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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Fairfield Online Survey

 

From: Gene Miller [mailto:gene@newlandmarks.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 05, 2017 1:31 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca>; Jonathan Tinney <JTinney@victoria.ca>; Andrea Hudson 
<AHudson@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Re: Fairfield Online Survey 

 
See all of you at 4.  I’ve attached a short document that represents the essentials of what 
I wish to present and discuss with you. 
 
Gene 
 
 
On 2017‐12‐05, 11:19 AM, "Kristina Bouris" <KBouris@victoria.ca> wrote: 

Thanks. See you this afternoon. 
  

 
From: Gene Miller [mailto:gene@newlandmarks.com]  
Sent: Friday, December 01, 2017 6:28 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Cc: Jonathan Tinney <JTinney@victoria.ca>; Andrea Hudson <AHudson@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Re: Fairfield Online Survey 

 
Yes it would.  I’ve made the schedule change. 
 
 
On 2017‐12‐01, 5:56 PM, "Kristina Bouris" <KBouris@victoria.ca> wrote: 

Hi Gene, 
  
Would it be possible to meet at 4 pm on Tuesday December 5th instead?  
  
I’ll be out on Monday, so please suggest an alternate time later in the week if this 
one doesn’t work. 
Thanks, 
Kristina  
  

 
From: Gene Miller [mailto:gene@newlandmarks.com]  
Sent: Monday, November 27, 2017 12:04 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Re: Fairfield Online Survey 
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Works for me.  Thanks. 
 
 
On 2017‐11‐27, 11:55 AM, "Kristina Bouris" <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
wrote: 

Hi Gene, 
Can you meet with Jonathan and I next Tuesday, Dec 5 at 10:30 am 
at City Hall? Andrea may join us as well. 
  
Thanks, 
Kristina 
  

 
From: Gene Miller [mailto:gene@newlandmarks.com]  
Sent: Monday, November 27, 2017 10:32 AM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Re: Fairfield Online Survey 

 
Hi Kristina, 
 
Good most times today (Monday) through Thursday 
this week; and following Tuesday and Thursday, and 
Wednesday morning. 
 
Gene 
 
 
On 2017‐11‐23, 3:52 PM, "Kristina Bouris" 
<KBouris@victoria.ca> wrote: 

Dear Gene, 
Thanks for your comments. I’ll share them with 
Jonathan and Andrea. I’d be happy to arrange a time 
to meet with myself and others on the planning 
team to hear your feedback outside of one of the 
public events.  Can you let me know a few times 
next week or the week after that would work for 
you? 
  
Thanks, 
Kristina 
  

 
From: Gene Miller 
[mailto:gene@newlandmarks.com]  
Sent: Thursday, November 23, 2017 1:01 PM 
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To: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Fairfield Online Survey 

 
Hello, 
 
Please direct this to Jonathan Tinney and 
other appropriate planning staff.... 
 
I just reviewed the entire online survey 
for the draft Fairfield Plan, and I must 
acknowledge that it is an incredible 
piece of information management.  The 
survey is solicitous and gives the survey 
user a lot of control in matters of level of 
concurrence and independent 
viewpoint.  It makes some assumptions 
about how people are going to be living 
their lives in 25 years, as to shopping 
behaviours, state of economy, etc., but 
that’s just a quibble  Perhaps because it 
is so invested in its own momentum and 
sensibilities, the only serious thing the 
survey fails to do is to invite independent 
viewpoints about overall land use 
planning in Fairfield; that is, views 
outside of and at odds with many or the 
entire set of assumptions and 
conclusions embodied in the draft 
plan.  I have such an independent 
viewpoint, and want a serious and 
legitimate opportunity to present it for 
your consideration/review. 
 
Please advise. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Gene Miller 

 
 

Personal info
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Fairfield OCP draft -- burying utilities?

 

From:   
Sent: Wednesday, November 22, 2017 2:56 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Re: Fairfield OCP draft ‐‐ burying utilities? 

 
Hi, Kristina, 
Thanks for your latest note. Interesting to hear that the amenities package is considered 
finalized. It's my understanding that the CRD expects the city to take a lead on any further 
consultation on the final amenities package. According to the enclosed email from Kristin 
Quale, the CRD will then bring it back to CALUC at the 50-percent design stage in early 2018. 
So I would hope that means there is still an opportunity to include the community's desire for 
buried power lines. 
Incidentally, it's my understanding Hydro believes the city should be spearheading this 
initiative, but I'm still waiting for a call from their rep to confirm that. 
Thanks very much for your willingness to consider revising the neighbourhood plan to reflect 
this aim. And yes, please do include our email thread in the feedback on the draft plan. 
Much appreciated, 

From: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Sent: Wednesday, November 22, 2017 2:25 PM 
To:   
Subject: RE: Fairfield OCP draft ‐‐ burying utilities?  
  
Hi
I’ve talked to some of our staff involved in this project. It appears that the amenity package for the pump station was 
finalized in February. Unfortunately, because of the timing, the survey results weren’t able to be used as input into the 
negotiations on the amenities. I will have another look at the survey results to see if we can capture more of the 
community feedback and revise the neighbourhood plan section that identifies suggestions for waterfront plan.  These 
revisions would be done early in the new year. There will be another opportunity to review the plan in the spring and 
provide feedback before it is presented to Council.   
  
Can I include our email thread as part of the formal package of feedback on the draft plan? I’d like to capture your 
suggestion about burying the line and considering the CALUC survey results.  
Thanks, 
Kristina  
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From:   
Sent: Monday, November 20, 2017 10:37 AM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Re: Fairfield OCP draft ‐‐ burying utilities? 
  
Thanks very much, Kristina. I really appreciate your response and your commitment to finding 
answers for me. 
Cheers, 

From: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Sent: Monday, November 20, 2017 10:05 AM 
To:   
Subject: RE: Fairfield OCP draft ‐‐ burying utilities?  
  

Thanks for your email. I’d like to follow up with some of our staff who have been involved with the pump station 
application and get more information about the CALUC survey was incorporated. I have seen the CALUC survey and 
results – as you note, the survey was prepared after January.  
  
Fairfield has provided quite a bit of feedback on the future of the waterfront through the neighbourhood planning 
process.  The draft neighbourhood plan recommends a new formal plan be created for the waterfront parks, from 
Holland Point Park to Clover Point, in order to plan comprehensively for whole area, and also have a city‐wide 
conversation about the waterfront (broadening the engagement beyond the neighbourhood plan). A future waterfront 
plan is identified as a long‐term action (10 years).   
  
The feedback we’ve heard from neighbourhood residents is captured in the neighbourhood plan so that we don’t lose it 
when a waterfront plan is created in the future (p.35). The feedback is fairly high level, and touches on the different 
types of features and themes people have suggested.  I’ll have a look at the CALUC survey to see if there are any other 
categories of features we could add. 
  
I’ll get back to you once I’ve talked to other staff who have been involved in the pump station file, to better understand 
how the CALUC survey feedback was incorporated. 
  
  
Thanks again, 
Kristina 
  
From:   
Sent: Saturday, November 18, 2017 1:12 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Re: Fairfield OCP draft ‐‐ burying utilities? 
  
Hi Kristina, 
Thanks for your response. But I think there's some confusion. The CALUC survey I referred to 
was completed earlier this summer. So the results would have been tallied after the January 
2017 committee-of-the-whole meeting you noted below. 
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Have you seen a copy of the June 2017 CALUC survey? That's the one that shows that burying 
the utility poles was among the top three preferred amenities. Was it not considered when 
drawing up the latest draft OCP? 
You say that amenities associated with the expansion of the Clover Point pump station fall 
outside of the plan, and yet you noted that the burying the power lines is not one of those 
amenities outlined in that plan. So where does it fit in, then? 
Also, can you please expound on this statement? 
"Any additional improvements for the waterfront will be discussed and considered when a new 
plan is created for waterfront park areas in the future." 
What new plan? And when? Not in the OCP?  
It's a bit of a surprise that something that has drawn such support from the community at public 
meetings and in a survey hasn't been included in the draft plan. Hopefully, that can be rectified.
All the best, 

From: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Sent: Friday, November 17, 2017 9:07 AM 
To:   
Subject: Fairfield OCP draft ‐‐ burying utilities?  
  
Dear
  
Thank you for your email regarding the draft plan and suggestions regarding the burying of 
utility lines along the waterfront.  I apologize for the delay in getting back to you; I wanted to 
check on the status of the Clover Point project. The discussions about specific improvements 
and amenities associated with the expansion of the Clover Point Pump Station are happening 
slightly outside the neighbourhood plan, as they relate to a specific development project that is 
already underway.   The Public Realm Improvements secured at the time of Rezoning to allow 
the expansion of the Clover Point Pump Station are the following:   
  

1.       public viewing plaza 
2.       bike-pedestrian node to transition from the pedestrian path to the viewing plaza 
3.       benches, bike kitchen (facilities for bicycle maintenance and repair), bike racks and 

water fountain 
4.       public washrooms 
5.       two replanted grassed open spaces to the west and east of the plaza 
6.       pedestrian paths connecting to the Ross Bay seawall 
7.       separated bike path from the north edge of the zoned area to Dallas Road 
8.       intersection improvements at Clover Point Road and Dallas Road 
9.       cycle track along Dallas Road from Clover Point to Dock Street 
10.   interpretive signage and wayfinding signs at the Plaza and along the Cycle Track 
11.   barrier-fencing between the cycle track and the off-leash dog areas along Dallas Road 

where potential conflicts may occur. 
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The feedback from the community survey and CALUC meeting was included in the January 
26, 2017 Committee of the Whole Agenda and formed part of the public record during the 
rezoning process.  The feedback was also shared with the neighbourhood planning 
staff.  Burying the power lines on Dallas Road is not included in the list of Public Realm 
Improvements associated with the work at the Clover Point Pump Station; any additional 
improvements for the waterfront will be discussed and considered when a new plan is created 
for waterfront park areas in the future. Policy 4.3. in the draft neighbourhood plan (p. 35) lists 
some of the suggestions heard through community feedback over the last year. 
  
I will include your email in the formal record of feedback on the draft plan, to be presented to 
Council in the new year. Revisions will then be made to the draft plan based on community 
feedback. 
  
Thank you, 
Kristina Bouris  
  
  
  
-----Original Message----- 
From:   
Sent: Monday, November 13, 2017 8:18 AM 
To: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Fairfield OCP draft -- burying utilities? 
  
Hi there, 
I don’t see any mention of the community’s support for burying utility lines along Dallas Road 
as a beautification measure, although it was raised as one of seven goals during a CALUC-
organized forum and community survey and has been discussed at the open houses for the 
sewage treatment project. What will it take to have this aim included in the draft plan? 
Thank you. 

  
  
  
  
  
  
Kristina Bouris MCIP RPP  
Senior Planner  
Sustainable Planning and Community Development 
City of Victoria 

Personal info
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1 Centennial Square, Victoria BC  V8W 1P6 
 
T 250.361.0532   F 250.361.0557    E Kbouris@victoria.ca 

  
  
  

  
Get involved in the: 
Fairfield-Gonzales Neighbourhood Plan 
http://www.victoria.ca/fairfield-gonzales 
  
Vic West Neighbourhood Plan 
http://www.victoria.ca/vicwest 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Draft Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan Comment

 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From:    
Sent: January 18, 2018 11:13 PM 
To: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Draft Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan Comment 
 
Greetings 
 
While I wish I had more time, attached are my comments on a particular element of the plan, Design Guidelines. 
 
I draw your attention in particular to my suggestion in my paragraph 8 Bottom Line. 
 
Thanks for considering the attached. 
 

Personal info
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Cook Street Village Residents Response to the Draft Neighbourhood Plan

 
From: Nicole Chaland [mailto:nicole@sustainabilitysolutions.ca]  
Sent: Tuesday, January 30, 2018 11:38 AM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Cc: Andrea Hudson <AHudson@victoria.ca>; Jonathan Tinney <JTinney@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Cook Street Village Residents Response to the Draft Neighbourhood Plan 

 
Dear Kristina, 
 
Please find attached a detailed report and requests for changes to be made to the Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
We have a vision for our neighbourhood which differs from the first draft of the Neighbourhood Plan. This 
vision can best be summarized as "Gentle Density with Diversity and Strengthening Cook Street Village."  
 
This is the result of an intense three month engagement and analysis effort from the neighbourhood.  
 
We understand that our report will be considered in the context of all neighbourhood feedback on February 
22nd during a committee of the whole meeting, and further understand that the Mayor and many councillors 
support our vision.   
 
We look forward to this milestone in hopes of working collaboratively with the City of Victoria on the 
next iteration of the Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
We thank you for your time and thoughtful consideration.  
 
Sincerely, 
Nicole Chaland 
on behalf of the Cook Street Village Residents Network 
www.csvrn.com 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Comments Re the Draft Fairfield Plan

 

From:  :   
Sent: January 18, 2018 8:54 PM 
To: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Comments Re the Draft Fairfield Plan 

 
City of Victoria 
  
Re: Comments Re Draft Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan 
  
Attached please find my comments regarding the Draft Fairfield Plan. 
  
Sincerely, 

Victoria, B.C. 

Personal info
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: The Promised Letter re Heritage and the Draft Plan

 
From:  :   
Sent: Thursday, January 11, 2018 10:24 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Subject: The Promised Letter re Heritage and the Draft Plan 

 
Kristina Bouris 
Senior Planner 
 
Here is the letter we spoke about in December before Christmas. IThere will be one more on other aspects.  
 
Let me know if you can open it. I'm sending it in PDF  and docx. 

Personal info
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Survey question 

 

From: Jane Mertz [mailto:   
Sent: Wednesday, January 17, 2018 11:17 AM 
To: Rebecca Penz <rpenz@victoria.ca> 
Cc: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Subject: RE: Survey question  
 
Hi Rebecca, 
 
Thank you.   
 
I have spent hours going through the plan, have spent hours at meetings and filled out the survey.  I have attached my 
comments to be added for the last few sections. 
 
I do hope that the residents will get the view the plan before it goes to council to ensure what the residents want is 
reflected in the plan.  There are some missing pieces to date. 
 
 
Best, 
Jane 
 

From: Rebecca Penz [mailto:rpenz@victoria.ca]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 17, 2018 9:11 AM 
To:   
Cc: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Subject: RE: Survey question  
 
Hi Jane, 
 
Yes, it was quite the turnout and unfortunate that there wasn’t a venue to fit the crowd! We do appreciate everyone 
taking the time to get involved and tell us what they think. 
 
We made some difficult choices when building the survey to focus predominantly on the land use sections, along with 
Parks and Transportation. In an effort to manage the length of the survey, we put all the other sections into Question 
21: 
 
Any comments on other sections of the draft Fairfield Neighbourhood plan or other general comments (list of other 
sections) 
 
We’re certainly open to suggestions if you think there’s a better approach to this. You’re welcome to send us an email 
with comments on those sections of the plan. 
 
Great point about keeping people engaged post‐approval, during the implementation. We will talk it over as a team and 
see what we can do to keep people engaged and reflect this in the action plan. 
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Regards, 
 
Rebecca Penz 
Engagement Advisor 
City of Victoria 
633 Pandora Ave, Victoria BC  V8W 1N8 
 
T 250.661.0085 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 

From: Jane Mertz [mailto:   
Sent: Tuesday, January 16, 2018 5:07 PM 
To: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca>; Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Cc: Ken Roueche <  Nicole Chaland <nicole@sustainabilitysolutions.ca>;   
<tyleeconsulting@gmail.com>; David Biltek <david@departurestravel.com> 
Subject: Survey question  
 
Hi Rebecca and Kristina 
 
Glad you saw the interested last night at the meeting at the FGCA.  Quite the crowd!  I left as I was in the cheap seats 
and could not see the presentation, nor really hear the speakers. 
 
I have a comment about the survey.  All was going well until the last sections 9 through 12.  There was really no room to 
comment on anything.  I went through the whole document and made comments and was expecting to add to the 
conversation for those sections. 
 
Will there be another chance to have input on those sections as we progress? 
 
One comment I do have about the Action Plans, it does not seem that the city wants any further participation from 
residents after the LAP is officially into the OCP. You have engaged the community, you should keep these people 
engaged.  They know the terminology now, etc. of development/planning speak.  That is a community asset.  Groups 
could be ad hoc, not official city committees but it would be good to keep things going along.  Lots of help can be 
obtained through volunteers in Fairfield. 
 
I look forward to hearing from you. 
 
Kind regards, 
Jane Mertz  
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Letter from FGCA Board re Fairfield Draft Plan

 

From: Victoria Mayor and Council  
Sent: Monday, January 22, 2018 8:46 AM 
To: Councillors <Councillors@victoria.ca> 
Cc: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca>; Christine Havelka <chavelka@victoria.ca> 
Subject: FW: Letter from FGCA Board re Fairfield Draft Plan 

 
Good Morning,  
 
Please see attached, a letter to Mayor and Council from the Fairfield Gonzales Community Association regarding the 
engagement period for the Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
Sincerely,  
Lacey 
 

From: Vanya McDonell [mailto:vmcdonell@fairfieldcommunity.ca]  
Sent: January 15, 2018 12:14 PM 
To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca>; Jonathan Tinney <JTinney@victoria.ca>; Jocelyn 
Jenkyns <JJenkyns@victoria.ca> 
Cc: Board President <president@fairfieldcommunity.ca>; Kristina Wilcox <kwilcox@fairfieldcommunity.ca>; CALUC chair 
<planandzone@fairfieldcommunity.ca> 
Subject: Letter from FGCA Board re Fairfield Draft Plan 

 
Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
Please see the attached letter from our Board of Directors in regards to the engagement period for the 
Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
On behalf of the FGCA Board of Directors,  
 
Vanya McDonell 
Co‐Executive Director 
Fairfield Gonzales Community Association 
1330 Fairfield Road Victoria, BC V8S 5J1 
Ph: 250.382.4604 (Ext. 104)   Cell:   
vmcdonell@fairfieldcommunity.ca 
www.fairfieldcommunity.ca  

 

 

             
m    V           

             
m    V           

  m        m    m  m    V           
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: LAP letter

 
 

From: Kristina Bouris  
Sent: January 12, 2018 2:47 PM 
To: Malcolm Maclean <mmaclean@victoria.ca> 
Subject: FW: LAP letter 
 
For Fairfield  
 

From: David Biltek [mailto:david@departurestravel.com]  
Sent: Thursday, January 11, 2018 1:09 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Subject: LAP letter 
 

Thought this might interest you 
 
David Biltek 
Advisor in the Art of Travel 
 

 
 

1889 Oak Bay Ave. Victoria, BC V8R 1C6 
Ph: 250.595.1161  
Toll Free: 1.800.475.3755 or 1.800.232. 6641 
David direct: 780 831 1910 
e:David@Departurestravel.com 
There is no better compliment than a referral! 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: FeedbackFairfieldNeighbourhoodPlanUrbanForest

 

From:  :   
Sent: Sunday, January 14, 2018 7:30 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Subject: FeedbackFairfieldNeighbourhoodPlanUrbanForest 
 
Hi Kristina, 
I hope you had a good weekend. 
Attached is my feedback for your consideration; it is a little repetitive in places, sorry. 
See you at 1:00pm. 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: Comments on the draft Fairfield Neighbouthood plan

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From:  :   
Sent: Monday, November 13, 2017 10:56 PM 
To: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Comments on the draft Fairfield Neighbouthood plan 
 
Please review my attached comments  on the draft Fairfield neighbourhood plan.  Thanks, Jane 
 
Be sure to  view the link which shows the Vancouver St. homes on the Fairfield Heritage walking tour.  It would be a 
great shame to allow these to be lost as has already happened to other home in the walking tour. 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Likes and Suggestions about Fairfield Plan

 
From: Ted Relph [mailto   
Sent: Tuesday, November 28, 2017 11:22 AM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Re: Likes and Suggestions about Fairfield Plan 

 
Hi Kristina, 

Quick follow-up to what we talked about at the Open House last night. I have attached a list of all the non-
residential uses in Fairfield I identified when I cycled all the streets in the neighbourhood last spring. I thought 
this list might be helpful if you want to map them, for instance in a style like that in Map 10 which shows their 
locations. There may be others but I think I include most of them. 

Joaquin and I, with Anne Russo, talked at some length about urban design in the commercial part of Cook 
Street Village, including something to acknowledge the distinctive history and street pattern, perhaps 
rephrasing some of the account to make the four storey height limit clearer (I read the density policies as 
permitting more storeys in exchange for amenity contributions) and clarifying what is meant by street wall. I 
made a few brief notes when I got home in case in wants to follow up 

I hope you got good feedback from the open house. Thanks to you and Rebecca for organizing all these events.

Ted 
 

 
On Mon, Nov 27, 2017 at 11:59 AM, Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> wrote: 

Hi Ted, 

Thanks very much for sending your comments and suggestions for the draft plan. I really appreciate you having a look 
at the draft (again) and your thoughtful ideas. I’ll share them with my team this afternoon, and look forward to talking 
through them more tonight at the Parkside with you if you’re there. 

  

Thanks again, 

Kristina 

  

From: Ted Relph [mailto:ted.relph@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, November 27, 2017 10:03 AM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Likes and Suggestions about Fairfield Plan 
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Hi Kristina 

I have attached some brief  positive comments and somewhat longer suggestions about the draft plan.  
One concern is about non-residential uses in mostly residential areas, which I think the draft does not deal with 
adequately. 
I also think that the discussion of Five Points has some deficiencies. 
 
And the urban design proposals for Cook Street Village don't capture what the City's Design Guidelines for 
Multi-Unit Residential/Commercial refer to as "the character of an established area."  This is especially 
important because Cook Street is the first large urban area that has established character to be studied in a local
area (Westside Village and Selkirk Village are both products of comprehensive development). I think the 
account of Craigflower Village in VicWest gives a good suggestion of how it might be better approached.  
 
I do suggest that the idea of treating Cook Street as a complete street could be reinforced by encouraging 
discussion of shared space, an idea which has been floated several times. And I also suggested an addition to 
the Community Principles, which is to make Cook Street a green urban village, something which I have also 
heard mentioned and would be a specific application of goals stated in other parts of the Draft Plan. 
  
Hope you find these useful. I can elaborate if you have any questions. I will share them with the Cook Street 
Village Residents Network and intend come to the open house at the Parkside and future events. 

Regards 

Ted 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: RE: Burdett-Rockland neighbourhood input / Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan

 
From: Douglas Curran [mailto:   
Sent: Friday, December 01, 2017 1:35 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Cc: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Burdett‐Rockland neighbourhood input / Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan 

 
Hello Kristina, 

Following on from some of our discussion points from last night's planning forum at the FGCA community 
centre, we wanted to take the opportunity to again present the views of a great many - over 105 signators - 
expressing their vision for appropriate and community-supported development within our immediate 
Burdett/Rockland/McClure neighbourhood. 

The attached petition letter was previously submitted to Empresa Developments,  Victoria Council and 
Planning in May 2017, but went unacknowledged at that time and would appear to have not been integrated 
into staff's current consideration for the Draft Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan.  We believe that the community's 
views encompass and support many of the key directions found within the Draft Plan and merit specific 
inclusion in the plan as it advances. 

Central to the community's demonstrated views - and supported by key Draft Plan points outlined below, is the 
specification for a townhouse form.  As you noted last night, the townhouse is a particularly attractive option 
for the following reasons: 

 provides sufficient room for young families 
 lower cost housing relative to detached single-family homes 
 more compact, efficient land use for infill.inner city neighbourhoods 
 possible lock-off suites within individual units 

Currently townhomes, while being a popular, in demand option for families and downsizers, are not well 
represented in any of the current housing statistics.  Of the 4,778 living units either in process or under 
construction in Victoria, only 2% or less are outlined as townhomes on the Sept, 2017 construction Yellow 
Sheet Analytics. The availability and turnover rates for townhomes are lower than all other housing forms to 
the degree of not being statistically visible. 
 
Beyond the evident utility and relative affordability of townhomes, coupled with demonstrated community 
support, the following are design and planning considerations outlined in the Draft Plan as well as Victoria's 
OCP guidelines, which would be satisfied by a townhouse designation for the 1120 - 1128 Burdett lots: 

 appropriate transition of height and form between denser Urban Residential and traditional 
neighbourhood 

 fitting to scale of existing homes provides stability and continuity to neighbourhood 
 ground level access and stacked townhouse design provides improved access for wheelchairs and 

mobility challenged occupants 
 opportunity for rooftop gardens/leisure space (stacked townhouse design) 

Personal info



23

 
From the conversations and planning descriptions witnessed at the recent Fairfield planning events, it appears 
that stacked townhouse layouts are not broadly considered within the local context, despite their popularity in 
other municipalities.  The benefits of this stacked design are numerous, with the primary being: 

 design permits both single level and 2 storey units in the same building 
 all doors open directly onto street, animating public space and 'eyes on the street' 
 direct ground level access improved for mobility-challenged occupants 
 fewer stairs within units preferred by aging occupants 
 opportunity for individual roof top decks (upper units) 

For reference I have attached some sample designs and schematics to illustrate designs for 3 storey, 1.2 FSR 
stacked townhomes proving popular and garnering awards in other cities. 
 
The Right Fit For Burdett community looks forward to seeing their design and community aspirations 
integrated into the completed Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan. 

for RFFB 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: FW: Draft Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan

 

From: David Biltek [mailto:david@departurestravel.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 03, 2018 7:37 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Subject: FW: FW: Draft Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan 
 

fyi 
 

 
David Biltek 
632 Cornwall St. 
Victoria, BC V8V4L1 
7809331934 
Yes I know it is an Alberta number but some things just take more time to change 
 

 
From:  .   
Sent: January‐03‐18 5:52 PM 
To: planandzone@fairfieldcommunity.ca 
Subject: Fwd: FW: Draft Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan 
 
Dear Community Association Land Use Committee, 
 
I have tried a few times and ways to correct a local mapping error on the Neighbourhood Plan, but as yet, without 
success. I have not yet had a reply to my correspondence with the city planners (below). 
 
A trivial change, but the maps are showing a pedestrian or cycle access from the top of Vimy Place through to 
Windermere. This mapped access has never been developed, and the city has no plans to do so. Therefore it should not 
appear on maps. 
 
I hope that you may be aware of this, and perhaps other similar issues, and be able to raise them with the city team 
more effectively than me. 
 
Kind regards, 
 

 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ Forwarded message ‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
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Date: Mon, Dec 18, 2017 at 11:30 AM 
Subject: FW: Draft Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan 
To:   

Dear   

Thank you very much for your email and sharing your feedback about the draft neighbourhood plan. Thank you for 
bringing the issue to my attention.  I will follow up with our parks planning team to better understand the history and 
any changes that would be needed.  We will be looking at the feedback in detail in the new year, and revisions would be 
made for the next version of the plan in the spring. 

Thanks again for your email. 

  

Kristina Bouris 

  

  

  

  

  

From:    
Sent: Saturday, December 16, 2017 9:10 PM 
To: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
Cc: #  
Subject: Draft Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan 

  

Good day! 

  

I have just reviewed the transportation and mobility chapter of the draft plan. 

  

There is a significant practical error in the map. There is no city plan to develop a route between Vimy Place and 
Windermere, yet this is shown as an "Other designated pedestrian or cycling route *". The asterisk means "Previously 
approved greenways and cycling network." 
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In the previous greenways and cycling network the gazetted laneway that is the local subject of this designation was 
marked as "futuure..." You will know from imagery etc. that this laneway has never been developed, there is no route 
through, and there are no city plans to develop it. 

  

Through recent interactions with the planning department a sign was added to the bottom of the next street (Franklin) 
in part to reduce confusion to walkers who frequently come up Vimy looking for this route. I appreciate this change. 

  

I hope that the map can be adjusted to remove this confusion designation class and either add a "Future..." symbology 
or remove any "Future..." elements from the published maps. 

  

Regards
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: General Inquiry - Fairfield/Gonzales Comment 

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

Subject: FW: LAND USE DESIGNATION ISSUE:   & others

 

From:    
Sent: Tuesday, January 09, 2018 9:39 AM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Re: LAND USE DESIGNATION ISSUE:   & others 

 
Thanks Kristina. I also think that it is unfair for a group of Oliphant residents to lead this initiative without talking to all of 
the Oliphant residents.  
 
I would also like to point out that in my opinion Oliphant does not feature a relatively intact streetscape made up of single 
family houses and heritage conversions. In approximately 2 years we will have a 5 story building towering over the east 
side of Oliphant. This will completely change the streetscape of Oliphant. I think we need to keep that in mind. This new 5 
story building will front onto Oliphant where a 2 story character apartment once stood. Therefore the reality is is that 
Oliphant will now have a 5 story condo building on Oliphant. 
Thanks very much for taking my concerns seriously, 

 

From: "kbouris" <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
To: "  
Sent: Tuesday, January 9, 2018 8:54:58 AM 
Subject: RE: LAND USE DESIGNATION ISSUE:   & others 
 

Dear Mr.

Thank you for your email and questions regarding the draft Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan. In early engagement, 
we heard interest from some residents in maintaining the traditional residential feel of Oliphant Street. Unlike 
some other blocks in the area, this portion of Oliphant features a relatively intact streetscape made up of single 
family houses and heritage conversions. Through engagement on the draft plan, we have heard from other 
residents including yourself who have concerns about maintaining this little pocket of traditional residential.  I 
am compiling all of the feedback we’ve receive on the issue and will be looking at it in detail once the 
engagement period on the draft plan closes next week.  Please be assured that your feedback is being received 
and being taken seriously. I will be preparing a report for City Council to summarize feedback received, with a 
target date of being presented in February. 

  

Thank you, 

Kristina Bouris 
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Kristina Bouris MCIP RPP  

Senior Planner  
Sustainable Planning and Community Development 
City of Victoria 
1 Centennial Square, Victoria BC  V8W 1P6 
 
T 250.361.0532   F 250.361.0557    E Kbouris@victoria.ca 

  

  

  

  

Get involved in the: 

Fairfield-Gonzales Neighbourhood Plan 

http://www.victoria.ca/fairfield-gonzales 

  

Vic West Neighbourhood Plan 

http://www.victoria.ca/vicwest 

  

  

  

  

From: Engagement  
Sent: Friday, December 22, 2017 1:17 PM 
To: Rebecca Penz <rpenz@victoria.ca> 
Subject: FW: LAND USE DESIGNATION ISSUE:  & others 

  

  

  

From:   
Sent: Friday, December 22, 2017 12:30 PM 
To:  
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Cc: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca>; Ben Isitt (Councillor) <BIsitt@victoria.ca>; major@victoria.ca 
Subject: Re: LAND USE DESIGNATION ISSUE:  & others 

  

Hello All, 

I agree with 

Why would one street be singled out from all the immediate neighbouring streets to have a special designation? I have 
asked how this has happened and no one seems to know. Can we please apply common elementary Urban Planning 
Principles and not create some strange isolated anomaly for Oliphant Street? 

Thank you, 

  

From: "  
To: "engage" <engage@victoria.ca>, "bisitt" <bisitt@victoria.ca>, major@victoria.ca 
Sent: Thursday, December 21, 2017 4:16:52 PM 
Subject: LAND USE DESIGNATION ISSUE:   & others 

  

Hello Christina et al., 

  

My home is located at  Avenue in Cook Street Village and a few others nearby are 
designated in the latest draft Fairfield/Cook Street Plan as “Traditional Residential”… as shown 
on the map below in light yellow color. 

  

“Urban Residential” would be the appropriate designation consistent with all properties West of 
Cook Street/East of Vancouver Street and between Fort Street and Park Boulevard…as shown on 
the map below in gold color. 

Personal info

Personal info

Personal info

Personal info

Personal info

Personal info



31

 
As the plan will be a guide for the next 25 years, I am compelled to 
advocate for a more consistent application and request that my 
home and others in the immediate area be designated “Urban 
Residential”. 

 
 I have expressed my concern to City of Victoria staff members at 
several Open House events this year. Following the first open 
house, I also sent an email expressing my concern to Catherine 
Bouris who passed it on to Councillor Ben Issit. 

At the Open houses, staff members agreed that: 

         they did not have a good explanation as to why my home and the 
others were “traditional residential”  

         there is inconsistency within the plan and suggested that I forward 
my concerns to the Planning Department.  

I surmise that some homeowners on Oliphant Avenue have 
advocated for lessor density that may explain the different 
designation. These owners can retain their homes but their desire to 
preclude others from higher density is wrong because the entire 
surrounding area is higher density. 

  

There are many sound reasons to revise the designation to “Urban 
Residential” of my home at  and those nearby, such 

as: 

         Over the next 25 years, my homes and similarly designated  ones will look out of place surrounded by 3 
– 5 storey buildings rental and strata apartment buildings.  

         My homes and those along south side of Oliphant have unique lane access that makes development more 
attractive… such as off street parking to dove tail with the current 55 unit project now under construction 
at Cook and Oliphant whose underground parking is accessed from the lane.  

         Several home owners on Oliphant have wanted to develop to greater density in recent years, but were 
not able to because of existing zoning and land use. These owners have since sold and the new owners 
have varying views on development…..such properties include 1001, 1005 and 1035 Oliphant.  

         Preventing greater density leads to urban sprawl, greater pollution, less amenities and less affordability. 
The future for the inner are condos... 

  

Please let me know what more I can do to advocate my position for the greater good. 

  

I look forward to updates. 
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Happy holidays 

Regards, 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: LAP Fairfield

 

From:    
Sent: Tuesday, January 09, 2018 8:37 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca>; Andrea Hudson <AHudson@victoria.ca> 
Subject: LAP Fairfield 

 
Kristina 
 
I am writing you in regards to the proposed LAP for my community.  I have taken the time to involve myself in some of the 
community planning sessions, regarding the development of our area.  My experience has of this low‐level engagement has been 
disappointing at best.  I found that community input was severely marginalized, and edited to suit the proposed community 
plan.  Architectural renderings and supplied documents seemed deceptive as subsequent drawings and literature moved further away from 
the documented community input.  Our concerns about the surrounding residential neighborhood zoning were met with a repeated 
boilerplate response of "zoning is not changing and each property will have to submit for zoning change approvals. The community can 
dispute those changes, at that time".  I was completely shocked and horrified to discover that there is a proposed LAP for my community 
which increases the density of my community by 500% from the previous 2012 OCP, to the current Fairfield Draft LAP.   Members of my 
community, while aware of the OCP changes, had no idea about the proposed LAP.  Was this purposefully left out of the community 
engagement?  Was the community engagement a failure in communicating this to the residence?  It certainly feels like the OCP focus on 
the Fairfield Plaza was a deliberate distraction from the severe densification of my community. 
 

I would like to formally request a greater level of engagement for my neighbors and myself, as engagement efforts have obviously failed.  I 
look forward to your response. 
 
Kind Regards 

Resident, and Homeowner 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Larger lots in Fairfield 

 
 

From:    
Sent: Friday, December 01, 2017 4:22 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca>; csv Will Sparling (Mocha House)  ; Heather 
Murphy‐Linden  >; Wayne Hollohan <victoriabc@shaw.ca>; David Biltek 
<david@departurestravel.com>; Nicole Chaland <nicole@sustainabilitysolutions.ca> 
Subject: Fw: Larger lots in Fairfield  
 

Thanks Kristina, very helpful.  I would like to propose that this map be included in the LAP 
  
Ken 
  
From: Kristina Bouris  
Sent: Thursday, November 23, 2017 8:59 AM 
To:   
Subject: Larger lots in Fairfield  
  
Ken, 
As requested, here is the map of larger lots in Fairfield. It was designed for our open houses where there is a planner on 
hand to help answer questions and explain more detail. If you’ve got questions about it, please stop by one of the 
upcoming events.  
  
Thanks, 
Kristina  
  
Kristina Bouris MCIP RPP  
Senior Planner  
Sustainable Planning and Community Development 
City of Victoria 
1 Centennial Square, Victoria BC  V8W 1P6 
 
T 250.361.0532   F 250.361.0557    E Kbouris@victoria.ca 

  
  
  

  
Get involved in the: 
Fairfield‐Gonzales Neighbourhood Plan 
http://www.victoria.ca/fairfield‐gonzales 
  
Vic West Neighbourhood Plan 
http://www.victoria.ca/vicwest 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Letter to Kristina Bouris

 
 
From:    
Sent: January 22, 2018 1:27 AM 
To: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
Subject: RE: Letter to Kristina Bouris 

 
Hello 

I have been away for 7 weeks and see that there was a deadline that I have missed for formal response to the 
Fairfield Community Plan.  
 
I believe that I have made my points in meetings with/letters to the Mayor, Council and Kristina Bouris.  
 
My concern still remains the wording of the section about the HCA and the inclusion of Durban Street (by 
name). We had confirmation from Kristina that Durban Street, by name, would be removed in the revised 
document. 

I have sent a letter to Kristina tonight but see that she is out of the office Monday. Please follow-up with her 
regarding my concerns.  

Thank you. 

Sincerely,  
        

JUNE 1, 2018 is INTERGENERATIONAL DAY CANADA  
Help us fight isolation and loneliness, the #1 health concern in Canada. 

BC ON MB YT SK NB were onboard for 2017! 

