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1.

Introduction

1. The City of Victoria was incorporated on August 2, 1862 and is the Capital City of British
Columbia.
2. Victoria is an urbanized municipality of 19.47 square kilometres, which serves as the
metropolitan core for the Capital Region. This larger region is sometimes referred to as
“Greater Victoria.” According to the most recent federal census, in 2011, Victoria had a
population of 80,017 (Statistics Canada 2012). The Capital Region had a population in
2011 of 344,615 and a land area of 2,340.48 square kilometres.
3. Victoria is located on the southernmost tip of Vancouver Island. Figure 1 is a map showing
the municipal boundaries of Victoria. Figure 2 shows its location within the Capital Region.
4. Victoria City Council has a responsibility to ensure that the public assets of the community
are protected and stewarded. Victoria City Council also is responsible for protecting and
fostering community well-being. As outlined in section 7 of the Community Charter, the
purposes of a municipality include:
(a) providing for good government of its community,
(b) providing for services, laws and other matters for community benefit,
(c) providing for stewardship of the public assets of its community, and
(d) fostering the economic, social and environmental well-being of its community.
5. The proposed expansion may have a direct effect on Victoria’s public assets and economic,
social and environmental well-being. As the level of government with statutory responsibility
for protecting these community interests, the City of Victoria applied for and was granted
intervenor status in this hearing. In the fall of 2014, the City of Victoria initiated extensive
public engagement to determine the views of community members with regard to the
proposed expansion.
6. Victoria residents and Victoria City Council are concerned about the potential environmental
and socio-economic impacts to the city, its residents and businesses from Trans Mountain’s
proposed increase in tanker traffic, and particularly the impact of an oil spill. As shown in
Figure 3, the shipping lanes for tankers carrying petroleum products from the Trans
Mountain pipeline pass offshore within several kilometres of Victoria. An oil spill from a
project tanker may impact both the marine environment off of Victoria and Victoria’s
shorelines.
7. Oil spill modelling provided by Trans Mountain shows a probability that Victoria shorelines
will be oiled in all of the examined hypothetical oil spill scenarios. Victoria has a total
shoreline length of 24.2 km, which includes natural areas and parks, homes, regional
transportation facilities, businesses and industry. Any shoreline oiling would have a
significant impact on the economic, social and environmental well-being of the community.
8. On April 30, 2015, Victoria City Council expressed “the City of Victoria's opposition to the
proposed Trans Mountain Pipeline Expansion Project in light of the substantial risk to the
economy and ecology.”
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Figure 1 – Map of City of Victoria Municipal Boundaries
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Figure 2 – Map of Capital Region
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Figure 3 – Map of Oil Tanker Route
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2.

Public Engagement Activities and Key Findings

2.1 Overview of Public Engagement Activities
9. In the fall of 2014, the City of Victoria hosted an engagement process to collect public
feedback regarding the Trans Mountain Pipeline Expansion proposal. Hundreds of oral
comments and written submissions were received. Engagement activities included:
 establishing, promoting and monitoring a dedicated pipeline@victoria.ca email address
for public feedback
 designing, promoting and compiling results from a survey hosted on the City’s Have
Your Say website, and
 hosting a public forum at Victoria City Hall on the evening of October 2, 2014, where
members of the public were invited to speak, complete the survey and/or provide written
comments.
10. Most of the engagement participants live within the City of Victoria. Approximately 77% of
survey responses were from Victoria residents, with participants coming from all
neighbourhoods. 23% of the responses came from other municipalities, mainly those within
the Capital Region.
11. A summary of the survey results, copies of written and electronic comments and
correspondence, and notes from the October 2, 2014 public meeting was previously filed as
part of the City of Victoria’s information request to Trans Mountain (filing A4G3E6). It can be
accessed at https://docs.neb-one.gc.ca/ll-eng/llisapi.dll/Open/2585548
2.2 General Engagement Findings
12. Engagement participants were generally opposed to the proposed expansion (88% of
survey respondents and the majority of email respondents) although some expressions of
support for the project were received both via email correspondence and through the online
survey (9% of survey respondents were in favour).
13. Although some engagement participants identified potential benefits associated with the
proposed expansion, including jobs, increased taxes or other economic benefits, the
majority of participants either felt there were no benefits to the project, or that any benefits
were far outweighed by the risks of the proposal.
14. A significant majority of survey respondents (89%) were concerned about the increase in
shipping traffic off the waters of Victoria. Key concerns included:
 impacts to marine mammals and birds (89% very concerned)
 impacts to fish populations (87% very concerned), and
 impacts to water quality (85% very concerned).
15. A greater majority of survey respondents (92%) were concerned about the potential effects
of accidents or malfunctions that may occur in shipping. These concerns are the focus of
this evidence submission.
16. In addition to specific concerns related directly to the increase in tanker traffic, many
engagement participants expressed broader concerns related to climate change and the use
and/or export of fossil fuels. Participants frequently suggested that Trans Mountain, energy
producers and/or governments explore alternative sources of energy.
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3.

Concerns with the NEB Hearing Process

17. In addition to concerns regarding the impact of the proposed increase in tanker traffic,
Victoria City Council and members of the community have expressed concerns with the
NEB hearing process. These concerns include the lack of opportunities for oral crossexamination and the limited scope of the NEB’s list of issues for the hearing. In particular,
the listed issues do not include a consideration of the environmental and socio-economic
effects associated with upstream activities, the development of oil sands, or the downstream
use of the oil transported by the pipeline.
18. Council has requested that the Province of BC conduct its own environment assessment of
the Trans Mountain Expansion Project. On August 28, 2014, Council approved submitting
the following emergency resolution to the Union of BC Municipalities (UBCM) Annual
Convention. The resolution was subsequently ratified by the membership of the UBCM in
September 2014.
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT OF TRANS MOUNTAIN EXPANSION PROJECT
WHEREAS the Environmental Assessment Office of the Province of British Columbia (“the
EAO”) entered into an Agreement in 2010 with the National Energy Board (“NEB”) under
which the EAO accepts that the NEB assessment of a pipeline constitutes the equivalent
of an assessment under the British Columbia Environmental Assessment Act;
AND WHEREAS Trans Mountain’s responses to motions filed in early July 2014 by
intervenors in the NEB hearing process for the Trans Mountain Expansion Project
demonstrate that Trans Mountain is failing to adequately respond to written information
requests, which are the only opportunity for intervenors to test and clarify Trans Mountain’s
evidence;
AND WHEREAS this failure to respond to written information requests means that
intervenors are not able to properly prepare their own evidence and participate
meaningfully in the assessment process for the Trans Mountain Expansion Project, in
contravention of the preamble to the Agreement, which states that any assessment of a
project pursuant to the National Energy Board Act would take into account any comments
submitted during the assessment process by the public and Aboriginal peoples;
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Union of British Columbia Municipalities request
that the Province direct the EAO to withdraw formally from the Agreement pursuant to
Clause 6 thereof and undertake its own Environmental Assessment process for the Trans
Mountain Expansion Project, which should include sufficient opportunity for meaningful
participation by all interested British Columbians.
19. On March 31, 2015, Victoria’s Mayor Lisa Helps joined with Mayors from other affected BC
municipalities to declare her non-confidence in the current NEB process. The full text of that
declaration is provided below.
On behalf of our municipalities and our citizens who face the risks of Kinder Morgan's
proposed Trans Mountain pipeline, the undersigned mayors wish to declare our nonconfidence in the current NEB process.
It has become apparent that the NEB process does not constitute a 'public hearing' and is
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completely inadequate to assess the health and safety risks of a proposed pipeline
through major metropolitan areas, and the potential risks of shipping bitumen oil to
Burnaby and through Burrard Inlet, the Salish Sea, and along the coastline of British
Columbia.
We have serious concerns that the current NEB panel is neither independent from the oil
industry proponents nor ready or able to assess the public interest of British Columbians.
It is no longer a credible process from either a scientific evidentiary basis, nor from a public
policy and public interest perspective.
This is not a public hearing. It has become apparent that the evidence presented by Kinder
Morgan will never be tested by cross-examination. The second and final round of
intervenor requests (IR) by written questions is nearing completion and is proving to be
inadequate. The proponent has failed to answer the majority of questions submitted by
municipalities and other intervenors, and in IR round one the NEB panel has failed to
require reasonable answers. Because of the inadequacies inherent to the review process,
hundreds of questions critical to public safety and environmental impacts remain
unanswered.
The loss of the standard public hearing from the application review process constitutes a
significant erosion of the democratic rights of local governments, First Nations, and
citizens to cross-examine evidence presented, articulate concerns, and voice opposition
to applications.
The undersigned mayors therefore call on the federal government to put the current NEB
process on hold until an adequate process is in place, and to call on the provincial and
federal governments, through their appropriate and respective roles, to develop, in
consultation with local governments, First Nations, and citizens, the restoration of a full
public hearing process to be applied to the NEB's consideration of all applications for major
industrial project proposals.
We also call upon the Government of British Columbia to re-assert its role in environmental
assessment, and to establish a provincial process with proper public hearings to assess
this very substantial private proposal.
Mayor Gregor Robertson,
City of Vancouver

Mayor Lisa Helps,
City of Victoria

Mayor Derek Corrigan,
City of Burnaby

Mayor Patricia Heintzman,
District of Squamish

Mayor Jonathan Coté,
City of New Westminster

Murray Skeels,
Municipality of Bowen Island

Mayor Darrell Mussatto,
City of North Vancouver
20. The City’s participation in this hearing process should not be considered an endorsement of
the process. The City participates in the process in order to fulfill its responsibility to present
the community’s views and concerns regarding the proposed expansion.
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4.

