196 I generally agree but I also think it depends on the street and lot size and house size. I would like to see green space
retained and yards. I already see larger homes covering the lot leaving little green/yard space.

5/2/2017 2:23 PM

197 This will work well for large houses on large lots, and there are a number of those, especially in the older parts of
Fairfield. But on smaller lots with smaller houses (mostly post 1945) it would be more difficult to achieve. But in
Vancouver and Seattle there are instances of high density infill that is compatible with existing residential
development. And there are examples in Fairfield (eg on Meares just east of Cook) of fitting a number of row houses
onto a former single family lot.

5/2/2017 12:51 PM
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198 good way to densify and keep architectural character of the neighbourhood intact. 5/2/2017 12:45 PM

199 good stewardship of the environment. 5/2/2017 12:30 PM

200 parking for 2 of the units on the street and its full already. Also not much space for family life in the garden 5/2/2017 10:50 AM

201 a bit crowded 5/2/2017 10:29 AM

202 Provides additional housing space/shared living space but expensive to purchase entire unit, if owners do not already
own the space

5/2/2017 9:14 AM

203 Fits in with existing plan 5/2/2017 8:55 AM

204 It is good idea to solve house shortage in Victoria. 5/2/2017 8:26 AM

205 It depends on the street and square footage of the accommodation. Some streets in fairfield only allow parking on one
side of the street therefore allowing multiple units in a home could cause parking issues.

5/1/2017 8:49 PM

206 This is already happening, I think, and it achieves the densification goal without being obtrusive. 5/1/2017 8:32 PM

207 Good for tenants, parking might be a problem. 5/1/2017 7:35 PM

208 More housing while keeping the character feel of the neighborhood. 5/1/2017 7:27 PM

209 This would allow greater density at relatively low cost in terms of the look-feel character of lots built around single-
family homes.

5/1/2017 7:10 PM

210 secondary suites are fine but adding garden suites will lead to a lack of street parking. 5/1/2017 6:53 PM

211 We will have to accommodate more density of people living in Victoria. parking remains a dilemma. 5/1/2017 6:45 PM

212 Creative with character. 5/1/2017 6:36 PM

213 This is a good use of existing space, but apartment buildings would allow for higher density and better privacy. 5/1/2017 6:02 PM

214 Problem: on-street parking 5/1/2017 5:51 PM

215 Retain the character of existing homes while still adding to the overall housing stock. 5/1/2017 5:49 PM

216 Makes use of land, without high apartments. 5/1/2017 4:44 PM

217 Property Lots in Fairfield are simply not big enough and too much garden and green space would be lost. 5/1/2017 4:39 PM

218 We already have increased parking problems with secondary suites and if garden suites are allowed the problem will
be even worse. People with lower incomes have the option of living in apartments or out farther from town where we
had to when we were young and couldn't afford to live in Fairfield at that time. We have earned our little piece of
Heaven that is Fairfield/Gonzales. Let us keep it that way.

5/1/2017 4:31 PM

219 Increase density without blocking light, views. Allows flexibility for homeowners and increase rental options. 5/1/2017 3:52 PM

220 Feasible, but will contribute to on-street parking glut. 5/1/2017 3:21 PM

221 More green space, informal areas to encourage socializing among neighbours, and a warmer atmosphere overall to
relieve the cold concrete and glass which is now virtually everywhere.

5/1/2017 12:58 PM

222 I support in-fill, but I would think the situation as depicted above would better suit lane-way housing, rather than a
garden suite.

5/1/2017 12:43 PM

223 This fits in with what seems to already be the housing types... Other than the Garden Suite, but that would make good
use of existing properties without destroying the character.

5/1/2017 12:38 PM

224 Detracts from the neighbourhood 5/1/2017 11:28 AM

225 Retains the family homes. Gives access to renters to the area. A caution re residential only parking as there should
be parking for visitors/customers to the village.

5/1/2017 11:12 AM

226 The real reason for all this density is to enhance property values so the city can collect more income and build their
empire. 13 municipalities is the proof.

5/1/2017 10:57 AM

227 should add housing while retaining character of area 5/1/2017 10:54 AM

228 Parking is a real problem. Vehicles on both sides of the street has to stop. If two vehicles can't pass with out going in
reverse it's so dangerous. Please stop parking on street now there is more bikes,

5/1/2017 10:39 AM

229 good use of land, just make sure parking is adequate, character retained 5/1/2017 9:28 AM

230 We need our green space. This kind of infill requires too many car parking spaces. 5/1/2017 9:05 AM
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231 Makes multimillion dollar homes here more affordable 5/1/2017 7:27 AM

232 Keeps the community feel, allowing for small, affordable self contained units for single working people and young
people starting out.

5/1/2017 4:55 AM

233 Housing costs are going up - like Vancouver, people will need options to pay mortgage 4/30/2017 10:54 PM

234 creates more density and still retains a single family character 4/30/2017 10:07 PM

235 Will be more appropriate in higher density areas. 4/30/2017 9:50 PM

236 Too big! Not enough space between the houses. 4/30/2017 8:50 PM

237 provides density without changing look of area 4/30/2017 8:41 PM

238 A good non-ghettoizing approach to increasing population density 4/30/2017 7:49 PM

239 because we are desperate for affordable housing for students and seniors and young people. 4/30/2017 6:11 PM

240 affordability - having a suite helps pay ridiculous mortgages and also introduces more renting opportunities into the
neighbourhood encouraging diversity

4/30/2017 3:45 PM

241 It's appropriate but the City should enforce it's bylaws. There are now houses with several illegal suites along with one
or two garden suites. There is also not enough on street parking.

4/30/2017 12:16 PM

242 Rental suites must have at least one parking stall per unit. On street parking is inadequate in Fairfield because
Council pretends that public transit and bike lanes will replace cars. Perhaps in 20 years but NOT NOW. A personal
vehicle is needed for those living in Fairfield to earn the monies to pay either monthly rents or mortgage payments.

4/30/2017 10:42 AM

243 Depends on the size of the lot and adherence to strict building codes and bylaws. Look at the impact on the
neighbours. What if all neighbours have secondary suites - noise and parking issues?

4/30/2017 10:37 AM

244 great use of house style, backyard & fits in to the Fairfield current style. 4/30/2017 10:27 AM

245 Crowding and lack of parking spaces. 4/29/2017 8:23 PM

246 It all depends on the landlord. There need to be some strict guidelines and "rules" around this type of dwelling or it
could get very junky and over run.

4/29/2017 7:33 PM

247 On street parking should be limited to one for either secondary OR garden site: we need more people, not more cars!
A rented garden suite, close to Cook St., would be my dream home!

4/29/2017 7:24 PM

248 Too dense. This will draw too many cars to park on the street. There could be over a dozen people livo ing on this
property.

4/29/2017 5:49 PM

249 This doesn't seem very cost-effective. But it does offer privacy. 4/29/2017 5:04 PM

250 Why cover up good land and chop down trees. Better to build up. (Three units on the one foundation leaves more yard
space and greenery)

4/29/2017 5:03 PM

251 This type of housing allows more economic diversity so people who want to stay in Fairfield can. They won't be forced
to leave due to housing being too expensive.

4/29/2017 4:42 PM

252 Parking is already challenging. 4/29/2017 4:34 PM

253 if lot sizes permit and parking is not difficult, it makes sense for existing residents and new residents alike 4/29/2017 4:13 PM

254 Keeps heights low, but allows for more rentals which are needed in the city. 4/29/2017 4:13 PM

255 allows for affordable housing while maintaining the quiet atmosphere of the neighbourhood 4/29/2017 4:06 PM

256 It allows both homeowners and renters options. It also increases rental market. 4/29/2017 3:38 PM

257 More density is better for many good reasons. 4/29/2017 3:20 PM

258 Too dense, parking issues 4/29/2017 2:43 PM

259 Doesn't achieve much density and even the secondary suite would be an expensive rental. 4/29/2017 2:01 PM

260 Too much traffic and parking congestion on streets where there are already owners parking cars. 4/29/2017 1:51 PM

261 This type of housing would need strict limitations on the size and placement of a detached garden suite and would be
suitable only for large lots.

4/29/2017 1:09 PM

262 This approach would increase density without detracting from the existing residential, single-family home feel on many
Fairfield streets.

4/29/2017 12:53 PM
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263 This will help owners offset the high prices of the homes and make them more affordable. Lots in general are large in
Fairfield and can accommodate these dwellings

4/29/2017 12:26 PM

264 It would create more affordable housing. 4/29/2017 11:33 AM

265 Housing too dense. 4/29/2017 11:31 AM

266 It would only be appropriate for larger than average lots, and where garden suites maintain the architectural setting of
the main house and street.

4/29/2017 11:11 AM

267 there are many large lots to do this 4/29/2017 11:06 AM

268 Good option especially if thought is given to protecting everyone's privacy, like being mindful of where the windows
overlook.

4/29/2017 10:50 AM

269 I like the idea but am concerned about the parking 4/29/2017 10:38 AM

270 Fairfield needs a housing model that allows for increased density in existing character buildings so that heritage
buildings are demolished to make way for multistory residential buildings

4/29/2017 10:29 AM

271 It would double the residences on the same footprint of land. 4/29/2017 9:36 AM

272 Land values are high, this optimizes use and reduces need for new condos and townhouses 4/29/2017 9:11 AM

273 Access for more people to live here and for home owners to cope with the inevitable increase in taxes. 4/29/2017 8:43 AM

274 it looks great and fits the area as long as the lot will support both 4/29/2017 8:35 AM

275 The assumed growth rate of 1% per year is actually relatively modest, so each of these new housing plans is far too
reactionary. The outcome in all cases will be to double or treble the number of residents in Fairfield, diminishing the
priceless neighbourhood character and placing undo stress on the city's infrastructure (which is already buckling under
the weight of unchecked development during the past decade).

4/29/2017 7:32 AM

276 People are not going to give up their cars. Parking will fill up the sides of the streets, making it harder to bike. 4/29/2017 7:28 AM

277 Parking is already difficult; destroys gardens and green space; more people crowded into an area makes the area
worse, not better.

4/29/2017 7:26 AM

278 I think all housing options should be considered to allow for flexibilty depending on lot size, owner preference, and
renter preference. Provides for diversity which is always good for a neighbourhood.

4/28/2017 9:55 PM

279 Parking in the area already is at a premium and this would increase the problem for residents. 4/28/2017 9:25 PM

280 families are important 4/28/2017 9:21 PM

281 Fairfield does not have lanes that would allow entry to garden houses. In general the lots are just too small to allow
three residences on 1 lot.

4/28/2017 9:14 PM

282 Parking issues are likely 4/28/2017 8:24 PM

283 Allow increased housing without too much destruction of existing buildings. 4/28/2017 7:12 PM

284 It looks good in the picture, but I wonder about noise levels and privacy. Street parking may be problematic if you
keep putting in bike lanes!

4/28/2017 5:42 PM

285 no parking... onsite... density without quality... 4/28/2017 5:22 PM

286 Parking, noise, loss of green space 4/28/2017 4:34 PM

287 I want to keep Cook St Village area with small numbers of people not large. Why are we not satisfied with former
neighbourhood plans. I am and want to keep it that way.

4/28/2017 4:16 PM

288 Less green space. People and condo strata should get tax breaks for having trees. 4/28/2017 4:09 PM

289 keeps the neighbourhood pretty close to what it is, but provides additional housing. 4/28/2017 4:04 PM

290 with tasteful development, and in some cases keeping the original home. maintains character and accommodates
growth,

4/28/2017 4:01 PM

291 Because it is ground level infill and some have big lots that can easily accommodate more density without much
difficulty. Better than blast and build.

4/28/2017 3:57 PM

292 this will allow more density and more affordability as real estate moves further and further out of reach 4/28/2017 3:51 PM

293 need to increase density especially to provide low cost rentals 4/28/2017 3:28 PM

294 Does not let houses get too big to maintain character while allowing infill and outdoor spaces for people 4/28/2017 3:08 PM
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295 What is being proposed could potentially triple the number of people living in the neighborhood and dramatically
change its character. Presumably garden suites and secondary suites do not have garages. The streets simply cannot
accommodate any extra parked cars as is -- where are people going to park? The problem of housing must be
addressed with high density housing in the downtown area, not by allowing people to build sheds in their back yard!!!

4/28/2017 3:05 PM

296 This kind of arrangement can attract temporary residents. The outcome on the community can go either way, positive
or negative. Need to be thoughtful about it.

4/28/2017 2:34 PM

297 Depends on the size of the lot. 4/28/2017 2:03 PM

298 I approve decisions that will increase population density. 4/28/2017 1:25 PM

299 Parking would be a concern. As it stands, parking enforcement is complaint driven only and frequent violations in my
neighbourhood occur. City of Victoria parking department is not visible/active enough in Fairfield. More proactive
parking enforcement, ensuring resident only areas are kept to registered residents only, would be/is also necessary.

4/28/2017 1:22 PM

300 To make more housing available, there has to be an increase in density. This is an attractive way to do this and could
bring much more rental housing into the market relatively easily and quickly, compared to waiting for larger
developments to be approved and built.

4/28/2017 12:56 PM

301 Very appropriate for the right lot. This achieves density while retaining the neighborhood feel. 4/28/2017 12:46 PM

302 Part of the attraction/ beauty of Faifield is that it is a quieter neighbourhood. While I understand the need for growth
and change, to allow a garden suite in my opinion would lead to more congestion, noise and a lack of privacy on each
lot.

4/28/2017 12:19 PM

303 Parking again would be my concern. 4/28/2017 12:17 PM

304 I'm concerned that extra suites may raise overall house prices because people see them as sources of income. This is
good if you have the money to get into the market but not if you're on the edge of possible home ownership.

4/28/2017 12:02 PM

305 I approve of some increased density but on a residential street with limited off street parking, additional rental suites
will cause significant issues with parking.

4/28/2017 11:41 AM

306 Its either/or. Secondary suite or Garden Suite. Parking on road for either suite or Garden suite, no new driveways or
expansions of driveways for either

4/28/2017 10:48 AM

307 Population density is the largest issue. This is due to: suites and rentals detracting from the family friendly
neighbourhood, reduction in street parking, increased traffic flows, etc. My view is that a reduction in rental units
should be followed.

4/28/2017 10:38 AM

308 A garden suite allows for light density growth and maintains the character of the neighbourhood. 4/28/2017 8:58 AM

309 Parking and traffic are big issues. Fairfield streets are often quite narrow and not able to support increased traffic and
street parking. Unreasonable to expect that this problem will go away because of an increases in bike travel. Folks
may use bikes to get around but most will also have a car which requires a parking place.

4/28/2017 7:52 AM

310 Negative impact on neighbours re: noise, loss of green space and potential for ugly sight lines. 4/28/2017 4:59 AM

311 Single family neighbourhoods aren't designed for this type of density 4/27/2017 10:21 PM

312 As long as the development is done in a way it maintains the heritage look in fairfield. No flat roofs etc 4/27/2017 8:54 PM

313 Parking issues 4/27/2017 6:32 PM

314 having both a secondary suite and garden suite is ideal for senior citizens to develope a sense of community 4/27/2017 6:20 PM

315 This presents great options for students, family members, rental, exchange housing,caregiving etc. A good way for
seniors to stay in their house and receive extra help and rent. Also great for a group of friends to buy property together
and live there or rent out a secondary suite.

4/27/2017 6:07 PM

316 More suites will help home owners pay their mortgages and make more suites available for renters. The options for
renters are dismal right now. The city should be moving towards more smaller and affordable housing options.
Fairfield shouldn't just be for wealthy baby boomers and yuppies. Please also allow the construction of tiny homes.

4/27/2017 5:50 PM

317 Theoretically, with more rental suites available, rents could be more reasonable. Further, with the proliferation of
businesses selling cannabis in and around Cook Street Village, there is a real issue of cannabis smoke in apartment
buildings, despite being non-smoking (Wong Bros. Cook Street fire the cause of one such smoker). Garden suites
might provide true non-smoking environments and attract a wider and varied cross-section of individuals living in this
area. This in turn would support broader business interests.

4/27/2017 5:50 PM
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318 Oh my goodness...... Neighbours of such a situation would really have reduced enjoyment of their home and yard
because: Increased parking problems, especially when the secondary suite and garden suite have friends/family
visit....this would greatly clog up street parking for all the neighbours. From experience I can tell you that this creates
immense dissension among neighbours. Noise.....more people, more noise....take a minute and Google about how
noise destroys enjoyment and drastically increases stress which negatively effects humans mentally and physically.
More building also means less trees.....check out the City of Victoria Urban Forest Master
Plan...http://www.victoria.ca/assets/Departments/Parks~Rec~Culture/Parks/Documents/Urban%20Forest%20Master%
20Plan%202013%20Final%20Approved.pdf

4/27/2017 5:48 PM

319 More housing options for people at different life stages. A student can rent the garden suite, families can rent/own the
2nd and Main Suite. Good!

4/27/2017 5:39 PM

320 The only issue I have with this proposal is the availability of parking on the street. Parking on Moss Street is already at
a premium.

4/27/2017 5:38 PM

321 Very few affordable pet-friendly options without this development 4/27/2017 5:06 PM

322 There already is a significant amount of Strata housing, but allowing for divided housing and being less restrictive of
rental housing would be helpful, but limits parking also.

4/27/2017 5:01 PM

323 Depends on house and property. By the way, saying you heard from me and that I support adding more affordable
housing is not true...you didn't, I dont want that and that makes that statement somewhat offensive.

4/27/2017 4:40 PM

324 I like the idea of preserving a garden. People should be able to plant flowers, vegetables and everybody needs space
outside. It also makes is more conducive to building community.

4/27/2017 4:26 PM

325 We need more rental options and these, if done right, could fit in to the neighbourhood without intruding like a massive
apt. block.

4/27/2017 4:21 PM

326 Too congested, especially parking. 4/27/2017 4:05 PM

327 While I like the notion of reduced dependence on cars, people like their cars. Insufficient parking consideration. 4/27/2017 3:49 PM

328 Not everyone is destined to be a great landlord, but a configuration such as the one pictured above (main house,
secondary suite and garden suite on one property) would enable more people to live in one of the most desirable
locations in the city. My wife and I designed our secondary suite in such a way that we would be happy to live in it
once we are older and no longer require the square footage of the main house. At that point in the future, we can stop
renting to an individual, take over the smaller space and rent the main portion of our house to a family. If garden suites
were permitted on properties that already have secondary suites in place, we would have an additional option at our
disposal. We could house our aging parents or ourselves or yet another family unit looking to live in our
neighbourhood.

4/27/2017 3:28 PM

329 We will be forced to densify because of Fairfield's location near downtown, Beacon Hill Park and the ocean. It's a des
res. This is one way to do it without building blocks of flats and changing the residential nature.

4/27/2017 3:25 PM

330 Realistically still won't be able to afford this type of housing. Parking will be an issue because in this scenario there
will be 3 cars at least.

4/27/2017 3:12 PM

331 Don't want the rent too cheap or it will attract low-life people! 4/27/2017 3:11 PM

332 provides more gentle density - streetscape does not change. 4/27/2017 2:26 PM

333 Would feel crowded and increase traffic, parking issues and noise. 4/27/2017 2:11 PM

334 The negative impact of the immediately surrounding neighbour hood do to inadequate parking, loss of backyard
privacy and increase noise level and street traffic.

4/27/2017 2:06 PM

335 More housing in good. 4/27/2017 2:05 PM

336 Either a suite or a garden suite should be controlled, as many garden suites will never be long term rentals as owners
will conduct Air BnB business from them

4/27/2017 1:07 PM

337 There are many very deep lots, and this will allow younger people to get into the real estate market and to live
downtown. For older seniors, they could downsize, live in their one level garden suite, rent their house out and have a
stable income while still staying in their community

4/27/2017 1:06 PM

338 Innocuous way to add density to the neighbourhood. May also support objectives such as affordable housing. 4/27/2017 12:36 PM

339 again - distrust this mayor and council to respect the family historic ambience of Fairfield 4/27/2017 11:53 AM

340 I think this could work if adequate parking was provided for each suite. right now, we have an issue with residents
being able to park in front of their own house!

4/27/2017 10:56 AM
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341 Main challenge of this concept is the lack of available street parking currently in many areas that is needed for building
population density for Victoria.

4/27/2017 10:13 AM

342 Why no parking for garden suite? Street parking is already challenging on some streets. Like the idea of separate
garden suite.

4/27/2017 10:00 AM

343 Where do the cars park for 3-5 cars per lot. On my block there are already 2 old large houses divided into 3 suites
each with multiple cars including a truck and camper which parks on the street. Over 1/2 of the houses also have one
suite-some legal, some not. If we had back alleys with parking it would work better.

4/27/2017 8:52 AM

344 how will you support parking on these streets 4/27/2017 8:23 AM

345 Excellent way to increase density and preserve character. 4/27/2017 7:37 AM

346 Too much on one lot 4/27/2017 3:32 AM

347 Excellent use of space, yard space and privacy for both houses. 4/27/2017 3:25 AM

348 All new construction emits greenhouse gas. Homeowners need compensation for growing food or indigenous no-water
plants. Pay liveable wages to non-residents to use garden plots to grow food and allow them to have as much food as
they need from garden plots.

4/26/2017 11:36 PM

349 where's the option for 30 story buildings? 4/26/2017 10:58 PM

350 This is trying to cram too much into a single lot. if 2 or 3 lots were combined, one could have freehold row houses that
would house a similar number of residents without the strains of on street parking.

4/26/2017 10:07 PM

351 we need to take action on the housing crisis and more density is essential. 4/26/2017 10:02 PM

352 the higher density this option entails is appropriate provided the secondary suite in the principal building is sensitively
integrated. streetscape visuals don't change much.

4/26/2017 9:57 PM

353 In some area this would be viable. Our street (Stannard) has very large lots that could accommodate this. I think
zoning would need to consider lot size.

4/26/2017 9:53 PM

354 increases density but maintains feel of neighborhood, preserves some soil; likely creates parking pressures 4/26/2017 9:38 PM

355 Well designed in-fill could address a huge need in this town. 4/26/2017 9:37 PM

356 provides varying types of housing and housing costs 4/26/2017 9:33 PM

357 We can support more density on the large lots and I don't think parking is the issue some would make it to be 4/26/2017 9:21 PM

358 Housing costs are high. This creates an off set and allows for more affordable options in the neighbourhood. More
people can live in this very walkable neighbourhood close to services.

4/26/2017 9:16 PM

359 More people/families housed but low profile maintained. Highly preferable to some of the huge single family homes
going up. Parking is provides

4/26/2017 8:46 PM

360 This is looking like Vancouver...I don't want this design. 4/26/2017 8:45 PM

361 Building Garden suites could impact the light neighbours receive in their yard (garden) and could result in an increase
of noise. Although I think in the right situation it is great, it should be approved in a case by case situation taking
factors such as I've mentioned into consideration. Also parking can be a contentious issue and cause problems in
neighbourhoods. I do think they are a good idea but possible not for all locations.

4/26/2017 8:01 PM

362 If several houses adjacent to each other did this the density would be too much. Will all eligible lots be able to do this?
And what about parking?

4/26/2017 7:14 PM

363 I lived in a house! I bought a house! I saved for a house! I bought in a neighborhood that the street was made up of
single family houses. Again I didn't by in James Bay because I didn't want s congested street with muti- unit
structures surrounding my house!!!! I just cannot stress enough of the over all hardship I would feel if this is forced
upon me. Are you going to by my house so I can move to Oak Bay!!!! I should be respected and so should my property
and it's value. This is crazy. I am just tired of living in a city where a single family home is completely not valued.
There is so many area which conversation are the norm, Fernwood, James Bay, that there should be some form of
protection for Fairfield Farms before it turns into an irreversible mess!!!!!!!

4/26/2017 6:56 PM

364 not enough street parking to support increase in residents 4/26/2017 6:44 PM

365 Fairfield has, for many years, been a favoured area for students, pensioners and other relatively low income groups.
This type of option would help allow a continuation of this traditional type of use.

4/26/2017 6:39 PM

366 Appropriate dependant upon Lot size and available on-street parking. 4/26/2017 6:30 PM

367 The main concern would be privacy to existing homes and parking availability. 4/26/2017 6:30 PM
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368 On street parking is already an issue for residents, who often do not have dedicated driveways as it is. Adding up to
two more residents/families per property will exacerbate the issue and make it untenable for property owners.

4/26/2017 6:29 PM

369 Maintains single family feel while adding density but house is too small. Looks messy. 4/26/2017 6:24 PM

370 some concerns about privacy and noise. One of Fairfield's charm is a peacefulness close to the city. 4/26/2017 5:54 PM

371 More housing is needed and there is plenty of available space in the yards of SFDs in Fairfield. 4/26/2017 5:25 PM

372 It doesn't seem like most lots in Fairfield are large enough to support secondary suites. 4/26/2017 5:23 PM

373 Allows existing single family homes to add a little extra density gradually, allows character homes to be preserved. 4/26/2017 5:14 PM

374 Really impacts the privacy of neighbours on three sides. 4/26/2017 5:08 PM

375 Rental experience needed 4/26/2017 5:08 PM

376 Probably would not be owner occupied. Likely poor-quality tenants. Lots of cars. I wouldn't really want this beside me. 4/26/2017 5:08 PM

377 Getting more density w/o changing the garden type of character. 4/26/2017 5:04 PM

378 If this is ok'ed, then next there will be a ban on all single family houses! 4/26/2017 5:02 PM

379 Increased density without going up in height. More families get to have yards and pets and places for kids to be
outside. Better overall community vibe is established that does not happen with apartment or condo buildings. People
all live on street level and interact with each other like in all other liveable cities on earth.

4/26/2017 4:57 PM

380 Too much density 4/26/2017 4:55 PM

381 space for extended family and/or reduced cost rentals 4/26/2017 4:51 PM

382 Because it will reduce the amount of green spaces including trees. 4/26/2017 4:39 PM

383 increasing density and affordability without going up....a fabulous way to build a community with a broad demographic. 4/26/2017 4:36 PM

384 allows for more housing, but may have a negative impact on street parking which is crowded already 4/26/2017 4:34 PM

385 Overcrowding......experiments have shown that too many rats in a cage kill each other. 4/26/2017 4:33 PM

386 Allows the keeping of the beautiful, older style homes that bring such beauty and character to the neighbourhoods;
and at the same time, does allow increased density.

4/26/2017 4:11 PM

387 Parking Problems 4/26/2017 4:07 PM

388 Wouldn't this put a terrific strain on the already-taxed infrastructure? 4/26/2017 4:01 PM

389 Rental availability would be improved. 4/26/2017 3:59 PM

390 Increase density while keeping height levels and neighborhood ambience. 4/26/2017 3:59 PM

391 Parking 4/26/2017 3:52 PM

392 Excellent use of property. 4/26/2017 3:32 PM

393 I know you show a pretty picture. But look at the "garden suite" at Moss and May. It is huge and crowds the neighbour.
I support the Mayor, but her comment that neighbours can discuss garden suites over the fence is ludicrous. Houses
will be bought by developers with the express intent of putting in garden suites (the average suite will cost >100k to
build, requiring at least 10 years to make a return by an individual homeowner if they have to front the money).
Anyway, in reality, these suites will be crowded into lots and crowd their neighbours and create disharmony between
neighbours. And further, they will not be affordable! So it's just a dumb idea. Sorry.

4/26/2017 3:28 PM

394 Neighbours MUST be consulted, and their space should not be compromised. 4/26/2017 3:26 PM

395 This would be three dwelling units per lot. I think this is appropriate on larger lots at least. There should be a
requirement for a minimum number of offstreet parking spots. Also very appropriate in those few areas where back
alleys exist

4/26/2017 3:24 PM

396 Squeezing more accommodation into existing lots without increasing the size of the roads results in jammed streets -
we have many now. Problem is acerbated by removal of driveways and garages to make space for infill

4/26/2017 3:22 PM

397 Too many suites already 4/26/2017 3:15 PM

398 Already too many renters; they don't add to the neighbourhood 4/26/2017 3:03 PM

399 Improve affordability for younger residents. 4/26/2017 2:37 PM
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400 It allows for multiple uses, from accommodating family members to caregivers for seniors who wish to remain in their
home. Lots of possibilities.

4/26/2017 2:33 PM

401 Provides affordable housing + potential housing for other family members, seniors or students. 4/26/2017 2:15 PM

402 Size. The "garden suites" that council has been approving are just another house. A garden suite should be more like
the tiny house as seen on HGTV. {check it out} Further, in these days of global warming where more and more folks
are growing their own food, more emphasis needs to go on the land, not the building. Huge homes with huge garden
suites do not preserve the character and charm of all parts of Fairfield. The two I've seen in the Cook Street Village
area are ridiculous.

4/26/2017 1:58 PM

403 it depends upon the house and how close the garden suite is to the neighbour for their privacy. 4/26/2017 1:48 PM

404 This would allow densification without significantly changing the character of the houses. 4/26/2017 1:44 PM

405 scarcity of parking and increase of traffic 4/26/2017 1:33 PM

406 We need more housing. This afford some privacy for the tenant. 4/26/2017 1:31 PM

407 Doesn’t appear to change the essential nature of a neighbourhood. As long as infrastructure could keep up with
increases in demand, this looks fine.

4/26/2017 1:06 PM

408 We pay exorbinant prices for house size lot size and privacy from neighbours. Only acceptable if reasonable set-backs
are maintained. Looks like garden suit abuts the rear and side neighbours yard with virtually no set-back.

4/26/2017 12:54 PM

409 Problem would be parking. 4/26/2017 12:48 PM

410 There are few houses in fairfield on a space that can afford a garden suite plus the amount of green space and back
decking as shown here. We have a back deck and there would be a small strip of backyard on our 6000 square foot
lot, if we put a garden suite with outdoor space as shown here. I cannot picture any houses on Moss street with
enough yard depth for this to work as illustrated.

4/26/2017 12:46 PM

411 There is not enough parking on the street right now so how can we build more housing and expect more people to
crowd the limited parking. I notice this picture has no drive way or garage. So you are asking the street to absorb
more parking.

4/26/2017 12:45 PM

412 Creating home space in a super tight rental market. Beautiful setting, privacy. 4/26/2017 12:26 PM

413 I moderately favor this arrangement because it satisfies the need for more housing without fundamentally altering the
neighborhood feel of the area.

4/26/2017 12:13 PM

414 I would expect that the additional of rental opportunities may just become Air BNB rentals and not add much value to
the housing market.

4/26/2017 12:13 PM

415 More efficient land use near urban core Still maintains residential feel of community Helps people afford homes by
providing revenue potential Parking problems will increase - need some creative solutions

4/26/2017 11:57 AM

416 Parking Too much density LAck of neighborly feeling 4/26/2017 11:55 AM

417 More secondary suites and more garden suites are good, but perhaps not both on the same property, with the main
house dwellers, resulting in 3 households.

4/26/2017 11:53 AM

418 Small yards, few lane ways and construction crunch. Bit of a pipe dream right now. 4/26/2017 11:44 AM

419 parking is an issue on many streets at this time 4/26/2017 11:42 AM

420 Yes, it's offering a wider variety of rental options but home owners should have a rental cap. Some of these garden
suits you see are tiny rooms and owners are asking ridiculous rental rates. People can't keep up.

4/26/2017 11:39 AM

421 if suites are used for AIRBNB I do not support city has to have a plan for that. If are used for long term rental I support 4/26/2017 11:07 AM

422 Laneway houses are a good idea except that the neighbours don't have to be consulted on the plans. They will impact
the residents beside them with more noise, and possibly less light to neighbours yards.

4/26/2017 9:18 AM

423 Not being used, could provide affordable housing 4/26/2017 2:55 AM

424 Yes we need more housing. Please ensure that aesthetically appealing garden suites are built, not shacks or bunks
like in my previous neighbourhood.

4/25/2017 10:51 PM

425 The size of the site matters and how much privacy will be lost for neighbours. A general comment is not possible. What
about gardens suddenly- without notification, never mind input-losing sun or having some other effect ? Not allowing
neighbours to look after their gardens is not right.

4/25/2017 9:15 PM
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426 This is one way to increase density without the need for low or mid rise buildings that are to drastic a change in
character for most of Fairfield except those portions to the west of Vancouver where mid rise buildings are more
appropriate.

4/25/2017 8:28 PM

427 Garden suites are too small and do not allow for home ownership 4/25/2017 8:03 PM

428 An impractical density solution that diminishes the functionality and feel of the neighbourhood. Too many of these
types or a mix of types on the same block would result in insufficient street parking and increased vehicle traffic for the
current roadways.

4/25/2017 6:00 PM

429 Why not? 4/25/2017 5:06 PM

430 I would love to build a garden suite on my property. As I live on a corner lot, my back yard is unused and simply extra
work for me. I could provide additional accommodation for a small family if allowed. It is a great location, just one block
from Dallas Rd.

4/25/2017 3:42 PM

431 Too much density/ parking problems, etc. 4/25/2017 3:15 PM

432 This may not be appropriate for every property and every house. Garden suites can negatively impact neighbours and
should be carefully planned for.

4/25/2017 2:46 PM

433 These developments should be allowed ONLY when there is on-street parking directly in front of the house in
question. The many illegal suites in the neighbourhood already lead to parking problems for residents.

4/25/2017 1:32 PM

434 We need to increase rental options suitable for families in neighbourhood and garden suites offer a good option. 4/25/2017 11:43 AM

435 You are never going to satisfy the thrust of people who want to live in Victoria. You can't have your cake and eat it too.
99.9 percent of new development is requesting its own zone to fit in a specific allotment of land. Yet with it comes to
residential properties you are permitting developers to do what they like as long as it increases density, neighborhood
and neighbours be dammed.

4/25/2017 11:39 AM

436 Most lots are not big enough to adequately provide privacy to a neighbour. Parking is ALWAYS an issue despite
Urban Core Developments "parking survey" that they paid for to have them count it on specific days/times when there
is not traffic in Cook St. village. On Mondays, when businesses are closed. First week of Jan. when weather is bad
and right after Xmas. Do a real parking survey !!!!

4/25/2017 9:12 AM

437 Increases density and provides housing options without major impact on existing conditions of neighbourhood. 4/25/2017 8:27 AM

438 Densification in keeping with the character of the neighbourhood is essential. Fairfield is a beloved neighbourhood for
its colourful, mixed heritage character -- but people need to afford to live here. It's walkable to downtown. This model is
sustainable.

4/25/2017 7:08 AM

439 Depends on lot size- if it can be supported. Encourages a greater land use efficiency without drastically altering the
built form of the hood.

4/24/2017 11:46 PM

440 Maintains low-rise, single family character that seems to be important to many while also increasing density to address
housing crisis

4/24/2017 11:19 PM

441 It successfully increases density while maintaining the streetscape of Fairfield. 4/24/2017 10:18 PM

442 There are some very large lots that would accommodate this well. Street parking could become challenging and noise
and sight-lines could become an issue. The concept as drawn looks wonderful but the reality is less likely to be so
attractive.

4/24/2017 8:44 PM

443 Pretty dense, but still respects individual space 4/24/2017 8:09 PM

444 If all of those conditions are met, including adequate parking. Also, the neighbours should be notified of the design and
scope of the project.

4/24/2017 6:57 PM

445 I would rather densify by retaining the existing character of the neighbourhood. It does speak to the need for parking
regulations. Businesses and developments should be required to provide the parking spaces in the regulations. They
keep getting variances putting pressure on the nearby residential spaces. If the residential areas densify, it is crucial
that they have access to their street parking. I would favour the retention of a main house and a construction of a new
garden and secondary suite rather that all new construction

4/24/2017 4:33 PM

446 Worried about the population density!!! 4/24/2017 11:49 AM

447 Larger lots could easily accommodate densification like this 4/24/2017 9:40 AM

448 Density is too great 4/23/2017 10:59 PM

449 We need gardens/green spaces for water infiltration, ecosystem services and ideally, sustainable local food production. 4/23/2017 10:45 PM

450 We need housing. We have a crisis. Loosen the rules and get building. 4/23/2017 9:35 PM
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451 More housing options at a variety of price points (ownership and rental) is important. 4/23/2017 9:21 PM

452 Parking is already an issue. Many houses share driveways with small garages and small backyards. Garden suites
would impact negatively on the privacy of the neighbours on these moderately sized lots. Only basement suites should
be considered and only where sufficient available parking currently exists.

4/23/2017 7:19 PM

453 On certain lots, in certain situations this would be an excellent form of housing but any sort of "infill" development in a
residential area can have huge negative impacts if not handled sensitively with respect to overshadowing,
privacy,parking etc. Strict guidelines in terms of what lots would qualify would need to be in place as well as strict
design guidelines to minimize any impacts. As an aside, I have always thought that the city needs to be a little more
"forgiving" with respect to secondary suites that already exist and are quite fine but because of too stringent
regulations cannot be legalized

4/23/2017 5:05 PM

454 There should be compulsory consultation with neighbours. In addition parking may become a problem if parking is
only allowed on one side of the street. (It already is because of the number or suites created in older buildings on our
street and the fact that people do not use their designated parking spaces for parking and instead park on the street
all the time.)

4/23/2017 2:52 PM

455 The concern I would have here is the garden and secondary suite parking. Not adequate. Must have parking for all on
site.

4/23/2017 2:24 PM

456 Easy way to densify. Win-win for everyone: mortgage helper, more rental and little impact on the neighbourhood. 4/23/2017 1:23 PM

457 Unfortunately home owners will seek development of their property to maximize income, in my area suites and garden
homes are used as AirB&B rentals, not long term housing. The transience is felt negatively, "hotel" type guests do not
contribute to a sense of community pride or coooperation, we can no longer park anywhere near our home as it is
often used up for "hotel" guests. Nice idea in theory but city unable to regulate and this is imposing home owners who
wish to live in a family neighbourhood with additional transience. It does not solve the housing issues identified. We
are planning to leave Fairfield because of the influx of "hotel" suites while we are faced increasingly with higher
tax/utility bills and surtaxes that makes it impossible for us to afford living here as a family, unless we also convert our
home to a "hotel" for maximum non taxable revenue generation, City needs to look at their part in making the area
unaffordable.

4/23/2017 8:14 AM

458 Garden suite development must be cautious, because of impacts on neighbouring properties, e.g. due to shading of
garden areas.

4/22/2017 11:23 PM

459 You have not addressed the parking issue. There is a MAJOR problem in our area where many single homes have no
parking or driveway (like mine on Cornwall). I have no choice but to park on the street and if I have to complete for 5
cars from the house next door that is NOT going to work. There needs to be parking on these properties, I would then
have no problem.

4/22/2017 7:18 PM

460 We need higher density neighbourhoods to provide different prices and configurations of housing, and to make public
transit an attractive and affordable option to cars / personal vehicles if we are to reduce our carbon footprint as we
promised.

4/22/2017 6:56 PM

461 Density increases increases assessed value and this lowers taxes. Well designed is the key and not so much density 4/22/2017 5:52 PM

462 maintains character of neighbourhood and homes 4/22/2017 5:40 PM

463 3 suits need at least 2 off street parking 4/22/2017 4:30 PM

464 There is no room for multiple cars from a residence on our narrow streets. New additions should have adequate
parking on their property.

4/22/2017 4:27 PM

465 Need for higher density and affordable rentals. 4/22/2017 4:10 PM

466 We need mix use and Rentals require licensing and since the City does not issue licensing there tax potential for the
city is lost and what is actuating going on upon the property can become a mix bag

4/22/2017 3:30 PM

467 This is density gone WAY too far. I can't imagine the street parking, congestion and disruption to the renters are
moving in and out on a regular basis and never really invested in the neighbourhood.

4/22/2017 1:50 PM

468 Keeps the character of the region but have some concerns about more on street parking. 4/22/2017 12:04 PM

469 either secondary suite or garden suite not both. parking an issue. for both options there should be restrictions on short
term vacation rentals. housing should be for long term rentals.

4/22/2017 11:20 AM

470 keeps buildings human scale and supports neighbourhood walkability 4/22/2017 10:42 AM

471 Allows adding population density without changing character houses. 4/22/2017 10:07 AM

472 Better "density" and more "community" oriented 4/22/2017 8:21 AM
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473 lot size and neighbourhood agreement would be huge 4/22/2017 8:05 AM

474 People need to be able to supplement income to afford mortgages. 4/22/2017 12:40 AM

475 Retains character while increasing density 4/21/2017 11:32 PM

476 There will be constant setback problems and since the city cannot prohibit car ownership even worse on street parking
problems and will result in many streets having to be made one way in future because of the number of cars parked
on them.

4/21/2017 11:14 PM

477 Increased density is good but with regulations to ensure privacy 4/21/2017 10:41 PM

478 perhaps affordability, increased people in neighbourhoods, maximize use of land. may support multigenerational living 4/21/2017 8:50 PM

479 Keeps the character homes 4/21/2017 8:23 PM

480 Why not? 4/21/2017 8:01 PM

481 Provides mortgage and income assistance for new home buyers and age in p,ace elderly. 4/21/2017 5:43 PM

482 Everyone benefits with own home without drastic bigger structures 4/21/2017 4:48 PM

483 At least where the lot is big, this would provide for more housing with little disturbance to the neighbourhood. 4/21/2017 4:02 PM

484 As a renter, I'd love to live in a garden suite. 4/21/2017 2:23 PM

485 maintains neighbourhood feel but encourages rental and more diversity. 4/21/2017 2:07 PM

486 This fits in with the cottagy feel of much of the neighbourhood. There are many lots near Eberts and Bushby with this
kind of pattern already.

4/21/2017 2:02 PM

487 subtle way of increasing desnity without 'multi-family' devleopments of three stroeys or more. affordable housing. 4/21/2017 2:01 PM

488 This helps home owners pay the mortgage in a very expensive real estate market and allows for more affordable
rental housing. Please ensure there is enough parking though! Most people still drive cars. I have encountered this in
my neighbourhood. One house renting out six rooms and not providing parking. This has left five of his tenants parking
on our street. We live on a lane street with only eleven on street parking spots. Please ensure that each suite has a
parking spot!

4/21/2017 1:53 PM

489 Helps people with differing incomes, provides additional income so people can stay longer in their homes, good use of
space

4/21/2017 1:39 PM

490 Is the lot in the drawing a standard size City lot? It's hard to imagine what's depicted all fitting on a 5,000 sq ft lot. My
concern with garden suites is the impact on neighbours' privacy in their yard. I prefer the idea of suites within an
existing house.

4/21/2017 1:19 PM

491 Neighbours, this is very inconsiderate to area neighbours. Secondary , in house suites are okay, but the garden suites
need a lot of consultation and perhaps should just be dismissed as a stupid idea. You are heading for some very
difficult situations for people in the neighbourhood, and it will be the City's fault for doing the expedient to solve a
problem that requires long-term planning.

4/21/2017 12:54 PM

492 There are several homes that have the space that can accommodate this type of housing and would not deter from the
feel of the neighbourhood.

4/21/2017 12:27 PM

493 I have a problem with properties that visually look overbuilt/overdeveloped - where looming structures and large paved
parking areas replace character homes with yards and landscaping. I don't mind additional suites as long as the
neighborhood character is maintained.

4/21/2017 11:45 AM

494 Too much infill. Where will the water run off go with climate change if the land is completely built over? Why do we
need to repeat Vancouver's mistakes? Parking is in issue with minimal suites in my area, it will only get worse. Are
you going to charge for on street parking finally?

4/21/2017 11:41 AM

495 This option should be only available to lots that have a minimum size. It would be too much for a smaller lot. 4/21/2017 11:39 AM

496 Used successfully in many other small cities, e.g. Santa Barbara, USA 4/21/2017 11:38 AM

497 Great where lots are large enough. Only concern is street parking-some streets (eg Harbinger) are already too
congested from secondary suites)

4/21/2017 11:21 AM

498 Less likely to knock down heritage homes to build multi-suite building and garden suite may be more cost effective for
some.

4/20/2017 8:21 PM

499 help solve housing crisis; create options for homeowners 4/20/2017 7:59 PM
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500 Parking very limited already. People who purchased homes in areas that are single family did so expecting the density
of a single family zoning. Also, purpose built rental that is professionally managed is a better way to provide rental
homes - they provide more security to the renter

4/20/2017 7:15 PM

501 There is a housing shortage, families want to stay closer to work and shorten commute times. This option allows for
families to afford Fairfield homes or find rentable spaces that are affordable.

4/20/2017 4:35 PM

502 Can't build a garden suite unless lot is large and current rules allow anyway. There are many large older homes that
small families and retirees do not need all the space in. Main reason is it increases density without visually changing
neighbourhood much.

4/20/2017 2:40 PM

503 Family structures are no longer 2 parents and kids. More options are needed and flexibility is also needed. House
prices will remain high. Allowing variations in living arrangements at least offers the hope of meeting the demand for
housing.

4/20/2017 2:33 PM

504 A little too dense, perhaps. And you picture is WAY too idyllic. 4/20/2017 2:32 PM

505 DENSITY IS GOOD. 4/20/2017 2:29 PM

506 there is a demand for housing in this neighbourhood and it will only continue to grow. more housing options means
more reasonable rent for people looking to rent and more affordable investment to home owners! long time residents
will complain about parking i'm sure but we'll have to learn to get along!

4/20/2017 1:11 PM
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39.07% 293

26.13% 196

12.40% 93

13.87% 104

8.53% 64

Q4 How appropriate would a house with two
secondary suites be for Fairfield?

Answered: 750 Skipped: 23

Total 750

# Tell us why Date

1 But this must be sensitively done, with respect for the neighbours, greenspace and heritage factors. 5/7/2017 11:54 PM

2 Concern about increased demand for on street parking. 5/7/2017 11:35 PM

3 I have seen many houses which are extremely large and have been converted into multiple suites; I think this is an
excellent way to improve population density and create more opportunities for renters while maintaining for the
distinctive character of a house and neighbourhood.

5/7/2017 10:19 PM

4 Need a blend of building types, tied to transportation planning (e.g. greenway development, parking districts, etc) 5/7/2017 10:02 PM

5 Why don't you build affordable townhomes instead of encouraging homeowners to carve their houses up? This is a
neighbourhood of homeowners; all these suites will turn it into a neighbourhood of renters.

5/7/2017 9:47 PM

6 This will remove the neighbourhood feel and will turn existing houses and new builds into 'mini apartments' which will
increase the number of transient people in the neighbourhood. In general people who are transient are less invested
in their neighbourhood and making it a great community.