MANITOBA & ONTARIO HAVE PROCLAIMED IN PERPETUITY 

as has  

THE TORONTO DISTRICT SCHOOL BOARD! 
 

We will help you get going! 
PLEASE HELP US work towards connecting generations respectfully.  

TO DONATE GO TO: 
www.intergenerational.ca 

 
 

"Not about doing different things, but about doing things differently!" 
Intergenerational and Educational Consultant     www.inter-generationalconsulting.com 
Executive Director, i2i Intergenerational Society   www.intergenerational.ca 
Director, Canadian Network for Prevention of Elder Abuse    www.cnpea.ca 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: mini-update

 
From: Nicole Chaland [mailto:nicole@sustainabilitysolutions.ca]  
Sent: Friday, December 08, 2017 9:44 AM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca>; Jonathan Tinney <JTinney@victoria.ca> 
Subject: mini‐update 

 
Hi Kristina and Jonathan, 
 
I wanted to let you know some of the emerging themes from the discussions so far. This is just from my point 
of view, and I'll work hard to get more of a community response to you in January, but I wanted to let you 
know that the design principles for CSV in the plan have been affirmed. 
 
We put out a proposal which you can read here. Some great stuff has emerged including: 
 
- high priority to slow traffic, not just on Cook, but Linden and Heywood also. 
- controversy around parking (but a healthy debate has started and some residents have engaged Todd Litman to 
help move the conversation forward) 
- people want the plan to include new lighting (downcast, low, non-polluting) in the Village. 
- an idea for elevated crossings (at the same height as sidewalks) received full support and enthusiasm as a way 
to reinforce the pedestrian nature of the Village 
 
Our next step is to refine our proposal based on people's comments. Let me know how we're doing. 
 
With much appreciation, 
Nicole 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: NEIGHBOURHOOD SNAPSHOT

 

From:    
Sent: Friday, December 01, 2017 12:04 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Cc: Wayne Hollohan   csv Will Sparling (Mocha House)  ; Heather 
Murphy‐Linden   David Biltek <david@departurestravel.com> 
Subject: NEIGHBOURHOOD SNAPSHOT 

 
Good Afternoon Kristina: 
  
The data on page 23 appears to be from 2011 perhaps it could be undated with the recently released 2016 
data. 
  
Ken Roueche 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Notes from FGCA mtg on  Mon 15

 

From: David Biltek [mailto:david@departurestravel.com]  
Sent: Saturday, January 20, 2018 12:12 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Subject: FW: Notes from FGCA mtg on Mon 15 
 

Some more comments about process….clearly the small intimate groups work well 
See below 
 

 
David Biltek 
632 Cornwall St. 
Victoria, BC V8V4L1 
7809331934 
Yes I know it is an Alberta number but some things just take more time to change 
 

 
From: Anne Russo [mailto   
Sent: January‐20‐18 10:13 AM 
To: David Biltek <david@departurestravel.com> 
Subject: Notes from FGCA mtg on Mon 15 
 
Hi David 
  
Thanks for your measured and helpful notes from the January 15 event on the LAP that Nicole has forwarded.  You managed the 
meeting very well.   
  
I hosted a Pizza and a Planner evening the week before, and the 14 people in attendance found it helpful, interesting and an 
opportunity to learn quite a bit.  Hopefully the planners heard the particular issue our neighbourhood has ‐ they spent most of their 
time listening and writing.  I was pleased with the discussion; it was balanced and reflected various perspectives and concerns.  I 
guess we need more pizza collaboration . . .  
  
Anne 
  
Anne Russo 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: OCP - pizza with planners

 
From:    
Sent: Thursday, January 11, 2018 12:07 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Cc:   
Subject: OCP ‐ pizza with planners 

 
Hello Kristina, 
 
Thank you for taking the time to hear my concerns about Oliphant Avenue particularly those along the south 
side of Oliphant  having the designation of “urban residential” and not “traditional residential”. 
 
I also will  appreciate your effort to set up a pizza meeting before the engagement period ends next Friday. 
 
My rationale for having the urban designation has been expressed at the open houses, via emails to you and 
council and through discussion with planners. My view is echoed by many neighbours  who simply haven’t met 
with staff... 
 
Additional rationale for the “urban designation” is here: 
 
1. Over time, the apartments along Park Blvd that are behind my home on  will be rebuilt and 
taller which will further tower over my home.. 
 
2.  the current 55 unit building now under construction at Cook and Oliphant will reduce light significantly to 
my yard and those east of it... 
 
3. 5 of the 6 owners along my side of Oliphant wanted higher density commensurate with surrounding 
buildings.., but due to the zoning and OCP were frustrated and ended up selling to owners who have updated 
their homes.... 
 
4. Designating only the south side of Oliphant is not prefered as the homes along the north side are similarly 
surrounded by apartments..but those lots are smaller.. 
 
Thank you, 
 
 
--  
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Opposition to Traditional Residential Designation

 

From: Melanie Smith [mailto:melanie@maisonhomes.ca]  
Sent: Friday, January 12, 2018 11:48 AM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Opposition to Traditional Residential Designation 
 
Hello Ms. Bouris 
 
My name is Melanie Smith and a representative from Maison Homes the owner of 1001 Oliphant Street. We purchased 
this property approx. a year and a half ago, it is currently being rented but we purchased with the intent to redevelop 
this site given it’s proximity to Cook Street Village as well as 3 fronts of access via laneways. We are a building and 
development company and have done several respectful developments within the city, my last was a unanimous in 
favor vote to rezone in the Rockland neighborhood. It can be done sensitively and appropriately.  
 
We strongly oppose the designation of ‘Traditional Residential’ specifically on this street but in particular to streets so 
close to the cook street urban village. The whole idea of micro urban villages is to prevent sprawl and allow for 
increased green density. I feel that having a designation such as this in an urban village is completely opposite and 
backwards thinking policy. People don’t like change, that’s a given so I understand the general resistance of those 
wanting to preserve a traditional single family neighborhood but that has to be tempered by the good for the whole 
which is an urban residential designation in this location.  
 
Thank you for your consideration 
 
Best, 
 
Melanie Smith 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Reminder: First events on the draft Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan 

 

From:    
Sent: Thursday, December 07, 2017 10:53 AM 
To: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Re: Reminder: First events on the draft Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan  
 
How would I provide further input on the plan? I have had recent thoughts. Perhaps you could pass them on. 
 
I would prefer that my remarks are not attributed (associated with my name). 
 
1.  The intersection at Fairfield Road and Linden Avenue is dangerous. When going North on Linden, there is very poor 
visibility due to parked cars and the terrain (looking up). I often have to wait for a pedestrian and hope that the car going east 
gives me enough room to slip through the intersection, but they often come to a stop very close to the pedestrian 
crosswalk.  I was just looking up my route to attend a City event today and Google spit out that route, but I have to avoid that 
intersection. 
 
2.  Can Cook St. Village have doggy parking? Walking to the village with their dogs is the reason many people cite for bringing 
their pets into stores, although I realize that the business group also encourages them, to the detriment of people with health 
conditions that require lack of contact with pet allergens. Yesterday, I was in a drug store looking at allergy medication while 
there were two people with dogs in there. They lingered and the dogs brushed against a lot of things, depositing their 
allergens until some unsuspecting person picks up that package off the shelf, and their dander will continue to circulate in the 
ventilation. I have frequently seen people try to smuggle dogs into food facilities in the village, knowing it’s not allowed but 
having no options. An 18 year old minimum wage staffer isn’t going to have the skills to kick them out. Council created the 
Cook St. Village doggy ghetto with the destination off‐leash area and I wish they would take measures to alleviate the 
negative consequences. Along the same lines, doggy bag dispensers and receptacles are needed in the village in order to 
protect pedestrians and nearby residents, and it would be helpful to install them on the main walking thoroughfares to the 
off‐leash area because, if you take the time to observe, many custodians “anticipate” the area as far as not having their dogs 
leashed as they approach, but are not able to anticipate it as far as being prepared with a bag for the dog’s waste. Thus, at 
least once a week, I have to remove dog waste from areas of my lawn that it would not have been deposited had the dog 
been on a regulation leash. Please don’t defer this until the 2018/19 Parks and Open Spaces plan because these issues are to 
do with urban spaces, not parks an open spaces. 
 
Regards, 

 

 

From: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
Date: Thursday, November 16, 2017 at 4:43 PM 
To: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Reminder: First events on the draft Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan  
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Please join us this Saturday for the first of seven events about the draft Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan: 
  
Open House (drop‐in) 
Saturday, November 18, 10:30 a.m. – 1 p.m. 
Sir James Douglas School gym 
  
If you’re looking for a more informal, family‐friendly event drop by: 
  
Cocoa & Candy Canes 
Tuesday, November 21, 4 p.m. – 6 p.m. 
Fairfield Gonzales Community Place 
  
Or check out one of our other events 
  
victoria.ca/fairfield 

Unsubscribe: Reply to this email if you no longer wish to receive email updates for the Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan or if 
you only wish to receive updates about the Gonzales Neighbourhood Plan. 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Request For Full Overview of Fairfield & Gonzales Neighbourhood Plan

 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From:    
Sent: November 22, 2017 12:33 PM 
To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Request For Full Overview of Fairfield & Gonzales Neighbourhood Plan 
 
Hello Mayor and Council Members, 
 
I have emailed this directly to Chris Coleman but it appears that he is away. If any of you can help I'd appreciate it. 
 
I believe that all residents of both Fairfield and Gonzales areas should be provided with a top down view of the ENTIRE 
proposed neighbourhood plan, not cut into sections that are hard to piece together and contradict each other when I 
look at the plans separately. We need to see what the whole neighbourhood will look like if these plans are approved. 
Currently with it displayed the way it is we cannot see the full impact on the area. 
 
If there is a better person to request this from please direct me to them. 
 
Thank you. 
 

 

Personal info

Personal info



45

Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: SEA LEVEL RISE

 

From:    
Sent: Friday, December 01, 2017 4:12 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca>; csv Will Sparling (Mocha House)   Heather 
Murphy‐Linden   David Biltek <david@departurestravel.com>; Nicole Chaland 
<nicole@sustainabilitysolutions.ca> 
Subject: SEA LEVEL RISE 

 
Good Afternoon Kristina: 
  
I noted that the Vic West LAP has several CRD maps outlining sea level inundation predictions, pages 85‐
86.  Perhaps we can have similiar maps for Fairfield. 
  
Ken Roueche 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: SINGLE DETACHED WITH MORE THAN ONE SUITE

 

From:    
Sent: Friday, December 01, 2017 4:15 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca>; csv Will Sparling (Mocha House)  ; Heather 
Murphy‐Linden   Wayne Hollohan <victoriabc@shaw.ca>; David Biltek 
<david@departurestravel.com> 
Subject: Re: SINGLE DETACHED WITH MORE THAN ONE SUITE 

 
Unfortunately by the time any revisions are made there will be no opportunity for citizens to way in.  This is a 
BIG DEAL and there will be now informed consent.  
  
Ken 
  
  
  
From: Kristina Bouris  
Sent: Friday, December 01, 2017 3:58 PM 
To:   
Subject: RE: SINGLE DETACHED WITH MORE THAN ONE SUITE 
  
Hi Ken, 
Thanks for clarifying your concerns and your suggestions. I’ll note them for consideration when we do revisions to the 
plan. 
Kristina 

  
  
From:    
Sent: Friday, December 01, 2017 3:16 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca>; csv Will Sparling (Mocha House)  ; Heather 
Murphy‐Linden   Wayne Hollohan  ; David Biltek 
<david@departurestravel.com>; Nicole Chaland <nicole@sustainabilitysolutions.ca> 
Subject: Re: SINGLE DETACHED WITH MORE THAN ONE SUITE 

  
Thanks Kristina: 
  
I shall have a look at the data 
  
However, I am concerned about the second added suite/garden suite, not the first.  More secondary  sites in 
Fairfield is absolutely needed, but two is a tight fit on so many locations.  This is a major change in parking 
requirements and therefore it should be highlighted in the LAP not noted in passing on a board at a meeting. 
  
Ken 
  
From: Kristina Bouris  
Sent: Friday, December 01, 2017 2:49 PM 
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To:   
Subject: RE: SINGLE DETACHED WITH MORE THAN ONE SUITE 
  
Hi Ken, 
Thanks for your comments. I’ll add your email to the record of feedback.  

  
Under the city’s zoning regulations (Schedule C of the Zoning Regulation Bylaw), secondary suites do not require an 
additional parking spot; as a result, suites may need to use on‐street parking.  There are many different regulations and 
policies that apply to new development, and it would difficult to repeat them all in the neighbourhood plan. We do try 
to make sure the engagement materials provide information about the most relevant regulations found in other 
documents (such as the note on the boards that suites would not require additional parking). 

  
We asked for community input on the idea of a house with two secondary suites during the growth options, housing 
and heritage survey and open houses in March 2017.  You can see the backgrounder documents on the different types 
of housing and engagement results on this page.  This housing form was also discussed on the housing walk that you 
missed. 

  
Thanks, 
Kristina 

  
  
From:    
Sent: Friday, December 01, 2017 11:35 AM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Cc: Wayne Hollohan  ; csv Will Sparling (Mocha House)  Heather 
Murphy‐Linden  ; David Biltek <david@departurestravel.com>; Nicole Chaland 
<nicole@sustainabilitysolutions.ca> 
Subject: SINGLE DETACHED WITH MORE THAN ONE SUITE 

  
Good Morning Kristina: 
  
Page 12 of the Draft LAP highlights plans to allow two suites on single detached lots and references page 77 
(section 8.4) which then references page 82 (section 8.11).  There is also a update zoning reference on page 
105. 
  
No where can I find a reference to parking requirements.  However, the boards that where prepared for the 
open houses included a reference for no additional parking required.  As I understand it this would mean a 
single detached home could have up to three units with only one on site parking spot. 
  
Given that this designation would apply to a very significant area of Fairfield the impact could be very 
substantial.  This proposal appears to go well beyond what was anticipated in the OCP where it is forecast that 
only 20% of population increase in the neighbourhoods would be outside of the Large Urban Villages (page 17 
OCP). 
  
I do not recall this issue being part of the many open houses or of the two online surveys conducted over the 
past 16 months.  How did this proposed policy come to be?  Why has it not been noted in the draft LAP? 
  
Yours truly, 
Ken Roueche 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: small error on page 20 of the profile

 
From: Nicole Chaland [mailto:nicole@sustainabilitysolutions.ca]  
Sent: Wednesday, January 17, 2018 11:48 AM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca>; Rebecca Penz <rpenz@victoria.ca> 
Subject: small error on page 20 of the profile 

 
Hi, 
 
There appears to be an error on the graphic page 20.  The Fairfield Profile from Oct 2016 says 55% of residents rent. And 
the profile you referenced from June 2016 says 55% of housing units are rentals.  
 
I believe it is 55% of housing units are rentals and 59% of residents are renters. 
 
Nicole 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: "Sub-Area 4" portion of Fairfield Community Plan is not ready for approval

 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From:   
Sent: Wednesday, January 17, 2018 3:05 PM 
To: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca>; Chris Coleman (Councillor) <ccoleman@victoria.ca>; Community Planning email 
inquiries <CommunityPlanning@victoria.ca> 
Subject: "Sub‐Area 4" portion of Fairfield Community Plan is not ready for approval 
 
Dear Councillor Coleman and Planning Team, 
 
My name is  , off St Charles. I 
wanted to give you feedback on the draft Fairfield Community Plan. I have read the plan in detail, and attended a 
community session held recently.  
 
I have detailed notes below, but in general, we feel that the Plan, at least as it pertains to the area north of Fairfield 
Plaza (“sub‐area 4”) has been targeted for densification with little to no consultation from the people who live there, 
and in isolation from our neighbours immediately across St Charles. In many places the Gonzales Plan and the Fairfield 
Plans are not aligned. And yet the planning considerations for sub‐area 4 and its Gonzales neighbours are much more 
inter‐related than with the area near Cook St Village or northwest Fairfield.  
 
The Fairfield plan is taking on too many topics at once. The contentious plans for Cook St Village and the northwest 
corner of Fairfield are, in my view, undermining the equally important discussions that should be taking place about 
intensification in the other parts of the neighbourhood. I urge you to separate these into separately approved plans so 
the appropriate amount of time can be dedicated to each. Lessons from Cook St could then be applied to this new area 
around Thrifty’s Plaza. 
 
I think density increase in Fairfield is necessary. And I agree that a piecemeal approach is problematic. But I am greatly 
concerned that a) where I live will be used as a test lab for a radical new experiment in intensification; b) there will be 
no mechanism for holding the City and developers accountable for violating guidelines like setback, parking, and noise. 
 
Sincerely yours, 
 

 
Some questions and thoughts I had: 
 
Sub‐Area 4: 
‐ what was the process behind outlining this area? Why does it stop at Stannard and St Charles? Who decided there is a 
thing called Ross bay Village? This is hardly a village (in the Cook St sense). It is not walkable, and is a magnet for many 
out of area shoppers. I think, from talking to my neighbours, that the existence of this new area was a great surprise. If 
we want density, don’t we want it everywhere? As it stands, the plan seems to be picking “winners and losers” (e.g., I 
note that homes on Gonzales hill cannot be used for townhouses. The rationale escapes me). 
‐ How many property owners from sub area 4 have commented on or were consulted on the draft plan?  
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‐ the plan’s Proposed Height is at least 1 storey higher than the vast majority of buildings in the area. Our home is a 1.5 
storey duplex, and allowable is 2.5. So my neighbor will potentially tower over me. And yet, from what I can tell, the 
revised Gonzales plan has changed the height allowed back to 1.5 stories for townhouses (s. 5.8.4). 
‐ The proposed FAR of 0.85 mean that on a 10k sq ft lot, an 8500 sq ft unit could be built. The average FAR for the 
outlined area is what exactly? I’m guessing more like .25‐.35. In other words the City is proposing to triple the density of 
the assembled lots in sub‐area 4. Is there not a way to increase density gradually? I gather that one constraint is that 
developers won’t bother if they cannot get sufficient density for a redevelopment. But my sense is that the biggest 
problem by far is the high cost of land acquisition (each lot is likely close to 1.2 million $).   
 
Neighbourhood Character 
‐ I had concerns about how the guidelines in a official plan are to be interpreted by potential development. Let us take 
the issue of setbacks. As far as I can tell, the setbacks are suggestions, and the developer is free to propose a plan that 
ignores the setback. It is not a legal “zoning” requirement, and therefore there is no need for a variance.  
‐ It may be out of scope for the plan, but to be honest, there are very few large leafy trees in Fairfield. True, there are 
some amazing giants, but only recently a stand of bylaw‐protected Douglas fir and cedar (on Thurlow near SJD) were cut 
down. From what I can tell, the tree bylaw does nothing to protect trees on private property if they “interfere” with a 
proposed redevelopment. But then what is the point of a tree bylaw? We will end up with a series of tiny, 4 foot high 
saplings that will likely never achieve the majesty of the current tree canopy. 
‐ I have a general problem with planning documents that feature idyllic treescapes (e.g. in the proposed double 
townhouse plan). There is no indication of impact on neighbours, no sign of exhaust fans, no cars. This is unrealistic.  
‐ The preamble says “preserve existing character” but I see nothing in the plan that specifically addresses this. As a 
resident and property owner, I am extremely concerned that the new density will impact my enjoyment of my property. 
e.g., the current green space in my backyard will be turned into a series of 2 story townhouses peering into my yard, 
noisy heat pumps, and surface parking.  
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Thanks for Comming

 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: surroundings [mailto:   
Sent: Tuesday, December 05, 2017 11:51 AM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Cc: Jonathan Tinney <JTinney@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Thanks for Comming 
 
Kristina and Jonathan 
 
 
Thank you for taking the time from busy schedules to join the CSVBA in the discussion of the LAP.  The merchant 
feedback from your visit was very positive. We really  appreciate the opportunity to have our concerns heard. 
 
One item in the Local Area Plan which we would like to see addressed, while we are neighbourhood businesses, we are 
not neighbourhood dependent. Cook St. Village is a destination, and needs to be acknowledged as such in the LAP…. no 
one goes on their first internet  date at Fairfield Plaza…. they do in Cook St. Village. As merchants we realize that the 
entire Capital Region comes to our doors, and we depend on that for our livelihood. 
 
Once again, thank you for you time, and the continued dialogue on community Planning. 
 
Best Regards, 
 
Kristiane Baskerville 
Owner 
Surroundings 
249 Cook St. 
Director CSVBA 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: The dollar amount of density bonus contributions

 

From:    
Sent: Sunday, January 21, 2018 3:22 PM 
To: Ben Isitt (Councillor) <BIsitt@victoria.ca> 
Cc: Jeremy Loveday (Councillor) <jloveday@victoria.ca>; Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Subject: FW: The dollar amount of density bonus contributions 

 
Hi Ben and Jeremy, 

 

I recently learned via Jonathan Tinney that no CAC will be available for two recent projects in 

Fairfield.  The policy is, according to Mr. Tinney, currently being reviewed.  One participant at a 

recent Fairfield Association meeting on the plan alleged that Victoria would have got $40 million 

more CAC dollars on present development projects in Victoria if we had a CAC policy similar to 

Coquitlam.  After the meeting I checked the Coquitlam policy online.  It legislates a CAC bonus to 

the community concerned on any development which broaches any of the zoning for a particular 

area.  Victoria should look very seriously at such a policy as it would help to compensate the 

community which ia being asked to develop increased density.  This could create the social license 

needed for the Fairfield Neighbourhood plan to succeed.   

  

Also a recent CALUC meeting of the Fairfield Association asked for an extension of the review 

process so that more people in the community could become engaged.  I believe that the planners 

should try to engage in separate meetings with each of 4 areas:‐‐ North Fairfield & Quadra to 

Vancouver; Cook St. Village; east of the Cook St. Village & Fairfield Plaza; and west of the Cook St. 

village.  Each of these different communities have different concerns which need to be 

addressed.  There also needs to be a general Fairfield community meeting to discuss issues of 

sustainability, mobility; the CAC community amenities for Fairfield; seismic issues; 

infrastructure;  and livability issues.  If the planning exercise has really cost us $250,000 then it is 

worth taking the time to make sure that it is what the community really wants.   

 

Thanks, 

 

 
 
From: Jonathan Tinney [mailto:JTinney@victoria.ca]  
Sent: January‐10‐18 2:41 PM 
To: Nicole Chaland <nicole@sustainabilitysolutions.ca> 
Cc: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca>; John Tylee  ; David Biltek 
<david@departurestravel.com> 
Subject: RE: The dollar amount of density bonus contributions 
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Feel free Nicole. The only caveat I’d add is that staff are currently doing a scheduled review of the CAC policy to update it 
relative to current market conditions as we know that these have changed significantly. Based on that, CACs paid on the 
three projects you asked about may not be specifically representative of the potential opportunity in the future (i.e. a 
future project may contribute more than the ones below). We’ll know more once we’ve reviewed the policy in a couple 
months.  
 
Cheers, JT  
 
From: Nicole Chaland [mailto:nicole@sustainabilitysolutions.ca]  
Sent: January 9, 2018 4:29 PM 
To: Jonathan Tinney <JTinney@victoria.ca> 
Cc: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca>; John Tylee   David Biltek 
<david@departurestravel.com> 
Subject: Re: The dollar amount of density bonus contributions 

 
Hi, 
 
Thank you for taking the time to respond. 
 
May I share this with the other members of the Network who are carefully considering the draft plans reference 
to density bonus in advance of your January 30 deadline? 
 
With much appreciation, 
Nicole 
 
On 8 January 2018 at 15:10, Jonathan Tinney <JTinney@victoria.ca> wrote: 

Hi Nicole,  

  

So the Black and White didn’t pay a CAC as the site was zoned prior to that policy coming into place. Cook and Oliphant 
did generate a CAC payment in an earlier iteration, but when the developer decreased the density to increase the 
setback, it no longer generated one. The Unity project I don’t believe generated a cash CAC payment, one because it is 
a rental project (and therefore has a lower land value) and what value there was went back into the creation of the 
assembly space for the Church. All in all, the recent projects in Fairfield haven’t tended to generate significant CACs. 
This was expected to an extent, especially when projects come in well below the OCP maximum density or when they 
are rental as this lowers the land value significantly.  

  

In regards to the public plaza, I wouldn’t want to pre-suppose where the community’s priorities are on this issue, but I 
would suggest that CACs are not the only option for delivery of public space (for instance perhaps massing could be 
moved around when/if Oxford Foods redevelops that provides for a modest public space on the corner that could 
accommodate smaller gatherings. This wouldn’t have to come at the expense of a more flexible ROW which could be 
designed to be closed for larger events as you suggest, but could be in addition and offer a nice place to drink a coffee, 
have the Scouts do a bottle drive on Saturday morning, etc.  

  

Hope that helps.  
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Cheers, JT 

  

  

From: Nicole Chaland [mailto:nicole@sustainabilitysolutions.ca]  
Sent: January 2, 2018 10:11 AM 
To: Jonathan Tinney <JTinney@victoria.ca> 
Cc: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca>; John Tylee  David Biltek 
<david@departurestravel.com> 
Subject: The dollar amount of density bonus contributions 

  

Dear Jonathan, 

  

Would you be able to tell me the exact dollar amount of the density bonus that has resulted from a few recent 
projects such as Cook and Oliphant, the Black and White building, and the Unity project? 

  

The reason why I ask is because there is an idea floating around that the density bonus dollars are too low for a 
public plaza to be created within the time-frame of the neighbourhood plan.  

  

Many people brainstormed 'plaza' in the early city-led engagement for Cook Street Village, but our 
engagement process is finding that once people analyze and dialogue this idea, they are not convinced of its 
merits.  

  

Alternate ideas so far are for childcare centres and for the public realm to be redesigned to allow for temporary 
closures, so the street and the boulevard act together as a public plaza. 

  

Knowing the dollar amount that typical projects generate will bring in evidence and substance to our 
deliberations. 

  

With much appreciation, 

Nicole 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Transportation and Mobility

 

From:    
Sent: Thursday, December 14, 2017 3:22 PM 
To: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Transportation and Mobility 

 
Hello: 
With regard to the Fairfield Neighbourhood plan - particularly 3.3 - east-west route across Beacon Hill Park for 
South Park to Cook St. - please note there is already a paved route from South Park School, past the children’s 
playground to Heywood Avenue to Cook Street.   Please do not consider crossing the Heywood Meadow.     It 
is already being compromised by numerous paths crushing the Camas.   Any more and you might as well forget 
the Camas Meadow. 
Thank you. 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Understanding the LAP Draft

 
From:    
Sent: Friday, November 24, 2017 1:43 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Cc: Anne Russo   Richard McGuigan   Sylvia McMechan 

> 
Subject: Understanding the LAP Draft 

 
Kristina: 
 
Some colleagues (addresses above) and I have been discussing the Draft LAP with the intention of providing 
useful feedback to the City. We're finding that a lot of the material in the 110 pages refers to policies already in 
place or policies to be encouraged or policies to be pursued in forthcoming city-wide studies. 
 
What we'd like to concentrate on is specific policy, procedural and zoning changes that will take effect when 
Council approves the plan.  It is impossible to identify these changes in the draft because, in almost every case, 
the LAP identifies what is proposed and not what the proposal replaces. 
 
I'm therefore requesting a list of the specific policy, procedural and zoning changes that are proposed.  This will 
allow us to concentrate our efforts on the issues most relevant to both the community and the City. Of particular 
interest are: 

 zoning changes 
 changes in procedure that allow items that currently go to public hearings and/or to Council to proceed 

without these steps 
 Places in which the CSV Design Guidelines differ from existing guidelines 

As you are aware, one of the most contentious issues, in CSV and beyond, is parking. With that in mind, does 
the City have any data on: 

 the number of vehicles in Fairfield, currently and in 25 years? 
 mode shares in Fairfield, currently and in 25 years? 
 the number of parking spaces, private and public separately, in Fairfield currently and in 25 years 
 the estimated population of Fairfield, now and in 25 years 
 O/D data for CSV  

I realize that you are very busy, but if you can provide this information, I'm sure it will enable the community 
and the City to have a much more focused discussion before and when the LAP goes to Council. 
 
I'm out of town for a while, so please address your response to the c.c.'s above.   
 
Many thanks 
 
Best regards 
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John 
--  
John Tylee 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: A Watershed Moment for the Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan – Cook Street Village 
Residents Network

 

From: Ken Roueche [mailto   
Sent: Wednesday, January 24, 2018 3:34 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Subject: FW: A Watershed Moment for the Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan – Cook Street Village Residents Network 
 
fyi 
 
Ken Roueche 

sent via the Windows 10 Mail app 
 

From: Ken Roueche 
Sent: January 24, 2018 12:19 PM 
To: BIsitt@victoria.ca; ccoleman@victoria.ca; geoffyoung@dec.bc.ca; jloveday@victoria.ca; mc Margaret Lucas; mc 
Marianne Alto; cthornton‐joe@victoria.ca; pmadoff@victoria.ca; Lisa Helps 
Subject: A Watershed Moment for the Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan – Cook Street Village Residents Network 
 

A Watershed Moment for the Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan – Cook Street 
Village Residents Network  

 
 
This link provides a summary of the latest Fairfield LAP meeting. 
 
http://csvrn.com/2018/01/24/a‐watershed‐moment‐for‐the‐fairfield‐neighbourhood‐plan/ 
 
Ken Roueche 

sent via the Windows 10 Mail app 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Cook Street Village Issues.

 

From: Garry & Chris Preston [mailto   
Sent: Tuesday, December 05, 2017 6:24 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca>;   
Cc: Chris Coleman (Councillor) <ccoleman@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Cook Street Village Issues. 

 
Kristina Bouris , 

 was moved up and I was unable to attend the meeting due to sight issues. 
I would like my input as a local businessman and Chairman of C.S.V.B.A., to be presented to City Planning. I 
have already talked to Chris Coleman about some of these issues of which he is aware of. 
I am looking forward to hearing back from you with some positive responses. 
Garry Preston 
Chairman C.S.V.B.A. 
 
I have made my issues in point form. 
 
1.  I do not support a protected bike lane going through Cook St. Village 
 
2.  The centre turning lane is critical for traffic movement, safe turning, and emergency vehicles, it must be 
preserved. 
 
3.  I can tolerate Cook St. Village being a shared bike route, multi vehicle passway. 
 
4.  The LAP  always refers to our business as being…. neighbourhood serving businesses which is false and 
provable … We are locally owned businesses supported from the GREATER VICTORIA AREA WITH FEW 
FROM THE VILLAGE AND MOST, 99% DRIVE as to a poll I did and information given to Chris Coleman. 
 
5.  Urban Villages… need a parking strategy… all side streets 1 block in off the villages should be 2 hour 
parking 9 to 5, residential only evenings and if needed for the residents, a permit. Some residents as we speak 
are parking on the street and renting their driveways etc to workers in the village for extra cash while the 
business community is struggling for clients to park and support us. 
 
6.  More density is needed as I have figures from my salon at Yates and Cook, just 4 years ago that show a drop 
in retail sales of 60-70% due primarily to lack of density. 
 

 

Virus-free. www.avast.com  
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: CSVBA 

 

From: surroundings [mailto:   
Sent: Tuesday, January 30, 2018 4:59 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Subject: CSVBA  

 
 

 
 

The Cook Street Village Business Association (CSVBA) was formed to provide a voice for the business community. Our 
goals are promoting local small business ownership and maintaining the unique character of the Village that has made 
it a special place for all residents of Victoria. 

The CSVBA does not endorse nor have we collaborated with the Cook St. Village Residents Network or the Save Cook 
St. Coalition. These groups have been formed and conducted without any input from the CSVBA. 

There has been much discussion and discourse over the Fairfield Neighborhood Plan and none more so than the section 
on the Cook Street Village Design Guidelines. The Principles of the Guidelines embrace much of what the CSVBA wants 
to see in the development of the Village; the needs for boulevard improvement, pedestrian viability, traffic calming 
and most importantly, maintaining its uniqueness.  

We welcome the addition of the Business Vitality Principles to support local business with increased density in 
surrounding areas and improved transit services. The commitment to find on-street parking solutions that will work 
better for both residents and businesses is sorely needed, however, we are concerned in how this will be achieved. 

With the inclusion of the soon to be implemented All Ages and Abilities (AAA) cycling facilities in the Village (pg.66 
7.1.35), the CSVBA asks how the Principles are to be met once the AAA is in place?  Simply put, the portion of Cook St. 
is not wide enough to support two protected bike lanes, commercial loading spaces, no-loss of on-street parking, while 
ensuring the safe use of emergency services. 

The CSVBA would like to see Council address how the AAA plans to service Cook St Village now, not in two years when 
it will be implemented. The small businesses in the village are in expensive leases, many will be re-negotiating, and 
they are held financially accountable to the length of these leases. The small business community is feeling very 
vulnerable. 

The CSVBA would like to see Council consider two likely possibilities that would help support the ideals of both the 
Guidelines and the AAA. 

i. The creation of a shared ‘Green Space’ travel zone on Cook St., through the Village section only. This would 
slow traffic, maintain the current level of parking, reduce the costs of a major infrastructure project, and 
provide a canvas for future green space and boulevard projects. 

and 

i. Allow the use of parking in the surrounding residential areas (currently Residential Parking only). This parking 
would be 7 days a week but would have a 2 hour limit and must be enforced by city by-law officers. The city of 
Sidney has had this policy in place to support local business. 

 

To reiterate, the CSVBA’s two main priorities are: (1) ensure the success of the current local businesses which have 
been strongly supported by the community for years, and (2) ensure a vibrant and robust business area that will 
continue to support future local small business and enhance the unique characteristics of Cook Street Village. The 
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CSVBA believes that either of the aforementioned solutions address both the Village and the Guideline’s needs in a 
pragmatic and cost-efficient way. The impact of the AAA must be addressed before any guidelines can be 
implemented.  

 

Kristiane Baskerville 

Director CSVBA 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: DESIGN GUIDELINES AND PROJECT IMAGES

 

From:    
Sent: Wednesday, November 22, 2017 12:09 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca>; csv Will Sparling (Mocha House)   Heather 
Murphy‐Linden  Wayne Hollohan <  Nicole Chaland 
<nicole@sustainabilitysolutions.ca>; David Biltek <david@departurestravel.com> 
Subject: Re: DESIGN GUIDELINES AND PROJECT IMAGES 

 
Kristina: 
  
Some further clarification please, from our morning conversation. Page 77 of the LAP under Sub Area 1, 
section e states; “single detached house+two secondary suites see 8.11.”  Section 8.11 states that the intent is 
: “Support the adaptive re‐use of existing single detached houses throughout the Fairfield Neighbourhood by 
supporting the addition of dwelling units.”   
  
So far so good, however when I go the the board displayed at the November 18th open house titled NEW 
HOUSING THAT FITS RESIDENTIAL AREAS (house with two secondary suites) I read that no additional parking 
will be required.  This needs to be explicitly states in the LAP.  Moreover, this proposal has the potential for 
being very disruptive on many streets.  As I understand it, currently a secondary suite does not require 
additional on site parking, fair enough.  Increasing the density to three units, with only one on site parking 
space could potentially create on street parking issues and may also drive up, even further, the market value 
of single detached houses in Fairfield. 
  
One partial fix might be to require an additional on site parking space and require that ALL on site parking 
spaces be permeable surfaces. 
  
Ken 
From:   
Sent: Wednesday, November 22, 2017 10:53 AM 
To: Kristina Bouris-City ; csv Will Sparling (Mocha House) ; Heather Murphy-Linden ; Wayne Hollohan ; David Biltek ; 
Nicole Chaland  
Subject: DESIGN GUIDELINES AND PROJECT IMAGES 
  
Good Morning Kristina: 
  
Further to our conversation this morning, I am concerned with the proposed design guidelines outlined in 
various parts of the draft LAP, including those for the CSV.  As we in the community have experienced in the 
past such guidelines seem to have very little impact on planners, councillors or the Advisory Design Panel.  I 
would suggest that they be supplemented with a requirement that all rezoning and major variance 
applications in Fairfield include 3‐D images that allow a proposal to be viewed from all angles and relative to 
its neighbours and detailed shadow analysis for the equinox, solstice and at 2 hour intervals.  This would 
provide a more objective assessment as to how a proposal relates to the neighbouring properties. 
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Yours truly, 
  
Ken Roueche 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Draft Fairfield Neighborhood Plan

Importance: High

 

From:    
Sent: Wednesday, November 15, 2017 5:38 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Draft Fairfield Neighborhood Plan 
Importance: High 
 

Hi Kristina;  
 
Many thanks for your reply, explanation and willingness to clarify the Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan vis a vis 
address specific commercial development. I am still very concerned by your comment and the continuing 
intention to inappropriately single out and name 617 Vancouver St in the plan, especially given the fact that no 
property neighboring the property, including the property itself, has been party to advancing this notion, or has 
come forward with this notion.  
 
Sadly, the response you have provided falls entirely short of the resolve that is required in this egregious 
overstepping of bounds; 
The draft plan policies are meant to refer only to the property at the south east corner of the intersection, where there 
is an existing service station (and commercial zoning). Thank you for bringing this my attention – we will need to correct 
this oversight in the next version of the plan. 