Potential Environmental Impacts of an Oil Spill

4.1 Overview
21. Victoria is located in one of the most biologically rich and diverse bioregions in North
America, with an extensive marine shoreline. The natural environment is very important to
residents of the region. According to the 2014 “Victoria’s Vital Signs” report, an annual
community check-up that evaluates Greater Victoria as a place to live, learn, work and grow,
the natural environment tops the list of “best things” about Greater Victoria (Victoria
Foundation 2014). The natural environment was selected as one of the best things about
Greater Victoria by 47% of participants in this annual survey.
22. An Official Community Plan is one of the most important guiding documents for a
community. It is a 30-year plan that provides direction for growth and change. Victoria's new
Official Community Plan was adopted by Council in 2012 after two and a half years of public
consultation with more than 6,000 people.
23. The natural environment has a significant impact on a community’s economy and wellbeing. The City of Victoria’s Official Community Plan states that:
Human well-being and nearly all economic activity depend on a healthy natural
environment, both locally and globally. Even in a modified urban environment such as
Victoria’s, the natural environment provides essential ecosystem services, the
fundamental life supports upon which human settlements and a wide variety of plants
and animals depend. These services include clean air and water, waste decomposition,
nutrient cycling and carbon sequestration. Victoria’s spectacular setting and unique
ecosystems are part of the community’s identity, and support sectors such as recreation
and tourism (City of Victoria 2012).
4.2 Community Concerns
24. The environmental impacts of an oil spill were the greatest concern identified by community
members who responded to the City’s survey. When asked to identify level of concern for a
variety of potential effects of accidents or malfunctions that may occur in shipping, survey
respondents were most concerned about:
 impacts to marine and shoreline habitat (93% very concerned)
 impacts to marine mammals and birds (93% very concerned)
 impacts to fish populations (92% very concerned), and
 impacts to water quality (90% very concerned).
4.3 Impacts on Sensitive Shoreline Ecosystems
25. Victoria encompasses several sensitive shoreline ecosystems that may be particularly
affected by an oil spill occurring off the city’s coastline. Figure 4 is drawn from the City of
Victoria’s Official Community Plan and shows sensitive ecosystems within Victoria. An
ecosystem is a portion of landscape with relatively uniform dominant vegetation: a sensitive
ecosystem is one that is fragile and/or rare (British Columbia Ministry of Environment 2015).
As shown in Figure 4, two sensitive “Coastal Bluff” ecosystems are found along Victoria’s
shoreline, extending from the water’s edge to lands just above the high tide mark. Coastal
Bluff ecosystems are considered ecologically important because they support a large
number of plant and animal species that have adapted specifically to this harsh
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environment. Coastal Bluff ecosystems are rare and contain highly specialized habitats for
many species unique to these areas.
26. Figure 4 also identifies several areas within Victoria’s Outer Harbour that have been
assigned a high to very high harbor ecological rating (Victoria and Esquimalt Harbours
Environmental Action Program). A “Very High” rating is attached to the most ecologically
valuable shore units in the harbour, with very little human alteration and high diversity and
importance to species. A “High” rating indicates a highly diverse shore unit, with high
ecological value and importance to the region, and showing little human alteration.
4.4 Impacts on Protected Species
27. Victoria’s shorelines also support several protected plant and wildlife species that may be
impacted by an oil spill. Populations of the following two plant species protected under the
Federal Species at Risk Act can be found along the shoreline of Beacon Hill Park:
 Purple Sanicle (Sanicula bipinnatifida), and
 Dense flowered Lupine (Lupinus densiflorus).
28. As shown in Figure 5, the entire Victoria shoreline is included within the Victoria Harbour
Migratory Bird Sanctuary, which was established in 1923. Environment Canada’s Victoria
Harbour Migratory Bird Sanctuary webpage indicates that:
Migratory Bird Sanctuaries are established for the protection and conservation of
migratory birds. Activities that could harm migratory birds, their nests or their eggs are
prohibited.
The Oak Bay portion of the sanctuary is one of a number of regionally important
wintering grounds. It has a total winter bird population of approximately 4200 birds,
representing 21 species of waterbirds including gulls, cormorants, diving ducks, dabbling
ducks, grebes, alcids (sea birds) and mergansers.
Victoria’s inner and outer harbours provides a wintering area for mergansers, while
offshore kelp beds at McMicking Point, Clover Point and the numerous small bays each
support additional bird life, particularly shorebirds. The Clover Point area attracts
impressive numbers of waterbirds, particularly during the winter months; over a 4-year
period, 161 species of birds have been seen at the point. While some of these birds are
rare or infrequently seen, a large number are common to the area (Environment Canada
2014).
29. Engagement participants frequently expressed concerns regarding the impact of both
increased oil tanker traffic and potential oil spills on the endangered southern resident killer
whale population. Trans Mountain acknowledges in its application that the sensory
disturbance effects on southern resident killer whales resulting from the increase in tanker
traffic would be significant. The waters off of Victoria are included in the Federal
Government-designated southern resident killer whales’ critical habitat. "Critical habitat" is
defined under the Federal Species at Risk Act as "the habitat that is necessary for the
survival or recovery of a listed wildlife species that is identified as the species' critical habitat
in the recovery strategy or in an action plan for the species."
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Figure 4 – Map of Sensitive Ecosystems in Victoria
Source: City of Victoria 2012
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Figure 5 – Map of Victoria Harbour Migratory Bird Sanctuary
Source: Environment Canada 2014
5.

Potential Social Impacts of an Oil Spill

5.1 Community Concerns
30. Social impacts of an oil spill, including impacts to human health and other contributors to
community well-being, were also of concern to survey respondents, although not as
significant a concern as environmental impacts. Social impacts of concern to survey
respondents included:
 impacts to human health (74% very concerned)
 damage to cultural and historic resources (74% very concerned)
 impacts on traditional resource use (68% very concerned), and
 impacts on recreational marine use (60% very concerned).
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5.2 Impacts on City Parks and Other Public Spaces
31. City parks contribute to the social fabric of the community in a variety of ways. The City of
Victoria’s Official Community Plan states that:
Parks, open spaces and recreational facilities serve many different uses in an urban
environment. They help to improve the livability of densely developed areas, enable
active lifestyles and personal health, provide spaces for respite and contemplation,
highlight historic and cultural landscapes, and provide indoor and outdoor gathering
places. Many parks and open spaces also play an important role in providing animal and
plant habitat and maintaining ecosystem services (City of Victoria 2012).
32. A household survey conducted in 2007 to inform the City of Victoria’s park master planning
process showed that:
 Respondents thought very highly of Victoria’s park system. 60% of respondents gave
city parks an overall rating of 8, 9, or 10 (with a score of 10 being “excellent”).
 City parks are very heavily used. Over 50% of respondents noted using their
neighbourhood park at least once per week, with over 20% visiting every day (Yates,
Thorn & Associates 2007).
33. Figure 6 shows city shoreline parks that may be impacted in the event of an oil spill off the
waters of Victoria. Combined, these parks encompass 11.3 km of shoreline. Parks are
identified on the map with green shading. Larger shoreline parks are identified by name.
34. Oiling of park shorelines would not only cause harm to the natural environment and any
shoreline archaeological features in these parks, but also significantly impact recreational
use. The 2007 household survey showed that beaches and water access were second only
to walking paths as the most used features of city parks. Over 90% of respondents
indicated that they used park beaches and water access, with over 50% indicating that they
used these features at least once per week.
35. The park most likely to be significantly impacted is Beacon Hill Park and adjoining Holland
Point Park, Clover Point Park, Dallas Road Beach and Ogden Point Beach, which
collectively include approximately 5 km of shoreline. Beacon Hill Park is considered the
crowning jewel in Victoria's park system. Beacon Hill Park and its adjoining parks and
beaches are popular destinations for both residents and visitors for their natural
environment, manicured gardens, recreational opportunities and archaeological and
heritage features. The 2007 household survey showed that over 40% of respondents used
these parks at least once per week.
36. Other waterfront public spaces could also be significantly impacted by an oil spill off of
Victoria. As an example, the City of Victoria is currently working with partners and
stakeholders to develop a continuous public pathway along the harbour waterfront between
Ogden Point and Rock Bay. The David Foster Harbour Pathway will be just over 5 km and
along the water wherever possible. The pathway will allow both residents and visitors to
experience the waterfront as a special place in the city. It will be a place for gathering,
celebrating special events, watching the marine based activities, enjoying nature and
landscape, and participating in a vibrant public realm for the city.
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Figure 6 – Map of Victoria Shoreline Parks
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6.