5/7/2017 9:35 PM

7 Lack of parking and increased traffic. 5/7/2017 9:30 PM

8 Doesn't look too out of place in a residential neighbourhood. 5/7/2017 8:56 PM

Very
appropriate

Somewhat
appropriate

Neutral

Somewhat
inappropriate

Very
inappropriate

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Very appropriate

Somewhat appropriate

Neutral

Somewhat inappropriate

Very inappropriate
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9 Only if these suites were put into an existing large house which fits with the surrounding neighbourhood or into a new
build with the same caveat.

5/7/2017 8:52 PM

10 The issue here is parking and street congestion. On street parking must be limited to one car only per house. 5/7/2017 8:46 PM

11 Same as my previous response. 5/7/2017 8:43 PM

12 It depends on how many there are on the street. 5/7/2017 8:37 PM

13 Options similar to this already exist. 5/7/2017 5:05 PM

14 Same reasons as previous, though I like the garden house better as there is diversity of dwelling type, and perhaps
more access to yard for all the inhabitants.

5/7/2017 3:51 PM

15 Need to keep house size appropriate to neighbours. Keep peaked rooves. 5/7/2017 3:47 PM

16 At least this does not use up more land and is not too high. 5/7/2017 3:35 PM

17 Scale of buildings, small scale development without big money interests. Far less obtrusive in terms of noise and
construction. Right to light.

5/7/2017 3:24 PM

18 need to limit onsite parking to preserve green space. People living close to town should not need cars 5/7/2017 2:26 PM

19 Not affordable for many people. 5/7/2017 1:55 PM

20 Same problem...too many possible vehicles, and mostly parked on street. 5/7/2017 1:07 PM

21 Opportunities for slum-lords. 5/7/2017 12:43 PM

22 Again: Onstreet parking? Water? Sewer? Noise? Lot size vs building size? Impact on neighbours? Who benefits from
the (supposed) increased property value? How does this assist and address issues of affordability and income
inequality?

5/7/2017 12:26 PM

23 lots of houses would lend to this. 5/7/2017 12:08 PM

24 This seems more contained then the previous model and less of an impact to neighbours. 5/7/2017 11:53 AM

25 too much density 5/7/2017 11:42 AM

26 Have to be aware of lack of on street parking in certain blocks. 5/7/2017 11:25 AM

27 Not all houses have the capability of adding two suites within the main house. 5/7/2017 11:21 AM

28 You've already got them. 5/7/2017 11:21 AM

29 For SOME of the VERY large homes in Fairfield, this is probably the way to preserve heritage housing while making
living costs affordable. Again, I would prefer to reduce parking in favour of walk/bus/ride.

5/7/2017 11:14 AM

30 Very location specific, as a tall massive housing can ruin the street scape of some of the charming streets in Fairfield. 5/7/2017 11:14 AM

31 Large houses, large lots, fairness 5/7/2017 10:49 AM

32 already exists illegally and works well 5/7/2017 10:47 AM

33 Basically a Triplex - would promote much larger houses.. 5/7/2017 10:34 AM

34 Again for the same reasons I listed before. I do like the idea of lifting houses to put in suites as it helps keep our
character homes but I do worry about them blocking sunshine, as we do love our gardens in Fairfield!

5/7/2017 10:09 AM

35 Increases density and affordability while maintaining character of houses. 5/7/2017 9:33 AM

36 It preserves the human scale of the neighbourhood while increasing density and affordability. 5/7/2017 9:27 AM

37 Increased densities increase all other issues. Traffic. Parking, services, impacts to public spaces, etc. 5/7/2017 9:22 AM

38 Parking 5/7/2017 8:20 AM

39 Parking will be an issue 5/7/2017 8:19 AM

40 Same previous answer. 5/7/2017 8:13 AM

41 Again...where is the heck are all the cars going to park? I am witness to many accidents due to the lack of street width
to pass parked cars.

5/7/2017 7:55 AM

42 Parking is an issue. Residents should have assigned & limited parking permits. People should be able to park close to
their homes.

5/7/2017 7:33 AM

43 This fits with the character of the neighbourhood but increases the housing density 5/7/2017 7:17 AM
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44 It depends where it is. This is a lot like character conversions except presumably rentals not strata. Again there may
be many issues with street parking (please see my previous comment about a garden suite plus a secondary suite
and the number of cars).

5/7/2017 6:44 AM

45 Never enough parking unless closer to town so walkers can use this type 5/7/2017 6:37 AM

46 While it maximizes the amount of living spaces a property may have, it also may be too large of a structure relative to
the houses around it. In some areas, however, it would be appropriate and again help to increase the number of living
units available.

5/7/2017 1:00 AM

47 the only thing I don't like about it is the amount of on street parking needed would be greater than what is available. 5/6/2017 11:11 PM

48 Makes good use of older houses, many of which may have housed families in the past, but which are underutilized as
children move.

5/6/2017 10:36 PM

49 Parking is already saturated. I think this configuration will lend itself more to multi-vehicle households. 5/6/2017 10:26 PM

50 There are some larger homes that could accommodate this. 5/6/2017 10:04 PM

51 Same comments 5/6/2017 9:55 PM

52 Should be reserved for existing large houses that can be renovated. 5/6/2017 9:26 PM

53 Like the dwelling with the basement suite and the garden suite in the previous questions, opening the regulations to
allow a gradual increase in density by property owners who wish to have it makes sense for Fairfield in the long term. I
would state however that this ought to be done carefully and gradually so as to avoid overdoing the density, such as in
some areas of James Bay where swaths of the neighbourhood were rezoned to allow fourplexes, which ended up
changing the character of the streets and neighbourhoods, and also caused issues with parking in numerous
locations.

5/6/2017 9:24 PM

54 Parking will be a mess 5/6/2017 9:22 PM

55 This is great for some of the older large homes in the area..again gentle density and is a mortgage helper for the
homeowner.mAgain...controls to prevent units from being b&b's

5/6/2017 9:14 PM

56 Problems identified in previous question would be compounded. 5/6/2017 9:05 PM

57 Happy to see more density and supply. 5/6/2017 8:50 PM

58 Probably has less cost barrier for homeowners to build (versus also having a garden suite) and still density is not
terribly high.

5/6/2017 8:28 PM

59 Provide off street parking 5/6/2017 8:10 PM

60 too high density and risk of creating parking issues 5/6/2017 8:02 PM

61 Fairfield already has quite a few big houses with multiple units, such as stratas - it's a nice way of densifying the
neighbourhood without adding too many extra buildings.

5/6/2017 7:45 PM

62 Might be appropriate. Depends on size of existing home. Not in favour of more on street parking. Most streets are
saturated now.

5/6/2017 6:49 PM

63 Conversions around Fairfield from single family residences to multi-family (2-4) suites have not been an issue in the
neighborhood. Allowing such conversions provides additional housing without changing the basic character of the
area.

5/6/2017 4:51 PM

64 We need to plan for higher density/more rental accommodation 5/6/2017 4:50 PM

65 Improvements  to public transit could help mitigate on-street parking conflicts. 5/6/2017 4:09 PM

66 Presents the problem of condos environment and Strata agreement problems. 5/6/2017 3:56 PM

67 On street parking is restricted during the day in my area - where would the suites' tenants park? (Not everyone drives
to work.) Also, it would take up more street parking during evenings and weekends.

5/6/2017 3:42 PM

68 Would keep the building to a min but parking still an issue? Lot's of questions. 5/6/2017 3:24 PM

69 Bulavard parking and off street as well with access to bike and car rentals pick up and drop off 5/6/2017 3:17 PM

70 Not enough on site parking. Too many houses on a street with this design could lead to a very transient
neighbourhood.

5/6/2017 3:11 PM

71 As per previous response 5/6/2017 3:06 PM

72 It is more affordable for most people, most economical 5/6/2017 3:00 PM
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73 Fits in with the character of the neighbourhood while allowing an increase in density 5/6/2017 2:50 PM

74 As before, but the parking is a concern. 5/6/2017 2:28 PM

75 Too much densification, increase in parking, too tall buildings if like the one in the illustration 5/6/2017 2:27 PM

76 May be OK with adequate parking and larger homes. Most households have 2 cars. 5/6/2017 2:21 PM

77 These developments change the character of the house to the detriment of older buildings with attractive character
features, which can also negatively affect the character of a neighbourhood. They do maintain a residential feel for the
most part however.

5/6/2017 1:37 PM

78 My mind goes to the issue looking after the yard. I see someone buying and/or converting the home into 3 rental units,
not living there, and now who looks after the yard.

5/6/2017 12:31 PM

79 With multiple suite , parking can become an issue. Many of the streets in Fairfield are narrow and already congested. 5/6/2017 12:09 PM

80 makes sense. 5/6/2017 11:57 AM

81 many such already exist in Fairfield. Depends on traffic/parking. 5/6/2017 11:55 AM

82 This is essentially allowing a single-family home owner to develop their home into a multi-unit complex. That kind of
development should have to go through more planning hurdles. It will also encourage people to buy homes for
purpose of being a landlord, may lead to more absentee owners (ie owns house but rents out all 3 parts)

5/6/2017 11:37 AM

83 provides more living space while maintaining character homes 5/6/2017 11:29 AM

84 Build more secondary suites that aren't basement. 5/6/2017 11:18 AM

85 I don't think government has a good reason to regulate what people do inside their houses. Poorly conceived rental
suites will still be a benefit to students with no income. And being in someone's house tends to prevent a lot of the
abuse.

5/6/2017 11:09 AM

86 Again, keeps an accessible street front look, accommodates more families. (exemplifies the best of Kitsilano in
Vancouver.)

5/6/2017 11:07 AM

87 Counsistent with conversions of older mansions. Resident street parking needs to be reserved. Visitor parking should
not rely on residential streets. City planners & larger businesses must accommodate some parking and encourage
alternative transport: biking & connecting bus routes from downtown without extra, discouraging transfers.

5/6/2017 11:07 AM

88 this could work too. 5/6/2017 11:04 AM

89 supports affordable multigenerational living. more carbon efficient sustainable living. maybe giving homeowners who
want to do this for themselves (their children so they can remain in VIctoria) a tax incentive.

5/6/2017 10:59 AM

90 Same as previous 5/6/2017 10:38 AM

91 Too much of this and you end up with problems like Rockland. That neighbourhood has been obliterated due to the
allowance of strata's. A serious devaluation of properties.

5/6/2017 10:27 AM

92 Monster dormitories, less green, no parking 5/6/2017 10:19 AM

93 It seems this is already happening in Fairfield 5/6/2017 10:04 AM

94 too high density with housing suites plus garden suite in certain already crowded areas. 5/6/2017 9:51 AM

95 Nope. Encourage speculators. No green space 5/6/2017 9:50 AM

96 Same as Type 1 - inappropriate due to almost certain increased street parking and traffic and ineffective at addressing
affordability.

5/6/2017 9:49 AM

97 Again, allows for the outside to look like a traditional home but gives space for small families or single people to live
that is exorbitantly expensive.

5/6/2017 8:47 AM

98 i prefer this to infill of garden green space. 5/6/2017 3:52 AM

99 Off street parking for suites must be included. Current height restrictions for residential homes maintained. Current
building lot coverage maintained. Open green space and unpaved areas a must for livable neighbourhoods and water
management.

5/5/2017 10:45 PM

100 Unless tenants have no cars, there could be a problem with parking…could work for corner properties with more
potential parking.

5/5/2017 10:17 PM

101 This would encourage larger developments, compromising neighbourhood character. 5/5/2017 9:52 PM

102 parking and height is a concern 5/5/2017 9:44 PM
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103 This is currently happening but parking is currently a problem. 5/5/2017 9:41 PM

104 You are paying their mortgage 5/5/2017 9:33 PM

105 There are definitely houses that would support multiple secondary suites. There are plenty of condo conversions in the
neighbourhood with 4 units so I think the same opportunity should exist for rental units. While I prefer the notion of
owner occupied houses in this scenario I'm not sure how this could actually be administered in practical terms.
Parking management would be an ongoing concern

5/5/2017 9:07 PM

106 Still concerned about potential parking problems and would like to see Triplex or duplex being required to have more
green space than a single house.

5/5/2017 8:55 PM

107 Same as previous answer. We need sensible density increases NOT 4 story 36 unit apartment buildings. 5/5/2017 8:53 PM

108 Parking issues as above, small lots, general overcrowding. 5/5/2017 7:39 PM

109 One secondary suite is enough in a neighborhood home. 5/5/2017 6:29 PM

110 Why do character conversions have to have parking off the street and suites can have on-street parking 5/5/2017 6:27 PM

111 Too congested. Parking is already bad. 5/5/2017 6:19 PM

112 See previous answer. The suites would very likely be too small. If the house is big enough for two decent sized suites,
then OK.

5/5/2017 5:44 PM

113 I expect the suites would create rent for homeowners - which is good. I have little confidence that architects or interior
designers would be contracted to do the re-design work correctly.

5/5/2017 4:51 PM

114 leave our single family existence alowne 5/5/2017 4:31 PM

115 Many of the existing older houses already contain 2 or 3 suites. This option maintains the existing yard size for shared
use.

5/5/2017 4:25 PM

116 This isnt new. There are many homes already doing this. I guess if you are asking should it be legal ? Sure. But is it
new? No

5/5/2017 4:22 PM

117 Allowing further division of existing houses will maintain the neighbourhood's historic feel 5/5/2017 4:14 PM

118 The more mortgage helpers you add to the neighborhood, the higher housing prices will go. 5/5/2017 3:27 PM

119 still retains character of houses and neighborhood. Parking on street might be an issue, although finding many
younger newer residents are forgoing car ownership

5/5/2017 2:53 PM

120 As long as the rental suites are decent and affordable then I don't believe there can be too many. 5/5/2017 2:26 PM

121 Too dense for next few decades. Parking conflicts will arise too frequently. Wait until self driving Uber vehicles
available.

5/5/2017 2:23 PM

122 We need more rental housing... 5/5/2017 1:46 PM

123 Too dense. Parking will become a problem. 5/5/2017 1:45 PM

124 - Parking for the suites is on-street - Too many alterations to the original design of the house 5/5/2017 12:10 PM

125 Seems to be too crowded. It's like a small apartment building. 5/5/2017 10:54 AM

126 Please refer to my opposition to garden suites without back alleys in the previous section. 5/5/2017 10:46 AM

127 Big houses and lots can accommodate two suites 5/4/2017 9:10 PM

128 ibid 5/4/2017 6:59 PM

129 Retain the classic houses that are in the area. 5/4/2017 6:43 PM

130 There appears to be no provision for determining realistic parking allowances. Particularly for on-street parking
neighbourhoods this becomes critical factor.

5/4/2017 6:00 PM

131 I support the density, but not the on-street parking. People developing this density need to be able to provide parking
on their own properties.

5/4/2017 5:19 PM

132 Provides density and could be an affordable option for many people who otherwise could not afford to live in Fairfield.
It's much more appealing than yet another square condo box. This may be an option for multi-generation families to
live together.

5/4/2017 5:15 PM

133 Must include at least 2 off street parking spots. Some people still drive and Fairfield already has a serious parking
problem.

5/4/2017 5:02 PM
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134 We already have too much on street parking. This and projected bike lanes would make the situation unbearable 5/4/2017 2:22 PM

135 I feel that this is more in keeping with conventional lots and current house designs in Fairfield. 5/4/2017 1:46 PM

136 Main concern is parking if we build many of these and they don't often end up having enough on-site parking, leading
to street parking issues. I like the idea of ensuring a minimum number of parking spaces (based on number of suites),
balanced with a minimum shared yard space. This would ensure we don't have mega structures hugging the property
lines, and we maintain the greenery of the neighbourhood.

5/4/2017 1:41 PM

137 Better mix of housing types. 5/4/2017 12:01 PM

138 There are lots of big old houses in the area. 5/4/2017 9:38 AM

139 It already exists and can convert or maintain existing structures thereby saving the cost of new housing 5/4/2017 9:35 AM

140 Same problem as before. Needs off-street parking for suites. This is like a mini apartment building but without any
parking requirements. I live on a street where we can often barely find a spot already. Wouldn't like to see this as a
problem everywhere.

5/4/2017 9:32 AM

141 There are innumerable homes like this in the Fairfield area, at the present time. Nothing new. 5/4/2017 9:04 AM

142 This looks better if everyone is in one house. Assuming they each have a floor with a kitchen and washroom and
enough space to feel like they're not living in a box.

5/3/2017 9:40 PM

143 The reason single family houses have become so expensive is because this kind of development has been allowed to
happen illegally for at least 30 years in Fairfield. Yes there is a need for suites but there is also a need for single family
homes that will remain single family homes. If this is actually protected by law, random, uncontrolled, illegal
development will stop and extreme price speculation should also.

5/3/2017 9:01 PM

144 Unnecessary densification on residential streets traditionally characterized by single-family homes. Will encourage
more on-street parking, which is a serious problem in Fairfield.

5/3/2017 8:39 PM

145 This would allow appropriate densification on many streets in the area. In many cases the exterior could match well
with the heritage houses already existing, but hopefully have a more purpose-built interior. I think it would be important
to couple any densification in largely single-family areas with measures to actually reduce car use entirely, not merely
create parking spots (as important as it is that parking spots be off-street). * I'm confused by the graphic indicating a
garden suite ("4") where one does not seem to actually exist.

5/3/2017 6:59 PM

146 Depends on the configuration of the house and IMPORTANT: that any suites are for full-time renters, not Air B&B. 5/3/2017 5:56 PM

147 I would favour more suites and any policy that encourages more suites. 5/3/2017 4:40 PM

148 Not sure about street parking though 5/3/2017 4:01 PM

149 This is the most logical answer, however these should be restricted in height and thus, lower levels partially
underground.

5/3/2017 2:38 PM

150 The new construction observed is leaving very little green space with low maintenance rock gardens etc, this type of
building often consumes the neighbors garden light as well.

5/3/2017 1:29 PM

151 There seem to be many houses that already have this number of suites in them and it appears to work well, especially
for the owners of the house.

5/3/2017 12:51 PM

152 This already is the case on some streets in Fairfield. 5/3/2017 11:47 AM

153 Assumes that society will stop using private vehicles. Where is the off-street parking. Will clog streets with parked cars
and make bicycling unsafe.

5/3/2017 11:12 AM

154 More likely to be investment properties without a resident owner. 5/3/2017 10:51 AM

155 Same answer. If the house can accommodate the extra unit, bring it on! And fast!! 5/3/2017 10:49 AM

156 Affordability, baby! Let's help our communities grow. 5/3/2017 10:45 AM

157 Gardens will be replaced by parking. 5/3/2017 10:25 AM

158 Good for mortgage helper and aging residents wanting to stay in neigbourhood while family or caretaker lives in unit
within the house. good use of space/shared yard etc.

5/3/2017 9:25 AM

159 This approaches the model of a traditional urban residential district. 5/3/2017 9:24 AM

160 It's already happening everywhere. Legitimize this option. 5/3/2017 8:49 AM

161 This maintains the look and feel of the area 5/3/2017 7:45 AM
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162 Home owners/landlord can attempt to choose tenants for secondary suites without vehicles to reduce on street
parking.

5/2/2017 11:06 PM

163 Increases rental accomodation, but preserves housing stock. 5/2/2017 9:41 PM

164 Already widely present. 5/2/2017 9:30 PM

165 Same opinion as option one. Might like this option better because green space is preserved in back yard. 5/2/2017 9:17 PM

166 Again, concern about increased parking needs for potentially multiple houses. And some suites may have multiple
cars if are couple or roommates.

5/2/2017 9:13 PM

167 With the proviso that the conversion allows the house to blend with existing adjacent properties. Street parking is,
however, at a premium.

5/2/2017 9:08 PM

168 Same reasons as last option. 5/2/2017 8:50 PM

169 Same reasons as the last option. We do not have the infrastructure to support multiple units on one lot 5/2/2017 7:33 PM

170 This already exists and I have never seen a shortage of street parking 5/2/2017 7:14 PM

171 House is tall and creates shade for neighbouring houses. On streeet parking becomes a problem if these are 2 car
families or there are other similar houses on the block.

5/2/2017 6:55 PM

172 Isn't this already happening?! 5/2/2017 4:18 PM

173 Having lived in a house like this in Vancouver, I think it would be great to have this type of arrangement. 5/2/2017 3:15 PM

174 Height? 5/2/2017 3:06 PM

175 I think existing houses should be more easily zoned to accommodate secondary suites. We don't all need large
spaces to live in and this would provide more variety for tenants and income sources for owners - and/or cheaper
options for people/families to own in Fairfield.

5/2/2017 2:25 PM

176 These already exist in Fairfield. 5/2/2017 12:52 PM

177 good way to densify and keep architectural nature of the community intact 5/2/2017 12:46 PM

178 tree and green canopy is protected. fits the neighbourhoods better 5/2/2017 10:51 AM

179 as in 1 5/2/2017 10:30 AM

180 Whether or not this is legal, it's already the norm in the area. 5/2/2017 8:56 AM

181 Overall it seems okay, but I don't like the idea of street parking. 5/2/2017 8:27 AM

182 Again, depends of square footage and how many people you allow in the dwelling. 5/1/2017 8:50 PM

183 See previous comment. 5/1/2017 8:32 PM

184 More garden space than the first model, larger living spaces, same or worse parking 5/1/2017 7:37 PM

185 Aren't there already lots of places like this in Fairfield? 5/1/2017 7:29 PM

186 This allows for greater density while retaining the appearance of a residential house with front and back yards. 5/1/2017 7:11 PM

187 still concerned about street parking 5/1/2017 6:54 PM

188 It could retain many of the very classic houses in Victoria. 5/1/2017 6:46 PM

189 It is a good way to keep the older character houses which make the village attractive and give a residential feeling with
gardens and flowers

5/1/2017 6:37 PM

190 Problem: on-street parking 5/1/2017 5:51 PM

191 Again, can retain the character of existing buildings while adding more housing stock. 5/1/2017 5:50 PM

192 It is already happening, and it makes use of nice older homes. 5/1/2017 4:44 PM

193 I'm not comfortable with allowing on street parking for properties with more than one suite. 5/1/2017 4:41 PM

194 Again...a real parking problem as the people tend not to use their driveways and prefer to crowd the streets with their
cars.

5/1/2017 4:32 PM

195 Increase rental accommodation. 5/1/2017 3:53 PM

196 Provides needed additional housing, but contributes to crowded on street parking. 5/1/2017 3:24 PM
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197 This lacks the ground level space of the previous type and I have no doubt whatever that it would be rendered in
materials similar to those houses converted to office use further along Fort Street. This is exactly the layout which
would destroy the Village area.

5/1/2017 1:02 PM

198 Better segregation of tenancy. People are above or below one another rather than across from. May cause trouble
with parking space however.

5/1/2017 12:45 PM

199 Already a prominent type of housing in much of Fairfield-Gonzales. 5/1/2017 12:39 PM

200 Increases density. Be sure there is enough parking for visitors. 5/1/2017 11:14 AM

201 not everyone rides a sacred bicycle and parking will become a huge problem 5/1/2017 10:57 AM

202 as above 5/1/2017 10:55 AM

203 No parking on streets. All business, homes, apartments have to have there own parking spaces for there vehicles 5/1/2017 10:42 AM

204 This maintains more green space around the dwelling. A concern, though, is the height of these new dwellings. 5/1/2017 9:07 AM

205 It's private property so people should be able to do what they want with it. Community planning is for communists. 5/1/2017 7:28 AM

206 Higher density, again keeping the focus in existing homes in the neighbourhood. More affordable than single family
dwelling.

5/1/2017 4:56 AM

207 Appropriate if house accommodates. Should be bylaw/building code for additional soundproofing (insulation/drywall)
between living units

4/30/2017 10:56 PM

208 appropriate but would like to see better use of the site and improvements 4/30/2017 10:07 PM

209 May be more appropriate in higher density areas. The 4/30/2017 9:50 PM

210 Seem to have more backyard but it is a high building. 4/30/2017 8:51 PM

211 density without changing look 4/30/2017 8:42 PM

212 Provides most economical usage of large homes not fully occupied by smaller or aging families. 4/30/2017 7:50 PM

213 because we are desperate for affordable housing... for seniors, students and young people and those on lower
incomes... and we have to reduce our collective footprint and reduce our living spaces.

4/30/2017 6:12 PM

214 same comments as before 4/30/2017 3:45 PM

215 On street parking is often too constrained to support the two-suite development if there are more than two or three of
this type per block.

4/30/2017 12:21 PM

216 See comment on parking above. Applies to all housing density increase options. 4/30/2017 10:43 AM

217 This is already in place in Rockland. Just make certain there is room enough for all. 4/30/2017 10:38 AM

218 house n yard is a good fit for Fairfield. 4/30/2017 10:28 AM

219 Minimal land foot print but maximum use of lot to accommodate a number of suites. 4/29/2017 7:34 PM

220 There should be only one on street parking spot allowed, not one for each suite. 4/29/2017 7:29 PM

221 The suites are going to be dinky, 500sq foot rentals with monthly rents at $1000 each. The shrinking size of new
rentals shows how little the homeowners think about people who rent.

4/29/2017 5:51 PM

222 Less footprint. Why does the city insist on no front yard parking? Once again this seems like a goofy rule. It seems silly
to pave a long driveway that eats up garden space just to get the car down the side. Let's face it....who is going to
drive all the way down to the side when they want to be closer to the front entrance to their house in order to bring in
their groceries.

4/29/2017 5:08 PM

223 Keeps more green space and is cost-effective. 4/29/2017 5:04 PM

224 Most homes don't have much of a driveway if any at all. There is already a parking problem and this will only make
things worse.

4/29/2017 4:36 PM

225 might create a hodgepodge look to existing neighborhoods while achieving little for all needing housing 4/29/2017 4:14 PM

226 Maintains character of neighbourhood while allowing for rentals. 4/29/2017 4:14 PM

227 I like it except on street parking is not going to work due to lack of space 4/29/2017 4:07 PM

228 Support character of neighbourhood, community, increase density and keep housing costs down 4/29/2017 3:24 PM

229 Same reason…we need to increase urban density and slow urban sprawl. 4/29/2017 3:21 PM
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230 More efficient use of space. Higher density but still maintaining a residential character. 4/29/2017 2:18 PM

231 Depends on the size of the house and lot. 4/29/2017 1:52 PM

232 As they are already some older homes that are large enough to accommodate this type of housing, this style would fit
in well.

4/29/2017 1:11 PM

233 The density achieved here is practical, and will work well for existing houses that don't require much modification to
create suites.

4/29/2017 12:54 PM

234 Even better to have a garden suite and secondary suite in the house to make the homes affordable and offer rental
units to the community

4/29/2017 12:28 PM

235 i don't like on-street parking for suites. 4/29/2017 11:35 AM

236 Too dense. Will destroy single-family neighbourhoods. 4/29/2017 11:32 AM

237 Only appropriate where existing houses and the street architectural styles are large enough to accommodate this style
of development. It would not be appropriate to create a high, 3-level development home on a street characterized by
existing 1 to 1.5 storey (lower elevation) homes.

4/29/2017 11:17 AM

238 preserve older homes by making them more economical 4/29/2017 11:07 AM

239 My concern is the increased amount of on-street parking that this type of housing would generate. 4/29/2017 10:58 AM

240 If the house exterior fits with the neighbourhood then I think this will work well, still concerned about the parking being
on the road for the suite.

4/29/2017 10:39 AM

241 We need to encourage density in existing housing 4/29/2017 10:30 AM

242 More cars parked on the street...not so desirable. 4/29/2017 9:37 AM

243 Maximize use of existing housing 4/29/2017 9:11 AM

244 We live in a city and we have to be realistic. Growth is inevitable so let's do it sensibly. 4/29/2017 8:44 AM

245 seems to be a good use of space for this design 4/29/2017 8:36 AM

246 Parking on street would lead to congestion 4/29/2017 8:28 AM

247 The assumed growth rate of 1% per year is actually relatively modest, so each of these new housing plans is far too
reactionary. The outcome in all cases will be to double or treble the number of residents in Fairfield, diminishing the
priceless neighbourhood character and placing undo stress on the city's infrastructure (which is already buckling under
the weight of unchecked development during the past decade).

4/29/2017 7:32 AM

248 On street is still an issue with this type of development 4/29/2017 7:30 AM

249 Same as option 1; less parking available (visitors do come to places that have off street parking for residents); more
people makes things worse, not better. cluttered neighborhood destroys character.

4/29/2017 7:28 AM

250 If the house already is 3 storeys then it could be re-developed for multiple occupancy but if it means increasing the
present height it should not be allowed.

4/28/2017 9:28 PM

251 This is the type of changes to our!See houses we now see in Fairfield where an older house is converted into three
condos. It is more I keeping with the character of the neighborhood

4/28/2017 9:16 PM

252 Slightly better because more green space. Still parking issues. 4/28/2017 8:24 PM

253 Allows even more housing. 4/28/2017 7:13 PM

254 I presume with a new build the sound proofing between floors would be of the highest level. Could still be noisy. 4/28/2017 5:46 PM

255 height restriction or???? 4/28/2017 5:22 PM

256 Parking, noise, privacy 4/28/2017 4:35 PM

257 Why crowd with lots of suites and people? Let people go live elsewhere if not enough housing here. 4/28/2017 4:17 PM

258 No more than 3 stories. Has a yard for trees. Renters possible. 4/28/2017 4:11 PM

259 there is a lot of this type of housing already in Fairfield. 4/28/2017 4:05 PM

260 accommodates higher density, although the streets will become plugged with cars, have to make more parking on
sites.

4/28/2017 4:03 PM

261 Same as previous 4/28/2017 3:58 PM
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262 more density and more affordability people really don't have problems with density if it is done properly 4/28/2017 3:52 PM

263 need to increase density especially to provide low cost rentals 4/28/2017 3:29 PM

264 maintains outdoor spaces 4/28/2017 3:09 PM

265 Same reason as for the previous question -- it would dramatically change the character of the neighborhood. 4/28/2017 3:05 PM

266 It's already everywhere in the community. 4/28/2017 2:36 PM

267 Already exist to some degree in Fairfield. The property owner is more likely to be aware of the business model for this
than those with one less unit.

4/28/2017 2:34 PM

268 Increased density in a single building also limits privacy between residents. Option of more private garden suites
better.

4/28/2017 1:24 PM

269 Why not? Increase density within existing housing stock. 4/28/2017 12:57 PM

270 Again - very appropriate for the right lot. Difficulties would be allowing a change in say height or FSR 4/28/2017 12:47 PM

271 This would be good if the house had parking on there own property. Street parking in the village/area is horrible. 4/28/2017 12:18 PM

272 Comments similar to the previous question. I think I would feel more in favour of new duplex or triplex construction so
that people have the opportunity to purchase.

4/28/2017 12:04 PM

273 Same issue as other house, I'd worry about parking. Everyone owns a car(s) in Victoria. Requiring the landlord to
provide off street parking for all suites would alleviate that issue to an extent.

4/28/2017 11:44 AM

274 Garden suite is the basement suite. On bigger homes this is appropriate 4/28/2017 10:50 AM

275 As with the garden suite option, this proposal will increase population density. This is the largest issue facing Fairfield.
Suites and rentals detracting from the family friendly neighbourhood, they add more transient influence to a
neighbourhood, reduction in street parking, increased traffic flows, etc. My view is that a reduction in rental units
should be followed.

4/28/2017 10:39 AM

276 Makes home more likely to be entirely rented and we could lose home owners in neighbourhood 4/28/2017 10:09 AM

277 The suitability for Fairfield depends on responsibility for maintenance. If this multiple suite house is merely a rental it
could easily slump into a poor housing site. Enforcement for maintenance outside and in is essential; but how is this
done?

4/28/2017 9:03 AM

278 Street parking should be last option. Properties need to have parking per tenant 4/28/2017 8:59 AM

279 Again the big issue is increased traffic and parking. 4/28/2017 7:53 AM

280 On street parking will be a problem due to lack of space. More noise in an otherwise quiet area. Let's not destroy what
makes these quiet areas of Fairfield so attractive.

4/28/2017 5:02 AM

281 My house is 25/27/23 cook street. It is like this now. Its a great set up. 4/27/2017 8:56 PM

282 Seems to be working in the area already ... 4/27/2017 8:37 PM

283 A one storey home will be dwarfed, shaded and overwhelmed beside a 3 storey house like this. Why is this even being
considered considering the growth in northwest area of Fairfield will be sufficient to absorb the increase in
population?!!

4/27/2017 7:11 PM

284 Parking problems 4/27/2017 6:48 PM

285 Too congested, parking problems 4/27/2017 6:34 PM

286 additional living spaces but more appropriate for younger population 4/27/2017 6:22 PM

287 This would work well in Fairfield - in the older houses as well as new house designed for three suites. Additional
housing options give everyone more affordable choices.

4/27/2017 6:09 PM

288 As there are many large older homes in the area, this would retain neighbourhood character while providing more
rental availability.

4/27/2017 5:57 PM

289 This is no different than a small apartment building. It is a great option for maximizing the use of our space while
maintaining the beautiful heritage homes in the area.

4/27/2017 5:53 PM

290 I think a lot of these dwellings are already available? Good option 4/27/2017 5:40 PM

291 Same misgivings as the first proposal - the availability of on street parking. 4/27/2017 5:40 PM

292 I cant see many of the houses in Fairfield being able to accomidate this. 4/27/2017 4:41 PM
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293 I would be in favour of any number of extra accommodations attached to a house if the number of cars per house
could be limited. I lived across from a house that had up to 6 cars associated with it parked on the st. at any one time -
too many.

4/27/2017 4:25 PM

294 The big houses would work with this BUT - parking would still be an issue. 4/27/2017 4:06 PM

295 Again, no consideration for the amount of parking required. 4/27/2017 3:50 PM

296 This scenario has been in play for years under the radar and there is no reason it should not be permitted by the City. 4/27/2017 3:29 PM

297 In appropriately large buildings this would allow more people to live in the area. Good news for Cook Street Village 4/27/2017 3:26 PM

298 The more working adults in this house the more cars. 4/27/2017 3:14 PM

299 6 stories is too high! 4/27/2017 3:12 PM

300 current homes will remain, many of which already provide extra suites. 4/27/2017 2:27 PM

301 Keep it all in one building to reduce noise. 4/27/2017 2:11 PM

302 More housing is good 4/27/2017 2:05 PM

303 Good use of space, keeps the character of our old houses which is part of what makes fairfield so great and attractive 4/27/2017 1:06 PM

304 Too many building storeys 4/27/2017 12:56 PM

305 this is not Hong Kong.... racing to the lowest denominator of affordability with density 4/27/2017 11:55 AM

306 you can't expect to just double the on-street parking. a better parking solution needs to be provided 4/27/2017 10:58 AM

307 Where are tenants expected to park? Street parking already limited. 4/27/2017 10:14 AM

308 On street parking is an issue when increasing the density due to poor availability in some areas. 4/27/2017 10:14 AM

309 Already happening in my neighbourhood. Streets are jam packed with cars on a narrow residential St.. 4/27/2017 8:55 AM

310 Also fine. 4/27/2017 7:37 AM

311 The original character of old houses should be maintained. 4/27/2017 6:27 AM

312 too condensed. Usually not enough on-site parking 4/27/2017 3:34 AM

313 Good use of space in larger homes. 4/27/2017 3:28 AM

314 If part of new construction, very inappropriate: causes increased greenhouse gas emission. The greenspace is needed
for food security, rain percolation and rewilding. New construction must not be used as excuse to increase housing
supply.

4/26/2017 11:44 PM

315 where's the option for 30 story buildings? 4/26/2017 10:59 PM

316 this too is appropriate for the same reason cited previously. (although not appropriate for all buildings). 4/26/2017 9:59 PM

317 This seems to be pushing the limits of a single property. I'm all for density, but potentially 4 units would mean a
significant increase in cars and noise.

4/26/2017 9:55 PM

318 keeps house print small and preserves soil and green space 4/26/2017 9:39 PM

319 We need the rental housing stock. Many large houses had multiple suites before they were converted to condos, so
it's worked before.

4/26/2017 9:25 PM

320 Off sets costs, creates rentals, increases density which I think is a I'd thing. 4/26/2017 9:18 PM

321 This design would respect what we already have in Fairfield. 4/26/2017 8:47 PM

322 Individual homes (suites) stay a reasonable size. Check that street can handle on street parking 4/26/2017 8:47 PM

323 Potentially has an overly-large facade, or appearance of apartment building. 4/26/2017 8:23 PM

324 Again, I think that this can work if consideration is taken to make sure the neighbourhood can support this amount of
densification. We already have 2-3 houses like this on our street. If the majority of houses on our street went this way,
there would be no available onstreet parking.

4/26/2017 8:02 PM

325 Wouldn't that be an apartment building? Again...parking? 4/26/2017 7:16 PM
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326 I am understanding to a very low impact density conversion, but again.just cannot tolerate the current direction city hall
is taking. I currently am faced with a five until requested/ proposed conversion to a house next door to me. It is way to
much and just not warranted. The contractors is very confident that no matter how intrusive both neighbors on each
side feel it is that they will be approved. Enough, never been an activist or lobbied again a mayor but I as a majority of
my home owning neighbors feel that this current mayor and council are forcing their agenda on us period. No respect
for us. This is unbelievable. We own the land here shouldn't our opinions matter. We voted you in.

4/26/2017 7:06 PM

327 not enough street parking for residents 4/26/2017 6:44 PM

328 As for Type 1, although, with the option of garden suites, Type 1 would allow more variety and possibly more options
as far as size and layout are concerned.

4/26/2017 6:41 PM

329 Very appropriate dependant upon building size and available on-street parking. 4/26/2017 6:32 PM

330 Concerns would be access noise and possible parking issues. Other wise seems like a reasonable idea a long as the
sqft of the lot allows it.

4/26/2017 6:31 PM

331 Same parking issue as stated for a suite and garden unit. 4/26/2017 6:30 PM

332 Maintains large family home style but adds density, which is very attractive. 4/26/2017 6:24 PM

333 rentals are needed and maintains residential feel 4/26/2017 6:21 PM

334 reduction in privacy, access to light, increased traffic and noise. 4/26/2017 5:55 PM

335 Seems like there would be over crowding. 4/26/2017 5:24 PM

336 This already seems very common in the area. Many old houses are only a lift or small addition away from containing
multiple suites, the main challenge is off-street parking regulations.

4/26/2017 5:16 PM

337 Retains character of neighborhood. 4/26/2017 5:09 PM

338 Noise and parking complaints 4/26/2017 5:08 PM

339 See previous comments. 4/26/2017 5:08 PM

340 Height may be an issue 4/26/2017 5:05 PM

341 Keeps what is already there without changing footprint, eliminating greenspace, maintaining heritage, keeping things
human scale, keeps trees and gardens for people to use.

4/26/2017 4:58 PM

342 Too much density 4/26/2017 4:55 PM

343 concern about on street parking overload 4/26/2017 4:52 PM

344 As long as the houses don't get too high. Again to avoid a cramped feeling in Fairfield. 4/26/2017 4:44 PM

345 same as previous 4/26/2017 4:36 PM

346 again allows for more housing, might make housing more affordable but again negative impact on already crowded
street parking

4/26/2017 4:35 PM

347 Shared yard will not work. The yard work will be left undone. "Someone else's job." 4/26/2017 4:34 PM

348 Increases density and maintains character of the area. 4/26/2017 4:12 PM

349 Parking Problems 4/26/2017 4:08 PM

350 These suites would be smaller so would not tax our infrastructure as much as larger suites would. 4/26/2017 4:02 PM

351 Height, size disproportionate. 4/26/2017 4:00 PM

352 Same as above 4/26/2017 3:59 PM

353 Parking 4/26/2017 3:52 PM

354 Live successfully in a similar situation except 6 units are available and very well done...where it was a single family
home.

4/26/2017 3:33 PM

355 Garden suite. See before. Splitting old houses up into suites is a fine idea and works well. Adding standalone
buildings is a bad idea. This works in Vancouver because Laneways and existing small garages. We don't have those
in Fairfield.

4/26/2017 3:30 PM

356 This should only be permitted if the historic housing stock is not compromised, i.e. raising houses only minimally, and
not permitting crappy finishes such as Hardiplank.

4/26/2017 3:29 PM

357 As long as parking needs are met on site 4/26/2017 3:25 PM
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358 Same comment 4/26/2017 3:23 PM

359 Too crowded already 4/26/2017 3:16 PM

360 Already too many low income reprobates in fairfield 4/26/2017 3:04 PM

361 Still doesn't really address the financial stress on lack of affordability for families. 4/26/2017 2:38 PM

362 Same reasons as a garden suite. It provides possibilities for accommodating family, caregivers, students, etc. It makes
for an attractively varied, mixed-generation neighbourhood.

4/26/2017 2:34 PM

363 Additional housing opportunity consistent with the community profile 4/26/2017 2:16 PM

364 Not if it's a new build and it's a monster home. It depends on what the main structure is. If it is a large heritage home,
of which there are a fair number, and no more than three living areas in total were in a renovated structure, perhaps
ok.

4/26/2017 1:59 PM

365 these drawing shows that the garden suite will not affect the neighbours or neighborhood with more buildings 4/26/2017 1:49 PM

366 scarcity of parking and increase of traffic 4/26/2017 1:33 PM

367 Also 4/26/2017 1:31 PM

368 Again, it doesn’t change the nature of the neighbourhood. Houses like this have been appearing in Fairfield for over 40
years.

4/26/2017 1:08 PM

369 This is a low impact means of increasing urban density, while making home ownership more viable to the middle
class.

4/26/2017 12:59 PM

370 On street parking is at a premium. Needs to have off street parking for one car per unit. Maintaining set-backs is
important.

4/26/2017 12:57 PM

371 Looks slum-like. Would be better to just build townhouses on the site. 4/26/2017 12:50 PM

372 Apply for the zoning and review on a case by case basis. Some house can be zoned duplex or triplex but they need
parking and must meet the criteria in the zoning bylaws.

4/26/2017 12:46 PM

373 Extra housing in super tight rental market. Sharing house with separate entrance totally ok. House not too high in
neighbourhood character.

4/26/2017 12:29 PM

374 That is a lot of people to jam into a single dwelling space typically used for one family. 4/26/2017 12:15 PM

375 More efficient land use near urban core Still maintains residential feel of community Helps people afford homes by
providing revenue potential Parking problems will increase - need some creative solutions

4/26/2017 11:58 AM

376 If character is maintained. IF there is enough parking without paving backyard. Limit # of occupants or vehicles
allowed per suite.

4/26/2017 11:57 AM

377 Again, rental caps are my concern. 4/26/2017 11:39 AM

378 same reasons as before if used for long term rental can support but the issue of AIRBNB needs to be addressed 4/26/2017 11:08 AM

379 Not sure; this may mean too much concrete, too much density. 4/25/2017 10:52 PM

380 Again, it depends on the context and land use base around, Clearly the neighbours should have some input, as design
changes could meet their needs.

4/25/2017 9:18 PM

381 An impractical density solution that diminishes the functionality and feel of the neighbourhood. Too many of these
types or a mix of types on the same block would result in insufficient street parking and increased vehicle traffic for the
current roadways.

4/25/2017 6:01 PM

382 Works well 4/25/2017 5:07 PM

383 I have past my 65th birthday and would love to stay in the neighborhood. I would prefer a townhouse or duplex but this
type of accommodation would be fine. I prefer it to a condo (too many residents). It is more like a home to me.

4/25/2017 3:45 PM

384 too much density/parking problems 4/25/2017 3:16 PM

385 Really depends on the house and neighbourhood. This wouldn't work for many of the smaller Fairfield houses. 4/25/2017 2:46 PM

386 On street parking availability in front of the house. 4/25/2017 1:33 PM

387 Many of homes are larger and can easily support a second suite. 4/25/2017 11:43 AM

388 Because you can't and shouldn't paint a residential property, residential street and neighbourhood with the same
brush. Why is it that 93 percent of the city's focus is on those who wish to live here and only 7 percent on those who
do.

4/25/2017 11:39 AM
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389 Parking still an issue. Why won't City ever address this issue? Allowing construction of a six storey building with a
small % allowed for parking because everyone will ride their bikes ??!! Get your heads out of the sand

4/25/2017 9:13 AM

390 Increases housing and rental options; better utilizes large houses that are no longer appropriate for single family use;
on-street parking may be inadequate to accommodate the expected increase in density; units may be too small and
exclude small families due to pressure to maximize profit, which would be counterproductive to goal of diversifying
housing options.

4/25/2017 8:32 AM

391 Most such house conversions in the neighbourhood to date are successful. 4/25/2017 7:09 AM

392 Seems to be the best way to maintain the character of the hood while increasing much needed density and minimizing
expanding footprint.

4/24/2017 11:48 PM

393 3 storey homes may dwarf adjacent homes, careful consideration of lot locations is important. 4/24/2017 10:20 PM

394 We have too many of these already and the on-street parking is not sufficient for the number of occupants who often
have more than one car per unit.

4/24/2017 6:59 PM

395 Again the character of the neighbourhood is retained with accommodating an increase in dwellers. But I don't see why
this needs to be under "New Housing" it could be done within existing houses.

4/24/2017 4:33 PM

396 worried about population density and parked cars everywhere 4/24/2017 11:50 AM

397 Extend economic life of older homes 4/24/2017 9:41 AM

398 Inappropriate it it means added building height as in the image due to loss of sunlight to soil in same and adjacent lots.
Two micro-suites in a lower level or without adding building height would be preferred, but max 24% footprint for
impervious surfaces as portion of lot should to be maintained.

4/23/2017 10:51 PM

399 More housing options at a variety of price points (ownership and rental) is important. 4/23/2017 9:22 PM

400 Neutral, but only for the very largest houses and parking should be in the backyard. Private patios and balconies
would provide outdoor space for each suite, which are really condominiums. In Fairfield, many streets just have small
houses sufficient for only one family and perhaps, a basement suite.

4/23/2017 7:23 PM

401 Conversion of existing one family dwellings to multi unit residential accommodation is one good way of preserving
character/heritage buildings . More units make preservation and restoration more viable. BUT in order to minimize
impacts of such densification in single family areas, you need to establish guidelines to make sure any impacts are
minimized - privacy, overlook, noise, parking etc.