 
 I feel strongly that there is no valid rationale for singling out 617 Vancouver St, with overdone zeal, for a 

mixed-used development that would in no way be an equivalent and compatible substitution for what 
currently exists. Referring to " the property at the south east corner of the intersection" is also tantamount to 
naming 617 Vancouver St and neither reference should be included in the plan.   

 
 The reference to this operation as a "service station" is incorrect. There are no fuel pumps or retail 

component to this operation - these were removed many years ago. It is solely an automotive repair shop, 
and uniquely, of significant historic interest. This one-storey building on a single family dwelling sized lot, 
predates all but the heritage vintage homes adjacent to it. The building and operation is of historic value, as 
it is the oldest automotive repair shop in Victoria. Further Reference - Article on Lou's Auto Repair 

 
 The owner-operated establishment (original owner's son and a partner) also operate in complete harmony 

with our otherwise North of Fairfield residential neighbourhood.   
 only open weekdays - 8:00am to 5:00pm  
 maximum 4 or so customers per day 
 quiet, self-contained operation within the building 
 known by many in the community as neighbors and friends 

 
 I feel strongly that the Fairfield Neighborhood Plan must not reference any address-specific commercial 

zoned property. This is in keeping with the protocol for all other references in the plan. 
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But, if we are powerless to prevent address specific mention of commercial development in one-off locations, 
then all commercial zoned properties in one-off locations, including 1403 May St (Stewart Monumental Works)
and 15 Wellington Ave (Hung Homo Stay) must be named as well. Their commercial potential is equivalent if 
not superior to 617 Vancouver St.  
 
I appreciate my input being incorporated into the next iteration of the draft Fairfield Neighborhood Plan just as 
if I had been one of the chosen attending the "by invitation only" design workshop where this inappropriate 
notion was allowed to be spawned.  
 
Thank you for your further reply on this matter.   
 

 
From: Kristina Bouris [mailto:KBouris@victoria.ca] operat 
Sent: Tuesday, November 14, 2017 12:29 PM 
To:   
Subject: RE: Draft Fairfield Neighborhood Plan 
 
Dear   
Thank you for your emails and your voice mail with questions regarding the draft Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan.  The 
idea for proposed mixed use retail or commercial spaces on the ground floors at Vancouver Street and Collinson Road 
came out of a design workshop held with invited members of the community in June 2017 (it looks like you found the 
link to that report).  There is an existing commercial‐zoned property there now, and the design workshop explored the 
idea of encouraging a mixed use building there in the future, if the owners of the property choose to redevelop it. 
 
The draft plan policies are meant to refer only to the property at the south east corner of the intersection, where there 
is an existing service station (and commercial zoning). Thank you for bringing this my attention – we will need to correct 
this oversight in the next version of the plan. 
 
We are now seeking input from the wider community on this idea. If you can come to one of the open houses, there will 
be staff there who can provide you with more background on the idea, and also will be happy to hear your 
feedback.  This will also be an opportunity to provide more detailed answers to your important questions in your email.
 
Thank you, and hope to see you at one of our upcoming events. 
Kristina Bouris 
 
 
Kristina Bouris MCIP RPP  
Senior Planner  
Sustainable Planning and Community Development 
City of Victoria 
1 Centennial Square, Victoria BC  V8W 1P6 
 
T 250.361.0532   F 250.361.0557    E Kbouris@victoria.ca 

 
 
 

 
Get involved in the: 
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Fairfield‐Gonzales Neighbourhood Plan 
http://www.victoria.ca/fairfield‐gonzales 
 
Vic West Neighbourhood Plan 
http://www.victoria.ca/vicwest 
 
 
 
 
 
 

From:    
Sent: Thursday, November 09, 2017 11:31 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca>; Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
Subject: FW: Draft Fairfield Neighborhood Plan 
Importance: High 
 

Hello There;  
 
The additional reference noted in the email (and document link) below was also presented to Committee of the 
Whole on September 14 2017. This email is also sent to Kristina Bouris as I understand she is key to this 
process.  
 
Thanks again for your prompt reply
 

 
 
 
From:    
Sent: Thursday, November 09, 2017 11:14 PM 
To: 'engage@victoria.ca' <engage@victoria.ca> 
Subject: FW: Draft Fairfield Neighborhood Plan 
Importance: High 
 

Hello There;  
 
I found this additional reference in this 
document:  http://www.victoria.ca/assets/Departments/Planning~Development/Community~Planning/Local~Ar
ea~Planning/Fairfield~Gonzales/Fairfield/Fairfield%20Design%20Workshop%20Report%20June%202017.pdf
 
V. Support the provision of commercial/retail businesses within mixed buildings to enhance the Collinson St/Vancouver 
St intersection (New ‐ based on public feedback)  

 Opportunity to support the continued retention of character building on the south east corner (Current auto repair) 
with neighbourhood focused retail/commercial businesses 
 
 Please tell me what public feedback is being referred to?  
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 How many members of the public put forth this idea?  
 Has anyone in the actual vicinity of Collinson St and Vancouver St been informed of this idea and been 

given an opportunity to put forward their own idea?  
 How, out of the hundreds of corners in Fairfield, many with a commercial operation on one or more of their 

corners, did the corner of Collinson and Vancouver get singled out and mentioned 3 times in the draft 
Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan?  

 
If there is someone I can speak to by telephone about this I would like to do that. If necessary I will come to 
one of the open houses if there will be someone there who can provide me with a good understanding of this 
situation, what it means and how it has come about.  
 
Thank you for your further replies.
 

 
 
 
 
From:    
Sent: Thursday, November 09, 2017 10:02 PM 
To: 'engage@victoria.ca' <engage@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Draft Fairfield Neighborhood Plan 
 

Hello There;  
 
I've read the draft Fairfield Neighborhood Plan and I would appreciate a reply to my queries. 
 
1. In table 5.1 there is a reference to;  
 
"Commercial uses at grade encouraged at the corners of Vancouver Street and Collinson Street" 
 

The reference is repeated;  
 
6.1.16. Support the provision of ground floor commercial or retail within mixed‐use buildings located at the intersection 
of Collinson Street and Vancouver Street. 
 

The reference is again repeated; 
 
8.1.4. New development at the corners of Vancouver Street and Collinson Street is encouraged to include commercial 
spaces at grade to serve the neighbourhood, particularly on the southeast corner where commercial development 
exists. 
 
What size and type of commercial space is being encouraged at those corners? Is a multi-storey building with 
main floor commercial part of what is being encouraged? Who is encouraging this? Where did this idea 
originate from? The southeast corner houses a 1 storey automotive repair shop - the oldest in Victoria. I 
understand there has been very little commercial success at the corner of Fairfield and Vancouver so I'm not 
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sure who thought encouraging commercial development at a completely quiet and sleep corner like Vancouver 
and Collinson was a good idea.   
 
2. Does these statements refer to Collinson St in its entirety, or if it pertains to just a portion, is it the portion 

noted in Figure 14? 
 

6.2.2. Explore the potential to redesign and transform McClure Street and Collinson Street as people‐priority ‘Living 
Streets’ that include green features. 
 
11.2.1. Identify opportunities to incorporate green stormwater infrastructure or “green streets” as part of utility, active 
transportation and other street improvements. Potential locations include active transportation routes, potential “Living 
Streets” on McClure Street and Collinson Street, and visible locations such as around urban villages. 
 
3. Can you tell me what force and effect these neighborhood plans have? Are they guidelines or cast in stone 

edicts? For example, I attended a presentation on the proposed development on Cook St at Pendergast Ave. 
The proposal outlined options for 4, 5 and 6 storey buildings. The message was that more property at street 
level could be devoted to community park and gathering space as well as outdoor cafés and other at grade 
retail if the building was allowed to build higher and thus narrower. In the draft Fairfield Neighborhood 
Plan the message however is a building height limitation of 4 storeys for Cook St frontage.  

 
Just as I think it would be off-base to push for a multi-story commercial corner for no fathomable reason at 
Vancouver and Collinson St, I think it would be off-base to not consider other height options where the 
design does give more ground floor space to community use. Where is that in the plan??  
 

4. Is taking the survey the most effective way to provide input into the draft plan and hopefully influence 
modifications? If there is a more effective way, what would that be?   

 
Many thanks for your reply.   
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Draft Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan

 
 
From:    
Sent: January 16, 2018 10:40 AM 
To: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca>; mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca 
Subject: Draft Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan 

 
Dear Mayor and Council, Planners and other who are concerned, 

I want to thank the Sustainable Planning Department for a comprehensive draft plan that is the framework of a 
workable roadmap for our local neighbourhood. For the most part, the plan has the components and vision that 
most in Fairfield can support. As in any draft plan, there are parts on which neighbourhood input should be 
heeded in order to harness the history, experience and observations of those who are closest to and most 
affected by the proposals. 
 
I urge you to support and incorporate the exceptional and thoughtful recommendations of the Cook Street 
Village Residents Network concerning the proposals of ‘No Density without Diversity‘ and 'Gentle Density'. 
While there hasn't been a formal poll in the community, I believe that the Cook Street Village Residents 
Network recommendations represent a broad-based view of how residents want their community to progress in 
the next future period.  
 
There is one part of the plan on which, as a resident of sub-area 3, I would like to be heard to offer my 
particular experiences, concerns and potential solutions. Allowing townhouses in more than one row in sub-
area 3, the area east of Cook Street Village, to replace the current housing is not consistent with objectives of 
having a livable, diverse community with open and environmentally-friendly spaces. Even allowing unlimited 
townhouses in a single row throughout this sub-area will be detrimental to the neighbourhood because of lack 
of adequate parking, increased rainwater runoff, decreased open spaces and diminished opportunities for 
diverse, affordable housing. 
 
Although there seem to be lot size and laneway restrictions for development of townhouses in sub-area 3, this 
will not be at all effective to stop arbitrary and uncontrolled replacement of the existing varied housing with 
overly dense and expensive townhouses. The experience of Vancouver shows that developers simply buy up 
and hold single lots that do not meet the size requirements, waiting for the opportunity to combine them to built 
townhouses. This has a devastating effect on neighbourhoods, as seen from the Vancouver example. When 
traveling through the streets of Vancouver outside of the downtown core, one sees almost solid walls of 
expensive housing (together with advertising for them) where diverse and cohesive communities once 
flourished. The nature and feel of the different area communities is destroyed, as continuous rows of 
townhouses replace the single family and multi-family dwellings. The feel of open and green space has almost 
completely disappeared from those areas.  
 
Experience also shows that townhouses replace affordable units with housing only accessible to higher income 
persons and don’t provide the type of diversity Fairfield needs and struggles to retain. This is in stark contrast 
to diversity and different levels of affordability that arises from allowing suites and garden apartments within 
the current housing configuration. 
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I am not advocating that the plan should forbid townhouses altogether. However, more effective limitations 
need to be in place. At a minimum, sub-area 3 should be reduced in size. There should be a prohibition against 
combining lots to create dense townhouse areas. The number of lots on which townhouses can be constructed in 
any block should be very limited. Finally, there should be no double row townhouses permitted, especially 
since these will inevitably aggravate already unworkable on-street parking congestion and rainwater runoff 
issues.  
 
The City's strategic objectives and outcomes for 2018 include rebuilding trust in terms of meaningful public 
engagement and City Hall's having meaningful two-way conversations with the public. In its "Engagement 
Framework", the City has promised to keep the community informed, listen to and acknowledge concerns and 
aspirations, and provide feedback on how public input influenced the decision. The promises that the City will 
work with the community to ensure that its concerns and aspirations are directly reflected in the alternatives 
developed and that it will look to the community for direct advice and innovation in formulating solutions are 
ones that residents take seriously and want to see fulfilled.  
 
I thank you for your commitment to incorporate the community's advice and recommendations into the 
decisions to the maximum extent possible. I look forward to being part of a two-way conversation on the 
matters in this message.   
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Draft Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan

 
From:    
Sent: Saturday, December 16, 2017 9:10 PM 
To: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
Cc: #0   
Subject: Draft Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan 

 
Good day! 
 
I have just reviewed the transportation and mobility chapter of the draft plan. 
 
There is a significant practical error in the map. There is no city plan to develop a route between Vimy Place 
and Windermere, yet this is shown as an "Other designated pedestrian or cycling route *". The asterisk means 
"Previously approved greenways and cycling network." 
 
In the previous greenways and cycling network the gazetted laneway that is the local subject of this designation 
was marked as "futuure..." You will know from imagery etc. that this laneway has never been developed, there 
is no route through, and there are no city plans to develop it. 
 
Through recent interactions with the planning department a sign was added to the bottom of the next street 
(Franklin) in part to reduce confusion to walkers who frequently come up Vimy looking for this route. I 
appreciate this change. 
 
I hope that the map can be adjusted to remove this confusion designation class and either add a "Future..." 
symbology or remove any "Future..." elements from the published maps. 
 
Regards,  
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Engagement subject to Judicial Review! Time to rethink!

 
From:    
Sent: Thursday, December 14, 2017 2:28 PM 
To: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Engagement subject to Judicial Review! Time to rethink! 
 

Dear Planning Staff, Accelerated Planning without confirmation that the residents who are being impacted, 
ACTUALLY have their decisions incorporated into the Government’s Decision, a decision you are seeking to 
change OCP Policy, is a Policy if passed is if anything else a policy that is subject to Judicial Review! Careful 
collection and confirmation is required! Dots from anywhere and from anyone is NOT accountable 
engagement! All the communities who have had Policies changed in their LAP not under the OCP guidelines 
and will impact the majority, by a minority who have answered plannings leading options plus are these options 
been based upon education of the OCP or have you allowed varrious planning options under the OCP.? Have 
their rights for upper levels IAP engagement been honored under OCP? The current lay used narrow leading 
planning options will be subject to Judicial Reviews. Planning’s committed options under the dot engagement 
being passed will evoke wildfire. Impacted residents who are unaware of the sweeping changed in their OCP 
guidelines are currently being suddenly made aware of their rights under THE GOVERNMENT ACT that 
dissolved governments directed policies! Legal case in point Montreal! The question Planning needs to ask is 
how to avoid consequences of Rouge decisions which is the legal documentation missing to confirme that the 
dots are actually utility paying, property tax paying and contracted paying residents....who are actually the 
ONLY legal decisions to be incorporated in the decision making process. Kindest Regards,   Personal info
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: fairfield community plan

 

From:    
Sent: Monday, November 27, 2017 6:51 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Subject: fairfield community plan 

 
Hello, 
I have lived on Oliphant Street for 20 years. I do not want any special little enclave created to protect our street from 
development. The precedent has already been set by the recent approval of the 5 story building at cook and Oliphant. 
How did this happen and who is driving this  idea of a special zone for 10 houses? This goes against every principle of 
sound Urban Planning.  I am very disappointed to see a yellow line around 10 houses, including mine, that separate us 
from the rest of the community. I believe that someone should talk to the residents of this street and not just a few 
people.  
Thanks very much, 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Fairfield Community Plan

 
From:    
Sent: Sunday, December 03, 2017 12:00 PM 
To: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
Cc: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Fairfield Community Plan 

 
To whom it may concern, 
 
I attended the open house for the Fairfield Community Plan yesterday, and have a couple additional 
comments/concerns that I would like to express. 
 
Firstly, in regards the proposed plan to beautify the Cook Street Village area there was talk that they would like 
to install cobblestone pavers in areas to denote the beginning/end of the village. While attractive looking, these 
pose an issue for accessability; it is quite a bit more challenging to navigate uneven serfices like pavers for 
people with mobility issues who require canes, walkers, etc. This becomes even more of a challenge over time 
as the pavers settle. 
 
Secondly, I am greatly concerned over the idea to install a type AAA segregated bike lane (like that on Pandora 
and Fort) on Cook Street (especially going through the Cook Street Village area where it is already only one 
lane of traffic going in either direction). This area is already quite hectic between vehicle traffic, transit, 
parking, pedestrians and cyclists, and with further developement/population density it will only become more 
so. I feel that adding this bike lane as well would crowd the space unneccessarily given that there are also plans 
to widen sidewalks, add more green space, and address parking needs (especially disability parking). The space 
isn't big enough to accomodate everything. 
 
Cyclists do not choose their routes in the same way in which vehicle drivers do. And often prefer 
streets/intersections that have less vehicle traffic (the main reason the Goose & Lochside Trail are so popular). 
This seems counter to the areas in which the City has been developing bike infrastructure, and I am wondering 
if there has been much consultation with occasional and potential cyclists to see where changes would 
encourage them to cycle more. 
 
I would like to propose Vancouver Street as a better option. It goes the full distance through town, has less and 
lighter traffic, would bring cyclists into the Fairfield/Cook Street  area, and would nicely connect to the existing 
bike lane in Beacon Hill Park which would in turn connect them to Dallas Road or James Bay. 
 
Lastly, I would like to request that the City stop narrowing the driving lanes on main roads. The lanes on 
Pandora are so narrow now that large pickup trucks, commercial vehicles, buses, etc. can barely fit in their lane, 
which makes the neighbouring lanes even narrower. Despite driving a small car and being a competent driver in 
my early thirties, I find the lane size very narrow, making driving down Pandora quite stressful for me. Because 
of this, I now do my best to avoid driving down Pandora. 
 
Having lived in Fairfield for the past seven (7) years, I rely on Cook Steet daily to get around town. I would 
really be displeased if Cook Street was narrowed as Pandora was to accomodate a AAA bike line. The narrow 
roadways may be acceptable for less trafficked side streets, but should not be used for main arteries. 
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Sincerely, 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Fairfield Community Plan

 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From:    
Sent: Tuesday, November 28, 2017 11:04 AM 
To: Jesse Tarbotton <jtarbotton@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Fairfield Community Plan 
 
Jesse, 
 
It was a pleasure meeting you last night at the Fairfield Planning meeting. Here are the questions that we mentioned: 
 
Rose Manor ‐ 857 Rupert Terrace.  Rose Manor is a seniors residence owned by BCHousing and run by Kiwanis. What 
are the plans for this residence as it always appears as a potential redevelopment site in the Fairfield Plan? 
 
Mount St. Angela ‐ 923 Burdett Avenue. Heritage building. In January 2017, 132 units of housing was proposed for this 
location. The developer intended to blend the heritage building with a modern addition. What is the status of this 
proposal? 
 
PARC seniors residences spanning 829‐891 Fort Street. What is the status of this proposal?  While I support this multi 
use building of seniors residences and commercial, the neighbours were concerned about the proposed 10‐story height 
of the building, creating a high, unbroken wall along Fort.  The opposite of Fort would be perpetually in shade. 
 
Please add Affordable Rental Apartments designation between Burdett Avenue and Rupert Terrace. Apartments west of 
Quadra show as possible areas for redevelopment but not those that are East of Quadra. What is the criteria for 
designating these buildings for rental retention?  There are many long‐term renters in these buildings West of Quadra 
who would be renovicted if the building is replaced  and these folks could not afford to return to the location. By 
example, the difference between the building on the west side of Quadra on Burdett is much the same as the building 
on the East side of Quadra on Burdett.  They are only separated by Quadra.  Yet one can be redeveloped and the other 
retained.  Doesn’t make much sense to me. 
 
Thank you. I understand that there are many priorities in your department and I am not anticipating and immediate 
response. However, I am not the only area resident who would like to know the plans.  
 

Sent from my iPad 

Personal info

Personal info



78

Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Fairfield Community Plan: Input regarding Ross Bay Village

 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From:    
Sent: December 15, 2017 5:25 PM 
To: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
Cc:   Kimberley Stratford <kstratford@victoria.ca>; 

 Chris Coleman (Councillor) <ccoleman@victoria.ca>;   
 

Subject: Fairfield Community Plan: Input regarding Ross Bay Village 
 
The Ross Bay Village is currently a vibrant shopping centre with an astounding diversity of small businesses. 
 
The shopping centre is critical part of the community with a supermarket, pharmacy, hardware, bank, barber, pub, 
liquor store, dentist, optometrist, sushi restaurant, pizza restaurant, insurance services, dry cleaning, shoe repair, 
running/fitness supplies, pet supplies, consignment clothing, espresso bar and more. Few shopping centres of any size 
offer such diversity. Most of the businesses are locally owned and operated which is key to creating a friendly 
community atmosphere. Encouraging redevelopment risks losing the current diversity of small businesses due to the 
inevitable increase in leasing costs required to finance such an investment. 
 
The low profile design of the buildings blends into the surrounding area that consists of single story homes of the same 
era. Redevelopment to 3‐4 stories would not fit with the surrounding residences. Given that commercial/residential 
developments are not likely to be economically feasible under 4 stories, the proposed mixed commercial‐residential 
development represents a massive change to the neighbourhood. The proposed plan envisions the demolition of a 
dozen or more homes to be replaced with town homes to step up to the higher commercial/residential buildings; this is 
a massive disruption to what is currently a great neighbourhood. 
 
If a key objective of the Fairfield neighbourhood planning process is to encourage increased densification, the plan 
should offer options. The plan should also explain the basis for the portion of population growth that Fairfield is 
expected to accommodate in the context of surrounding neighbourhoods and greater Victoria as a whole. 
 
One alternative to the proposed redevelopment approach would be to provide guidance to property owners, planners, 
architects and developers to create more housing that fits into the existing community. In the case of the Ross Bay 
Village and the rest of Fairfield for that matter, rather than encouraging redevelopment to create new dense centres of 
large buildings, the plan could propose an array of tools to encourage more secondary suites, garden suites and multi‐
plexing larger homes. Build on what is already attractive and functional about Fairfield rather that reconstruct it. This 
could achieve density targets similar to larger scale redevelopments. 
 
The ongoing engagement process is not designed to distinguish the views of residents and businesses most affected by 
the Ross Bay Village portion of the plan versus the views of residents from elsewhere. The on‐line survey does not 
identify the residency of participants so it is not possible to attribute input to any specific neighbourhood, city or even 
country. Similarly during the open house events people pasted dots anonymously on generic questions next to 
attractive drawings. The results from this type of consultation process cannot be interpreted with any confidence as the 
considered opinion of neighbourhood stakeholders. The recent meeting at the Ross Bay Pub was a good start at 
engaging neighbourhood stakeholders but by being scheduled 2 weeks before Christmas limited the benefit. 
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The Ross Bay Village portion of Fairfield has not seen significant development in 50 years, unlike other parts of Fairfield. 
Consequently most local residents have never had to contemplate the implications of changes to the neighbourhood. 
This is in stark contrast to the level of community engagement evident in the Cook Street Village area. The current 
engagement process is moving much to quickly for meaningful input from affected residents and businesses. We are 
being caught unprepared, particularity now during the holiday season, by what is the most significant potential change 
to the status quo in all of Fairfield. 
 
Completion of the Ross Bay Village portion of the plan needs to be delayed so the affected residents have a chance to 
provide informed feedback. Further meetings of neighbourhood residents are planned for the new year. 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Fairfield Neighborhood Plan

 

From:    
Sent: January 17, 2018 10:44 AM 
To: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Fairfield Neighborhood Plan 
 

Hello There;  
 
I'd like to provide some feedback regarding the Fairfield Neighborhood Plan presentation to the Fairfield 
Gonzales Community Association and ask some questions.  
 
Feedback 
 
 I'm not sure how it happened that the space booked for the presentation was far too small to accommodate 

everyone who wanted to participate but it added more angst and unhappiness about the process.  
 
 I really feel that the current charm and delight of Cook Street Village is greatly overstated. I feel that there 

is a small group that love to have coffee there and maybe the occasional dinner outing and they don't want 
their "private" village intruded upon at all. To my way of thinking, a truly vibrant and community building 
village would have a greater variety of shops, more entertainment, street vendors, and places for sitting and 
gathering. Cook Street Village is nowhere near that now.  
 

 I think the comments in the meeting are a very clear indicator that more presentation, input and consultation 
time through a slowed down timeline would be helpful. It is the tradition in the Aboriginal community to set
a timeline based on how long it takes for everyone to feel they have provided all of the voice and input they 
need and want to. Adopting that approach would be helpful.  
 

 I really appreciated the information and explanations provided in the presentation. As I read and participate 
more, I grow in my understanding of the issues and the solutions proposed. This says to me that citizens 
need to invest time and effort to be able to come to an informed decision about what they want to see in the 
Fairfield Neighborhood Plan.  
  

 Sadly, one person who had attended the renters meeting told me that only had a handful of people attended. 
This leaves it to the City of Victoria staff and decision-makers to step in and make decisions on behalf of 
this community. What I ask, since I live in the renters area (as a condo owner) is that you do not interpret 
the lack of engagement as a reason to load up solutions to housing shortfalls in our area. Because our area 
does not have a strong voice, please don't use us as a surrogate in the face of strong voices in more engaged 
areas telling you to stay out of their backyards. In this matter it is vital that the squeaky wheel does not get 
all of the grease.  

 
Questions 
 
 Can you tell me about the 6 storey height situation? Where in Fairfield are 6 storey buildings allowed 

currently? Where does the Fairfield Neighborhood plan propose that 6 storey buildings be allowed when it 
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is adopted? How can I find a map or list of buildings in Fairfield that show buildings that are 6 stories and 
higher?  

 
 Is there still a reference to the property at Vancouver St and Collinson St in the draft Fairfield 

Neighborhood Plan. If yes, what does the plan say about this property now?  
 
 How will the community review of the revised Fairfield Neighborhood Plan be conducted? If not yet 

finalized, when will information about this stage be available?  
 
 When the Fairfield Neighborhood Plan gets to the public hearing stage, what kind of changes to the plans 

would normally be contemplated - are major changes likely at this stage, or is the plan pretty well set?  
 
Many thanks for your reply, and all of your work.  
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Fairfield Neighbourhood Draft Plan

From:    
Sent: Tuesday, January 09, 2018 9:37 AM 
To: Community Planning email inquiries <CommunityPlanning@victoria.ca> 
Cc: Jonathan Tinney <JTinney@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Fairfield Neighbourhood Draft Plan 
 

Dear Ms. Bouris and Mr. Tinney, 

Please find attached my critique of the draft plan which to my mind requires substantive 

improvement in the policies in order to achieve the social license of Fairfield residents like myself, a 

resident for forty years.  I would like you to seriously consider the idea of limiting the number of 

buildings taller than four storeys in the various areas by percentages:‐ 50% in the Northwest; 40% in 

the Quadra, Vancouver St. area; and 30% in the Cook St. village. The ‘small urban villages’ should 

only allow two storey buildings as at present. Developers seeking to exceed the height or footprint 

zoning regulations should have to pay additional fees that should go into setting aside land for 

affordable housing and for parks; for transportation and for infrastructure.  To my mind, without 

these revision the policies fall short of their most important objectives. 

Thanks for your consideration and a reply, 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan

 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From:    
Sent: Tuesday, January 16, 2018 5:44 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Re: Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan 
 
Thanks Kristina, I generally support the direction the plan is taking and appreciate the engagement opportunities. 
 

 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
> On Jan 16, 2018, at 5:10 PM, Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> wrote: 
>  
> Dear
>  
> Thank you for your email and your feedback regarding the draft Fairfield neighbourhood plan. I sincerely appreciate 
you taking the time to share your comments and concerns for the proposed directions for Fairfield Plaza, and some of 
the potential impacts on neighbouring properties. I will include your email in the formal record of public feedback on 
the draft neighbourhood plan.  This feedback will be presented to City Council and revisions will then be made to the 
draft plan. There will be another opportunity to comment on the next version of the plan later this spring.   
>  
> Thank you, 
> Kristina Bouris 
>  
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Engagement [mailto:engage@victoria.ca]  
> Sent: Tuesday, January 16, 2018 1:41 PM 
> To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
> Cc: Rebecca Penz <rpenz@victoria.ca> 
> Subject: FW: Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan 
>  
>  
>  
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From:    
> Sent: January 16, 2018 11:16 AM 
> To: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
> Subject: Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan 
>  
> Good morning, 
> As a resident of Fairfield, with my home on Earle Place (the cul‐de‐sac bordering the back side of the Ross Bay Plaza), I 
would like to provide some direct feedback to the Neighbourhood Plan that is underway. 
>  
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> Overall, I am comfortable with the general direction of the plan, with densification being encouraged in a key areas.  I 
believe that densification, if done appropriately, can actually bring vibrancy to a community.  That said, as a resident 
that would be directly impacted by some of the proposed changes in Sub Area 4 (Ross Bay Plaza Urban Centre), I would 
like some of my concerns noted: 
>  
> 1. Development of the Ross Bay Plaza with overhead residences will directly affect my own home, which borders the 
parking lot on the east side of the lot.  The plan identifies 3 stories maximum; however, I understand during 
consultation that developers may be allowed to bring plans forward that are higher in order to enable “affordable” 
developments.  While we would be comfortable with residential on the lot, we do not wish to have sunlight from our 
home blocked or have new residents able to look into our back yard should development be any higher.  Any new 
development needs to provide a well treed division between the homes on our street and the new plaza, and ensure 
that they do not “dwarf” our residences.  We would be against any increased commercial activity on this side of the 
property that could increase noise, traffic, etc outside of normal business hours. 
>  
> 2. Conceptual design of the new Ross Bay Plaza does not appear to accommodate much parking ‐ it is imperative that 
appropriate retail parking be made available on site to prevent on‐street parking along St. Charles or Earle Place. 
>  
> 3. We believe that townhouse development and a revamp of the Plaza could be a nice addition; however, I am 
concerned that too much development in this area will increase traffic on St. Charles, which is residential.  It is already 
becoming a busy road, and residents in homes on adjacent roads need to be able to exit their streets safely etc.   
>  
> We would appreciate if you could take the above comments into consideration prior to finalizing the plan.  I also filled 
in the online survey. 
>  
> Thank you   
>  
>  
> Sent from my iPad 
>  
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan

 

From:    
Sent: January 16, 2018 2:32 PM 
To: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan 

 
I own property in the 1500 block of Brooke Street, which I just recently became aware is located in “sub area 
4” in the Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan. 
  
Firstly I would comment on the clear lack of community consultation in a meaningful way, in particular with 
regard to major stakeholders in the plan, namely those of us who own property within Sub area 4 .  I did 
attend the sessions where “dots” were placed on boards but quite frankly those sessions were a waste of time 
and by the time I was informed it was nearing the Christmas rush so finding time to participate was very 
difficult . Also, folks who were commenting on various parts of the proposal were from all over the City and 
included developers just waiting to “pounce” on redevelopment potential. Many of the “strongly in favour” 
dots for additional housing were put there by developers or by folks who live up island and want to move here 
NOT by those of us already living here and therefore the true “stakeholders” in all of this. 
So I would question the legitimacy of the “place your dot” on the board strategy in terms of really hearing 
from those who live in the community or parts of the community being “planned”. One size does not fit all nor 
does one form of engagement process work for all. 
  
Late fall, I did receive a brochure in the mail and yet there was no mention of nor designation of Sub area 4 on 
the map therein. In fact, I only by chance heard about Sub area 4 from a neighbour and then began looking 
through the Plan document to find out more information.  It is well hidden, somewhere around page 75 or 76 
in what is a huge document and even when you find it, there is not much information forthcoming. 
  
So the community involvement process has been extremely POOR and more time is needed in order that 
those of us who live in the areas most affected can have an opportunity to truly understand what is being 
proposed and THEN provide meaningful feedback. 
  
In a meeting last night, the City Planner indicated that the “plan will be revised based on feedback”.  That is 
only helpful if  folks are properly informed and then only if the forum for feedback is geared to those most 
impacted by the changes.   WE IN SUB AREA 4 HAVE NOT BEEN PROPERLY INFORMED NOR HAVE WE HAD 
OPPORTUNITY FOR MEANINGFUL INPUT 
  
Given the significance of the changes proposed in our area, I must strongly oppose any part of the PLAN at 
this point in time and ask that proper consultation take place before any further steps are taken. 
  
The single family homes along Brooke Street are, like mine, primarily on 50 x 120 foot lots. It is a quiet low 
density single family area where there is a significant sense of community and neighbourliness. 
Most properties , like mine, do not have lanes at the rear and instead abut the side property line of properties 
either addressed on Stannard , Earle place or St Charles 
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I strongly oppose the idea of a double row of townhouses in behind these properties, especially when there 
are no lanes to separate. 
The rear yard open space and privacy would be significantly impacted on these properties . Our back yards are 
our outdoor living space; this is where we relax and enjoy the ambience of our neighbourhood, where large 
trees exist and attract birds and where a sense of privacy and  quiet allow us to escape from the  common City 
noises. This is why we choose to live in this quiet Fairfield neighbourhood and not in or near the downtown 
core, nor within multi family housing zoned areas.  We want to RETAIN our single family ambience and if there 
is a need to add density then all single family areas should accept some so it is not concentrated in one area, 
thereby changing the character of that area forever. 
  
Where once there was the potential for say 4 units on 2 sites, this plan envisions 10 units on those same 2 
sites. Such a significant increase in density has a HUGE impact on pedestrian amenity, rear yard open space 
and privacy, tree retention( mature trees will be lost for optimum redevelopment potential and replacement 
trees do NOT replace), amount of hard surface on properties ( hence additional pressure on storm water 
sewer and run off to adjacent properties )and changes the character of this single family area to an apartment 
type zone. 
This without regard to infrastructure, traffic, policing , sewer, water, power grids, garbage, parks, schools etc.
The properties on Brooke Street, would virtually be “locked in “ lots , single family designation without 
potential for anything else, yet surrounded by multi family housing. Property values would be negatively 
impacted if this should happen.  We folks on Brooke Street take pride in our homes. Many of us have lived 
here for many years and would like to remain in what has become a very cohesive neighbourhood with a 
strong sense of community.  We Do Not Want To Be Pushed Out of Our Homes by Developers !!! 
  
The Planner indicated increased density was in response to folks wanting more “family housing” but I also 
heard a lot from Seniors who wish to “age in place” and want forms of housing that achieve that goal. 2 1/2 – 
3 storey townhouses do NOT allow for Seniors to age in place at all and while they may provide some “family 
housing” how affordable will it be. All this at the expense of a well established, well cared for single family 
community. 
The Planner also indicated that the PLAN initially allowed for more townhouse development throughout a 
greater area of what is now single family zoning BUT in response to concerns she indicated that they reduced 
the areas where townhouse development would be permitted.  This is, I assume, how all the density got 
“shoved” over into Sub AREA 4. 
What about the concerns of those of us in Sub Area 4 who knew nothing about it and did not have an 
opportunity to voice our comments/suggestions.. Mine , for one, would be to go back to the idea 
of  spreading the density out over a larger area.  If you want to allow some 4 –plex or townhouse 
development in some areas, then limit it so that the single family character is still intact and townhouse 
develpment, or row house development is allowed here and there as an “exception” and “blends in” with 
existing single family neighbourhoods instead of CHANGING the character entirely, which is what would 
happen if all the density is permitted in SUB AREA 4.  Spread the density around over a larger area and allow 
for retention of single family neighbourhood character. SHARE THE LOAD ! 
  
We in Sub Area 4 need more information. We in Sub Area 4 need to have our concerns heard and addressed 
and We in Sub Area 4 want to preserve the overall character of our area. 
We are not proposed to change but any such change must be done with respect and with regard to the 
interests and needs of those of us who LIVE HERE NOW !! 
  
Respectfully Yours, 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan comments

 

From:    
Sent: Thursday, December 14, 2017 2:05 PM 
To: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca>; Chris Coleman (Councillor) <ccoleman@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan comments 

 
Thank you for the opportunities to provide input on the draft Fairfield Neighbourhood plans. I have filled out 
the survey and also attended one of the outreach events.    
 
I support many of the directions proposed in the draft plan. 
 
I'd like to follow up with two specific points: 
 
1) In the section on Active transportation I believe Moss Street is given short shrift. This is a key north south 
pedestrian and cycling route that happens to link up three neighbourhood schools ‐ Sir James Douglas, Central 
and Vic High.  Many children use this route to access their school and many already take active transportation. 
Unfortunately the design of the street with long sightlines encourages excessive speeds among some motorist 
and make the corridor less safe than it should be. Outside of school traffic there is a lot of cyclist and 
pedestrian use to access events such as the Moss Street market and also local parks (Clover Point). While 
Moss Street does not need or warrant a full on bicycle lane there should be consideration of some 
improvements to make this route safer for pedestrians and bicycles. 
 
2) On a related note. Sir James Douglas School just completed an active travel plan.  This plan was extensively 
consulted on with parents, teachers and students and contains many suggestions for infrastructure 
improvements to improve the active transport opportunities in the area. The findings of that plan have been 
made available to the city. I believe the changes recommended in the active travel plan should be 
incorporated into the Neighbourhood plan to the extent possible. 
 
Best Regards 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Fairfield Plan,  January 2018

 

From:    
Sent: January 17, 2018 4:34 PM 
To: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Fairfield Plan, January 2018 
 
Hello engage@victoria.ca   Please indicate receipt of this email and forward it on to appropriate parties re the Fairfield 
Plan. 
Thank you, 

 
January 17, 2018 
To whom it concerns, 
I have just completed the survey for the Fairfield Plan.  I am concerned that the length of the survey, the time it takes to 
complete it, and what appears to be a fairly broad lack of awareness about the Plan  (at least in my immediate 
neighborhood of Moss St. and Faithful) may significantly restrict the amount of feedback you receive regarding it. 
 