Potential Economic Impacts of an Oil Spill

6.1 Overview
37. Victoria’s economy is closely tied to its marine environment. In particular, Victoria's harbour
is a prized asset and is a means to supporting green transportation, connectivity, vibrancy
and investment downtown. The City of Victoria’s Official Community Plan states that:
Victoria’s economy is largely based on government, tourism and commercial activities
serving the local population. The Inner Harbour functions as an economic gateway with
marine and air transportation that support the city’s role as the provincial capital and
tourist destination while the Outer and Upper Harbour continues to host waterfront
industries (City of Victoria 2012).
6.2 Community Concerns
38. Though of lesser concern than environment and social impacts of an oil spill, economic
impacts were still of significant concern to community members who responded to the City’s
survey. Potential economic impacts of concern to survey respondents included:
 damage to the reputation of Victoria (66% very concerned)
 impacts on the tourism industry (59% very concerned)
 property damage, including private properties and municipal infrastructure (55% very
concerned), and
 impacts on commercial marine users (51% very concerned).
6.3 Impacts on Tourism
39. A spill off the coast of Victoria would likely have significant negative effects on the local
tourism industry. Victoria’s shoreline is an essential part of its tourism appeal. Today’s
traveller is craving experiences, those that are uniquely local and engage the senses of the
customer. Tourism marketing is very much about conveying the uniqueness of the sense of
place.
40. Tourism Victoria indicates that tourism is the second largest private sector employer in
Greater Victoria. Last measured in 2011, tourism is a $1.9 billion dollar industry in Greater
Victoria with more than 21,700 people directly employed in the tourism sector. In addition to
any long-term impacts on Victoria’s tourist “brand” from an oil spill, tourism operators whose
work is directly related to the health of the marine ecosystem would be immediately
impacted, including whale watching operators and fishing and kayaking tour operators.
41. The Deepwater Horizon oil spill in the Gulf of Mexico illustrates the negative impacts to the
tourist economy that can result from an oil spill. Tourism is one of the top economic drivers
of the Gulf region. Visitors to Congressional Districts along the Gulf coast spent in excess of
$34 billion in 2008, sustaining 400,000 jobs. A study of the potential impact of the
Deepwater Horizon oil spill to the U.S. coastal economies estimated a $22.7 billion impact
over a period of three years (Oxford Economics 2010). A review of disasters affecting
tourism destinations conducted as part of that study revealed that the impact endures
beyond the resolution of the crisis itself due to brand damage and ongoing traveler
misperceptions.
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7.

Spill Response

7.1 Community Concerns
42. Comments received through the City’s various public engagement activities demonstrated
that spill response was a subject of concern to the community. Expressed concerns
included:
 roles and responsibilities
 timeliness of response
 adequacy of response resources, and
 availability of funds to pay for adequate spill response.
Increased demands on local emergency responders was an oil spill impact of concern to a
majority of survey respondents (60% very concerned).
7.2 City of Victoria Concerns
43. The Victoria Emergency Management Agency (VEMA) is the City of Victoria's resource for
helping the community prepare for an emergency. VEMA staff work with partners
throughout the Capital Region to plan for regional emergency response. VEMA is also
responsible for coordinating Victoria’s emergency response in the event of a disaster,
including a marine oil spill. Depending upon the nature of the emergency, various City of
Victoria staff may be called upon to assist in emergency response, including:
 Public Works staff from within the Engineering and Public Works Department, who could
perform tasks such as traffic control and debris cleanup and removal, and
 staff from the Victoria Fire Department.
44. The Victoria Fire Department has a particular interest in ensuring public safety and the
protection of property and the marine environment in Victoria’s harbour. The department
has recently taken possession of a second response boat, which will focus on environmental
response issues relating to the protection and preservation of the harbour.
45. Both Trans Mountain and the British Columbia Ministry of Environment recognize the key
role that local governments play in marine oil spill response. On page 21 of its Submission
to the Tanker Safety Expert Panel, Trans Mountain indicates that:
When exercising our response plans, we find it beneficial to include the regulators, First
Nations, local governments and other key stakeholders that might form a unified
command under ICS in a real event. Established relationships and efficient
communication are critical aspects of an efficient response that are best achieved
through regular interaction.
46. The BC Marine Oil Spill Prevention and Preparedness Strategy states that:
The Province will encourage coastal communities and local governments to participate
in localized, near-shore spills. B.C. Ministry of Environment will initiate memoranda-ofagreement with local governments to establish a capability for dealing with the impact of
spills in coastal areas. In the event of a major spill, communities will be encouraged to
contribute to and support the provincial response in their locale.
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The Province will, in cooperation with the Canadian Coast Guard and oil industry,
provide training programs designed to establish community-based marine oil spill
workforce for shoreline cleanup and wildlife rescue. These groups will be formed from
local public interest groups, Native bands, and service agencies, and will be registered
with the Province for response in the case of a marine oil spill.
Areas of mutual cooperation will also include the identification and inventory of local
experts, community cleanup equipment, valuable local resources and their sensitivity to
oil impact, potential oily waste disposal sites, and transportation facilities (British
Columbia Ministry of Environment).
47. Despite this recognition of the important role of local governments in spill response, the role
that City of Victoria staff, other regional emergency responders and/or local volunteers
would play in an oil spill event is unclear at this time. Western Canada Marine Resource
Corporation’s (WCMRC) needs for local support in the event of a marine-based oil spill,
such as road closures, media releases, or coordination of local volunteers, are unknown.
The Victoria Fire Chief indicates that he is unaware of any coordinated oil spill response
plans for Victoria’s harbour. The Fire Chief is currently working with harbour users,
stakeholders and other emergency service providers to establish a more robust operational
planning process for response to these types of emergencies. VEMA staff were invited to
one marine oil spill table-top emergency exercise several years ago. WCMRC also made a
short presentation within the past several years to a regional emergency coordinators
meeting. Otherwise, City staff have not participated in recent memory with WCMRC or the
Province of British Columbia in any oil spill preparedness or response planning, or table-top
or on-water emergency response exercises.
48. The April 2015 spill of bunker fuel from the grain ship MV Marathassa in English Bay
illustrates the lack of clarity regarding the role of local governments in an oil spill situation.
The City of Vancouver indicated that it was not notified of the spill until 12 hours after it
happened.
49. That incident also raises a number of concerns regarding the current capacity for oil spill
response along BC’s coast. BC Premier Christy Clark was quoted in the media as saying
that "Somebody needs to do a better job of protecting the coast, and the coast guard has
not done it. If that means that in the future the coast guard is relieved of their lead in this
and starts taking direction from the province, then perhaps that's a better way” (CBC News
2015).
50. The Association of Vancouver Island Coastal Communities (AVICC) is an area association
under the umbrella of the UBCM, which has a membership of 51 municipalities and regional
districts. The members considered issues emerging from the English Bay spill at their April
2015 annual general meeting and convention and passed the following emergency
resolution in response:
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Oil Spill Preparedness – English Bay Response
Whereas the oil spill event of April 8 2015, into English Bay, and the Salish Sea,
demonstrated a clear lack of capacity to respond to oil spill events in British Columbia.
Whereas the long-term viability and economies of BC coastal communities are
dependent, in part, upon the protection and preservation of the local marine
environment.
THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED That the AVICC request that the Province of British
Columbia order an independent audit of the current state of oil spill preparedness in BC.
51. The lack of clarity regarding roles and responsibilities and the lack of opportunities to
participate in oil spill response exercises is of concern to City staff. It limits the City of
Victoria’s ability to effectively participate in any oil spill response and may impact the
efficiency and effectiveness of response efforts. To address these concerns, the City of
Victoria requests that:
 WCMRC, in cooperation with the Province of British Columbia, local governments and
other regional stakeholders, develop a specific marine oil spill response plan for the
Capital Region
 based on the roles and responsibilities identified in that plan, WCMRC provide training
opportunities for local and regional emergency responders and any necessary oil spillspecific equipment required to facilitate the exercise of those roles and responsibilities,
and
 WCMRC hold annual table-top exercises with local and regional emergency responders.
The frequency of on-water exercises can be determined once a plan is developed and
roles and responsibilities are better understood.
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Yates, Thorn & Associates. 2007. City of Victoria Parks Survey. (attached as Appendix 1)
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Executive Summary

As part of the Parks Master Planning
process, a random survey was
conducted to determine residents’
attitudes to park issues and
improvement strategies. The survey
was conducted in July/August 2007;
714 responses were received from
householders and an additional 106
from youth, who received a special
survey form. In addition, 303
respondents added written
comments, and 42 added comments
through a telephone survey. The
survey respondents were broadly
representative of the total Victoria
population, with a slight skew toward
those living in Fairfield, those aged
45/64, and those in two person
households with no children at
home.
The results of the Household
Survey were as follows:
• Respondents were very positive
toward their parks, with over 60%
giving a rating of 8,9 or 10 out of
10.
• Parks are very heavily used.
Over 50% of respondents noted
using the neighbourhood park at
least once per week, with over
20% visiting every day. The same
held true for Dallas Road/Clover
Point and Beacon Hill Park,
• Topaz Park’s patterns are very
different. Only 6% of respondents
noted that they, or someone in
their household, used the park
once per week or more, with only
another 6% visiting on a once per
month frequency.
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•