4/23/2017 5:09 PM

402 We already have 3 suites like this on our street and it is O.K. except for the parking on the street which has become
very congested because parking is only allowed on one side of the street. If the city wishes to densify areas to this
extent then they need widen streets so that there is sufficient room for street parking on both sides of the street!

4/23/2017 2:57 PM

403 Need more parking accommodation on property or bylaw to include limited number of residents of property can have
cars, or resident has to work with Modo or other car share group.

4/23/2017 2:26 PM

404 Easy way to densify. Mortgage helpers and little impact on the neighbourhood. 4/23/2017 1:24 PM

405 Great revenue generator for for homeowners to get max income so they can pay their city fees, will contribute to a
feeling of being cramped and overdeveloped. At least 5-10 cars on the street for each property like this that is
developed, Great way to all the kids out of theneighbourhood, or to ensure they are restricted to staying indoors in
front of screens, we will take away all the yards that were once the place of fun and creativity, we will ensure they
cannot ride their bikes in the neighbourhood because of the car congestion on the streets. This is a fabulous plan for
double income no kids couples who wish to have their homes paid for by non taxable rental/hotel income. The
remaining families like us who have worked hard to renovate a derelict heritage house and who planned to raise their
kids in a safe community are forced out.

4/23/2017 8:26 AM

406 Caution about overall footprint and floor areas. 4/22/2017 11:24 PM

407 Parking on the street, we don't have room on our streets for all of the cars that would come with this option. 4/22/2017 7:19 PM

408 There are several such dwellings on my street. No downsides have yet appeared. Could be a way to keep seniors in a
portion of their long time dwellings when they no longer need such space.

4/22/2017 6:58 PM

409 Again issue is one of design 4/22/2017 5:52 PM

410 too vulnerable to poor renovations to maximize density 4/22/2017 5:42 PM

411 need more off street parking 4/22/2017 4:31 PM

412 I would hate to live next door to this monster ut the parking seems better. 4/22/2017 4:29 PM

413 Already quite common and tolerable. Increases rentals. 4/22/2017 4:19 PM
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414 At least the City might know what is going on in a Triplex.. 4/22/2017 3:30 PM

415 It's too much for our small lots, narrow streets and quiet neighbourhood ... don't put the character of Fairfield at risk by
increasing density too much .

4/22/2017 1:53 PM

416 Good to help with rental suites but on street parking will increase. 4/22/2017 12:05 PM

417 positive retention of character feel on at street level. possibility for housing for smaller families 4/22/2017 11:23 AM

418 Permits densification while retaining houses 4/22/2017 10:07 AM

419 even greater "density" 4/22/2017 8:23 AM

420 parking an issue and noise mitigation really important. 4/22/2017 8:07 AM

421 See parking comments for previous option. If wish to density the City needs to limit street parking permits to one or
two per property i .e. one or two for the three units proposed.

4/21/2017 11:17 PM

422 Saving space by maximizing accommodation upwards, not sprawl. Gives more people access to work downtown etc.
may support multi-generational living.

4/21/2017 8:50 PM

423 People need to live near their work so that they can stop killing the world by driving everywhere. 4/21/2017 8:04 PM

424 Too much of a good thing. Too ghetto. We have illegal multi suites on Oscar now which creates parking nightmares
and paved rear yards; hardly desireable from a sustainability perspective or for retained value for Neighboursxwho
have poured large substantial investments into upgrades of of their homes,

4/21/2017 5:47 PM

425 Too high and blocks sunlight etc. 4/21/2017 4:48 PM

426 Could be fine if it doesn't involve the destruction of heritage houses. 4/21/2017 4:03 PM

427 worried about parking 4/21/2017 2:27 PM

428 There are so many big houses in Fairfield. I live in a small apartment now. I would love to live in even a portion of a
house.

4/21/2017 2:25 PM

429 This is already happening in Fairfield and I think permitting more would simply reflect conditions on the ground. 4/21/2017 2:02 PM

430 I like the option of having the high density while keeping the character home. The only concern is the amount of tenant
parking that would be relying on street parking. The landlord should provide some tenant parking! Not all tenants walk
or ride bikes.

4/21/2017 1:55 PM

431 I worry about the height and creating shade on other houses 4/21/2017 1:40 PM

432 I prefer this option because it maintains privacy but creates more housing and better use of larger homes as families
downsize. Parking would be a concern in houses with multiple suites.

4/21/2017 1:20 PM

433 This exists many places, not so much concern about the impact on neighbours here. Just do not build new structures
near property lines for renters. From noise to marijuana smoke to barking dogs to loud music through bad behaviour
you ar just asking for trouble with neighbours who will be impotent to change anything. That is victims of your bad
policies.

4/21/2017 12:59 PM

434 There are several mansion type houses in the neighbourhood already. 4/21/2017 12:28 PM

435 This type of housing already seems to exist in the form of strata conversions. 4/21/2017 11:46 AM

436 We already have this in our area. Again, parking is a problem. The neighbourhood was built for single family homes.
Why is the city so against having single family homes? Other cities are touted as keeping their heritage homes,
Victoria seems to want to destroy them.

4/21/2017 11:43 AM

437 Ok provided that the size and setbacks are within the zoning bylaw. The house illustrated seems larger than it should
be

4/21/2017 11:40 AM

438 Already done extensively in area. 4/21/2017 11:39 AM

439 Keeps general character of building 4/20/2017 8:22 PM

440 Parking very limited already. People who purchased homes in areas that are single family did so expecting the density
of a single family zoning. Also, purpose built rental that is professionally managed is a better way to provide rental
homes - they provide more security to the renter.

4/20/2017 7:15 PM

441 Again we need to create more affordable options 4/20/2017 4:36 PM

442 It probably means raising height and bulk of main house, changing appearance from street and casting shade on
neighbours' gardens. Lack of yard space will limit ability to put two cars off street and there won't be many properties
that can do this. If they are considering this, they probably aren't large enough for stand-alone garden suite.

4/20/2017 2:43 PM
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443 Flexibility is needed. The zoning confers a volume of density on a property that isn't used. The issue is supply of
housing. And single family housing is a waste of space for most of us now. I'd love to have more flexibility with my
house. Seems silly to have one person in 2100 square feet.

4/20/2017 2:35 PM

444 A lot of current houses could be renovated to this model while keeping the beautiful architecture and green space in
the yards.

4/20/2017 2:33 PM

445 DENSITY IS GOOD. 4/20/2017 2:29 PM

446 same reasons as before. I think there is more of a demand for not basementy type suites. high turn over of
renters.....so that's why i give it a somewhat appropriate rating.

4/20/2017 1:12 PM
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33.07% 247

27.58% 206

13.12% 98

14.59% 109

11.65% 87

Q5 How appropriate would a duplex with a
secondary suite be for Fairfield?

Answered: 747 Skipped: 26

Total 747

# Tell us why Date

1 Very appropriate if an existing building is converted to duplexes and suites. But less appropriate if the existing building
is removed and replaced. The footprint of newbuilds and their accompanying hardscape, in my experience, take up
much of the lot, and I hate to see the loss of greenspace.

5/7/2017 11:54 PM

2 Concern about increased demand for on street parking. 5/7/2017 11:40 PM

3 Aside from the issue of on-street parking, which is a contentious one (it can be extremely frustrating when people park
their cars in the road instead of in their amply-built driveways), I don't see why a duplex should be prevented from
having another suite, so long as everyone is comfortable and has enough space to themselves.

5/7/2017 10:21 PM

4 Need a blend of building types, tied to transportation planning (e.g. greenway development, parking districts,
streetcars, etc)

5/7/2017 10:03 PM

5 It's fine, as long as these homes were owned by those who lived in them and not rented. 5/7/2017 9:48 PM

6 This is the same as the last 2 questions. Either way you add 3 separate suites to the same lot will diminish the
neighbourhood feel, increase vehicle traffic, reduce parking, and increase the number of transient people living in our
community.

5/7/2017 9:37 PM

7 Consistent with many existing properties, makes more efficient use of older houses that are now too large and too
expensive for most single households.

5/7/2017 9:28 PM

Very
appropriate

Somewhat
appropriate

Neutral

Somewhat
inappropriate

Very
inappropriate

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Very appropriate

Somewhat appropriate

Neutral

Somewhat inappropriate

Very inappropriate
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8 Still looks like a regular single family dwelling. 5/7/2017 8:58 PM

9 A duplex already provides 2 homes. Usually not room for a secondary suite and the neighbourhood would become too
crowded. Bad idea.

5/7/2017 8:53 PM

10 Same parking issue. Also the character of the property from the street, is seriously compromised by multiple street
facing entrances.

5/7/2017 8:50 PM

11 As always it's a parking issue. 5/7/2017 8:38 PM

12 In characte, though perhaps more congested seeming than previous options. 5/7/2017 5:07 PM

13 All the same reasons - more housing stock, more options (rent, own, small, large), while preserving the leafy, low-rise
character of the area

5/7/2017 3:52 PM

14 Keep peaked rooves. It can keep the nature of the neighbourhood 5/7/2017 3:48 PM

15 Parking is a concern. Again precious land is taken away to create parking and increased traffic changes the
park/ocean atmosphere of calm for animals and people.

5/7/2017 3:37 PM

16 Parking? 5/7/2017 3:29 PM

17 Scale of buildings, small development without big money involvement. Right to light. 5/7/2017 3:25 PM

18 retains older housing and character/ need to limit paving gardens for onsite parking 5/7/2017 2:27 PM

19 Doesn't solve the affordability issue in Victoria. 5/7/2017 1:56 PM

20 Better, parking on property for duplex owners. 5/7/2017 1:08 PM

21 Why not call it by its real name: tri-plex. 5/7/2017 12:44 PM

22 As before: Water? Sewer? Onstreet parking? Building size vs. Lot size? Who benefits? How? Longterm benefit to the
neighbourhodd or shortterm?

5/7/2017 12:27 PM

23 too much density. 5/7/2017 11:54 AM

24 It uses an existing footprint to benefit both duplex units. The only concern is whether the duplex is owned by 1 or 2
people as in the latter case, the suite has to be agreeable to both parties. Dispute resolution may become an issue.

5/7/2017 11:24 AM

25 You've already got it, but there's no parking. 5/7/2017 11:22 AM

26 I am less keen on new builds that do not preserve heritage style. I have nothing against duplexes but this shows a
deeply modern styling that does not preserve/support what makes Fairfield charming.

5/7/2017 11:16 AM

27 Fairness 5/7/2017 10:49 AM

28 already exists illegally and works well 5/7/2017 10:48 AM

29 OK if duplex zoned.. 5/7/2017 10:34 AM

30 Increases density and affordability while maintaining character of houses. 5/7/2017 9:33 AM

31 It preserves the human scale of the neighbourhood while increasing density and affordability. 5/7/2017 9:28 AM

32 Again, increasing densities in single family residential areas increases negative issues. "Preserve Victoria" is also an
important priority.

5/7/2017 9:23 AM

33 parking 5/7/2017 8:20 AM

34 These types of homes are slightly different as they tend to eliminate outdoor space on the property which families
generally want. However, this would be very attractive to seniors and individuals who don't want to worry about the
fuss of a yard.

5/7/2017 8:15 AM

35 Too much density and no parking. Taxes cannot be the motivator! 5/7/2017 7:55 AM

36 Make provisions for permitted parking for residents only. 5/7/2017 7:33 AM

37 Again it depends on where it is. Is there just one suite, not two? (Two units plus two suites seems to be the norm now
for new duplexes.) Parking inadequate if more than one suite and possibly if only one.

5/7/2017 6:47 AM

38 Expensive use of land 5/7/2017 6:38 AM

39 Duplexes tend to attract families to an area where they can't afford to buy detached homes, but need more space than
a condo or apartment typically offers.

5/7/2017 1:04 AM

40 would this work on a 60 foot wide lot? 5/6/2017 11:12 PM
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41 Not sure how many duplexes could currently adapt to this model. Is it a proposal for future construction? 5/6/2017 10:38 PM

42 Again, seems like it is already working in the neighborhood 5/6/2017 10:27 PM

43 Most of the housing stock is excellent. Leave it as is. 5/6/2017 10:05 PM

44 Same comments 5/6/2017 9:55 PM

45 As with the previous scenario, this represents a slightly different configuration (and zoning type) of triplex dwelling,
which is a good way to infill future population into established areas like Fairfield, provided it is approached in a
balanced, thoughtful fashion and introduced to the neighbourhood over time.

5/6/2017 9:26 PM

46 Duplexes are just like other homes and should have the option. 5/6/2017 9:23 PM

47 Just like the previous types...offers mortgage help for homeowner and gives us gentle density. 5/6/2017 9:15 PM

48 Same problems identified in previous questions. 5/6/2017 9:06 PM

49 Provide on site parking 5/6/2017 8:10 PM

50 way too much density and parking issues 5/6/2017 8:02 PM

51 I like that all units are in one house - see comments on previous question. 5/6/2017 7:46 PM

52 Would depend on the size of the duplex whether it could appropriately accommodate a secondary suite. Not in favour
of on street parking. This is already becoming an issue on a lot of streets.

5/6/2017 6:51 PM

53 Fairfield can accommodate this kind of densification. It is preferable to highrise (more than 4 story) buildings. Existing
examples of conversions from single family to duplex with a suite have already been built and are well integrated into
the neighborhood.

5/6/2017 4:53 PM

54 is fairer to the duplex owner than the present restriction. also, could be way to allow for live in help if the owner needs
this assistance and so allows them to stay longer in their own home

5/6/2017 3:50 PM

55 Similar to Type 2, on street parking is restricted during the day in my area - where would the suites' tenants park?
(Not everyone drives to work.) Also, it would take up more street parking during evenings and weekends.

5/6/2017 3:42 PM

56 Sorry, just don't actually like the concept of increasing density. You've lost me. 5/6/2017 3:24 PM

57 as cars become less popular garages and parking can transform to housing 5/6/2017 3:18 PM

58 Why not design homes that fit the old character style of Victoria not the 'quickly out of style' designs shown 5/6/2017 3:14 PM

59 See previous responses 5/6/2017 3:07 PM

60 Even more economical use of the land and therefore more affordable 5/6/2017 3:03 PM

61 Again this does not need to be new housing - convert the beautiful existing homes. 5/6/2017 2:50 PM

62 Even more on-street parking required. 5/6/2017 2:29 PM

63 Same as previous 5/6/2017 2:27 PM

64 May be OK. Size of dwelling must be adequate. Parking needs to be adequate. 5/6/2017 2:22 PM

65 Too much density in a confined space. I live next to a huge duplex, and despite the 30 % green space regulation the
City allowed them to "grasscrete" the driveway to get around the regulation. This was done to ensure that a two car
garage fit into the backyard but the turning radius in to the garage is so small that neither duplex owner ever uses it;
they and their visitors park on the street. If you were to allow rental suites in duplexes you are putting too many people
and cars in a small space. I would feel differently in human height and scale were a consideration in the re-
development of properties. Duplexes built to the maximum height and footprint greatly impact people's greenspace
and light, etc. To add suites and cars to already tight building is not appropriate.

5/6/2017 2:06 PM

66 I don't see much of a density gain here. The footprint is large and likely removes older housing stock for little gain. 5/6/2017 1:43 PM

67 Cars taking up green space (i.e. long driveway parking in the back yard) is not a direction I want to go. 5/6/2017 12:31 PM

68 works 5/6/2017 11:57 AM

69 Duplexes share a wall with someone else -- that means that a suite has very significant implications for the neighbour,
way more than with a detached property. It is not fair to the other half of a duplex to allow their neighbour to
unilaterally decide to add a rental unit, almost certainly lowering quality of life and property value, without having to
consult or get permission

5/6/2017 11:41 AM

70 the type of duplexes that are being built are boring -this model does not show what is currently being approved 5/6/2017 11:31 AM

71 This option could work with an owner occupied property and a stratified duplex. 5/6/2017 11:20 AM
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72 Good use of space. Comfortable for families. 5/6/2017 11:11 AM

73 Looks like the old house was torn down and now only two living spaces created for two families. 5/6/2017 11:09 AM

74 sort of the same as triplex 5/6/2017 11:00 AM

75 If you get your density from Cook street village, you don't need to go this route. 5/6/2017 10:27 AM

76 No parking, less green, destroys character 5/6/2017 10:20 AM

77 It really depends on the location as it then becomes multi living units in a single family residential area. Design, off
street parking and traffic safety are some of the factors that should be addressed.

5/6/2017 9:55 AM

78 Nope. Put up prices. Encourage speculators. Elimination of green space. 5/6/2017 9:50 AM

79 Same as Type 1 and 2 - inappropriate due to almost certain increased street parking and traffic and ineffective at
addressing affordability.

5/6/2017 9:49 AM

80 infill for cars and creating landing strips instead of gardens is plain ugly and does nothing to inhance a once charming
and beautiful area.Old stock housing should be encouraged.

5/6/2017 3:54 AM

81 Parking Too dense Green space too much paving and hard surfaces 5/5/2017 10:46 PM

82 Too much building…. large building plus garage would leave little shared garden space (which probably doesn't
work…we're not a sharing society generally).

5/5/2017 10:23 PM

83 This lot does not allow for much green space, something for which Fairfield is lauded. 5/5/2017 9:53 PM

84 Large houses are currently split into several suites. 5/5/2017 9:49 PM

85 again parking, height, noise and impact on neighbours not of the same height 5/5/2017 9:46 PM

86 This partially addresses the on street parking issues identified earlier 5/5/2017 9:43 PM

87 Paying the house owner's mortgage - no fair rent 5/5/2017 9:34 PM

88 I'm actually concerned that this sort of densification could create significant problems moving forward. I would be more
supportive of small scale multiunit rental buildings (as along north side of Bushby) or moving to multi unit small house
developments as have been successful in Washington State.

5/5/2017 9:12 PM

89 Same argument as the previous questions. We need sensible density that is appropriate to the copntext of a
community neighborhood. We do not need 36 unit apartment building put on virtually dead end streets to go nowhere
and are certainly not arterial routes.

5/5/2017 8:55 PM

90 Same concerns: appropriate green space and parking problems 5/5/2017 8:55 PM

91 Really not sure where all these extra cars are supposed to park. It is hard enough to park in front of one's house
without all the extra suites.

5/5/2017 7:41 PM

92 Not enough parking or amenities to handle that many households on a city lot. 5/5/2017 6:30 PM

93 Why are suites permitted on-street parking and character conversions into "townhomes" require parking off the street? 5/5/2017 6:28 PM

94 Too congested 5/5/2017 6:19 PM

95 Aside from parking wars, this option would have very little impact on the streetscape and wouldn't impose on the
neighbours privacy, unless the design is bad.

5/5/2017 5:48 PM

96 High density less land use. Good 5/5/2017 4:52 PM

97 again, ruins the privacy of the neighbor back yard... 5/5/2017 4:31 PM

98 There is virtually no yard space with this type of design. Fairfield is special and lovely because of its abundance of
gardens and trees. When housing and paved areas cover most of the lot, we all lose out. Water drainage, animals and
humans are all adversely affected.

5/5/2017 4:27 PM

99 Sure. Why not 5/5/2017 4:22 PM

100 we need lots of housing. And the suites will allow for affordable rental housing and allow new buyers into market 5/5/2017 3:57 PM

101 I work in tech. The first thing we look for to prevent systems failure - is growth. Everything that is growing will
eventually double, and double again... until capacity is breached. FYI: you can not just add people without adding
sewer pipes. How many times can we double the sewage capacity? When will that system fail?

5/5/2017 3:32 PM

102 as long as guidelines as to architecture..too many recent buildings are square boxes that don't fit the area character 5/5/2017 2:54 PM

103 Refer to my previous two answers. 5/5/2017 2:27 PM
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104 Too dense for next few decades. Parking conflicts will arise too frequently. Wait until self driving Uber vehicles
available.

5/5/2017 2:23 PM

105 Land wasted for driveways. 5/5/2017 1:46 PM

106 On-street parking A duplex already shares a lot, keeping the green area. An additional suite will reduce the green
space, increase density and alter the aesthetics of the building.

5/5/2017 12:16 PM

107 This would be appropriate as long as (a) the existing lot was large enough to accommodate such development, (b) the
city would provide incentives to developers to renovate existing buildings on properties rather than tear them down to
build entirely new structures, and (c) height restrictions were enforced. I do not support increasing residential units at
the expense of character homes in the area.

5/5/2017 10:58 AM

108 ibid 5/4/2017 6:59 PM

109 Because I have yet to see new construction that integrates well into the neighbourhood. Very often it is too tacky. 5/4/2017 6:43 PM

110 These already exist within the area. 5/4/2017 6:08 PM

111 I support the density, but not the on-street parking. People developing this density need to be able to provide parking
on their own properties.

5/4/2017 5:19 PM

112 Provides density and could be an affordable option for many people who otherwise could not afford to live in Fairfield.
It also avoids the large condo square box dominating the block

5/4/2017 5:16 PM

113 Renters here could easily own 6 cars and need them for work. Full yard width parking at rear needed, at least. 5/4/2017 5:04 PM

114 No problem here. 5/4/2017 1:46 PM

115 Street parking congestion is the main issue. 5/4/2017 1:42 PM

116 Better mix of housing types. 5/4/2017 12:01 PM

117 This option again looks good from an increasing density perspective, and at least there is off-street parking for the
duplex. One concern with all these option is the amount of noise, etc from a larger number of people next to a single
family home. Might need to discuss the maximum # of persons allowed on a property, not just the number of suites.

5/4/2017 9:38 AM

118 Encourages legal suites rather than illegal 5/4/2017 9:36 AM

119 Again, there are many duplexes and secondary suites in Fairfield already. 5/4/2017 9:05 AM

120 too much reduction of green space. might as well do the james bay thing and put up monster apartment building and
just destroy us.

5/4/2017 7:33 AM

121 Again I like this option better where there is no "garden suite". Everyone is living in a "house like" building. Hopefully
larger living space than a "garden suite" and reasonable rent for the space you are getting.

5/3/2017 9:42 PM

122 It depends on where. Some neighbourhoods in Fairfield feature very attractive historical designs which are recognized
around the world and fuel our vibrant tourist industry. To remove these historical homes and replace them with this
kind of housing type is akin to destroying our heritage and burying it in a land fill. This has just happened in Cook St.
Village.

5/3/2017 9:08 PM

123 Will encourage more on-street parking 5/3/2017 8:40 PM

124 This seems like an appropriate model in some areas. I'm not sure I'd want to see a huge concentration of them
though, duplexes seem to struggle as a housing type after the buildings are no longer new.

5/3/2017 7:02 PM

125 The issue of on-street parking. And again, no Air B&B!! 5/3/2017 5:57 PM

126 Increase heights and remove residential parking please. 5/3/2017 4:41 PM

127 again street parking 5/3/2017 4:03 PM

128 These do not fit the character of the neighbourhood at all. 5/3/2017 2:38 PM

129 cramped 5/3/2017 1:33 PM

130 This allows for more affordable owning opportunities and spreads the benefit of renting a secondary to suite to more
people (albeit owners)

5/3/2017 12:53 PM

131 As this situation already exists in Fairfield I would like to know how the neighbours have found this works, or not. 5/3/2017 11:48 AM

132 Just creating perfect investment opportunities to maximise profit and reduce owner commitment to community. 5/3/2017 11:13 AM

133 Maintains the scale, more likely to be owner-occupied. 5/3/2017 10:51 AM
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134 You know, the ulterior motive for busy-bodies who think this kind of change is a bad idea might be this: They know that
less housing for everyone drives up the price of their house, and they very much like it that way! What better way for
the haves to exploit the have-nots, right!? Again, enough is enough!

5/3/2017 10:50 AM

135 Density = Affordability 5/3/2017 10:46 AM

136 too many people and not enough parking 5/3/2017 10:44 AM

137 You are trying to change Fairfield from a wonderful place to live, to an urban extension of downtown. Victoria needs
quiet neighbourhoods AS WELL as tighter urban ares. But DO NOT take away the good stuff while you are truing to
increase density. Density would be better created with high-rises along Douglas Street.

5/3/2017 10:28 AM

138 This type of housing is already here. 5/3/2017 9:26 AM

139 same reason as my previous answer. Mix use of duplex and multi unit is good. 5/3/2017 9:26 AM

140 Allows larger units which may be more suitable for families 5/3/2017 8:52 AM

141 This maintains the look and feel of the area 5/3/2017 7:45 AM

142 Wipes out green space behind housing destroying calming influence of garden. 5/2/2017 9:32 PM

143 The demolition and replacement of existing houses is not desirable as it alters the character of the street and/or
neighbourhood. Many of the replacement houses after demolition are flat roofed or shed roofed boxes of cookie cutter
design completely out of character with existing houses.

5/2/2017 9:18 PM

144 Parking 5/2/2017 9:14 PM

145 Same reason. 5/2/2017 8:52 PM

146 Please see previous response. Issues outlined prior refer to this as well. 5/2/2017 7:34 PM

147 Again this already seems to exist in the neighbourhood 5/2/2017 7:15 PM

148 Too tall. Takes up most of lot. Eliminates green space. On street parkign again. 5/2/2017 6:57 PM

149 Would often require a tear down and rebuild, thus working against the goal of retaining older houses. 5/2/2017 6:16 PM

150 I think this is fine as long as there is green space/yard left. I see corner lots being bought up and developed with as
much house as possible leaving less yard and green space than I think is necessary. I would rather see these built to a
smaller scale leaving more green space around the building.

5/2/2017 2:27 PM

151 Again, it depends on the lot size and house size. I suspect versions already exist. 5/2/2017 12:53 PM

152 good way to densify. 5/2/2017 12:47 PM

153 Similar the previous option. Main thing is big should be of design that fits with neighbourhood, No roof gardens to look
down in neighbours garden

5/2/2017 10:54 AM

154 street parking already crowded. a bit tall. 5/2/2017 10:31 AM

155 Fits the character of the neighbourhood 5/2/2017 8:57 AM

156 Again, fits in to existing neighbourhood well. 5/1/2017 8:33 PM

157 too much loss of garden to accommodate cars. 5/1/2017 7:38 PM

158 Doesn't fit as well with current neighborhood charm. 5/1/2017 7:30 PM

159 This is good, though it varies remarkably from the character of a lot centered around a single-family house, and would
more likely require removing/replacing a single-family house with more appealing character/ heritage appeal.

5/1/2017 7:15 PM

160 One spot for each suite (parking) on site 5/1/2017 6:55 PM

161 Well, increases density, may retain historic houses, gets parking off the street. 5/1/2017 6:48 PM

162 Problem: on-street parking 5/1/2017 5:52 PM

163 Retains character, adds to overall housing stock. 5/1/2017 5:51 PM

164 If the new buildings fit in style with the neighbouring homes. 5/1/2017 4:46 PM

165 We have one on our street right now and parking is the real issue for us. Plus it creates a transient community feel. 5/1/2017 4:33 PM

166 3 units of accommodation & only 1 on street parking space required. 5/1/2017 3:28 PM

167 Too looming a building - looks like a realtor's 'wet money' dream. 5/1/2017 1:04 PM
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168 I'm really unsure how a landlord/tenant relationship would unfold in a duplex. The depiction here for parking and
garage availability is nice to see though.

5/1/2017 12:47 PM

169 Why not? Not really different from a house with 2 secondary suites is it? 5/1/2017 12:40 PM

170 Gives greater density but be aware of parking problems. 5/1/2017 11:14 AM

171 What part of already a duplex is the problem? 5/1/2017 10:58 AM

172 No parking on street,? Vancouver street horrible 5/1/2017 10:43 AM

173 Loss of green space. This option has a very big footprint for just two families. 5/1/2017 9:08 AM

174 Makes sure we don't get into a situation like Vancouver where we can't grow except for downtown 5/1/2017 7:29 AM

175 As long as significant soundproofing between living units - ok. On street parking for secondary suite is fine, as long as
not taken away by bike lanes or council directive in future

4/30/2017 10:58 PM

176 does little to assist with creating more housing 4/30/2017 10:08 PM

177 How high would that be? 4/30/2017 8:54 PM

178 OK except in historic areas, blocks with high proportion of traditional/historic houses 4/30/2017 8:43 PM

179 Low-impact way to accommodate increased population densitty 4/30/2017 7:50 PM

180 same reasons as before 4/30/2017 6:13 PM

181 PArking in back yard. Also garage becomes garden suite in short order, then you have four households on a single lot. 4/30/2017 5:46 PM

182 Lack of adequate on street parking could become a major problem if there are too many of these type of development
within one block.

4/30/2017 12:25 PM

183 This concept is not new. Would it apply for one lot or a mini subdivision? Who is the target market for all of the
buildings? Singles, families, etc.

4/30/2017 10:40 AM

184 not bad ... still fits in ok .. 4/30/2017 10:29 AM

185 more parking on property 4/30/2017 9:41 AM

186 Population density too high! 4/29/2017 8:24 PM

187 Good use of the lot to maximize housing availability. 4/29/2017 7:35 PM

188 Once again it is the on-street parking! For three dwellings, only two cars should be allowed. More people density
should not mean an equal increase in car density.

4/29/2017 7:34 PM

189 I prefer this because each living space will be somewhat larger than the 400sq boxes currently being built all over
town.

4/29/2017 5:52 PM

190 Again...I think it's a waste of space to make driveways all the way down to the back of the property. Not enough room
to swing a cat and the front roads are going to end up like Vancouver where you can't drive down the road or find
parking. That's what kills neighbourhoods.

4/29/2017 5:11 PM

191 Cost-effective. But let's hope that the on-street car parking doesn't end up with our streets looking like Kitsilano in
Vancouver. Something needs to be done to discourage cars.

4/29/2017 5:06 PM

192 Parking could be tricky. 4/29/2017 4:49 PM

193 Parking 4/29/2017 4:36 PM

194 There are simply not enough duplexes period in this city! 4/29/2017 4:15 PM

195 Retains neighbourhood feel. 4/29/2017 4:15 PM

196 I like it except for the on street parking It's already crowded 4/29/2017 4:08 PM

197 see previous comment 4/29/2017 3:24 PM

198 More density, more rentals means more affordable housing…..higher density is needed. 4/29/2017 3:22 PM

199 Architecture of it seems to clash with neighbouring homes. 4/29/2017 2:29 PM

200 Again, depends on size of house and lot/parking. 4/29/2017 1:54 PM

201 Again, this size would fit in with current older and larger homes. 4/29/2017 1:13 PM

202 Increases affordability 4/29/2017 12:29 PM
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203 too dense 4/29/2017 11:32 AM

204 Only appropriate on larger than average lots and where development fits with the architectural style and size of
existing housing on the street.

4/29/2017 11:19 AM

205 less attractive 4/29/2017 11:07 AM

206 Same concern about increase in on-street parking. 4/29/2017 10:58 AM

207 Parking still on the street and the design should keep the historical charm of the neighbourhood 4/29/2017 10:41 AM

208 Encourage density in existing housing 4/29/2017 10:31 AM

209 Again more cars parked on the street...not so desirable. 4/29/2017 9:38 AM

210 maximize use of existing housing 4/29/2017 9:12 AM

211 It is all to do with live and work in the same area instead of driving in from a suburb. The neighbourhood will thus grow
itself....businesses will spring up and they need the support of a greater population.

4/29/2017 8:45 AM

212 again seems to be a good use of space for the design 4/29/2017 8:37 AM

213 On street parking leads to congestion on narrow streets 4/29/2017 8:29 AM

214 This is the only one with any off street parking, but this drawing shows more cars on the street. 4/29/2017 7:32 AM

215 The assumed growth rate of 1% per year is actually relatively modest, so each of these new housing plans is far too
reactionary. The outcome in all cases will be to double or treble the number of residents in Fairfield, diminishing the
priceless neighbourhood character and placing undo stress on the city's infrastructure (which is already buckling under
the weight of unchecked development during the past decade).

4/29/2017 7:32 AM

216 Same reasons as last two options. 4/29/2017 7:28 AM

217 Parking! 4/28/2017 9:29 PM

218 good for small families esp w/ babies 4/28/2017 9:22 PM

219 Again. I like the low rise development option as opposed to the type of condo Abstract has done at 1015 Rockland.
Please do NOT approve any more of these horrible soul less condo buildings . I cannot imagine what the planning
department was smoking when the recommended that.

4/28/2017 9:20 PM

220 Should not be adding on street parking. 4/28/2017 7:14 PM

221 I prefer a side by side separation for reduction of noise levels. Just one garden suite seems ok. Not sure about shared
garden.

4/28/2017 5:50 PM

222 density over quality 4/28/2017 5:23 PM

223 Too much crammed on the lot 4/28/2017 4:33 PM

224 Keep the crowding low. 4/28/2017 4:17 PM

225 Spreading sideways instead of up. Means less green space & less trees. 4/28/2017 4:12 PM

226 again, very similar to what is already in the area, so not a drastic change 4/28/2017 4:06 PM

227 can fill the need for more family living, with equal spaces, light and airyness, no one in the basement 4/28/2017 4:04 PM

228 Same. I would love to have a garden suite for a caregiver. 4/28/2017 3:58 PM

229 same answer, density and affordability go hand in hand we need both 4/28/2017 3:53 PM

230 need to increase density especially to provide low cost rentals 4/28/2017 3:29 PM

231 Looks very high density 4/28/2017 3:10 PM

232 see above. 4/28/2017 3:06 PM

233 Keeping the character of the street is important. Parking on street could be an irritant, if excesive. 4/28/2017 2:39 PM

234 Same as previous 4/28/2017 12:47 PM

235 Again, on street parking is very limited and wouldn't work in most areas. Most residential streets are already full. 4/28/2017 12:19 PM

236 This is getting more like it. I like the idea of people having the choice to purchase something rather than just
contributing rent to the income of a landlord who was fortunate enough to be able to get into the market at an earlier
time.

4/28/2017 12:06 PM
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237 Same parking issue. 4/28/2017 11:45 AM

238 Not sure we need to turn over the backyards to parking for duplex owners. Really, we should be promoting cycling in
this town. Too much pavement. If they want TWO parking spots then their taxes should be higher. Basically, I don't
like the two parking spots in the back garden.

4/28/2017 10:52 AM

239 As with the garden suite option, this proposal will increase population density. This is the largest issue facing Fairfield.
Suites and rentals detracting from the family friendly neighbourhood, they add more transient influence to a
neighbourhood, reduction in street parking, increased traffic flows, etc. My view is that a reduction in rental units
should be followed.

4/28/2017 10:39 AM

240 what happens to our sewer system capabilities when we add this much density? 4/28/2017 7:57 AM

241 Increase population means increase in traffic and use of street parking. Fairfield streets are narrow and cannot support
the increase.

4/28/2017 7:55 AM

242 Loss of green space, more noise. Negative impact on neighbours due to potential ugly sight lines. Loss of character in
neighbourhood.

4/28/2017 5:05 AM

243 It be only be "somewhat" appropriate, however, change needs to happen in order for people who were born and raised
in Victoria, to stay and prosper here.

4/27/2017 10:02 PM

244 Ok as long as it can be done so it maintains the surrounding heritage look. 4/27/2017 8:59 PM

245 This is just crazy....none of these options are any good at all !!! Can you imagine houses like this monstrosity being
beside each other, across the street, and back-to-back!! All quality of life is gone!! This one is as bad as the first
option...which makes this one not even an option!! The heavier density is going to be in northwest Fairfield....leave the
residential area alone!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!

4/27/2017 7:17 PM

246 Parking, some suites have two cars 4/27/2017 6:35 PM

247 no private outdoor space 4/27/2017 6:24 PM

248 A duplex provides two families with home (less costly that a single family home) plus a secondary suite for a single
person (or couple/ or parent & child). These could be a strata units. By living in closer together - we can look after
each other.

4/27/2017 6:12 PM

249 It maximizes the use of the lot space and provides several different sized suites for different income levels. 4/27/2017 5:54 PM

250 Same issue - on street parking. Is there any way to incorporate on-site parking for at least one of the secondary or
garden suites?

4/27/2017 5:41 PM

251 Good options 4/27/2017 5:40 PM

252 Too crowded for Fairfield lots 4/27/2017 4:42 PM

253 see previous answer 4/27/2017 4:26 PM

254 Only if the parking was on the lot not the street. 4/27/2017 4:07 PM

255 Better consideration for parking. No problem with suites in duplex 4/27/2017 3:51 PM

256 A duplex in the 21st century can often be a large structure. In some cases, if a small old house is demolished and
replaced by an unsightly large modern duplex, the neighbours suffer, specifically as a result of loss of sun exposure,
reduced privacy and increased parking issues since the footprint of the new structure take up any options for on-
property parking.

4/27/2017 3:31 PM

257 Maintains single-family dwelling rhythm. 4/27/2017 3:28 PM

258 Running out of green space. Where is the backyard? 4/27/2017 3:15 PM

259 an older home will have to be replaced by a new duplex development. 4/27/2017 2:28 PM

260 Already working well in the area. 4/27/2017 2:12 PM

261 More housing is good 4/27/2017 2:05 PM

262 My only concern is the on-street parking for the secondary suite - this can make the roads very congested. We don't
want this too much like Vancouver where the streets can only have one car that passes due to all the parking

4/27/2017 1:09 PM

263 Duplexes should be able to have suites, same as SFD's 4/27/2017 1:08 PM

264 Supports affordable housing and could help keep the neighbourhood in reach of young families. 4/27/2017 12:38 PM

265 want quality over quantity in Fairfield... 4/27/2017 11:55 AM
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266 parking is an issue with this option also. the footprint of one house doesn't give the parking square footage needed for
all these suites.

4/27/2017 10:59 AM

267 This looks like a more expensive option than the previous with suites - could be hard for people in moderate to low
income brackets. As much off street parking as possible please.

4/27/2017 10:16 AM

268 What outdoor space? Where is the rainwater going? 4/27/2017 8:57 AM

269 No problem. 4/27/2017 7:37 AM

270 Only if it means replacing houses that have no character. 4/27/2017 6:28 AM

271 too condensed. Usually not enough on-site parking 4/27/2017 3:34 AM

272 Good use of space. 4/27/2017 3:29 AM

273 Same as before. New high end construction continues the cycle of virulent inflation exacerbating disparity and
inequality.

4/26/2017 11:47 PM

274 where's the option for 30 story buildings? 4/26/2017 10:59 PM

275 this is a design challenge moreso than a density problem. should be allowed. 4/26/2017 10:00 PM

276 This is interesting as it adds density, adds rental stock but keeps the ratio higher with home ownership 4/26/2017 9:26 PM

277 Off sets high cost of property, creates rentals, adds to housing stock. 4/26/2017 9:19 PM

278 Modernity kills Fairfield's ancient look. 4/26/2017 8:48 PM

279 Again good use of space without turning into giant homes. Some streets cannot handle more on street parking 4/26/2017 8:47 PM

280 Same comment as previous question. Also, I've seen where they have converted old houses, provided the necessary
parking and then people don't park there because it is too tight or there aren't enough spots. Rarely does one suite
have only one car - often couples/families have more than one vehicle as well.

4/26/2017 8:04 PM

281 3 units in 2 buildings seems less dense than type 1 4/26/2017 7:18 PM

282 How about a house. Just a house! 4/26/2017 7:06 PM

283 Makes most efficient use of space available without significantly changing atmosphere of area 4/26/2017 6:46 PM

284 I rather see the duplex have 'townhouse'-style, front/under parking and add a 'laneway' house out back. Street parking
availability always a concern.

4/26/2017 6:36 PM

285 How will parking needs be addressed for the three proposed residents to be able to come and go? Street parking is
over capacity at present.

4/26/2017 6:31 PM

286 Maintains large house look while adding density. I'm not sure if dual ownership of one property is ultimately good. 4/26/2017 6:24 PM

287 I live in one and it still feels like a house. 4/26/2017 6:21 PM

288 reduction in green space, light, privacy. increase in noise, loss of character as houses are maximized for rental spaces 4/26/2017 5:57 PM

289 Already a very common structure type in fairfield. 4/26/2017 5:16 PM

290 Appears to respect neighbourhood. 4/26/2017 5:10 PM

291 Duplexes are better than suites and tend to have better tenants. Not sure about allowing the secondary suite! 4/26/2017 5:10 PM

292 Parking...Why not a Triplex 4/26/2017 5:09 PM

293 Not enough green but with extra height 4/26/2017 5:05 PM

294 If it allows more people to live in and enjoy Fairfield without changing the good things about the community, I'm all for
it. This keeps people in low-rise homes with gardens, which builds community in so many ways.

4/26/2017 5:00 PM

295 Better density for the area 4/26/2017 4:55 PM

296 need bylaw control to guarantee quality of design and construction 4/26/2017 4:53 PM

297 As long as it doesn't take too much green space out. 4/26/2017 4:44 PM

298 More cars and too much traffic. 4/26/2017 4:35 PM

299 again allows for more parking , may make housing more affordable but negative impact on already crowded street
parking

4/26/2017 4:35 PM

300 A good option if designed thoughtfully and with set back from street. 4/26/2017 4:13 PM
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301 Parking problems. My street has some secondary suites and there are lots of parking problems. 4/26/2017 4:10 PM

302 same as above. All above are appropriate for the improvement of rental situation 4/26/2017 4:00 PM

303 Parking 4/26/2017 3:52 PM

304 Same reasons as before....more and affordable housing as long as it is done well and off street parking is available
though on my street to my chagrin, people with off street parking selfishly park on the street...and it is one side
parking only. Some restrictions such as if you want on street parking then you pay an annual fee!

4/26/2017 3:36 PM

305 Metal and concrete boxes shoe-horned in everywhere (typically with flat roofs) are inappropriate. 4/26/2017 3:32 PM

306 This is fine if setbacks are respected. Parking is not really a problem in most of Fairfield. Don't require garages. Just
deal with parking.

4/26/2017 3:31 PM

307 If parking needs are met on site 4/26/2017 3:26 PM

308 Too crowded 4/26/2017 3:16 PM

309 see my last 2 answers 4/26/2017 3:04 PM

310 Same reasons as previous answers. 4/26/2017 2:35 PM

311 additional housing consistent with the community profile 4/26/2017 2:17 PM

312 Paving the back yard for parking is ecologically unfriendly and extremely uninviting for the neighbour who lives directly
behind this duplex structure. Nothing wrong with on street parking in my view. On street parking helps to ensure
moving vehicles don't race down the street.

4/26/2017 2:00 PM

313 once again it might impact neighbours 4/26/2017 1:50 PM

314 scarcity of parking and increase of traffic 4/26/2017 1:34 PM

315 As long as newer structures are sensitive to surrounding design (i.e., not boxy throwbacks to the 70s). 4/26/2017 1:10 PM

316 Parking at a premium. Must have off street parking for one car per unit. 4/26/2017 12:58 PM

317 Too tall. Higher than trees 4/26/2017 12:50 PM

318 this place has parking so it should be allowed. 4/26/2017 12:47 PM

319 Of the three examples, this seems most appropriate to the neighborhood because it balances the need for more
residences with retention of the residential idea of single, stand-alone housing.

4/26/2017 12:19 PM

320 More efficient land use near urban core Still maintains residential feel of community Helps people afford homes by
providing revenue potential Parking problems will increase - need some creative solutions

4/26/2017 11:58 AM

321 too dense, paved backyard, even if street parking is available, too much traffic 4/26/2017 11:58 AM

322 Better 4/26/2017 11:45 AM

323 Rental caps. 4/26/2017 11:39 AM

324 same comments as before 4/26/2017 11:08 AM

325 Less of an impact on neighbours providing more privacy in back yards. 4/26/2017 9:20 AM

326 Too much density, too much concrete, not enough green space. 4/25/2017 10:53 PM

327 Same as above and the parking problems have to be added for all these. 4/25/2017 9:19 PM

328 An impractical density solution that diminishes the functionality and feel of the neighbourhood. Too many of these
types or a mix of types on the same block would result in insufficient street parking and increased vehicle traffic for the
current roadways.

4/25/2017 6:01 PM

329 Residents are happy living in these housing types in other communities 4/25/2017 5:08 PM

330 Once again, I think this type of housing is forward thinking. As a senior citizen living on my own I certainly don't need
the amount of space I presently have. I would love to downsize but there isn't too much available in our neighborhood.

4/25/2017 3:48 PM
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331 I've put down neutral even though I think there is room for this. Victoria has a history of letting unattractive overbuild
developments go through. Saying yes to this may open the door for more of that. The drive to increase density and
potential offer more rental options should never come at the cost of peoples life long investments (their homes) and
we must be careful not to leave legacy developments that destroy neighbourhoods (and unfortunately there are a
number of those in Victoria). You should also consider the value of having nice residential neighbourhoods in the
municipality (don't try and over build everywhere)... while it may not solve all of your housing concerns, when people
invest in a home in a nice neighbourhood they are investing in their community and are a very important part of the
area as a whole bringing both social and financial stability to the region. Don't forget the people who already own a
home!

4/25/2017 2:53 PM

332 On-street parking spaces directly in front of the house must exist. 4/25/2017 1:34 PM

333 If designed correctly is a very appropriate use. 4/25/2017 11:43 AM

334 Because, you can't and shouldn't paint a residential property, residential street and neighbourhood, with the same
brush. It needs to be done with the support of the neighbours as would a Small Lot Development. I guess that is the
next step, removing a requirement of 80% of immediate neighbours written support for a small lot development

4/25/2017 11:39 AM

335 Based on what the City has approved in the recent past, most of the houses do not fit within the character of the
neighbourhood. Every single instance is GOING TO DEPEND !! on the specific application

4/25/2017 9:15 AM

336 Increases housing and rental options; some concerns about adequate on-street parking 4/25/2017 8:34 AM

337 These CAN be appropriate -- but the recent duplexes tend to be those massive houses whose street-face is a garage
door (or two). Who needs 2800-sq-ft duplexes? Why face the neighbours with a massive garage door? I find these
houses antisocial and not at all in keeping with the character of the neighbourhood. I'm not opposed to modern
design, but the scale and street face of many of these houses are simply not friendly.

4/25/2017 7:12 AM

338 Fitch all the parking.. make it very hard to drive in this hood instead of supporting this obesegenetic lifestyle 4/24/2017 11:50 PM

339 On a lot sufficiently large enough, this is the best way to achieve the highest density. Best option in that regard! 4/24/2017 10:22 PM

340 How does the design fit into the existing neighbourhood? Inadequate parking. 4/24/2017 7:01 PM

341 It would depend on whether the original housing stock can be retained or redeveloped which is what I would like to
see rather than tear down the existing stock. Lifting buildings and adding on to them are preferable in my opinion to
tearing down and starting anew.