My sense is that many owners/renters/occupants throughout Fairfield are quite sensitive to what they like, and don’t 
like, that is taking place in their own immediate neighborhood. For example, in my own several block radius I can 
identify both good and bad examples of development and I think such ‘specific’ examples of good and bad/desirable 
and undesirable could be as, or more, useful for planners than quite general statements.   
 
Broadly, there are two main  things that I value in Fairfield (in my own specific area and more broadly): 

1.  New housing should fit the ‘scale’ of surrounding housing: 
o Within five houses of me we have an example of an ‘appropriately scaled’ new, modern design house 

at 106 Moss—however, across the street from that new house are two new houses going up that 
violate ‘scale’, and come across as being ‘monster houses’ inappropriately large for their lot sizes. 

o There is another example of ‘suitable scale’ and ‘unsuitable scale’ near us on Dallas Rd—both box 
designs: 
 1212 Dallas is a not‐typical for the area design (a box), but its scale (particularly height) does 

not make it stand out from adjacent houses as you approach it from the east or west, 
however between 1224 and 1244 Dallas we have a ‘monster box’ going up (not yet 
completed) that is out of scale (as well as out of character) for Dallas Rd.  

2. The greenery, both tall (trees) and low (shrubbery and grass), should be maintained and celebrated: 
o Monster houses like the two noted above on Moss (between 109 and 119) leave very little green or 

permeable space. The footprints of those two are very large and if they, like so many new, large 
homes, are single family occupied the sq. footage per occupant is often much larger than what was 
there before—defeating arguments in support of densification. 

o Greenery and permeable space is also threatened by the recently approved Garden Suites—a good 
example of this is at what was 136 Olive, with not only a much larger (too large) footprint for the main 
residence than was there before, but a garden suite that is far too close to adjacent properties (19” I 
believe is what is allowed!)—please come visit that construction currently underway to get a strong 
sense of what it feels like to ‘pave (concrete over) paradise’!. The whole Garden Suite idea needs to be 
rethought—there are some sufficiently large lots where they can work, but many where they cannot. 
While in the neighborhood, take a look at the ‘Suite’  that was put in the backyard of an older House 
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at the corner of Moss and May. This is an excellent example of how to ruin the appeal of a 
neighborhood, creating cramped ghettos with too close housing, where once there were appealing 
homes with garden space. 

 
Having been to a couple of recent community information meetings, I am also very sympathetic to concerns about 
moving too quickly to create dedicated bikeways.  Pandora was an experiment that should have been given time to be 
evaluated before pushing forward with Fort Street‐‐‐and Cook Street should definitely be put on hold for bikeways until 
evaluations have been conducted of other bikeways and before other options have been considered for that area of 
Fairfield.  The amount of car traffic on Cook Street does not lend itself to being a bike corridor. 
 
Thank you for your attention to the above. 

Fairfield home owner 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Fairfield Plan - Oliphant Avenue 

 
________________________________________ 
From:   
Sent: January 10, 2018 4:07 PM 
To: Engagement; majorandcouncil@victoria.ca; Ben Isitt (Councillor) 
Cc:   
Subject: Fairfield Plan ‐ Oliphant Avenue 
 
Hello, 
 
I understand that last night several City of Victoria staff met at my neighbour’s house locate beside my house    

 ‐ who actively opposes development) to discuss the Fairfield plan and in particular....to 
influence less density west of cook street in the cook street village area ..including Oliphant Avenue.. 
 
I was unaware of this meeting and find it appalling that the City of Victoria would meet privately and be influenced this 
way...or is this common practice? 
 
It appears to not democratic nor impartial.. 
 
As the owner of   I’ve sent a number of emails over the past 8 months proposing higher density which 
represents the views of many nearby residents in Fairfield and have not received any relevant correspondence. 
 
Shall I contact a planner and organize an event with home owners interested in higher density at my home? 
 
How shall I proceed? 
 
Please advise, 
 
Thank you, 
 
Sent by 
Owner: 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Fairfield-Gonzales Neighbourhood Plan

 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From:    
Sent: Friday, January 19, 2018 3:01 PM 
To: Community Planning email inquiries <CommunityPlanning@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Fairfield‐Gonzales Neighbourhood Plan 
 
I wish to express my concern that the Fairfield and Gonzales neighbourhood planning processes have not given 
sufficient time for residents to learn, absorb and understand the implications of the changes councillors and planners 
are proposing. 
 
The City policy on public engagement states that the process for neighbourhood planning should be at the ‘involve’ 
level.  Well, I certainly haven’t felt involved when I saw the detailed plan at the end of November and given a short 
period over Christmas to offer feedback. 
 
I would suggest that the ‘public’ with whom the planners have been engaging are not the residents of Fairfield and 
Gonzales.  We are starting to talk to one another now and fully expect the public engagement process be given more 
time to allow us to complete our engagement process and to recognize this phase as a component of the overall 
process. 
 
If the City’s goal is to work directly with the public throughout the process to ensure that public concerns and 
aspirations are consistently understood and considered, then I can assure you that I and my neighbours are getting 
ready to work with the City to ensure that our concerns and aspirations are directly reflected in our neighbourhood 
plan. 
 
Sincerely, 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Fairfiled Local Area Plan Feedback

 

From:    
Sent: Wednesday, January 03, 2018 8:37 AM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Re: Fairfiled Local Area Plan Feedback 
 

Happy New Year, 
  
Kristina,  just checking in to see if you have had a chance to talk to the team about removing section 10.2.3  and 
wording changing around the scope of the citizen led initiative on heritage? 
  
thanks 

----- Original Message -----  
From: Kristina Bouris  
To:  Andrea Hudson  
Sent: Thursday, December 07, 2017 3:13 PM 
Subject: RE: Fairfiled Local Area Plan Feedback 
 
Dear
Thank you for your email and for your suggestions about HCAs and the wider heritage program. I had a chat with 
Wayne at Saturday’s open house and we also talked about this issue. I can see how the current wording suggests that 
these areas are pre‐selected or have community agreement. I’ll ask our team to have a closer look at your suggestions 
as we begin revisions to the plan, after the results of this round of engagement are presented to Council in 
February.  The next version can be expected about two months after that. 
 
For now, I’ll include your email and suggestions in the package of formal feedback on the draft plan for Council.  
 
Thank you, 
Kristina  
 

From:    
Sent: Wednesday, December 06, 2017 10:21 AM 
To: Andrea Hudson <AHudson@victoria.ca>; Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Fairfiled Local Area Plan Feedback 
 

Hello Andrea and Kristina, 
  
I know you are very busy with consultations  on the LAP at the moment and didn't get a chance to chat in 
person at one of the open houses so thought best to send an email. I have reviewed the draft LAP section 10 
Heritage and have had discussion with neighbours and wanted to let you know our thoughts and give feedback 
on some changes. 
  
First of all thank you for understanding the approach to  Heritage Conservation Areas  need to be community 
initiated.  
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Our suggestion is to have section 10.2.3 removed where the four areas are still mentioned. our reason for this 
suggestion is: 

 the idea of a community/citizen process is for the areas to be determined from that process  
 Leaving the four areas in the plan gives the appearance the city has already selected them. we think 

more people will engage if they view their voice will be heard  
 the process of how the four areas were selected was not considered fair by the people living in this 

area.   

Other thoughts on some wording changes would be to broaden the citizen-initiated efforts to cover more than 
Heritage Conservations Areas. The view is the community group would be more succesfull if areas of 
education and awareness and other methods of conserving heritage were explored and added to the purpose of 
this group. 
  
Can you please confirm these changes can be made? and when we can expect to see the next draft? 
  
thanks very much for your consideration and all your hard work and efforts on the LAP. 
  

  
  
  
----- Original Message -----  
From: Jackie Hache  
To: Undisclosed recipients 
Sent: Friday, September 29, 2017 10:13 AM 
Subject: Fairfield HCA Homeowner Update 
 

 
 
Dear Homeowners in proposed Fairfield Heritage Conservation Areas, 
 
At the September 21 Committee of the Whole meeting, Victoria City Council discussed early plan directions 
and the proposed heritage conservation areas for Fairfield. Based on concerns that were expressed by many 
homeowners, Council decided that the proposed heritage conservation areas in Fairfield will not be explored 
through the neighbourhood plan process. They will be explored in the future through community-based 
process that has yet to be determined. 
 
Council approved the early plan directions for Fairfield. These directions will be used to draft the plan, which 
will be brought out to the community in November for feedback. 
 
If you wish to receive updates on the Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan and are not on the mailing list, please 
reply to this email with “subscribe”.  
 
Thank you! 
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Lacey Maxwell

From:

Sent: January 13, 2018 4:31 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Cc: Stewart Ron

Subject: Fairfield Gonzolez draft plan

Absolutely wrong way to go.  Council!  Are you listening?  You are pandering to the wealthy and ignoring your residents 
and voters.  Remember that we do not want huge increase in density!  No bike lanes on the center of Cook St.  How can 
emergency vehicles, police, ambulance, etc get through the street?  Where are your heads?? 
Get rid of your “pie-in-the-sky’ planners and use a little common sense. All you are doing is creating a mess. Bike lanes 
must be on Vancouver St…. at least until the Park..  Believe me, we will not vote for the existing council at election time. 
Many of you have to go.  We need fresh thinking..and practical actions. Taxpayers of today will not subscribe to futuristic 
plans for tomorrow.  We are not Amsterdam!!  Or Denmark!!.  Blessings,   
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Lacey Maxwell

From:

Sent: January 14, 2018 2:35 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Fairfield Gonzolez Draft Plan

 
Mayor and Council are you listening to the residents?  Or are you pandering to the wealthy and the developers and 
ignoring us residents and voters.  We do not want huge increases in density! 
 
Please take a lessen from Vancouver whose old-stock “character neighbourhoods”  have been DESTROYED by allowing 
greater density and lax building requirements.  Their results being over-built (mostly three story, flat-roofed) cold and 
sterile buildings and significantly reduced green-space.  Do not destroy Victoria’s treasure - the Fairfield Gonzalez 
neighbourhood. 
 
Yes, we need more housing.  Victoria has other areas badly needing revitalization and very suitable for densification of 
housing. 
 
As to “make it easier and leave the car behind”, note that we do not want bike lanes along Cook Street Village.  
Emergency vehicles, police, ambulance, trucks, etc. would not be able to safely access the area. Current parking and 
accessibility for shopping and visiting the Cook Street Activity Centre is essential.  Surely you are aware of the large and 
growing community of seniors in the area.   
Few can bike and many use walking aids for even short distances.  Cars are a necessity for a large number with mobility 
issues. 
They also need safe exit from the driver and passenger sides of the vehicle.  This is now impossible from parking spots 
along Fort Street due to the bike lanes.  (Build more bike lanes on Vancouver Street.)  And, note that we are not 
Amsterdam. 
 
Get rid of your “pie-in-the sky” planners and use a little common sense.  We need fresh thinking and practical actions.  
Taxpayers of today will not subscribe to futuristic plans for tomorrow. 
 
We will be voting in October and many of you may have to go. 
 
Sincerely, 
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Lacey Maxwell

From:

Sent: January 14, 2018 4:53 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: City says: You don't care

This was the heading on a flyer than come through my mail slot today.  It was in regards to the poor attendance at one of 
the recent "engagement" meetings to gather resident's feelings about a wide ranging plan for Fairfield.  It had poor 
attendance because people who live here and elsewhere in Victoria are really fed up with our mayor and much of council 
for not paying any attention to what we want or do not want.  You blindly forge ahead with your own agenda (or Lisa 
Help's one anyway).  Why bother going to something that won't make any difference.   
If the city's methods of getting input are so deplorable, maybe they should stop what they are doing, including forging 
ahead, and come up with some other method.   
My friends and neighbours are really unhappy with what is going on with this city and its leadership and I am so frustrated 
that I am seriously contemplating moving.  I pay ridiculous taxes for things I definitely do not want and I hate seeing our 
funds spent to frivolously.  Life in Victoria was really good before Lisa Helps and I wish she would just go away.  I am also 
so disappointed in the councilors that I have repeatedly voted in for years.  You are ignoring a huge percentage of the 
population who do not want what this current mayor wants.  Read the paper, talk to the people in Fairfield and stop 
listerning to that vocal cycling coalition. 
Victoria is still a wonderful city, despite all the scars Lisa's caused, so leave it alone and don't fix something that isn't 
broke. 

P.S.  This was really hard to type as I had a  but it was important enough that I endured some extra 
discomfort to send this. 
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Lacey Maxwell

From:

Sent: January 16, 2018 7:38 AM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Cc: Engagement

Subject: Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan

Please slow down this process!!  
 
No! You didn’t get it right. 
 
I live on St. Charles St. in Fairfield and we need more time for input and consultation from local residents.   
 
Many concerns about the increase in density, can the current infrastructure handle this density?  Who pays for upgrades? 
 
What about seismic testing?  Fairfield Plaza is built on a slough and any shaking would produce liquefaction.  
 
Why are you suggesting more affordable housing?  It’s not affordable now and you cannot build all things for all people. 
Sorry. 
 
What about transportation upgrades for the increase in density?   
 
We are aging seniors, don’t make it easier to leave the car behind.  We want to age in place, in this place. 
 
Thank-you, 
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Lacey Maxwell

From:

Sent: January 16, 2018 2:40 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan

To: Mayor Helps and Members of Council 
  
  
Subject: Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan 

  
I own property in the 1500 block of Brooke Street, which I just recently became aware is located in “sub area 
4” in the  Draft Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan. 
  
Firstly I would comment on the clear lack of community consultation in a meaningful way, in particular with 
regard to major stakeholders in the plan, namely those of us who own property within Sub area 4 .  I did 
attend the sessions where “dots” were placed on boards but quite frankly those sessions were a waste of time 
and by the time I was informed it was nearing the Christmas rush so finding time to participate was very 
difficult . Also, folks who were commenting on various parts of the proposal were from all over the City and 
included developers just waiting to “pounce” on redevelopment potential. Many of the “strongly in favour” 
dots for additional housing were put there by developers or by folks who live up island and want to move here 
NOT by those of us already living here and therefore the true “stakeholders” in all of this. 
So I would question the legitimacy of the “place your dot” on the board strategy in terms of really hearing 
from those who live in the community or parts of the community being “planned”. One size does not fit all nor 
does one form of engagement process work for all. 
  
Late fall, I did receive a brochure in the mail and yet there was no mention of nor designation of Sub area 4 on 
the map therein. In fact, I only by chance heard about Sub area 4 from a neighbour and then began looking 
through the Plan document to find out more information.  It is well hidden, somewhere around page 75 or 76 
in what is a huge document and even when you find it, there is not much information forthcoming. 
  
So the community involvement process has been extremely POOR and more time is needed in order that 
those of us who live in the areas most affected can have an opportunity to truly understand what is being 
proposed and THEN provide meaningful feedback. 
  
In a meeting last night, the City Planner indicated that the “plan will be revised based on feedback”.  That is 
only helpful if  folks are properly informed and then only if the forum for feedback is geared to those most 
impacted by the changes.   WE IN SUB AREA 4 HAVE NOT BEEN PROPERLY INFORMED NOR HAVE WE HAD 
OPPORTUNITY FOR MEANINGFUL INPUT 
  
Given the significance of the changes proposed in our area, I must strongly oppose any part of the PLAN at 
this point in time and ask that proper consultation take place before any further steps are taken. 
  
The single family homes along Brooke Street are, like mine, primarily on 50 x 120 foot lots. It is a quiet low 
density single family area where there is a significant sense of community and neighbourliness. 
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Most properties , like mine, do not have lanes at the rear and instead abut the side property line of properties 
either addressed on Stannard , Earle place or St Charles 
I strongly oppose the idea of a double row of townhouses in behind these properties, especially when there 
are no lanes to separate. 
The rear yard open space and privacy would be significantly impacted on these properties . Our back yards are 
our outdoor living space; this is where we relax and enjoy the ambience of our neighbourhood, where large 
trees exist and attract birds and where a sense of privacy and  quiet allow us to escape from the  common City 
noises. This is why we choose to live in this quiet Fairfield neighbourhood and not in or near the downtown 
core, nor within multi family housing zoned areas.  We want to RETAIN our single family ambience and if there 
is a need to add density then all single family areas should accept some so it is not concentrated in one area, 
thereby changing the character of that area forever. 
  
Where once there was the potential for say 4 units on 2 sites, this plan envisions 10 units on those same 2 
sites. Such a significant increase in density has a HUGE impact on pedestrian amenity, rear yard open space 
and privacy, tree retention( mature trees will be lost for optimum redevelopment potential and replacement 
trees do NOT replace), amount of hard surface on properties ( hence additional pressure on storm water 
sewer and run off to adjacent properties )and changes the character of this single family area to an apartment 
type zone. 
This without regard to infrastructure, traffic, policing , sewer, water, power grids, garbage, parks, schools etc. 
The properties on Brooke Street, would virtually be “locked in “ lots , single family designation without 
potential for anything else, yet surrounded by multi family housing. Property values would be negatively 
impacted if this should happen.  We folks on Brooke Street take pride in our homes. Many of us have lived 
here for many years and would like to remain in what has become a very cohesive neighbourhood with a 
strong sense of community.  We Do Not Want To Be Pushed Out of Our Homes by Developers !!! 
  
The Planner indicated increased density was in response to folks wanting more “family housing” but I also 
heard a lot from Seniors who wish to “age in place” and want forms of housing that achieve that goal. 2 1/2 – 
3 storey townhouses do NOT allow for Seniors to age in place at all and while they may provide some “family 
housing” how affordable will it be. All this at the expense of a well established, well cared for single family 
community. 
The Planner also indicated that the PLAN initially allowed for more townhouse development throughout a 
greater area of what is now single family zoning BUT in response to concerns she indicated that they reduced 
the areas where townhouse development would be permitted.  This is, I assume, how all the density got 
“shoved” over into Sub AREA 4. 
What about the concerns of those of us in Sub Area 4 who knew nothing about it and did not have an 
opportunity to voice our comments/suggestions.. Mine , for one, would be to go back to the idea 
of  spreading the density out over a larger area.  If you want to allow some 4 –plex or townhouse 
development in some areas, then limit it so that the single family character is still intact and townhouse 
develpment, or row house development is allowed here and there as an “exception” and “blends in” with 
existing single family neighbourhoods instead of CHANGING the character entirely, which is what would 
happen if all the density is permitted in SUB AREA 4.  Spread the density around over a larger area and allow 
for retention of single family neighbourhood character. SHARE THE LOAD ! 
  
We in Sub Area 4 need more information. We in Sub Area 4 need to have our concerns heard and addressed 
and We in Sub Area 4 want to preserve the overall character of our area. 
We are not proposed to change but any such change must be done with respect and with regard to the 
interests and needs of those of us who LIVE HERE NOW !! 
We urgently  need your help in this regard. 
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Respectfully Yours, 
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Lacey Maxwell

From:

Sent: January 16, 2018 10:40 AM

To: Engagement; Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Draft Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan

Dear Mayor and Council, Planners and other who are concerned, 

I want to thank the Sustainable Planning Department for a comprehensive draft plan that is the framework of a 
workable roadmap for our local neighbourhood. For the most part, the plan has the components and vision that 
most in Fairfield can support. As in any draft plan, there are parts on which neighbourhood input should be 
heeded in order to harness the history, experience and observations of those who are closest to and most 
affected by the proposals. 
 
I urge you to support and incorporate the exceptional and thoughtful recommendations of the Cook Street 
Village Residents Network concerning the proposals of ‘No Density without Diversity‘ and 'Gentle Density'. 
While there hasn't been a formal poll in the community, I believe that the Cook Street Village Residents 
Network recommendations represent a broad-based view of how residents want their community to progress in 
the next future period.  
 
There is one part of the plan on which, as a resident of sub-area 3, I would like to be heard to offer my 
particular experiences, concerns and potential solutions. Allowing townhouses in more than one row in sub-
area 3, the area east of Cook Street Village, to replace the current housing is not consistent with objectives of 
having a livable, diverse community with open and environmentally-friendly spaces. Even allowing unlimited 
townhouses in a single row throughout this sub-area will be detrimental to the neighbourhood because of lack 
of adequate parking, increased rainwater runoff, decreased open spaces and diminished opportunities for 
diverse, affordable housing. 
 
Although there seem to be lot size and laneway restrictions for development of townhouses in sub-area 3, this 
will not be at all effective to stop arbitrary and uncontrolled replacement of the existing varied housing with 
overly dense and expensive townhouses. The experience of Vancouver shows that developers simply buy up 
and hold single lots that do not meet the size requirements, waiting for the opportunity to combine them to built 
townhouses. This has a devastating effect on neighbourhoods, as seen from the Vancouver example. When 
traveling through the streets of Vancouver outside of the downtown core, one sees almost solid walls of 
expensive housing (together with advertising for them) where diverse and cohesive communities once 
flourished. The nature and feel of the different area communities is destroyed, as continuous rows of 
townhouses replace the single family and multi-family dwellings. The feel of open and green space has almost 
completely disappeared from those areas.  
 
Experience also shows that townhouses replace affordable units with housing only accessible to higher income 
persons and don’t provide the type of diversity Fairfield needs and struggles to retain. This is in stark contrast 
to diversity and different levels of affordability that arises from allowing suites and garden apartments within 
the current housing configuration. 
 
I am not advocating that the plan should forbid townhouses altogether. However, more effective limitations 
need to be in place. At a minimum, sub-area 3 should be reduced in size. There should be a prohibition against 
combining lots to create dense townhouse areas. The number of lots on which townhouses can be constructed in 
any block should be very limited. Finally, there should be no double row townhouses permitted, especially 
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since these will inevitably aggravate already unworkable on-street parking congestion and rainwater runoff 
issues.  
 
The City's strategic objectives and outcomes for 2018 include rebuilding trust in terms of meaningful public 
engagement and City Hall's having meaningful two-way conversations with the public. In its "Engagement 
Framework", the City has promised to keep the community informed, listen to and acknowledge concerns and 
aspirations, and provide feedback on how public input influenced the decision. The promises that the City will 
work with the community to ensure that its concerns and aspirations are directly reflected in the alternatives 
developed and that it will look to the community for direct advice and innovation in formulating solutions are 
ones that residents take seriously and want to see fulfilled.  
 
I thank you for your commitment to incorporate the community's advice and recommendations into the 
decisions to the maximum extent possible. I look forward to being part of a two-way conversation on the 
matters in this message.   
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Lacey Maxwell

From:

Sent: January 16, 2018 9:18 PM

To: Kristina Bouris; ktinney@victoria.ca

Cc: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Fairfield Draft Plan Presentation

January 16, 2018 

To: Mayor Helps, Victoria City Councillors, Victoria City Planners  

Yesterday evening I attended the Fairfield Draft Plan presentation held in the Fairfield Community Centre. I 

came away from this important meeting with two impressions.  

1. It was evident that all those involved with the communication, consultation and engagement process for 

rezoning and redeveloping areas of Fairfield and the Fairfield Plaza have failed egregiously. I give only two 

examples. 

 I personally know that more than half of the people living in or adjacent to Sub-area 4 had no notion of 

what was being proposed for the neighbourhood in which they live. I talked to them. They should have 

been informed, and not by me!  

 ANYONE, including developers and people outside of Fairfield, could have put dots and post-it notes 

wherever they wanted and thus dramatically impact the neighbourhoods of the residents who actually 

live in Fairfield.  

2. There is a massive disconnect between what the city planners have envisioned and proposed in their 

documents and what the residents who live in the areas being affected could tolerate or accept.  

I finish with two last items. It was shameful that no one from city council attended this meeting. Also, after this 

meeting, I met with a woman who had an earlier conversation with a city councillor who will go unnamed. The 

city councillor stated that once the Neighbourhood Fairfield Plan is rubber-stamped by council, the 

development would not take place over 15 to 25 years - it would be done in 5 to 7 years. Is this true? If so, this 

is absolutely shocking!  

 Sincerely,  
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Lacey Maxwell

From:

Sent: January 17, 2018 9:51 AM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Fairfield neighbourhood plan

Dear Mayor Helps and Council, 
 
I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed Fairfield neighborhood plan which is for decision next 
month.  
 
I am a resident of Fairfield, and while I do not oppose a limited and well planned densification of the area, I do 
disagree with the rampant and out of control development your plan would allow in my neighborhood. 
Especially, the densification supported by the plan is not paralleled with an increase of community services in 
the area, such as a new school to accommodate an increase of students demand, an enlargement of the 
street to overcome increased traffic, parking areas for new comers and a bigger community center that 
supports more pre/after school care and family events. There is also no planning for more playgrounds and 
facilities for the children, as this is a family oriented community. Many more comunity services should be 
considered and planned for enhancement with a proposed increase in population. 
 
My suggestion is to revisit the plan proposed and reduce the intensity of the densification of the area and 
provide a parallel plan on how you will enhance community services accordingly to an increase in population. 
 
Regards 
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Lacey Maxwell

From:

Sent: January 17, 2018 4:59 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Fwd: Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan - draft changes

 
 

 

Mayor and Council, 
City of Victoria 
 
Re: Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan Draft November 2017. 
 
Our address is  Fairfield Road and we are writing about the proposed changes to permitted density in 
our residential block. 
Our block is bordered between Fairfield Rd. to the south and Collinson Rd.to the north, and, between 
Vancouver St. to the east and Quadra St. to the west. 
 
We note the proposed changes include a proposed increase to a maximum 6 storeys from the current 4 
storeys. 
We vigorously oppose these proposed changes for this block for the following reasons. 

 The block narrows considerably as it continues west and does not lend itself to larger buildings at 
the west end. 

 There is an attractive section of single family homes at the west end of the block.  Some of these are 
heritage designated, and some are of heritage interest. 

 Fairfield Road is a pleasant, attractive, pedestrian-friendly connector between Cook St. Village, our 
residential neighbourhood, and the inner harbour, used by locals and tourists. 

 Access and egress to parking is already a challenge in our block.  Greater density would 
exponentially add to this problem. 

We feel the line would be more appropriate along Collinson Rd. encompassign buildings on the north side of 
that road as there is already a six story building on the north side of this block. 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
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Lacey Maxwell

From:

Sent: January 17, 2018 2:29 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Fairfield neighbourhood plan

I am a resident of Fairfield in close proximity to Fairfield Village. I became aware of the proposed neighbourhood plan for 
our area a few days before the deadline. Someone dropped a handout about the plan with the deadline for comments and 
a quote from a city official saying we don’t care about it. I attended the meeting with a representative of the planning 
committee on Monday, January 15 who spoke to a packed room, standing room only and overflowing into an adjacent 
room.  
 
Here are my comments: 
 
- people were angry at the lack of information, I included. Why was the proposed plan, even though it was only the first 
draft, not put on billboards across the area for everyone to see? It would be very easy to add a website address to 
consult. 
 
-There is very little time for people to process the information and have a dialogue among themselves before responding 
to the plan. True the plan was presented in mid-December, very poor planning during the busiest holiday season that last 
until January when people are away or receiving family over the holidays. 
 
-the plan has many unanswered questions to very pertinent issues, such as the marshy soil, the anticipated populations 
growth, the infrastructure, to name a few. 
 
-parking was also not addressed. Underground parking is not a feasible solution to a very popular grocery store where 
many seniors shop. It is also close to the ocean? Did the planning committee think of earthquakes and changes to ocean 
water levels, the marshy soil etc. 
 
-how will decisions be made about the types of housing allowed? What is the process?  
 
-whatever about the quality of life for the residents in a high density area? 
 
I would ask council to extend the deadline of the survey to allow people to gather and discuss the plan.  
 
 Thank you for your attention. 

 
 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Lacey Maxwell

From:

Sent: January 17, 2018 6:51 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Fairfield and Gonzales neighbourhood plan

Victoria Council 
As a resident and taxpayer of Gonzales for over forty years I would like to tell you that I am very displeased with the 
changes in the plans for Fairfield and Gonzales neighbourhoods.  The densification that will result from the changes will 
totally change the ambiance and lead to complete bedlam as far as parking and driving are concerned.  Please stop the 
changes to neighbourhood plans! 
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Lacey Maxwell

From:

Sent: January 18, 2018 11:54 AM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Concerns re. Draft Fairfield Community Plan

To Mayor Helps and Members of Council. 
 
I wish to convey my intense disapproval of the draft Fairfield Community Plan, in particular, the proposals for Sub-Area 4 
regarding: 
 
- Increased hight limits for Fairfield Plaza (changing from 1 story to 3-4 stories), with additional of residential space and 
reductions to commercial space and parking.  
- Rezoning of adjacent streets to encourage "densification" through construction of townhouses. 
 
We have lived on Stannard Avenue for nearly 30 years, and have invested hundreds of thousands of dollars in our home, 
in the hope of living here for several more decades.  We have stayed largely within the footprint of the original small 
1950s house and, like our neighbours in their construction and landscaping endeavours, have stayed within existing 
zoning requirements.   
 
I do not believe that the proposed densification of streets that have been almost entirely single residence since at least 
the 1950s will result in any significance expansion of affordable housing.  Given the demand-end problem, what it will 
mean is a proliferation of more densely packed, taller, high-priced residences, with  increased congestion, and reduced 
green space and sight-lines.   
 
I also see no benefit to local residents from the plans for Fairfield Plaza.  The existing commercial buildings, with their low 
profile, do not impinge upon sight-lines - you do not even know there is a shopping centre there until you are right in font 
of it.  With its comprehensive suite of services (groceries, hardware, drugstore, bank, liquor store, insurance, pub, etc.) 
the Plaza enables local residents to have most of their needs to be met within walking distance.  It is a true community 
centre.  With the proposed changes to the Plaza's commercial and parking spaces, I doubt the existing range of services 
would be commercially viable.   Local residents will have to drive to more remote centres instead.   
 
From the feedback received during the survey just undertaken by my wife and two neighbours of residents of the streets 
adjacent/near to the Plaza, I can say that my concerns are broadly shared.  I would not agree that these concerns should 
just be dismissed as arising from a "NIMBY" mindset.  Darn right, these are concerns regarding the threat posed by the 
plan to the quality of life of my family and my neighbours.  It was by expressing similar concerns that Vancouver residents  
prevented their downtown from being bisected by a freeway, and James Bay residents protected their neighbourhood 
from a proliferation of high-rises.  I would also say that it would not be hard to imagine a degree of self-interest on the part 
of city planners and council regarding the proposed Fairfield Community Plan, given the increased revenues that would 
accrue to the municipal budget. 
 
For myself, this is the first time that I have ever felt the need to voice criticisms of municipal services or plans.   On this 
issue though, I feel strongly enough that in the next municipal election I will not vote for any incumbent who has endorsed 
a plan with the above-noted elements. 
 
Sincerely,  
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Fairfield Neighbourhod plan feedback

 
 
From:    
Sent: January 22, 2018 10:15 AM 
To: mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca 
Cc: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Fairfield Neighbourhod plan feedback 

 
Dear Mayor Help and Councillors, 
 
As a resident of the Fairfield area for 10 years I've been following the development of the Fairfield 
Neighbourhood Plan with interest. I've now attended a Public Open House and a presentation at the Fairfield 
Community Centre, as well as reading the material posted on the City website. 
 
I have some serious concerns with Fairfiled Neighbourhood Plan. According to the documentation online and 
discussions with the planners, the plan has been developed by engaging with the community, but it's not clear 
that you are specifically engaging with the residents or businesses of Fairfield. Participants in in the discussions 
were not asked to provide evidence that they were resident or in business in Fairfield. Similarly, anyone could 
access the online survey by searching for the City of Victoria website and the URL. In theory, someone from 
Russia with no connection to Fairfield could provided feedback and you wouldn't know. 
 
Leaving aside about how the plan is being developed. It is not clear why the plan is being developed nor what 
the objective of the plans is. On the City of Victoria website, I did find a link to the "Fairfield Visions & Goals" 
and "Emerging Plan Direction" but these are not included in the main Fairfield Neighbourhood plan. Even then, 
some of them appear to be contradictory. How can there be more open spaces if the plan also allows for greater 
population density? 
 
The plan is particularly focused on housing, especially "affordable housing". There is no explanation what this 
means. To me, this means the cost of housing relative to income but there is no justification provided with the 
plan as to why this is an issue in Fairfield or why it should be addressed in Fairfield, as opposed to other areas 
in the region. Also, there is no indication in the planning documentation that any detailed analysis has been 
done or is planned to assess the impact of the plan on infrastructure, for example impact of changes of 
population density on sewage, public transit, traffic management, parking, schools, medical services etc. Nor is 
it clear how the Fairfield plan relates to other regional development plans. 
 
In my opinion, the Fairfield Neighbourhood plan and the associated engagement is seriously flawed. It has been 
poorly conceived and executed. Given that there are municipal election this year, the council and the Mayor 
have not given me confidence that they deserve my vote to be re-elected.  
 
Regards, 
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Lacey Maxwell

From:

Sent: January 22, 2018 10:15 AM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Cc: Engagement

Subject: Fairfield Neighbourhod plan feedback

Dear Mayor Help and Councillors, 
 
As a resident of the Fairfield area for 10 years I've been following the development of the Fairfield 
Neighbourhood Plan with interest. I've now attended a Public Open House and a presentation at the Fairfield 
Community Centre, as well as reading the material posted on the City website. 
 
I have some serious concerns with Fairfiled Neighbourhood Plan. According to the documentation online and 
discussions with the planners, the plan has been developed by engaging with the community, but it's not clear 
that you are specifically engaging with the residents or businesses of Fairfield. Participants in in the discussions 
were not asked to provide evidence that they were resident or in business in Fairfield. Similarly, anyone could 
access the online survey by searching for the City of Victoria website and the URL. In theory, someone from 
Russia with no connection to Fairfield could provided feedback and you wouldn't know. 
 
Leaving aside about how the plan is being developed. It is not clear why the plan is being developed nor what 
the objective of the plans is. On the City of Victoria website, I did find a link to the "Fairfield Visions & Goals" 
and "Emerging Plan Direction" but these are not included in the main Fairfield Neighbourhood plan. Even then, 
some of them appear to be contradictory. How can there be more open spaces if the plan also allows for greater 
population density? 
 
The plan is particularly focused on housing, especially "affordable housing". There is no explanation what this 
means. To me, this means the cost of housing relative to income but there is no justification provided with the 
plan as to why this is an issue in Fairfield or why it should be addressed in Fairfield, as opposed to other areas 
in the region. Also, there is no indication in the planning documentation that any detailed analysis has been 
done or is planned to assess the impact of the plan on infrastructure, for example impact of changes of 
population density on sewage, public transit, traffic management, parking, schools, medical services etc. Nor is 
it clear how the Fairfield plan relates to other regional development plans. 
 
In my opinion, the Fairfield Neighbourhood plan and the associated engagement is seriously flawed. It has been 
poorly conceived and executed. Given that there are municipal election this year, the council and the Mayor 
have not given me confidence that they deserve my vote to be re-elected.  
 
Regards, 
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Lacey Maxwell

From: webforms@victoria.ca

Sent: January 22, 2018 4:32 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Mayor and Council email

From:
Email 
Reference : http://www.victoria.ca/EN/main/city/mayor-council-committees/contact-mayor-council.html 
Daytime Phone :  
Dear Mayor and Counsel: 
 I live at . in sub area 4 where you plan on increasing the density of my neighborhood from .25 to .85 . I 
moved here to Fairfield 5 yrs ago into a new house that I had built because the neighborhood was quiet,low density, 
traffic volume low and the plaza had everything that I need as I get older. Now you and your counsel want to destroy all 
that by increasing the density by 3 times. You want townhouses along one side of my street likely adding another 150 
people on my street alone not to mention the cars that come with that increase in density.Then the number of people 
living in the condos that you propose in and around the plaza. Why would you want to destroy a neighborhood like this? 
There is already a problem with cars trying to enter Fairfield road from Stannard Ave. I'm absolutely opposed to any 
increase in density here on Stannard Ave.  
and around the Fairfield Plaza. You really need to listen to the residence and re think your community plan.   
Thank You 
Mr.
 
 
 
 
IMPORTANT NOTICE: This message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed, and 
may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law.If the reader of 
this message is not the intended recipient,or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the 
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly 
prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify The City of Victoria immediately by email at 
publicservice@victoria.ca. Thank you. 
 
IP Address:  
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Lacey Maxwell

From:

Sent: January 23, 2018 12:05 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Feedback on draft Fairfield Gonzalez Plan

Dear Mayor and Council: 
 
I have reviewed the latest draft of the Fairfield and Gonzales Neighbourhood Plans and would like to register my 
feedback: 
 

 These plans do not represent my vision for Victoria.  I disagree with the level of proposed densification, which 
unnecessarily alters the character of each neighbourhood. I support sensitive development that increases the 
sustainability and livability of our communities and benefits residents.   