•

•

•

The park facilities and amenities
most used by respondents were
walking paths, beaches and
water access, landscaped and
floral displays, natural features
and areas with native planting,
and picnic areas. Those least
used included skate parks and
most of the sport related facilities.
Walking paths have not only the
most users, but the most frequent
users – 2 out of 3 respondents
noted using these paths at least
once per week – Victoria is a city
of walkers!
Lack of time was the most cited
barrier to using the parks.
Concerns about social issues and
about safety issues were also
cited by a number of
respondents. Improving safety
and the sense of safety in parks,
and addressing the issues of
homelessness, drug use, etc,
would increase park usage. A
lack of facilities, especially
washrooms, was also a noted
barrier, with comments often
coming from older respondents.
When asked about what they
value about Victoria’s parks, and
what they would like to see the
City emphasize in their
development planning,
respondents placed the highest
value on local neighbourhood
parks, natural parks and urban
forest, access to water and
beaches, and trails and pathways
in parks…closely followed by
greenway connections and
boulevards and parks with quiet
passive areas.
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•

•

•

When asked about specific
development strategies,
respondents were broadly
supportive: all but two strategies
received support from more than
50% of respondents. The only
two strategies that did not receive
this 50% level were ‘more offleash areas for dog owners’ and
‘more sports fields and ball
diamonds in parks’.
Respondents were even clearer
about how these strategies
should be developed. There was
overwhelming support for
increased collaboration with
adjacent municipalities, CRD,
School Districts and other public
agencies (89%). There was
almost the same amount of
support (77%) for partnering with
not-for-profit groups. Reducing
service levels (such as reducing
maintenance levels, hours of
operation, or by closing existing
park components) was roundly
rejected by respondents.
Respondents indicated that they
were prepared to pay more city
taxes for their parks system. Only
12% or respondent said ‘no’ to
paying more for parks, and the
50% support level came at about
$10 or a 15% budget uplift.
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The Youth Survey elicited the
following:
• Youth use parks for informal play
– 3 out of 4 ‘just play around and
have fun’ or ‘use the playground
or play equipment’ (60%). It is
also a social place – to ‘relax and
chill out’ (61%) or just to ‘meet
friends’ (57%). One in two youth
used the park to play sports,
while 37% watched sports as
well. For 27%, the park was
where they walked their dog.
• For adults, the main barrier was
‘lack of time’; youth have the
same problem with the main
barrier to greater park use being
‘too busy with other activities’
(46%). Safety problems were
barriers for adults…also for
youth: both ‘scary people in the
park’ (39%), and the converse
which is ‘parents won’t let me go
on my own’ (38%). One in three
youth did not go to the park
because there was ‘not enough in
the parks for kids my age to do’.
• Most of the ideas for
improvements that were
presented to youth in the survey
got reasonable support. None
however was overwhelmingly
supported, except perhaps for the
‘park designed for and by youth’
(51%).
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Introduction

The City of Victoria is preparing a Parks Master Plan and as part of the research
process, it wished to obtain public input through the development of a random sample
survey.
The survey’s research objectives were:
• Identify and profile parks users
• Identify and evaluate community attitudes towards parks.
• Identify key features for preservation or enhancement.
• Identify park behaviors, recreational activities and frequency of use.
• Identify key areas with respect to parks, parks use and development.
• Identifying obstacles that limit participation/use of parks.
In order to develop and conduct the random survey,
the firm of Yates, Thorn & Associates was hired to
develop, deliver and analyze a community survey
whose results would be statistically valid and
representative of all city residents.

I was very impressed to receive
this survey. I think it was a very
good idea.

Yates, Thorn & Associates were retained by the City in May 2007. The survey questions
were reviewed and discussed staff and with the Parks Master Plan Advisory Committee.
Two surveys were distributed in one package: a general household survey and a youth
survey. A comments sheet was also included.
The package was distributed by mail to a sample of households in early July 2007 with a
request to return the surveys by August 10, 2007.
Data was analyzed in late August and the results and this report presented to the Parks
Master Plan Advisory Committee, the Parks Committee and to Council in September
2007.
This analysis looks at the overall process and methodology of the survey, presents the
results for each question asked, and provides analysis of the survey findings.
All decisions based on these findings are the purview of the City of Victoria.
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Methodology

Process
The process by which the surveys were developed and administered, and the results
compiled and analyzed, was divided into a number of steps as follows:
•

The consultants met with the Project Managers and Parks Master Plan Advisory
Committee. Some ideas for survey questions, based on the project overview from
the RFP, were presented.

•

Areas of the city to which surveys would be mailed were agreed. Distribution was
based on Canada Post’s letter carrier walks, with 1 in 6 routes in the city being
selected. Information concerning the number of residences in each walk was
analyzed to ensure that the survey distribution was as close to the neighbourhood
population distribution as possible.

•

All aspects of the survey design were drafted. These included the survey with cover
letter (Appendix A), mail out and mail back envelopes. Multiple drafts of the survey
questions and cover letter were developed over a period of two weeks.

•

Arrangements were made with BC Mail Plus to print the survey, mail it out, receive
and open returned surveys, scan the returned surveys and provide the raw survey
results in an appropriate electronic format to Yates, Thorn & Associates. The survey
was mailed to 7,200 addresses.

•

A communications process was undertaken before and during the survey to ensure
that residents had good background information about the survey and its questions.

•

All materials were signed off by the Project Manager and Project Committee prior to
printing.

•

There were 714 returned household surveys, and 104 returned youth surveys.
These were scanned and data compiled into data files.

•

The data files were then turned into a series of Excel spreadsheet tables and charts
(presented as Appendix B for the household survey and Appendix C for the youth
survey).

•

These tables and charts were then analyzed and compiled into this report. The
analysis is also available as a PowerPoint presentation.

•

Included with the 714 returned surveys were 303 written comments sheets. These
were all read, reviewed and comments from them are used throughout this report. All
the comments sheets are available in a separately bound appendix (D). Analyzing
these comments is extremely difficult, but their composite, which can only be had by
reading them, provides a picture of what thoughtful Victoria residents think about
their park system – they should be read by all in positions of authority in and for the
park system.
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•

Respondents were also given the opportunity to be telephoned if they wanted to
make additional comments. All those who entered their name and phone number in
this section of the survey form were called. Between August 10th and 30th two
attempts were made to contact each person (although many were unavailable). In
total, 42 completed calls were made. This information was added to that from the
analysis of both the survey data and the comments sheets, and is included in this
report.
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Responses and Survey Validity – Household Survey
The 714 returned surveys provide results that are significant at the +/-3% level, 19 times
out of 20. This means that any percentage result presented in this report will be within
3% of the result that would have been obtained, had everyone in the city of Victoria been
questioned. The 714 respondents make up approximately 1% of the city’s total
population of 74,115 and 2.2% of its households, since respondents were asked in some
questions to comment about their household’s use of parks.
Demographic data was also gathered from respondents to assess the degree to which
the sample was representative of the overall population - in terms of their residence
location, their family structure, their age and gender.
In terms of place of residence1, the response from Fairfield in particular, but also in
South Jubilee and Downtown neighbourhoods, was significantly greater than their
shares of the city population, while most other neighbourhoods were similar to or less
than their shares of the city population.

Respondents Live:
Survey Responses

1

Population 2001

(n = 714)

%

74115

Burnside/Gorge

35

4.9

4950

6.7%

Downtown

32

4.5

1270

1.7%

Fairfield

209

29.3

11030

14.9%

Fernwood

47

6.6

9205

12.4%

Gonzales

15

2.1

3770

5.1%

Harris Green

14

2.0

1575

2.1%

Hillside/Quadra

75

10.5

7180

9.7%

James Bay

114

16.0

11135

15.0%

North Jubilee

31

4.3

3125

4.2%

North Park

23

3.2

3070

4.1%

Oaklands

32

4.5

6550

8.8%

Rockland

8

1.1

3575

4.8%

South Jubilee

55

7.7

2105

2.8%

Victoria West

35

4.9

5575

7.5%

don't know

1

0.1

Some further analysis of data was made by grouping neighbourhoods as follows:
•
North and West Victoria: Burnside/Gorge, Hillside/Quadra, Victoria West
•
Central Victoria: Downtown, Harris Green, North Park
•
Eastern Victoria: Fernwood, North Jubilee, Oaklands, South Jubilee
•
South Victoria: Fairfield, Gonzales, James Bay, Rockland

Yates, Thorn & Associates
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In terms of type of housing, there was an under-response from those families who rent
their accommodation (29.3% of respondents versus 62.5% of residents) while overrepresenting those who own their accommodation (68.6% of respondents versus 37.5%
of the population).