4/24/2017 4:33 PM

342 as above 4/24/2017 9:42 AM

343 Excess height and an enlarge footprint is the concern due to loss of sunlight penetration in same & adjacent yards,
loss of pervious surfaces

4/23/2017 10:51 PM

344 More housing options at a variety of price points (ownership and rental) is important. 4/23/2017 9:22 PM

345 Same comments as for previous option. In both options, more intensive development should not be at the
inconvenience of neighbours such as loss of parking, privacy and quiet.

4/23/2017 7:26 PM

346 i think this option would result in the loss of existing one family dwelling stock lwhich would then impact the character
of established fairfield neighbourhoods. It is unlikely that existing purpose built duplexes have room for another suite (
if so, then it could work) and as a result developers would be looking to pick up small single family homes and build 3
units - completely changes character of the area

4/23/2017 5:11 PM

347 This is too dense with not 1/3 of the lot as green space.There would also need to be a bylaw to enforce the use of
garage space for cars only and not for storage. Streets would have to be widened to allow parking on both sides of the
street.

4/23/2017 3:07 PM

348 Again, making for living space, likely good idea, but parking will be a nightmare. Streets in Fairfield already full of
parked cars because people have either filled in their old garages (for more living space, for suites, or filled in
because not adequate enough for present day vehicles), and thus are already crowding the parking.

4/23/2017 2:29 PM

349 Looks like the shared outdoor space in this plan is about 2-3 feet, this ensures no one is able to garden or enjoy
nature in Fairfield. The contemporary box home is not what makes Fairfield a desirable place to live, plans like this will
definitely help to improve affordability as it will be an undesirable place to live and property values will decrease
considerably. The transient nature of the neighbourhood will also help to increase crime.

4/23/2017 8:30 AM

350 High density 4/22/2017 11:24 PM

351 Again, parking on the street! 4/22/2017 7:19 PM

352 All the options so far keep the character of the neighbourhood while increasing the choice of dwelling sizes and prices. 4/22/2017 7:00 PM

353 Case by case and design 4/22/2017 5:52 PM
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354 parking for 2 vehicles can be accommodated without the garage 4/22/2017 5:47 PM

355 enough parking for 2 of three suits is appropriate 4/22/2017 4:33 PM

356 So hard as some streets could handle this but others no way. Too narrow. Parking poor already. 4/22/2017 4:30 PM

357 Increases density at small cost to atmosphere. 4/22/2017 4:19 PM

358 Parking is an issue upon a street with parking along only one side of the street. 4/22/2017 3:31 PM

359 Still feels like this proposal is packing too many people into a small Fairfield lot that risks the good things Fairfield
offers today

4/22/2017 1:55 PM

360 Better way to add mid priced housing than high rises. 4/22/2017 12:07 PM

361 negative impact on green space but does allow for more flexible housing options 4/22/2017 11:33 AM

362 reduce the parking requirements and encourage car sharing and car-free lifestyles 4/22/2017 10:43 AM

363 not sure --doesn't look accessible for PWDs 4/22/2017 8:24 AM

364 already have 1 on street and it seems to be working? 4/22/2017 8:08 AM

365 See previous comments re setbacks and parking. 4/21/2017 11:18 PM

366 maximizes land and keeps people living in neighbourhood. hope it assists in affordability 4/21/2017 8:51 PM

367 Parking. Increase in transient occupancies probable (rental, air bnb) 4/21/2017 5:48 PM

368 Building too high etc. First design is the best 4/21/2017 4:49 PM

369 Fine for new buildings. 4/21/2017 4:04 PM

370 unless parking is supported this will be an issue 4/21/2017 2:28 PM

371 I live in a small apartment now. I would love to live in even a portion of a house or duplex. 4/21/2017 2:25 PM

372 If the house is big enough, and many are, there should be no reason a suite wouldn't fit into one or both of the
duplexes. Given housing costs, this could be a good mortgage helper.

4/21/2017 2:04 PM

373 I don't care for these newer houses. I would rather be giving allowances to current character houses for garden suites
not encouraging people to rip them down and turn them into revenue properties.

4/21/2017 1:56 PM

374 Not keen on tearing down old houses. 4/21/2017 1:40 PM

375 I realize there's a real need for housing but I feel this option would ruin the character of Fairfield. I'd prefer to see areas
of high density (townhomes and apartments) in designated neighborhoods where this could be built but that the
character of older neighborhoods be maintained to the extent possible. I don't think this type of option suits Fairfield.

4/21/2017 1:23 PM

376 It's a duplex, you do not need more people. 4/21/2017 12:59 PM

377 Converting yards to driveways and suites means removing greenspace but not achieving much higher density. 4/21/2017 12:02 PM

378 The image shows most of the property devoted to drive way and parking. Buildings that have a commercial/apartment
building feel don't fit well in among single-family homes.

4/21/2017 11:49 AM

379 These houses dwarf the small single family homes in the neighbourhood that were built in the 1930's and 1940's.
Again, why is it so imperative to build bigger in a neighbourhood that was created for single family homes?

4/21/2017 11:44 AM

380 Increases population density without larger footprint. 4/21/2017 11:40 AM

381 Could be fine if designed to be in keeping with the neighbourhood 4/20/2017 8:23 PM

382 Parking very limited already. People who purchased homes in areas that are single family did so expecting the density
of a single family zoning. Also, purpose built rental that is professionally managed is a better way to provide rental
homes - they provide more security to the renter.

4/20/2017 7:16 PM

383 It creates more housing option in the neighborhood 4/20/2017 4:37 PM

384 Neutral because I'm not sure how it compares to what was there before. Earlier examples had on-property parking.
How much green space is left, once you have parking for 2 cars in garage & a driveway? It looks like it only has a
postage stamp front garden and the rest is paved. Growth shouldn't reduce the green much, or else it starts looking
very different and feels less homey.

4/20/2017 2:47 PM

385 Again, the zoning allows the square footage. Why not use it to address the housing shortage. I'd like to see the size of
duplex increased under this option. The volume created by the setbacks and the actual floor area permitted are at odds
and don't allow sensible use of a lot.

4/20/2017 2:36 PM
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386 FOR THE LOVE OF GOD YESSSSS!!!! 4/20/2017 2:29 PM
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36.28% 271

25.97% 194

13.39% 100

13.25% 99

11.11% 83

Q6 How appropriate would a small lot house
with a secondary suite be for Fairfield?

Answered: 747 Skipped: 26

Total 747

# Tell us why Date

1 Concerned about increased demand for on street parking. 5/7/2017 11:41 PM

2 First I have to stop laughing at the definition of "small." Again, aside from issues around on-street parking (could we
perhaps look at following the Vancouver model and getting permits for residences? Or could we just hire people to
glare at residents who insist on parking their cars on the street when their driveways are totally empty and amply large
enough to accommodate their vehicle?*), I don't see why "small lot" houses having suites would be a huge issue,
barring obnoxious landlords or tenants. *not serious. Thought I should clarify, just in case you were wondering.

5/7/2017 10:26 PM

3 Need a blend of building types, tied to transportation planning (e.g. greenway development, parking districts,
streetcars, etc)

5/7/2017 10:04 PM

4 A small house is preferable to the previous options as in general this would have an owner living in the space,
compared to a regular house that has been split into 3 suites. So we don't mind if lots are divided smaller and have
free-standing houses on them. This will still keep the community feel.

5/7/2017 9:39 PM

5 Lack of parking and increased traffic. 5/7/2017 9:32 PM

6 Small house as pictured may be higher than sensible in liquefaction zones like cook st village: footing must be large
enough to support structure without encroaching on property lines.

5/7/2017 9:31 PM

7 Looks like a regular single family dwelling. 5/7/2017 8:59 PM

Very
appropriate

Somewhat
appropriate

Neutral

Somewhat
inappropriate

Very
inappropriate

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Very appropriate

Somewhat appropriate

Neutral

Somewhat inappropriate

Very inappropriate

80 / 153

FUTURE OF FAIRFIELD



8 If it's already a small lot, allowing a secondary suite would contribute to over-crowding and parking issues. Bad idea. 5/7/2017 8:55 PM

9 Resolve lack of parking by requiring at least a single garage. 5/7/2017 8:53 PM

10 If it's a small lot there isn't enough street parking for multiple homes . 5/7/2017 8:39 PM

11 Out of character. Build secondary units/suites that preserve heritage elements. 5/7/2017 8:27 PM

12 Another great option, especially in conjunction with the previous three options. 5/7/2017 3:52 PM

13 I would worry about subdivision and packing these houses into the area. 5/7/2017 3:49 PM

14 Concern would be parking if this was on street with parking on one side only eg. Moss Street. 5/7/2017 3:38 PM

15 Small is key. 5/7/2017 3:38 PM

16 Scale, always scale. Far more in keeping than a sudden forest of ten story condo developments 5/7/2017 3:26 PM

17 takes away garden/green space.. creates crowded look 5/7/2017 2:27 PM

18 Not affordable for many folks and on-street parking would add to already compromised parking around Fairfield etc. 5/7/2017 1:57 PM

19 Small lots should accommodate one family only. 5/7/2017 1:09 PM

20 Infill only in carefully considered circumstances. Lot subdivision should only be allowed if the small lot house will
qualify for low-income grants and/or assistance. I am concerned about "windfall" property values concentrating in the
hands of fewer home- / land-owners.

5/7/2017 12:32 PM

21 This looks fine. 5/7/2017 11:55 AM

22 This helps with density without compromising the character of the neighbourhood. 5/7/2017 11:27 AM

23 There's no parking. 5/7/2017 11:22 AM

24 Lot is too small and dense. 5/7/2017 11:16 AM

25 Looks way to dense and crowded 5/7/2017 11:15 AM

26 We have sufficient parks to provide appropriate green space. 5/7/2017 10:49 AM

27 Lot too small for what is basically a duplex.. 5/7/2017 10:35 AM

28 Increases density and affordability while maintaining character of houses. 5/7/2017 9:33 AM

29 It preserves the human scale of the neighbourhood while increasing density and affordability. 5/7/2017 9:29 AM

30 Again, increases densities. Great for real estate speculators to make multiple "legal" lots out of one, build multiple
units, and makes lots of money. But what about those of us that bought into Fairfield for the low density
neighbourhoods it has? Our considerable investment means nothing?

5/7/2017 9:27 AM

31 parking 5/7/2017 8:21 AM

32 Seems taxes are the motivator and residents disapproval get tossed aside in favour of taxes. 5/7/2017 7:58 AM

33 Address the parking. 5/7/2017 7:33 AM

34 This is appealing though probably will pose parking problems. Is City considering distributed parking for shared car
services???

5/7/2017 6:49 AM

35 Better use of land and more intimate 5/7/2017 6:40 AM

36 Because the cost of buying in Fairfield is so high and because the area boasts a lot of green space all around, it is not
necessary for people to have and maintain larger lots. Having smaller properties will result in people spending less
time maintaining their properties and more time using the many outdoor spaces available.

5/7/2017 1:07 AM

37 Don't see how you could fit a driveway in a 10metre wide lot. Could this be done on a 30 foot wide lot? 5/6/2017 11:13 PM

38 I really don't like the small lot form. I think townhouses, while less profitable for developers, provide better living space
and better community footprint.

5/6/2017 10:29 PM

39 Changes the beautiful character of the neighborhood. Leave the beauty as it is. 5/6/2017 10:08 PM

40 Same comments 5/6/2017 9:56 PM

41 There have been a few successful small-lot subdivisions around Fairfield which do contribute to infill, however an
overzealous application of this approach would alter the character of the neighbourhoods. As well, this type of property
still tends to remain quite expensive, so small-lot subdivision does little to address affordability. The recent rejection of
a small-lot subdivision on Moss Street was a relief to the surrounding residents.

5/6/2017 9:29 PM
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42 See comments on previous types. 5/6/2017 9:16 PM

43 Same problems as identified in previous questions. 5/6/2017 9:07 PM

44 Still allows homeowners to have a private space. Less yard is a downside, but is good for those without green thumbs. 5/6/2017 8:29 PM

45 Provide off street parking 5/6/2017 8:11 PM

46 as long as the footprint of the building on the lot does not increase, one secondary suite should be acceptable. One of
the charms of the area is the treed and flowered lots so I would definitely oppose zero lot lines and loss of lot to
accommodate a too large house

5/6/2017 8:05 PM

47 Good use of small space. 5/6/2017 7:46 PM

48 A bit much. Not in favour of on street parking. 5/6/2017 6:54 PM

49 Modern architecture and materials allow for functional and handsome designs for small buildings. The demand for
'micro' units exists. Small houses with suites fits the needs of many people.

5/6/2017 4:56 PM

50 Improvements  to public transit could help mitigate on-street parking conflicts. 5/6/2017 4:12 PM

51 I like this housing type best, as it matches more closely to the homes I see around me and the mortgage helping
potential gives owners a hand with affordability, but again, the on street parking for the suite's tenants could be
problematic.

5/6/2017 3:44 PM

52 Again another ugly house design that does little to enhance the existing houses in the neighbourhood. 5/6/2017 3:16 PM

53 As previous responses Each of these "options" do nothing to address the crowded parking and worsening traffic
problems

5/6/2017 3:09 PM

54 It still provides openness but some economics as well 5/6/2017 3:08 PM

55 Again take into consideration of retaining the urban forest 5/6/2017 2:51 PM

56 Depends on buildng height 5/6/2017 2:29 PM

57 Ditto 5/6/2017 2:29 PM

58 need parking. 5/6/2017 2:25 PM

59 A smaller footprint for higher-end to medium incomes. These can work if they have attractive designs that fit in well
with neighbouring structures

5/6/2017 1:51 PM

60 Why does the vehicle need to be parked at the side of the home...would it work to park the vehicle in the first part of
the driveway, make the home a little wider, and put a green space down the side of the home?

5/6/2017 12:31 PM

61 The property most likely has been the results of a split of a larger lot. There for the higher density has been achieved . 5/6/2017 12:14 PM

62 small lots are ugly and only developers like this plan. 5/6/2017 11:58 AM

63 Not enough space for a proper rental suite -- almost certainly will have high turnover (problem for neighbours) and
invites bad landlord behaviour in advertising and filling

5/6/2017 11:42 AM

64 concerned about more flat roofed boring buildings -shared yards may present a problem 5/6/2017 11:32 AM

65 Increased access to affordable housing. 5/6/2017 11:20 AM

66 This serves a demographic very well if people are willing to use their house. Offsets the high cost of houses in
Victoria.

5/6/2017 11:13 AM

67 If an old house was torn down to do this, then no. But if it is infill for a yard with the old house maintained and updated
I am okay with it. Keep the heritage character, but allow infil.

5/6/2017 11:10 AM

68 have to live to learn in more efficient spaces 5/6/2017 11:00 AM

69 Small lot homes should be limited to major arteries. 5/6/2017 10:27 AM

70 The drawing you provided would be beautiful in another situation but would absolutely not fit in with my neighborhood. 5/6/2017 10:26 AM

71 Parking? 5/6/2017 10:21 AM

72 Although I like this idea in theory of smaller lots and homes moving into the next decades and this type of
development for newer construction developments I am personally concerned about the loss of my privacy views and
sense of space lost to this approach within an already established neighborhood. if I bought because I liked looking
out my window to see my neighbours lawn and landscaping then suddenly have a house close up to mine with my light
and greenery lost, well that would not be pleasant nor seem fair. wonderful that my neighbours gets to subdivide and
make their profit but not fair to those on each side who bought assuming what ya see is what ya get.

5/6/2017 10:14 AM
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73 Again only in appropriate locations as Fairfield will become more akin to James Bay and may impact property values. 5/6/2017 9:57 AM

74 This one might work. There must be Green space retained. Parking should be on site. Height restrictions needed. No
shared rear yard. People need their own space.

5/6/2017 9:53 AM

75 Same as Type 1, 2 and 3 - inappropriate due to almost certain increased street parking and traffic and ineffective at
addressing affordability.

5/6/2017 9:50 AM

76 It is nice to use small lots, as long as this wont cause all houses to be jutted up right against each other. 5/6/2017 8:49 AM

77 This is a better alternative to large driveways. 5/6/2017 3:56 AM

78 Parking for house and suites lot coverage and green space concerns;, too much hardscaping (patio, decks, parking) l
too much

5/5/2017 10:49 PM

79 IF IT IS A SMALL LOT, PERHAPS IT SHOULD BE TREATED AS A SINGLE FAMILY 5/5/2017 10:26 PM

80 Infill is already being done, so why not increase occupancy. 5/5/2017 9:53 PM

81 probably less street congestion Hopefully more green space 5/5/2017 9:47 PM

82 On street parking made difficult with small lot houses because there is little or no curb space. 5/5/2017 9:44 PM

83 Paying the house owner's mortgage - no fair rent 5/5/2017 9:34 PM

84 Not enough parking or amenities for that much density. 5/5/2017 6:30 PM

85 Why is on-street parking permitted for secondary suite. Why not off the street? 5/5/2017 6:29 PM

86 Too congested 5/5/2017 6:20 PM

87 There are probably tons of these already. The house in your picture looks awfully tall and ugly. Hopefully the design
would be improved. Do all the new houses really need to have 12 foot ceilings?

5/5/2017 5:52 PM

88 Good for owners who would use less land, pay less and add rental payments to their income. 5/5/2017 4:55 PM

89 leave our single family area alone... 5/5/2017 4:32 PM

90 If this encourages the retention of older homes, I like it. I don't see a percentage of allowable house coverage of the
lot, though - I wouldn't want to have houses that cover 75 or 80% of the small lot.

5/5/2017 4:32 PM

91 One important aspect of Fairfield's character is lawns and gardens. I'm worried that by allowing too many families in
small lot housing, lawns and gardens will turn into parking spaces and walkways.

5/5/2017 4:16 PM

92 more rental suites needed everywhere. makes first time purchasers more affordable with mortgage helpers 5/5/2017 3:58 PM

93 If you do not understand how to calculate doubling times and deterioration rates - then you are not qualified to plan the
neighborhood.

5/5/2017 3:34 PM

94 important that don't allow "monster" homes that have occurred in some neighborhoods..Most are single family and too
many are not occupied due to foreign ownership

5/5/2017 2:56 PM

95 Size of main house or lot should not limit introduction of 2nd suite. 2nd suites should be universally optional. 5/5/2017 2:25 PM

96 I prefer single family dwellings. 5/5/2017 1:47 PM

97 - It will not alter the aesthetics of the house. The only inconvenience would be on-street parking, if the tenant owns a
vehicle.

5/5/2017 12:19 PM

98 Please refer to my points in the previous section. The only difference in this case appears to be the absolute reliance
on street parking, which is plainly a comparative demerit.

5/5/2017 11:02 AM

99 fits in with lower density. 5/5/2017 10:57 AM

100 parking issues 5/4/2017 9:43 PM

101 ibid 5/4/2017 6:59 PM

102 Does this mean increasing the number of houses on traditional one-house lots? What about parking, pressure on the
infrastructure, noise of increased numbers of people?

5/4/2017 6:45 PM

103 There are already houses in the area that conform to this guideline. The guidelines are very stupid and suburban lot
based.

5/4/2017 6:18 PM

104 I support the density, but not the on-street parking. People developing this density need to be able to provide parking
on their own properties.

5/4/2017 5:20 PM
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105 Provides density and could be an affordable option for many people who otherwise could not afford to live in Fairfield.
It also avoids the large condo square box dominating the block

5/4/2017 5:16 PM

106 This could work with existing parking availability 5/4/2017 5:06 PM

107 They need to provide off street parking as street parking is at its maximum capacity during the day when workers and
students park illegally in residential parking areas.

5/4/2017 4:30 PM

108 Maintains character, ensures buildings aren't built right to the property line. Small suites should be affordable for
younger people.

5/4/2017 1:43 PM

109 Better mix of housing types. 5/4/2017 12:02 PM

110 OK in areas where there is adequate on-street parking 5/4/2017 9:41 AM

111 Like the small house infill. Change the patio of the secondary suite to parking and it would be great - since there is a
shared yard at the back.

5/4/2017 9:39 AM

112 Already happening for those who have the means to ownership and can't or don't want the space; effective use of
limited land area

5/4/2017 9:37 AM

113 Innumerable homes like this, at this time. 5/4/2017 9:06 AM

114 This would be better in Calgary. 5/3/2017 9:09 PM

115 Will encourage more on-street parking 5/3/2017 8:40 PM

116 If you have to settle for this small lot house it should NOT have to have a secondary suite to be affordable 5/3/2017 8:30 PM

117 I think this would be another rare niche option. If adopted more broadly I suspect parking issues and slum tendencies
would become problems.

5/3/2017 7:06 PM

118 On street parking. Depends on configuration of the house and the closeness to the neighbours. 5/3/2017 5:58 PM

119 I support micro-housing. 5/3/2017 4:41 PM

120 These do not fit the character of the neighbourhood at all. 5/3/2017 2:38 PM

121 limited street parking 5/3/2017 1:27 PM

122 This allows for more affordable options again, with a better use of the land than is currently happening. 5/3/2017 12:54 PM

123 There are a number of houses in Fairfield whose square footage makes them excellent candidates for single person or
two person unit housing. Main floor and bottom floor = two small suites. Older houses could be maintained with a lift or
dig down creating the secondary suite.

5/3/2017 11:56 AM

124 This opens the door again to panhandle lots which was banned for a reason. 5/3/2017 11:16 AM

125 Maintains the scale that contributes so much to livability, likely to be owner-occupied; spaces for older parents or adult
children.

5/3/2017 10:53 AM

126 Affordability. 5/3/2017 10:47 AM

127 A better solution to density. Helps to maintain the single-famly character, but increases street parking, turing a
pleasant street into a parking lot. Sometimes residents already cannot find parking near their own home.

5/3/2017 10:30 AM

128 I like the smaller lot size, but would prefer fee simple townhouses, i.e. terrace or row housing that is NOT strata title. 5/3/2017 9:28 AM

129 Smaller lot sizes make sense and maintain the look and feel of the area 5/3/2017 7:46 AM

130 Some consideration to height restriction given proximity to neighbouring houses. 5/2/2017 11:09 PM

131 Land values are high. Garden space behind is preserved. 5/2/2017 9:32 PM

132 On street parking is still an issue. A sense of crowded and overpacked housing. 5/2/2017 9:24 PM

133 Don't like loss of green space and loss of the charm of little parcels of green or urban oasis that would be built upon 5/2/2017 9:21 PM

134 Taxpayers who choose not to have suites are subject to higher taxes and a messed up,neighbourhood. The charm of
Fairfield will be lost. With all the development downtown it should not be necessary for this intrusion into Fairfield.

5/2/2017 8:55 PM

135 Out of all the options I prefer this. I still believe we need the infrastructure in schools, hospitals, facilities and parking
before this is considered

5/2/2017 7:35 PM

136 This already seems to exist and for reasons already given 5/2/2017 7:16 PM

137 More green space retained. Fewer cars on street possibly. Still tall for neighbouring houses. 5/2/2017 6:59 PM
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138 Same as before. This only leaves 400 sq ft of green space. I think 2045 is even an unnecessary house size, especially
if this is over and above a basement. I would like to see us encourage smaller homes and more green space.

5/2/2017 2:31 PM

139 I see no problem with this. 5/2/2017 12:54 PM

140 good use of space to densify 5/2/2017 12:47 PM

141 Only where there is enough land to make it fit the neighbourhood. Good mortgage helper 5/2/2017 10:55 AM

142 too tall and adds to street parking crowdwding 5/2/2017 10:33 AM

143 Love these small houses. 5/1/2017 8:33 PM

144 This would be a much better approach to increased density than another batch of high-end condos crammed onto a lot
or two originally inhabited by a single-family house.

5/1/2017 7:17 PM

145 each suite should have on site parking 5/1/2017 6:56 PM

146 Sue, but the parking issue remains. 5/1/2017 6:49 PM

147 Retains character, provides more housing stock. 5/1/2017 5:52 PM

148 Problem: on-street parking 5/1/2017 5:52 PM

149 If the new building blends in with neighbouring homes. 5/1/2017 4:47 PM

150 Again the parking. People with suites used to have to provide off street parking. Too many people for residential
neighborhoods.

5/1/2017 4:36 PM

151 Good use of small lot & generates potential need for only 1 on Street parking space. 5/1/2017 3:30 PM

152 Even worse than the previous one. This block could be anywhere and to my jaundiced eye, the Village area deserves
more imaginative use of some very special spaces.

5/1/2017 1:08 PM

153 Seems pleasant enough! The addition of parking and/or a garden suite in the back would also seem good in this
situation. Provided that the home's windows primarily over-look the street and afford the tenants in back some privacy.

5/1/2017 12:48 PM

154 encourages density and maintains the "single-family home" feel to the neighbourhood that many people seem to
desire.

5/1/2017 12:41 PM

155 Detracts from neighbourhood 5/1/2017 11:29 AM

156 |Improves density. Parking is a question. 5/1/2017 11:15 AM

157 This is not Tokyo, why do we need to stack people up like cord wood? 5/1/2017 11:00 AM

158 Stop the street parking. Only emergency or commercial vehicle only 5/1/2017 10:44 AM

159 this would result in loss of green space as vacant larger yards would be divided to squeeze in a house. 5/1/2017 9:09 AM

160 Good for new families... if the developers don't skin us for them. 5/1/2017 7:30 AM

161 Addition of affordable suites, on street parking may become a problem if every house has these! 5/1/2017 4:57 AM

162 Same comments - its about space and sound transfer. Secondary suites should have some minimal size - do not want
people turning "basement closet" into "secondary suite" -- also building code should reflect proper
insulation/soundproofing between living units

4/30/2017 10:59 PM

163 provides good option for infill housing 4/30/2017 10:08 PM

164 like the yard & green space 4/30/2017 8:55 PM

165 Density OK 4/30/2017 8:45 PM

166 Good value use of existing building 4/30/2017 7:51 PM

167 housing affordability - reducing our collective footprint and increasing density 4/30/2017 6:13 PM

168 Should be limited to four per block. If these are aligned side by side as a row of town houses, parking should be
provided on the back of the lots.

4/30/2017 12:30 PM

169 Again, does this achieve the objective? Should higher density such as a 4 plex be promoted? this comment applies to
all options.

4/30/2017 10:42 AM

170 a bit too boxy/modern ... not ugly. 4/30/2017 10:29 AM

171 more parking on property 4/30/2017 9:41 AM
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172 The shared yard could be appropriate if the secondary suite were for a "family" member. If the secondary suite were
wheelchair accessible, that might be socially beneficial enough to off-set the cramped space.

4/29/2017 7:42 PM

173 But take away the long driveway rule. (No parking on front lawn area.) Cars are going to park up near the road
anyway. It's human nature. Why would you drive all the way down the driveway when you want to get the kids out of
the car and carry groceries????

4/29/2017 5:13 PM

174 But let's hope that the on-street car parking doesn't end up with our streets looking like Kitsilano in Vancouver.
Something needs to be done to discourage cars.

4/29/2017 5:06 PM

175 This type of housing wouldn't fit in with the surrounding neighborhood. Not enough green space and too close to
neighbors.

4/29/2017 4:51 PM

176 Parking 4/29/2017 4:36 PM

177 Has character and allows for rentals. 4/29/2017 4:18 PM

178 I like this option too but am still concerned about on street parking, Is there enough room for more cars? 4/29/2017 4:09 PM

179 see previous comment 4/29/2017 3:24 PM

180 Higher density is preferred…..would like to see townhouses and more condos... 4/29/2017 3:23 PM

181 The higher density structure should be on a larger lot. 4/29/2017 2:30 PM

182 Would be similar to older child or adult relative living in the basement. 4/29/2017 1:55 PM

183 Would be efficient use of smaller lots. 4/29/2017 1:13 PM

184 This is appropriate for locations where small lots exist, or can be created without removing existing housing stock. It
would be best if there were a mix of small and large lots on each street.

4/29/2017 12:57 PM

185 too dense 4/29/2017 11:32 AM

186 The tendency would be to cram too much on a single lot. Small lots are more appropriate for SFD's. In special
circumstances, where lot size is adequate and architectural style of the street can be maintained, development of a
small (1 to 1.5 bdrm) suite may be appropriate. This would only be appropriate on full width streets where there is
parking on both sides.

4/29/2017 11:25 AM

187 The scale of this type of housing would be very appropriate. 4/29/2017 10:59 AM

188 Doesn't fit and looks squished between older houses 4/29/2017 10:42 AM

189 Good use of small lots. 4/29/2017 9:39 AM

190 Utilizes existing property but reduces green space in the property 4/29/2017 9:12 AM

191 Density is inevitable. If it is well planned, we all benefit. 4/29/2017 8:46 AM

192 seems too crammed on the space 4/29/2017 8:37 AM

193 Again on street parking is a problem 4/29/2017 8:31 AM

194 I like that this looks more energy efficient, but the parking is still a problem. 4/29/2017 7:34 AM

195 The assumed growth rate of 1% per year is actually relatively modest, so each of these new housing plans is far too
reactionary. The outcome in all cases will be to double or treble the number of residents in Fairfield, diminishing the
priceless neighbourhood character and placing undo stress on the city's infrastructure (which is already buckling under
the weight of unchecked development during the past decade).

4/29/2017 7:34 AM

196 It seems to be better than the other two but again it destroys green space, makes everything look very crowded--seen
results across from me where 5 townhouses now sit on what was two houses; horrible result.

4/29/2017 7:30 AM

197 Two problems: Parking. Height. This structure appears to overwhelm the neighbours ' property. They would lose their
privacy and the yard would be blocked from the sun..

4/28/2017 9:32 PM

198 Is more in keeping with the character of the neighborhood 4/28/2017 9:20 PM

199 Height could be an issue 4/28/2017 8:26 PM

200 Housing ok. Should add buses, not parking. 4/28/2017 7:14 PM

201 Not overcrowded. 4/28/2017 5:53 PM

202 density over quality 4/28/2017 5:23 PM

203 Parking, noise, privacy 4/28/2017 4:37 PM
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204 Many like this already. This retains the look of the neighborhood. 4/28/2017 4:35 PM

205 Why crowd. 4/28/2017 4:18 PM

206 Spreads up instead of sideways. More green space, more trees. 4/28/2017 4:14 PM

207 same as previous option 4/28/2017 4:06 PM

208 This is already a reality, although many suites are not great, having people living in low basement suites. so house
should be lifted or dug down for more head room.

4/28/2017 4:06 PM

209 Same as previous ones 4/28/2017 3:58 PM

210 small spaces are the future, once again, it increases affordability 4/28/2017 3:54 PM

211 need to increase density especially to provide low cost rentals 4/28/2017 3:30 PM

212 Does not result in large houses which are out of place, as long as the residences are not "cheek-by-jowl" 4/28/2017 3:11 PM

213 Increased risk of squalor. 4/28/2017 2:44 PM

214 Fairfield is already very high density in some areas. 4/28/2017 2:37 PM

215 Why not? 4/28/2017 12:47 PM

216 Decreased living space and increased rent/ mortgage is not a concept I can get on board with. "Micro living" is
suffocating.

4/28/2017 12:31 PM

217 On street parking is bad, so they should have at least 1 spot for the suite on the property. 4/28/2017 12:21 PM

218 I feel like there are many spots that would be appropriate for smaller houses and subdivision. As long as the cost of
new houses doesn't simply maintain or overtake the high cost of present housing. My goal would be to have housing
at a lower cost overall so that individuals and families don't feel like they are always on the edge.

4/28/2017 12:09 PM

219 One suite in a smaller house feels like a less dense, better for neighborhood option than a big house with two or more
suites.

4/28/2017 11:46 AM

220 Less parking in green spaces. More on the road. 4/28/2017 10:53 AM

221 This option reduces yard space, increases density, and adds a transient feel to a neighbourhood. As with other
options, it should be avoided.

4/28/2017 10:40 AM

222 This is in use already and works well. Parking is a problem however and must be solved before further density is
activated.

4/28/2017 9:05 AM

223 only issue is increase in traffic and street parking 4/28/2017 7:58 AM

224 Loss of green space. Small houses are generally out of character for a neighbourhood with old character homes.
HMost developers build ugly boxes because they are cheap to build instead of a style that suits the character of the
neighbourhood.

4/28/2017 5:08 AM

225 Same as before as long as it maintains heritage look and feel of surrounding structures. 4/27/2017 9:01 PM

226 This whole survey is just exhausting me!!!!!!!!!!!! 4/27/2017 7:18 PM

227 Parking not the street is a problem 4/27/2017 6:50 PM

228 too dense 4/27/2017 6:25 PM

229 This works well when a lot is subdivided and two small houses with secondary suits can be build. These new houses
ideally should be architect designed to include the secondary suite and make the most of the smaller spaces. Well
design houses inside and outside will be attractive for owners and renters.

4/27/2017 6:16 PM

230 Smaller lot houses would presumably be more affordable for those wishing to buy in this area, while increasing rental
suite availability.

4/27/2017 5:59 PM

231 It will help the owner pay their mortgage without affecting the characters of the neighbourhood. 4/27/2017 5:55 PM

232 See previous comments re parking. 4/27/2017 5:42 PM

233 Too crowded 4/27/2017 4:42 PM

234 But again, the on-street parking would be an issue. 4/27/2017 4:08 PM

235 Good balance - not piling large amounts of cars on the street. Smaller suite more likely to have a single person who
may not require a car as a family would.

4/27/2017 3:52 PM
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236 If perfectly viable larger structures are demolished to partition a property and build numerous smaller structures on
small lots many space sharing issues may arise from parking to noise to property usage.

4/27/2017 3:33 PM

237 If there are small lots available. Beware the splitting of current lots which will change the feel of the neighbourhood. 4/27/2017 3:29 PM

238 As long as the secondary suite is affordable and doesn't feel like your living in a dark basement suite. 4/27/2017 3:17 PM

239 gentle density increase without changing the streetscape of the Village community. 4/27/2017 2:29 PM

240 I am generally against external garden suites but additional suites inside the main dwelling would be acceptable
provided there is some consideration to control noise, increase street traffic and parking congestion.

4/27/2017 2:11 PM

241 More housing is good 4/27/2017 2:06 PM

242 Need to sort out the parking issue - but I think this is OK. I would like to see both the main house and the secondary
suite have separate outside space or move some parking into the rear.

4/27/2017 1:10 PM

243 This type of building is needed in Fairfield 4/27/2017 1:09 PM

244 Out of character with other buildings in the area 4/27/2017 12:57 PM

245 Supports affordable housing and increased density in a way that should allow for young families to move-in/stay in the
neighbourhood.

4/27/2017 12:39 PM

246 again, what happened to quality of life rather than compromised quantity 4/27/2017 11:57 AM

247 these solutions don't take into account that each house/ suite could have 2 cars. there's not enough parking provided 4/27/2017 11:00 AM

248 Turn some of the shared back yard into shared off street parking please. 4/27/2017 10:17 AM

249 This is an appropriate use providing there is only 1 car per house/suite. Are all residents going to get 1 permit each for
free street parking overnight?

4/27/2017 9:00 AM

250 Sure. 4/27/2017 7:37 AM

251 Same as previous. 4/27/2017 6:28 AM

252 too condensed. Usually not enough on-site parking 4/27/2017 3:35 AM

253 Excellent use of space. 4/27/2017 3:30 AM

254 Same as before. There's enough space in existing vacant rentals (View Towers is not alone), condo and single family
dwellings to house thousands of people in CRD.

4/26/2017 11:51 PM

255 where's the option for 30 story buildings? 4/26/2017 10:59 PM

256 also not a problem provided it's designed sensitively. 4/26/2017 10:02 PM

257 Affordable (relatively) for home ownership and helps with the rental supply issue 4/26/2017 9:27 PM

258 Creates more rentals, off sets costs, increase density which I think is a good thing. 4/26/2017 9:20 PM

259 This is too much like California. It's oppressive and too modern. 4/26/2017 8:49 PM

260 Efficient use of a lot BUT again some streets can't handle more parking 4/26/2017 8:48 PM

261 My neighbor has one. I go to my back yard after work and guess what. I hang out with the individual living against my
fence. I paused a great deal of money to feel like I am back in a condo! How happy do you think I am!

4/26/2017 7:09 PM

262 Increases population density too much by removing green space 4/26/2017 6:46 PM

263 There are many smaller lots that are hog-tied against redevelopment due to current easement requirements, etc. 4/26/2017 6:38 PM

264 Parking for multiple residents at one address needs to be addressed (never mind if someone elects to have visitors
over).

4/26/2017 6:33 PM

265 Looks good. Tall houses on small lots are efficient. 4/26/2017 6:25 PM

266 too much density; loss of green space, very urban development 4/26/2017 5:58 PM

267 I love narrow lot houses, would prefer proper free-hold row-houses but these are cute too. The city needs to make it
easier to sub-divide lots to build houses like these.

4/26/2017 5:17 PM

268 Impacts parking for everyone and the privacy of neighbours. 4/26/2017 5:12 PM

269 Parking...City needs better public transportation. 4/26/2017 5:11 PM

270 more than adequate floor space and should fit nicely into the lot if limited quantities in an area 4/26/2017 5:03 PM
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271 Done tastefully, infill housing works well. Again, keeps trees and gardens and street-level livability. 4/26/2017 5:01 PM

272 Perhaps in some areas. But not in all or else Fairfield will feel cramped. 4/26/2017 4:45 PM

273 same as before allows for more housing although not necessarily more affordable forms of housing and negative
impact on already crowded street parking

4/26/2017 4:36 PM

274 I don't like the shared rear yard. 4/26/2017 4:35 PM

275 Seems okay. Can fill in some smaller spaces, provide less expensive homes. 4/26/2017 4:14 PM

276 This design does not seem to fit into the existing streetscape. 4/26/2017 4:03 PM

277 same as above. A mix of housing types should be encouraged 4/26/2017 4:01 PM

278 Lot size 4/26/2017 3:37 PM

279 The design shown is grotesquely wrong for Fairfield. 4/26/2017 3:33 PM

280 This is fine in theory but as your image shows, these houses will have to be very tall. I would freak if one of these was
proposed for next to me. Infill housing, sure, secondary housing sure, but not these pokey upright monsters.

4/26/2017 3:32 PM

281 Why not just go to much more space efficient row housing rather than trying to cram together tiny detached dwellings 4/26/2017 3:29 PM

282 Crowded 4/26/2017 3:17 PM

283 see last answer 4/26/2017 3:04 PM

284 Better addresses the need for family housing. 4/26/2017 2:38 PM

285 From an architectural standpoint, small houses may look out of place amid many of the existing larger homes. 4/26/2017 2:36 PM

286 Ditto 4/26/2017 2:17 PM

287 Uncertain. Would be helpful to have a real life example. The corner of Chester and Oxford perhaps? That would be
fine.

4/26/2017 2:00 PM

288 could be good to offer housing to singles/students or two individuals household could 4/26/2017 1:51 PM

289 scarcity of parking and increase of traffic 4/26/2017 1:34 PM

290 We need all types of housing. 4/26/2017 1:32 PM

291 Again, as long as renovations are tastefully appointed, this should be fine, but I’m not sure you can regulate taste. 4/26/2017 1:11 PM

292 Needs to have off street parking for one car for the suite. 4/26/2017 12:59 PM

293 Still good green space. Parking will be a problem 4/26/2017 12:51 PM

294 This might be okay but the owner might want to build a 5 story building. Now that the council is allowing 5 stories
where 2 stories existed before everybody should be able to develop to the maximum talked about in the OCP. This is
what the Mayor and Council have taught us by example.

4/26/2017 12:49 PM

295 Secondary suite built-ins seem well-suited to single stand-alone housing, even when the house is smaller. 4/26/2017 12:20 PM

296 Fairfield is already a densely packed community, I don't think small lot dramatically affects us. 4/26/2017 11:59 AM

297 More efficient land use near urban core Still maintains residential feel of community Helps people afford homes by
providing revenue potential Parking problems will increase - need some creative solutions

4/26/2017 11:58 AM

298 Not much different from the other options but it concerns me that the rental space will be extremely small and again,
rental rates will be way too high. All of these options don't take families into consideration as most in house suites are
set up for singles or couples.

4/26/2017 11:41 AM

299 same comment as before 4/26/2017 11:08 AM

300 Questions of input or lack thereof could be relevant for all these. Some rather ugly or else bland houses are being built
right now with no way for neighbours to solve privacy concerns or deal with the style.

4/25/2017 9:25 PM

301 Becoming too dense and will be to great a change of the place and character of the Fairfield area 4/25/2017 8:31 PM

302 Allows for greater ownership and affordability 4/25/2017 8:07 PM

303 An impractical density solution that diminishes the functionality and feel of the neighbourhood. Too many of these
types or a mix of types on the same block would result in insufficient street parking and increased vehicle traffic for the
current roadways.

4/25/2017 6:02 PM

304 Why not 4/25/2017 5:08 PM
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305 More accommodation on a single lot. 4/25/2017 3:50 PM

306 I don't have any confidence in this being good for existing neighbourhoods. 4/25/2017 2:53 PM

307 Parking directly in front of the house must be available. 4/25/2017 1:35 PM

308 In areas where we don't want to increase height, this is a really good option to increase density. 4/25/2017 11:44 AM

309 The next step is people being permitted to live in RV’s in people’s driveways. These questions are more about
destroying the FIT FORM and CHARACTER of a community than creating.

4/25/2017 11:39 AM

310 If appropriate to specific application 4/25/2017 9:15 AM

311 Diversified housing choices; concerns for adequate on-street parking spaces 4/25/2017 8:35 AM

312 Nope. 4/24/2017 11:50 PM

313 For reasons previously stated, but additionally, for many new home owners, a rental suite is the only way to afford
ownership / mortgage.

4/24/2017 11:20 PM

314 Not super keen on the parking congestion issues this is likely to cause. 4/24/2017 10:23 PM

315 The design does not suit most of the Fairfield area housing styles 4/24/2017 7:02 PM

316 There is no reason a house on a small lot couldn't have a secondary suite. Is the question here to subdivide to build
more of them? I assume that because this is under new housing that this is being considered. It could be okay.

4/24/2017 4:33 PM

317 what about privacy??? 4/24/2017 11:51 AM

318 permit subdivision of larger lots where original residence has deteriorated beyond economic rehabilitation 4/24/2017 9:42 AM

319 Again, too high and potentially too large a footprint! 4/23/2017 10:52 PM

320 More housing options at a variety of price points (ownership and rental) is important. 4/23/2017 9:22 PM

321 These options are becoming repetitive and really are just saying the same thing. Only fewer owner owned suites or
rentals in the options. Otherwise no differences.

4/23/2017 7:27 PM

322 I lived and worked in Vancouver when "thin houses" first became an issue and they completely changed the character
of many established neighbourhoods. Yes it provided additional housing but at the expense of neighbourhood
character. No No NO

4/23/2017 5:13 PM

323 There would need to be a bylaw to legislate fire suppression sprinklers where houses are juxtaposed so close
together. Streets would have to be widened to allow parking on both sides of the street.

4/23/2017 3:07 PM

324 It's all about parking. 4/23/2017 2:29 PM

325 Looks like a warehouse/industrial area planning depiction. Would be analogous to tearing down several heritage
homes and building a huge warehouse on the site, that would help you cram more people in for sure.

4/23/2017 8:32 AM

326 Allows economic lot splittying, and increased density smaller homes. 4/22/2017 11:27 PM

327 Parking on the street. If the parking was on the property, no problem 4/22/2017 7:20 PM

328 Less attractive a drawing but consistent with densification goal, assuming these options help renters with lower
incomes stay in or relocate to a desirable area.

4/22/2017 7:02 PM

329 2 suites with 2 parking spaces maximizes space 4/22/2017 5:48 PM

330 makes sense 4/22/2017 4:33 PM

331 Seems smaller scale. More neighbourhood friendly. 4/22/2017 4:31 PM

332 In keeping with existing housing and increases density. 4/22/2017 4:20 PM

333 Smaller units lend to Air B and B 4/22/2017 3:32 PM

334 This could possibly work but the number of structures like this per street would need to be managed 4/22/2017 1:57 PM

335 adds some extra housing options with some impact on street parking. 4/22/2017 12:08 PM

336 problem with on street parking and lack of flexibility for family housing 4/22/2017 11:34 AM

337 concerned that many new houses DON'T have secondary suites, or don't use them, and therefore there is no density
gain. Large single owner houses should be discouraged.

4/22/2017 10:44 AM

338 Looks too much like living in a basement 4/22/2017 8:25 AM
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339 all the reasons I've given before 4/21/2017 8:51 PM

340 Parking issues, traffic and transient occupancy eroding sense of community 4/21/2017 5:49 PM

341 Like first design 4/21/2017 4:50 PM

342 Economical use of land. 4/21/2017 4:05 PM

343 Off-street parking is essential 4/21/2017 3:47 PM

344 Again if the small lot house is big enough to hold a secondary suite, say something between 250 to 500 square feet in
size, then why not permit it.

4/21/2017 2:05 PM

345 I don't like the idea of encouraging people to cram in newer homes and then offering rental suites. Do this with
existing character homes to encourage retention. Allow them to have character suites. Newer homes shouldn't be
allowed. Keep Fairfield's character!!!

4/21/2017 1:58 PM

346 Good use of space and again helps people supplement income while providing rentals in a family friendly
neighbourhood.

4/21/2017 1:46 PM

347 Please look at Portland's experience with such infill housing if it hasn't already been considered. My concern with this
option is again privacy from neighbours and that it takes away from the character of Fairfield.

4/21/2017 1:25 PM

348 Too small. Lot does not warrant the density. 4/21/2017 1:00 PM

349 Great for single renters. 4/21/2017 12:32 PM

350 I feel that overbuilding and paving over yards for parking has a much greater effect on the 'neighborhood feel' than
how many units are in a building.

4/21/2017 11:52 AM

351 This is even worse. Too tall, limits light in house next door and probably behind. There will be no opportunity to grow
food. Again, parking.