 I believe these plans are predicated on incorrect assumptions about projected growth figures for Victoria and a 
misconception that simply building units will solve perceived issues with housing.  The issue is not solely with 
the number of housing units but with the lack of understanding by staff of how to address the all the 
complexities of housing, including variation in housing stock and diversity in housing forms and the lack of an 
adequate Community Amenity Contributions to sustain any level of increased development.  Victoria planning 
appears to have missed out on the key learnings from other municipalities’ housing experiments.  There is 
almost a willful rejection, ignorance or disinterest in what has worked and what hasn’t in other cities. 

 
Victoria needs true vision in these plans.  In their current state these plans perpetuate Victoria’s reputation as an 
economic backwater. We have a unique opportunity at this inflection point to build a strategic, viable plan that will 
enhance our city and put an end to the unsustainable cycle of tactical thinking, which has lead to an intolerable level of 
variance and rezoning requests.  Judging by the beating the relatively new OCP is taking lately, it is obvious we need 
more measured and more informed planning.  Let’s not take the easy way out by using legacy thinking.  Let’s take this 
bull by the horns and meet the challenge. 
 
Thank you for your attention, 
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Lacey Maxwell

From:

Sent: January 24, 2018 4:55 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Gonzales neighbourhood plan

Hi there 
 
I live in the Gonzales neighbourhood and I am not liking what I see and hear about plans for densification. I love my 
neighbourhood.  I am not opposed to change or moderate development but the rate and pace of development proposed 
in this plan is unreasonable. 
 
Habitability of Fairfield will be diminished. We do not want to see the rampant and out of control development which has 
happened in Vancouver.  
I just went up to Gonzales Hill and was alarmed to see flagging tape and development plans being put in place for a 
chunk of property which juts into the park. We live in a sweet neighbourhood because people care about the level of 
development and care about the foot print of housing on the green space. 
 
Listen to the people who live here, and care about the green space around them 
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January 30, 2018  

Dear Mayor and Council, 

Re: Gentle Density with Diversity: CSVRN Response to the Draft Local Area Plan 

This letter is to introduce you to the work of the Cook Street Village Residents Network 
(CSVRN). Many of you have met with CSVRN members and have read the papers posted on our 
website (www.CSVRN.com) – we thank you for taking the time. 

The CSVRN was created because of serious shortcomings in the process that created the draft 
land use plan for Fairfield that will come before Council next month. We have no complaint 
about the diligent City staff who have been working on the plan; our concern is with a flawed 
planning process, which provided very few opportunities for the community dialogue necessary 
to build consensus around the plan. 

CSVRN is not a NIMBY organization: we support growth that enhances the community and pays 
special attention to the needs of modest income individuals and families. Our concern is not to 
oppose the draft plan, but to stimulate community dialogue around the plan and to collaborate 
with the City to improve the plan. To that end, we have recruited over 150 members, hosted two 
public forums with over 60 attendees at each, held four kitchen table discussions with 20 partici-
pants at each, created a website with four detailed papers on the draft plan and invited online 
feedback from the neighbourhood resulting in 74 comments. 

We have summarized the results of our engagement, in the enclosed report “Gentle Density with 
Diversity: CSVRN response to the Draft Plan.” 

The concerns we have heard from residents which have not been addressed in this draft of the 
plan include lack of community amenities planned, loss of the urban forest and associated bene-
fits, lack of planning for transit, social instability due to pace of change, unnecessary loss of 
character due to unimaginative approach to density and no real commitment to protecting neigh-
bourhood diversity to name a few. 

The planning process to date has consisted primarily of unilateral decision-making and consulta-
tion, not the collaborative process promised at the outset of the project . To build neighbourhood 1

support for the plan, we want to work collaboratively with the City in four areas: 

 Project Plan for the Fairfield Gonzales Neighbourhood Plans specifies a co-planning model in 1

which community members or groups have the option of delivering parts of the plan them-
selves.It also specifies that the level of public engagement will be ‘collaborate’ in the first 4 
stages of plan development - all stages before the public hearing. 



• Identify housing growth targets covering current to 2041 (corresponding to the OCP) so we can 
work constructively on figuring out where to plan growth, as to both location and form.  If we 
don’t know what the housing growth target is, then no planning, zoning or other land use poli-
cies make any sense, because they are not grounded in real numerical projections. Further, the 
first objective of the project plan governing this process (which was approved by council in 
June 2016) is to “Involve and engage citizens in determining the best way to achieve estab-
lished citywide housing growth targets and other objectives.” If we don’t know how much 
housing we’re planning for, we cannot help determine where it should go and what form it 
should take. 

• Use Gentle Density to meet our growth needs. We have widely circulated a document describ-
ing and detailing the Gentle Density concept (a number of you on council have also seen it), 
and it has met with broad-based support as a growth strategy appropriate to the entire Fairfield 
area. 

• In collaboration with Cook Street Village Residents Network & the Merchants Association, 
produce an integrated Cook Street Village Design that uses whole-systems thinking and clari-
fies design of the street, the boulevard, the sidewalks and setbacks, lighting, etc. We do not 
support the proposed silo’d approach with the parks department improving boulevards, engi-
neering department designing bike lanes and developers improving (or not) the public realm in 
bits and pieces. This piecemeal approach will fail to resolve the conflicts over land use, and 
will fail to deliver the appealing, highly functional village we all desire. We need to look at the 
village as a system, and how it is experienced by residents, visitors, business owners and em-
ployees recognizing that all elements impact each other. We request that this integrated design 
be prioritized before finalizing any work on parking, guidelines for buildings, bike lanes, etc. 
We are fully engaged in facilitating broad-based neighbourhood consensus on important design 
elements via our two papers ‘Built Form for Cook Street Village” & “Safe and Slow Cook 
Street Village.” 

• We want housing that is affordable to the range and the diversity of local incomes, and that 
protections be made to renters who will be displaced by developments stimulated by this plan. 
The neighbourhood plan should include an objective ‘no net loss of rental housing’ to ensure 
continued diversity of people can live in Fairfield. We believe that the Gentle Density approach 
is more likely to produce housing for a range of incomes, given ultra-high land and new-con-
struction costs as well as the attractiveness of condominiums to speculators.  We have identi-
fied several policy levers and actions within the powers of municipalities that the city could 
readily implement and have included it in our paper ‘No Density without Diversity” which 
several of you have already read. 

• In order to address the issues noted above, we request an extension to the current timeline for 
completing the plan. We believe the best and strongest Neighbourhood Plan will emerge from a 
real collaboration between the city and neighbourhood leadership.  We are willing and able to 



partner with you to ensure that the process is successful for all interests, and results in a Fair-
field as livable in the coming years and decades as it is now. 

We recognize that the additional effort and time required to produce a better plan for Fairfield 
will delay the completion of plans for other neighbourhoods that are eager to have their own lo-
cal plans. But we believe that completing the Fairfield Plan along the lines suggested above will 
enable the City to learn important lessons that will allow planning for other neighbourhoods to 
proceed more quickly, more efficiently and with less controversy. 

We would be happy to provide any more information about the CSVRN that you may require.  

We look forward to working collaboratively with the city of Victoria on the next iteration of the 
Neighbourhood Plan. 

Sincerely, 

Maureen Applewhaite, Shirley Barry, Samantha Beare, Nicole Chaland, Leo Chaland, Marne St 
Claire, Lorne Daniel, Karen Dellert, Carrie Fuzi, Susan Feilders, Cory Greenlees, Joan Hester, 
Lawrence Horwitz, Christi Howes, Sherry Kirkvold, Freda Knott, Mandy Leith, David Lennam, 
Linda MacNayr, Richard McGuigan, Sylvia McMechan, Jane Mertz, Gene Miller, Caroline 
Mitchell, Ted Relph, Jane Reside, Ken Roueche, Siobhan Robinsong, Karen Rowantree, Diana 
Smith, R Forrest Smith, Alexandra Stewart, Ron Stewart, John Tylee, Bill Weaver, Libby Weiser 

On behalf of the members of the Cook Street Village Residents Network 

Enclosed: Gentle Density with Diversity: CSVRN response to the Draft Plan 
CC: Jocelyn Jenkins, Jonathan Tinney, Andrea Hudson, Kristina Bouris 



Gentle Density with Diversity:  
CSVRN Response to the Draft Local Area Plan 

Summary  
This report:  
1: Identifies the evidence from the 2016 census that development since 2011 in Victoria outside 

the downtown core is happening much faster than the OCP anticipated, and involved gentle 
density increases in residential areas rather than developments in urban villages as the OCP 
proposed.  

2: Recommends deferring the report to Council about the draft Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan 
until the 2016 census and related data can be carefully analysed. 

3: Recommends gentle density as the preferred form of densification for Fairfield. 
4: Recommends for Cook Street Village: a) modification to the proposals for the urban form of 

Cook Street Village that will help to strengthen the objective in the draft plan to “Keep the 
eclectic, unique feel of the Village;” b) modifications to transportation on Cook Street through 
the village to make it a complete, safer, slower street, that meets the needs of pedestrians, 
businesses, parking, and cyclists; c) modifications to ensure the best possible uses of the 
boulevard and sidewalks through the village.  

5: Encourages and recommends ways of making Fairfield more affordable and diverse, with par-
ticular attention to the use of community amenity contributions and to the recommendations 
of the federal National Housing Strategy. 

6: Recommends more engagement with the community concerning environmental and climate 
change issues. 

1. Where we are now 

The planning process has been going on for almost two years and the distance between the City’s 
proposals and the community’s desires seems to be growing. Or at least, growing clearer. 

This is not a reflection on the work of the diligent planners assigned to the Plan, but the result of 
a poorly conceived, or perhaps rushed planning process. Among many concerns about the plan-
ning process, two in particular stand out: 

• Lack of relevant data from the City. We need evidence based and data driven policies 
• Lack of opportunities for meaningful engagement. Especially dialogue, constructive ap-

proaches to conflict, and collaboration between all stakeholders 

Fairfield is a proud community that likes the way it is now, but also supports appropriate growth.  
Growth is important for, among other considerations, the continuing business success of Cook 
Street Village, the heart of the neighbourhood. The community supports growth that: 



• Safeguards the community from becoming primarily an enclave for well-off retirees: we 
need affordable housing, especially for young families 

• Safeguards the physical beauty of the neighbourhood and the eclectic charm of Cook 
Street Village, and emphasizes the physical differences between this quiet residential 
community and the bustle of an ever-expanding downtown 

But how can a dialogue and collaboration take place between the City and residents, and among 
residents, if they have no idea about how many new residents in a neighbourhood are anticipated 
or residences required to meet City projections? Individual residents and the Fairfield Local Area 
Plan Working Group have repeatedly asked for that information and have been told it doesn’t 
exist. This not only strangles dialogue, but also breeds distrust. 

Understanding the City’s data projections is particularly important because the recently available 
2016 census results suggest growth patterns are different from those anticipated when the OCP 
was crafted. For example, over 35% of the OCP projected 30-year growth for neighbourhoods 
outside the Downtown Core was achieved between 2011 and 2016. At this rate, the 2012 - 2041 
OCP target for these neighbourhoods will be achieved by 2026. There were relatively few major 
projects in those neighbourhoods during the 2011-16 period, which suggests that most of the 
growth came from small projects (often referred to as “gentle density”). 

This data raises two key questions that go to the heart of residents’ concerns about the planning 
process: 

• Why do we need significant up-zoning in Fairfield if the areas outside the Downtown 
Core are already well ahead of OCP projections of growth? 

• Why is there so much emphasis in the Draft Plan on higher density projects, when it ap-
pears that gentle density can accommodate much, if not all, of the population growth re-
quired to achieve OCP goals without disrupting the look and the feel of the neighbour-
hood? 

2. How we can move forward 

Recommendation 1: Defer reporting to Council on the Draft Plan until: 

• There has been a thorough analysis of the 2016 census results and other relevant data, by 
neighbourhood, showing growth rates by type of development 

• Based on that analysis, a credible estimate has been made of the number of new resi-
dences needed in Fairfield (and each of the other neighbourhoods) to meet the OCP tar-
gets  

• An estimate has been made of the number and type of new residences likely to be built in 
Fairfield by 2041, area by area, if the proposals in the Draft Plan are enacted 

Once this necessary information is available, there can be collaboration among residents and be-
tween the City and residents, to see how the City’s targets can be achieved in a way that: 



• Leads to a more balanced and resilient community, with more young people and more 
moderate-income families 

• Encourages new housing that impinges as little as possible on the look and feel of the 
neighbourhood 

• Displaces the least number of modest income residents in the community 

The Cook Street Village Residents Network (CSVRN) would welcome the opportunity to work 
with the City to stimulate this necessary dialogue. 

Recommendation 2: The City, in collaboration with post-secondary institutions and other part-
ners, monitor and analyse the local housing market at the neighbourhood level, and report annu-
ally to each neighbourhood on progress toward creating more affordable housing and reaching 
OCP 2041 goals. 

A collaborative approach would put necessary resources behind the Development Monitoring 
Initiative promised in the City’s Victoria Housing Strategy. The new federal National Housing 
Strategy allocates funding for research, which could provide further resources. 

The CSVRN would welcome an opportunity to work with the City on developing better data se-
ries to help Fairfield residents and businesses better understand the changes going on in Fairfield 
and other neighbourhoods. 

3. Gentle density – the best density 

“Gentle density” is a term for density that is created by sub-dividing existing houses or lots, 
adding laneway houses and separate suites, and building (single row, not stacked) townhouses 
and house-plexes that maximise the use of existing single family house lots, of which there are 
numerous examples in Fairfield. From a community perspective, this is an ideal form of densifi-
cation, because it: 

• Minimizes destruction of existing buildings and displacement of tenants and therefore 
protects existing affordable housing 

• Maintains the look and feel of the neighbourhood 
• Can provides affordable rental accommodation 
• Opens up home-ownership to families that otherwise would be excluded from home-

ownership without a mortgage helper 
• Supports aging-in-place and multiple generations living together 
• Can be less costly to develop rental housing, and therefore more affordable, because it 

does not necessarily require new land purchases 

There are already many examples of successful gentle densification in the neighbourhood. (See 
images below.) At CSVRN meetings, there has been consistent support for the idea that gentle 





Recommendation 5: The City establish and fund the position of “Gentle Density Concierge” (or 
a more appropriate name), give development approval priority to gentle density projects, and 
create a fund to provide assistance to gentle projects that meet affordable rent targets. 

The Draft Plan proposes that the area west of Cook Street Village all be zoned for four-storey 
apartments. The CSVRN strongly opposes this rezoning – the traditional houses and diversity of 
housing types in this area are an important part of the attractiveness and success of Cook Street 
Village, in part because they provide an inviting, short connection between the Village and Bea-
con Hill Park. A well-attended “pizza with a planner” event focused on this area was unanimous 
in opposing this proposal. 

Recommendation 6: Delete the section of the Draft Plan entitled “West of Cook Street Village 
Sub-Area” on p.59, including paragraphs 7.1.8 to 7.1.11. Amend paragraphs 7.1.12 and 7.1.13 to 
make them applicable to all of the West of Village Sub-Area.  In addition, in these paragraphs, 
replace the word “Encourage” with “Incentivize” and reference the possibility of a gentle density 
concierge and financial support for providing additional units of affordable housing. 

The Draft Plan proposes that the area East of Cook Street Village be zoned to allow townhouses 
and in the large area known as sub-area 3 (which has deep lots and lane-ways in some cases), 
double-row townhouses. This has been met with sharp resistance from the neighbourhood.  

For any townhouses to be acceptable here, more effective limitations need to be in place. Assem-
bly of lots should not be allowed. The number of lots on which townhouses can be constructed in 
any block should be very limited. Finally, there should be no double row townhouses permitted. 
Instead of townhouses facing the laneways, the city should develop specific guidelines to allow 2 
or perhaps even 3 storey lane-way homes. 

Townhouses have been suggested as an welcome form of gentle density in the correct location. 
For example, residents recommended ground oriented townhouses to the developer of Aragon 
(on Pendergast Street) and the developer of Empressa (on Burdett Street). 

5. Making Fairfield more affordable and more diverse 

The community that the CSVRN represents seeks to be diverse, balanced and welcoming to peo-
ple of all income groups. From an income perspective, the community is quite balanced. Average 
incomes are close to the city average, with incomes in the north of the neighbourhood about 10% 
lower, incomes in the south around Cook Street Village about 10% higher, and incomes in the 
lower density east significantly higher. 

From a demographic perspective, the community is not so balanced: it has significantly fewer 
residents under 25 years than the rest of the city and more residents 60 years and over. It needs to 
attract and retain more young families. 



From the perspective of affordability, the neighbourhood faces a major challenge – it is mainly 
unaffordable and getting more so at an alarming rate. For rentals in the Cook Street Area, CMHC 
reports: 

• 2789 private apartments for rent in 2017 (excluding rentals in strata buildings), a drop of 
31 from the previous year. Only 615 (22%) had two bedrooms and only 29 (1%) had 
more than two bedrooms.  

• The vacancy rate was 0.0% for 3+ bedroom apartments; 0.4% for two bedroom apart-
ments (compared to a city average of 1.6%) 

• Average rents were $1264 for two bedrooms (city $1321), $1735 for 3+ bedrooms (city 
$1715) 

• Rents increased 4.0% in 2016, a further 7.0% in 2017 

For house sales in all of the city of Victoria, VREB reports for December 2017: 

• The benchmark single family residence value was $790,000, up 7% from a year ago, and 
49% from five years ago 

• The benchmark condo apartment value was $429,000, up 21% from a year ago and 64% 
from five years ago 

 
The highest rates of household formation are in the 65-74 years age group. Developers often fo-
cus on this demographic, which strongly prefers ownership to renting. It includes both local resi-
dents who are downsizing from single family dwellings and retiring baby-boomers from parts of 
Canada with harsher climates. Both these groups have above average incomes, which allows de-
velopers to sell them more luxurious condos with higher margins. The most recent developments 
in and around Cook Street Village fall into this pattern, and residents are concerned that the Draft 
Plan, unless modified, will alter the income balance in the community, and worsen the demo-
graphic imbalance, without providing more housing for younger, average income local families. 

Developers often argue that the types of development they prefer are needed to meet local de-
mand, but the data suggest otherwise. The 2016 census reports that nearly 3500 houses in the 
city, 7% of the total, were not occupied when the census was taken (perhaps in use as vacation 
rentals, secondary residences or investment products). A recent study by Dr. John Rose estimated 
that for every 100 new households created in the city between 2001 and 2016, 113 new housing 
units were created. 

Fairfield, and the city as a whole, does not have a shortage of housing: it has a mismatch between 
the types of modest family residences that residents desperately need and the upscale residences 
or small apartments that developers prefer to build.   

The City’s June 2016 Housing Strategy is targeted at family (i.e with kids at home) households 
with annual incomes between $20,000 and $60,000. This is exactly the group that CSVRN 
would like to have the Draft Plan target, together with policies for implementation. An important 



element of the Strategy is to “Establish clear targets for affordable housing types, tenures and 
incomes,” but this work, initially scheduled for Q4 2016, has not yet been done. 

A staff report to City Council in November 2017 outlined the direction City staff would like to 
take with regard to inclusionary housing, which encompasses policies for both community 
amenity contributions (CACs) made by developers to the City, and the number of non-market 
(i.e. subsidized) units developers are required to include in their projects. The report was not de-
tailed, but it has some promising possibilities, as well as some major problems. 

A major concern in the community has been the level of CACs paid for development projects; 
many were upset that the 55-unit development at Cook and Oliphant paid no CACs. It is under-
stood that the approach to CACs proposed in the November 2017 report to Council would have 
them calculated according to the zoned density of a property, not according to the OCP-implied 
density, and that this would significantly increase payments. Also welcome is the proposal’s em-
phasis on increased transparency. 

But the proposed approach to designated non-market units seems unduly favourable to develop-
ers. First, it would only operate when the rental housing vacancy rate falls below 3%. The critical 
shortage of housing for young families is not cyclical; it has existed without pause for a decade 
or more, and will continue to exist for at least another decade. Second, the proposed policy is “to 
encourage applicants…”, not to require them, to provide between 10 and 20 % of new units to be 
non-market. Third, a “simplified fixed-rate base fee” is proposed as an option “where integration 
of non-market units….is not possible.” Leaving aside the subjective issue of whether integration 
is possible or not, and recognizing that every project is unique, a better approach would be to 
value the benefit of not providing non-market units to the developer and to charge the full 
amount of the benefit. Or even 110% of the benefit, as a way of encouraging provision of non-
market units.  

Another concern not addressed in the staff report to Council is the size of non-market units. With 
only 22% of all market rentals in Fairfield having two bedrooms, and only 1% having three bed-
rooms, it seems essential that at least 50% of all non-market units provided should have at least 
two bedrooms. The Draft Plan proposes that developer contributions be focused on affordable 
housing (9.1.2), but to attract families it may be necessary for some funds to be directed to child 
care facilities. 

Comparing the staff proposal to the affordability requirements for financial support under the 
federal National Housing Strategy (placetocallhome.ca, p.12), announced the same month as the 
staff report came to Council, the Victoria proposal seems threadbare: 
  
   City staff proposal   National Housing Strategy 

Time coverage when vacancy rate below 3% all the time 
Requirement  Encourage    Mandatory 



Projects covered new projects    new and renewal/repair 
 % units required 10-20%    30% 
Rent reduction unknown, typically 10%   at least 20% 
Length of time unknown, typically 10 years   minimum of 20 years 

The federal document also sets a 25% energy reduction requirement (while Victoria currently has 
no climate change-related requirements) and notes that it “will priorize projects that exceed 
mandatory requirements.” 

The City is currently studying ways to maintain the city’s existing stock of affordable housing.  
The study will produce an inventory of the existing stock and recommendations on regulations, 
policies and incentives to protect the stock. Also underway are studies to investigate sustainabili-
ty and seismic upgrades to the affordable rental stock, and to improve tenant housing quality 
through setting standards of maintenance for all residential properties in the city. 

The City is also considering a city-wide tenant relocation policy to address the impact on tenants 
when they are displaced by renovations or redevelopment. Basic protection for tenants is provid-
ed by Provincial legislation, but many municipalities supplement this through specific bylaws. 
These bylaws can only be mandated in the case of redevelopment of a property, as opposed to 
demolition or renovation, but they also serve as a guide to owners and developers who wish to 
provide protection on a voluntary basis. The Draft Plan references a tenant transition strategy 
where rezoning is proposed (9.1.6). 

Better tenant protection was a theme that came up repeatedly in CSVRN meetings. Residents 
would prefer tenants to be well protected regardless of the cause of their eviction; if current leg-
islation does not allow this, the City could, in conjunction with other sympathetic municipalities, 
seek to have the Provincial legislation changed. The current City proposal is for evicted tenants 
to receive two months rent in compensation, one month more than the Provincial legislation re-
quires. This may be reasonable for short-term tenants, but seems less than generous for tenants of 
10 or  20 years, or more. 

The large number of four storey, 40+ year old, apartment blocks in the northern part of Fairfield 
is an important part of Fairfield and a crucial component of the city’s affordable housing stock. 
The CSVRN applauds the Draft Plan’s proposed designation of a special Rental Retention Sub-
Area that encompasses these buildings and provides special provisions for their protection, 
which include: 

• replacement of existing rental units on sites of four or more rental units, with increased 
density, will only be permitted if the number of units and bedrooms is maintained and 
secured with a housing agreement 

• up to 6 storeys and a floor space ratio will be allowed with additional affordable housing 
being provided over the life of the building 



The Draft Plan notes that additional policies may be considered for the Rental Retention Sub-
Area and the CSVRN proposes: 

• requiring housing agreements that limit rent levels for all redevelopments 
• extending the “no net loss of rental units” provisions of  8.1.2 (p.74) to sites with two or 

three existing rental units 
• making the Sub-Area a demonstration area for introducing and evaluating new and inno-

vative approaches to rental retention 

The CSVRN favours experimentation with other approaches to affordability. Many municipali-
ties are experimenting with different forms of lower cost housing, such as Yobi Microhousing in 
Seattle. Housing with no parking could be a possibility along major transit routes. If the “no net 
loss of rental units” provisions of 8.1.2 prove effective in the Rental Retention Sub-Area, they 
could be applied in other areas with significant numbers of aging rental units. 

Recommendation 7: The City focus its affordable housing efforts in Fairfield primarily on young 
families with incomes between $20,000 and $60,000 

Recommendation 8: As the City finalizes its inclusive housing strategy, it take a more aggressive 
approach than that outlined in the staff report of November 2017, in order to create more afford-
able housing. In particular, the City should seek higher CACs and the provision of more non-
market rental units for longer periods of time. 

Recommendation 9: The City should seek ways to provide mandatory support to all evicted ten-
ants, not just those displaced by redevelopment. Compensation should be graduated according to 
length of tenancy and significantly higher than two months rent for long term tenants. 

Recommendation 10: The City consider using the Rental Retention Sub-Area as a demonstration 
project area and work with the community to develop more measures to retain/renovate the af-
fordable housing there, including a “no loss of rental units” approach. If the “no loss of rental 
units” approach is effective, consider extending it to other parts of Fairfield with significant clus-
ters of aging rental properties. 

4. Strengthening Cook Street Village 

Cook Street Village is not just the heart of Fairfield, but also a regional and tourist attraction, and 
a place of calm respite for denizens of downtown.  The Village’s unique attractiveness stems 
from the balance achieved among three elements: the built form, the transportation system and 
the boulevard.   

4.1. The Built Form (on private property) 



The Draft Plan recognizes the importance of the Village in its ninth Community Design Principle 
(p.57) “Keep the eclectic, unique feel of the Village.” This principle is expanded in both the 
Draft Plan and the Draft Cook Street Village Design Guidelines. In general, the community has 
responded positively to the Plan, but rejects the core tenets of the Guidelines.  

The Guidelines call for a “sense of enclosure” along Cook Street (1.a), a “street wall” of up to 10 
metres, and new buildings to be “generally aligned with adjacent building.” (1.d)  This is the ex-
act opposite of what exists in the Village and gives it its charm. It completely disregards the 
Draft Plan’s Goal 3 (“Encourage design that fits in with the neighbourhood”) and the Community 
Design Principle quoted above. And most important, it is the complete opposite of what the 
community wants: a Village that emphasizes – not diminishes - its difference from downtown. 

As expressed in CSVRN meetings, the community would like to see more specificity in the 
Guidelines (while retaining some flexibility), and also the incorporation of key design elements 
into the Draft Plan itself, where it anticipates they will be less likely to be disregarded. 

Recommendation 11: With regard to elements of the built form on private property, the CSVRN 
recommends: 

• Height. The height limit of four storeys/13.5 metres/44 feet in the Draft Plan is strongly 
endorsed. Specificity regarding the structures that are permissible above this limit would 
help avoid confusion among residents 

• Frontages. Lengthy frontages are inconsistent with the existing pattern in the Village, and 
were a major source of concern with a recent development application, but have not been 
addressed in the Plan or the Guidelines. A requirement that frontages over 20 metres must 
be broken up by significant changes in setbacks, pedestrian walkways, public mews or 
other design features, should be added to the Guidelines 

• Underground Setbacks. These were strongly endorsed at a CSVRN meeting, because of 
their impact on tree health and on reducing flooding, but are not addressed in the Guide-
lines. An addition to the Guidelines is required, but setbacks need not be linear – they 
could be tailored around the locations of existing/planned trees. 

• Street level setbacks. The essence of the Village’s attractiveness is its walkability, which 
requires generous sidewalks. The need for broad sidewalks will only increase as different 
forms of electronically driven devices proliferate and as housing units continue to shrink 
in size. The Draft Plan supports generous sidewalks (Goal 2 “improve walkability….. and 
the public realm”; Goal 4 “Establish high-quality, vibrant public spaces; second commu-
nity design principle on p.57 “Widen sidewalks and create better spaces for pedestrians”). 
The Guidelines reference setbacks of 1 to 3 metres (“..portions of the front façade should 
be setback 1 to 3 m”– 1.e; “encourage buildings to be setback a minimum of 1 to 3 me-
tres” – 2.g). Some types of businesses favour small setbacks, to be closer to their cus-
tomers, while others favour larger setbacks that allow them space to  display their prod-
ucts. Street furniture positioning could be used to bend sidewalks towards businesses that 
want their customers closer to their storefronts. CSVRN members favour a mandatory 2 



to 3 metre setback, with a proviso that setbacks on new developments be different from 
those on adjacent  buildings to maintain a diverse streetscape. 

• Street Wall Setbacks. Residents strongly prefer openness to the proposed “sense of enclo-
sure.” They seek major differences between adjacent buildings, and therefore propose 
street walls should differ in both height and setback from adjacent buildings, subject to a 
maximum height of 10 metres. 

• Upper Storey Setbacks. The Guidelines propose a 2 metre minimum setback, but resi-
dents are concerned that this could reduce sunlight on the sidewalks and make upper 
storeys more visible. An increase in the minimum to 3 metres, and encouragement of di-
versity in setbacks is preferred. 

• Business size. Residents favour small, local businesses, which typically require smaller 
footprints than larger companies.  They endorse the footprint limitations in the Draft Plan 
and Guidelines (Plan policies 7.1.6 and 7.1.7, p.59; Guidelines 2.i and 2.j) but seek minor 
rewording (Exemption only for grocery stores, not for “businesses associated with a gro-
cery store”.) They also suggest an addition to encourage creation of spaces for very small 
stores and movable sales carts. 

• All development proposals include 3-D images and comprehensive shadow analysis.  

4.2.The Transportation System 

The success of the Village depends on the success of its merchants, which in turn depends on the 
ease with which customers can get to the Village. The transportation system is particularly im-
portant because so many of the people who frequent the Village come a significant distance to do 
so. 

While local residents usually walk or bike to the Village, some of the Village’s business owners 
report that most of their customers arrive by car. Improvements in transit and bike lanes will im-
prove their mode shares, but the car will remain the dominant form of transportation to the Vil-
lage for at least a decade. Cars give rise to four issues: lack of safety due to unsafe speeds, un-
dermining of the quiet ambience of the Village, land-use conflicts over parking on both public 
and private land, and carbon emissions. 

One of the most frequently heard complaints at CSVRN meetings was about traffic speeding 
through the Village, despite the posted speed limits. Residents want a street design that is 
“sticky”, where cars move slowly and pedestrians linger. They endorse the concept of a “com-
plete street” (7.2.13). 

Some residents have suggested more signs (“Cook Street Village – slow down”) but these are 
unlikely to help much and are opposed by others. More helpful could be more crosswalks, and 
corner bulb-outs, narrower lane widths and removing the centre turning lane. (7.2.9). The Draft 
Plan calls for “Gateways” at the northern and southern ends of the Village, which could poten-
tially slow traffic with speed bumps and textured coloured paving surfaces. Powerful over-engi-



neered flashing signs at crosswalks are not welcome because they would disrupt the ambience of 
the Village.  

None of the issues surrounding safety are discussed in the Draft Plan. 

Businesses in the Village believe their success depends in part on more businesses being accom-
modated in the Village, in order to have a broader offering for shoppers. This would mean a 
greater demand for parking spaces. Lack of parking is already a major concern for merchants, 
who have been seeking some relaxation of the “residential parking only” designations on the 
streets that lead into the Village. Parking demand peaks on weekends, especially on Sundays. 
There are some private parking spaces in the Village that could be accessed if arrangements can 
be made with their owners.  

Meanwhile, the Draft Plan calls for “no net loss of off-street parking” (7.2.14, p. 62) while resi-
dents support a different policy of “no net increase in parking.” This impasse can only be re-
solved through development of a comprehensive parking strategy which is supported by data; the 
Draft Plan envisages such a strategy being developed in 2018 or 2019. 

Closely related to the issue of parking is the City’s policy on bike lanes, because the construction 
of bike lanes through the Village could result in loss of the parking spaces of most value to mer-
chants: those directly in front of their businesses. Some businesses are believed to be already 
planning to leave the Village because they fear the impact of loss of parking to accommodate the 
bike lanes. The Action Plan in the Draft Plan notes that bike lanes through the Village will be 
completed in 2020-2027, but many residents believe this locational decision may not be final. 
The impact on parking of bike lanes through the Village will depend on their width. No timing 
has been set for finalization of the bike plan for the Village. 

It is imperative that parking issues be resolved as soon as possible, since they impact both exist-
ing businesses in the Village and the parking requirements of new developments. There has been 
no substantive discussion of the issue in the community and there is little guidance in the Draft 
Plan.  

There is one bus route through the Village, but buses run infrequently and have limited impact on 
visitation to the Village. There is excellent bus service from downtown to the Cook Street/Fair-
field Road intersection, about a block north of the Village. As transit ridership grows, it will be 
important to find ways to increase visits to the Village by bus, including the possibility of extend-
ing the Village north to Fairfield, as was recommended in the Fairfield Community Plan that 
predates the current OCP. 

One intriguing possibility raised in the Draft Plan is the longer-term possibility of an active 
transportation link west from the Village to link up with trails through Beacon Hill Park (3.3.1., 
p.26-7) Such a link would be an important economic benefit to the Village and will hopefully be 



considered as part of the long-term plan for Beacon Hill Park referenced in the Draft Plan at 
4.4.1 (p.36). 

Traditional street design uses hard curbs and other solid barriers to separate pedestrians, bikes 
and cars. But jurisdictions are increasingly experimenting with removing hard barriers and al-
lowing different forms of transportation to share the right of way, often using retractable bollards 
for use when necessary. The City has incorporated elements of this approach on Government 
Street and Broad Street. There is strong support in the community for this more flexible approach 
to achieving safety and slowness. It is typically less expensive that the traditional approach and 
provides more useable space for street fairs, civic celebrations and the like.  

The CSVRN has requested guidance from City transportation planners to better understand these 
issues and their interrelationships, but has been told the transportation planners do not have the 
resources to do so. 

 4.3 The Boulevard 

Residents support the Draft Plan’s call for sidewalks with a minimum width of 3 metres and 5 
metres where possible. (7.2.19) They have strong, and sometimes contradictory, views on priori-
ties for the boulevard through the Village.  The most often heard requests are for: 

• Care and maintenance of the tree canopy, seen by many as the Village’s most important 
distinguishing feature (4.13.1, 4.13.3,7.2.4, 7.2.5) 

• More permeable all-weather surfaces to reduce mud in winter and dry dirt in summer 
• Recognition of the Lekwungen people, in consultation with them. Possibilities include art 

installations, interpretive signage and signage linking the Village to important Lekwun-
gen sites in Beacon Hill Park and along Dallas Road.(12.1.1) 

• A diverse variety of enhancements (benches, table surfaces, bike racks, raised planters) 
designed for beauty and whimsy, with artistic rather than utilitarian signage 

• Patio and display space for merchants and the possibility of space for business carts. 
• New, innovative, pedestrian-friendly lighting to make the Village more attractive and 

safer feeling at night and to encourage longer business hours 

Many residents would like a gathering space in the Village (7.2.8, 7.2.10). But financing such a 
place would require a long wait and a very substantial increase in the community amenity contri-
butions (CACs) imposed on developers – the development underway at Cook and Oliphant is 
paying no contributions at all.  With this in mind, residents are increasingly attracted to the min-
imal cost alternative of a street design without curbs where the entire street, from building to 
building could be closed on occasion for festivals and other civic events. 

There has been, to date, very little public discussion of the many inter-related issues regarding 
the boulevard and transportation in and out of the Village. Residents were initially promised a 
design charrette for Cook Street Village, but all that transpired was a two-day design workshop 



spanning several areas of Fairfield in which participation of members of the Fairfield Neigh-
bourhood Working Group was limited to 3.5 hours over 2 days. This was followed up by a public 
pin-up session. 

What is required as soon as possible is collaboration and substantial process such as an integrat-
ed design process or a charrette to discuss all the above issues, between the City and the commu-
nity, and among community residents and businesses. Under the silo’d approach outlined in the 
Draft Plan’s Action Plan, different inter-related elements of the public realm along Cook Street 
will be addressed at different times, with different processes. Divisive issues like parking could 
be thrashed out repeatedly – as part of this Plan, then again in the bike path planning process and 
again in the parking management study. This makes no sense. 

Recommendation 12: Before approving the Draft Plan, the City: 

• Collaborate with the Cook Street Village Residents Network & the Merchants Associa-
tion, to produce an integrated Cook Street Village Design that uses whole-systems think-
ing and clarifies design of the street, the boulevard, the sidewalks and setbacks, lighting, 
etc.  

• Establish a program, with timelines, than shows how the various issues will be addressed 
in a systemic, efficient way. 

• Identify and implement immediate actions to address the most pressing problems (safety, 
parking strategy, engagement of the Lekwungen people) 

• And, make appropriate adjustments to the Draft Plan 

  
6. Climate Change, Municipal Natural Assets, Urban Ecology 

Issues relating to natural assets in the neighbourhood – climate change, parks and the urban ecol-
ogy – were topics of vigorous discussion at each of the CSV meetings. There has been consider-
able disappointment that these issues were not given more consideration in the Draft Plan.   