Housing:
Survey Responses
(n = 714)

Rent
Own

209
490
15

no resp. provided

%
29.3
68.6
2.1

Dwellings 2006
41700
24820
16880

59.5%
40.5%

In terms of type of household, there was an under-response from those families having
children at home (19% of respondents versus 23% of residents) both two parent and
even more so for single parents (3.4% of respondents versus 10.9% of families).
Responses from families with no children at home were over-represented, primarily
within the two person category, rather than the single person category.

Type of Household:
Survey Responses
two parent family,
single parent family,
two person family, no
single person, no

children
children
children
children

at
at
at
at

home
home
home
home
other

no resp. provided

Households 2006

(n = 714)

%

113
24
274
266
30
7

15.8
3.4
38.4
37.3
4.2
1.0

38615
4450
3855
9775
20535

%
11.5%
10.0%
25.3%
53.2%

In terms of age, there were few respondents aged 20 to 30 years of age, with responses
from those aged 45/64 years over-representing their numbers in the community (46.9%
of respondents versus 27% of residents).

Age of
Respondents:
Survey Responses
20 30 45 over

30
44
64
65

years
years
years
years

no resp. provided

Population 2006

(n = 714)

%

57
162
335
150
10

8.0
22.7
46.9
21.0
1.4

67250
14910
16900
20815
14625

%
22.2%
25.1%
31.0%
21.7%

Overall therefore, the response of the sample tends to over-represent the views of those
aged 45 to 64 years; those living in a two person home but with no children living at
home; those who own their own homes and those who live in Fairfield. This should be
borne in mind when these results are being assessed.

Yates, Thorn & Associates
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Household Survey – Results and Analysis

Overall Rating of City Parks
Question:
How would you rate the overall level of City parks?
Respondents were asked to give both an overall rating for the city’s parks, and to rate
specific characteristics of the park system. A score of 10 was ‘excellent’ and 1 was ‘very
poor’.
Overall Rating
80.0

percentage

60.0

40.0

20.0

34.7

13.4

19.7

15.4

6.9

4.2

0.4

0.1

0.1

0.1

4

3

2

1

0.0
10

9

8

7

6

5

In terms of overall rating, over 60% of respondents gave a score of 8, 9 or 10. Less than
5% gave a score of 5 or less. Clearly, respondents think very highly of their park system.
Quantity of Parks
80.0

percentage

60.0

40.0
27.7
20.0

10.8

20.0

15.4

10.1

7.3

2.2

1.5

0.0

0.3

4

3

2

1

0.0
10

9

8

7

6

5

The same general pattern held true when asked about the quantity of parks.
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Neighbourhood Distribution of Parks
80.0

percentage

60.0

40.0
24.5
20.0
8.3

21.8

11.5

11.5

9.0

4.2

2.0

0.1

0.7

4

3

2

1

3.6

2.0

0.6

1.1

4

3

2

1

3.6

1.7

0.0

0.8

4

3

2

1

0.0
10

9

8

7

6

5

…and for the neighbourhood distribution of parks
Park Amenities
80.0

percentage

60.0

40.0
24.9
20.0
5.9

21.3
15.3

10.5

9.7

0.0
10

9

8

7

6

5

…and for park amenities
Maintenance Levels
80.0

percentage

60.0

40.0
26.6
20.0

17.2

16.1

10.4

11.2

8.0

0.0
10

9

8

7

6

5

…and maintenance levels (although even those who
were satisfied commented on issues that concerned
them).
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Why are sidewalks through and
around neighborhood parks not
cleared of snow and ice thoroughly
and promptly?
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Comparing Ratings - Victoria

Overall Rating

Quantity of parks

Maintenance Levels

Neighbourhood
Distribution

Park Amenities

60%

65%

70%

75%

80%

85%

While the general pattern showing high satisfaction with the system held true for each of
these attributes, all were marginally lower than the overall satisfaction level.
There are two possible explanations for this:
•

The overall rating is a ‘top of mind’ response…genuine, but without a great deal
of thought or analysis. Once people are prompted by the other questions, there is
a more detailed thought process that identifies areas where there are areas for
improvement.

•

Secondly, there are differences between demographic groups.

Yates, Thorn & Associates
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When the answers to this question are cross tabulated against the group
neighbourhoods2, the following is evident:
Comparing Ratings - by Grouped Neighbourhood

Overall Rating

Quantity of
parks

South
Eastern
Central
North and West

Maintenance
Levels

Neighbourhood
Distribution

Park Amenities

60%

•

65%

70%

75%

80%

85%

The same geographic patterns hold true for each element:
o

Those living in the central neighbourhoods (Downtown, Harris Green, North
Park) are slightly more satisfied than those in other areas of the city.

o

Those in the eastern neighbourhoods (Fernwood, North Jubilee, Oaklands, South
Jubilee) are less satisfied than those in other areas of the city.

2

The data for neighbourhoods is less statistically valid than that for the total survey sample.
The neighbourhoods are segmented as follows:
•
North and West Victoria: Burnside/Gorge, Hillside/Quadra, Victoria West
•
Central Victoria: Downtown, Harris Green, North Park
•
Eastern Victoria: Fernwood, North Jubilee, Oaklands, South Jubilee
•
South Victoria: Fairfield, Gonzales, James Bay, Rockland

Yates, Thorn & Associates
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Frequency of Use – Parks and Park Services
Question:
Which of the following parks do you, or someone in your household, use?

How important is recreation to your family/household?
Two questions focused on frequency of use: the first asked about specific parks, while
the second asked about facilities and amenities in parks. In terms of specific parks,
information was requested about three of the city’s largest parks, and about
neighbourhood parks in general.

Neighbourhood
once per day
once per week
once per month

Topaz

once per year
never

Dallas/Clover

Beacon Hill

0.0

20.0

40.0

60.0

80.0

100.0

Clearly, parks are very heavily used. Over 50% of respondents noted using their
neighbourhood park at least once per week, with over 20% visiting every day. The same
held true for Dallas Road/Clover Point and Beacon Hill Park, although it should be
remembered that this is the neighbourhood park for
I live near Topaz Park. I resent that
many people in Fairfield, James Bay and other city
it is the regional sports facility first
neighbourhoods.
and foremost and thereby excludes
local residents and actually
negatively impacts on them (extra
Topaz Park’s patterns are very different. Only 6% of
traffic, light pollution, more space
respondents noted that they, or someone in their
given over to parking instead of lots
household, used this park once per week or more,
of green space).
with only another 6% visiting on a once per month
frequency. In many ways, this is to be expected: Topaz Park is a sports park with
facilities that serve a particular section of the community. In addition its access, good by
road and transit, but with relatively few Victoria residences close by, minimize its
‘neighbourhood’ values and accentuate its ‘regional’ values.
Yates, Thorn & Associates
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Park Facilities and Amenities
Question:
How frequently do you,
or someone in your
household, currently
use the following?
A long list of park
facilities and amenities
were offered to
respondents to
comment on their
usage frequencies. The
first analysis comments
on which of them were
used, irregardless of
how frequently, and
which were noted by
respondents as ‘never’
used.
Those used by most
respondents were
walking paths, beaches
and water access,
landscaped and floral
displays, natural
features and areas with
native planting, and
picnic areas.
Those least used
included skate parks
and most of the sport
related facilities.
In a middle category
were facilities which
served families and
children for social and
recreational activity,
such as children’s
spray parks and
playgrounds, and
facilities that were more
specialized such as offleash dog walking
areas/parks,
community gardens
and cycle paths.
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Use of Park Facilities
and Amenities
Skateparks

Ball diamonds

Basketball courts

Soccer fields

Children's spray
park

Tennis courts

Off-leash dog
walking areas/parks

Playgrounds

Community gardens

Cycling paths

Picnic areas
Natural features and
areas of native
planting
Landscaped
gardens and floral
displays
Beaches and water
access

Walking paths
0

20
Use

40

60

80

100

Don't Use
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Frequency of Use
Skateparks
Ball diamonds
Basketball courts
Soccer fields
Day
Children's spray park
Week
Tennis courts

Month

Off-leash dog walking
areas/parks

Year

Playgrounds
Community gardens
Cycling paths
Picnic areas
Natural features and
areas of native planting
Landscaped gardens
and floral displays
Beaches and water
access
Walking paths
0

10

20

30

40

50

When frequency of use is added to this analysis,
some other patterns are discernable:
•

In the ‘frequent use’ category, walking paths
have not only the most users, but the most
frequent users – 2 out of 3 respondents noted
using these paths at least once per week –
Victoria is a city of walkers! The other three
amenities in this ‘frequent use’ category can be
seen as places where walkers (and no doubt
others) go: the beach, waterfront, to admire the

Yates, Thorn & Associates
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60

70

80

90

100

Also it would be nice to see more
low-maintenance parks in
neighborhoods with just a green
area, bench, garbage, and perhaps
a small playground.

Congratulations are due to everyone
involved with the basketball court
next too Crystal Pool. It looks great
and is used just about 24/7
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floral displays, or to walk in the natural areas in parks. Picnic areas were much
less frequently used: a picnic in the park was something which respondents did
once per month or once a year
•

At the other end of the scale, soccer fields and ball diamonds have regular
weekly users, while tennis courts and basketball courts are used less regularly.