4/21/2017 11:45 AM

352 Your provisions are so restrictive for small lot housing that it would be almost impossible to get to this type of housing 4/21/2017 11:42 AM

353 Don't take away too much side yard if possible. 4/21/2017 11:40 AM

354 Love the idea of small lot homes; not sure whether suites are appropriate in these 4/21/2017 11:23 AM

355 Parking very limited already. People who purchased homes in areas that are single family did so expecting the density
of a single family zoning. Also, purpose built rental that is professionally managed is a better way to provide rental
homes - they provide more security to the renter

4/20/2017 7:16 PM

356 Creates more housing. 4/20/2017 4:37 PM

357 Looks like it had to go taller than houses around it in order to get the floor space it wanted AND the suite. Look at all
that garden at back. That's good, but wouldn't it mean that parking could be off-street?

4/20/2017 2:49 PM

358 PLEASE!!! 4/20/2017 2:30 PM

359 the parking thing. You need to be mindful of surrounding businesses in the area and ensure there is enough space for
clients (maybe timed 2 hour spots). if we want the village to grow that means residents AND business together.

4/20/2017 1:15 PM
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36.22% 272

28.10% 211

10.92% 82

12.78% 96

11.98% 90

Q7 How appropriate would side-by-side
townhouses be for Fairfield?

Answered: 751 Skipped: 22

Total 751

# Tell us why Date

1 I hate to see the loss of greenspace. The building footprint and hardscape practically takes up the whole lot. 5/7/2017 11:54 PM

2 These large structures would be priced out of the range of middle-class families and would in no way contribute to
creating a diverse and welcoming community. Strata-run environments also breed narrow-minded hostility and create
an abundance of friction amongst neighbours; this plan is not a good fit for Fairfield.

5/7/2017 10:34 PM

3 Need a blend as widespread adoption creates an unsatisfactory streetscape 5/7/2017 10:14 PM

4 Great idea. Townhouses are absolutely the way to go -- shared walls cut down on utilities, and everyone gets a small
garden.

5/7/2017 9:51 PM

5 This can keep the community feel of the neighbourhood if it is done right. They need to have their own parking and
they need to be done as 'low density' townhomes. By this I mean keeping them a reasonable square footage (not tiny)
so families would want them, and having enough green space surrounding.

5/7/2017 9:45 PM

6 Consistent with existing developments. Care must be taken to secure parking, discouraging transient crime &
squatting/shelter.

5/7/2017 9:36 PM

7 Suitable for families. 5/7/2017 9:13 PM

8 Would be okay in the right areas. 5/7/2017 9:02 PM

Very
appropriate

Somewhat
appropriate

Neutral

Somewhat
inappropriate

Very
inappropriate

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses
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9 Only if architecturally they fit with the surrounding neighbourhood. Fairfield has some lovely streets and a mix of
character/historic designs and thoughtfully designed newer housing. Caution on the design.

5/7/2017 8:59 PM

10 Desirable for the northwest and around Cook Street (option 3). 5/7/2017 8:56 PM

11 I generally support increased density, but also prefer the character of Fairfield to remain the way it is, with
concentrated pockets of increased density.

5/7/2017 8:49 PM

12 Depends on how many of them there are on the block. 5/7/2017 8:41 PM

13 Looks 'ghetto' 5/7/2017 8:28 PM

14 No strata 5/7/2017 4:23 PM

15 The row of houses behind the first row always seems more suburban - reminds me of a gated community 5/7/2017 3:56 PM

16 Limited locations in Fairfield to use them. 5/7/2017 3:51 PM

17 i would like to see more character to the neighbourhood then structure that looks all the same. 5/7/2017 3:41 PM

18 This would dramaticallly change this area. We have character homes and 3-4 storey apartment blocks. This works.
Many houses have been raised to add suites. This works too as it does not change the homes or space and is not too
tall.

5/7/2017 3:40 PM

19 keeps low height, doesn't take away other people's sunlight, could be designed to match heritage house large
complexes tend to create low income ghettoes

5/7/2017 2:27 PM

20 Again, caters to those who can afford the outlandish housing prices in Victoria. Doesn't add much housing stock for
rentals etc.

5/7/2017 1:58 PM

21 More of a residential feel, low-rise and neighbourly. 5/7/2017 1:12 PM

22 Individual 'front doors' to street. 5/7/2017 12:45 PM

23 density, family-friendly, security 5/7/2017 12:10 PM

24 I personally don't like townhouses. it would depend on the design and thought towards the neighbours. 5/7/2017 11:58 AM

25 This is a much more viable option than high rises and support increasing density. 5/7/2017 11:32 AM

26 Tuck under parking is seldom used. 5/7/2017 11:24 AM

27 More in keeping with a neighbourhood feel, however puts additional pressures on public spaces and parks. 5/7/2017 11:16 AM

28 Please do more of this! 5/7/2017 10:51 AM

29 depend on area. Fine close to nodes 5/7/2017 10:49 AM

30 NOT appropriate for most of Fairfield - only appropriate in NW area where already existing. Keep this type of housing
to a minimum in Fairfield -

5/7/2017 10:45 AM

31 Townhouses are a great alternative for people (especially those with pets) not interested in condo living. 5/7/2017 10:16 AM

32 It preserves the human scale of the neighbourhood while increasing density and affordability. 5/7/2017 9:46 AM

33 Maybe appropriate somewhere, but this is not the Fairfield my family bought into. 5/7/2017 9:30 AM

34 Would prefer not to have this density housing 5/7/2017 8:22 AM

35 We need LOTS of these!! 5/7/2017 8:19 AM

36 Parking control! Residents must use their driveways! Enforce this! 5/7/2017 7:59 AM

37 I prefer townhomes with personal yard space but I would still support this option in order to provide more family-
friendly housing that is higher density

5/7/2017 7:19 AM

38 I quite like this. However I think the City should encourage/enable freehold townhouses (with party wall agreements),
as well as the traditional strata townhouse type. This will be more appealing to many folks and is forward-thinking.

5/7/2017 6:51 AM

39 Strata living encourages people to work together for the good of all, rather than just having a 'me' attitude.
Maintenance costs are shared collectively rather than on the individual.

5/7/2017 1:13 AM

40 only if a large building came down to make space for it. Too dense. 5/6/2017 11:17 PM

41 Need to be well-designed to work well 5/6/2017 10:41 PM

42 Good implementation of density. Prefer underground parking. Make the driveways green space, common yards. Better
for families.

5/6/2017 10:33 PM
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43 One or two developments of townhouses should be the maximum allowed if land can be found that is large to set
them back and have them unobtrusive.

5/6/2017 10:13 PM

44 Same comments 5/6/2017 9:57 PM

45 Side-by-side townhouses are an ideal way to increase density and affordability. They foster community and I believe
could enrich Fairfield in the long term, as a move-up property for couples becoming young working families.

5/6/2017 9:35 PM

46 Doesn't suit the look of our area 5/6/2017 9:24 PM

47 Gentle density that looks like regular houses. Though I will never understand why we can't have fee simple row
houses here like they do elsewhere.

5/6/2017 9:19 PM

48 Maintains neighbourhood character much better than high rise buildings. 5/6/2017 9:08 PM

49 I am not fond of strata housing. I prefer more independent characteristics so that homeowners have free choice
regarding their personal use of space.

5/6/2017 8:34 PM

50 townhouses can be quite high end but only in appropriate areas and not in a large complex - a maximum of 3 or 4
townhouses

5/6/2017 8:08 PM

51 I like the sloped roofs better than a big boxy building. 5/6/2017 7:49 PM

52 Like the Abstract townhouses on Chester. Fits in well on the street. Garages provided. 5/6/2017 6:59 PM

53 Low-rise townhouses are preferable to highrise apartment buildings (over 4 stories). Provides densification and
increased housing stock.

5/6/2017 5:06 PM

54 Less green space and less family oriented. 5/6/2017 3:59 PM

55 The lot size requirement reduces density quite a bit and reduces greenery in the neighbourhood. I do like that the
parking is taken care of on the lot and is not street dependent.

5/6/2017 3:50 PM

56 Concerned about lack of protection for "heritage" properties that may be torn down to provide the land for such
developments. Preserve the neighbourhood by maximising garden space, please.

5/6/2017 3:28 PM

57 One common driveway/lane for 10 vehicles makes it very busy for the neighbour on the lane side of the development.
Again another ugly design that will not enhance Fairfield

5/6/2017 3:23 PM

58 I love the idea of town homes.. But the vehicular access to much a central design theme here. Lets accomodate
people with out making their spaces less livable with useless car access. Take out the parking. Put in bike parking
ONLY. And off street for a few for a car co -op spots. Think outside the box- separate from the car. If families cant
afford houses, many will start and commit to not owning cars. Also this diagram show too much of a block consumed
by the town house use. A huge part for the driveways access.

5/6/2017 3:14 PM

59 Off street parking is provided 5/6/2017 3:11 PM

60 It degrades the neighbourhood and might look cheap 5/6/2017 3:09 PM

61 Much better than square apartment buildings - but harder to retain urban forest 5/6/2017 2:52 PM

62 Too dense for my area. May be appropriate nearer to major roads, shopping areas. 5/6/2017 2:31 PM

63 Parking is a problem 5/6/2017 2:30 PM

64 OK closer to village centres. Not on heritage feel streets. 5/6/2017 2:26 PM

65 In small doses these can be appropriate especially for young families but they can also be very problematic and create
more social problems than they cure in my experience. Social considerations should be carefully taken into account to
make these work and to consider their advantage over apartments utilizing the same size footprint.

5/6/2017 2:18 PM

66 Townhouses fill a huge need . For young families, senior wishing to downsize and increase density without having a
impact on the surrounding neighbourhood .

5/6/2017 12:24 PM

67 looks great 5/6/2017 11:59 AM

68 In keeping with existing housing types and patterns 5/6/2017 11:43 AM

69 we don't want to look like Langley -row upon row of boring housing 5/6/2017 11:35 AM

70 Increased density, potential for ugly modern builds. 5/6/2017 11:23 AM

71 Good use of space. Neat and clean pocket neighborhood. 5/6/2017 11:15 AM

72 Too dense, and removal of old stock of homes. 5/6/2017 11:13 AM
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73 Please only consider these types of buildings on cook or fort - they do not belong in the heritage dense bulk of
Fairfield unless they can be designed to fit in. Please show a real dedication to keeping the character and I would
change my vote.

5/6/2017 10:30 AM

74 Only on major arteries please. 5/6/2017 10:28 AM

75 Destroys character of neighbourhood. People want to live here because it is beautiful, but then it would be destroyed. 5/6/2017 10:24 AM

76 I think keeping the character look enhances how well this type of housing will fit in Fairfield. Eg Chester st. 5/6/2017 10:20 AM

77 It doesn't need to be strata. You could do fee simple which would be more affordable, allowing people to maintain
their own gardens rather than pay strata fees, for example.

5/6/2017 10:16 AM

78 Nicely designed and landscaped these row house type housing would attract people who are downsizing and provide
upscale housing for empty nesters. Each unit would have off street parking too.

5/6/2017 10:04 AM

79 A more suitable option for parking a shared space. There will be more traffic, so there needs to be limited street
parking; perhaps bump-out parklets for people to sit/gather. This option would only address affordability if the property
values were commensurate with land/development cost, not over-inflated prices because this is a novel concept.
Properties need not be marketed as 'luxury' townhouses. Need to be 3 or more bedrooms to attract families and
limited to people who actually live in Victoria; no speculators/absentee owners. Period!

5/6/2017 9:58 AM

80 These will be built for investors not home owners. None of them have back yards. This means less green space and
more concrete. Why do you always want to get rid of green space? What do you have against people having yards?

5/6/2017 9:55 AM

81 Good use of space. Would prefer it to be 2-4 units max together. Overall I don't love Stratas. Often a significant added
expense

5/6/2017 8:53 AM

82 OLd stock housing should never give way to a townhouse development. 5/6/2017 3:58 AM

83 Green space is limited. Is there an off street parking space for each unit? 5/5/2017 10:55 PM

84 LARGER UNITS WILL FAVOUR FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN…WHERE DO THOSE CHILDREN PLAY? PRIVATE
YARDS AND LESS ACTUAL BUILDING ON THE SITE MIGHT WORK.

5/5/2017 10:37 PM

85 Good as long as there aren't too many on one block, compromising greenspace. 5/5/2017 9:55 PM

86 technically functional but is there enough common safe for playing area to be shared. Also need to ensure very high
quality of construction on the shared walls for noise control

5/5/2017 9:52 PM

87 Requires existing housing be demolished to create development. It also changes the neighbourhood. 5/5/2017 9:47 PM

88 HOWEVER it needs to be affordable. MEANING not charging $700 000 for a town house. It needs to be something
the average person can afford.

5/5/2017 9:35 PM

89 Love it: So much nicer than a 4 story 36 unit condo building that will do nothing for the neighborhood. 5/5/2017 8:57 PM

90 Trying to 'max' out on housing with little care for green space, appropriate parking, character, creativity and charm. 5/5/2017 8:56 PM

91 Fine as long as not all the green space is lost 5/5/2017 7:43 PM

92 This is what is needed to make Fairfield more affordable for the young families that make it vibrant! 5/5/2017 7:37 PM

93 Good housing option for people who don't want to care for large house any more. 5/5/2017 6:34 PM

94 Affordable option for younger families. 5/5/2017 6:21 PM

95 Usually architect designed and built to code. Excellent solution for increased housing with privacy. Can contribute to
the overall look, the skyline and the feasibility of expanding Cook St. village

5/5/2017 5:08 PM

96 But only in the designated growth areas and not in R1B zones 5/5/2017 4:41 PM

97 The townhomes built on Chester Ave. are similar to this plan. I personally don't like them because the resident is
surrounded by neighbours and there is no real outdoor space, but in limited quantity near the village, this would be
preferable to 6-storey buildings.

5/5/2017 4:40 PM

98 way to much density for what was a quiet serene area 5/5/2017 4:34 PM

99 We need more options for aging people and young families 5/5/2017 4:24 PM

100 This type of housing may benefit the neighbourhood if our look and feel can be maintained. 5/5/2017 4:17 PM

101 we need to monitor the style of the townhouses with development and design restrictions. 5/5/2017 3:59 PM

102 Your goal should be equilibrium among the related systems, not growth. If any part of a system is growing then that
system will fail. Please study.

5/5/2017 3:39 PM
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103 My only reservation to this would be that blocks of housing that all looks the same is pretty uncharacteristic of older
neighbourhoods like Fairfield and is not as aesthetically pleasing. I think its important to try to preserve the character
and flavour of established neighbourhoods. The mixed housing in the previous questions would do a better job of this I
think.

5/5/2017 2:33 PM

104 Too much space devoted to cars. 5/5/2017 1:49 PM

105 Maybe not such large masses of townhomes. 5/5/2017 1:47 PM

106 A good strata can guarantee good maintenance and up-keep of the units. Downside: Increases density in areas of
larger family homes.

5/5/2017 12:37 PM

107 As I indicated previously, I am for the renovation of existing houses with historical character (if not heritage status).
Hence, brand new complexes are not supported by me the further away from downtown the project is proposed.

5/5/2017 11:11 AM

108 It's family friendly and provides on site parking. 5/5/2017 11:01 AM

109 It is very difficult to find enough people willing and able to be on a strata. 5/5/2017 10:11 AM

110 I welcome any kind of real estate investment 5/4/2017 11:23 PM

111 side by side fine Just no high-rises, please! 5/4/2017 7:02 PM

112 There is no reason that these be made strata titled. They should-and can be built as fee simple stand alone titled
homes. Strata is expensive and oppressive. Sweden is filled with fee simple row houses. Strata is unnecessary and
additional expense.

5/4/2017 6:21 PM

113 This works best for me because the parking is on site, and the high density reduces the need to remove trees but I
would like the other options better if the parking was also on site.

5/4/2017 5:24 PM

114 Provides density and could be an affordable option for many people who otherwise could not afford to live in Fairfield.
It also avoids the large condo square box dominating the block. The only caution is to ensure it does not block out the
light on the adjacent homes.

5/4/2017 5:18 PM

115 unless the developer offers 20 spaces (in this example) you will have parking disaster. Remember, you still want
shoppers to come here, park and shop short term. I live in Rockland and don't shop here now because of the lack of
parking. Up the density and we will still reslly just drive by.

5/4/2017 5:11 PM

116 where does everyone park 5/4/2017 3:46 PM

117 higher density but with individual garage parking 5/4/2017 2:27 PM

118 Lack of green space. Personally not a fan of such cookie cutter developments when you get beyond four units. 5/4/2017 1:45 PM

119 Better mix of housing types. 5/4/2017 12:03 PM

120 OK in areas designated for higher density. Should have off-street parking. 5/4/2017 9:44 AM

121 Forms a mini community - sense of security, especially for older people and people with young kids. Increases density
but with personal space.

5/4/2017 9:40 AM

122 Much too high a density and no allotment for families to share greenspace. Reduce the development by at least 2
townhouses for the space available. It will overpower any neighbourhood homes.

5/4/2017 9:10 AM

123 looks like the eradicatin of green space, looks like montreal non stop housing, ugh 5/4/2017 7:36 AM

124 This looks very nice and practical. 5/3/2017 9:43 PM

125 There are other regions in Greater Victoria where this may be appropriate but not in Fairfield. 5/3/2017 9:12 PM

126 This would be tough to evaluate except based on a specific proposal. I'm not opposed to the model, but am not sure
how much you can get away from the genericness and car-centredness which seems to still hold sway in areas where
this housing is prevalent.

5/3/2017 7:12 PM

127 Add more floors - more suites. 5/3/2017 4:42 PM

128 Allows for younger families 5/3/2017 4:05 PM

129 The single family residences are what makes Fairfeild what it is. If you're planning to knock down homes and put up
barracks, do it somewhere else - somewhere net new.

5/3/2017 2:39 PM

130 a small step toward affordability 5/3/2017 1:37 PM

131 Would definitely depend on the surrounding density of the neighbourhood. 5/3/2017 11:57 AM

132 This residential style does not exist in Fairfield. Who besides developers are trying to introduce it? 5/3/2017 11:21 AM
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133 More affordable option for people who have children. 5/3/2017 10:55 AM

134 I'm not as excited about promoting this idea, b/c under current rules and conditions, many of these units will get
snapped up by the already-well-off (foreign and domestic), as "investments", to be hoarded and sold for a profit later.
This kind of speculative behaviour is sick, and must stop.

5/3/2017 10:54 AM

135 Great density but can interrupt the flow of the neighborhood of not in the right areas. But I would support them
generally.

5/3/2017 10:49 AM

136 Do not destroy what is a good neighbourhood already with increased development. Townhouses can work well for
increasing density, but not in this neighbourhood. Most cities work at preserving their best neighbourhoods – NOT
systematically destroying them, which is what this push for densification will do.

5/3/2017 10:32 AM

137 good use of land, good for aging population wanting to stay in neighbourhood, sense of community. 5/3/2017 9:31 AM

138 A more efficient use of land. 5/3/2017 9:30 AM

139 Emphasis on the "careful consideration" piece. These homes in the wrong place could sour a neighbourhood with too
much density and create discord over parking and shared resources such as green space.

5/3/2017 9:04 AM

140 While this could maintain the look and feel of the area it is starting to increase the density 5/3/2017 7:48 AM

141 Town homes reduce the character of a neighbourhood and reduce personal space and they require that land
assemblies be created and stand alone homes are reduced. They also give a very noninclusive feel to surrounding
neighbours.

5/2/2017 10:21 PM

142 The example given is unattractive because the units are all the same. A better design would give some individuality to
units. Land use is efficient.

5/2/2017 9:35 PM

143 The design shown is sensitive to the Fairfield neighbourhood. Has off-street parking 5/2/2017 9:30 PM

144 Same comments as previous slide. Essentially, too much loss of green space 5/2/2017 9:22 PM

145 Traffic still an issue. 5/2/2017 9:04 PM

146 This is fine but we need the infrastructure 5/2/2017 7:37 PM

147 I am fine if there are not loads of them, but the picture shows up to ten townhouses on one lot and I would worry this
would take away from the peacefulness of Fairfield. But we should have some to increase density etc. Just not too
much - we don't want to look like Richmond

5/2/2017 7:17 PM

148 Massive and little green space. 5/2/2017 7:02 PM

149 Tear down of older houses would definitely follow. 5/2/2017 6:19 PM

150 don't want character homes to be torn down to make room for townhouses 5/2/2017 2:47 PM

151 It depends on where and how much they are. If they are affordable for families then yes. I would only want to see
these where there is already density - such as in the northwest part of Fairfield. Not in Cook St Village.

5/2/2017 2:32 PM

152 A good way to increase density without undermining neighbourhood character. Suitable for families because of direct
outdoor access. And there are lots of good examles in Victoria including Fairfield.

5/2/2017 1:08 PM

153 will lose front yard green space. Needs to be interspersed with single family homes and allow for privacy between
town houses and single family homes.

5/2/2017 12:51 PM

154 the look is compatible with SFR neighbours. 5/2/2017 10:58 AM

155 crowding, ugly and street parking issues will arrive because of convenience 5/2/2017 10:36 AM

156 Creates density, and supports growth without destroying the nature of the neighbourhood 5/2/2017 9:01 AM

157 Doesn't have to be as monolithic as the illustration - there is already one example on Chester north of Oscar. Very
attractive.

5/1/2017 8:35 PM

158 good a buffer between apartment buildings and single family homes. 5/1/2017 7:41 PM

159 Very appropriate IF designated as affordable housing. If it's just another money grab development, then no. 5/1/2017 7:33 PM

160 This would be good if done sparingly. 5/1/2017 7:20 PM

161 Meh. 5/1/2017 6:51 PM

162 More housing. 5/1/2017 5:54 PM
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163 It is my sense that shared use of common space is more likely in Fernwood. The kind of people living in and moving
into Fairfield would rather have a small private space than a larger shared space. Also, the streetscape would change
substantially.

5/1/2017 5:32 PM

164 They make use of space without having a high rise apartment building. 5/1/2017 4:49 PM

165 There should be required green space for all units (not terraces) and consideration of properties behind so that they
are not too close and blocking light and reducing privacy.

5/1/2017 4:49 PM

166 I don't mind the addition of townhouses but they are as expensive to buy as houses now. Solves the parking issue. 5/1/2017 4:39 PM

167 Terrific land use density with minimal impact on street parking. 5/1/2017 3:36 PM

168 If you simply want to increase density, this is the way to do it, I suppose, but what other obvious advantage does it
offer to offset what you can find anywhere in the city as a buffer from big box development.

5/1/2017 1:13 PM

169 I just don't like town-houses. If we must have them I'd prefer it didn't look like the architect hit copy-paste five times. If
they were designed in a sort of public square / courtyard style that could be alright. Turn them into mini-neighborhoods
of their own.

5/1/2017 12:52 PM

170 I have seen these develop... they look good, and add options for people who are priced out of single family homes. 5/1/2017 12:44 PM

171 Improves density 5/1/2017 11:17 AM

172 No parking on streets, only for emergency trucks. 5/1/2017 10:50 AM

173 too dense, depends on lot size and number of units 5/1/2017 9:30 AM

174 this accommodates more families in a block and, if the areas are appropriate and the design blends in, would not be
too obtrusive. I wouldn't want too many of these in an area, though

5/1/2017 9:14 AM

175 Better use of space. 5/1/2017 7:31 AM

176 Love the idea of getting cars off the street!!! 5/1/2017 4:58 AM

177 Can provide "house" for those who might not afford or want detached house. Puts multiple housing units on smaller
footprint, while maintaining "low heights" (2 storey)

4/30/2017 11:02 PM

178 fits in well with the current housing character in the area. also affordable density. 4/30/2017 10:09 PM

179 Too many too much too big.... 4/30/2017 8:56 PM

180 Around urbanizing areas, along transit routes very apropriate, less so in areas with close to 100% traditional housing 4/30/2017 8:47 PM

181 Modern families don't have the same amount of time to care for outdoor landscaping so townhouses are good for
them.

4/30/2017 7:53 PM

182 increases density -- perhaps create incentives to have shared transportation as well... less space used for cars. 4/30/2017 6:14 PM

183 wouldn't want too much of this 4/30/2017 3:47 PM

184 I like the concept but it may not result in additional low income housing, if that is the objective for all areas of Fairfield.
Low income perhaps for locations farthest away from the downtown core. Fairfield is an expensive neighbourhood

4/30/2017 10:48 AM

185 too crowded. 4/30/2017 10:31 AM

186 Looks very regimented, but probably more affordable. 4/30/2017 8:46 AM

187 They look crushed together ....and very high. 4/30/2017 6:31 AM

188 Family-friendly, good use of space. In the right location, this could be very appropriate. 4/29/2017 7:51 PM

189 Goofy parking though. Too tight. Kids will get run over one day. 4/29/2017 5:16 PM

190 No green space. 4/29/2017 5:08 PM

191 Would look good in the Fairfield neighborhood. I like the garages being tucked underneath. Parking is an issue in
Fairfield.

4/29/2017 4:54 PM

192 Each unit has own parking space/garage. Reduces parking on street which is sometimes at a premium. Increased
density, but doesn't look it.

4/29/2017 4:48 PM

193 Stratas are a disaster, run by little dictators who have either too much time on their hands or by people who take little
or no responsibility. I tried it, no thanks!

4/29/2017 4:17 PM

194 includes parking. There are not enough townhouses in victoria 4/29/2017 4:11 PM
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195 There is no character to these units. If the facade could be individualized or made to look more attractive perhaps. 4/29/2017 3:46 PM

196 Same reasons…increased density is beneficial for many rasons. 4/29/2017 3:24 PM

197 Concentrating the newer architecture to certain blocks, rather than randomly amongst older housing, feels more
acceptable.

4/29/2017 2:34 PM

198 Need choices and these complexes can be very tastefully done. 4/29/2017 1:57 PM

199 As long as the number of homes is reasonable. 4/29/2017 1:27 PM

200 This is great for people who don't want to deal with the upkeep of a home but want to stay in Fairfield. 4/29/2017 12:32 PM

201 will destroy neighbourhoods 4/29/2017 11:33 AM

202 This type of development would not conform with existing types of development and would change the existing
character of the neighbourhood. It may be appropriate in some existing pockets zoned for multi-family units.

4/29/2017 11:30 AM

203 as long as it is developed with quality 4/29/2017 11:08 AM

204 Could be okay as long as the style of the townhouses is a good fit with the other homes in the same area. 4/29/2017 11:04 AM

205 Too dense 4/29/2017 10:55 AM

206 if done correctly with gardens and paths could be quite nice 4/29/2017 10:44 AM

207 These have potential to become ghettos. 4/29/2017 9:44 AM

208 Reduces need for condos while maximizing land use and provides more cost effective housing for families 4/29/2017 9:14 AM

209 allows extra green space, higher density which is inevitable, sense of community 4/29/2017 8:48 AM

210 I have seen this in Langley where I used to live and it creates a real density problem with parking and traffic, plus it
changes the overall look of the commumity

4/29/2017 8:39 AM

211 parking off the narrow streets 4/29/2017 8:33 AM

212 I like how there are two groups of homes. It gives people their own space. 4/29/2017 7:38 AM

213 This has happened across from me; now parking difficult for visitors, more noise, no lovely yards to look at out the
window, less privacy, not as friendly a neighbourhood where you knew everyone.

4/29/2017 7:32 AM

214 As previously stated, diversity in options provides diversity of residents which is healthy. 4/28/2017 10:00 PM

215 This seems to be the best solution if increased density is the goal but creative design is critical if it is to be both livable
and aesthetically acceptable.

4/28/2017 9:36 PM

216 Inward looking and cut off from neighbourhood 4/28/2017 8:27 PM

217 Townhouses are great -- when done properly. Eg. Oliphant at Heywood: 4 dwellings, each with sufficient yard, taking
the place of what would otherwise be two detached homes. Townhouses like those on Oscar s. of Fairfield have no
space around them and are better suited to downtown/city core.

4/28/2017 7:56 PM

218 more housing. no added on-street parking - excellent. 4/28/2017 7:15 PM

219 Reasonable use of space. 4/28/2017 5:56 PM

220 Good use of space and low profile. Allow secondary suits downstairs. 4/28/2017 5:50 PM

221 very unfair to single detached owners... 4/28/2017 5:25 PM

222 Not for the single-family neighborhood. 4/28/2017 4:36 PM

223 I like this idea, side by side with a green space in the back . Not completely densified or doubled as in the above
picture. if each home can be more independant , yet responsible to keep the homes and grounds nice for everyone,
also having a car parked on the front and green space in back. Light is important so not overcrowding.

4/28/2017 4:20 PM

224 Crowds out green spaces and trees. 4/28/2017 4:16 PM

225 increase density, but maintains the look of the neigbourhood 4/28/2017 4:08 PM

226 density and affordable go hand in hand 4/28/2017 3:55 PM

227 need to increase density especially to provide low cost rentals 4/28/2017 3:32 PM

228 Has the look of a house with private entries 4/28/2017 3:13 PM

229 The streetscape can be ruined by a builder with a poor design. Would need to have some controls. 4/28/2017 2:52 PM
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230 Already exists in NW Fairfield 4/28/2017 2:05 PM

231 So long as they are affordable. A recent development advertised as "starting at $700,00". $700,000 is in no way
affordable for the majority of people living and working in this city. Increased population density is necessary, but
Victoria does not an increase in foreign home investors, real estate speculators, and luxury homes. Create real
incentives as well as consequences for developers to create affordable new homes and I would consider supporting
this type of townhouse.

4/28/2017 1:54 PM

232 I approve greater population density but do not like townhouses. 4/28/2017 1:28 PM

233 Elevates the on street parking issue and allows more people to live in the same space. 4/28/2017 12:22 PM

234 Increases density without tall buildings overlooking neighbours and blocking out sunlight and at the same time
minimising the parking issue by having off street parking.

4/28/2017 11:50 AM

235 Depends where. 4/28/2017 10:56 AM

236 This is appropriate between Blanchard and Cook street village only. It is better than low-rise apartments, as it limits
population density. It should only be permitted on lots that currently have old apartment buildings on them.

4/28/2017 10:42 AM

237 Parking problems have to be solved. 4/28/2017 9:12 AM

238 Low rise, suitable housing for different needs, potential green space on the lot. Only issue is density. Often far more
units are crammed onto the lot. Require more generous set back from the street and reasonable square footage.

4/28/2017 8:02 AM

239 Townhouses change the look of the neighbourhood. I'm not in favour of this one. Fernwood & James Bay would be
more appropriate areas for these.

4/28/2017 7:58 AM

240 This layout would be okay if the style of design is in keeping with the character of the neighbourhood. Too often we
are seeing ugly characterless boxes being built.

4/28/2017 5:15 AM

241 It depends where. It must not involve tearing down existing heritage homes. 4/27/2017 9:05 PM

242 What a nightmare!!! 4/27/2017 7:22 PM

243 Parking on the property. 4/27/2017 6:52 PM

244 ok for wider streets (eg with transit stops) but not appropriate for narrower residential streets 4/27/2017 6:28 PM

245 Again, architect design townhouses in Fairfield would be fantastic. Often with three bedrooms and storage space -
these units would be affordable for families, empty nesters, couples and singles.

4/27/2017 6:18 PM

246 (1) ugly (2) ugly Besides which, it fosters that 'uniform repetition with a splash of green' remoteness that corrodes the
leafy structural variety of a neighbourhood.

4/27/2017 6:11 PM

247 If some green space/trees could be saved or incorporated into the design, I think this option would fit into
neighbourhood nicely.

4/27/2017 5:48 PM

248 Room for many families and lots of outdoor space/beach/parks nearby 4/27/2017 5:42 PM

249 Changes the face of our neighbourhood with far too much density. 4/27/2017 5:06 PM

250 Too crowded and negatively impacts current neoghbourhoods 4/27/2017 4:45 PM

251 I like the idea of townhouses. They allow for density without going to high and destroying the view. However, I am
opposed to unregulated strata fees. Having lived in the UK and Europe where there are lots of row housing and no
strata fees, I do not understand how Strata fees in Canada have gotten out of control. People pay as much in strata
fees per month as I do in rent. There are no price controls on stratas and they have way too much power. Rental
townhouses would be preferable.

4/27/2017 4:34 PM

252 Possibly inappropriate in areas that are completely single family home areas presently 4/27/2017 4:31 PM

253 Creates micro neighbourhoods and built-in play space. Maintains open and community feel. 4/27/2017 4:11 PM

254 As long as parking is on-site then this is OK. 4/27/2017 4:09 PM

255 This is not the current Fairfield mood. Too urban 4/27/2017 3:31 PM

256 Would have to make up for lost green yards. 4/27/2017 3:24 PM

257 These tend to be ridiculously priced so no family would actually be able to afford them. 4/27/2017 2:47 PM

258 could work in some places - 4/27/2017 2:34 PM

259 would mean tearing down heritage homes which are what the neighbourhood is based on. 4/27/2017 2:14 PM

260 Isn't in keeping with Fairfields character 4/27/2017 2:08 PM
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261 Needed for many people, young and old, to ensure neighbourhood is diverse 4/27/2017 1:10 PM

262 want quality over quantity 4/27/2017 11:58 AM

263 parking solutions provided! home style can blend in more seamlessly than a 4-6 (or 10 storey) apartment building 4/27/2017 11:02 AM

264 My only concern is how many townhouses in a row. Too many and it's a solid wall with no green space or sight lines
between. Do not recommend more than about 5 in a row.

4/27/2017 10:19 AM

265 Drastically limit areas for and numbers of townhouses 4/27/2017 10:16 AM

266 How do seniors manage in multi-story townhouses? Would these be rental or strata?How many parking spots per
unit? Again Street Parking!

4/27/2017 9:10 AM

267 A bit crowded feeling but not bad. 4/27/2017 7:37 AM

268 Good use of land and everyone has green space unlike 3 to 4 story buildings in a neighborhood 4/27/2017 6:04 AM

269 Same as before. Intense inflationary impact. GHG exacerbation. Covers food and indigenous plant soil. Avoids dealing
with N. American housing crisis in a just and equitable manner.

4/26/2017 11:56 PM

270 The character houses are a main part of the charm of Fairfield. Some allotment should be made for more townhouses
and apartment buildings though.

4/26/2017 11:03 PM

271 where's the option for 30 story buildings? 4/26/2017 10:59 PM

272 this depends moreso on lot size and configuration. appropriate on collector roads such as fairfield, cook, moss, may
for example.

4/26/2017 10:04 PM

273 The location of such a development would require careful consideration, but could be done. I'd love to see this happen
on the ground legal with families joining together and being supported by the city to build such a complex, vs private
development with the intent to profit through expensive rent

4/26/2017 9:57 PM

274 does not seem in keeping with the feel of the neighborhood 4/26/2017 9:41 PM

275 Expectations are changing with the newer generations of families living here. The 6,000 sf lot is a luxury few locals
can afford or need.

4/26/2017 9:32 PM

276 Family friendly housing. More affordable than single family homes. Low maintenance properties. Can be well
designed- as in Vancouver.

4/26/2017 9:22 PM

277 This would create traffic congestion. And it is impersonal. 4/26/2017 8:52 PM

278 This houses more people/families. BUT it would need to be in the right location as not every neighbourhood could
support this densification.

4/26/2017 8:06 PM

279 Depends on the type of buildings on either side. Blocks and blocks of these would be too dense 4/26/2017 7:21 PM

280 Who have you been hearing from? Actual land owners in Fairfield? Every neighbor I know, everyone I run into and
talk to about this who is a resident and land owner has never once said to me that the current direction city hall is
taking with forced density is what they want. These ideas are stated to me by realtors, developers, and individuals
who do not currently own land here. We should matter. We saved, worked and bought land!

4/26/2017 7:16 PM

281 increases populations density and removes too much green space 4/26/2017 6:47 PM

282 The issue here would be cost. As indicated previously, Fairfield has been traditionally (or at least since World War 2)
an area of relatively low cost housing for those on fixed or restricted incomes. Townhouses are very desireable but, at
the present time, very expensive, far beyond the reach of many of those currently living in the area.

4/26/2017 6:45 PM

283 Depending on the street and amount of town homes. four town homes side y side is different than two rows of 6. Four
seems reasonable in maintaining the look and density of the area, anything more may be over kill.

4/26/2017 6:35 PM

284 Townhouses are a good form of housing but stratas are annoying. They bring another level of government into your
life. How about individual ownership?

4/26/2017 6:28 PM

285 some sites might work - but would hate to see large scale developments of this sort in great numbers in Fairfield 4/26/2017 6:00 PM

286 All of fairfield outside of some protected heritage buildings should be upzoned to naturally grow into at LEAST this level
of density, so long as infrastructure is there to support it.

4/26/2017 5:19 PM

287 The impact on the neighbours would be significant. 4/26/2017 5:14 PM

288 So long as the roof lines are peaked and design traditional. 4/26/2017 5:13 PM

289 not enough green 4/26/2017 5:07 PM
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324 supports the need 4/26/2017 11:10 AM

325 Very appropriate on busier streets. 4/26/2017 9:25 AM

326 Not sure. Too many drive ways, lack of aesthetic. 4/25/2017 10:55 PM

327 Facing out and putting in too much density could make this one difficult. How about turning them into a garden
courtyard with playground?

4/25/2017 9:33 PM

328 may not provide enough off street parking 4/25/2017 8:32 PM

329 A somewhat better density solution; however too many of these types or a mix of types on the same block would result
in insufficient street parking and increased vehicle traffic for the current roadways.

4/25/2017 6:04 PM

330 too much density. Don't fit the area. 4/25/2017 3:17 PM

331 The only way these work is if you convert one of those ugly multi story apartment buildings. It doesn't work if you allow
developers to buy up and tear down residential houses except in some rare cases where one or two residential
houses have been left as little 'island's surrounded by greater density.

4/25/2017 2:57 PM

332 OK depending on location. 4/25/2017 1:38 PM

333 Increased energy efficiency and use of land with shared walks. 4/25/2017 11:45 AM

334 Not everybody wants to live or try and raise a family in a condo. The city is 100% focus on quantity not the quality of
life. Condos have a tenancy to isolate people from others and not provide a healthy social environment. You shouldn't
have to go else where in the community to find neighbours.

4/25/2017 11:39 AM

335 Increases affordable housing options; allows for increased density 4/25/2017 8:40 AM

336 Along cook and Fairfield this would fly. Maybe Dallas too but not much elsewhere 4/24/2017 11:52 PM

337 Because, reality. 4/24/2017 11:21 PM

338 Character suits the neighbourhood 4/24/2017 8:10 PM

339 Depends or where these are planned. At least the parking is addressed. Would this be replacing older apartment
buildings or tearing down original housing by whichever developer has the cash?

4/24/2017 7:07 PM

340 I prefer the old housing stock in this neighbourhood rather than this significant change to the character of the
neighbourhood.

4/24/2017 4:36 PM

341 Fairfield would not be Fairfield any more!!! 4/24/2017 11:53 AM

342 More affordable family housing 4/24/2017 9:43 AM

343 Typically these are too dense and too little green space/pervious surfaces remain. Also, strata outdoor space is NOT
conducive to food production nor to family friendly and safe 'yards'.

4/23/2017 10:57 PM

344 More housing options at a variety of price points (ownership and rental) is important. 4/23/2017 9:24 PM

345 Allows for increased density while providing onsite parking, providing architecture is in keeping with existing
developments, e.g. heritage sensitive.

4/23/2017 7:37 PM

346 I can't think of an area where this would be feasible without the loss of quite a number of existing character housing
stock

4/23/2017 5:15 PM

347 Concerned about parking in an area where children may be playing. Also lack of green space and character make this
somewhat unacceptable

4/23/2017 3:13 PM

348 Better idea than previous one because self-contained. However, would favour duplexes, triplexes, quads - not too
many units.

4/23/2017 2:39 PM

349 These are attractive and appealing for families. Great alternative to condo. 4/23/2017 1:25 PM

350 Better option to allow homeowners to live in the neighbourhood. Also reduces street paring congestions and wars.
Would contribute to improved sense of community and belonging, less warehousing.

4/23/2017 8:34 AM

351 In demand - especially if they could be made of varying sizes on same development. 4/22/2017 11:29 PM

352 It adds density and doesn't end up spilling cars out onto streets already too full with cars. 4/22/2017 7:21 PM

353 Depends on what they replace (big apartments? Lower cost rental?) and whether rent-to-income or expensive. 4/22/2017 7:05 PM

354 low rise building with high density, appropriate for families 4/22/2017 5:50 PM
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355 Too many beautiful homes would be torn down. Why does the growth have to happen in Fairfield or James bay or oak
bay. Leave some of the city intact. Such a loss to have Beacon Hill, ross bay cemetery etc buried in townhouses an
overgrown homes.

4/22/2017 4:37 PM

356 visually appealing 4/22/2017 4:35 PM

357 In harmony with existing housing. 4/22/2017 4:22 PM

358 BUT only if they have pitched roofs… Traditional values are important to an area with Heritage homes. 4/22/2017 3:34 PM

359 Appropriate only if the numbers are kept to a minimum. 4/22/2017 2:19 PM

360 Fairly major impact on the neighbourhood. Not much better than high rises. 4/22/2017 12:10 PM

361 family friendly. shared green space could be well designed. Design of town houses could be an asses to streetscapes
if setbacks from street maintained to allow for apprpriate landscaping

4/22/2017 11:37 AM

362 Sorry --not able to imagine this option 4/22/2017 8:27 AM

363 to dense and very little yard 4/22/2017 8:10 AM

364 It would be nice if they were in a character home style to maintain the charm of the neighbourhood 4/21/2017 10:49 PM

365 great use of space 4/21/2017 8:53 PM

366 SFDs have become unobtainable for working class people. 4/21/2017 8:07 PM

367 Don't like terrace style shared walls. Looks like future slum 4/21/2017 4:53 PM

368 Increases density affordability and new family housing which are the missing middle housing types in fairfield 4/21/2017 4:13 PM

369 Fine if it doesn't involve too much destruction of existing housing stock. 4/21/2017 4:07 PM

370 design so that car and related space is minimized. 4/21/2017 2:09 PM

371 This is taking place in Fairfield now and seems to fit well with well considered development permit requirements. 4/21/2017 2:06 PM

372 In an appropriate high density area, this is fine. Do not allow this in single family residential areas. This ruins the
character and has a lasting negative impact on the city.

4/21/2017 1:59 PM

373 I guess really it is location appropriate. Building this amongst single family dwellings would overshadow them and
create huge congestion.

4/21/2017 1:49 PM

374 Sure, but these are just houses with shared lot. Why not just build a moderate 4-5 story building and increase density
more efficiently. For that matter, why are we being so stupid about Fairfield in general. There are many higher
buildings scattered about and they do not ruin the place. Allowing development of four to five story buildings anywhere
should be encouraged.

4/21/2017 1:06 PM

375 that's a big density jump though, so it depends where 4/21/2017 12:03 PM

376 this large swath of development would replace the majority of a block. It looks like a mini gated community. This
seems like something you'd see in the suburbs.

4/21/2017 11:55 AM

377 Must be height restricted by actual height not storeys. 4/21/2017 11:46 AM

378 Ground oriented 4/21/2017 11:43 AM

379 I'm curious why you specified strata townhouses, as opposed to freehold ownership with a party wall agreement.
Should be more flexibile - would be more popular

4/20/2017 9:41 PM

380 I'm a huge fan of strata developments. They are purpose-built for increased density so they address problems such as
parking that can arise with increased density. They are a great way to increase the amount of more affordable home
ownership options

4/20/2017 7:24 PM

381 more housing options 4/20/2017 4:38 PM

382 Not everywhere - only closer to commercial centres. Please, no closer to neighbours than existing houses are. Make
sure green is maximized. Concerned that on-site parking will be inadequate. W. current single family homes w. 2 cars,
one can be on street. What happens in this situation? Long time single family homes in neighbourhood no longer can
find parking.

4/20/2017 2:55 PM

383 Near already-dense transportation corridors, like Fort and Cook Streets 4/20/2017 2:30 PM

384 i worry about long time residents who are home owners. I think more house rental suites is more appropriate. or
mixed business/retail. keeps the neighbourhood feel!

4/20/2017 1:17 PM
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28.35% 199

52.14% 366

19.52% 137

Q8 Where would side-by-side townhouses
be appropriate in your neighbourhood?

Answered: 702 Skipped: 71

Total 702

# Tell us why Date

1 See above. 5/7/2017 10:34 PM

2 changes the character of residential areas more appropriate in areas adjacent to mixed commercial/residential (e,g, off
Cook street)

5/7/2017 10:15 PM

3 Appropriate in TOD areas, adjacent to higher density development, and as a buffer to lower density areas. 5/7/2017 10:14 PM

4 It's quite high density and would bring a lot of traffic to smaller streets. 5/7/2017 9:51 PM

5 This would be best in the north or northwest area, and should only be done immediately adjacent to (or replacing)
existing apartment complexes.

5/7/2017 9:45 PM

6 Increased vehicle traffic for townhome complexes is only appropriate where major streets allow sufficient safe access
for increased traffic. Small, narrow East-West streets like Chapman, Oxford & McKenzie are already busy, especially
between Vancouver, Cook, Linden & Moss.

5/7/2017 9:36 PM

7 Prefer to increase housing density in other areas of the City, such as along the strip of Government between Chatham
and Bay. It would improve that area immensely. A most unattractive part of the City right now.

5/7/2017 8:59 PM

8 See above 5/7/2017 8:56 PM

9 Try this north of Fisgard, west of Blanchard 5/7/2017 8:28 PM

10 Wherever it is financially viable. 5/7/2017 6:24 PM

11 Too many of this style or too freely situated would make a distinct change to the feel of the neighbourhood. 5/7/2017 5:12 PM

12 The heavy site-coverage, with parking and drives filling the spaces between the rows of housing, ends up being only a
bit better than the 70's style apartment blocks with surface parking. Row housing that is truly street-oriented would be
better

5/7/2017 3:56 PM

Everywhere

Only in
certain...

Not in
Fairfield

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Everywhere

Only in certain locations (tell us where in the next question)

Not in Fairfield
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13 Changes the face of the neighbourhood 5/7/2017 3:51 PM

14 only where older heritage houses did not have to be removed 5/7/2017 2:27 PM

15 Not looking to turn Fairfield into a "Lippettown." 5/7/2017 12:33 PM

16 additional density may have traffic implications, which need to be considered as many Fairfield streets are not
currently equipped for greater volume (e.g., traffic lights may be necessary where four-way stops currently reside)

5/7/2017 12:10 PM

17 They are usually generic looking and the parking is usually condensed and unwieldy. 5/7/2017 11:58 AM

18 There are pockets of existing multi-unit housing that will need to be replaced in the future, and along busier streets this
would be appropriate. I would not want areas with beautiful character houses and trees to be torn down for this type of
housing.