It is a particular disappointment that Victoria does not require all multi-unit residential and com-
mercial developments to meet a LEED silver standard, the standard that the city now requires for 
its own civic buildings, and the standard used by other cities such as Seattle and Vancouver for 
all large developments that require rezoning. This would be consistent with Goal 2 in Chapter 11 
of the Draft Plan to: “Promote and encourage sustainable building design and green in-
frastructure.” 

Recommendation 13: After the completion of the Fairfield local area plan, or earlier if at all the 
possible, the City undertake some community engagement process to hear the concerns of Fair-
field community members about environmental and related issues that they had hoped would be 
addressed in the Draft Plan, but which now will have to be addressed by other City initiatives. 



7. Urban Forest 

In February 2013, Council approved the Urban Forest Master Plan which has a goal to protect, 
enhance and expand the urban forest.  

The urban forest is beloved by Fairfield and is a significant part of the heritage, culture and nat-
ural ecology. Residents have noticed that large trees are regularly removed for new develop-
ments. Approximately half of the urban forest is on private property.  

An urban forest walk on March 25th 2017 was organized by a member of the Fairfield Neigh-
bourhood Working Group, Nicole Chaland, with parks staff, Rob Hughes and Greg Staniforth.  
Attendees learned from the parks department that if a private property owner would like to re-
move a "protected" tree on his or her property to build a new house or apartment building, they 
have a right to do so. To remove a protected tree, they are required to give the City a $700 de-
posit which can be refunded if they plant 2 trees. The intent is to have two trees planted for every 
protected tree that is cut down, but in practice, many developers simply forfeit the deposit.    

Parks staff also explained that when you remove a large tree for a building, you not only lose a 
large tree, you lose a place where a large tree can grow. 

The urban forest is a natural asset that provides municipal services such as rainwater treatment, 
carbon sequestration, air purification and biodiversity. The forest also provides shading in the 
summer and extends the life of asphalt. Large trees provide more value than small or medium 
trees. Evergreens provide the same benefits as other large trees but on a year round basis.  
Conifers need to be properly positioned for sight-lines. The parks department communicate that 
confers are a hard sell on boulevards which makes the preservation of conifers on private land 
even more important. Parks staff communicated that “it matters” that we don’t have a plan to 
maintain conifers. 

The parks department plants and removes about 250 trees per year, about 20 are lost to storm 
damage and the rest are lost to decline, death and decay.  With a reported loss of trees on private 
property due to developers forfeiting their deposit, instead of expanding the urban forest, we are 
at risk of shrinking the urban forest. 

The tree protection bylaw needs to be updated to better protect trees. The planning department 
communicated to the neighbourhood working group that the tree protection bylaw would be up-
dated soon. 

Recommendation 14: Update the tree protection bylaw in 2018.  
Recommendation 15: Implement the recommendations of the urban forest master plan in 2018.
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Cook Street Village: Stewarding the public realm for a safer, 
slower heart of our neighbourhood by Lorne Daniel, Nicole 
Chaland and Emmy Marshall-Hill

Summary

A Cook St Village residents’ working group came together on November 5th to 

discuss “public realm” improvements in the village. This paper captures and 

expands upon that discussion. The comments apply to the draft Fairfield 

Neighbourhood Plan (November 2017) with a focus on section 3 Transportation 

and Mobility, and section 7 Urban Villages (especially pages 57-63 on Cook St. 

Village).

Public realm is essentially everything between the private property lines: the 

street, curbs, boulevard, sidewalks, seating or other amenities. The group 

discussed the look and feel of the public spaces, desired amenities, and the 
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physical design of Cook St (and relevant intersections). The “Community Design 

Principles” on p. 57 reflect, for the most part, residents’ perspectives.

This paper introduces details and specifics for achieving the community design 

principles.

The most significant proposals in this paper is for the Neighbourhood Plan to 

include concrete objectives to reduce vehicle traffic over the 25 year period of 

the plan and to make design improvements to Cook Street that would slow traffic. 

Vehicle traffic reduces safety and quality of life, and makes places less 

welcoming to children and the elderly.

Many residents who live in and around Cook Street Village walk to the Village on 

a daily basis and weekly. Residents would like Cook Street in the Village to be 

much safer for pedestrians. It is widely observed that traffic moves much faster 

than posted speed limits. Residents prefer the city take a design approach to 

reducing vehicle speeds. It is especially important to plan and design for fewer 

vehicles as the plan calls for more residents. We envision a future with fewer 

vehicles on the road, not more.

Residents want to “Design for Slow”

The Neighbourhood Plan calls for Gateways to the Village (page 58, 61). We see 

this as an opportunity to slow and calm traffic. Residents have indicated a 

preference for a “Slow, Safe, Inviting Environment” in Cook St. Village. This should 

be prominently and explicitly promoted to visitors with gateway signage at 

Southgate and at May Street that says (for example) “Welcome to Cook St Village 

– a Slow Zone.”

This is not a matter of posted speed limits as much as it is about the physical 

design of the street space.
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The intent is for the village be a “sticky street” – a place where people want to 

linger, to shop, to eat, to visit with neighbours, to meet new friends. This happens 

best when everyone is moving more slowly; a certain amount of ‘congestion’ (of 

traffic and people) is a good thing for villages like Cook St. Village.

• Plan reference: 7.2.7 and 7.2.8

Vehicle Parking & Private Vehicle Use

The Village requires reasonable access to vehicle parking for people who need to 

drive to businesses and services. However, as a future-looking plan, the new 

Fairfield LAP needs to note that moving people on foot, on bikes, on mobility 

devices and on transit is a higher priority. These forms of transportation are more 

environmentally sustainable and their use eases vehicle congestion and parking 

demand.

Car share, bike share, and autonomous vehicles will further reduce the need for 

private vehicles. Furthermore, residents envision a future which there are fewer 

vehicles making the Village quieter (imagine listening to the birds walking down 

the street), safer (imagine children playing on the boulevards), with less pollution 

(imagine a deep inhale of ocean air in the Village). Already a very high proportion 

of people who live in the Village and surrounding area use a vehicle – for the 

most part – to get out of town while choosing to walk or cycle within the area. 

Residents therefore request that the Neighbourhood plan set clear targets for 

reducing the proportion of trips made by private vehicles and that they be built 

into 5, 10 and 20 year horizons. For example, vehicle use might be reduced by 5% 

in the first 5 years, 10% in 10 years, and 20% in 20 years.

The city has prioritized a parking management strategy for Cook Street Village in 

2018-2019 (page 104) and we urge the city to include a clear policy for no net 

increase in parking, and to connect this policy to design guidelines for 

multiresidential buildings.
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Parking in the village can be more efficiently used and managed. At any given 

time, there is ample available parking – in pay lots (behind Rexall), in private lots 

behind businesses (especially Oxford Foods & the Pub at different times of day 

and night), as well as underground commercial parking in the building at Sutlej 

and Cook.

The parking strategy should negotiate shared used of private lots during business 

hours.

With an increase in ride-sharing and autonomous vehicles, we can anticipate a 

near future where parking on side streets could be managed to allow short term 

(perhaps 1 hour) parking during the day and Resident Only in the evenings.

• Plan reference: section 3.7 and 7.3

• opposed to item 7.2.14 (a) “achieve no net loss of on-street parking for

business or customer use” – we believe that this is inconsistent with giving

higher priority to active transportation modes and will unduly compromise

non-vehicle modes now and in the future.

Street Design

We strongly support plan direction to design Cook Street Village ‘as a complete 

street that safety accommodates all modes’ (page 62) and would like to see this 

in list of short-term actions. The redesign of Cook Street to slow vehicle traffic is a 

high priority for residents. The street design impacts the design of new 

developments and should be prioritized over a parking management strategy.

Residents suggest that policy 7.2.9 be updated to include exploration of narrower 

vehicle travel lanes, with textured paving surfaces to encourage slow travel. 

Additionally, the plan should evaluate the centre turn lanes: some are now used 

regularly for commercial vehicle unloading, which could possibly be better 

served by improved loading zones – perhaps on private property.
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Consideration should be given to using a paving stone or stamped asphalt and no 

traditional concrete curbing, to create a relatively flat ‘people space’ on the street. 

Steel bollards could be used to delineate pedestrian crossings, parking areas, 

and to separate bike lanes from vehicles. With a permeable surface treatment, 

this street treatment could run slightly closer to the existing boulevard trees.

A recommended design for AAA bike lanes through the Village is to have them at 

the same height as the boulevards, with attractive vertical steel bollards 

protecting them from vehicle parking or driving lanes.

• Plan reference: 7.2.9 and 7.2.13

Recognizing Lekwungen in Fairfield

Many places in Fairfield were used regularly by the Lekwungen people, also 

referred to as Songhees and Esquimalt. The Lekwungen name for roughly the 

same area as Fairfield is Chlicowitch.

We support the plan’s proposal to engage the Songhees and Esquimalt First 

Nations should be invited to determine the method of their engagement and 

share their thoughts and ideas on how the traditional Lekwungen lands and uses 

of this area would best be acknowledged and honoured. (page 98) We request 

that this show up in the action plan in the next one to two years.

Street murals, carvings, art installations and interpretive signage could be added 

to public spaces in the village to make visible Indigenous places in Fairfield. We 

also urge the city to consider how land-use planning practices can be modified to 

become a meaningful act of reconciliation. Easy walking access to both Beacon 

Hill and Dallas Road Bluffs (which is actually park of Beacon Hill Park) is an 

integral part of the Cook Street Village experience. Clover Point and Beacon Hill 

are both important sites to Lekwungen and we see a possibility in the future for 

co-management of these parks with access to the land providing opportunities 

for cultural renewal.
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• Plan reference: 12.1.1

Boulevards

While it is important to maintain the health of the boulevard trees, the ‘grass’ 

areas of boulevards are often mud in winter and dry dirt in summer. Residents 

support the plan direction for boulevard improvements which is to vary treatment 

with some boulevards planted with rain gardens (page 62) and other boulevards 

employing rain permeable all-weather surfaces to allow mini-plazas such as in 

front of Big Wheel.

However, residents note that mini-plazas need signs such as ‘All are welcome to 

sit here’ to help communicate that the boulevards are part of the commons 

(public space) and there is no need to purchase anything for the right to sit and 

enjoy. Signs should be artistic and poetic as opposed to utilitarian and 

authoritarian.

There should be variety in the boulevard enhancements (benches, table surfaces, 

bike racks, raised planters) so that the effect remains eclectic and

interesting. Residents do not support a uniform design treatment for each section 

of boulevard or uniform furnishings – rather, they want spaces that are 

individually inviting.

• Plan reference: 7.2.16 and 7.2.17

Sidewalks

The plan calls for a minimum sidewalk width of 3 metre (almost 10 feet) and 

residents support this. (page 62) Wide sidewalks like those at the corner of Sutlej 

and Cook (screenshot below) are preferred. Buildings should be set back enough 

to allow businesses some display or patio space without encroachment onto the 

sidewalk proper.
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• Plan reference: 7.2.19

Benches

More sitting and informal gathering areas in the village would support its role as a 

social space. Benches on boulevards are good but residents would like a variety 

of spaces of different designs – for example, the new sitting space at Cook and 

Mackenzie (adjacent to Big Wheel Burger) has seating and ‘table’ space for food 

and drinks.

Gathering Place(s) and Plaza(s)

The Neighbourhood Plan calls for a public plaza to be negotiated in exchange for 

allowing additional density. The city should clarify that the plaza will become the 

property of the City of Victoria and not be a quasi-private space such as the 

gathering places in the Atrium on Yates Street. (page 62)

The village needs one or more public plazas, and a variety of temporary 

gathering / festive spaces. The City should identify a space that can be converted 

into a permanent public plaza.

In addition, Cook Street itself should be designed with temporary car-free 

closures in mind (walkable surfaces from property line to property line, without 

formal curbs, encourages this). Residents would also like the side streets from 

Oscar to Chapman to be considered for temporary or regular car-free public use. 

The idea is not to close the entire side streets, but a short section where the side 

street intersects with Cook. This could be used for festival style booths, kiosks, 

activity centres and such during special events.

• Plan reference: 7.2.10
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Trees in the public realm

The plan calls for the continued protection, replacement and maintenance of the 

canopy of horse chestnut trees on Cook Street and this is supported by residents. 

(page 39)

The plan could be strengthened by ensuring the policy for stepped back upper 

floors (above the 2nd and 3rd floor) of buildings on Cook Street is sufficient to 

allow light into the sidewalk and boulevards during all seasons.

• Plan reference: 4.13.1 and 4.13.3

• Plan reference: 5.1 Future Land Use Summary Table

Lighting Design in Cook Street Village

We would like the city to plan for new lighting in Cook Street Village that would 

result in the Village being an inviting place to visit at night, more human-scale 

than utilitarian, and reduces light pollution and electrical pollution.

Illustrative Photos

Example of existing sidewalk design at Sutlej and Cook that provides wide space 

allowing for multiple uses (business, bike parking, walking, mobility scooters).

Illustration of bikeway at sidewalk height, adjacent to a treed boulevard.

Illustration of removable steel bollards that can be used to temporarily or on a 

regular schedule close off vehicle traffic to create people space.
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15 Replies to “Stewarding the public realm for a safer, 
slower village” 

D E C E M B E R  4 ,  2 0 1 7  A T  4 : 2 9  P M  

Certainly and whole heartedly support the idea of a ‘slower’ Cook Street Village.

I live on Heywood, with a 30km speed limit, yet it seems Heywood is used as ‘short 

cut’ from Southgate to Park Blvd, to by pass the Village. Most vehicles definitely go 

much faster than 30km ! 30km is nice and slow ! Might even ask the city to make 

Heywood a one way street.

(One way – Park Blvd > Southgate)

Keep up the good work !

D E C E M B E R  4 ,  2 0 1 7  A T  1 1 : 0 3  P M  

This is a wonderful summary of how, as a Cook Street Village resident, we would 

like to see the Village improve. It is already a wonderful hub of activity with many 

assets and this can be built upon with the summarized recommendations above. By 

calming traffic and encouraging slow methods of transportation while cultivating 

public resting and community building space, Cook Street Village will be a 

destination not only for residents, but for the entire city. Thank you to the CSVRN for 

making our vision known!

D E C E M B E R  8 ,  2 0 1 7  A T  1 1 : 4 0  A M  

As a destination for the entire city, people will still want to drive to the village (and 

park). And as the density in increased in the village itself increases there will be 

more vehicles in the village even with biking and walking, etc. Only with more 

frequent transit into the village will vehicle traffic be reduced from what it might be 

otherwise.

John Vanden Heuvel

Kim Hardy

Jane Ramin
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The proposed sharing of parking on side streets (1 hr during the day, and residential 

parking in the evenings) should not restrict residents from parking during the day, 

as many people work are home and /or use other forms of transport during the 

day. And where else are they to park during business hours if limited to 1 hour. 

Maybe special resident permits could be provided, or continue with the current 

system of licence plate registration. This may be intended, but it is not stated. 

Parking signs along one side of Vancouver (north of southgate) restrict parking 

during daytime hours and allow parking only in the evening. The need to move a 

vehicle every morning (and to where?) is unacceptable to make spaces available to 

near by commercial uses. Also if traffic is slowed / diverted from Cook St. its impact 

on sidestreet must be considered. A proper parking study ( especially of the area 

between Cook Sy. And downtown)should be done by the city rather the piecemeal 

assessment currently proposed in the LAP. Since addressing a problem on one 

street will only move the problem to another street.

I look forward to what the CSVRN will propose for the area west of the village 

( particularly south of Southgate as well as in any other areas where there are 

currently single family homes. The current LAP proposal to allow multi unit 

buildings ( of 4-10 storeys) across large areas is unacceptable. Current zoning 

should remain, with any redevelopment proposals requiring rezoning being 

considered on a case by case basis.

Thanks for your hard work towards making Fairfield and the village a great place to 

be, going forward. (I am currently out of towns, so can’t attend the next scheduled 

meeting). Jane

D E C E M B E R  9 ,  2 0 1 7  A T  1 0 : 1 9  P M  

These are great suggestions for making Cook Street a complete street through the 

village, one that is slower and safer. They reinforce and give substance to what is 

proposed in the neighbourhood plan. I particularly like the ideas of textured, 

permeable paving, and finding designs that will allow both Cook and the side 

streets to be closed for special occasions. It would be helpful if the City could 

negotiate the use of private parking lots for general village use (and remove the 

charge on the Oliphant lot behind the post office).

I think more pedestrian crosswalks are required (especially one between Oxford 

Ted Relph
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and McKenzie, and another at the southern gateway). These will help to slow traffic. 

But I am not convinced that it will be necessary to reduce on street parking.

In addition to the proposals for making Cook Street Village slower and safer. 

However, it will be necessary to consider the effects of slower traffic on side street 

that will probably be used to by-pass the village.

I would like the neighbourhood plan to make it a green urban village, where all new 

developments for multi-unit residential and commercial buildings have to meet the 

same LEED Silver standard that the City of Victoria requires for civic buildings. This 

would reinforce the suggestions here for permeable surfaces, car sharing, and 

active transportation, as well a policy recommendations in the draft plan about 

protecting the tree canopy, and the role of the village as a gateway both for Beacon 

Hill Park and the waterfront.

D E C E M B E R  1 0 ,  2 0 1 7  A T  6 : 2 3  P M  

On December 3rd, we invited the community to discuss this proposal and many 

other ideas at the Cook Street Activity Centre which almost 60 people attended. 

The notes are organized under the headings convergence and divergence.

CONVERGENCE

Full support at the table of slowing down traffic.

Use of elevated crosswalks agreed by everyone.

Also, each crosswalk should have pedestrian control (flashing lights and audio for 

sight impaired?) and proper lighting. All agreed.

Signage (Welcome to Cook Street Village) should be lighthearted, have personality 

and remind people to slow down.

Better lighting in the Village and on the side streets. Downlighting, to create 

ambiance and reduce light pollution. And not lighting that shines into second storey 

(apartment) windows. Create ambiance and keep the area alive at night.

Keeping the tree canopy should be a priority along Cook Street.

Nicole Chaland
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Public spaces, like the benches in front of Big Wheel are excellent.

“Spilling” the Village commercial (specifically outdoor seating for restaurants) 

around the corners from Cook onto side streets (like the pub has) as a transition 

from residential to commercial.

Getting rid of the Robbins pay parking lot behind the drugstore should be a priority.

Changes to resident parking on side-streets needs to happen in lock step with 

changes to driveway guidelines on private properties. Driveway building is difficult 

within city guidelines. One resident on Oliphant said he wanted to build a driveway, 

but was told he could only build it beside his house, not in front and he didn’t have 

the setback room for approval. This meant he had to park on the street.

DIVERGENCE

Some people believe the patio seating has encroached on public land. The pub and 

Starbucks and other places have seating outdoors along the street that is Intrusive 

and invades public space.

One fellow advocated for Oliphant to be dead-ended at Cook Street. There was not 

agreement.

Parking! One person at the table didn’t want any changes to resident-only parking 

on side streets. Others didn’t agree.

D E C E M B E R  1 1 ,  2 0 1 7  A T  9 : 4 3  A M  

Please consider the disabled, who need parking in order to unload

a walker or wheelchair in order to shop.

Also believe that centre lane as exists works quite well for both turning and for 

commercial vehicles loading/unloading. lets keep it.

ron and alex stewart
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D E C E M B E R  2 1 ,  2 0 1 7  A T  1 0 : 5 7  A M  

The city is contributing to the problem by approving development with inadequate 

parking that is difficult to access, such as the new development at Cook and 

Oliphant. Many visitors to the CSV who don’t live in the area will still want to access 

the Village by vehicle.

D E C E M B E R  2 1 ,  2 0 1 7  A T  1 2 : 5 8  P M  

I love the vision of a safe, slow, relaxed Cook Street Village going into the future. It is 

a Village of families with children, retirees and others choosing the gentle lifestyle 

and elderly people who have lived here many years. The working group has come 

up with many good suggestions for this to happen.

D E C E M B E R  2 1 ,  2 0 1 7  A T  5 : 1 8  P M  

Forecasts of the demise of privately owned vehicle use are, in my opinion, wildly 

exaggerated. Folks will drive their electric vehicles and then privately-owned self 

driving vehicles because they value convenience. I do NOT agree with trading 

parking spaces for for low income housing in new developments.

‘Density with diversity’ sounds great but seems a questionable objective on some of 

the most expensive real estate in the city.

Better crosswalk lights (as on Cook N of Pandora) and enforcement of the 30 km 

speed are good ideas … BUT … if we continue putting vehicles on a ‘road diet’ with 

wide bike lanes through the village etc etc, motorists will simply bypass on 

residential streets (which already happens to some extent).

Forecasts of the demise of privately owned vehicle use are, in my opinion, wildly 

exaggerated. Folks will drive their electric vehicles and then privately-owned self 

driving vehicles because they value convenience. I do NOT agree with trading 

parking spaces for for low income housing in new developments.

‘Density with diversity’ sounds great but seems a questionable objective on some of 

Sid Tafler

Crin Roth

Jamie Kyles
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the most expensive real estate in the city.

Better crosswalk lights (as on Cook N of Pandora) and enforcement of the 30 km 

speed are good ideas … BUT … if we continue putting vehicles on a ‘road diet’ with 

wide bike lanes through the village etc etc, motorists will simply bypass on 

residential streets (which already happens to some extent).

” The suggestion to make Heywood a 1 way street is unwise. This is a street like any 

other, despite running along the edge of Beacon Hill Park. It provides a legitimate 

egress from the Cook St Village area towards downtown. As such, and particularly 

in view of plans to constrain vehicular travel on Cook St via dedicated bike lanes 

etc, Heywood should be treated no differently from other north/south routes in 

Fairfield.” 

J A N U A R Y  1 0 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  3 : 3 8  A M  

With a speed limit already set at 30 kph, there is no need for complex proposals to 

further ‘slow things down’ through the village. The issue is simply one of 

enforcement. If one implements all the suggested proposals to impede vehicle 

traffic, the result will simply be to squeeze traffic to parallel residential streets.

People will continue to value the convenience of personal vehicles, be they electric 

or self driving and we should not be planning around the Mayor’s silly dreams that 

40% of city trips will be by bicycle within a couple of decades.

J A N U A R Y  1 5 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  4 : 5 7  P M  

Thank you for what are many great ideas. I support many of them. A few that I am 

not keen on are the gateway signs – this is not the Cook Street Shopping Centre, it 

is a community village that also draws people in from the wider community. I am 

also hesitant about the proposed lighting, though happy to see that reduction of 

light pollution is being considered. I am especially concerned that since the 

commercial area has been extended by the Cook/Oliphant development that more 

lighting will be occurring in that area. Life has gotten so much better since we got 

residential parking on my street. As I am in one of the first places that people will 

Jamie Kyles

Sherry Kirkvold
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park after turning off Cook St., giving any of that up even for limited time periods 

will go back to being unable to park near my house, sometimes not even on my 

street.

And it has been mentioned that people will be more and more travelling in 

electrical vehicles (I do) it would be nice to see a charging station(s) in the village 

with perhaps a 2-hour parking limit. This can be a pay or free station depending on 

its installation. Maybe where the Robbins lot is now. I also support the comment 

above to make this a “green” village with environmental standards for buildings and 

facilities. Sorry I can’t attend the meeting tonight.

J A N U A R Y  1 5 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  8 : 0 4  P M  

I appreciate the time and effort put in by the planning committee. However, I don’t 

see the need to slow down traffic on Cook Street. The many traffic lights and 

pedestrian crosswalks already achieve this. I ride my bike and walk but also use a 

car. There is a scarcity of parking spaces . New development should include 

parking behind or below the building or residents will need to take up street parking 

spaces.

The majority of residents in Cook Street Village are renters without a yard. Is there 

space in the village for a community garden? It would also be a natural place for 

neighbours to meet.

J A N U A R Y  2 6 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  1 2 : 1 0  P M  

Again, public transit is mentioned but not really discussed. Right now the service to 

Fairfield as a whole is poor. The # 3 runs every half hour at most times and stops in 

the evening. The #7 is the only other bus through the area. James Bay gets a lot 

more service. Cook St in the Village may become too crowded for buses so we 

need some creative rerouting. But we need more bus service over all. Many seniors 

cannot walk or ride bikes to town and back so we need to talk about transit not just 

bikes and walking. Would small community buses help to link us to the main bus 

lines downtown? They use them in Langford.

Anita Colman

Sara Chu
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J A N U A R Y  2 6 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  4 : 5 2  P M  

As one who lives a short walk from the Cook St Village, I am not in favour of further 

decreasing parking in the village! Our little street has residents only parking in the 

daytime but parking on the street is hard to come by. One of the apartments on our 

mixed housing block has started charging for parking spots, so those people 

(residents) are on the free street. On the weekends and evenings, we get people 

going to the village. Parking is a necessity for the great majority of people and will 

continue to be for some time to come. As for the idea that some street congestion 

is necessary for a great street atmosphere? Really? The village now is very nice to 

walk about in. Crossing the street at one of the several crosswalks is a piece of 

cake! Create a traffic jam in the village and it will not be nice at all. As for gathering 

space, why can’t we just do what Oak Bay does…close the street off to through 

traffic for a once or twice a year public gathering? No ripping out curbs necessary. If 

you narrow the lanes and do all the traffic calming measures you are suggesting, 

you will ruin the neighbourhood businesses who rely on more than just local foot 

traffic for their livelihoods. Most of your other papers showcase really good ideas. 

This one doesn’t.

J A N U A R Y  2 6 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  4 : 5 7  P M  

All of the goals for an improved public realm within the Cook Street Village are 

important and laudable. What is missing is the economic muscle and vision to make 

it a reality. For almost any urban redevelopment plan such as this, lacking a sudden 

windfall of public money, the mechanism to achieve the traffic calming aims and 

design devices required to make a “total street” is likely only going to arrive through 

a compromise driven with a developer, coupled with a hard-nosed municipal staff 

that fearlessly engages with vision and a perspective of residents as the client – not 

the developer- and drives a workable bargain that creates social and real value for 

all concerned.

In Victoria we don’t have those compnents. We have an ideologically driven Council 

with little understanding of development economics, a local development 

Cindy Swoveland

Doug Curran
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community that has held sway over a poorly informed Council and planning staff 

led by a man who sees developers as the client and the public as merely a noisy 

hindrance to be deflected and disparaged. I recognize this because I’ve 

experienced the opposite and seen results that produced an integrated and 

resident-driven plan that provided safer calmed streets alongside connected green 

spaces. For all of its pretensions of being a progressive, mid-sized city, Victoria is 

hide bound and poorly led. Apparently there is little to no appetite to actually look 

abroad or widely and select from the best. Somehow it is viewed as necessary to 

timidly attempt to reinvent the wheel.
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N O  D E N S I T Y  W I T H O U T  
D I V E R S I T Y :  H O U S I N G  
A F F O R D A B I L I T Y

By Nicole Chaland and Sonia Theroux

The authors put forward the following ideas for the members of the Cook Street 

Village Residents Network to consider and discuss. Please post comments below. 

Ultimately, our goal is to identify areas of interest which the members will 

support. This doesn’t mean we need to agree on everything, just that we have 

found a certain number of items we all support. These areas of interest will then 

be presented to the city as widely supported by the residents. We encourage 

readers to acquire their own copy of the draft local area plan to familiarize 

themselves with the issues. 

INTRODUCTION

The protection and development of housing that is affordable for local residents 

is a high priority for residents of Cook Street Village. Residents have expressed a 

concern about Cook Street Village becoming ‘an enclave for the rich’ and are 

looking for leadership from the city in two essential areas: ensuring Cook Street 

continues to accommodate mixed income levels, and that action be taken to 

ensure an increase in demographic diversity in our neighbourhood.

COOK STREET VILLAGE 
RESIDENTS NETWORK
Help shape our neighbourhood’s future
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55% of people who live in Fairfield rent their home. 19% of households live on low 

income. 15% of households have children (compared to 19% of households city-

wide). (source: page 18 & 20 of the Fairfield Profile)

The Neighbourhood Plan sets the table for new construction and potentially 

intensive redevelopment of the 14 blocks that make up and surround Cook Street 

Village while making no requirements for affordable housing, and providing no 

protection to renters in this area.

A large portion of older rental housing in and around Cook Street Village is found 

in secondary suites, carriage houses and converted character homes. Older rental 

housing is less costly than newer rental housing.

Newer apartments – those built after 2005 – rent on average for $252 more than 

apartments built before 2005. (source: Rental Market Report 2017)

From October 2016 – October 2017 the number of rental units in the Cook Street 

Area decreased by 31.

There is a popular belief that adding density leads to lower housing costs, and 

new evidence shows that this belief needs rigorous examination. Recent studies 

show that there is a surplus of housing in Victoria. Over the past 15 years, for 

every 100 new residents, we have added 113 units of housing.

(source: The Housing Supply Myth)

Density can provide benefits to cities and neighbourhoods for  business and 

transit customers, for example. But density needs to be thoughtfully managed to 

deliver significant benefits to neighbourhoods. It is the Neighbourhood Plan that 

needs to lead the way, despite this being a time of rapid real estate development. 

Developers do very well (research the top donors in the last provincial election 

for a hint at how well). Now is the time to ramp up requirements for this 

development, whether it be for green buildings or affordable housing.

Our response to the draft Neighbourhood Plan is below.
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A good rallying cry for this neighbourhood may well be ‘no density without 

diversity.’

WHAT IS IN THE DRAFT NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN?

The draft plan has some modestly encouraging language around rental and 

affordable housing such as:

1. Rental Retention Area

• The rental retention area is approximately from Southgate to Rockland, along 

Fairfield Road and Cook Street. Please refer to the map on page 73 of the 

Neighbourhood Plan.

• The rental retention area currently has a large portion of rental housing for the 

City of Victoria and many 4-storey purpose built apartment buildings.

• The rental retention area allows redevelopments up to four stories. It is unclear if 

4-storey redevelopments are required to be rentals.

• Residential buildings up to 6 stories will be considered where rental replacement 

or rental retention is secured.

• Tenant transition strategy applies to rezoning only and only within the rental 

retention area.

2. Density bonus contributions directed towards on-site rental units and/or 

affordable housing.

3. Inclusionary zoning will be studied in 2018.

4. Rental retention study will be completed in 2017.

5. Gentle Density (i.e. secondary suites in more houses including duplexes and 

more house-plexes) in traditional residential areas, which may become rental 

housing, or enable aging-in-place.

6. Affordable Housing Definition
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On page 87, the plan says: “Affordable housing is defined as housing that falls 

within the financial means of a household, and where total costs do not exceed 

30% of a households annual income.”

WHAT IS OUR RESPONSE TO THE DRAFT NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN?

Rental Retention Area (page 73 & 74)

• Strengthen the rental retention area by requiring housing agreements for all 

rental redevelopments. Housing agreements will require replacement rentals to 

be rented at affordable housing levels.

• In addition to the rental retention area, we would like a policy of no net loss of 

rental housing for Cook Street Village. (plan reference 8.1.1)

• Support the retention of all rental units, not just units on sites of four or more 

rentals. (plan reference 8.1.2)

• Require a tenant transition strategy for all demolitions of rental housing. (plan 

reference 8.1.2.3 and 9.1.6)

Affordable Housing Definition

We would like the affordable housing policies to be directed to benefit lower 

income households, and to that end, propose the city demonstrate how lower 

income households will benefit from affordable housing policies.

Inclusionary Housing 

Inclusionary housing is a term that refers to requirements that all multi residential 

buildings include a certain percentage (at least 10%) of units of housing which are 

affordable.

The Neighbourhood Plan states intent to study inclusionary housing in 2018. We 

would like to be a demonstration neighbourhood for inclusionary housing and 

feel it is an essential tool to ensure we remain a mixed income neighbourhood.
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We would like the city to reference the Cowichan and Duncan Local Area Plan as 

a best practice.

The Cowichan/Duncan plan states that multi-residential buildings will be 

supported that “provides opportunities for strategic intensification that supports 

housing affordability and/ or affordable housing objectives. It defines affordable 

housing as mortgage/rent/housing costs being no more than 30% of income. 

(page 63, 64 and 82)

Read the North Cowichan plan here.

Childcare facilities in Cook Street Village

The Neighbourhood Plan articulates that density bonuses in Cook Street Village 

will be used to create a plaza. However, some residents feel that bonuses should 

be directed to childcare facilities in the Village. Land could be used more 

efficiently by allowing temporary road closures so that Cook Street itself 

becomes the plaza.

Cook Street Village: A model neighbourhood for affordable housing innovation

Fairfield would like to be a demonstration neighbourhood for inclusionary 

housing, and new built forms such as bed and breakfast style homes that allow 

seniors to age-in-place (i.e. large bedsits with common kitchens and living rooms).

Consider new types of less costly housing: smaller units, units like bed and 

breakfasts with shared or fewer facilities (eg ovens).

Please refer to Yobi Microhousing for potential ideas.

Significantly reduce parking requirements for new multi residential buildings 

along transit routes and in Cook Street Village

Underground parking is expensive; current estimates say that each parking stall 

costs about $40,000 to build. In some 50 unit buildings in Cook Street Village 
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underground parking could cost $2 million. Removing that cost makes the 

provision of affordable housing more viable.

Parking is incompatible with the neighbourhoods vision of the future: affordable, 

natural and walking oriented. Parking increases the amount of water going into 

storm drains, reduces the number of large trees and birds, and is simply 

unnecessary for the majority residents of Cook Street Village, given 55% of 

residents walk, cycle or take transit to work. This isn’t to say that some people will 

continue to need to use a car, just that the majority don’t.

See page 18 of the neighbourhood profile for commuting statistics:

24 Replies to “No Density without Diversity: Housing 
Affordability” 

D E C E M B E R  1 4 ,  2 0 1 7  A T  3 : 5 0  P M  

With respect to parking, there are three kinds of parking: commercial, residential 

and visitor parking. I think Visitor Parking requirements should not be reduced but 

perhaps increased to provide space for car share vehicle parking. Visitor parking 

provides spaces for health care providers, support service providers, and visits from 

aunt Mary from Calgary and these needs are not significantly influenced by the 

availability of alternative personal transportation modes. So my suggestion is when 

looking to reduce parking, attention should be on the Commercial and Residential 

parking provisions. 

So suggest the text be adjusted to reflect the need to keep Visitor parking at the 

rate of at least one for every ten units as provided for in Article 252 of the BC Strata 

Act and that the resulting need be rounded up and never down as is proposed in 

the current Victoria by-law and most recetn update. 

Note on the CBC this morning they talked about cost of underground parking in 

Surrey at $30-40,000 a spot and seven years ago when I was dealing with this issue 

cost was $20-25,000—so suggest $25-30,000 might be a safer estimate/guess, not 

over estimated and still significant.

R Forrest Smith
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D E C E M B E R  1 5 ,  2 0 1 7  A T  8 : 5 1  A M  

Some thoughts in no order:

Diversity should be in housing types, owning as well as renting and should include 

housing for families/children, otherwise this will become a community of older 

people with no diversity of ages.

School population will decline. Aging in place should not be a focus. There are a 

plethora of apartments being built downtown and in the immediate area already so 

it is not necessary to add more in Fairfield.

As pointed out, increase in density can occur which is more in keeping with the 

character of the area.

Upgrading and supporting conversions and maintenance of existing stock into multi 

unit where feasible should be supported and promoted.

-Related to the above, should we make some sort of statement re the use of 

existing secondary suites and entire houses for short term vacation rentals that 

were once used for long term rentals and have been removed from that pool. I 

know the city is working on this but there are a fair number of local examples of 

folks who have gone down this road. (on a personal note I think that the 30 day 

minimum is too low for these units now to be dealt with under the Residential 

Tenancy Act)

-Don’t know about the affordability issue especially if the goal of 30% of income on 

housing is the definition My feeling is that Fairfield will not be affordable for lower 

income folks especially families with kids. How much focus should we put on this 

issue?

-I disagree with the concept that going to work is the main use for a car. I agree that 

the use of transit,bike and walking is ideal but many people do not work within the 

range where these options are possible. Work is not the only focus for a rounded 

existence and what about retirees? Practical, realistic parking has to be addressed. 

We are not a big enough city to live a complete and varied life within the city 

environs.

Thanks to the organizers of this group!

Claire Jackson

Anita Colman
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D E C E M B E R  1 7 ,  2 0 1 7  A T  8 : 5 8  P M  

Parking is already becoming scarce in the village. I understand underground 

parking drives up the cost of units, but developers should provide parking lots 

around new buildings for tenants’ vehicles.

I support a daycare center. Diversity means young families, as well as retirees.

I ride my bike and like to walk but I don’t see the need for a plaza closed to traffic. 

Cook Street has wide sidewalks that accommodate pedestrians. 

What about Victorian’s first when it comes to renting or selling? Give priority to 

those who live in Victoria and are trying to stay here. 

For me, bottom line is limit growth. Keep Cook Street Village a village.

J A N U A R Y  1 1 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  1 2 : 2 8  P M  

I disagree with your assertion that the sidewalks in Cook Street Village are wide. 

They may have started out that way, but are now cluttered with coffee shop tables, 

sales racks, bus shelters, sandwich boards, and electrical posts. Persons with 

mobility issues may have difficulty negotiating these obstacles. And persons with 

mobility aids themselves take up more room than a single person. If we want to 

support pedestrians of all stripes, those sidewalks need to be wider.