•

In the ‘middle use’ category, dog walkers and
cyclists are once a day or once a week users.

•

Of those users who indicated using
community gardens, only a relatively small
percentage do so once a day/week, with over
one third of them visiting only once per year.
This raises an interesting point: we often think of amenities in parks serving
specific groups, but often they provide also a set of attractions within a park, for
all visitors to the park. Whether it is a community garden that people walk
through with interest, or a seat by the tennis courts or playground to sit for a
while and watch…all add to the joy of a park visit.

Yates, Thorn & Associates
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I am a senior, but believe that we
should make parks more children
and youth friendly. I think this
skateboard playground in Esquimalt
(sic) is just great. We need more of
them.
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Barriers to Park Use
Question:
In order to encourage you and your family to use the parks more often, we need to understand the reason
why you do not visit parks more frequently.
What are the barriers to you or members of your household using parks more often?

Park use is clearly very high, but there are barriers which stop people using the parks
more frequently. A question focused on these potential use barriers.

Major Barriers
Lack of time
Concerns about social issues
Concerns about safety issues
No washrooms
Parks lack facilities
Lack of information
Parks too busy or crowded
Lack of parking
Inadequate public transit
Not close enough to home
Difficulties using the parks
Not interested in parks
0%

10%

20%

Lack of time was the most cited barrier. While it
would seem that there is little that the City can do
about this barrier, it may be an issue worth closer
consideration: what do people really mean by ‘lack of
time’? are there specific programs that could be
offered, such as for children, that might be marketed
to parents as ‘helping create time’?
Concerns about social issues and about safety
issues were also cited by a number of respondents.
Improving safety and the sense of safety in parks,
and addressing the social issues of homelessness,
drug use, etc, while not always within the jurisdiction
Yates, Thorn & Associates
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30%

40%

50%

I won't use the trails at all anymore
unless my husband comes with me
due to the large, and increasing,
number of squatters, campers, and
homeless in every place there are
any clumps of bushes or trees. In
the 10 years since we returned to
Victoria, the drug user populations in
public areas have exploded. They
leave an unsightly and unsanitary
mess everywhere. It is becoming
quite disgusting and something
drastic needs be done before parks
are unusable by ordinary, taxpaying
citizens.

Page 18

of the Parks Department, nor the City, would
increase park usage.
A lack of facilities, especially washrooms, was also a
noted barrier by some…often commented on by
older respondents.

Yates, Thorn & Associates
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Parks also need places for people to
have a coffee, cold drink, snack,
meal, like at Ogden Point and
Willows Beach.
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Park Character and Additional Amenities
Question:
The City has many parks with a range of characteristics and amenities.
Value – What value do you place on having these kinds of parks in Victoria?
Emphasis – Within the park system, what emphasis should the City place on these
kinds of parks?
This question was designed to get respondents thinking about what they value about
Victoria’s parks, and what they would like to see the City emphasize in their
development planning. Value and emphasis are not necessarily the same: a respondent
may value a particular aspect highly, but consider that this value is already well
represented within the system

High Value Park Amenities
Local neighbourhood parks
Natural parks and urban forests
Access to water and beaches
Trails and pathways in parks
Parks with quiet, passive areas
Greenway connections and boulevards
Washrooms
Children's playgrounds
Pathway lighting
Seating and picnic areas
Parks designed for youth
Multi-use paved pathways
Community gardens
Sports fields and ball diamonds
Public art and water features
Tennis courts
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100
%

Highest value was placed on local neighbourhood parks, natural parks and urban forest,
access to water and beaches, and trails and pathways in parks…closely followed by
greenway connections and boulevards and parks with quiet passive areas.
Lowest value was placed on tennis courts, public art and water features.
Yates, Thorn & Associates
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More Emphasis Required
Natural parks and urban forests
Local neighbourhood parks
Trails and pathways in parks
Access to water and beaches
Greenway connections and boulevards
Washrooms
Parks with quiet, passive areas
Pathway lighting
Parks designed for youth
Seating and picnic areas
Children's playgrounds
Community gardens
Multi-use paved pathways
Public art and water features
Sports fields and ball biamonds
Tennis courts
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100
%

Ratings for emphasis were always lower than for
values, but with more or less the same patterns
emerging.
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It would be great if there was more
connection between the parts in the
city similar to a Dallas Road type
style, but of course less elaborate.
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Comparing the percentages of respondents who indicated that particular attributes and
amenities were of high value, and the percentages who indicated that they should
receive more emphasis, can be displayed as follows:
Comparing Value and Emphasis

1 Natural parks and
urban forests
2 Local neighbourhood
parks
3 Trails and pathways in
parks
4 Access to water and
beaches
5 Greenway connections
and boulevards

90
80
70

High Value
More Emphasis

60
50
40
30
20
10
0
0

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

6 Washrooms
7 Parks with quiet,
passive areas
8 Pathway lighting
9 Parks designed for
youth
10 Seating and picnic
areas
11 Children's playgrounds
12 Community gardens
13 Multi-use paved
pathways
14 Sports fields and ball
diamonds
15 Public art and water
features
16 Tennis courts

As noted above, values are always higher than emphasis, but not always by the same
amount: for instance, people value neighbourhood parks slightly more than natural parks
and urban forest, but think more emphasis should be placed on the latter than the
former. The items where emphasis is highest relative to value are those where the two
lines are closest together, such as items 8 and 9, pathway lighting and parks designed
for youth. However it must be remembered that every item to the left is higher than items
to the right of the chart.
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Park Strategies
Question:
The City must decide where to place its development and financial focus over the next
several years.
Which of the following strategies would you support, recognizing the City cannot
fund them all?
This survey was designed to support the Park Master Plan process…deciding which
strategies should be followed and how they should be resourced and funded. Three
questions addressed these issues, the first focusing on park strategies.

Support for Strategies
Enhance and restore quiet areas in parks
More stream restoration
Improve beach and water access
Upgrade the amenities of existing parks
Improved greenways and connections between
parks
Acquire more land for neighbourhood parks
Involvement of volunteers and user groups
Additional park maintenance staff and resources
Focusing on strategies to address global warming
Additional programming for children
More sites for public gathering and events
More and better information about parks
Additional programming for seniors
More off-leash areas for dog owners
More sports fields, ball diamonds in parks
0
very
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Although I never use some
amenities (basketball courts,
community gardens) I feel that these
are extremely important for youth
(such as those who play at Crystal
Pool) and people who gain a sense
of belonging by getting involved in
maintenance

The first thing to be said about the response to this
question is that all bar two strategies received
support, either very or somewhat, from more than
50% of respondents: they are keen to see these kinds
of actions happen. The only two that did not receive
this 50% level were ‘more off-leash areas for dog
owners’ and ‘more sports fields and ball diamonds in parks’.

The strategies that received over 50% of respondents
being very supportive were:
• Enhance and restore quiet areas in parks.
• More stream restoration
Many other strategies were very close behind these.

The degree of strong support versus ‘somewhat’
support also varied:
• Off-leash areas had a small number of strong
supporters and an equal number of ‘not’
supporters…with very few in the middle.
• ‘Strategies to address global warming’ had
many strong supporters with few in any other
category

It is paramount to maintain a
balance between useable parks
(with sports fields, picnic tables,
playgrounds, etc.) and natural
parkland where native species grow
freely and are left alone to flourish.

I think there is a lack of parks and
open space downtown. People
need spaces to relax and eat their
lunch.

It would be educational, and fun, for
as many are as possible to have
experimental areas dedicated to
lawn less, regional drought resistant
plants, and more exotic, sustainable
science to encourage people to
move in this direction.

In the telephone interviews, people were specifically asked what specific infrastructure
improvements the City should focus on. Their responses were as follows:
• More fenced off leash dog areas
• More bathrooms and more children's play areas (likes the skateboard area in
Victoria West)
• Better sidewalks, more picnic tables and benches, more concessions
• Bathrooms, need more police presence in parks
• Walkway are really important, bike paths would be nice
• More walking trails to get to work, maybe some things downtown
• More bathrooms and water fountains, especially on the Dallas Road area
• More versatile playgrounds, maybe some for people with disabilities
• Bathrooms open 24h a day, Paris has nice ones (small and you can see people
head and feet, easy to clean), emergency call towers like at the universities.
• Garbage cans and recycling bins, benches, paths for people who have problems
with walking
• Benches
• Bike racks, people friendly benches
• Nothing, likes wild parks
• More baseball fields
• More bathrooms, campsites, BBQ facilities
• More for children, especially teens
Yates, Thorn & Associates
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•
•
•
•
•
•

Make a man made river that runs through Victoria as water draws people, more
green space in general
More washrooms, better lighting in parks
Build a walkway along the Inner Harbour
Having some rain cover would be nice
Bike paths and water fountains
No phone booths to contact emergency services if you don't have a cell phone,
more lighting

People who lived in the central neighbourhoods of the city were asked what
improvements were required for the downtown. Their comments were as follows:
• Clean up parks after homeless people and drug addicts
• Good places to eat lunch
• Keep parks cleaner
• More bike racks, more public bathrooms
• More cleanup (both people and garbage wise), more lighting
• More greenspace downtown and bike paths to connect them
• More off leash areas
• More parks and greenspace
• More parks needed in the James Bay area
• More public greenspace downtown, should be more multi-use
• More upkeep and police presence
• Needs to be a place where the homeless can camp
• No playgrounds
• People use them to sleep or loiter in, more parks downtown are needed to
encourage families to live there
• Preserve the parks we have in these areas
These comments are generally congruent with those gathered elsewhere in the survey.
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Financing Alternatives
Question:
New financial strategies must be sought, both to keep taxes down and to fund needed
improvements to the park system.
Looking ahead over the next five to ten years, please identify the extent to which
you would endorse each of the following financing strategies?
Funding to implement those well-supported strategies can either come from more
taxation or from making efforts to ‘do more with what we have’. A number of alternative
strategies were proposed, with some receiving more support than others.