5/7/2017 11:32 AM

19 Too much densification. 5/7/2017 11:24 AM

20 Acceptable in certain locations but not everywhere. 5/7/2017 11:17 AM

21 Gonzalez is now for rich folks or folks that were lucky to buy when they did. Density will allow for More families,
amenities etc. The number 7 runs by all of these areas and is perfect for increased housing options.

5/7/2017 10:51 AM

22 See above 5/7/2017 10:45 AM

23 My only concerns with townhouses or any new development is that they come at the cost of tearing down character
homes and that new townhouses are insanely expensive, prohibiting diversity.

5/7/2017 10:16 AM

24 Almost anywhere, but it would be beneficial to preserve some streets with older/historic single-family houses by
prohibiting development of town-houses, row-houses and apartment buildings on these streets. Garden suites,
basement suites or an upper-storey suite would be acceptable on these streets.

5/7/2017 9:46 AM

25 Retaining the low density qualities of Fairfield is a priority. Heritage properties should be protected. Infill creep is to be
cautioned against.

5/7/2017 9:30 AM

26 Keep the village feel. Don't turn us into Vancouver. 5/7/2017 7:34 AM

27 To minimize additional traffic burdens on already narrow and sometimes dangerous streets. 5/7/2017 6:51 AM

28 I think would work in the cook street area 5/7/2017 6:43 AM

29 If well-designed and built, this style of townhouses look smart and would appeal to younger families as well as working
professionals alike.

5/7/2017 1:13 AM

30 Too large. A smaller set like the one on Sutlej (behind old royall bank bldg) would be ok west of Cook st. 5/6/2017 11:17 PM

31 Main arteries should have 3 - 6 story mixed use. Townhouses are better on neighborhood streets. Mixed in with
detached housing.

5/6/2017 10:33 PM

32 At the border of downtown. 5/6/2017 10:13 PM

33 Cannot be specific. 5/6/2017 9:57 PM

34 While there are numerous locations where side-by-side townhouse developments would be at home in Fairfield, one
could not argue that they belong absolutely anywhere, and the land whose highest and best use is as medium-density
housing probably sits near, but not directly on, the main roads.

5/6/2017 9:35 PM

35 Main corridors, near schools. Should be affordable for families 5/6/2017 9:26 PM

36 Depending upon the number of row houses, these could be almost everywhere. 5/6/2017 9:19 PM

37 some areas may accommodate this, some may not. I would not want developers to have free reign to buy up adjacent
single family houses to build townhouses.

5/6/2017 8:08 PM

38 I wouldn't want to see these replace the lovely heritage or character houses that are common in Fairfield. 5/6/2017 7:49 PM

39 This would be ideal for Burdett instead of the developer's proposed condo which does not fit in with the heritage
homes and other single family residences.

5/6/2017 6:59 PM

40 There are a few empty lots that I've seen that are large enough to accommodate this, but I think it would be better
overall to place units like this further away from the downtown core, where people will be looking for a more suburban
environment.

5/6/2017 3:50 PM

41 Only where the development would not impact the heritage or high quality design inventory. Is there a way to regulate
and take out the ugly, poorly designed homes ? I guess not.

5/6/2017 3:28 PM

42 It does not add any community 'feel' to the existing neighborhood.Limited interaction with the rest of the street 5/6/2017 3:23 PM
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43 a concentration of population should be situated close to amenities and services so as not to cause unnecessary traffic
(especially if you promote cars/unit) from the outskirts. If you eliminated the car, closer to the work radius from town.

5/6/2017 3:14 PM

44 Close to commercial zones or at least in particular areas of neighbourhoods 5/6/2017 3:11 PM

45 as above 5/6/2017 3:09 PM

46 towards downtown 5/6/2017 2:52 PM

47 Townhouses significantly alter the feel of a neighbourhood. They should be appropriately placed within the context of a
neighbourhood.

5/6/2017 2:18 PM

48 The character of the location should be very important in any decision. 5/6/2017 12:24 PM

49 along Vancouver St. OK. 5/6/2017 11:58 AM

50 destroy the character of the neigbourhood-not impressed with what was approved for Moss St. -modern ? I say lacks
any detail to make the buildings interesting

5/6/2017 11:35 AM

51 Good on busy streets because parking is usually on the main floor garage. These create parking problems in
residential neighborhoods.

5/6/2017 11:15 AM

52 Along Fort Corridor. Needs to be closer to the downtown. Changes the family character of most Fairfield streets 5/6/2017 11:13 AM

53 Cook street and Fort street - near the busy hubs this makes sense. 5/6/2017 10:30 AM

54 More inappropriate for Gonzales area. Perhaps acceptable closer to downtown core? 5/6/2017 10:24 AM

55 I don't like the idea of healthy well maintained older homes being demolished to accommodate this type of housing. A
developer would like tearing down a single family to add 8 +units or more profit wise but not at the expense of losing
why we chose to live in Fairfield. perhaps as an option to some of the 4-6 story for some of NW so we don't end up in
a cavernous wind tunnel.

5/6/2017 10:20 AM

56 Where there are larger lots and probably closer to major street corridors such as Fairfield Road, May Street, Richmond
Ave, St. Charles Street etc.

5/6/2017 10:04 AM

57 No yard Not appropriate. 5/6/2017 9:55 AM

58 I think 2 unit projects could be appropriate everywhere but if the number is rising up above that then perhaps sticking
a bit more around the commercial areas

5/6/2017 8:53 AM

59 In locations where the housing stock is in poor conditions or on very large lots. Doesn't make sense to take down
decent buildings or heritage homes in order to provide this solution

5/5/2017 11:06 PM

60 High density zones northwestern Fairfield Vancouver to Blanshard Street. Some streets around Cook St Village
(similar properties already exist there) Not on streets consisting solely of single family homes.

5/5/2017 10:55 PM

61 TOO MUCH DENSITY IN THE ILLUSTRATION - COULD BE MODIFIED TO FIT IN WITH THE
NEIGHBOURHOOD...

5/5/2017 10:37 PM

62 Some blocks are established communities, and some are not. Build townhouses on busier streets with higher turnover
of occupants.

5/5/2017 9:55 PM

63 we need to respect the flavour of single family homes with or without suites. The heritage of some areas can become
lost when many townhomes take over.

5/5/2017 9:52 PM

64 Near main streets 5/5/2017 9:50 PM

65 It will require eradication of existing housing stock. 5/5/2017 9:47 PM

66 For the same reasons above 5/5/2017 8:56 PM

67 with appropriate design guidelines 5/5/2017 7:37 PM

68 If attractive and nicely landscaped should be fine However, don't tear down older homes in good condition for this as
these add such character to Fairfield

5/5/2017 6:34 PM

69 If replacing other high-density dwellings 5/5/2017 6:32 PM

70 Avoid busy streets. 5/5/2017 6:21 PM
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71 These are expensive, but at least they are big enough. While they are big enough for families, most families I know
would prefer a private back yard. Also, the two rows of buildings are a huge imposition on the lots next door. If a
developer can assemble land such that they can develop an entire block, this would be a great option. It also would
be good in areas that already have a lot of tall buildings (3-4 stories) and the people in the area would be happy to
see a development like this. It might be OK on some corner lots.I wouldn't shove this into an area with a lot of single
family houses unless I was looking for a fight.

5/5/2017 6:00 PM

72 I am not familiar with all the areas identified but Fairfield is very suited. I fully trust the planning department when
preparing or reviewing the terms reference for this type of development and /or the call for proposals.

5/5/2017 5:08 PM

73 Where existing homes cannot be renovated, this could be a good option if limited. I do not want to see perfectly sound
homes demolished to increase density, however.

5/5/2017 4:40 PM

74 ... loss of privacy, loss of small village atmosphere... 5/5/2017 4:34 PM

75 Currently there are streets that have duplexes and other forma of housing. It would best to keep to those streets 5/5/2017 4:24 PM

76 In 20 years, cars won't park. Car ownership will be completely different. Some people will own, most people won't, but
most cars will be part of a co-op. Self driving all the time ~ so that the owner can profit, and the users can save. Only
old, crappy cars will be parked on the street.

5/5/2017 3:39 PM

77 I think that consideration needs to be given to the look of uniform blocks of new housing and how that impacts the
character of a neighbourhood.

5/5/2017 2:33 PM

78 Looks like this needs deep lots. 5/5/2017 1:49 PM

79 It will alter considerably the characteristics of the neighbourhood 5/5/2017 12:37 PM

80 I have selected the absolutely negative response simply to ensure no misconception of my position. However, side by
side townhouses are acceptable to me the closer the development is to the downtown area, even though my first
choice for that area is not side by side townhouses but rather apartment blocks for renters instead of condos for
buyers.

5/5/2017 11:11 AM

81 I welcome any kind of real estate investment 5/4/2017 11:23 PM

82 side by side fine Just no high-rises, please! 5/4/2017 7:02 PM

83 Many streets are too narrow for the added pressure on parking for visitors & tradespeople. This would work best along
wide main roads such as Vancouver, Fort, Cook, Richardson and Fairfield.

5/4/2017 5:24 PM

84 Provides density and could be an affordable option for many people who otherwise could not afford to live in Fairfield.
It also avoids the large condo square box dominating the block. The only caution is to ensure it does not block out the
light on the adjacent homes.

5/4/2017 5:18 PM

85 Already no parking. This wont improve anything in that area. 5/4/2017 5:11 PM

86 where does everyone park, I live on a dead end street and the traffic is continuous due to all the multi-family dwellings
with multiple cars

5/4/2017 3:46 PM

87 Where there is a need for redevelopment. 5/4/2017 12:03 PM

88 It's a bigger development project and needs to be available to families not just the wealthy so needs a mixed
neighbourhood

5/4/2017 9:38 AM

89 As above 5/4/2017 9:10 AM

90 looks like the eradicatin of green space, looks like montreal non stop housing, ugh 5/4/2017 7:36 AM

91 Everywhere would be an overload. We would start to look like London, England. But This would be great in certain
areas of the community.

5/3/2017 9:43 PM

92 See previous answers. 5/3/2017 9:12 PM

93 I don't think there are many locations in Fairfield where this would be feasible or fit in with the surrounding area. 5/3/2017 7:12 PM

94 On major streets and in areas where already multi-family housing. 5/3/2017 5:59 PM

95 increase density. 5/3/2017 4:42 PM

96 High traffic creators. Not suitable for seniors as they have many stories. 5/3/2017 11:21 AM

97 Housing mix 5/3/2017 10:55 AM

98 We need diverse housing. 5/3/2017 10:54 AM

99 Townhouses should be used as buffers between high density areas and traditional neighbourhoods. 5/3/2017 10:49 AM
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100 Not everywhere as it would not fit into the landscape of the character homes in fairfield- more urban look...takes away
green space. nice in james bay!

5/3/2017 9:31 AM

101 Neighbouring next to commercial area so less impact to other residents. Only one complex per block (both sides of
the street) to manage density. Limit to double lot construction so there are fewer opportunities (will naturally
discourage over building).

5/3/2017 9:04 AM

102 All growth needs to be well thought out and planned to maintain all that the area has traditionally been 5/3/2017 7:48 AM

103 May be best suited on corner lots and not mid block. 5/2/2017 11:15 PM

104 Quadra village area? 5/2/2017 10:21 PM

105 I like this as an alternative to apartment blocks or condos. 5/2/2017 9:44 PM

106 Current heritage housing gives the area character. 5/2/2017 9:35 PM

107 The design would be good in areas where there is a cluster of townhouses being built. e.g. around the village. 5/2/2017 9:30 PM

108 Maybe not everywhere but anywhere as long as balance maintained between single family homes and townhouses. 5/2/2017 9:20 PM

109 Developers tear down perfectly good houses and the development is an intrusion in a nice neighbourhood. 5/2/2017 9:04 PM

110 I would not want this on my street. It should only go where existing apartments are and houses are not affected 5/2/2017 7:37 PM

111 Everywhere but limited. So not sequestered or segregated to one area. 5/2/2017 7:17 PM

112 Only along main thorough fares. 5/2/2017 7:02 PM

113 Northwest - where there is already density happening. 5/2/2017 2:32 PM

114 Probably best in NW Fairfield, close to urban villages, close to Cook, Fort. Depends on lot shape and size, but could
probably work anywher.

5/2/2017 1:08 PM

115 avoid monolithic street blocks - intersperse with single family homes. 5/2/2017 12:51 PM

116 Along major streets not in established SFR areas 5/2/2017 10:58 AM

117 Close to the village, would be great 5/2/2017 9:01 AM

118 between single family homes and apartment buildings, 5/1/2017 7:41 PM

119 Because affordable housing is sorely needed. Assuming again that it would be affordable. 5/1/2017 7:33 PM

120 Too many developments like this would be a line easily crossed. 5/1/2017 7:20 PM

121 It would change the character of Fairfield. 5/1/2017 6:58 PM

122 on main roads or roads apartments are on 5/1/2017 6:57 PM

123 I worry that we will see the destruction of so many beautiful heritage houses. They're important to the character of
Victoria and the neighbourhood.

5/1/2017 6:51 PM

124 see answer to next question 5/1/2017 5:32 PM

125 Location depends on what properties lie behind to ensure that light and privacy are not reduced for others. 5/1/2017 4:49 PM

126 I would tend to put them closer to downtown. 5/1/2017 4:39 PM

127 Could be useful in many areas, with appropriate consideration of the need to protect certain historically important
streets or areas.

5/1/2017 3:36 PM

128 See previous comment 5/1/2017 1:13 PM

129 Again, it'd have to be a pretty creative development for me to be happy to see it. 5/1/2017 12:52 PM

130 I think some streets would not be appropriate for this type of development. 5/1/2017 12:44 PM

131 Wherever there is space for 3 or more units. 5/1/2017 11:17 AM

132 Around Cook Street Village 5/1/2017 11:15 AM

133 The character of Fairfield is already being ruined by concrete chicken coop houses. 5/1/2017 11:02 AM

134 Fairfield is more a tourism area 5/1/2017 10:50 AM

135 Some areas of Fairfield would lend themselves to this better than others. 5/1/2017 9:14 AM

136 Need more density 5/1/2017 7:31 AM
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137 Where space allows 4/30/2017 11:02 PM

138 Too big! Too many! 4/30/2017 8:56 PM

139 see above 4/30/2017 8:47 PM

140 Peppered around. Maybe using various styles so it doesn't look like a cookie cutter area 4/30/2017 5:48 PM

141 Two locations come immediately to mind - on the site of Mount Edwards Court. Townhouses could blend in with the
neighbourhood, it would be close to a school, child-friendly amenities and walking distance to work, shopping, etc. Also
the site of the church on Fairfield and Moss Street for the same reasons as indicated above.

4/30/2017 10:48 AM

142 getting these built can be a nightmare for the locals. too much traffic in & out from this project. 4/30/2017 10:31 AM

143 Too many such developments close together would reduce a lot of green space and put pressure on playgrounds,
areas to walk dogs, &etc.

4/29/2017 7:51 PM

144 On the larger streets, like Cook St, Moss St, Fairfield Rd. 4/29/2017 5:55 PM

145 Why not build this type of layout but make the parking underground? 4/29/2017 5:16 PM

146 Maybe a very small number of the old apartment blocks could be converted to this. 4/29/2017 5:08 PM

147 East of Cook Street Village. 4/29/2017 4:54 PM

148 Appearance fits in with neighbourhood. 4/29/2017 4:48 PM

149 Only on main streets 4/29/2017 4:38 PM

150 These units would not increase property value of neighboring houses. See above. 4/29/2017 3:46 PM

151 Zoning can be like a quilt, rather than uniform. Reflects pluralism of society, including different economic levels. 4/29/2017 2:34 PM

152 see above. 4/29/2017 1:57 PM

153 Proximity to schools should be considered in order to best suit families. 4/29/2017 1:27 PM

154 Locations should not be limited, people should have various options 4/29/2017 12:32 PM

155 will destroy neighbourhoods 4/29/2017 11:33 AM

156 Only where there is existing multi-family development and apartment zoning. 4/29/2017 11:30 AM

157 neighbourhoods can be developed with a consistent look and feel 4/29/2017 11:08 AM

158 Must look and density and street parking, and housing area 4/29/2017 10:44 AM

159 Existing character homes need to be protected. 4/29/2017 10:37 AM

160 See above. 4/29/2017 9:44 AM

161 We need to share! 4/29/2017 8:48 AM

162 changes the look and feel of this heritage area 4/29/2017 8:39 AM

163 Increased population would possibly lead to congestion 4/29/2017 8:33 AM

164 It is a new construction, I would not like to see older homes torn down for this, but that may be necessary. 4/29/2017 7:38 AM

165 This has happened across from me; now parking difficult for visitors, more noise, no lovely yards to look at out the
window, less privacy, not as friendly a neighbourhood where you knew everyone.

4/29/2017 7:32 AM

166 It already exists on Chester Avenue. It looks OK. from the street. 4/28/2017 9:36 PM

167 too dense 4/28/2017 9:23 PM

168 Lessen community feeling 4/28/2017 8:27 PM

169 What's needed is a large lot, not two properties into which a developer crams as many units as possible. 4/28/2017 7:56 PM

170 Wherever there is space. But I wonder if something needs to be torn down to build these. 4/28/2017 7:24 PM

171 practical 4/28/2017 7:15 PM

172 They could fit in. However, they are so pricey only the wealthy can afford to live in new accommodation in Fairfield. 4/28/2017 5:50 PM

173 quantity over quality... 4/28/2017 5:25 PM

174 Do not want crowds of people. I would live in a larger centre if I wanted wall to wall people. 4/28/2017 4:20 PM

110 / 153

FUTURE OF FAIRFIELD



175 where several homes are doomed to be removed, because renovating is not so viable. thsi kind of useage is very
common in britian, and scandinavia,

4/28/2017 4:20 PM

176 Need to maximize trees. 4/28/2017 4:16 PM

177 housing types should be somewhat consistent on individual streets 4/28/2017 3:32 PM

178 on major streets 4/28/2017 3:13 PM

179 Can't think of many spots in Fairfield where this look and feel would work. 4/28/2017 2:52 PM

180 Limited scope. Limit development of townhomes to a certain percentage of land per block. Keep a mix of single
family/apartment/townhouse that would be both practical and pretty.

4/28/2017 1:54 PM

181 only on major and secondary roads (ie. Cook, Richardson, May, Fairfield, etc.) 4/28/2017 12:49 PM

182 I wouldn't want it to replace some of the beautiful older houses in the area but would be a much better option than the
overdensity of six (or even four) storey apartment buildings. I live in CSV, I want to maintain the Village feel.

4/28/2017 11:50 AM

183 The main area of Fairfield and East Fairfield should retain character. That is the beauty of the area. TownHouses
create too much densification.

4/28/2017 10:56 AM

184 Only in lots already zoned for multi-family dwellings, and only between Blanchard and Cook. 4/28/2017 10:42 AM

185 No adequate parking. There will be a greater need of other facilities for this boost in population - medical centres,
daycare, parks, a better community centre with greater room and venues for activities. Without these two, the density
would only lessen community feeling and neighbourlines. Heart and a centre for neighbourhood expression and
connection.is essential.

4/28/2017 9:12 AM

186 Same as before 4/27/2017 9:05 PM

187 You could get rid of St Matthias church and plunk all these townhouses there. 4/27/2017 7:22 PM

188 Not in areas high on heritage housing - would change the character of the neighbourhood 4/27/2017 7:07 PM

189 parking will be an issue on narrow streets 4/27/2017 6:28 PM

190 It would be better situated in areas with close access to Cook Street, thereby not adding unwanted traffic on the
smaller side roads.

4/27/2017 5:48 PM

191 the strata housing has already increased the density enough 4/27/2017 5:06 PM

192 Doesn't fit...keep Fairfield single family which is why we moved here. 4/27/2017 4:45 PM

193 Only along the major roads. Cook Street would be a great place for rental townhouses. Townhouses should not be
only for the rich. In the UK Townhouses are for the average middle class and lower class citizens too. Some of the
townhouses in higher Cook Street are ridiculously priced. We need affordable housing.

4/27/2017 4:34 PM

194 In areas that are more mixed use already 4/27/2017 4:31 PM

195 These larger structures should not be inserted in small spaces between single-family dwellings. Rather, these should
be built in transitional areas to ease the transition from taller structures to lower-lying structures. Again, perfectly viable
houses should not be demolished in order to build town houses east of the Cook Street Village.

4/27/2017 3:36 PM

196 On busier streets - more urban feel - not in streets filled with family houses. 4/27/2017 3:31 PM

197 Off of Fairfield, Moss, Dallas and Cook St. (Off main thoroughfares). Side street appropriate. 4/27/2017 3:24 PM

198 not in the Cook Street Village community ( Cook Street and surrounding streets) They look big and overpowering and
will change the streetscape.

4/27/2017 2:34 PM

199 not in areas with heritage houses 4/27/2017 2:28 PM

200 Would ruin overall look and feel and attractiveness of area. 4/27/2017 2:14 PM

201 See above - keep this style in James bay or further out. Fairfield isn't very new family orientated and it's not going to
be. House prices will always be ridiculous here

4/27/2017 2:08 PM

202 Put along lower Quadra and Southgate, along Cook Street and Vancouver - they can be really attractive like at the
corner of Southgate and Douglas

4/27/2017 1:12 PM

203 Such townhouse complexes can be more inward facing, as there is the shared yard where owners/renters meet/live.
This can be great for that community, but it can make it more difficult for residents to integrate with the broader
neighbourhood. I feel like it can lead to little 'mirco-communities' within the neighbourhood.

4/27/2017 12:42 PM

204 want quality over quantity 4/27/2017 11:58 AM
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205 Lower height, higher density. As long as there are frequent breaks for green space, sight lines and air movement
between rows.

4/27/2017 10:19 AM

206 Put them along the main roads, not on quite residential streets with narrow roads. 4/27/2017 9:10 AM

207 Transitional to denser housing. 4/27/2017 7:37 AM

208 Detract from heritage look and feel of certain areas. 4/27/2017 3:32 AM

209 Same as above. 4/26/2017 11:56 PM

210 housing form contrast 4/26/2017 10:04 PM

211 Doesn't fit the character of the neighbourhood. 4/26/2017 9:42 PM

212 Like Vancouver I could see it along busier corridors or along the perimeter facing parks. Its been done elsewhere in
Victoria quite well I think

4/26/2017 9:32 PM

213 Some streets are better, already appearing more dense. Streets that currently have apartment buildings. 4/26/2017 9:22 PM

214 There would be lots of older houses demolished. 4/26/2017 8:52 PM

215 Above 4/26/2017 7:21 PM

216 I guess maybe around the village. But a true respect for single family home owner's and their concerns for their
property and privacy should be heavy respected.

4/26/2017 7:16 PM

217 see above 4/26/2017 6:47 PM

218 Possibly closer to Fort Street and one or two streets to the south. 4/26/2017 6:45 PM

219 Detracts from the 'detached dwelling', spacious atmosphere of the neighbourhood. Similar density can be achieved in
more appealing ways.

4/26/2017 6:43 PM

220 Homes are already so close together and there is an extreme lack of parking. Replacing old rental buildings /
leasehold may work if putting in Fairfield, or possibly East Fairfield near the Thrifties.

4/26/2017 6:35 PM

221 Where consolidated properties can be found to accommodate such development. 4/26/2017 6:34 PM

222 Townhouses are good for people who don't want a big garden yet who want a more home-like feel than condos. 4/26/2017 6:28 PM

223 nw Fairfield - where some already exist 4/26/2017 6:00 PM

224 Developments like these mix in perfectly along side single family homes. 4/26/2017 5:19 PM

225 It's crowded enough, parking is already stretched to the max. 4/26/2017 5:14 PM

226 Locations that tear down the box builds and old box built apartments 4/26/2017 5:13 PM

227 There are some single-family home streets that would be severely altered by the development of multi-family buildings.
These sensitive areas should have infill housing or secondary suites, not full townhouse developments. Sometimes a
strip of two or three or four townhouses is enough and fits in -- like the wood-panelled ones at Heywood and Oliphant.

4/26/2017 5:05 PM

228 i'd like to see some like this, but too many would be inappropriate 4/26/2017 4:53 PM

229 Interspersed in neighbourhood so there is diversity in people and in the feel of the area. 4/26/2017 4:47 PM

230 I think we need a broad range of housing options. Why do you see townhouses as an option for families? 4/26/2017 4:38 PM

231 Fairfield is an old established neighbourhood. Langford and Colwood and Sooke have space for side by side
townhouses.

4/26/2017 4:38 PM

232 Do not want high density in residential areas. 4/26/2017 4:21 PM

233 Why does everything have to change? Fairfield is a wonderful walkable friendly neighbourhood. 4/26/2017 4:05 PM

234 In place of old (shabby) buildings. 4/26/2017 4:03 PM

235 Ugly 4/26/2017 4:02 PM

236 Possibly between Cook, Park, Heywood and up to Fort. 4/26/2017 3:39 PM

237 See above 4/26/2017 3:37 PM

238 STREETSCAPES. Read my lips. Existing streetscapes define Fairfield: Build your ugly boxes were they don't conflict
with handsome homes.

4/26/2017 3:36 PM
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239 Unfair to neighbours to have too many of these. Focus on certain areas just west of the village, just east of village, and
down arterials like Fairfield, Vancouver, Cook.

4/26/2017 3:34 PM

240 This would be suitable in most locations where the lots are big enough or that enough small lots can be assembled.
Should be particularly encouraged on the more major neighbourhood roads (Moss, May, Richardson, Fairfield,
Richmond, etc.

4/26/2017 3:33 PM

241 Have to take out existing housing to squeeze it in. You can see some in James Bay and they are ugly 4/26/2017 3:27 PM

242 Most of fairfield needs to be demolished so any new housing is appropriate 4/26/2017 3:07 PM

243 I'd like to see some areas of older homes preserved. 4/26/2017 2:43 PM

244 Well spaced - avoid crowding in the same neighbourhoods 4/26/2017 2:20 PM

245 they would disrupt the neighborhood landscape 4/26/2017 1:53 PM

246 Not in traditional single family neighbourhoods. Increased traffic, parking problems would destroy the character, the
feel of these quarters

4/26/2017 1:39 PM

247 I imagine that this type of housing would me more affordable for people than single family dwellings. 4/26/2017 1:34 PM

248 Some areas already suffer from too much congestion with condos, apartments, and suited house. As long as parking
and traffic congestion considered in planning, this is a great addition to the neighbourhood.

4/26/2017 1:02 PM

249 Adds density without excess height 4/26/2017 12:53 PM

250 This kind of crowded housing is best suited for areas where there is already significant development in the direction of
multiple units.

4/26/2017 12:21 PM

251 Along main corridors 4/26/2017 12:17 PM

252 This type of housing should not dominate the neighbourhood - i.e. street and street of townhouses - monotonous 4/26/2017 12:01 PM

253 to preserve the character of Fairfield 4/26/2017 11:10 AM

254 Streets that are main thoroughfares like Fairfield Rd., Cook St. or Southgate for example. 4/26/2017 9:25 AM

255 Where there already exists high density. 4/25/2017 10:55 PM

256 Different sites adapt better for different forms, such a added suites or townhouses. The density of the illustration would
reduce the effect of saved character housing. Why not build less number on one site and provide better and more
quality land scape units?

4/25/2017 9:33 PM

257 Depending on the scale of the development. I would not be interested in living on the lane behind Packington St. 4/25/2017 3:52 PM

258 See the answer above... this can't be an excuse to destroy residential neighbourhoods to provide another type of
residential neighbourhood. Support the residential neighbourhoods that are already there!

4/25/2017 2:57 PM

259 Near existing multi-unit buildings but not in the midst of single family dwelling portions of the community. 4/25/2017 1:38 PM

260 There are plenty of existing locations in Fairfield and around the village where such development would naturally fit in
due to the current surroundings. Tourism is an important part for the health of our city. Lets not let the desire of those
who wish to live here be more important than those reasons why people visit here

4/25/2017 11:39 AM

261 Side-by-side townhouses eliminate open spaces and can create a crammed, congested and airless environment. 4/25/2017 8:40 AM

262 These developments tend to be large and to 'take over' the street. They should be limited to more arterial streets, not
the 'heart' streets of the neighbourhood (eg, Cook not Linden; Rockland not Moss)

4/25/2017 7:14 AM

263 See above 4/24/2017 11:52 PM

264 Already explained. It would not be appropriate tn areas where most have single family houses. While I do not have
ideas where such a structure might go, my concern is what are you tearing down and how doe it impact the feel of the
street?

4/24/2017 7:07 PM

265 I could see this in the areas closer to downtown, but not in the south Fairfield area. 4/24/2017 4:36 PM

266 See above 4/24/2017 11:53 AM

267 Where lot sizes make it economical 4/24/2017 9:43 AM

268 Too little green space and buildings tend to be too tall; but mainly, shared space (vs private space) is not very family
friendly.

4/23/2017 10:57 PM

269 We have a housing crisis. We caused it by being too restrictive in where & home we build housing. 4/23/2017 9:36 PM
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270 I'm tired of having housing options limited and rental rates skyrocketing because those fortunate enough to be able to
afford single family homes in Fairfield don't want change. The only way to grow Victoria is up, period.

4/23/2017 9:24 PM

271 Many houses are single story and townhouse height should respect that. 4/23/2017 7:37 PM

272 Townhouse development of the scale shown would totally change the character of Fairfield 4/23/2017 5:15 PM

273 Near Beacon hill park might be more acceptable. 4/23/2017 3:13 PM

274 Abstract Building I believe has done some tasteful townhouse builds off Vancouver Street, and even lastest build I
believe on Burdett by another builder works in well with the neighbourhood - not overkill, units few and look like
neighbourhood height-wise, size-wise, etc..

4/23/2017 2:39 PM

275 We must move to increased density to meet climate change and cycling targets. 4/22/2017 11:29 PM

276 You should not tear down heritage houses to build these. 4/22/2017 7:21 PM

277 See above. 4/22/2017 7:05 PM

278 in order to maintain character of existing community 4/22/2017 5:50 PM

279 I have lived in Fairfield for over sixty years with a brief stay in James bay. The traffic patterns cannot handle more
congestion. Already most streets you have to stop to let ongoing traffic through because of parked cars.

4/22/2017 4:37 PM

280 visually appealing 4/22/2017 4:35 PM

281 Blends with existing small houses and buildings. 4/22/2017 4:22 PM

282 In areas that are not single family homes but in areas with condos. 4/22/2017 3:34 PM

283 Given the scale of these types of developments Fairfield, in my opinion, should only look to approve a small number of
these. Locations that are close to ammenities and take traffic flow and narrow streets into consideration

4/22/2017 2:19 PM

284 see above 4/22/2017 12:10 PM

285 this kind of housing brings people into neighbourhood in support ways - space for parking but hopefully increases
walkability as more people are here

4/21/2017 8:53 PM

286 West of cook, north of Fairfield Rd. Away from character home areas. In higher density areas. Fern wood another
option.

4/21/2017 5:51 PM

287 Have already 4/21/2017 4:53 PM

288 Care must be taken to preserve historic streetscapes. 4/21/2017 4:07 PM

289 need to be careful about tearing down single family homes. Fairfield already has lots of density around cook street
village. It really cannot support more density between the bark perimeters and cooks tweet - speeding is already an
issue on Vancouver street

4/21/2017 2:31 PM

290 A ground oriented housing form that fits with the profile of existing single detached homes. 4/21/2017 2:06 PM

291 see above 4/21/2017 1:49 PM

292 Maybe in areas where there are already apartment buildings such as near cook Street village? But this wouldn't be
appropriate in more residential areas.

4/21/2017 1:27 PM

293 This will only work in areas where there is current density. putting them in a single family home neighbourhood will
disrupt the neighbourhood.

4/21/2017 11:46 AM

294 Should be limited to lot size 4/21/2017 11:43 AM

295 I live on Bushby Street. Theres a great variety of housing and some odd shaped lots. This would fit in to the variety 4/20/2017 9:41 PM

296 Large townhouse complexes work really well as a transition between taller, more dense apartments/condos and
single-family homes.

4/20/2017 7:24 PM

297 more housing options 4/20/2017 4:38 PM

298 Adjacent to other multi-family buildings, on bus routes and commercial streets. Question is confusing. It asks where
and then says "where is next question".

4/20/2017 2:55 PM

299 Stop letting the nimby's win. More housing is needed. Much of the older housing stock requires more maintenance
and gardening than I have time for. I work ridiculous hours to afford to live here. I don't want a garden. And Suites
should be allowed in townhouses too.

4/20/2017 2:39 PM

300 smaller complexes perhaps but i favour a mixed retail on the bottom/apartments/condo's on top scenario. 4/20/2017 1:17 PM
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47.80% 185

29.72% 115

52.20% 202

64.86% 251

Q9 Where would side-by-side townhouses
be appropriate in your neighbourhood

(check all that apply)
Answered: 387 Skipped: 386

Total Respondents: 387  

# Tell us why Date

1 Even near Cook Street this form would affect the feeling of the neighbourhoods; anywhere else it would spoil
Fairfield's character.

5/7/2017 10:17 PM

2 Requires a blend. Appropriate in TOD areas, adjacent to higher density development, and as a buffer to lower density
areas.

5/7/2017 10:15 PM

3 This should be only done on lots that are large enough, and only on major roads. 5/7/2017 9:48 PM

4 See previous answers re. traffic & structural loading. 5/7/2017 9:38 PM

5 So the smaller, quieter streets remain that way. 5/7/2017 9:09 PM

6 With rigorous design guidelines they could add character. 5/7/2017 8:58 PM

7 Tends to interrupt neighbourhood character and seems car-oriented; well-designed apartment blocks would be better
close to the village

5/7/2017 3:57 PM

8 I don't want them all through Fairfield 5/7/2017 3:53 PM

9 only where this kind of development did not destroy streetscapes 5/7/2017 2:27 PM

On large lots
(over 697 m2...

On corner lots

On blocks
around Cook...

Along major
roads

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

On large lots (over 697 m2; 7,500 ft2)

On corner lots

On blocks around Cook Street Village

Along major roads
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10 Neighbourhood appearance and "feel." Child safety concerns and additional traffic concerns (including traffic effects of
turning/parking vehicles, etc.)

5/7/2017 12:35 PM

11 Would need to study more about this. 5/7/2017 11:59 AM

12 Fairfield, upper Cook Street. 5/7/2017 11:27 AM

13 Fairfield has a unique heritage feel that should be preserved by keeping large single historic homes intact but dividing
them into suites as appropriate. Town homes would be good to create density near existing hubs: Fairfield village and
Cook st.

5/7/2017 11:19 AM

14 Only NW of Cook St. village where it alre4ady exists to a degree - generally this is NOT appropriate for Fairfield 5/7/2017 10:46 AM

15 This would preserve the human scale of the neighbourhood while increasing density and affordability. Some streets
with older/heritage single-family houses should be protected from this type of townhouse development (see my
response to the previous question).

5/7/2017 9:46 AM

16 But developments must provide parking. It's a cluster f--k in some areas. Residents should not be allowed more that 2
cars and should have to use their driveways!

5/7/2017 8:01 AM

17 able to absorb more traffic, be less disruptive to existing lifestyle 5/7/2017 6:51 AM

18 Again better use of land and good for public transport and walkers etc 5/7/2017 6:45 AM

19 Although I agree with creating more housing opportunities for younger families in Fairfield, I don't want to risk current
housing stock being torn down to build townhouses. I would rather see more development of garden suites.

5/6/2017 11:52 PM

20 Other residential streets are not appropriate for this kind of housing 5/6/2017 9:59 PM

21 I would check all of the above but it would depend on how many row houses were packed onto a lot. 5/6/2017 9:21 PM

22 only if the space can accommodate the development. I am reluctant to say along major roads as I don't know if Moss
Street is considered to be a major road.

5/6/2017 8:09 PM

23 Preserve the character of East Fairfield by restricting townhomes to busier main streets. 5/6/2017 5:08 PM

24 This would be best across from Beacon Hill Park NOT on Cook Street village. 5/6/2017 4:00 PM

25 In my opinion, townhouses are a less efficient form of housing, (lower density compared to apartments/condos), so my
tendency is to want to see less of them and more apartment/condo buildings. (6 storeys or less.)

5/6/2017 3:53 PM

26 Where ample garden space is accommodated. 5/6/2017 3:28 PM

27 because the busy streets around cook street have a history of some duplex, attached housing in their street scape
inventory. If car access can be limited -or even facilitated in laneways (rare as they are) concentrating dense housing
near service or on transit lines benefits supporting these amenities without "threatening" SFD streetscapes/uses. Not
that they will not have a turn in years to come. But focus on May Street, Cook St....

5/6/2017 3:14 PM

28 Not in the village - lots of homes have been restored in that area 5/6/2017 2:53 PM

29 The impact of townhouses on existing neighbourhoods is lessened on main routes and corner lots which have already
been impacted by road traffic. They also provide a safer recluse from active roads than typical housing through shared
yard space and off street parking.

5/6/2017 2:29 PM

30 Maintain the SFD heritage feel with yards and green space. Townhouses become all concrete and pavement. 5/6/2017 2:28 PM

31 Provides access to transit, services, etc in accordance with the increased density. Minimizes traffic in Single family
residential areas.

5/6/2017 2:09 PM

32 Scale and mass needs to be appropriate with the surrounding housing stock. 5/6/2017 11:22 AM

33 Parking problems in residential neighborhoods. 5/6/2017 11:16 AM

34 Fort st. mostly or where apartment building blocks already exist. Not tearing down old homes. 5/6/2017 11:15 AM

35 Takes away from the feel of Fairfield. 5/6/2017 10:28 AM

36 Growing demand for duplexes as people do not want big houses and are not ready for apartment or condo living. 5/6/2017 10:05 AM

37 only where old stock housing is substandard and set back rules can be maintained.Never to the detriment of existing
neighboring properties.

5/6/2017 4:06 AM

38 Preserve streets of single family homes. 5/5/2017 10:55 PM

39 if closer to major roads, they may be closer to work access, public transportation or bike lanes to encourage non
vehicular traffic.

5/5/2017 9:54 PM

116 / 153

FUTURE OF FAIRFIELD



40 Should only replace other similar dwellings. 5/5/2017 6:33 PM

41 Young family housing. 5/5/2017 6:22 PM

42 Near Cook St Village supports our local businesses with higher density. 5/5/2017 4:41 PM

43 I'm not sure how I feel about this. 5/5/2017 2:34 PM

44 higher density more appropriate to village and high traffic areas and are disruptive to neighbourhood atmosphere of
many Fairfield streets

5/5/2017 2:28 PM

45 Better than apartments. 5/5/2017 1:52 PM

46 East of CSV 5/5/2017 12:39 PM

47 Because townhouses create a lot of traffic, better able to be accommodated along major routes. 5/5/2017 10:12 AM

48 Many streets are too narrow for the added pressure on parking for visitors & tradespeople. This would work best along
wide main roads such as Fort, Cook, Richardson and Fairfield.

5/4/2017 5:25 PM

49 Provides density and could be an affordable option for many people who otherwise could not afford to live in Fairfield.
It also avoids the large condo square box dominating the block. The only caution is to ensure it does not block out the
light on the adjacent homes or overwhelm the landscape.

5/4/2017 5:18 PM

50 On large lots only if there is a good amount of visual differentiation between clusters (for example, if two clusters of
four units, they should be fairly visually distinct).

5/4/2017 1:47 PM

51 Encourage more pedestrian traffic on Cook Street. 5/4/2017 12:04 PM

52 Could be effective use of shared garden space, creating a greater sense of community while not feeling overwhelming
in the view

5/4/2017 9:39 AM

53 That high a density would not be appropriate, reduce the numbers and then they might fit in on large, corner lots. 5/4/2017 9:11 AM

54 See above 5/3/2017 6:00 PM

55 existing duplex requiring upgrades 5/3/2017 1:42 PM

56 I think that it would dominate a block and therefore it should be developed in an area that won't be completely
changed by it.

5/3/2017 12:56 PM

57 Very dependent on individual situation and nature of the street, as it will change in the future. 5/3/2017 11:58 AM

58 Not on major roads -- not family-friendly. 5/3/2017 10:55 AM

59 Parking access and options are better on corner lots. 5/3/2017 10:50 AM

60 I would not like to see these types of sites right around the village as that would change the area too much but it could
make sense on large lots and on major roads

5/3/2017 7:49 AM

61 Might be a concern about blocking sun to neighbouring houses. 5/2/2017 9:45 PM

62 Works well if each unit has some outdoor space or view that gives it character. 5/2/2017 9:36 PM

63 I don't think this should be on residential roads. Main roads where there are some residential area would be fine 5/2/2017 7:38 PM

64 don't allow to tear down historic homes in order to build this type of housing 5/2/2017 2:48 PM

65 Where there is already density - northwest Fairfield. Not in Cook St Village. 5/2/2017 2:33 PM

66 Wherever they can be accommodated. 5/2/2017 1:08 PM

67 minimizes disruption to neighbours 5/2/2017 12:52 PM

68 this is a maybe.....7500 sq ft not particularly big 5/2/2017 10:39 AM

69 aesthetics of a neighbourhood, corner lots can be divided into too lots with house and suite each. 5/1/2017 7:42 PM

70 Too many heritage homes originally built for single families have been lost in the area. Developments like this almost
negate their character-contribution to the neighbourhood.

5/1/2017 7:24 PM

71 NEXT to existing apartment buildings, i.e., where there are already wide fronts of buildings facing the street. 5/1/2017 5:34 PM

72 A corner lot would cause less interference (light/privacy) with existing properties. 5/1/2017 4:51 PM

73 Where it is appropriate and fits in. 5/1/2017 4:50 PM

74 We want to keep the residential feel with the single family dwellings that make Fairfield and Gonzales special 5/1/2017 4:40 PM
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75 We have to be sure that there is off street parking for more than one car per unit. 5/1/2017 4:20 PM

76 An efficient method of providing higher residential density without going higher and significantly altering the character
of our neighbourhoods.

5/1/2017 3:39 PM

77 I think it would be appropriate bordering Cook St Village, but perhaps not further East on the same block. 5/1/2017 12:45 PM

78 There should be room for a min. of 3 townhouses. 5/1/2017 11:18 AM

79 If these are on corner lots they will not destroy the coherence of the whole block. When they occur in the middle of a
block they break the sight lines of compatible homes.

5/1/2017 9:17 AM

80 bring more housing units to village without raising building heights 4/30/2017 11:03 PM

81 all areas fine except blocks with high proportion of traditional housing - some blocks around Cook St Village are like
this, but not all

4/30/2017 8:48 PM

82 Too many units are being packed into a small spaces. Pakington St. as an example already has 2 new homes and 3
homes in the back on what was originally 2 lots...come on-who decided that would be a good idea? really...I thought
there were bylaws against this but apparently, the developer was able to get away with this. The 3 houses he has built
at the back of the 2 lots face a laneway. I thought emergency vehicles needed to have access.

4/30/2017 8:32 PM

83 Traffic flows. 4/29/2017 8:26 PM

84 If these are meant to be family-friendly they don't belong along major roads or on corner because of the danger from
traffic.

4/29/2017 7:54 PM

85 Having cars squeezing out onto a major road seems poor planning. By the way, I don't live in Fairfield but I am
interested because we live close by and we spend a lot of time in that area.

4/29/2017 5:18 PM

86 Only a very few of these and only were there was already a building that doesn't have green space. 4/29/2017 5:09 PM

87 I don't want to see townhouses scattered throughout neighborhood. I want areas designated for this type of
development.

4/29/2017 4:55 PM

88 Would like to see all of Fairfield increase density. 4/29/2017 3:25 PM

89 Maintaining single family homes throughout the neighbourhood, and adding townhouses in the area around Cook
Street and close to downtown would be best, the transition from low to high density as you move closer to downtown.

4/29/2017 12:59 PM

90 None of the above options will limit this type of development to areas with existing multi-family dwellings. this type of
development is not appropriate where the existing street development is SFD.

4/29/2017 11:33 AM

91 I have no idea how big a 697 m2 lot is (and most of us don't). There are few if any lots of that size so I assume such a
plan depends on the destruction of an existing property. There already has been enough of this and I would opposed
further raising of established buildings unless they are unsafe.

4/28/2017 9:39 PM

92 I can't visualize 7500 feet sq; the lots need to be adequate to the scale 4/28/2017 7:57 PM

93 Better use of space and less impact on neighbours. 4/28/2017 5:57 PM

94 Any large lots where single homes are no longer viable. 4/28/2017 4:20 PM

95 need to increase density especially to provide low cost housing 4/28/2017 3:33 PM

96 reasonably close to shops, etc. It would be great if densification could connected to increased walkability as well.
Much more focus on pedestrian and bicycle use, rather than automobile.

4/28/2017 12:14 PM

97 Not in Fairfield. 4/28/2017 10:56 AM

98 Keep extra traffic out of the quiet residential streets. Stop the destruction of the old character homes in Fairfield to
make way for higher density. We risk destroying the very attributes that make the quiet residential areas so attractive.

4/28/2017 5:15 AM

99 parking 4/27/2017 6:29 PM

100 See earlier comment - less traffic impact on smaller side roads. 4/27/2017 5:48 PM

101 Don't allow for anymore destruction of rental spaces in our neighbourhood. All my friends are being forced out of the
community. If you want to develop an area of houses, that is fine. But don't tear down another apartment building or
rental accommodation in order to build condos.

4/27/2017 4:36 PM

102 Would depend on what is there now, how large the development would be, is it sensitive to the other residences in
the area. This should be the case for all new developments but rarely is.

4/27/2017 4:33 PM
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103 A 7,500 sq ft lot is not big enough for these types of developments. In fact, nothing smaller than 15,000 should have
this typed of development squeezed into it. One cannot generalize that corner lots or major roads are appropriate or
not. I will reiterate that these types of developments should serve as transitions from larger scale structures to lower-
lying single family dwellings.