D E C E M B E R  2 1 ,  2 0 1 7  A T  1 2 : 4 9  P M  

My concern when new developments replace older very affordable buildings is 

that the rental tenants lose their home of sometimes 30 years or more. Somehow 

those older tenants whose home and way of life will be jeopardized need to be 

protected so that they can continue to afford to live in the Village, their home. We 

need to be their advocates.

Gwyn Thompson

Crin Roth
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D E C E M B E R  2 1 ,  2 0 1 7  A T  5 : 3 5  P M  

I absolutely disagree with the stated objective of reducing parking and vehicle use 

(and I cycle every day).

* Merchants in Cook St will not flourish if their only customers are ‘walk-ins’.

* Parking is already a great frustration in the area and allowing developments 

without attendant parking for each unit is simply begging for problems to worsen in 

the future.

* Forecasts of dramatically reduced vehicle ownership are questionable at best. 

People will continue to value the convenience of owning their own vehicle – even 

self driving models.

* It is silly to try and implement your definition of affordable housing in one of the 

most expensive communities in Victoria. Land values alone – which are quite a bit 

greater than value of homes built – should make this obvious.

* Secondary suites should only be allowed if folks have parking spaces in front of 

(or behind) their houses. On streets such as Linden there is already a bit of a 

‘dogfight’ for parking near one’s home.

D E C E M B E R  2 9 ,  2 0 1 7  A T  1 1 : 1 1  A M  

Excellent ideas. Much of our planning is based on myths, and you do a good job of 

demolishing some of them, important ones. I am all for “no density without 

diversity.” And for more affordable housing. My rent takes nearly 50% of my monthly 

income. I’m pushing 75 years old. I live in a wood-frame, 60’s apartment, in which, 

on rainy days like today, I hear the constant drip, drip, drip that the landlord has 

refused to fix over the last 3 or 4 years. Heat, which is included in rent, is iffy, so I 

have a small ceramic heater to keep the temp comfortable for my old bones. I’m 

afraid to push the landlord, for fear he’ll figure a way to evict me. I sincerely hope 

that the Victoria’s council and planners give much more than lip service to your 

excellent ideas. Thank you.

Jamie Kyles

Bruce Elkin

Janet Pelley
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J A N U A R Y  3 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  1 0 : 2 5  A M  

I hope that Victoria’s city council and planners adopt your proposals. I especially 

like the principle of “no density without diversity” and the proposal to adopt “gentle 

density.”

J A N U A R Y  9 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  7 : 2 7  P M  

Affordable housing can be addressed in cook st. village and in every development 

that is allowed to be built in Victoria. We have to get over the notion that housing is 

a privilege. It’s a right. the city can make sure every development does something 

to contribute to affordable housing or it simply won’t be approved. and if it’s not 

approved, it won’t be built. and it it’s not built then the existing use will continue. 

This is not a terrible or even undesirable outcome. it is not necessary for new 

development to take place.

It is a privilege that the city allows if its criteria are met. the problem is the city has 

almost no firm criteria except for single family residential changes, which they 

make much more difficult that multi-family new development. 

The city can, as other cities have, do some of the following:

1. require solar ready construction on all new buildings

2. require LEED construction

3. allocate 5% of units to be purchased at cost by CRD/BC Housing and managed 

by Pacifica, CRD or another non-profit as non-market rental units in perpetuity

4. demand setbacks that are similar to those on Rockland and so many other multi-

unit buildings in Fairfield

5. demand underground parking and height limits, as well as bicycle storage

The City can do whatever it wants. If developers don’t like it, they can build 

somewhere else. Development is not inevitable.

Thanks for allowing me to throw in my two cents.

Judy Lightwater

Nicole Chaland
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J A N U A R Y  9 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  7 : 5 1  P M  

On December 18, a dozen members of the Network, together with Councillors Pam 

Madoff, Jeremy Loveday and Ben Isitt, discussed this proposal and found 

agreement on the following points some of which are included in the proposal and 

some which will be added to the next revision: 

– As an overarching principle, we want no net loss of rentals. Amend the current 

Official Community Plan (OCP) bylaw which protects rental buildings of 4 units or 

more to include all rentals. 

– Include policy and programs to retain and protect existing rentals, including 

houses and secondary suites, especially in the area west of the village (Cook to 

Heywood) and north of the village along Vancouver, Burdett, McClure, etc. There is 

a lot of housing diversity here which is why we are a mixed income neighbourhood.

– The rental retention area is a good idea, but the policies need to be strengthened 

to protect rentals and ensure replacement rentals are affordable.

– We want the city to show up as a partner with us to help achieve our vision to 

continue to be a mixed income neighbourhood. We want assurance that we are 

working together towards this goal.

Include metrics on change in percent of renters, as well as changes to income 

groups, in the City’s annual OCP reporting.

– Given the limited number of land-use tools available to cities and their limited 

impact on creating real affordable housing, we want to be designated a model 

neighbourhood for housing innovation and for the city to create programs to create 

tools such as social finance, social innovation, co-ops, co-housing, and land trusts. 

– To the above point, add a ‘housing innovation partnerships’ position to staff.

– If we dramatically reduce parking for a new building, require affordable or rental 

housing in exchange. 

– Absolute yes to gentle density. Read Gene Millers proposal (on this website under 

topic papers) for gentle density to learn more what this means. For many young 

families, buying a home with a secondary suite is the only way they will ever enter 

the real estate market. Gentle density can add more rental housing and more 

attainable home-ownership. (Gentle density requires a parking transition plan).
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– No agreement on what to do about parking, but we want to explore the notion of 

a parking transition plan for the whole neighbourhood rather than a commercial 

parking strategy for the Village businesses. 

– Affordable 2 – 3 bedroom units should be a part of any mix of developments to 

ensure families can move to Cook Street Village.

– Regulate and incentivize triple-bottom line developers. 

– There are other areas members want us to continue to work on including:

– Writing a bold aspirational statement in the local plan.

– Getting more meaningful statistics and telling the story of those statistics better.

– Sharing stories of people who have lost their homes to redevelopment or reno-

viction to bring some humanity into this planning process.

J A N U A R Y  9 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  9 : 2 3  P M  

I agree with the no density without diversity position. I believe that there needs to 

be affordable family housing in the Cook Street Village area.

Certain types of tax rebates, remission or outright forgiveness for a defined period 

of time could be made available to developers of affordable housing for low 

income families and for the building of affordable rental housing.. As an aside, 

pressure and gentle but unceasing reminders to the federal government that they 

once played a significant role in expanding and sustaining rental housing and need 

to do so again. Ditto re provincial government.

J A N U A R Y  1 0 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  3 : 3 1  A M  

I feel that ‘no density without diversity’, although a catchy title, has no place in 

developments on some of the most expensive real estate in Victoria.

Leo Chaland

Jamie Kyles
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J A N U A R Y  1 0 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  9 : 3 9  A M  

Thank you for debunking or at least bringing to one’s attention some myths, 

especially about density and affordability. Cook St. Village is a beautiful and diverse 

community – let’s build upon what’s great about it with protection and innovation in 

mind. 

–YES: rental retention WITH strengthened policies that “protect existing rentals and 

ensure replacement rentals are affordable.”

–I like this: “We want the city to show up as a partner with us to help achieve our 

vision to continue to be a mixed income neighbourhood… we are working together 

towards this goal.”

– YES: let’s get INNOVATIVE and COLLABORATE with ‘housing innovation 

partnerships’

J A N U A R Y  1 0 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  1 1 : 1 9  A M  

It’s a scary time to be a renter. I rent an apartment in the Gonzales area and a small 

commercial space in Cook Street Village. I’ve never felt more vulnerable!! As a 

single person with a fluctuating income I fear the day my landlord decides to 

sell..and who could blame him! $$$ And as I watch the Cook Street Village 

change ..and become even more unaffordable for small businesses…I know my time 

there is almost up. Heavy sigh. Here’s hoping council with work with you on some of 

these issues.

J A N U A R Y  1 0 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  1 2 : 1 6  P M  

The difficulty of providing affordable housing has been a problem for many 

decades. The answer is not allowing other municipalities to provide that housing 

such as Langford and thereby exacerbating our existing transportation corridors. I 

think that people of vastly different financial where with all can and do live together 

Sandy Powlik

Karin Knowlton

Patrick Skillings
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in harmony. However separate social housing enclaves and walled exclusive 

communities do not promote social cohesion. People usually get jobs from people 

they know hence folks living together with different levels of income can be very 

helpful for social mobility.

I think that the only realistic way to promote affordable housing is to pass municipal 

bylaws that provide for 10 % of new multi family units to be actually affordable. ( not 

slightly less than market is good enough). People wishing to purchase or rent in 

these new buildings must have jobs and contribute to our city’s productiveness. 

Absolutely no folks with drug problems would qualify.

A list would be maintained & names drawn from a lottery ( bingo style so it can be 

recorded for fairness) to fill available new rentals. Those that qualify to purchase the 

ownership units cannot resell for a period of 10 years. They would be able to sell 

after that time and effect a large profit that would be promote the program. 

Hopefully lower income folks such as retail clerks, waitresses, and construction 

workers would benefit from this program.

Obviously a 10% drop in profitability will cause a drop in the value of developable 

land. That is a small cost to existing land owners who have benefitted in an existing 

enormous increase in value for their land. But it would provide a realistic

possibilty for people to gain some ground in our ever increasing real estate market.

We are blessed with a wonderful city and we should try to increase everyone’s 

chance to ensure a viable economic future

Patrick Skillings

That will mean that land sold

J A N U A R Y  1 0 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  2 : 4 3  P M  

I have read the comments above and found some people have said what I would 

say if I were as articulate. Thank you to Anita Colman, Crin Roth, Judy Lightwater , 

Sandy Powlik and Karin Knowlton. What would I add? Only what we all know. This 

“plan” is both too late and too early. “Too late” in that huge developments have 

begun that go against our community’s wishes, and “too early” in that vital 

information, as indicated in the introductory comments, has yet to be gathered (e.g. 

demographics and income studies that determine the present and projected state 

of “affordability” especially for renters, traffic and parking studies that more 

Judith Kelsey
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accurately reflect present and projected needs for residences and businesses). But 

“the plan” is out there. At least we are fortunate enough to have people like the 

CSVRN doing their best on our behalf to align that plan with our nebulous “vision” 

for this precious place we call home.

J A N U A R Y  1 0 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  6 : 1 4  P M  

If City Council can’t or won’t control commercial rents then we are doomed to lose 

the “character ” of Cook St. Only high end boutiques and coffee shops will be able 

to afford to be there. We’ll be like Yorkville in Toronto. It’s not a community at all. 

We will lose the grocery shops and things like Pic a Flic, which has been an icon in 

the area for decades.

As for parking, at the meeting i attended about the community plan I was told by 

one of the people attending, that we don’t need to talk about buses since no one 

rides them. And the folks running the meeting seemed to accept that and we did 

not talk about transit. As far as I can tell, there are only 2 buses that come to the 

Cook St area. The # 3 stops after about 6:30 pm and nothing comes down Cook St 

until the # 7 changes to its night route at around 8:30 pm. Yet I read that James Bay 

has half a dozen buses that go into the area and there is a plan to upgrade their 

service even further to help students. Why is Fairfield so poorly served? If we had a 

decent bus service we wouldn’t need so many cars, would we? Would it help to 

use smaller buses, like the “community buses” that operate for example in 

Langford, to link us more easily to major bus routes that leave from downtown?

But adding bus service to Cook St wouldn’t help that much unless the rest of the 

transit system was overhauled. We need to improve the whole system if we want to 

get people out of cars. 

Victoria in general needs new management of our transit system if we actually 

want to cut down on cars. The new management should be required to ride the bus 

system extensively for several months as a prerequisite. There used to be talk of 

rapid transit to Colwood/Langford but we don’t hear about it any more. If it were to 

happen we would need to overhaul the present system and have a major transfer 

hub by Uptown where the rapid transit was supposed to start and end. Right now 

the major hub is low on Douglas St. There have to be good connections between 

Sara Chu
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the bus system and any rapid transit system. If our entire system was improved, and 

if Cook St were better served, more people would not use cars. So traffic in Cook St 

is a problem related to the bigger picture of traffic in Victoria.

J A N U A R Y  1 1 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  1 0 : 2 4  A M  

When visitors descend on us, one of the most common positive comments is about 

the diversity of people in the Village. It is a matter of joy and pride that we share this 

place with friends at all ends of the economic and social spectrum. I think its what 

gives Cook Street Village its magic. Without a stable supply of affordable rentals, 

increasingly exclusive gentrification would make this a very boring community. 

Let’s keep the magic.

J A N U A R Y  1 1 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  3 : 1 5  P M  

Good Analysis.

I would note that page 23 of the draft Local Area Plan sets medium household 

income in Fairfield at about $46,000/year. This means that the average family can 

afford to pay $1150/month for rent or mortgage plus taxes and utilities. Nothing is 

currently being built, or proposed, in Fairfield that would suit the average Fairfield 

family. Who are we building for?

J A N U A R Y  1 2 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  1 2 : 4 8  A M  

There need to be affordable housing options for single parents and their kids. There 

aren’t any considerations for this group on the current housing market. All housing 

is geared for either dual income households or single people without children. 

Paul Gilbert

Ken Roueche

Suzanne Nievaart

Page 16 of 19No Density without Diversity: Housing Affordability – Cook Street Village Residents ...

2018-01-31http://csvrn.com/no-density-without-diversity-housing-affordability/



Options can be co-housing, sharing, etc. Affordability in combination with sufficient 

bedrooms/space for little people to develop into fullsome members of society.

J A N U A R Y  1 2 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  2 : 0 6  P M  

On the whole, I agree with the report. It sums up well what is needed for the middle 

and low income earner.

I like the idea of the “bed and breakfast” style residences for seniors. This could also 

include students even though the area doesn’t have a lot of students.

Public transportation improvement is essential if the amount of parking spaces is 

reduced.

New developments must have room for displaced renters at a comparable rent to 

what was paid before displacement.

These are just a few of my thoughts.

J A N U A R Y  1 3 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  8 : 4 2  A M  

The concepts in your report and ongoing work are good. With the upcoming civic 

election next fall we have the hope of a new mayor and some new councillors and 

the barrier to retention of affordable rentals and gentle density could be removed. 

The current council and mayor have been hoodwinked by developers on a weekly 

basis and good affordable rental properties have been demolished to make way for 

high end condos. The mayor and council that vote for the rezoning applications that 

allow this to happen often do so because the developer promises to keep some 

units in the new building for rental purposes. Hoodwinked again! Mayor and Council 

also love to barter “amenities” that the developer will provide, such as a bike rack or 

a sculpture, in exchange for including less than one parking space per unity in the 

new development. Until we have a Mayor and Council that support the concepts of 

the residents, instead of the developers from out side the community, it will be 

difficult for local vision to guide how the community grows. I remain hopeful that 

next fall we may end up with a new Mayor and Council that are more astute, can 

see through the developers tricks and vote with local residents in mind.

Freda Knott

Jeff Smith
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J A N U A R Y  1 6 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  8 : 0 4  A M  

Allowing townhouses in more than one row in sub-area 3, the area east of Cook 

Street Village, to replace the current housing is not consistent with objectives of 

having a livable, diverse community with open and environmentally-friendly 

spaces. Allowing townhouses in a single row throughout this sub-area will be 

detrimental to the neighbourhood because of lack of adequate parking, increased 

rainwater runoff, decreased open spaces and diminished opportunities for diverse, 

affordable housing. 

Although there seem to be lot size and laneway restrictions for development of 

townhouses, this will not be at all effective to stop replacement of the existing 

varied housing with over-dense and expensive townhouses. The experience of 

Vancouver shows that developers simply buy up and hold single lots that do not 

meet the size requirements, waiting for the opportunity to combine them to built 

townhouses. This has a devastating effect on neighbourhoods, as seen from the 

Vancouver example. The nature and feel of the different area communities is 

destroyed, as solid rows of townhouses replace the single family and multi-family 

dwellings. Experience also shows that townhouses replace affordable units with 

housing only accessible to higher income persons and don’t provide the type of 

diversity Fairfield needs and struggles to retain. This is in stark contrast to diversity 

and different levels of affordability that arises from allowing suites and garden 

apartments within the current configuration. 

I don’t advocate forbidding townhouses altogether. However, more effective 

limitations need to be in place. At a minimum, sub-area 3 should be reduced in size. 

There should be a prohibition against combining lots to create dense townhouse 

areas. The number of lots on which townhouses can be constructed in any block 

should be very limited. Finally, there should be no double row townhouses 

permitted.

J A N U A R Y  2 7 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  7 : 2 1  P M  

Paul Schachter

Cindy Swoveland
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It is really important that the area provide more rental housing that is affordable. 

Developers should be required to provide a percentage of their units as low rental…

not rewarded for doing so with taller buildings (ie. the idea that developers can buy 

a 6 story building in the area for a few more low rent units). I think the concept of 

b&b style homes is a great one…not just elderly people but young single people 

could benefit from these. It is when we get to the issues of parking that I part ways 

with the authors. The Cook St Village is not just for us, the residents. We are not a 

walled enclave. We go out to other neighbourhoods for some of our activities (for 

which we often need cars). People from other neighbourhoods come to visit us; 

people come to our restaurants; people come to the wonderful children’s 

playground in Beacon Hill Park; people come to walk along Dallas Rd and then up 

to Cook St for a coffee and treat; people come to some of our unique shops. These 

people mostly arrive in cars – cars which need to be parked. Please do not suggest 

that they use neighbourhood streets. It is true that some residents do not own cars 

and have no need for parking in their buildings. However, most people do own cars 

and need parking spaces. The current idea of having fewer parking spots in new 

buildings is problematic. Where do the people who can’t get parking or don’t want 

to pay extra for it actually park? On your street? On mine? Small streets like mine, 

only a couple of short blocks from the village are already packed with parked cars. 

Without a significant improvement in public transportation, people will still use cars 

and still need places to park them. To some, this is considered old thinking, but I 

believe it is realistic thinking.
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G E N T L E  D E N S I T Y :  A  L A N D  
U S E  P R O P O S A L  F O R  
F A I R F I E L D

by Gene Miller

The author put forward the following ideas for the members of the Cook Street 

Village Residents Network to consider and discuss. Please post comments below. 

Ultimately, our goal is to identify areas of interest which the members will 

support. This doesn’t mean we need to agree on everything, just that we have 

found a certain number of items we all support. These areas of interest will then 

be presented to the city as widely supported by the residents. We encourage 

readers to acquire their own copy of the draft local area plan to familiarize 

themselves with the issues. 

“Gentle Density” is a proposal to facilitate all future residential density in Fairfield 

by capitalizing on and drawing inspiration from the existing features and strengths 

of Fairfield, which have clearly defined and sustained one of Victoria’s 

outstanding communities.

It rejects the call for high densities as expressed by multi-storey and taller 

buildings, and favours scrapping the zones that permit these, even in the corner 

of Fairfield closest to downtown; observing that there has been, and continues to 

COOK STREET VILLAGE 
RESIDENTS NETWORK
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be, a tremendous proliferation of multi-storey development (high-rise and mid-

rise) in a significant portion of the downtown core, roughly View to Caledonia, 

Douglas to Cook, and cautioning that neither the city nor the public has had, or 

will for several years have, any opportunity to measure its physical or social 

impacts on the city.

It questions the fallacious planning argument, made explicitly and implicitly in the 

draft plan, that higher densities are either needed or advised to support various 

commercial nodes in Fairfield (Cook Street Village, Fairfield Plaza, etc.), noting 

that under current densities businesses in these nodes and elsewhere in Fairfield 

are well patronized and, presumably, viable right now and, contrarily, will not 

suddenly be made viable if ringed with some higher density developments.

It contends that existing three- and four-storey apartment buildings have done 

nothing to support or improve the character, appearance, street feel and sense of 

community in Fairfield, but quite the opposite; and that more would be worse, not 

better.

It challenges the fundamental assumption in the draft plan that more large 

and/or tall buildings represent either the only or best way to deliver density to 

Fairfield, or to achieve city long-term growth targets.

Instead, it proposes new land use guidance and blanket zoning for Fairfield under 

the rubric, gentle density—that is, increases brought about by the addition of one 

or more suites in existing houses; the conversion of entire existing houses to 

suites; and the creation of one-lot-scale new developments providing everything 

from a duplex to as many as 12 suites in one house-like structure consistent in 

architectural presentation and scale with residential Fairfield as it is now.

By our estimate, Fairfield consists of roughly 150 blocks, 100 of which are 

candidates for gentle density. The other 50 have parks, schools or businesses on 

them, or are already completely taken up by 3- or 4-storey multi-unit 

developments.
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The remaining 100 or so candidate blocks each have four “faces” or street 

frontages, for a rough total of 400 (acknowledging that street frontages vary in 

length and number of lots).  If each street-frontage was a receiving area for 10 

new residential units either all in one building or distributed among several, this 

alone would allow Fairfield to grow by 4,000 dwellings (all sizes and types) over 

the next 25 years, with relatively little change to neighbourhood character and 

appearance.  While 4,000 may not be an upper limit, it is itself four times the city’s 

25-year growth target for Fairfield, which is 1,000 units/2,000 people, or an 

average of 40 dwellings/yr.).

This proposal emphasizes that a surprising amount and variety of this so-called 

gentle density already exists on many of Fairfield’s streets, proof that it is viable 

and successful; that it has sustained and energized, rather than harmed or torn, 

the physical and social fabric of Fairfield; that it stands as living proof of the 

workability of such an approach for further/future housing delivery; and that it 

should be encouraged by policy and flexibly managed with commonsense rules.

Does this gentle density proposal have every detail worked out, every ‘what-if’ 

and question answered?  Of course not.

The matter of lot size and dimensions, especially for new, bare land 

development, needs study and consideration. Parking requirements, on-site and 

street-side, need study and a practical, flexible, realistic response.  The 

application and approval process (as-of-right throughout Fairfield, perhaps, but 

subject to appropriate conditions and terms) needs study.  And a carefully crafted 

city-monitored test case  or two would be required to assess the implementation 

of the gentle density concept on a pilot basis, learn from experience, and make 

appropriate adjustments before wholesale policy adoption.  And it is crucially 

important to engage the community and various stakeholders in a conversation 

about this gentle density approach to Fairfield land use.  It seems, on the surface, 

as if it would have broad-based appeal, but that can’t and shouldn’t be taken for 

granted.
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This note simply outlines an idea.  Hopefully, it will have sufficient merit to justify 

more rigourous study and further elaboration.  In particular, we encourage you to 

carefully and observantly walk the streets of Fairfield to study the wide range of 

gentle density examples already in place: a duplex here, a basement suite or two 

there, new four-, six- and eight-plexes on single lots, multi-suite conversions of 

older character homes.  It’s a good thing and, in our view, you can’t have too 

much of it in Fairfield.

Please post comments below. You can email the author 

at gene@newlandmarks.com

The following photo gallery was compiled by Ken Rouche and shows the type of 

gentle density that already exists through the neighbourhood and the kind of that 

this proposal hopes to encourage.
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14 Replies to “Gentle Density: A Land Use Proposal for 
Fairfield” 

D E C E M B E R  1 9 ,  2 0 1 7  A T  7 : 5 5  P M  

Can we explore the idea that finding ways to accommodate growth without 

considering the real life impacts might not be the best way to look to the future?

CSVRN seeks to retain the character and qualities that make it a valued place by 

residents and visitors. The City seems to be promoting a plan which maximizes the 

growth and building of every corner and street for which a plausible rationale can 

be developed (Ross Bay Village, Moss and Fairfield, May and Moss, etc), which 

Tyler Ahlgren
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residents are then required to comment on, or oppose. But is this really sane 

planning? 

We all want “quality of life”. Our homes are one of the only places in our lives where 

each of us can create that life experience. Where we invest most of our financial 

and emotional resources. Because “quality of life” means different things to 

different people, a city’s neighbourhoods look and feel different. Some want the 

“condo life”, with no obligations to a garden, and here in “The City of Gardens”, many 

others love to create and tend beautiful gardens.

As an example, Cook Street Village possesses attributes obviously admired and 

valued by a great number of people. Changing it to fit some future possibility or 

aspiration obviously threatens what people have come to value. In the commercial 

world, there are many examples where companies tried changing successful 

products and designs, and found the public did not support the new designs, and 

products.

Conversely, the world is full of examples of areas, buildings, and settings the public 

understands should not be changed, no matter what. Do we really want to just 

“follow procedure”, and end up building out once desirable areas into the now 

undesirable places we see in towns and cities everywhere? 

Gentle Density is a FAR more appropriate approach to increasing housing 

opportunities, than the wholesale reconfiguration of an existing neighbourhood as 

envisioned for Fairfield Village/shopping plaza in the City’s LAP. In this “plan”, the 

entire area for blocks is to be completely changed into a multi-storied townhouse 

complex, completely changing the existing character of a significant area of 

Fairfield.

But, is the City (and others) interested in changing the process from “How many 

ways can we find to rationalize maximizing density in Fairfield (and other areas of 

Victoria)”, to “What is the maximum number of people that can be accommodated 

by the assets and resources Fairfield has, and still retain the qualities everyone 

values about Fairfield (or any other area of wonderful Victoria!).”

Isn’t the goal of “planning” to look ahead, investigate, analyze, and anticipate 

potential undesirable outcomes, and develop plans to create the best outcomes 

possible? 
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Shouldn’t we be working for what will retain what we like and want, instead of 

talking about what we will accept from a list of options we find undesirable?

Mayor Helps tells us this Local Area Plan is about what Fairfield residents want. Is 

that the same as “what residents will accept, as proposed by City Planning”?

D E C E M B E R  2 1 ,  2 0 1 7  A T  1 0 : 4 0  A M  

I agree with the basic principles and thank the author of the Gentle Density 

document. I do not see the perspectives of the many people I know in Fairfield in 

the city’s LAP draft. The document should be co-written by city staff and 

community residents. Fairfield is a very successful community and the density 

expansion most people support is already being realized in all corners of the 

community. Gentle density yes, wholesale revisioning and disrupting the 

community no.

D E C E M B E R  2 1 ,  2 0 1 7  A T  1 2 : 4 0  P M  

I wholeheartedly support the Gentle Density document adding quiet density 

without changing the character of the Village and surrounding area- thank you for 

this . The photos provided by Ken Rouche showing appropriate ways to add density 

are excellent and show how possible Gentle Density is.

I do not support new 4 storey developments in the West of Cook Street Village 

Sub-Area ( west of Cook Street to Heywood, Park St. north to Southgate). I support 

the retention and re-use of existing traditional residential houses and character in 

this Sub-Area following the Gentle Density proposal.

D E C E M B E R  2 1 ,  2 0 1 7  A T  5 : 4 5  P M  

Sid Tafler

Crin Roth

Jamie Kyles
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I tend to agree with this ‘gentle density’ approach, subject to including rules about 

available parking spaces for each unit.

I agree with Sid Tafler’s observation that, despite nice sounding words from our 

mayor, the density aspects of the community plan actually reflect her vision for the 

urban future. One sure way to screw up the current very pleasant ambiance of the 

village is to have 4 story (or higher) buildings crowding the street.

D E C E M B E R  2 3 ,  2 0 1 7  A T  7 : 5 6  A M  

Yes please!! City planners must work for and with us. Find developers who can live 

with a bottom line that aligns with gentle density. And please do not pretend that 

there will someday be a population that will not need parking. Reduction of on-site 

parking requirements and lack of monitoring of illegal (yellow line, drive way 

aprons, and non-residential parking) has made many intersections and driveways a 

genuine danger for pedestrians and bicyclists.

J A N U A R Y  3 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  1 0 : 2 7  A M  

I endorse the proposal for gentle density and ask that city councillors and planners 

support it as well.

J A N U A R Y  5 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  1 2 : 4 3  P M  

I support gentle density as well. Based on the numbers the city has projected for 

the amount of people who will move into Fairfield over the next 25 years gentle 

density will cover the amount of new housing needed. Gentle density will also help 

keep the character of the neighborhood. The residents of Fairfield want more public 

engagement in this plan.

Shirley Avril

Janet Pelley

Carrie Fuzi
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J A N U A R Y  1 0 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  3 : 3 3  A M  

I agree 100% with gene Miller’s suggestions. In fact, his perspective is largely a 

recognition that this is, to a large extent, happening anyway, right now.

J A N U A R Y  1 0 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  9 : 3 4  A M  

I think it’s very important to preserve the character of the Fairfield area as this is 

what makes it a unique part of the city. We do not need a copy of downtown. 

Gentle density seems a good solution and one I prefer. Tall buildings do not add to 

the feeling of community in my opinion. 

My other concern for this area is that the small businesses in the Village will not be 

able to survive if new buildings replace what is here (i.e. Pic-a-Flic.) We are in 

danger of losing amenities. An area with just residences and no commercial access 

would not be as vibrant or as safe. The more activity, esp. in the evenings, the safer 

and more interesting/appealing the neighborhood, I think.

J A N U A R Y  1 0 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  1 1 : 4 1  A M  

Victoria is a beautiful city. If you look around our community you will find 

neighbourhoods blighted by large rectangular boxes providing more rental & 

condo housing that do achieve higher density but at the expense of architectural 

beauty. Miller’s gentler density clearly provides for smaller more livable living 

spaces that maintain neighbourhood character and often add to the existing beauty 

rather than subtracting from it. Our streetscapes are significantly damaged by large 

building blobs in single family neighbourhoods. 

That is not to say that higher density through large multi storey buildings in existing 

high density areas such as Harris Green & Downtown ( those industrial 

neighbourhoods north of Paul’s on Douglas towards Hillside might be considered) 

Jamie Kyles

M. Vonfintel

Patrick Skillings
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are inappropriate. Density is necessary for a city’s economic viability.

( Miller once advocated higher downtown density in order to diminish panhandlers 

but that hasn’t been born out). However architectural standards should promote 

beauty through diversity & uniqueness. Beauty adds to a community’s spirit and 

creativeness and makes for a happier way of life for our citizens. I salute the Jawls 

for their efforts in creating buildings that are unique and beautiful that will leave our 

city more beautiful.

So existing functioning livable communities such as Fairfield, Fernwood,

Vic West, Rockland, James Bay, & others must be maintained carefully with gentle 

density and 5 storey block zoning is not gentle.

Let’s be creative and supportive of many smaller ideas melded into our existing 

landscapes rather than imposing large 1970 style apartment blocks that take away 

the beauty that we so much need in our daily lives.

J A N U A R Y  1 0 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  1 2 : 2 3  P M  

I endorse the gentle density proposal as outlined in this document. I encourage the 

city council and planners to support it as well.

J A N U A R Y  1 0 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  4 : 2 4  P M  

If we envision a diverse, inclusive and socially sustainable future for our community, 

we must move forward with a gentle density model. The economic and social 

effects of gentrification on Cook St village are already upon us, and we must move 

quickly to ensure that we do not lose any more affordable residential and 

commercial space.

The scale, architectural presentation, and diversity that makes our community 

unique must be preserved in any plan for future development.

Cindy Swoveland

Lynn Taylor

Nick Bantock
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J A N U A R Y  1 1 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  1 0 : 5 9  A M  

For me, not only do I wish to see our neighborhood maintain its sense of community 

by keeping development to a gentle minimum, but I also would like the city to 

become a lot more sensitive to maintaining the visual aesthetic that makes Fairfield 

special. If we are to avoid the destruction of historic skyline, I’d like to see a limit on 

the number of flat-top houses in any given street. Pitched roofs and period style are 

a big part of the areas character and charm whereas post-modern, re-constituted 

toasters stylistically neuter the beauty that has taken one hundred year to grow. 

Yes, lets give more people a chance to live in these lovely tree lined surroundings, 

but lets not fall prey to many developer’s desire to build ugly boxes because they 

are cheaper. Nick Bantock

J A N U A R Y  1 2 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  3 : 3 9  P M  

Almost none of these apartments are affordable under the rule that the cost of 

housing shouldn’t be more than 30% (used to be 28%) of family income (used to be 

of the highest income family member’s income). Canadians achieved this goal in the 

early 50s and selfish planners and developers have done it in. The apartments are 

designed and costed to be sold to outside speculators and “investors”. They are 

destroying our city.

THOMAS (TIM) DAVIS
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B U I L T  F O R M  I N  C O O K  
S T R E E T  V I L L A G E

By John Tylee

The form and size of buildings in Cook Street Village (“the Village”) has been the 

contentious for years; village residents generally prefer smaller buildings, while 

developers and some Village businesses prefer larger ones.

The Fairfield planning process has produced some goals, principles and policies 

for Cook Street Village in the Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan, pages 57-59, (“the 

Plan”), and draft design guidelines for the Village (“the Guidelines”).

The built form proposals in these documents have been discussed at three 

events organized by the Cook Street Village Residents Network (CSVRN): two in-

house events with about 20 people in attendance at each, and a public meeting 

attended by about 60 people. This paper outlines the responses to the City’s 

proposals developed at these events.

The Village serves not just the local neighbourhood, but also residents from all 

over the city – and, indeed, the region – as well as tourists. Two particularly 

important groups from outside the neighbourhood are downtown residents and 

tourists. For tourists, as well as residents from outside Fairfield, the Village is an 

attractive venue for refreshments and shopping that is close to two highly 

COOK STREET VILLAGE 
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popular leisure destinations: Beacon Hill Park and Dallas Road. For the rapidly 

growing downtown population, the Village is a short, enjoyable walk away from 

the bustle and concrete of downtown to a more traditional, calmer, smaller scale 

retail experience. To continue to be attractive to these two groups in particular, it 

is critical that the ambiance of the Village, as articulated in both its built form and 

in its public realm, reflect a sharp contrast to downtown.

Part of the charm of the Village is its eclectic collection of buildings of very 

different sizes and styles. The Plan recognizes this in its ninth Community Design 

Principle (p.57 – “Keep the eclectic, unique feel of the Village”).

But it is almost impossible to create a set of design rules that fosters eclecticism 

and diversity. Most developers interpret design rules in the same way – the way 

that maximizes their useable space – and the result is often a boring collection of 

practically identical buildings. The challenge therefore is to build some flexibility 

into built form policies and guidelines, while encouraging developers to use this 

flexibility to create uniquely designed, sustainable buildings rather than focusing 

on the maximum useable space allowed.

The Cook Street Village Residents’ response to the Plan has generally been one 

of support, but its response to the Guidelines has been less positive. In particular, 

residents endorse the following overall changes to the Guidelines:

• More specificity, while still allowing some flexibility to encourage a diversity of 

styles

• More emphasis on creating a physical environment that is the antithesis of 

downtown

• Upgrading the legal status of the guidance in the Guidelines, perhaps by 

incorporating key elements into the Plan, since some recent development 

proposals appear to ignore the Guidelines

In considering built form, there are a number of elements to consider:

• Height
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• Frontage

• Setbacks from the Cook Street-facing lot line: underground, at street level, at 

storeys above street level (the “street wall”), and at the upper storeys

• Businesses

Building Height

The City’s Official Community Plan (OCP) allows for up to four storeys in the 

Village, except in strategic locations, where six storeys are allowed. A letter 

signed by the Director of Planning has deemed all locations in the Village as 

strategic if they provide more housing.

Residents have argued consistently for years, including in meetings organized by 

the CSVRN, that the upper limit should be four storeys, which emphasizes the 

difference between the Village and downtown.

Some Village businesses seek more than four storeys, arguing that their 

customer base is declining. This seems at odds with available data. The Fairfield 

and Gonzales Retail Demand Analysis done for the City in 2017 notes “Cook Street 

Village is a vibrant retail village evidenced from its high lease rates and low 

vacancy.” (p.1) The Plan anticipates a significant increase in local residents, while 

growth in downtown residents and tourists remains strong.

The four-storey limit is endorsed in the Plan (p.59 – 7.1.1 and 7.1.2). There has been 

some concern that height should not be determined simply by number of 

storeys, because developers are tending to build increased height in each storey. 

A height limit of 13.5 meters or 44 feet is endorsed in the Plan.

There has also been discussion of what features might be allowed above the 

height limit. Small structures necessary to service elevators make sense, but a 

discussion among Cook Street Village Residents endorsed a ban on lattices and 

similar structures that to all intents and purposes look like walls from the street.

Frontages
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This issue is not addressed in the Plan and only obliquely in the Guidelines, where 

it references two buildings on a single site (4a). But in a recent development 

application, an overlong frontage was a major concern of both residents and the 

City’s Design Review Committee. Lengthy frontages are inconsistent with the 

pattern of the Village, which features mainly short frontages or, where longer 

frontages exist, separate buildings or strong design features to give the 

appearance of short frontages. The Plan’s Goal 3 endorsed this direction: 

“Encourage design that fits in with the neighbourhood character.”

The Plan’s Goal 3 should be implemented by adding a short section to the 

Guidelines that provides specific guidance on the need for short frontages, if 

necessary by creating two linked buildings.