Support for Financing Strategies
Increase collaboration

Partner

Strategic partnerships

More revenue generation

User fees

Advertising

Reduce service levels
0
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Of all the questions, this was one where respondents
were clear in what they wanted…and did not want to
see happen.

60

70

80

90

100

undecided

Is there any way community groups
affiliated with neighborhood watch
programs that citizens can be
involved in some of the maintenance
of our parks? Like the volunteers
who regularly tidy up the
advertisement pole kiosks.

There was overwhelming support for increased
collaboration with adjacent municipalities, CRD,
School Districts and other public agencies (89% very
or somewhat supportive). There was almost the same
amount of support (77% very or somewhat supportive) for partnering with not-for-profit
groups.
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Support for strategic partnership, such as with
business, and more revenue generation, such as by
more concessions in parks, had only 20/30% very
supportive, but large numbers of respondents who
were somewhat supportive. Clearly these strategies
sounded more radical, and people generally preferred
to ‘hedge their bets’ rather than go for all out support.
Increased user fees, such as permit fees for sport
field use and special events, were also cautiously
supported by about 30% of respondents, but had few
strong supporters. The same was true for the idea of
more advertising.

I am the president of the local adult
only soccer club. We are
unaffiliated, which means we don't
own a field. I realize there is the
cost for turfed fields, but we are
willing to help contribute.

Develop a program to train and
apprentice street youth in
horticulture and park designed,
maintenance and management

Reducing service levels (such as reducing maintenance levels, hours of operation, or by
closing existing park components) was roundly rejected by respondents.
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Funding the System
Question:
In 2007, the average household in the City paid $1627 in City taxes. Of this, 4% or $65
were allocated to park services.
In addition to your annual taxes, how much would you be prepared to pay in order
to help develop the kinds of parks in Victoria that you have noted in your answers
to this survey?
Are respondents prepared to pay more city taxes for their parks system?

Amount Prepared to Pay

none
12%
up to $16 (25%)
27%

up to $3 (5%)
19%

up to $13 (20%)
5%

up to $10 (15%)
19%

Only 12% or respondent said ‘no’ to paying more for
parks.
The 50% support level came at about $10 or a 15%
budget uplift.

up to $6 (10%)
18%

The city should allocate more funds
to parks from our existing annual
taxes, not be looking at a survey
response as a means to justify
additional park fees to the taxpayers.

Taxes are fair since the well off pay
more. User fees hit the poorest
hardest
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5

Youth Survey – Results and Analysis

Household surveys are excellent at gathering the views of adults, however seldom do
they get completed with youth in mind, even when respondents are asked to comment
on use by ‘you, or someone in your household’. Thus a separate survey form was
included in the package mailed to households with a view to capturing the views of
youth. The survey had three questions, and, unlike the household survey, offered
respondents the opportunity to add their own comments/answers for each one.

Responses and Survey Validity
A total of 104 survey forms were returned. This is about 14% of the household survey’s
714 surveys. This does not make the survey statistically valid, but its results still give a
good ‘snapshot’ of young people’s interests and ideas about parks.
The survey asked for demographic information on where youth respondents live, what
gender they were, and how old they were.

Respondents Live:
(n = 104)

%

Burnside/Gorge

8

7.7

Downtown

10

9.6

Fairfield

32

30.8

Fernwood

9

8.7

Gonzales

10

9.6

Harris Green

8

7.7

Hillside/Quadra

13

12.5

James Bay

23

22.1

North Jubilee

8

7.7

North Park

10

9.6

Oaklands

15

14.4

Rockland

8

7.7

South Jubilee

7

6.7

Victoria West

14

13.5

don't know

4

3.8

The neighbourhood distribution of youth respondents was similar to that of adults, with
high numbers living in Fairfield and James Bay. It should also be noted that many youth
indicated that they lived in two neighbourhoods: presumably mum lives in one place and
dad lives somewhere else, with the youth regarding both as home.
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Gender:
(n = 104)

%

Male

45

43.3

Female

50

48.1

no resp. provided

9

8.7

There were slightly more females than males responding to the survey.

Age of
Respondents:
(n = 104)

%

under 10 years

27

26.0

10 - 14 years

29

27.9

15 - 19 years

31

29.8

no resp. provided

17

16.3

There were roughly equal numbers of youth in each of the three age groups.
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Youth Use of Victoria Parks
Question:
When you go to the park, what do you do?

Youth Use of Parks
Just play around and have fun
Relax and chill out
Use the playground or play equipment
Meet friends
Play sports
Watch sports
Visit the concession
Walk my dog
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100
%

Youth on average noted doing four of the possible activities.
Youth use parks for informal play – 3 out
of 4 ‘just play around and have fun’ or
‘use the playground or play equipment’
(60%). It is also a social place – to ‘relax
and chill out’ (61%) or just to ‘meet
friends’ (57%).
One in two youth used the park to play
sports, while 37% watched sports as well.
For 27%, the park was where they
walked their dog.

Yates, Thorn & Associates
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Comments:
• I love the petting zoo
• walk and explore with my family
• ride my mountain bike
• play on swings
• climb trees
• climb and explore
• take relations and friends out
• check out the gardens and catch
butterflies
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Barriers to More Youth Use of Parks
Question:
What are the main reasons that you don’t go to the park more often?

Youth Barriers to Park Use
Too busy with other activities
Scary people in the park
Parents won't let me go on my own
Not enough in the parks for kids my age to do
Park is dirty, not well maintained
Other safety concerns
Park is too far away
Park is too crowded
0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

For adults, the main barrier was ‘lack of time’; youth have the same problem with the
main barrier to greater park use being ‘too busy with other activities’ (46%).
Safety problems were barriers for adults…also for youth: both ‘scary people in the park’
(39%), and the converse which is ‘parents won’t let me go on my own’ (38%).
One in three youth did not go to the park because there was ‘not enough in the parks for
kids my age to do’.
A smaller percentage of youth also noted that the parks are dirty and not well
maintained’ (29%).
Specific comments included:
•

it is hard to cross the road because there is no crosswalk

•

It is annoying when I am kicked off Pemberton Park by school groups (teachers
from Margaret Jenkins School) who have booked the park, when they have their
own field and don't use it. Fix the MJS field!

•

I like to play with my dog but the dog area is next to where kids play and some
people are afraid of dogs. My dog is big and needs space to run
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•

there is always scary bums or junkies sleeping or getting drunk or even shooting
up and there are always needles lying around bathrooms which are really scary
too. Junkies are the main reason I stay away from parks and if I go I am usually
not relaxed

•

no trails to ride my bike on

•

too wet in playground in winter

•

not enough shade on hot days

•

Mom and Dad do not like to sit on the metal benches, too cold in winter and too
hard on the back

•

too close to noisy and busy roads

Yates, Thorn & Associates
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Improvements to Victoria Parks
Question:
What improvements to Victoria’s parks would you and other young people like to
see?

Youth Suggested Improvements to Parks
A park designed for and by youth
More social areas
A spray park
More bathrooms
More trails for bike riding
More natural areas
More beach and water access
More playground equipment
Better lighting especially on pathways
Blacktop areas for basketball, etc.
More sports fields
More opportunities to volunteer
0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

Most of the ideas for improvements that were presented to youth in the survey got
reasonable support. None however was overwhelmingly supported, except perhaps for
the ‘park designed for and by youth’ (51%). Most ideas garnered positive response from
30 to 45% of respondents.
Three ideas however only garnered 25% or less support: more opportunities to
volunteer, blacktop areas for pick-up games, and more sports fields.
Comments by youth included:
•

teen activities in the summer

•

I like the graffiti wall idea

•

more special events; car shows, music, festivals, swimming pool
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•

more trees for shade

•

don't waste water by watering parks land in the afternoon. Watering should
happen in the mornings

•

music events, food events, night lighting, security at night

•

lighting is one of the most necessary topics which concern me, at night it is very
dangerous; please add more lights around path area

•

trees that are good for climbing

•

I am getting bored with the same things and would like a merry-go-round, zip
line, or tire swings
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6

Appendices

A – Surveys
B – Detailed Tables and Charts – Household Survey (separately
bound).
C – Detailed Tables and Charts – Youth Survey (separately
bound).
D – Comments (separately bound).
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Parks Sur vey
Please fill in the squares like this:

not like this:

Frequency of Use – Parks and Park Services
Which of the following parks do you,
or someone in your household, use?