4/27/2017 3:39 PM

104 Hidden on side streets. 4/27/2017 3:26 PM

105 they will change the streetscape, they look big and overpowering. 4/27/2017 2:35 PM

106 Important to cluster this type of property near to village areas, and keep inner, smaller roads as SFD's (with suites) and
some triplex/fourplex buildings

4/27/2017 1:11 PM

107 I'm not sure this would be appropriate anywhere 4/27/2017 12:58 PM

108 Vague question... what's a major road? Fort St? Cook St? Fairfield? Richardson? Rockland? 4/27/2017 10:18 AM

109 Transitional to denser housing, especially in nw area. 4/27/2017 7:37 AM

110 People in this area want to have some single family housing.i know I did not like it when next door became 6 units
instead of 4!

4/27/2017 6:05 AM

111 building form contrast not always amenable. favour collector streets. perhaps some corner lots - a design challenge. 4/26/2017 10:06 PM

112 These look better when mixed in with traditional houses. I don't think they should be concentrated in one area such as
CSV.

4/26/2017 9:39 PM

113 With densification necessary it's a nice compliment to medium-rise buildings and creates variety and choice 4/26/2017 9:35 PM

114 If the context makes sense (Street and surrounding development) this kind of housing can be very attractive and
appealing to a range of home owners.

4/26/2017 9:24 PM

115 This is again the same argument as I made for the last question. Respect and privacy of the single family lot being
affected. It will affect the value and overall enjoyment of the home owner's who's property is beside this type of
development.

4/26/2017 7:19 PM

116 Replacing old rental buildings or rundown homes on Dallas Road. Not right in Cook St Village. 4/26/2017 6:37 PM

117 I don't think mixing this type of housing in with family homes is the best. Selected sites is the way to go. 4/26/2017 6:30 PM

118 This is higher density. It should be between very high density and lower density. Not really suitable to sprinkle in
traditional neighbourhoods. Last but not least, why not small houses instead? Large corner lots can handle three very
nice houses (e.g. corner of Brook and Kipling). they fit in very nicely!

4/26/2017 5:16 PM

119 Townhouses need a bit of elbow room or breathing space. Larger lots can accommodate more townhouses without
crowding. Major roads are most often the roads in any neighbourhood with higher-density developments.

4/26/2017 5:08 PM

120 I like the idea of a mix of differing types of housing 4/26/2017 4:54 PM

121 Definitely not everywhere. Interspersed is better. 4/26/2017 4:48 PM

122 this would be appropriate as closer to commerial area and in a similar density area. 4/26/2017 4:22 PM

123 Same...best way to allow growth 4/26/2017 3:39 PM

124 See previous. 4/26/2017 3:37 PM

125 It's just a good solution which already exists and fits in, e.g., around EMJS. OK for large lots on case by case basis. 4/26/2017 3:35 PM

126 There is already higher density around the village. 4/26/2017 2:44 PM

127 Given the growing affordability crisis in greater Victoria, less restrictions are better. It is the stringent restrictions that
has caused (in part) the affordability crisis for families.

4/26/2017 2:40 PM

128 see previous comments 4/26/2017 1:40 PM

129 Again in interest of maintaining an family friendly community, reducing traffic congestion on side streets is important.
Less intrusive to neighbours if on main streets, large lots and corner lots.

4/26/2017 1:04 PM

130 Dallas, Cook, Fairfield roads. Allowing this in the neighbourhoods will encourage developers to buy up houses and do
this to the area as much as possible.

4/26/2017 12:50 PM

131 increased traffic because of density 4/26/2017 12:18 PM

132 IT should be case by case decisions- neighbor's decisions should hold more weight than the developers (this currently
is not the case)

4/26/2017 12:00 PM

133 Can possibly replace aging buildings. Again, density where services are - such as transit and parking 4/26/2017 11:46 AM
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134 support the character of fairfield 4/26/2017 11:10 AM

135 We must encourage cycling, car2go, quick transit in order to cut down on cars going in and out. The lot behind Mother
Nature's/Cook St Village Liquor is a disaster. There is a severe parking shortage in the village. What about open air
trollies to jump on and off between Fort and Dallas?

4/25/2017 10:58 PM

136 Again a general comment won't do. How much is going to be crowded together? And what about design? Can
neighbours bring their problems up and have changes to increase privacy and solve garden effects? I A courtyard idea
could incorporate a courtyard idea with sections for different uses.

4/25/2017 9:38 PM

137 placing this type of development on anything but major arterial roads poses too great a change. 4/25/2017 8:33 PM

138 Allows for more affordable ownership and some density 4/25/2017 8:12 PM

139 fit 4/25/2017 3:18 PM

140 Reasonable everywhere. 4/25/2017 1:39 PM

141 Great option for family housing. 4/25/2017 11:45 AM

142 There is already over densification in the area and the City of Victoria 4/25/2017 9:17 AM

143 Need to retain open spaces visible from street and not fully occupy large lots. 4/25/2017 8:42 AM

144 I don't consider Moss and Linden (eg) 'major': they are 'heart' streets that define the character of the neighbourhood
for walking

4/25/2017 7:15 AM

145 Putting them everywhere could snuff out "diversity" of housing - i.e. maintaining the quiet of single family housing in
some areas is relevant concern. Would suggest prioritize where it makes sense re density: near amenities.

4/24/2017 11:23 PM

146 Fort Street may have some blocks where this might suit. Assume the impact of increased density would have
examined local schools, the need for more green space, the waterlines, etc.

4/24/2017 7:10 PM

147 Not on all the blocks around Cook Street Village - certainly not the area shown in option 3. Many of the streets shown
have housing stock that has been carefully renovated to take it in to the next century. Please do not disrupt these
beautiful streets.

4/24/2017 5:01 PM

148 In Vancouver, long strips of row housing has and is being built along Oak Street, as well as other locations. Basement
suites are causing a parking problem in areas such as Kitslano though.

4/23/2017 7:37 PM

149 Otherwise too dense and not enough green space. 4/23/2017 3:15 PM

150 Depends on what form and price of housing they replace and who gains and who loses. Displacing affordable rental
with high income home ownership is not helpful to maintaining the diversity of our population.

4/22/2017 7:08 PM

151 I am not certain, too difficult to picture. Sorry 4/22/2017 5:55 PM

152 west of Cook St, maintain precedent of existing townhouses, encourage in-fill and duplex development east of Cook St 4/22/2017 5:53 PM

153 This would lend the community to habitability. 4/22/2017 3:34 PM

154 If you're adding density it should be done strategically taking into account the ability of the area to handle increased
traffic

4/22/2017 2:20 PM

155 More appropriate to concentrate densification of this type, townhouses, near major bus routes and within walking
distance of downtown.

4/21/2017 11:20 PM

156 Traffic volume and parking perhaps better suited to already busy roads 4/21/2017 5:52 PM

157 I am not sure about corner lots. Perhaps. 4/21/2017 4:07 PM

158 I don't want to see this type of housing in the middle of single family residential areas. Keep the townhouses along
major corridors or village areas.

4/21/2017 2:00 PM

159 This would totally change the character of residential streets. I'd prefer to see housing density in areas where it
already exists (mentioned above) but not on streets of single homes. Here my preferred option is allowing suites so as
not to affect character or privacy.

4/21/2017 1:29 PM

160 It's not just the lot or road. It's also about which part of Fairfield. 4/21/2017 12:03 PM

161 I don't know about lot size, but there are some lots and areas where this would fit in better. Cook Street, upper
Vancouver Street (Meares area) and others

4/20/2017 9:41 PM

162 This type of housing is a great way to introduce more affordable housing options to the city. However, they bring
significantly more cars to a street, so they are best suited to lots that are on roads that are already moderately busy
with traffic.

4/20/2017 7:25 PM
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163 You seem to be asking for a high level of knowledge of lot size. I don't know what mine is so can't visualize. Wish you
had a "more info" click link. These look lower than other multi-family buildings proposed. They would fit in with other
apartment buildings. I can't see them smack in middle of what looks like a single family home street (but which
probably have suites), no matter what the lot size.

4/20/2017 2:58 PM

164 not around cook st village 4/20/2017 1:19 PM
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46.37% 345

26.08% 194

10.22% 76

8.47% 63

8.87% 66

Q10 How appropriate would row houses
with privately owned yards be for Fairfield?

Answered: 744 Skipped: 29

Total 744

# Tell us why Date

1 Fairfield has been characterised by single-family homes each with their own character. Having large multi-unit places
gives architectural control to the builders/owners of these kinds of places.

5/8/2017 12:02 AM

2 I hate to see existing housing disappear to make way for this type of housing. 5/7/2017 11:55 PM

3 Again, unless large portions of these houses were specifically designated for low-income persons/families, these
would not help to improve the affordability or diversity of our neighbourhood, and would instead primarily serve to
provide a large profit to development companies.

5/7/2017 10:38 PM

4 Need a blend, 5/7/2017 10:19 PM

5 Not as bad as strata townhousing, and may help with housing; however, what are the chances that low income
families would ever be able to afford this kind of thing?

5/7/2017 10:19 PM

6 Check out Seaton Village in central Toronto. It's one of the best neighbourhoods in the country -- almost all row
housing like this, high density, mostly families.

5/7/2017 9:53 PM

7 Of all the options listed so far, these are the best option. These are most likely to keep the owner living in the
residence, and are preferable to turning large houses into multiple suites where renters are required. Having more
owners in a neighbourhood generally keeps a more community feel.

5/7/2017 9:52 PM

8 Sensible way to increase density gradually. 5/7/2017 9:39 PM

Very
appropriate

Somewhat
appropriate

Neutral

Somewhat
inappropriate

Very
inappropriate

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Very appropriate

Somewhat appropriate

Neutral

Somewhat inappropriate

Very inappropriate
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9 parking included 5/7/2017 9:34 PM

10 Prefer this option to the strata townhouses. It smacks more of the terrace houses in the UK, Europe and Australia
amongst other parts of the world and can be made to look quite attractive. Again, would need to be designed to fit with
the "feel" of the neighbourhood.

5/7/2017 9:03 PM

11 Builds pride of 'ownership'. 5/7/2017 8:30 PM

12 I like the idea of maintaining private greenspace while increasing density. It's very important to me to have outdoor
space that I can maintain a garden in and be social while having some distance from neighbours.

5/7/2017 8:03 PM

13 A great option for those who are opposed (or scared of) stratas! 5/7/2017 6:25 PM

14 Seems to achieve the advantages of single-family housing, but with better use of space (density). Street-oriented, for
good neighbourhood feel. Better still if can include secondary suites.

5/7/2017 3:59 PM

15 Same as former answer. Absolutely not! 5/7/2017 3:41 PM

16 Too many cars on the street or front yard greenery torn out to park a car that could be underground/garaged 5/7/2017 3:35 PM

17 could match heritage houses, keeps roofs low and allows for green spaces/gardens 5/7/2017 2:27 PM

18 Not affordable for many. 5/7/2017 1:59 PM

19 Parking in front is an "eye-sore" and does not provide a pleasing environment for families out walking the streets of
their neighbourhoods.

5/7/2017 1:14 PM

20 I am not a fan of strata ownership. I am not sure of the legal implications of common wall upkeep and repair issues
(including insurance and liability), but I AM in favour of encouraging small families to be able to participate in the
Canadian expectation of being able to own a single-family home at some point while their children are still at home.
"Starter homes" of this type could address the situation, somewhat.

5/7/2017 12:41 PM

21 This seems more of a home then the first model which seem to dense. 5/7/2017 12:00 PM

22 Private ownership promotes pride. 5/7/2017 11:27 AM

23 Depends on area 5/7/2017 10:51 AM

24 Again not very appropriate for Fairfield 5/7/2017 10:47 AM

25 Same as last answer 5/7/2017 10:17 AM

26 This type of housing preserves the human scale of the neighbourhood while increasing density and affordability. 5/7/2017 9:46 AM

27 This still increases density, and is out of character with much of Fairfield. 5/7/2017 9:31 AM

28 better choice than last one 5/7/2017 8:23 AM

29 More homes for young families! 5/7/2017 8:20 AM

30 Parking must be controlled! 5/7/2017 8:02 AM

31 OK - I mentioned this before. 5/7/2017 6:52 AM

32 Owners can feel like they are owners of their own castles, but still feel a part of a small collective or community for
peace-of-mind.

5/7/2017 1:15 AM

33 Too monolithic. 5/6/2017 11:18 PM

34 Yards as shown are too long 5/6/2017 10:43 PM

35 Better use of density. Similar to existing neighborhood. Great mix with detached housing and side by side. 5/6/2017 10:35 PM

36 Only one or two should be allowed if they can be set back and unobtrusive. 5/6/2017 10:17 PM

37 Same comments 5/6/2017 10:00 PM

38 Like side-by-side townhouses but perhaps with an even greater opportunity to blend in with the existing character of
the neighbourhood

5/6/2017 9:38 PM

39 Excellent idea! There are lots of people who do not want anything to do with a condominium structure. 5/6/2017 9:23 PM

40 Owners get yards 5/6/2017 9:19 PM

41 As with previous question, maintains character of neighbourhood much better than high rise buildings. 5/6/2017 9:09 PM

42 Much nicer for homeowners to add their own personal styles and wishes to their own homes. 5/6/2017 8:35 PM
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43 same as townhouses 5/6/2017 8:10 PM

44 Families like to have a yard. So it would be nice to have more of these developments. 5/6/2017 7:05 PM

45 Fee simple ownership is an attractive option to strata title. 5/6/2017 5:09 PM

46 the single lot length depth makes this compact and fit in weel. I would also implore the city make every home meet
age in place guidelines: LEVEL ENTRY. uselight wells for basements rather than build town home seniors will have
difficulty using when they get old. Preferable to have internal stairs to a basement rather than external stairs to a main
floor. The main floor must have bathroom and room that could be used for sleeping.

5/6/2017 4:20 PM

47 Again across from Beacon Hill Park, NOT in Cook Street Village 5/6/2017 4:01 PM

48 The lack of a strata to manage the houses and mediate disputes between owners seems like a problem waiting to
happen. In one sense, I prefer to see that the parking is in front, not on street, but the point about the pedestrian
"experience" is important. As a pedestrian most of the time, it's getting harder and harder for me to stay safe with so
many aggressive and distracted drivers.

5/6/2017 3:58 PM

49 more independence of owners 5/6/2017 3:52 PM

50 These may be appropriate if they they had decent designs that would fit in with the existing houses and Victoria
character of the street

5/6/2017 3:30 PM

51 Is this helpful? 5/6/2017 3:29 PM

52 if not to many in a row - say a block of 4 - otherwise it's not qualify development in a quality neighbourhood as Fairfield 5/6/2017 3:12 PM

53 Seem the same as townhouses as far as how it looks to the neighbourhood - take care of the trees 5/6/2017 2:54 PM

54 For those who can afford home ownership row houses make very good density use of their allotted footprint. 5/6/2017 2:33 PM

55 Because the cars are parked off-road 5/6/2017 2:31 PM

56 Fill s a large need. Affordability for Young families and senior looking to downsize 5/6/2017 12:27 PM

57 looks great 5/6/2017 12:00 PM

58 In keeping with existing types and patterns 5/6/2017 11:44 AM

59 yards & green space 5/6/2017 11:36 AM

60 Can be a good fit in apporpriate locations 5/6/2017 11:23 AM

61 Same as before. 5/6/2017 11:23 AM

62 They are best for families who can't afford a large home. 5/6/2017 11:18 AM

63 affordable option while preserving neighbourhood feel 5/6/2017 11:08 AM

64 Very attractive looking and fit the current atmosphere of Fairfield 5/6/2017 10:39 AM

65 My concern unlike a strata where money is laid aside in a contingency fund for paint and exterior maintenance, owners
may not budget for such and parts of buildings could become more run down over time. Some may be bought as
investment rentals by absentee landlords who neglect exteriors.

5/6/2017 10:29 AM

66 oh! Ha. 5/6/2017 10:16 AM

67 Think they would be very desirable and less costly than single family housing. 5/6/2017 10:07 AM

68 Similar to Type 1. The backyards in the sketch seem unnecessarily large. 5/6/2017 10:00 AM

69 I think small lot SFH would be the way to keep families in Victoria. Build the other stuff and you get AirBnBs, and
people without kids.

5/6/2017 9:58 AM

70 Good use of space and allows for home ownership without all the hassle and added expense of a strata. Nice to have
a private yard.

5/6/2017 8:53 AM

71 seems to me all this type of housing requires redevelopment of large swatches of land and the loss of character with
the demise of old stock housing.Makes Fairfield look like any old Vancouver over built jammed in cheek by jowl
housing.There is no organic growth just license to developers to take over at the expense of a once charming
neighborhood.Area plans seem to never be respected at the city especially in regaurd to set back rules leaving long
term residents powerless and frustrated.

5/6/2017 4:06 AM

72 Similar to small lot developments. Non-strata home ownership with yards and open green space could fit into existing
neighbourhoods (again, as long as building size and lot coverage are upheld and off street parking is required).
Preferrable to townhouses.

5/5/2017 10:59 PM
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73 COULD OFFER HOME OWNERSHIP, YARD SPACE, REDUCED NEIGHBOUR CONFLICT & SPACE FOR
FAMILIES

5/5/2017 10:42 PM

74 Fairfield is still very "freehold" friendly. 5/5/2017 9:58 PM

75 much better but again must have high quality sound proofing and fire walls. At least neighbours have some personal
yard space. Care must be taken for those homes not on the ends to maintain as much daylight as possible

5/5/2017 9:56 PM

76 Good densification 5/5/2017 9:51 PM

77 For reasons already given. 5/5/2017 9:49 PM

78 HOWEVER it needs to be affordable. MEANING not charging $700 000 for a family home. It needs to be something
the average person can afford.

5/5/2017 9:35 PM

79 Love this also. Very appropriate. For folks with a higher budget than the shared year idea yet still encourages families
and community; unlike a 36 unit condo building!

5/5/2017 8:58 PM

80 Same issue as above 5/5/2017 8:57 PM

81 I think this is an excellent hopefully affordable option for the large number of people who currently cannot afford
houses on full lots

5/5/2017 7:45 PM

82 to make Fairfield more affordable for families 5/5/2017 7:39 PM

83 Somehow they don't look as nice as the strata ones in the previous drawing. 5/5/2017 6:36 PM

84 Suitable for young families. 5/5/2017 6:23 PM

85 These will fit in easily almost anywhere./ Families will appreciate the private back yards. 5/5/2017 6:02 PM

86 Similar to London & Montreal this housing type lowers costs of construction and home maintenance 5/5/2017 5:10 PM

87 This provides a more affordable option than a single-family home on a standard lot, while offering fee-simple
ownership and a decent-sized private yard space.

5/5/2017 4:44 PM

88 to crowded , to many people, leave us alone 5/5/2017 4:36 PM

89 Are you trying to save space by making small, crappy units? Why not make a 6 story complex so each unit has loads
of space!!

5/5/2017 3:46 PM

90 If there was an effort to vary the look of each house so that they visually fit in to the rest of the neighbourhood then it
could be a good option.

5/5/2017 2:36 PM

91 Provides a yard. 5/5/2017 1:52 PM

92 Maybe not massed so large! 5/5/2017 1:48 PM

93 - More possibilities of home ownership - OK on large lots East of CSV 5/5/2017 12:43 PM

94 This is the best option for new home buyers in the neighborhood; still a single-family dwelling but more affordable
because not fully detached. It will do little or nothing for renters, however, and it is renters that I mean to
accommodate in suites developed in existing fully detached houses.

5/5/2017 11:24 AM

95 similar to townhouses. Probably more expensive. 5/5/2017 11:03 AM

96 I welcome any kind of real estate investment 5/4/2017 11:25 PM

97 Preferable to townhouses to avoid strata. People could have control over their own yard and have the vmbenefits of à
sfd without the costs.

5/4/2017 9:12 PM

98 I have yet to hear why there is a benefit to strata over fee simple homes. 5/4/2017 6:22 PM

99 I support this if tree cover can be maintained / increased and parking pressure maintained / reduced. 5/4/2017 5:28 PM

100 Provides density and could be an affordable option for many people who otherwise could not afford to live in Fairfield.
It also avoids the large condo square box dominating the block. The only caution is to ensure it does not block out the
light on the adjacent homes.

5/4/2017 5:19 PM

101 This will allow increased density, but will still restrict retail bound parking. (maybe a city owned parkade like downtown
will save the merchants)

5/4/2017 5:18 PM

102 Once again vehicles are parked off street but additionally the yards give the owners the added advantage of privacy. 5/4/2017 2:32 PM

103 Better mix of housing types. 5/4/2017 12:05 PM
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104 Same as with townhouses, shared community, but suitable for those who want this type of accommodation but not the
strata that goes with it.

5/4/2017 9:41 AM

105 Not enough land mass, does save some cost and would require tearing down what exists 5/4/2017 9:40 AM

106 Would fit in better with the community, with gardens and off-street parking. But still too many for the original lot size.
Recommend 5 buildings rather than 6 to keep the equation more accurate.

5/4/2017 9:14 AM

107 Reminds me of montreal with rows of housing concrete and no green in between houses. I first sent to Montreal in
grade 9 for french immersion, and was shocked. just rows and rows of ugly brick housing, and no green in between.
Dont make this place a sick mess please

5/4/2017 7:38 AM

108 I like the no strata option. Strata's are complicated and a lot of work, some people avoid owning in strata's/shy away
from it. Also the larger personal yard is great for those who have kids, pets, gardens.

5/3/2017 9:45 PM

109 Only if the space required was previously occupied by a large ugly square box. 5/3/2017 9:14 PM

110 This would perhaps be more flexible that the other model. 5/3/2017 7:14 PM

111 I think this type of housing is aesthetically and socially appropriate but can it be done at a price point that makes it
attractive to people looking for an option to a single family detached home.

5/3/2017 6:51 PM

112 The examples observed in Langley on the mainland are new slums in five years. 5/3/2017 1:46 PM

113 It is a less "invasive" type of development while allowing for family life with private yards and a traditional style of
housing.

5/3/2017 12:57 PM

114 Again, very dependent on situation on the street, how busy the street is already, the nature of the surrounding homes. 5/3/2017 11:59 AM

115 Not a residential style for Fairfield. But developers would love it as it maximises their profit. 5/3/2017 11:23 AM

116 Not familiar with the downsides of this type of ownership. 5/3/2017 11:06 AM

117 Love it. Home ownership without having to be intimately involved with your strata neighbours. 5/3/2017 10:52 AM

118 Look at your own illustration. You would be eliminating front gardens and replacing them with parking. Not a pleasure
to walk on and a danger for children playing.

5/3/2017 10:34 AM

119 By far the most appropriate, far better than townhouses, fee simple title. Strata title combines the disadvantages of
rental and ownership and the advantages of neither. Row housing is the most efficient single family use of land.

5/3/2017 9:37 AM

120 These offer some advantages but there may be better design options available that support rental opportunities. 5/3/2017 9:11 AM

121 This is in keeping with the look and feel of the area 5/3/2017 7:50 AM

122 These are much better than Type 1 town homes but I still feel as though they lack character. I'm from White Rock
where these type of homes have been erected everywhere and the city has completely lost all charm to cookie cutter
homes.

5/2/2017 10:23 PM

123 This is a great option to provide more family friendly housing, and maintain neighbourhoood feeling. 5/2/2017 9:46 PM

124 Maintenance is not as consistent in this arrangement. The example shown allows for more land per unit. 5/2/2017 9:37 PM

125 Adds to stock of houses available for purchase rather than rental or strata. 5/2/2017 9:32 PM

126 Again, loss of green space. TOO much density and increased car traffic unless huge strides are made in alternate
transportation

5/2/2017 9:24 PM

127 Same as last question 5/2/2017 9:08 PM

128 better option than the last but again limited to where 5/2/2017 7:39 PM

129 Slightly less dense compared to the townhouses and previous comments - this is a nicer balance 5/2/2017 7:19 PM

130 Too tall. Front yard is cars and path to door. Little green. Intimidating to walk by by sheer size and mass. 5/2/2017 7:06 PM

131 More tear down of existing houses. 5/2/2017 6:19 PM

132 Takes u too much land 5/2/2017 2:49 PM

133 It depends on how many units. 5/2/2017 2:34 PM

134 Better than strata. Works especially well with rear laneway acces for parking (a standard new urbanist form), but not
so well fronting onto arterials and collectors because of access to and from parking.

5/2/2017 1:12 PM

135 better than side by side - leaves more green space 5/2/2017 12:53 PM
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136 Family oriented. Design could be more compatible with existing houses 5/2/2017 11:00 AM

137 too dense 5/2/2017 10:40 AM

138 Same as before 5/2/2017 9:02 AM

139 Space efficient, cheaper than single house. 5/2/2017 8:30 AM

140 Love this idea! it's the way of the future. There are so many people who do not want to buy into a strata. 5/1/2017 9:23 PM

141 Not sure about the front yard parking - creates a visual barrier to the sidewalk and street. 5/1/2017 8:36 PM

142 Better than strata. More unique buildings 5/1/2017 7:43 PM

143 Takes away community mindedness when you get into private yards. 5/1/2017 7:34 PM

144 They're still houses; just more densely arranged. 5/1/2017 7:27 PM

145 Ownership is possible. 5/1/2017 6:52 PM

146 There's already enough single unit buildings. We need more multi unit lots. 5/1/2017 5:55 PM

147 See my answer to previous question about why shared yard NOT appropriate for Fairfield. 5/1/2017 5:37 PM

148 Don't like waste of space. 5/1/2017 4:52 PM

149 Provides more homes 5/1/2017 4:42 PM

150 Parking is an issue 5/1/2017 4:20 PM

151 Another means of providing more efficient land use that does not detract from the existing community character 5/1/2017 3:42 PM

152 The only thing this plan offers is ownership but is that enough when the cost will no doubt be a million or more, limiting
the number of possible buyers to begin with, the elephant in the room, so to speak.

5/1/2017 1:19 PM

153 Much more in favour of fee-simple arrangements. The homes tend to diversify in look and feel over time. 5/1/2017 12:54 PM

154 similar to other types 5/1/2017 12:46 PM

155 Yards will look like garbage. Don't do what Ontario did!!!!!!! 5/1/2017 11:33 AM

156 With no strata the possibility of one or more houses not being maintained (lack of interest or resources) could result in
a 'tenement' look.

5/1/2017 11:20 AM

157 Keep the area nicer for tourism 5/1/2017 10:52 AM

158 The parking spaces seem to be almost all the remaining green space. this would look too much like a paved over
neighbourhood.

5/1/2017 9:19 AM

159 Need more density. Better use of space 5/1/2017 7:31 AM

160 Like the strata-free idea!! Will attract people who don't want the encumbrance of condos. 5/1/2017 4:59 AM

161 excellent option to create more density in a form acceptable to surrounding single family homes 4/30/2017 10:10 PM

162 Too many, may be limit it to 2 houses with space between the rows. I have seen Colwood developments where there
are rows and rows of houses, no yard.No character!

4/30/2017 8:59 PM

163 another option for density/affordability 4/30/2017 8:50 PM

164 I don't like front yard parking - gives the neighborhood a junkier look. 4/30/2017 7:54 PM

165 increasing density -- increasing affordability. 4/30/2017 6:15 PM

166 Very ugly frontage. Too many driveways crossing the sidewalk. Too many conflicts with pedestrians. Kids playing on
the sidewalk would be exposed to cars backing up from the driveways.

4/30/2017 12:43 PM

167 I like the concept for reasons indicated above. Ensure that this satisfies high density requirements. 4/30/2017 10:49 AM

168 backyards make all the difference. and not a strata. 4/30/2017 10:34 AM

169 I like the green space as children could play in the back yard. 4/30/2017 6:32 AM

170 More expensive; front parking increases danger for pedestrians. If there is no laneway, access for maintenance yard
and rear of house is awkward.

4/29/2017 8:04 PM

171 Keeps green space. But...I would make it a requirement that their is underground parking under the whole complex. 4/29/2017 5:19 PM

172 Nice backyards but not so nice car-oriented frontage. 4/29/2017 5:10 PM
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173 zMany people are opposed to living in stratas. This would give an individual the freedom of owning their own piece of
land albeit small.

4/29/2017 4:57 PM

174 Provides families with a yard for their children to play in as opposed to the small patios many townhouses have. 4/29/2017 4:52 PM

175 Parking is still a concern 4/29/2017 4:40 PM

176 Now you are getting somewhere. These add choice to renters moving up and home owners moving down 4/29/2017 4:19 PM

177 Look more individual, hopefully developer could add character 4/29/2017 3:47 PM

178 Achieves greater density, afforability while keeping option of house-like appearance. 4/29/2017 2:35 PM

179 If it was tastefully done, this is exactly what has been in place in the U.K. forever. 4/29/2017 1:58 PM

180 This will accommodate people that don't want the upkeep of a single family home but don't want to have to deal with a
strata.

4/29/2017 12:33 PM

181 In most areas of Fairfield, this type of development would not conform with existing development and would
significantly change the nature of the street.

4/29/2017 11:36 AM

182 too dense 4/29/2017 11:35 AM

183 For all the "cons" mentioned in your info about row houses. 4/29/2017 11:07 AM

184 These match the character of the area better than Type 1 townhouses. 4/29/2017 9:45 AM

185 Somewhat less affordable option for families but will provide private yard space for those who want it. 4/29/2017 9:15 AM

186 This is my favourite option.....green space, decent gardens, parking that doesn't clog the street; HOWEVER, being a
person living alone, I like to go out in my front garden to work because people then stop and talk.....a back garden
alone is very inward looking for extroverts, and it could be lonelier.

4/29/2017 8:50 AM

187 for high density it is much more appropriate for this area and maintains the feel of space 4/29/2017 8:40 AM

188 I do not like this type of townhouse, people may prefer their own yards, but I like the communal ones. 4/29/2017 7:41 AM

189 This has happened across from me; now parking difficult for visitors, more noise, no lovely yards to look at out the
window, less privacy, not as friendly a neighbourhood where you knew everyone.

4/29/2017 7:32 AM

190 These questions about legal title and such are not the issue here. It is the appearance and appropriateness of the
proposal which needs to be the consideration.

4/28/2017 9:40 PM

191 I love this idea. It would make home ownership more affordable while creating density, but without simply creating a
condo "alternative"

4/28/2017 7:59 PM

192 I like private yards. 4/28/2017 5:59 PM

193 Same as before, gives choices. 4/28/2017 5:52 PM

194 drawing gives the impression that there is a green space behind - reality tents to squeeze these projects together like
unwanted sardines...

4/28/2017 5:27 PM

195 There are some of these already and look fine if well designed. 4/28/2017 4:37 PM

196 Peopel can have some light and green space, more humane. maybe more affordable than a single home to build. 4/28/2017 4:21 PM

197 Crowds out green spaces and trees. 4/28/2017 4:17 PM

198 this reduces density so i don't like them as much 4/28/2017 3:56 PM

199 need to increase density especially to provide low cost housing 4/28/2017 3:34 PM

200 more private outdoor space 4/28/2017 3:14 PM

201 Same issue as with townhouses 4/28/2017 2:52 PM

202 Deals with parking issue and allows for more living spaces 4/28/2017 12:23 PM

203 A good compromise between space eating detached houses and apartment buildings that create too much density and
dominate their neighbour(hood).

4/28/2017 11:53 AM

204 Not. Doesn't fit. 4/28/2017 10:58 AM

205 This limits lot sizes and increases density (both bad things for neighbourhood feel), but it does reduce the transient
feel of too many rentals.

4/28/2017 10:44 AM
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206 If the architecture fit the neighbourhood and all of the necessities of daily living were also included row houses would
be ok. What would be torn down to accommodate these houses?

4/28/2017 9:16 AM

207 A little better than the last option but it will still change the look of the neighbourhood 4/28/2017 7:59 AM

208 Preservation of green space is better. Okay if building design has some character. Ugly boxes are inappropriate. 4/28/2017 5:17 AM

209 It depends on the location. 4/27/2017 9:06 PM

210 Better than the previous option....... 4/27/2017 7:23 PM

211 Again, parking must be on the property, not on the street. 4/27/2017 6:53 PM

212 retains privacy and parking for homeowners 4/27/2017 6:30 PM

213 Depending on design, would provide affordable home-buying options without - hopefully - devastating the feel of an
area.

4/27/2017 6:27 PM

214 No strata is a good choice for some people. Also a small yard for kids, dogs and gardening! 4/27/2017 6:21 PM

215 Strata's have a better chance of ensuring a standard of landscaping and maintenance, although not guaranteed. 4/27/2017 5:51 PM

216 Less density but still a good option for families wanting more privacy/ownership 4/27/2017 5:42 PM

217 if designed to suit the neighbourhood 4/27/2017 5:08 PM

218 Too crowded 4/27/2017 4:47 PM

219 This is the best idea yet. NO STRATA fees Individual ownership. And rentals please. 4/27/2017 4:39 PM

220 Could be o.k. if done sensitively 4/27/2017 4:34 PM

221 Again - OK if no street parking. 4/27/2017 4:10 PM

222 Too expensive. 4/27/2017 3:31 PM

223 would work in some areas - look big and overpowering, will change the streetscape 4/27/2017 2:36 PM

224 See previous 4/27/2017 2:09 PM

225 Much needed 4/27/2017 1:13 PM

226 I like this better than option 1 where it is NOT strata and people own their own house and no linked walls. 4/27/2017 1:12 PM

227 Slightly more appropriate than the previous version 4/27/2017 12:59 PM

228 Can be a great way of adding density, while ensuring that residents of the townhouses are connected to the broader
community.

4/27/2017 12:43 PM

229 want quality over quantity avoid the tent city look and feel 4/27/2017 12:00 PM

230 like that parking is provided and house style can blend with current neighbourhood look and feel (vs. a apartment
building)

4/27/2017 11:03 AM

231 Increases density, keeping height lower. 4/27/2017 10:20 AM

232 They have yards! The picture shows only one parking spot per unit. 6 units =3-6 cars parked on street. 4/27/2017 9:15 AM

233 Same as previous. 4/27/2017 7:37 AM

234 More in character with the village 4/27/2017 3:33 AM

235 Same as before. 4/26/2017 11:57 PM

236 where's the option for 30 story buildings? small housing is an inefficient use of land 4/26/2017 11:00 PM

237 same answer as previous. this is a design exercise, not a zoning issue. 4/26/2017 10:08 PM

238 Doesn't fit the character of the neighbourhood. 4/26/2017 9:44 PM

239 seems more in keeping with the feel of the neighborhood 4/26/2017 9:42 PM

240 Not sure why the lots look so deep. 4/26/2017 9:41 PM

241 I much prefer the common area model. 4/26/2017 9:40 PM

242 Essentially small lot, no side yard setbacks. What good are 8-10' wide spaces between buildings anyway. This keeps
parking on the road-side too, freeing the back to be greenspace

4/26/2017 9:40 PM
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243 Residential scale, attractive, can be historic in appearance (like old Toronto). Maintains intimate scale of Street. 4/26/2017 9:27 PM

244 Less traffic congestion. More community feeling. 4/26/2017 8:53 PM

245 Same as previous 4/26/2017 7:23 PM

246 This is not James Bay! 4/26/2017 7:20 PM

247 Row housing, so characteristic of Europe, would certainly fit in with the atmosphere of the Fairfield area as it has been
since the 1940's. Again, the question of cost arises although I would suspect that row houses might be marginally
more affordable than other types of townhouse.

4/26/2017 6:48 PM

248 With out a regulating strata these homes may deteriorate quickly, (lack of proper maintenane and rules to regulate
close accomodations) which could and bring property values down in the neighbourhood

4/26/2017 6:40 PM

249 I think this ownership model is better than strata. Stratas cause strife. I think the back yards are too big in the
illustration.

4/26/2017 6:31 PM

250 in keeping with neighbourhood - smaller scale development 4/26/2017 6:02 PM

251 To me, this is the ideal mid-density housing form we should be encouraging (or at least allowing) all over the city. No
strata or common property drama. I would so love to see blocks and blocks of fairfield transformed into street-walls of
row houses with yards or common areas in the middle like european "perimeter blocks"

4/26/2017 5:21 PM

252 Everyone has their own off-street parking and while privacy could be a concern for the owners should have not much
impact on the rest of the neighbours.

4/26/2017 5:17 PM

253 Good that everyone has a garden and you get lots of density. Everyone lives on street level and interacts. There's a
pride of the actual block when you live in a townhouse you don't have when you live in an apartment or condo. In the
latter, you're less engaged with the community, which is not what the City is after here.

4/26/2017 5:11 PM

254 more green 4/26/2017 5:08 PM

255 High sustainability, private yard. 4/26/2017 4:52 PM

256 uses a lot of land and private garden, my experience is that parents of today get their kids out in the community to
play..check out the parks, they are packed!

4/26/2017 4:39 PM

257 Too much density of population. 4/26/2017 4:39 PM

258 same as other townhouses, allows for more housing, less impact on street parking but not aging in place friendly as
are multi-storey homes.

4/26/2017 4:38 PM

259 If kept to a small area and if not tearing down older, character homes. 4/26/2017 4:22 PM

260 This would allow citizens to own their own space, no matter how small. 4/26/2017 4:06 PM

261 Ugly 4/26/2017 4:02 PM

262 Fee simple ownership is better for Fairfield because people will be more invested in their homes and can see that
investment grow. Further, green space per unit is very important. Ultimately, though, we still do not want to house the
world in Fairfield. The goal is not to pack all the people we can into this area.

4/26/2017 3:44 PM

263 Good use of space, fills a niche, maintains SFH neighbourhoods 4/26/2017 3:41 PM

264 Love the idea of no strata but on the other hand, Strata ensures upkeep and maintenance are standard. 4/26/2017 3:40 PM

265 Only if they don't replace historic streetscapes. 4/26/2017 3:37 PM

266 Fine. Good. See previous. 4/26/2017 3:35 PM

267 Same as before 4/26/2017 3:20 PM

268 see last answer 4/26/2017 3:07 PM

269 They would provide an additional option for residents. 4/26/2017 2:46 PM

270 they could be built in a manner that they do not disrupt the neighborhood landscape 4/26/2017 1:54 PM

271 Underground parking for these kind of developments is a must. Fairfield should stay green and not become one big
parking lot.

4/26/2017 1:41 PM

272 The more expensive housing sounds, the less I think we should build. 4/26/2017 1:35 PM

273 No concern with this design. 4/26/2017 1:06 PM

274 Allows residents to grow gardens. Stratas are not allowing vegetable gardens 4/26/2017 12:55 PM
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275 No developer is going to build this. 4/26/2017 12:51 PM

276 claustrophobic - compared to the character of Fairfield (stand-alone houses, gardens...) 4/26/2017 12:33 PM

277 location dependent 4/26/2017 12:00 PM

278 In very small packages 4/26/2017 11:46 AM

279 Better idea as Strata's are crap! 4/26/2017 11:42 AM

280 fit in the area better 4/26/2017 11:11 AM

281 Better than duplex previously. More green space. 4/25/2017 10:58 PM

282 This has advantages, especially for families. Question: If one of the owners is causing a real problem, how would this
be dealt with by the other owners? I liked the provisions considered for fitting into the character of the single -
detached streetscape. such careful provision are needed for all other kinds of townhouses as well.

4/25/2017 9:51 PM

283 More people could live there 4/25/2017 3:54 PM

284 Out of character, too much density 4/25/2017 3:18 PM

285 Again... why would you put this into a residential neighbourhood. The people who already live there have invested
their lives into their homes and this detracts from what they invested in. This survey is starting to sound like an excuse
to push an agenda of increased density forward even if people who have currently invested in the area don't want it.
Who is answering these questions?

4/25/2017 3:01 PM

286 Location-specific. 4/25/2017 1:40 PM

287 Increase housing options and density 4/25/2017 8:43 AM

288 Will still be unaffordable 4/25/2017 7:16 AM

289 I'd like to see this just about anywhere west of cook, along cook and and Fairfield. The rest of the hood it too precious 4/24/2017 11:55 PM

290 A row of parked cars is not esthetically appealing relative to how most homes 4/24/2017 10:42 PM

291 Probably better than strata units 4/24/2017 7:13 PM

292 I am not certain other than private ownership what the difference to the neighbourhood would be from the
townhouses.

4/24/2017 5:04 PM

293 Like townhomes; in addition, all units front the street maintaining existing street character 4/24/2017 9:44 AM

294 Private yard space is very very important to many people, especially families 4/23/2017 10:59 PM

295 More housing options at a variety of price points (ownership and rental) is important. 4/23/2017 9:25 PM

296 Less density than previous option, but less impact on property values of existing developments. 4/23/2017 7:38 PM

297 I again cannot imagine where such a development would take place without huge impact on existing character. 4/23/2017 5:16 PM

298 Parking safer and more accessible. More green space. Appropriate for a young family starting out. 4/23/2017 3:18 PM

299 But not too high (not too many stories) or too many in one place. 4/23/2017 2:40 PM

300 Allows families to live in Fairfield, not just overnight revenue generating guests, reduces street congestion. 4/23/2017 8:35 AM

301 High demand for this sort of property. 4/22/2017 11:30 PM

302 fee simple and no strata is a major benefit to owners. allows for many more single family home in fairfield. walk up
entrance is so much better than condo buildings for families

4/22/2017 10:02 PM

303 Adds density and doesn't cause parking problems, as long as there is room for more than one car as most households
have several.

4/22/2017 7:23 PM

304 I see little difference between this and the previous option, other than more variety in the landscaping. 4/22/2017 7:09 PM

305 Too much space allocated to parking, and next to now on street parking. Discourage this kind of development I
suggest.

4/22/2017 5:56 PM

306 could be incorporated into the mix to provide more options 4/22/2017 5:55 PM

307 Same as before 4/22/2017 4:37 PM

308 Same as rentals or condos but allows fee simple ownership. 4/22/2017 4:22 PM

309 But with pitched roofs. This would be appropriate along the main roads. 4/22/2017 3:36 PM
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310 There should be minimum size requirements. These allow people and families to actually have space to live. Big
consideration though is where you locate these types of developments. The immediate neighbourhood needs to be
able to accommodate the increase in density. Don't overrun some of the nice quiet streets Fairfield offers.

4/22/2017 2:24 PM

311 Likely to be eyesores. 4/22/2017 12:11 PM

312 increases density as well as providing ownership advantages 4/22/2017 11:39 AM

313 Front parking creates a car zone. Bring homes out to the street and require a parking area behind, or eliminate
parking requirements.

4/22/2017 10:46 AM

314 Choosing this only because it's more familiar 4/22/2017 8:30 AM

315 family space at rear important 4/22/2017 8:11 AM

316 Strata seems helpful for maintaining the property to a specific standard 4/21/2017 10:51 PM

317 as per previous answers 4/21/2017 8:53 PM

318 I would buy one as would many I know, if such a thing actually existed around here. 4/21/2017 8:08 PM

319 Houses too close together PERIOD! 4/21/2017 4:54 PM

320 This form is almost entirely absent from the market and provides a great option between single detached and duplex
houses and strata titled townhouses. I hate the idea of being part of a strata but a fee simple row house has great
appeal.

4/21/2017 2:08 PM

321 They would ruin the look/feel of Fairfield. 4/21/2017 2:02 PM

322 Again, no real density increase on this scale and no chance for lower cost impact. Just slap a 4 storey building on that
sucker and make it look nice with smallish apartments, everyone spends their time outdoors here anyway. Voila,
density and quality at reasonable prices.

4/21/2017 1:09 PM

323 Too large a development for established blocks of single family homes. 4/21/2017 11:59 AM

324 Usually pricier, therefore less accessible. 4/21/2017 11:42 AM

325 Love the idea of no strata! 4/21/2017 11:24 AM

326 There are more spaces this would fit in than the more dense strata scenario pictured. 4/20/2017 9:42 PM

327 We need more options for density that still preserve the community aspect of neighbourhoods with single family home 4/20/2017 7:32 PM

328 I would live in this unit. 4/20/2017 4:39 PM

329 Next to some suites, this is most appropriate because they still have individuality and look like single homes - just
closer. If they have peaked rooves like neighbours and don't tower over them, they can fit in. How about putting
garages in the house to keep front yards green? Or at least make sure there is some room for a tree. Much preferable
to the double row multi-families queried about earlier.

4/20/2017 3:03 PM

330 Seems like a waste of space but maybe some people have time for a garden. 4/20/2017 2:40 PM

331 keeps the neighbourhood feel which is important to us who live here! 4/20/2017 1:20 PM
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37.39% 267

47.62% 340

14.99% 107

Q11 Where would row houses with
privately-owned yards be appropriate in

your neighbourhood?
Answered: 714 Skipped: 59

Total 714

# Tell us why Date

1 These kinds of establishments do not cater to those looking to make a start in the housing market or to raise a family
on a modest income: they are typically priced out of the range of families and middle-class people, and serve more to
turn a profit for developers than they do to create a community--if anything, they disrupt and fragment established
neighbourhoods through prolonged construction and disengaged inhabitants.

5/7/2017 10:38 PM

2 Appropriate in areas adjacent to higher density development, as a buffer to lower density areas and linked with
transportation planning

5/7/2017 10:19 PM

3 retains some character of residential areas. 5/7/2017 10:18 PM

4 These should not disrupt the established neighbourhoods in south Fairfield and would be most appropriate along
major routes (so access to transit) and neighbouring existing apartment building.

5/7/2017 9:52 PM

5 Existing density in attractive, historically designed buildings, e.g. The Athlone on Academy Close, should not be
demolished to allow such housing. It must blend with the surrounding local area.

5/7/2017 9:03 PM

6 Current housing in most areas of Fairfileld provide much better character than this concept. 5/7/2017 8:30 PM

7 Only a small proportion within Fairfield otherwise it changes the nature too much 5/7/2017 3:55 PM

8 only where heritage houses would not be destroyed and not where streetscape ruined 5/7/2017 2:27 PM

9 Again, not looking to turn Fairfield into a "Lippettown." I appreciate building-type diversity in any neighbourhood, while
maintaining the architectural "flavour" of the neighbourhood.

5/7/2017 12:41 PM

10 Entry and exit presents difficulties. 5/7/2017 11:27 AM

11 As with the previous, near Cook Street and Fairfield Village to create density. keep to within easy walking distance of
village hubs.

5/7/2017 11:19 AM

Everywhere

Only in
certain...

Not in
Fairfield

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

Everywhere

Only in certain locations (tell us where in the next question)

Not in Fairfield
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12 Same as last answer 5/7/2017 10:17 AM

13 It would be beneficial to preserve the character of the neighbourhood by having some streets with older/heritage
single-family houses protected against this type of row-house development.