Please fill in the appropriate box to indicate which
frequency best describes your use of each park.

once per
day

once per
week

once per
month

once per
year

never

once per
day

once per
week

once per
month

once per
year

never

• Beacon Hill Park
• Dallas Waterfront/Clover Point
• Topaz Park
• Your local neighbourhood park

City of Victoria Park Facilities and Amenities
How frequently do you, or someone in your
household, currently use the following?

or

• Tennis courts
• Off-leash dog walking areas/parks
• Soccer fields
• Ball diamonds
• Playgrounds
• Basketball courts

• Natural features and areas of native planting
• Picnic areas
• Walking paths
• Cycling paths
• Landscaped gardens and floral displays
• Beaches and water access
• Skateparks
• Children’s spray park
• Community gardens

(page 1)

Barriers to Park Use
In order to encourage you and your family to use the
parks more often, we need to understand the reasons
why you do not visit parks more frequently.

major
barrier

not a
barrier

no
opinion

• Lack of time
• Not interested in parks or
park activities – I have other interests

What are the barriers to you
or members of your household
using the parks more often?

• Lack of information about local
and city parks

• Concerns about safety issues in parks
• Concerns about social issues in parks
• Difficulties using parks due to physical disabilities
• Inadequate public transit to parks
• No park is close enough to my home
• The parks I like lack facilities and
amenities I both need and want

• My local park has no washrooms
• Lack of parking
• Parks too busy or crowded

Park Character and Additional Amenities
The City has many parks with a range of characteristics
and amenities.

VALUE
What value do you place
on having these kinds
of parks in Victoria?
high
value

medium
value

low
value

no
opinion

EMPHASIS
Within the park system –
what emphasis should the City
place on these kinds of parks?
more
emphasis

some
emphasis

less
emphasis

no
opinion

• Local neighbourhood parks
• Sport parks with playfields and ball diamonds
• Natural parks and urban forest
• Greenway connections and boulevards
• Parks with quiet, passive areas
• Parks with access to water and beaches
• Community gardens
• Parks designed for youth
• Children’s playgrounds and spray parks
• Trails and pathways in parks
• Multi-use paved pathways
• Seating and picnic areas
• Washrooms
• Public art and water features
• Pathway lighting
• Tennis courts

(page 2)

Which of the following strategies
would you support, recognizing
the City cannot fund them all?

Park Strategies
The City must decide where to place its development
and financial focus over the next several years.

very
supportive

somewhat
supportive

undecided

not
supportive

• Acquire more land for neighbourhood parks
• Upgrade the amenities of the existing parks
• Additional park maintenance staff and resources
• Additional programming in parks for seniors
(eg. guided interpretive walks)

• Additional programming in parks for children and young people
(more summer and after school supervised activities)

• More and better information about city parks
• Involvement of volunteers and user groups in city parks
• Focusing on strategies to address issues of global warming
• More services such as off-leash areas for dog owners
• Improved greenways, boulevards and connections between parks
• Preserve, enhance and restore natural and quiet areas in parks
• Improve beach and water access
• More sites for public gathering and events
• More sports fields, ball diamonds in parks
• More stream restoration

Looking ahead over the next five to ten
years, please identify the extent to
which you would endorse each of the
following financing strategies?

Financing Alternatives
New financial strategies must be sought,
both to keep taxes down and to fund
needed improvements to the park system.

very
supportive

somewhat
supportive

undecided

not
supportive

very
supportive

somewhat
supportive

undecided

not
supportive

very
supportive

somewhat
supportive

undecided

not
supportive

very
supportive

somewhat
supportive

undecided

not
supportive

very
supportive

somewhat
supportive

undecided

not
supportive

• Reduce service levels
(such as maintenance levels, hours of operation, or by
closing existing components of the parks system)

• Increase collaboration
(such as with adjacent municipalities, CRD,
School District and otherpublic agencies)

• User fees
(such as by introducing or increasing permit fees
for the use of sport fields and special events)

• More revenue generation
(such as by more concessions in parks)

• Advertising
(such as by allowing more advertising in parks,
excluding Beacon Hill Park)

• Partner with not-for-profit groups

• Strategic Partnerships
(such as with business)

(page 3 ..... please continue over page)

In addition to your annual taxes, how much would you be
prepared to pay in order to help develop the kind of parks in
Victoria that you have noted in your answers to this survey?

Funding the System
In 2007, the average household in the City paid $1627 in City taxes.
Of this, 4% or $65 were allocated to park services.

None

Please remember: there are many other pressures on the
City’s limited financial resources.

up to $3
(5%)

up to $6
(10%)

up to $10
(15%)

up to $13
(20%)

up to $16
(25%)

very poor

excellent

Overall Rating of City Parks

10

9

8

7

6

5

4

3

2

1

• Overall rating

How would you rate the overall
level of City parks?

• Quantity of parks

• Neighbourhood distribution of parks
• Park amenities
• Maintenance levels

Where do you live?

Demographic Data
These final questions are related to the
demographic characteristics of your
household. The information will be
used for statistical purposes to ensure
that the survey respondents match the
demographic profile of the City as a
whole.

Housing:

Type of household:
• two parent family,
children at home

Burnside/Gorge

James Bay

Rent

Downtown

North Jubilee

Own

Fairfield

North Park

Fernwood

Oaklands

Gonzales

Rockland

Harris Green

South Jubilee

under 30 years

• single person,
no children at home

Hillside/Quadra

Victoria West

30 - 44 years

• other

don’t know

45 - 64 years

Age of person
completing
this survey:

• single parent family,
children at home
• two person family,
no children at home

over 65 years

An opportunity for further input
to the Parks Survey
We really value your input and thank you for participating in this survey.
There are several other ways in which you can provide further input into the Parks Survey.

•
•
•

If you would like to receive regular updates about progress on the
Parks Master Plan and invitations to future public events,
please phone 361-0600, or e-mail: parks@victoria.ca.
Visit the City’s Parks Master Plan website:
www.victoria.ca/cityhall/departments_compar_mstrpl.shtml
Agree to be contacted by telephone for an in-depth interview about
key issues. If you would be agreeable, we will arrange for you to be
telephoned, at a time convenient to you, so you can tell us more
about some of the key issues that come out of this survey.
We intend to conduct 100 such interviews.
Please provide the following information:

Best time to call:
• weekdays
• weekends

(name)

• morning
• afternoon
(phone number)

• evening

End of Survey

Thank You!

Parks Youth Sur vey
This year the City of Victoria is undertaking the preparation of a new Parks Master Plan for
our community. We want to hear directly from young people regarding how Victoria’s parks
serve children and youth.
Please take time to answer these questions – it should not take more than five minutes.
After that, either send it back to us in the envelope enclosed in the package, or drop your
completed questionnaire off at the Crystal Pool, City Hall (Public Service Centre, main floor),
or the Parks Office at Beacon Hill Park. If you drop your completed questionnaire off at any of
those facilities, we will give you a free pass for the Crystal Pool and Fitness Centre which is good
for any drop in admission to fitness or aquafit classes, swimming, weightroom or fitness circuit.
We look forward to hearing from you!

Youth Use of Victoria Parks

What else do you do?

When you go to the park, what do you do?

• Play sports
• Watch sports
• Just play around and have fun
• Use the playground or play equipment
• Relax and chill out
• Walk my dog
• Meet friends
• Visit the concession

Barriers to More Youth Use of Parks

Are there any other reasons
you don’t go?

What are the main reasons that you
don’t go to the park more often?

• Too busy with other activities
• Not enough in the parks for kids my age to do
• Park is dirty, not well maintained
• Parents won’t let me go on my own
• Scary people in the park
• Other safety concerns
• Park is too crowded
• Park is too far away
(please continue over page .....)

What other improvements
would you suggest?

Improvements to Victoria Parks
What improvements to Victoria’s parks would
you and other young people like to see?

• More sports fields
• More bathrooms
• More playground equipment
• A spray park
• More social areas such as places to listen
to music, live bands, other entertainment

• Blacktop areas for pick-up basketball,
roller hockey, etc.

• More trails for bike riding
• A park designed for and by youth
(which might include a small climbing wall,
basketball hoop/lay-up area, skateboard jumps,
graffiti wall, BMX track)

• More beach and water access
• Better lighting especially on pathways
• More natural areas
• More opportunities to volunteer

Demographic Data
Knowing how old you are
and your gender will help
us to understand your
answers.

Where do you live?

Age of person completing
this survey:

Burnside/Gorge

James Bay

under 10 years

Downtown

North Jubilee

10 - 14 years

Fairfield

North Park

15 - 19 years

Fernwood

Oaklands

Gonzales

Rockland

Harris Green

South Jubilee

Hillside/Quadra

Victoria West

Gender:

male
female

don’t know

End of Survey

Thank You!