5/7/2017 9:46 AM

14 No, not appropriate. 5/7/2017 9:31 AM

15 scattered throughout 5/7/2017 8:23 AM

16 densification/traffic/narrow-dangerous streets 5/7/2017 6:52 AM

17 Helps aging population and younger families afford a reasonable priced accommodation 5/7/2017 6:47 AM

18 We need to make better use of space and also provide homes that are affordable and lower maintenance for busy
families and people to live in.

5/7/2017 1:15 AM

19 This kind of development can't jeopardize current housing stock. I can see this type of townhouse development being
built only in a location where there currently exists no heritage buildings. Is there such a place in Fairfield?

5/6/2017 11:55 PM

20 At least there is a yard for children 5/6/2017 11:18 PM

21 Right beside downtown. 5/6/2017 10:17 PM

22 Cannot be specific 5/6/2017 10:00 PM

23 Similar to side-by-side townhouses - same answer 5/6/2017 9:38 PM

24 Near parks, schools. Why not use some of the school property. Instead of large private backyards access parks 5/6/2017 9:28 PM

25 Because they look and behave like houses. 5/6/2017 9:23 PM

26 same as townhouses 5/6/2017 8:10 PM

27 Would not be appropriate for heritage homes, or homes on the heritage registry. Would not like to see a developer do
a land assembly on this type of house. These have been more appropriately split into 4-5 units and not torn down

5/6/2017 7:05 PM

28 only taKES 1/2 the block or one depth of lots. As long as the dense-i-fication was handled sensitively - being
thoughtful of traffic impact 9(sometimes the great conflict between neighbours- parking in front of houses, driving to
quick, leaving their aging vehicle on the street....). PLan to support only one car per household...not to over load the
street with car traffic. extra car spots to park on street should buy city permits at high cost per year. Being sensitive to
the neighbourhood should not loose the chance to densify- ie in a row house of 6 units I would work in 3 bachelor
units with no parking and an agreement that the renter cant own a car because there is no street parking or if there is
street parking available they have to by a permit form the city.

5/6/2017 4:20 PM

29 less green space. 5/6/2017 4:01 PM

30 If it ruins the existing character of the street then it is inappropriate 5/6/2017 3:30 PM

31 As previous responses 5/6/2017 3:12 PM

32 as above 5/6/2017 3:12 PM

33 towards downtown 5/6/2017 2:54 PM

34 Main streets 5/6/2017 2:31 PM

35 Character of the surrounding neighbourhood should be very important in any decision. 5/6/2017 12:27 PM

36 Main roads. They cause more parking problems in residential neighborhoods. 5/6/2017 11:18 AM

37 Between Vancouver and Cook, south of Fort and North of Fairfield -- this location is already going that way. 5/6/2017 11:17 AM

38 Areas that already have post-war style bungalows - near thrifties. 5/6/2017 10:32 AM

39 I don't think it is fair to long time owners to suddenly have a perfectly fine house or two next door be torn down and
replaced with multi family if they lose their privacy greenery views and suddenly have to look at a wall out their
windows. set backs need to be considered.

5/6/2017 10:29 AM

40 Not in Gonzales area. 5/6/2017 10:25 AM

41 Small lot SFH with back yards and retaining green space would encourage families to stay in Victoria. Build the other
stuff and they are gone.

5/6/2017 9:58 AM

42 same as previous development. 5/6/2017 4:06 AM

43 As per previous, doesn't make sense to take down decent existing hoping stock or heritage homes to provide this
solution

5/5/2017 11:10 PM
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44 Some streets of single family homes need to be preserved. 5/5/2017 10:59 PM

45 WOULD REQUIRE A COUPLE OF ADJACENT LOTS WHICH MIGHT BE HARD TO FIND 5/5/2017 10:42 PM

46 Busier streets or in areas that are already densely developed. 5/5/2017 9:58 PM

47 Increased density. 5/5/2017 9:49 PM

48 Same issues as above 5/5/2017 8:57 PM

49 with design standards 5/5/2017 7:39 PM

50 Busier streets where there are not currently attractive older house. 5/5/2017 6:36 PM

51 Not on busy streets 5/5/2017 6:23 PM

52 It adds character to the area(s). 5/5/2017 5:10 PM

53 Same as the previous section, in that I don't like to see existing houses in good repair torn down by developers who
want to profit.

5/5/2017 4:44 PM

54 this is not why we purchased, live in and improve our current homes.... looks like a trailer park... 5/5/2017 4:36 PM

55 The yard spaces look totally useless. Place the row houses along a park! 5/5/2017 3:46 PM

56 Not too much of this option in any one location in the neighbourhood. 5/5/2017 2:36 PM

57 Attractive form of housing. 5/5/2017 1:52 PM

58 East of CSV 5/5/2017 12:43 PM

59 Once more I emphasize that the nearer the inner city core, the more appropriate this housing would be for buyers until
actually entering downtown, whereupon I support apartment blocks for renters. Meanwhile, the further away from
downtown, the more I support suites for renters developed in renovated homes.

5/5/2017 11:24 AM

60 I welcome any kind of real estate investment 5/4/2017 11:25 PM

61 Too crowded. Stresses parking and infrastructure. 5/4/2017 6:46 PM

62 Many streets are too narrow for the added pressure on parking for visitors & tradespeople. Townhouses would work
best along wide main roads such as Fort, Cook, Richardson and Fairfield.

5/4/2017 5:28 PM

63 This choice has the possibility of increasing the density at less expense to street usage. but this example would likely
have 12 adults and from 6 to 18 children who need ferrying around Victoria. You have lost probably 8 parking spots so
your retailers need help again.

5/4/2017 5:18 PM

64 maybe a good idea, no strata, but what protection for neighbours from neighbours? 5/4/2017 3:47 PM

65 Where there is a need for redevelopment. 5/4/2017 12:05 PM

66 Parking is always an issue and this uses up space besides street parking; we want a denser area with amenities that
don't require a car

5/4/2017 9:40 AM

67 Reminds me of montreal with rows of housing concrete and no green in between houses. I first sent to Montreal in
grade 9 for french immersion, and was shocked. just rows and rows of ugly brick housing, and no green in between.
Dont make this place a sick mess please

5/4/2017 7:38 AM

68 See above. 5/3/2017 9:14 PM

69 Strikes the right balance between higher density while maintaining the single-family home (with yard) character of the
neighbourhood

5/3/2017 8:44 PM

70 This would likely work best in areas which are already semi-dense. 5/3/2017 7:14 PM

71 who are we building this for, is there jobs for that market 5/3/2017 1:46 PM

72 I think with the right design this type of development would look good and fit into most areas. 5/3/2017 12:57 PM

73 Tall structures that are not suitable for aging in place for seniors. 5/3/2017 11:23 AM

74 Avoid uniformity of one type of housing 5/3/2017 11:06 AM

75 Great density AND parking combined. Parking is going to be an issue with suites and carriage homes. 5/3/2017 10:52 AM

76 Too expensive in this neighbourhood; not a good value to purchase without being to offset with a mortgage helper 5/3/2017 9:11 AM

77 Not mid block 5/2/2017 11:17 PM
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78 Maybe not everywhere but potentially any part of Fairfield as long as integrity of overall current neighbourhood
maintained-a ratio between mainly single family homes (with suites) and row houses

5/2/2017 9:20 PM

79 Same as last question. Non home owners of an area will ask for any type of housing in a desirable neighbourhood but
don't consider what the development will do to the neighbourhood. That goes for the planners that suggest these
ideas. The ideas don't come from the neighbourhoods!

5/2/2017 9:08 PM

80 Again not segregated to one area, but would suggest that they be allowed everywhere just not in high volume 5/2/2017 7:19 PM

81 Northwest Fairfield where there is already density. 5/2/2017 2:34 PM

82 See above 5/2/2017 1:12 PM

83 Place around downtown included Fairfield area. As we know there is already house shortage, not much option for this
issue.

5/2/2017 8:30 AM

84 It all depends on the scale. 5/1/2017 8:36 PM

85 Too many higher-density developments too close together would reduce the overall character of the area. 5/1/2017 7:27 PM

86 Along Fairfield road only. 5/1/2017 7:00 PM

87 NEXT to existing multi-story apartment buildings. 5/1/2017 5:37 PM

88 They just don't fit. 5/1/2017 4:52 PM

89 Fee-Simple row-houses could add some density without leading to rather bland looking, short-storey condos. 5/1/2017 12:54 PM

90 DO NOT GO THIS ROUTE. 5/1/2017 11:33 AM

91 Try to keep Fairfield a 'family' place. 5/1/2017 11:20 AM

92 I would like to see a more hop on hop off bus and more tourism like area 5/1/2017 10:52 AM

93 See above 5/1/2017 9:19 AM

94 Nice to have options! 5/1/2017 4:59 AM

95 fits in well in the immediate neighborhood 4/30/2017 10:10 PM

96 as above 4/30/2017 8:59 PM

97 not where high proportion of traditional housing 4/30/2017 8:50 PM

98 Don't like look of front yard parking. 4/30/2017 7:54 PM

99 We want neighborhoods that are safe for children. This type of development is only adequate for childless families. 4/30/2017 12:43 PM

100 As indicated above. 4/30/2017 10:49 AM

101 There may be a few suitable locations, but I can't think of any off-hand. 4/29/2017 8:04 PM

102 cars 4/29/2017 5:10 PM

103 East of the village. Some townhouses will be strata and others won't be. The townhouses will be in the same area
though.

4/29/2017 4:57 PM

104 Character fits neighbourhood. Has own parking space/garage so less reliance on street parking. 4/29/2017 4:52 PM

105 Somewhere with no street parking issues 4/29/2017 4:40 PM

106 in the growth areas selected or as an option within a lower density neighborhood 4/29/2017 4:19 PM

107 as long as big trees and neighbourhood beauty is preserved 4/29/2017 4:12 PM

108 We need HIGHER densities. 4/29/2017 3:26 PM

109 see above. 4/29/2017 1:58 PM

110 This housing would not be appropriate in most of Fairfield, where the existing street character is single family housing. 4/29/2017 11:36 AM

111 will destroy character of Fairfield. Want single family houses with one basement suite allowed. 4/29/2017 11:35 AM

112 Closer to schools and business areas...Cook Street Village and Moss-May area and Five Points. 4/29/2017 9:45 AM

113 Not on narrow srteets 4/29/2017 8:35 AM

114 This style would only be appropriate in areas where large buildings or underdeveloped spaces exist. The default
should be to preserve Fairfield's character houses rather than see them replaced with homes of this sort.

4/29/2017 7:39 AM
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115 This has happened across from me; now parking difficult for visitors, more noise, no lovely yards to look at out the
window, less privacy, not as friendly a neighbourhood where you knew everyone.

4/29/2017 7:32 AM

116 Who knows! 4/28/2017 9:40 PM

117 If it's limited in height to the neighbouring homes then it will fit right in. 4/28/2017 7:59 PM

118 Same as previous answer. 4/28/2017 5:52 PM

119 unfair to existing owners and there investment 4/28/2017 5:27 PM

120 same reason as last page. 4/28/2017 4:21 PM

121 Need space for trees. 4/28/2017 4:17 PM

122 in major streets 4/28/2017 3:14 PM

123 It would increase the density of the neighborhood and change its character. 4/28/2017 3:08 PM

124 same as previous 4/28/2017 12:50 PM

125 I'm disinclined to provide blanket acceptance of row houses everywhere in CSV or Fairfield in general. 4/28/2017 11:53 AM

126 doesn't fit with character 4/28/2017 10:58 AM

127 This creates the wrong feel that makes Fairfield what it is. It is appropriate only within a block or two of cook street. 4/28/2017 10:44 AM

128 Cook Street Village is perfect for the use of the people living there and the people participate actively in this are.
Further density might alienate village life. Cramped housing density definitely would.

4/28/2017 9:16 AM

129 Not in areas that have character homes. 4/28/2017 5:17 AM

130 Dont replace the heritage houses 4/27/2017 9:06 PM

131 Need more financially accessible housing. 4/27/2017 8:43 PM

132 St Matthias Church....can't think of any other locations. 4/27/2017 7:23 PM

133 good for residential streets 4/27/2017 6:30 PM

134 Better aesthetically/peace of mind-wise - reasons why this area is loved - to intersperse this type of housing in
amongst other homes/streets - so there isn't a preponderance of it.

4/27/2017 6:27 PM

135 Depending on the size of the lot - either row houses or townhouses could fit into a neighbourhood. If designed well! 4/27/2017 6:21 PM

136 closer to cook street village and fort street 4/27/2017 5:08 PM

137 Again...we did not move here to have this kind of density thrust upon us regardless of what the current city council
wants. If it doesn't fit stand up to them and say that Fairfield is already built! And that we can't force density on the
neighbourhood.

4/27/2017 4:47 PM

138 Why are people being allowed to tear down their small houses and build monster houses for two people to live in. It is
not environmentally friendly. This is the way we should be going. Traditional townhouses.

4/27/2017 4:39 PM

139 Same as in previous response. 4/27/2017 3:40 PM

140 Main streets 4/27/2017 3:33 PM

141 Hidden. Tucked away under older trees replacing 70's homes. 4/27/2017 3:31 PM

142 don't want it in Cook Street Village and surrounding streets. 4/27/2017 2:36 PM

143 See previous 4/27/2017 2:09 PM

144 To protect some of the area as SFD's for families requiring yards, young children to grow up with backyards 4/27/2017 1:13 PM

145 avid the tent city feeling in Fairfield 4/27/2017 12:00 PM

146 On wider residential streets where cars can be parked both sides of the street, and two cars can safely pass each
other.

4/27/2017 9:15 AM

147 Same. 4/26/2017 11:57 PM

148 where's the option for 30 story buildings? small housing is an inefficient use of land 4/26/2017 11:00 PM

149 collector streets and sites where design contrast can be sensitively addressed. 4/26/2017 10:08 PM

150 Good fit for busier corridors (i.e. the streets away from the village), bordering parks and on large lots 4/26/2017 9:40 PM
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151 Some streets are better suited to this than others. Case by case basis - considering the location. 4/26/2017 9:27 PM

152 Around Cook street. 4/26/2017 8:53 PM

153 It will destroy the current feel of the neighborhood! I feel you simply just wish us to move to Oak Bay. 4/26/2017 7:20 PM

154 Not appropriate for anywhere you're hoping to maintain property values. 4/26/2017 6:40 PM

155 I don't think mixing this type of housing in with family homes is the best. Selected sites is the way to go. 4/26/2017 6:31 PM

156 not sure 4/26/2017 6:02 PM

157 Along Major roads 4/26/2017 5:14 PM

158 These projects need very large lots that only certain locations have or can support. 4/26/2017 5:11 PM

159 Only in some areas, not increasing density too much. 4/26/2017 4:52 PM

160 Fairfield is sufficiently populated already. 4/26/2017 4:39 PM

161 prefer not to increase density in areas that are currently zoned for single family dwellings. 4/26/2017 4:23 PM

162 We should be preserving the charm and character of the Cook street village and other parts of Fairfield. The purpose
is not to houses as many people as possible. The purpose is not to add more vehicular traffic to the streets. We don't
need more congestion. Just look at Los Angeles. Would you like to live there??

4/26/2017 3:44 PM

163 Possibly not the best use of land where the lots are very deep and narrow already 4/26/2017 3:41 PM

164 Same as before 4/26/2017 3:40 PM

165 This has been done in Europe and looks and works great 4/26/2017 3:20 PM

166 see last answer 4/26/2017 3:07 PM

167 Similar comments to those applying to townhouses 4/26/2017 2:21 PM

168 they could be built in a manner that they do not disrupt the neighborhood landscape 4/26/2017 1:54 PM

169 same as before 4/26/2017 1:41 PM

170 Continues to maintain the character of the neighbourhood and increases density in a reasonable way. 4/26/2017 1:06 PM

171 Adds density without excess height. Allows people to grow food. 4/26/2017 12:55 PM

172 where contributes to fit of area 4/26/2017 11:11 AM

173 Same answer as townhouses 4/26/2017 9:26 AM

174 A lot of locations could fit this, but some heritage sites and certain dignified streets require more simplicity for the new.
All these types of townhouses, with less crowding would fit into different places,

4/25/2017 9:51 PM

175 It would be a shame to destroy the flavor of the neighborhood. 4/25/2017 3:54 PM

176 Only in places where there are 'islands' of residential houses surrounded by existing density or if you remove existing
apartment buildings and replace with these.

4/25/2017 3:01 PM

177 Not appropriate in the midst of single family dwelling areas of the community. 4/25/2017 1:40 PM

178 Need for diversified housing choices. 4/25/2017 8:43 AM

179 See above 4/24/2017 11:55 PM

180 Again, I do not know. 4/24/2017 7:13 PM

181 I can see these closer to downtown, and possibly north of Fairfield Road in some areas. 4/24/2017 5:04 PM

182 As above 4/24/2017 9:44 AM

183 This type of development needs a deep lot so that each row house has a garden that is big enough to be functional. 4/23/2017 10:59 PM

184 The more homes we can build the better. 4/23/2017 9:25 PM

185 Allows for increased density while providing onsite parking, providing architecture is in keeping with existing
developments, e.g. heritage sensitive.

4/23/2017 7:38 PM

186 If everywhere might hurt the character of the neighbourhood/ 4/23/2017 3:18 PM

187 Again, don't scrap our heritage homes and change our heritage streets. 4/22/2017 7:23 PM
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188 See two answers back...what and who does it displace. 4/22/2017 7:09 PM

189 see above 4/22/2017 5:56 PM

190 same as previous question 4/22/2017 5:55 PM

191 Same as before. 4/22/2017 4:22 PM

192 Only in Fairfield to replace the BLOCK Apartment buildings and not single family homes.. 4/22/2017 3:36 PM

193 Although more appropriate for Fairfield, these types of developments need to be able to be accommodated by the
immediate neighbourhood and have the approval of those in it. There is not appropriate space for too many of these.

4/22/2017 2:24 PM

194 see above 4/22/2017 12:11 PM

195 as per previous answers 4/21/2017 8:53 PM

196 Diminish current urban design and character 4/21/2017 5:53 PM

197 Again, it is important not to destroy too many existing buildings to accommodate the new ones. 4/21/2017 4:08 PM

198 the density needs to be spread out Vancouver, heywood, southgate and park blvd cannot support further density. 4/21/2017 2:33 PM

199 Just another kind of single family housing entirely appropriate on every kind of street, just as they are in places like
Toronto.

4/21/2017 2:08 PM

200 They start to turn up everywhere. They ruin the look of Fairfield's single family residential areas. People start
demolishing beautiful character homes for these. Instead allow for the character homes to have garden suites and
carriage houses/laneway houses to encourage density while keeping the character. This also allows for homeowners
to supplement their high mortgages. Keep this kind of housing allow major roadways and in villages...grouped in
appropriate areas.

4/21/2017 2:02 PM

201 Not my first choice for development, the townhouses are better. 4/21/2017 1:09 PM

202 Maybe in some of the more urban areas closer to downtown to transition from higher rise to existing buildings. The
scale of the development is too large in established single family areas.

4/21/2017 11:59 AM

203 Almost anywhere, but they may not be suitable for some streets that could not absorb the increase in density
smoothly

4/20/2017 7:32 PM

204 On main streets and near commercial centres, or closer to downtown. I still can't see these in the middle of ordinary
residential streets. Dallas Road, Fairfield Rd, Cook St. May St. and maybe a street or two in front or behind. Where
other multi-family dwellings are. Maybe where duplex lots are zoned.

4/20/2017 3:03 PM

205 Zoning needs to be permissive rather than exclusionary. The dominance of single family is an attempt to keep out
anyone who isn't rich.

4/20/2017 2:40 PM

206 Along major transportation corridors like Cook & Fort Streets. 4/20/2017 2:31 PM
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60.50% 386

42.48% 271

59.87% 382

64.89% 414

Q12 Where would row houses with
privately-owned yards be appropriate in

your neighbourhood? (check all that apply)
Answered: 638 Skipped: 135

Total Respondents: 638  

# Tell us why Date

1 Part of creating a housing mix around TOD areas. 5/7/2017 10:22 PM

2 increase in density would be proximal to commercial amenities. Doesn't need to be only around Cook Street, could
also be around NW corner of Fairfield or South of Fort street.

5/7/2017 10:22 PM

3 Nearer downtown core. 5/7/2017 10:20 PM

4 The only thing to watch is that these houses don't block the light of neighbouring housing and therefore diminish the
quality of living for other neighbourhood residents.

5/7/2017 9:54 PM

5 These would require multiple lots to be joined. They should be large enough square footage to entice families, and
have enough green space. They should go near the existing apartment complexes.

5/7/2017 9:53 PM

6 Access, parking and traffic congestion need to be addressed. 5/7/2017 9:00 PM

7 This is befitting of a major road with proximity to public transportation. 5/7/2017 8:31 PM

8 We must make it as easy as possible for those who take the risk to buy/build/sell this type of real estate as it is high
risk and expensive.

5/7/2017 6:25 PM

9 Though closer to the village, apartment blocks might be better 5/7/2017 3:59 PM

On large lots
(over 697 m2...

On corner lots

On blocks
around Cook...

Along major
roads

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Answer Choices Responses

On large lots (over 697 m2; 7,500 ft2)

On corner lots

On blocks around Cook Street Village

Along major roads
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10 Not too many in area 5/7/2017 3:55 PM

11 Not at all as said before. 5/7/2017 3:41 PM

12 could replace the ugly 60's, 70's development that is already there, does not ruin treed streets with old houses and
large gardens

5/7/2017 2:27 PM

13 nowhere... 5/7/2017 1:14 PM

14 As for the previous section (Type 1 row houses): Child safety concerns and traffic/parking effects. 5/7/2017 12:42 PM

15 would have to study. 5/7/2017 12:01 PM

16 It is time to end the 1960s acreages in the Gonzalez area particularly. 5/7/2017 10:52 AM

17 Not really appropriate for Fairfield 5/7/2017 10:48 AM

18 Row houses would increase the density to support the businesses in Cook Street Village. 5/7/2017 9:47 AM

19 Big housing developments are not appropriate in Fairfield. Keep "downtown", downtown. Don't facilitate "downtown"
spreading out into Fairfield,

5/7/2017 9:34 AM

20 Everywhere:) 5/7/2017 8:20 AM

21 Provided these developments don't overwhelm single family homes already in existence, I totally support them 5/7/2017 7:21 AM

22 densification leads to more traffic on our narrow-dangerous streets 5/7/2017 6:53 AM

23 They are practical and reasonable for most areas. However, they are not suitable to be along major roads. It is too
loud and unsafe for families with young children. Major roads should have condo buildings with ground level
businesses or amenities and underground parking.

5/7/2017 1:22 AM

24 I would like to see them 2 stories max 5/6/2017 11:19 PM

25 Same comments 5/6/2017 10:01 PM

26 This type of townhouse fits in well with existing single family homes. 5/6/2017 9:24 PM

27 More density for families 5/6/2017 8:51 PM

28 Old multi family existing lots redeveloped 5/6/2017 8:14 PM

29 same as townhouses 5/6/2017 8:10 PM

30 Row houses are an attractive option. Good for families; potentially, coop housing. 5/6/2017 5:12 PM

31 as long as traffic is limited good visibility required to enter and exit. 5/6/2017 4:21 PM

32 not in the Village 5/6/2017 4:02 PM

33 increases the diversity 5/6/2017 3:53 PM

34 How well this design fits in to any area is dependent on the quality of the design. The example that is given is ugly for
Victoria. Hire architects that can design 'Character buildings' that would look appropriate next to a heritage house

5/6/2017 3:36 PM

35 allow for ample garden space 5/6/2017 3:30 PM

36 as before 5/6/2017 3:12 PM

37 not around the village 5/6/2017 2:54 PM

38 Same reason as previous. 5/6/2017 2:10 PM

39 would look best 5/6/2017 12:00 PM

40 won't break up neighbourhood ambience 5/6/2017 11:38 AM

41 Fit well in most neighborhoods. 5/6/2017 11:19 AM

42 Option 2 - closer to downtown 5/6/2017 11:18 AM

43 Anyone who bought on a major road bought considering future development those who bought on quiet side streets
did not intend to have their privacy quiet and density changed to such an extent.

5/6/2017 10:31 AM

44 No 5/6/2017 10:25 AM

45 Small SFH. Build townhomes and in come the speculators driving up prices. Townhomes have hardly any front yard
and it's all concrete.

5/6/2017 10:00 AM
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46 only where old stock housing will not be torn down 5/6/2017 4:07 AM

47 I have seen row house developments near my family home in south along the arterials and collector roads. They
integrate well into the neighbourhood with adjacent streets of single family homes. I prefer them to townhouse
developments.

5/5/2017 11:03 PM

48 NEED THE SPACE FOR SIDE BY SIDE HOMES 5/5/2017 10:44 PM

49 Already more densely populated. 5/5/2017 9:58 PM

50 Housing stock on major roads (e.g. Cook, Fairfield) are already compromised. 5/5/2017 9:50 PM

51 While I could imagine different size projects in different areas (smaller number 3/4? on side streets) I think this would
be a positive sort of development. The next comments are about Heritage Areas (a little choked that an opportunity
wasn't offered automatically). I feel that a good number of houses and rental units along Southgate, at the south ends
of Vancouver and Quadra (Academy Close, Convent Place) and along Vancouver from Meares to Rockland - lovely
houses and classic small apartment complexes. I appreciate that some of these places may fall within areas pre iohy
suggested for development, Howe Sd I think the very purpose of a Heritage Area is to protect it from development
pressure, which appears to be precisely the case here.

5/5/2017 9:35 PM

52 No to row houses! 5/5/2017 8:58 PM

53 Don't want to change the character of Fairfield too dramatically 5/5/2017 6:40 PM

54 Should replace similar dwellings. Should not replace single family dwellings. 5/5/2017 6:34 PM

55 Suitable for young families 5/5/2017 6:24 PM

56 On wide lots. 5/5/2017 6:03 PM

57 I am not a city planner so I am just guessing. 5/5/2017 5:11 PM

58 Because these have yards and are visually more like small-lot homes, they should be sited on quieter side streets
within close walking distance to the village. This is optimal for the owners, neighbours (better than an apartment bldg
or side-by-side townhomes) and village businesses.

5/5/2017 4:47 PM

59 NOT in the area to the east of Cook Street Village 5/5/2017 4:43 PM

60 no where... 5/5/2017 4:37 PM

61 This is some real inside the box thinking. I actually own a town house like you're describing. It's a great rental
property, but I wouldn't want to live in it. Tall and narrow sucks.

5/5/2017 3:48 PM

62 Not sure. 5/5/2017 2:36 PM

63 Provides individual home ownership. 5/5/2017 1:53 PM

64 I have checked none but could just as easily have checked all. Rather than discuss the pros and cons of each in
particular, I will say in general that attached housing is more affordable than detached housing and my priority is the
development of affordable homes for first-time buyers. Whatever makes the real estate less expensive - e.g. being on
a major road; i.e., a street with more traffic and therefore more danger, noise and pollution - is actually to the
betterment of purchasers entering the real estate market for the first time.

5/5/2017 11:37 AM

65 It's low rise, family friendly and doesn't take up too much space. 5/5/2017 11:14 AM

66 Lots of traffic, best suited to a major road. 5/5/2017 10:12 AM

67 I welcome any kind of real estate investment 5/4/2017 11:27 PM

68 It's difficult to answer this without a diagram of the option . You provided a good diagram in the last 2 options; where's
the diagram for this option?

5/4/2017 7:04 PM

69 Keep them off quiet neighbourhood streets. ================================= Because there is no space in
the next section, who approved that abomination of a house to be constructed at 123 Cook Street? It is totally at odds
with the community, totally incompatible from a cookie cutter building plan. How do we stop this type of disaster from
blemishing Cook Street area and Fairfield?

5/4/2017 6:51 PM

70 Let the builder consolidate lots to achieve sufficient land to make a project viable. Stop with your unnecessary
planners fingers in every pie.

5/4/2017 6:25 PM

71 Many streets are too narrow for the added pressure on parking for visitors & tradespeople. Rowhouses would work
best along wide main roads such as Fort, Cook, Richardson and Fairfield.

5/4/2017 5:29 PM
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72 First, 7500 sq ft is not "large" These homes will be what is called rowhouses or semi's in some cities and must be
'tight' to each other to make them worth building and affordable. examples are fully engulfing Walnut Grove in Langley
and they are not pretty in the spacious department. But necessary for density that doesn't totally overshadow single
family neighbors.

5/4/2017 5:24 PM

73 Provides density and could be an affordable option for many people who otherwise could not afford to live in Fairfield.
It also avoids the large condo square box dominating the block. The only caution is to ensure it does not block out the
light on the adjacent homes.

5/4/2017 5:19 PM

74 Encourage more pedestrians on Cook Street. 5/4/2017 12:05 PM

75 row housing is ugly shit, with no green in between Ever been to Montreal? U like it? then move there, but don't bring
their ugly ideas here please

5/4/2017 7:40 AM

76 New construction should improve and respect neighbourhoods culturally, historically and architecturally. To often the
only consideration seems to be greed.

5/3/2017 9:19 PM

77 Generally, the West side of the neighbourhood would be most appropriate. 5/3/2017 7:15 PM

78 Not anywhere in Fairfield 5/3/2017 2:40 PM

79 I think they could look good, and even be additions to the neighbourhoods 5/3/2017 12:58 PM

80 Situation dependent. 5/3/2017 12:00 PM

81 Not in Fairfield. This would be trying to change the current residential nature of Fairfield. Why? 5/3/2017 11:24 AM

82 Townhouses, which are attractive to families with children shouldn't be confined to busy streets. 5/3/2017 11:07 AM

83 Wherever they fit. They can blend into traditional single family neighbourhoods. 5/3/2017 10:53 AM

84 no parking for visitors or multi unit buildings 5/3/2017 10:46 AM

85 Nope. 5/3/2017 10:34 AM

86 fewer other neighbours. 5/2/2017 11:18 PM

87 Row housing causes barriers between the street and the land behind the housing. Shared walls are a source of
conflict if there is no strata.

5/2/2017 9:38 PM

88 Nowhere. Are they really a desirable way to live? We are just so desperate to cram everyone into Victoria. Does
lifestyle not matter? Kids have a better childhood in a small town where they can roam the neighbourhood, meet their
friends at the ballpark and just enjoy nature. Developers are not making it easier for families to own a HOME. They
want so much for a small living space so the family must slave away just to own anything that is far from being a
comfortable family home.

5/2/2017 9:14 PM

89 Same as previous answer to townhouses 5/2/2017 7:39 PM

90 As above - Northwest Fairfield. Build density where it already exists. Keep green space when possible i.e. in other
areas of Fairfield.

5/2/2017 2:35 PM

91 How does this differ from previous questions? If it's just an issue of strata versus fee simple, fee simple is better. 5/2/2017 1:14 PM

92 More affordable option for those living in a strata who cannot afford to purchase a single dwelling home on their own. 5/2/2017 9:19 AM

93 I live in Condo with strata payment, but it seems a good idea to take care of the building with residence's hand and
reduce the strata fee.

5/2/2017 8:31 AM

94 Same as previous. 5/1/2017 8:37 PM

95 one block should have same kind of housing 5/1/2017 7:44 PM

96 Visually, developments like this need plenty of "room to breathe." 5/1/2017 7:28 PM

97 Also on lots as small as 5,000 ft2 5/1/2017 5:56 PM

98 Don't know about whether they're appropriate here or not. There's already enough single unit housing in Fairfield. 5/1/2017 5:55 PM

99 Only next to existing apartment buildings 5/1/2017 5:37 PM

100 They don't fit in Fairfield. 5/1/2017 4:52 PM

101 As before...would like to see them kept closer to downtown 5/1/2017 4:42 PM

102 Why not? 5/1/2017 3:42 PM
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103 Because history shows such 'cookie cutter' solutions can, and are, built just about anywhere. Fairfield with its ocean
frontage and abundant greenery deserves far better treatment.

5/1/2017 1:23 PM

104 Cook Street Village is little hub. It should have dense apartment condo style housing to reflect that - with businesses
underneath. Major Roads could be a very poor choice - instead of one condominium driveway we'd have a dozen
private driveways to watch out for. Corner Lots - it'd be interesting to see Row Houses as sort of markers and
cornerstones to neighborhoods. Large lots seems self-explanatory to me The space is there and we have parks to
make up for the densification.

5/1/2017 12:57 PM

105 Again, I think the character of the street in question should be taken into consideration. 5/1/2017 12:47 PM

106 NO! Don't do this 5/1/2017 11:34 AM

107 Really it would like to make it more for tourist look 5/1/2017 10:54 AM

108 More housing options everywhere please. We need to really boost the options and get more accomodations created. 5/1/2017 9:31 AM

109 Not appropriate in residential areas of Fairfield 5/1/2017 9:20 AM

110 We need more density 5/1/2017 7:32 AM

111 Not a great idea on major roads as accessing driveways could be dangerous 5/1/2017 5:00 AM

112 more effective use of land 4/30/2017 10:10 PM

113 everywhere except where blocks with high proportion of traditional looking housing 4/30/2017 8:51 PM

114 increasing density -- affordability 4/30/2017 6:18 PM

115 Don't understand the question. 4/30/2017 12:45 PM

116 Need to consider the impact of higher density on traffic in the neighbourhood, noise, sewer capacity, etc. There are
already nice examples of these developments within a short walking distance of Cook Street.

4/30/2017 10:51 AM

117 Concerned about loss of public green space 4/30/2017 10:46 AM

118 good housing due to size of homes & having a back yard. 4/30/2017 10:35 AM

119 Since I can't say this at the end of the survey I will say it now. I don't live or work in Fairfield but I live close to it
(technically Rockland) and I spend a lot of time in Fairfield. Also family members work there.

4/29/2017 5:14 PM

120 I don't want them sprinkled through neighborhoods. 4/29/2017 4:58 PM

121 Increase density, but maintains character. 4/29/2017 4:54 PM

122 More is better! :) 4/29/2017 3:27 PM

123 Why not? 4/29/2017 2:36 PM

124 Maybe not appropriate for families to be along major roads. 4/29/2017 2:00 PM

125 each of the above is too general and would not restrict this type of development from occurring in areas where single
family dwellings define the character of the street.

4/29/2017 11:37 AM

126 Inappropriate. Density issues. 4/29/2017 11:35 AM

127 These are housing types that have been suitable in areas all over the world for decades...Amsterdam, London, etc 4/29/2017 9:46 AM

128 Require more space 4/29/2017 9:16 AM

129 More people, more variation needed to house them. 4/29/2017 8:51 AM

130 best suited for these areas 4/29/2017 8:41 AM

131 less crowded look. 4/29/2017 7:33 AM

132 I have no idea but I cannot complete this survey without marking a box... 4/28/2017 9:41 PM

133 I don't have an opinion on this. 4/28/2017 8:17 PM

134 Works anywhere, but obviously nobody wants a home on a major road 4/28/2017 8:00 PM

135 They seem to be ok. We have 3 new neighbor homes recently built on small lots and they fit in very well ( Oxford and
Linden streets).

4/28/2017 5:54 PM

136 none of the above - not in Fairfield 4/28/2017 5:28 PM
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137 just along major roads is not appropriate because we are talking about neighborhoods,and creating community so
mixing in all ages, and families styles.

4/28/2017 4:23 PM

138 No townhouses, no crowding of people on top of people. 4/28/2017 4:21 PM

139 Major roads already have a different character from the side streets. 4/28/2017 2:55 PM

140 None of the above. 4/28/2017 10:58 AM

141 Keep the extra traffic away from quiet residential areas. 4/28/2017 5:18 AM

142 You didn't give me a "None of the above" option 4/27/2017 7:24 PM

143 Generally not appropriate. Would like better definition of 'major roads'. Better ways to densify while retaining character
of neighbourhood such as garden suites and more than one secondary suite.

4/27/2017 6:36 PM

144 This would add to the density of the area - so good for Cook Street Village business. Also good on large lots, corner
lots and along major roads (if well designed)

4/27/2017 6:22 PM

145 The more townhouses the better. We need more affordable housing options, especially fee simple townhouses. Most
cheaper ownership options involve a strata.

4/27/2017 5:58 PM

146 See previous comments re traffic impact on smaller side streets. 4/27/2017 5:54 PM

147 doesn't fit into the landscape of heritage houses on quiet residential streets, but would replace old apartment buildings
on major roads...

4/27/2017 5:09 PM

148 No where really but this type of development in the northwest corner is much more preferred to the proposed 6 to 10
stories. May also work near cook st village

4/27/2017 4:49 PM

149 see last answer 4/27/2017 4:35 PM

150 not appropriate at all 4/27/2017 4:26 PM

151 Cars should not be backing out onto main roads. 4/27/2017 4:11 PM

152 Generalization will only create to conflicting opinions. 4/27/2017 3:41 PM

153 Hidden. 4/27/2017 3:31 PM

154 big and overpowering, will change the streetscape. 4/27/2017 2:37 PM

155 Wouldn't ruin look and feel of Fairfield. 4/27/2017 2:14 PM

156 Not in fairfield 4/27/2017 2:09 PM

157 These are great! There are a number of older grotty houses and apartments that could be changed to this. You could
do them up in a historical style like a Queen Anne or the like and it would hugely attract people

4/27/2017 1:13 PM

158 avoid cluttering Fairfield with low cost clutter density 4/27/2017 12:01 PM

159 I would avoid corner lots as I think row or townhouses could end up blocking a whole street. A corner lot softens the
feel for an entire street

4/27/2017 11:05 AM

160 Same as previous question. 4/27/2017 9:16 AM

161 good luck with no strata. That is one difficult thing about a duplex . aif your co owner does not maintain his property
yours is worth less and difficult to change.

4/27/2017 6:07 AM

162 Utterly destructive to Fairfield character no matter where placed. 4/27/2017 12:00 AM

163 Particular location is not as important as dispersment. New buildings shouldnt completely over run old neighborhoods. 4/26/2017 11:06 PM

164 same answer as previous. a design challenge. 4/26/2017 10:09 PM

165 By row house I'm assuming this means smaller lot than the previous topic. Row house also has the connotation of
being lower income. We don't need ghettos so they should be spread around and integrated into neighbourhoods

4/26/2017 9:43 PM

166 Again, it would be better to have them mixed in with traditional homes. 4/26/2017 9:42 PM

167 Only in certain areas around Cook Street. Traffic congestion would need to be looked after. 4/26/2017 8:54 PM

168 Not really appropriate again but you clearly have made up your minds. 4/26/2017 7:22 PM

169 in blocks West of Cook Street only, between Southgate and Fort Street 4/26/2017 6:45 PM

170 see previous 4/26/2017 6:40 PM
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171 I don't think mixing this type of housing in with family homes is the best. Selected sites is the way to go. 4/26/2017 6:31 PM

172 Everywhere. I can't think of any part of fairfield that some sort of rowhouse wouldn't be appropriate. More urban
"brownstone" styles with little setbacks around the more urban areas (north west) and ones that blend better with
single family closer to fairfield plaza/Gonzales bay area. Just make sure transit keeps up and keep expanding the
protected bike lanes. Learn from the dutch how to built quiet medium-density neighbourhoods.

4/26/2017 5:24 PM

173 Less impact on the quiet streets. 4/26/2017 5:18 PM

174 See last answer 4/26/2017 5:17 PM

175 Same answer as before. 4/26/2017 5:11 PM

176 There was no choice to vote against this. 4/26/2017 4:40 PM

177 You didn't leave space for comment on the preservation of heritage areas, so I am adding it here. I think it should be
expanded to include Cambridge and the streets in between to Howe.

4/26/2017 4:30 PM

178 Most major roads have lost their character anyway so these structures would not look out of place. 4/26/2017 4:06 PM

179 Only major roads that are not close to Cook Street Village. Major meaning Yates Street, Douglas Street, Blanshard
street .

4/26/2017 3:45 PM

180 Would be OK in many locations best in certain circumstances, such as with relatively wide and shallow lots, Corner
lots, Lots that already have alleyways. Also in areas near CSV to encourage density there

4/26/2017 3:43 PM

181 Can't say. 4/26/2017 3:41 PM

182 See previous 4/26/2017 3:35 PM

183 As long as it doesn't require removing homes considered worthy of heritage status (even if the owners haven't sought
that.)

4/26/2017 2:48 PM

184 We are a family of 4 & would love love love to buy a townhouse, of any kind. There just are not any. There are not
enough 3+ bedroom options for families. Yes- build lots of townhouses all around Fairfield!!

4/26/2017 2:17 PM

185 if squized within smaller house neighborhoods they might look bad and ruin the neighborhood landscape 4/26/2017 1:55 PM

186 No excess height but adds density. Has green space. 4/26/2017 12:56 PM

187 not in support. 4/26/2017 12:33 PM

188 More and less expensive housing is needed. This seems more appropriate to the neighborhood than multiple
buildings in spaced rows.

4/26/2017 12:23 PM

189 see previous answer 4/26/2017 12:01 PM

190 Better than giant buildings!! 4/26/2017 11:42 AM

191 Cluttering up a large lot brings distracting clutter. Less privacy for owners as well. Would traffic from major roads be a
problem for the owner families?

4/25/2017 9:53 PM

192 There are many houses in need of repair and fee simple townhouse would be a solution as opposed more condos. 4/25/2017 3:56 PM

193 definitely NOT on large lots and corner lots. What is a major road? 4/25/2017 3:02 PM

194 Not correct in the midst of areas of single family dwellings. 4/25/2017 1:41 PM

195 Need to retain open spaces visible from street in areas with high pedestrian residential use; fully occupying large lots
creates a crammed and congested environment.

4/25/2017 8:45 AM

196 Have to maintain character of moss / ie not much changing 4/24/2017 11:56 PM

197 No where. 4/24/2017 10:42 PM

198 See previous question - possibly north of Fairfield Road in some areas and possibly closer to downtown. 4/24/2017 5:05 PM

199 Keep our village a village 4/24/2017 11:54 AM

200 Allow everywhere where economical 4/24/2017 9:45 AM

201 These may be appropriate in the area west of Cook Street or in the NW area of Fairfield, but lots need to be deep
enough for decent size yards. I think a 7500 ft2 lot would only be big enough for 2, maybe 3 row houses.

4/23/2017 11:02 PM

202 Where option 5- on all streets? 4/23/2017 9:36 PM

146 / 153

FUTURE OF FAIRFIELD



203 Major roads should have higher density. townhomes work, but only if they compose the first 1-2 floors of mid to high
rises...which would likely need to be stratified.

4/23/2017 9:26 PM

204 There is really no difference between fee simple and strata ownership in regards to impact on the neighbourhood. 4/23/2017 7:39 PM

205 Perhaps with the redevelpment of the Cook St corridor there would be corner lots in the immediate vicinity that would
lend themselves to townhouse form of development

4/23/2017 5:17 PM

206 Some streets would have to be widened to allow parking on both sides of the street. 4/23/2017 3:20 PM

207 Private yards and parking is important to me. I would welcome them into my neighbourhood. 4/23/2017 8:37 AM

208 I would welcome this everywhere. 4/22/2017 11:31 PM

209 See earlier answers 4/22/2017 7:10 PM

210 No for same reasons as previous question 4/22/2017 5:57 PM

211 not restricted to major roads due to traffic issues 4/22/2017 5:56 PM

212 Need some space and room to be outside. 4/22/2017 4:23 PM

213 see previous answer 4/22/2017 3:36 PM

214 These characteristics make it more likely for the immediate area to accommodate the increase in density. 4/22/2017 2:24 PM

215 some streets eg May St have large lots with small older houses that have no real character could be consolidated to
provide attractive options for this type of development

4/22/2017 11:41 AM

216 See previous comments re townhouses. 4/21/2017 11:22 PM

217 i would have it anywhere in Fairfield 4/21/2017 8:53 PM

218 Building only apartment/ condo buildings is too limiting for families and those wanting a workshop who are unable to
afford a house near downtown.

4/21/2017 8:11 PM

219 You are taking a major and incorrect assumption that this community should be available to all. It isn't and shouldn't be.
We saved and paid dearly to live here. Folks with lower incomes should consider the western communities or sooke.

4/21/2017 5:56 PM

220 No where. FIRST DESIGN WITH GARDEN SUITE AND LOWER SUITE IN HOUSE. Varied placement, different
designs of houses would give LOTS OF VARIETY AND CHOICES.

4/21/2017 4:57 PM

221 Again, I am not sure about corner lots. Why should they be singled out? 4/21/2017 4:09 PM

222 see comment on previous question 4/21/2017 2:33 PM

223 I think they are appropriate everywhere. Why wouldn't we permit them on 5000 square foot lots, dividing the lot into
two 25 foot rowhouse lots. This form works just fine elsewhere.

4/21/2017 2:09 PM

224 Keep them in certain areas. Don't allow them to turn up in single family neighbourhoods. They would ruin the look of
Fairfield.

4/21/2017 2:03 PM

225 These should be strata and should be maintained as such. There is no space to comment on Heritage areas. I do not
support Heritage areas, only specified properties. I am gobsmacked that Cathedral Hill Precinct was not considered as
a Heritage area around the Cathedral and Pioneer Park.

4/21/2017 1:14 PM

226 Same as the previous one - depends which part of Fairfield more than which type of lot 4/21/2017 12:04 PM

227 traffic will increase in areas where it is meant for single family homes. 4/21/2017 11:48 AM

228 The issue is always parking 4/21/2017 11:44 AM

229 Ithink all those individual driveways might not work on a major road. But (I hate to say it) it's very site dependant 4/20/2017 9:44 PM

230 They are essentially single family homes closer together, so they should fit in almost anywhere, even on roads that
have less traffic than a major road

4/20/2017 7:33 PM

231 Again we need more housing closer to the city center and Fairfield is an ideal location to create family friendly
housing.

4/20/2017 4:40 PM

232 I can't picture a large lot or how many would be on one. The more scrutiny and design rules, the more I would be
willing to see them further into residential areas. But what if the same thing happens to them that happened to garden
suites and neighbours have no say any more? They should be subject to rezoning, and then I would reconsider my
answer, especially if front yards remained green.

4/20/2017 3:06 PM
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233 Make it as of right. Stop the tyranny of the community association and the unelected land use committees who say no
to everything. the biggest impediment to change is the system of unaccountable and unelected busy-bodies that
Council has turned the process over to.

4/20/2017 2:43 PM
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