Setbacks – Underground

Underground setbacks are not mentioned in the Plan or the Guidelines and a 

number of recent developments appear to be built right up to the property lines, 

allowing almost no permeable space on the site. This is a major problem from the 

perspectives of flooding and ensuring sufficient space for trees to flourish. The 

Plan’s fourth Community Design Principle (p.57) reads “Protect and renew the 

street tree canopy.”

Discussion among Cook Street Village Residents resulted in a strong 

endorsement of adding a section on underground setbacks to the Guidelines.  

Setbacks to accommodate street trees need not be linear, but could be tailored 

to accommodate existing trees and spaces where additional tree plantings have 

been planned.

Setbacks – Street level

The essence of the Village’s attractiveness is its walkability, and walkability 

requires generous sidewalks, to accommodate not just pedestrians, but also 

wheelchairs, prams and a variety of electrically driven devices that are beginning 

to proliferate on sidewalks. As more people live in multi-residential buildings, and 
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units within these buildings become smaller, the need for highly walkable streets 

is only going to become stronger. In addition, wider pedestrian spaces support 

sustainability by encouraging walking and, for those with mobility issues, 

travelling along sidewalks.

Parts of the Plan support generous sidewalks: Goal 2 (“Improve walkability… and 

public realm”), Goal 4 (“Establish high-quality, vibrant public spaces”), second 

community design principle (p.57 – “Widen sidewalks and create better spaces 

for pedestrians”) and third business vitality principle (p.57 – “Encourage front 

patios, display areas, seating and other semi-private space in front of 

businesses”).

The Guidelines appear ambiguous about street level setbacks. Guideline 1.e says 

“Buildings with commercial uses should generally be built up to the sidewalk. 

However portions of the front façade should setback 1m to 3m from the front 

property line….” Guideline 2.g says “Where ground floor commercial uses are 

proposed…..encourage buildings to be setback a minimum of 1m to 3m from the 

front property line.”

In setting these requirements, the Guidelines reference the need to 

accommodate patios, courtyards, seating areas and outdoor display areas for 

commercial uses. CSVRN discussions also mentioned the need to accommodate 

landscaping and street fairs, as well as utilities such as sandwich boards, waste 

bins, magazine racks, lighting and small carts selling goods. Also relevant is the 

Plan’s sixth Community Design Principle (p.57 – “Improve village bike facilities and 

bike parking.”)

Cook Street Village Residents strongly favour a mandatory 3m street level 

setback. This would preserve in perpetuity sufficient space to accommodate 

continuation of the Village’s patio culture, an important element of its 

attractiveness, and the anticipated growth in pedestrians.

The size of setbacks is an important consideration for retailers. Those requiring 

patios or space to display their products on the street favour large setbacks, but 
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others favour smaller setbacks to reduce the space between sidewalks and their 

storefronts.  This latter concern can be addressed by street furniture design that 

bends sidewalks toward storefronts where appropriate. Designing the public 

realm in this way provides diversity and another differentiator from downtown. In 

addition, as different types of business move into spaces along the street, the 

street furniture can be adjusted to better accommodate their sidewalk needs.

Many residents favour the creation of an outdoor gathering space in the Village 

for special events and activities, which is endorsed by the Plan’s first Community 

Design Principle (p.57 – Create a new public gathering space in Cook Street 

Village) This would require significant expense, since the City would have to 

acquire the necessary land; it would therefore be a long-term project at best. 

Other residents have suggested that a more realistic option with potential for 

short-term implementation would be to remove raised sidewalks and 

accommodate special events and activities through short-term closures of Cook 

Street. If this latter approach is taken, 3m setbacks at street level would enhance 

the amount of space available for special events.

Setbacks and height of the Street Wall

The Guidelines call for buildings to provide a “sense of enclosure” along Cook 

Street (1.a) and for “the front façade of new buildings…. be generally aligned with 

adjacent buildings (1.d). They also “recommend” a maximum height of 10m. for the 

street wall.

Providing a “sense of closure” with street walls aligned with neighbouring 

properties is the antithesis of what currently exists in the Village, and contrary to 

the Plan’s Goal 3 (“Encourage design that fits in with the neighbourhood 

character”).  It would also make the Village more like downtown, whereas many 

residents seek a built form that stresses the difference between a highly walkable 

residential area village and downtown with its high street walls. Cook Street 

Village Residents generally support diversity in setbacks for street walls.
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The setbacks for street walls are to a significant degree determined by the 

setbacks for sidewalks, though some variation is provided by the amount, 

typically 1-2m, by which the street walls overhang the sidewalk. Larger recesses 

of the sidewalks provide better weather protection for pedestrians and business 

customers, a goal mentioned in the Guidelines (2.c)

Some residents have suggested that the maximum height of street walls should 

be less than 10m to allow more sunlight on the street, consistent with the third 

community design principle (p.57 – “Maintain the sunny and open feeling of the 

streets”). Cook Street Village Residents favour of a variety of heights in street 

walls, with a maximum height of 10m, and support a Guideline to this effect.

Setbacks – Upper storeys

The Guidelines (1.c) provide for 2.m minimum setbacks; others have called for 

much larger setbacks, to increase the sunlight on sidewalks and to hide the upper 

storeys from the sight of pedestrians on the street (another manifestation of 

residents’ aversion to having buildings that create “a sense of enclosure.”)

Cook Street Village Residents call for some diversity in upper storey setbacks, out 

of concern to ensure buildings along Cook Street look different from one another.

Business size

Residents are generally in favour of small locally owned businesses.  The City has 

no power to regulate business ownership, but it can have a very significant 

impact on the types of businesses found in the Village through its regulation of 

the size of commercial spaces: larger companies and non-local companies 

typically require larger footprints than local companies. The Plan and the 

Guidelines endorse this direction (Plan p.59 – Land Use and Urban Design Policies 

7.1.6 and 7.1.7; Guidelines 2.i and 2.j) though one of the other Guidelines (2.e) 

seems to work in the opposite direction by requiring a minimum depth of 10m.

Cook Street Village Residents strongly endorse the approach in the Plan and 

Guidelines, but also seeks more specificity. There is support not just for smaller 
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commercial footprints in general, but also for very small footprints that might be 

used, for example, by pop-up businesses. The exception for grocery stores 

makes sense, given the community’s needs, but should be for grocery sales only, 

not businesses “in conjunction with a grocery store” (Plan p.59 – Land Use and 

Urban Design Policy 7.1.7 and Guideline 2.j).

Cook Street Village Residents have a strong interest in attracting more people 

who both live and work in the community. This in turn translates to an interest in 

encouraging development of different types of live-work spaces, as well as in 

making requirements of developers to include in their projects amenities such as 

high performance wi-fi that would be of value to those able to work from home.

Other issues 

There are many other items relative to the built form of the Village that are 

outlined in the Plan and the Guidelines, but have not been addressed in this 

paper.   These have the support of the community, and we thank the City 

planners for articulating them.

Summary

Cook Street Village Residents cherish the unique features of the Village, the 

things that distinguish it from downtown and from other parts of the city. They 

support densification and development in the Village, but insist that such 

development strengthen, not destroy, the attractiveness of the Village.

The proposals above are offered as a way to accommodate development without 

threatening the things that make Cook Street Village such a unique and 

wonderful place.

8 Replies to “Built Form in Cook Street Village” 

Bill Weaver
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J A N U A R Y  2 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  1 0 : 0 4  A M  

Excellent. Embraces all the points that make a city human.

J A N U A R Y  3 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  1 2 : 0 2  P M  

From FB: I agree Dave. I’d like to see the fave local businesses survive and get dibs 

on revamped spots at comparable rents — like the liquor store seems to have done. 

I’m not opposed to density but affordable housing should be a priority. Why not 

have charity or community associations partner with developers to create buildings 

with a mix of social and market housing, like what the Greater Victoria Housing 

Society does.

J A N U A R Y  3 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  5 : 1 3  P M  

One of my worries is that new buildings that are (because they all are) condo on 

top, business on the bottom, will lease their ground-floor commercial space at a 

rate much higher than current shop owners are paying for older and smaller 

buildings in Cook Street Village. That means those stores will be shuttered and 

chain stores that can afford the new rents and leases will move in. Goodbye Pick-A-

Flick, Kay’s Korner, John the green grocer, the hair salon and whoever else isn’t 

operating a high-volume operation. The same principal applies to housing. If all the 

rental apartments are converted to expensive condos, where do 50 per cent of the 

people living in the Village live?

J A N U A R Y  1 0 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  1 2 : 2 7  P M  

Most of the recommendations are great. Setbacks are very important and should be 

varied to avoid a “wall” effect. Maximum height should be about 10 meters. Should 

Sarah Petrescu

David Lennam

ron and alex stewart
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an applicant require a larger footprint than now allowed, let them go elsewhere. 

Also, do not run bike lanes thru Village. Divert to Vancouver St. The centre lane 

used for loading as well as turning works well. Leave it alone.

Remember the disabled people who have to cross street and do not need to 

somehow jump a curb.

J A N U A R Y  1 2 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  1 2 : 5 7  P M  

Ron and Alex, I like and agree with what you have said.

And, John, you have said it all, my friend. I could just reiterate what you have said, 

but you have covered how we feel regarding Built-Form for the Village. Thanks for 

your efforts.

J A N U A R Y  2 2 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  5 : 0 2  P M  

I strongly agree with the priorities expressed in Built Form in Cook Street Village. 

Height, frontage, setbacks and size of businesses are crucial to maintaining the 

small village character of Cook Street Village. A four story maximum for new 

developments should be enshrined in the new Fairfield plan. Even better, other 

options for increased density should be explored.

J A N U A R Y  2 5 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  2 : 2 8  P M  

I agree we do NOT want a “sense of enclosure” on Cook Street. Part of the beauty 

now is the openness provided by low rise, mid-rise-old, new, middle age, 

residential repurposed structures etc. “It is the variety that provides the spice/life of 

Cook Street Village. This would be lost with a “walled in sense of enclosure” 

particularly with all walls 1/3 the width for the adjacent right away. Variable set 

Crin Roth

Cory Greenlees

R Forrest Smith
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back would not mitigate this sense of enclosure. To me this is an issue of 

“Streetscape” and this is huge when it comes to the feel of my Cook Street Village. 

For some good ideas Google Design Guidelines Urban Villages and take a look at 

https://web.toronto.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/9775-Forest-Hill-Village-

Urban-Design-Guidelines.pdf

J A N U A R Y  2 7 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  6 : 5 3  P M  

Very good points. Why in the world would someone want a “sense of enclosure” 

while walking down Cook St (or, for that matter, any street)? Cook St is so nice to 

walk along on a sunny day! The sun reaches down to you! A street of taller 

buildings would be like a tunnel…no sun, no fun. Outdoor tables and patios are what 

makes Cook St live, though I wish we could sit at more of them with our dog. We 

are not downtown, we are a neighbourhood. We do not wish to be part of 

downtown, we wish to remain a neighbourhood.

Cindy Swoveland
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J A N U A R Y  2 4 ,  2 0 1 8  B Y  N I C O L E  C H A L A N D

A Watershed Moment for the Fairfield 
Neighbourhood Plan

When I arrived at the FGCA on January 15th for the meeting about the local area 

plan, I was surprised to see 150 people. There were people standing outside the 

building peering in through the windows. I was asked by the meeting chair, David 

Biltek, to take notes.  I noticed no City of Victoria Councillors were in the room and 

the city staff in attendance had pre-arranged  commitments which required them 

to leave 90 minutes before the meeting finished.  Out of respect for the people 

who attended, I am publishing their comments as a transcript of the event.

– The FGCA has asked for an extension.

– One person wants the city to slow down so people can read the local area plan, 

figure out what it says, meet & then talk with neighbours, and then figure out a 

response.

– One person says that there should be no rezoning if immediate neighbours 

oppose it.

– The majority of people who live on Standard Street were unaware of the local 

area plan, they are not well-informed.

– One audience member asked for a show of hands to see how many people 

want the process slowed down. The majority raised their hand.

COOK STREET VILLAGE 
RESIDENTS NETWORK
Help shape our neighbourhood’s future
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– Is the OCP being followed as a guide for the LAP?

– How many new residents are you planning for?

Kristina answered from 45 – 50 per year, and also said we’re decreasing the 

height in Cook Street Village. I don’t have a number. We don’t plan that way.

– One participant clarified that there is 10% growth planned for all the areas 

outside the downtown core including Fairfield.

– Why cram all the people into Fairfield?

– I’m shocked. I attended a planning session in the summer. This is a bait and 

switch. Everything is densified and there is no planning for traffic.

– One participant reflected back that half the people are talking about process. 

This is not a dialogue. This is old fashioned. It’s a broke down process. [This 

comment was met with large applause.]

– Another person introduced himself as a retired planner. He said you’re opening 

up Pandora’s box. You will be able to build anything in traditional 

neighbourhoods.

– There is no density calculation, so what is the plan to deal with traffic?

– When you issue permits for townhouses you must plan for accessibility. There 

is a new 6-plex at the bottom of Humbolt and no-one with accessibility issues 

can get in. How did this happen? There are building codes and provincial 

regulations.

– What is the decision-making for this local area plan? I know you have a survey, 

but how do you know where that respondent lives? If you are planning on 

changing my street, why do you ask people who live in another part of town what 

they think? How do you factor in what the people who live here think?
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– Regarding the OCP, it was only during the Cook and Oliphant experience that 

we learned 6 stories was allowed in Cook Street Village.  We thought this process 

was going to rectify those problems.

– The open houses are propaganda.

– I live in Fairfield Plaza. Not Ross Bay Urban Village. [This comment was met with 

large applause.]

– How many character homes will be left?

– I added my name to the city’s mailing list, but I’ve never received an email.

– Why didn’t the city use the news media to inform people?

– All the trees on Pendergast will be lost with the new development. Why can’t 

we figure out how to save some trees?

– I want to thank the community members who have been putting up notices, 

door-knocking and flyer-ing. Because if it wasn’t for the flyer I received yesterday 

I would know nothing about this.

– This is the first time I’ve had to address the local area plan. No, it isn’t lovely to 

find out.

– I don’t like having this plan resting over my head. It is a massive change for my 

community. I don’t know if I should leave or not.

– Will this seek amendments to the OCP?

A: Yes.

– What’s stopping a developer asking for variances?
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A: The board of variance approves variances, but the community does not need 

to be informed. The community is only informed during a rezoning. [this has been 

corrected.] See: http://www.victoria.ca/EN/main/city/mayor-council-

committees/other-boards-committees/victoria-board-of-variance.html

– How many new homes? What’s the projected population?

– What are the limits to growth? It seems the underlying assumption is that there 

are no limits to growth. What I haven’t seen is seismic risk and climate change 

risk. Coastal cities worldwide are dealing with this head-on. What is the capacity 

of our infrastructure?

– How many more people will be using sewer, infrastructure, stormwater? Who 

pays for that?

– You can assemble two lots to build double-row townhouses on my street. 

When I went to an open house, the planners didn’t even know the name of my 

street. They throw concepts out. And you have to do all the work to find out the 

impact on the community. This is the process.

– There is no talk about affordable housing. Who will live here?

– I live on St Charles and a developer wants to assemble 2 lots and build 3 houses 

with many variances. I believe the developer is motivated by the draft local area 

plan.

– The developers of the Pendergast project said that they are following the draft 

local area plan.

– All rezonings go to a Community Association Land Use committee.

– Why is this only a housing plan? What’s the impact on transportation? Why is 

there a disconnect between housing and transportation?
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– The transportation plan for Richardson is to narrow the street, install speed 

bumps and divert traffic to side-streets.

– Transportation is a major concern with a planning increase in population.

– I spent 5 days with this plan. On page 14 it says “The neighbourhood plan will 

largely be accomplished through private development.”

– There are 7 pages on Cook Street Village and 2 pages on Fairfield Plaza

– Sub-area 4 is first mentioned on page 76. Page 76 is a huge issue for our street. 

The fact that you have to wade through 76 pages to find it is unacceptable. Sub 

area 4 is north of Fairfield Plaza up to Richardson St.

– There is no indication in the brochure about densification.

– What would make this better going forward?

– People are concerned about increasing costs. Increased density brings 

increased need for public amenities such as parks, social services, recreation 

centres. The community amenity contribution and density bonus policy are giving 

away density.

[I emailed the following speaker to clarify his comments at the meeting and this is 

what he provided.]

“As of September 30th, according to the industry analytics, the City of Victoria 

alone has 4,780 multi family units either in process or under construction. To help 

mitigate the added costs of public amenities (parks, recreation centres, social 

services/neighbourhood programming) that arise due to the added population 

density, many municipalities negotiate a Community Amenity Contribution (CAC) 

to help defray these increased public costs, on a flat rate formula for each square 

foot of new residential development.
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This negotiated rate can vary, from $6/sq. ft. in Port Moody, to an average of 

$20/sq. ft. in the District of North Vancouver.  Unfortunately, due to Victoria’s 

earlier zoning practices, coupled with the poorly-designed and applied 

Community Amenity Contribution (CAC) Policy, this city will in most cases collect 

none, or very low CACs, despite its unprecedented push on new residential 

housing.  Indications are for only a few hundred thousand dollars in total.  City 

Hall has provided no projections for potential CAC returns.

If Victoria had in place the straight-forward, flat-rate policy of Port Moody, the 

CACs available could look like this;  Average unit size 650 sq. ft. X $6/sq.ft. X 

4,780 = $18,642,000.  While Victoria’s Development Services department can cite 

many causes for the abysmally low returns from their current CAC regimen 

(purportedly under review), it remains that political lethargy, coupled with a 

poorly-applied methodology, will leave. Victoria taxpayers with increased costs 

moving forward and no policy plan able address the shortage of recreation 

facilities,parkspace, community programming, even schools required due to the 

increased population within a more dense city.” Doug Curran

– Staff are at behest of the developers

– Council is not doing its fiduciary duty.

– There is no talk of the public realm in this plan.

– Developers build to the edges of the property line and the community gets 

nothing in return.

– I’m from the Northwest and the options in the survey were 1) cram it all into the 

north west 2) cram it all into the north west and 3) cram it all into the north west. 

You can build up to ten stories on one side of Quadra and up to 6 stories on the 

other side of Quadra. This will force renovictions in the Northwest.

– What will happen to my property taxes when I have to pay for all the new 

infrastructure to accommodate this growth?
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– As I listen to the comments from the planning department and the comments 

from the community it is like each are living on two different planets.

– Fairfield could be described as ingenious improvisation. You walk by houses 

that look like single family homes and they have 9 mailboxes. This should be the 

methodology for accommodation more growth.

– How can we partner with the city in suggesting HOW we will meet housing 

growth targets if the city will not state how much housing we are planning for?

– There are no affordable units in this plan. Who will live here in the future? Will I 

be able to live here in 25 years?

– I live on Burdett where a 44 unit apartment building is planned across the street 

from single family homes. We would happily welcome townhouses here.

– The OCP explicitly states ‘maintain population of Fairfield’ so which is it, are we 

following the OCP or are we changing the OCP? (page 143 of the OCP)

– Council has dictated that the majority of growth will go to Fairfield.

– We are from Sub area 4 and we want meetings about the plans for this area.

– The city has a housing growth target even if the target is ‘as much growth as 

possible’. They need to put their cards on the table.
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8 Replies to “A Watershed Moment for the Fairfield 
Neighbourhood Plan” 

J A N U A R Y  2 4 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  1 : 4 6  P M  

Wow. Thanks to everyone who came out to the meeting to represent our 

community! And thanks to Nicole for taking and share these important notes and 

comments. There are many of us who have been down with the flu this January and 

it’s reassuring to know my thoughts were relayed at the meeting and there is a 

permanent record of what community residents think. I hope we are heard and our 

thoughts incorporated moving forward.

B L O G

Kim Hardy
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J A N U A R Y  2 4 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  3 : 5 6  P M  

Very well written and clear. Thank you to the note taker. I’m amazed that no one 

from Council was in attendance – who is our Councillor? We should ask the 

question why they were not at this community meeting.

We were unable to attend and will try very hard to go to the next meeting. We 

should insist that our Councillor be in attendance and that city staff show us the 

courtesy of staying for the entire meeting.

Again thanks for the notes – I appreciate they are in “bullet” form which make them 

easy to read and follow.

J A N U A R Y  2 4 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  4 : 2 9  P M  

So far the community planning process has lacked transparency and does not 

seem to care what local residents think or want. I hope this meeting will be the 

beginning of a more respectful and honest process. Shame on City Council.

J A N U A R Y  2 4 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  5 : 3 2  P M  

This is the time for us to come together in Fairfield, to shape the future we want, in 

collaboration and with the political and civic planning process. The current draft 

plan is inadequate – we can’t settle for it.

J A N U A R Y  2 4 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  7 : 5 7  P M  

Bertram Cowan

Sara Chu

Diana Smith

Jim Masterton
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Traditional residential areas are going to be subject to all sorts of density 

experiments….townhouses, duplexes,fourplexes , garden suites etc which will 

destroy the character of those areas. Zoning will count for nothing. Yet , despite the 

greatly increased density, the plan has no figures to estimate future populations. 

Extra population creates more demands on local parks, schools, traffic circulation 

yet the plan is totally silent on this important planning point. Very concerning…. like 

flying completely blind. Is this the kind of planning we deserve?

J A N U A R Y  2 4 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  9 : 0 0  P M  

I hope the City Council pays close attention to the extent of the interest by our 

neighbours at this event. “There were people standing outside the building peering 

in through the windows. ”

Many others, seeing the crowd, turned around and went home.

I hope the council members and City staff read the comments made by our 

neighbours. 

” – I want to thank the community members who have been putting up notices, 

door-knocking and flyer-ing. Because if it wasn’t for the flyer I received yesterday I 

would know nothing about this.”

The City may try to spin a few survey numbers to make it appear they have 

achieved adequate community engagement, but our door-to-door surveys have 

revealed very few residents are aware of the LAP process, the implications, or of 

meetings held. 

With every property now valued at close to a million, or above, the ramifications of 

poor planning is huge, if only financial implications are considered. But our homes 

are far more than dollars and cents. Anyone doubting the special qualities of 

Fairfield as we know it today, need only take a drive around the CRD, and see what 

options exist to replicate it.

We cannot allow “change”, just for the sake of change. Are these same planners 

proposing densified development of Banff National Park? 

Tyler Ahlgren
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As much as we need to plan for the future, we also need to include plans to 

preserve and protect. 

It’s called PLANNING! 

I thank those that walked our streets, knocked on doors, had conversations, and 

provided flyers. That is what “community” is about. We do care.

J A N U A R Y  2 4 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  1 0 : 4 5  P M  

It is unfortunate to define bonuses for public amenities as something that is needed 

for the future! Services must be in place BEFORE adding Density. Our Current 

Density is Already TOO MUCH!

Fairfield’s, Gonzales and Rockland’s community services which include Hospitals 

and Schools cannot accommodate the residents they currently have. The City 

removed the Hospital where Mount St. Mary’s is located. Poor planning, under the 

current elected, eliminated one school at Pandora and Vancouver and dropped the 

enrolment of another school at Vancouver and Burdett.

New residents to Lower Vancouver Island prefer to move into communities where 

they have doctors, emergency services in a timely manner and schools which can 

accommodate their children. West Shore planned for new schools and is near the 

VG Hospital for emergencies.

The City must focus on fixing current problems not burdening their constituents 

with excessive emergency waits, loss of classrooms or full schools. Current city 

planning discriminates for only the healthy and childless!

J A N U A R Y  2 5 ,  2 0 1 8  A T  1 1 : 4 6  A M  

As a resident of Fairfield I strongly urge the council to listen to the people who live 

in this neighbourhood. Most residents were not aware of the Draft Fairfield Plan. 

Edwards

Carrie Fuzi
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They also were not aware of the survey that was sent out. It was sent out on a 

postcard and came as junk mail which most people don’t read. The city should have 

sent it out in an envelope like our utility bills or property taxes come out in. I 

remember hearing from my neighbour about it a few days before the cut off date 

as she was involved with the local planning. I walked through the neighbourhood 

and asked anyone I saw if they were aware and not one person was. This speaks to 

how poor public awareness was. We now see a movement happening as people 

are becoming aware through residents who care about the community. This is not 

about no density it is about gentle density in areas with traditional housing. Gentle 

density will allow secondary suites, house conversions, duplexes and multiplexes. 

There are great examples in our area already of how when done thoughtfully they 

blend into the neighbourhood. Townhouses are considered a part of this but to me 

they aren’t gentle density especially when they are considered more financially 

feasible for developers when lots are combined for larger developments. Double 

row townhouses are being proposed in Sub Area 3 and 4 plus in two small areas 

east and west of Cook Street Village where there are laneways. If you look at 451 

Chester there is an example of these. They will be allowed to be 2.5 stories high in 

most areas of Fairfield and 3 storeys in other areas. Single row townhouses are 

allowed in all Traditional Housing areas on corner lots. In Sub Area 3 and 4 again 

they will be allowed anywhere. I applaud the 150 people who came out to the 

meeting and know they represent a large amount of concerned citizens in Fairfield.
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Those attending the meeting today on January 18, 2018 with City Planners are homeowners on Oliphant 
Avenue and are advocating a change to the current draft of the Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan which sets 
the vision for the next 20-25 years. 
 
We are compelled to advocate that all homes along Oliphant be designated “Urban Residential” from 
“Traditional Residential”.  
 
The attached letter with about 30 signatures shows compelling support for the “Urban Residential” OCP 
designation for homes along Oliphant 
 
Key rationale for the Oliphant OCP Designation to be “urban Residential”: 
 

 Majority of homeowners and renters in and around Oliphant Avenue support the greater urban 
density – see Map 1 
 

 The attached list of people in favor of the urban designation are not only Oliphant residents but 
are nearby neighbours who don’t have a vested interest in the outcome but have applied 
common sense to urban planning 
 

 Those who signed supporting “urban Designation” are varied - retired, young , old, social 
workers, a few renters and a few developers 
 

 Map 1 shows homes on or close to Oliphant in support the “Urban Designation”.  
(Not all residents were available for input) 
 

 Nearby lands to Oliphant Avenue are already going to 3-6 storey developments: 
1041 Cook (Cook and Oliphant) - 55 units approved - rezoned 
986 Heywood - 21 Units approved  
1014 Park Blvd - 8 units approved and built - rezoned 
324 Cook St (Cook and Pendergast – “Pic a Flic”) – 50 units – in progress 

 

 Sound Urban planning principles support the Urban Residential OCP designation along Oliphant  
 

 Aging population needs to walk to amenities  
 

 Younger population wants affordability 
 

 Greater density does allow more affordable housing compared to single family ownership lots 
 

 Oliphant Homeowners in favor of less density (the “traditional residential” OCP designation) are 
few and predominantly living on inner lots - buffeted from development  
 

 Lane access on both sides of Oliphant allows for more creative development 
 

 Within the past 7 years, ownership of 4 of 6 Oliphant homes (South side) changed and these 
previous owners were in favor of greater density. 
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MAP 2  

Map 2 is from the latest Fairfield Neighbourhood Draft Plan and shows the homes along Oliphant would 

be surrounded by higher density lands… 

Map 2 shows that the “Urban Residential” OCP designation now applies to all lots west of Cook; East of 

Vancouver; North of Park Blvd and south of Fort Street EXCEPT ON OLIPHANT – wrong!  

 



Jan. 11, 2018

Kiristina Bouris Senior Planner
  Re The Fairfield Neighbourhood Draft Plan

 
At the last Open House, you had said I could send a letter re my concerns about the Draft Plan. The 
delay has been due to a number of city events and work on a document, This letter has two main 
points., so another letter will follow.

The Draft Plan’s hub densification destroys whole streetscapes, landscapes and trees.

1.The “hub theory” is being tested in the Fairfield and Gonzales Neighbourhood Plans and the 
residents would have to live with consequences afterwards. This theory, popular now, may give way to 
the next one soon. The idea is that hubs should have greater density and heights.. 

Victoria is a historic city which had a good number of character and heritage streetscapes, much 
already eroded. Older hubs have diversity of older buildings and raising density brings new heights  
with expensive condos/suites. Just four stories can mean the loss of whole streetscapes, along with 
trees and landscaping, as developers clear land to build bigger “boxes.” Could hubs work better in an 
entirely new town?

The social effects of putting height at hubs in Vancouver have raised questions. A newspaper account 
told how a planner noticed that some of those towers of condos,(all sold) lacked life and lights, with a 
number of absentee owners. (Try checking the Humboldt Valley here.) 

Taking 1970s teacher training, I noticed that education had fads which came and went, like “The Open 
Concept with Team Teaching.”  A large room with a carpet and three grades seemed to imitate the 
multi-grade country school. Noise and distractions led to the end of the experiment..

In this case, however, the problems afterwards were the extra costs of renovation and reorganization. 
The building itself was still available. Here in Victoria, the opposite would  be true; The next 
generations would not have a chance to see what was there before to appreciate our history.  

The Draft Plan diminishes heritage protection to a tiny per cent of what we have.

2. Care of heritage and character buildings has a contrasting situation. Fairfield and Gonzales have 
streetscapes with diversity housing of different periods, most rented in “gentle densification.” The  lack 
of protection for these places is shocking and opposite to the energy of the push to new. The small 
number of tiny heritage conservation areas was a shock. This planning tool came out while I was 
studying conservation. We discussed conservation areas as suitable for large areas, like much of 
Fairfield.or a number of Gonzales Arts-and-Crafts streets.

My constant request remains the logical step of city funding for a survey of streetscapes by a 
knowledgeable third party, e..g., Hallmark or the Heritage Foundation, for Fairfield and Gonzales. 
The report could make recommendations.

CC: Mr. J. .Tiinney
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Mr. Karl Robertson 
President, 
Empressa Properties        May 17, 2016 
 
Via email:  
 

Re: Proposed Condominium Project at 1120, 1124 and 1128 Burdett Ave, Victoria BC 

Dear Mr. Robertson, 

Thank you for taking the time to meet with myself and a small group of neighbors on Saturday 
March 19, 2016 regarding the above noted proposed development.  We appreciate you taking 
the time to provide more details and background on your project for those of us that live on 
Burdett and in the surrounding neighborhood.  

Many of us, like my wife and I who have lived on Burdett for 24 years, are pleased to see the 
interest in our street and your stated desire to enhance the community.  The three houses at 
1120-28 Burdett form the entrance to our neighborhood.  We believe that improvements to 
those properties can be made that will be both beneficial to the neighborhood and profitable to 
you as a developer.   

However, after meeting with us to show us your plans and to hear our comments and concerns, 
it appears that you intend to ignore the opinion of the community and force your vision for the 
neighborhood on to those of us who have lived and paid taxes in this neighborhood for many 
decades.  As stated during our meeting, the community believes that contrary to your 
statements, the size and massing, density, height, building setbacks (front, rear and sides), and 
off-street parking of your proposed development are not in keeping with the desires of the 
community or the Official Community Plan (OCP).   

During our meeting you repeatedly stated that a 4 story building is already allowed under the 
current zoning and that the OCP calls for 4 to 6 story multi -unit residential buildings on this site.  
We believe that you have misinterpreted and or selectively taken sections of the zoning 
requirements and OCP out of context to convince the community that this is a fait accompli and 
that there is no point in opposing your plans for the site.   

This is further reinforced by your statements that you have been working with the city to develop 
your plans for the site and this is what the city wants and is directing you to build.  This is 
completely contrary to the current zoning and OCP and is not what the community wants or 
needs.   

It is also noteworthy that until our meeting of March 19, 2016 you had not spoken to a single 
resident of Burdett Ave with regard to your development to obtain any community feedback or 
suggestions. 

The current zoning of 1120, 1124 and half of 1128 is R1-B single family zoning and the 
remaining half of 1128 is zoned R3-AM-1.  The OCP designates the three lots as Urban 
Residential.  These lots are directly across the street from lots that are zoned R1-B Single family  
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and designated as Traditional Residential in the OCP.  It should also be noted that aside from 
the apartment building located at 825 Cook Street and the rear parking lot for that building, the 
entire south side of the 1100 block of Burdett Ave is zoned R1-B single family and designated 
Traditional Residential by the OCP.   

As such the 3 lots located at 1120-28 Burdett Ave function as a transition from the Urban 
Residential designation to the Traditional Residential Area and the size, height, mass, setbacks 
etc should reflect this transition.  This can only be accomplished by increasing the setbacks and 
stepping down in size from the max envisioned for an urban residential area to approximate that 
of the Traditional Residential area.  Your proposed development provides no transition between 
the two land designations, nor does it recognize the traditional single family homes and 
designated heritage homes directly opposite.   

The R1-B zoning currently present on 2.5 of the 3 lots allows for a maximum of 2 story 
residential buildings not 4.  The R3-AM-1 zoning present on 0.5 of one of the 3 lots does allow 
for buildings up to 4 stories, however, the max permissible height is 12m and this zoning also 
requires a minimum front set back of 10.5 m for this height.   

As noted in your Development Proposal Community Meeting Notice, you are asking for variance 
relaxation on height as well as front, sides and rear set back but no details including 
measurements were provided in the notice.  Although I do not recall the exact proposed side 
and rear set back I believe the renderings quickly flashed up on a screen at the community 
meeting show a proposed height of approx. 15 m and a front set back of only 7.5 m.  The 
current R3-AM-1 zone, which is applicable to the eastern most half of 1128 Burdett, restricts 
buildings to 1 or 2 storeys where the front set back is only 7.5M as you have proposed.  For a 4 
story building with a maximum height of 12 m, the current zoning requires a minimum front set 
back of 10.5 m.  As such although you claim your building is only 4 stories, at 15 m tall it is 
actually the height of a 5 story building and you are only proposing to provide the required 
setback for a 1 to 2 story building. 

As for the OCP, Section 6: Land Management and Development, Figure 8: Urban Place 
Guidelines, states that the built form for Urban Residential designated property shall be: 

 “Attached and detached buildings up to Three Storeys. 

Low-rise and mid-rise multi-unit buildings up to approximately six storeys.” 

It also lists the Uses as: 

“Ground-oriented multi-unit residential. 

House conversions. 

Low to mid rise multi-unit residential. 

Low to mid-rise mixed-use along arterial and secondary arterial roads. 

Home occupations. 

Visitor accommodations along Gorge Road and in pre-existing locations.” 
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As such, a mid–rise multi-unit residential building is only one of the potential built form and uses 
envisioned for a property designated as Urban Residential in the OCP.  This built form and use 
is a broad-based vision for Urban Residential in general across the city as a whole and does not 
take any specific factors about the site and its location/orientation with in the Urban Residential 
designation area into account.  In fact Section 6.3 clearly states: 

 “While the designations described in policy 6.1 and Figure 8 establish the general 
pattern of land use, it is the Zoning Bylaw that regulates the specific uses and density of 
development that are permitted to occur on the land.  Within each designation, there will be a 
range of uses, densities and built forms.  Decisions about the use, density and scale of building 
for an individual site will be based on site-specific evaluations of proposed developments in 
relation to the site, block and local area context and will include, but not be limited to 
consideration of:  

 6.3.1 Consistency of proposal with all relevant policies within the OCP; 

 6.3.2 City policies; and 

 6.3.3 Local area plans.”  

As such section 6.3.1 and 6.3.3 would indicate that Section 21: Neighborhood Directions of the 
OCP must be taken into consideration when determining decisions about use, density and scale 
of building for an individual site.  This is contrary to your opinion that, because a 4 to 5 story 
building is one of many possible built forms that may be permitted on your site, that it should 
automatically be approved.     

The Vision for Fairfield in the citywide context, as stated in the OCP indicates that the majority 
of the multi-family housing stock be located in the western portion of the neighborhood.  Fairfield 
is bound by Douglas Street to the West and St Charles to the east with Cook Street forming the 
natural boundary between East and West.  1120-28 Burdett is located on the East side of Cook 
Street and is therefore not in the area envisioned for any significant portion of multi-family 
housing stock in the community and therefore does not justify approval of a 4 to 5 story building.   

The Neighborhood Directions section of the OCP also indicates the vision for Fairfield is as a 
transition from the Downtown Core Area to established Traditional Residential areas.  As noted 
earlier above, the property directly across the street from 1128 Burdett is designated as 
traditional residential as are the rest of the properties that front on to Burdett street east of that.  
A transition from the urban Core Area to Traditional Residential Area would suggest a gradual 
stepping down in height, density, and mass as well as improved setbacks as you move across 
the Urban Residential Area from Core to Traditional Land Use Area.    

Your proposed development provides none of this required transition and in fact proposes to 
place a building with the greatest density, height, and massing as well as the smallest setback 
contemplated in the Urban Residential land designation at the extreme edge of that designation, 
directly abutting a traditional residential area with much lower density, height, and massing.   

Section 6.3.3 local area plans would also indicate that the City of Victoria’s Suburban 
Neighborhood,  Excerpts Relating to Fairfield Report also needs to be considered and complied 
with during any rezoning or change in land use.   
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The three lots at 1120, 1124 and 1128 are identified in that report as being in the Conservation 
and General Residential Area.  The policy developed in that report states:  

“CONSERVATION AND GENERAL RESIDENTIAL AREAS 

(1) Conserve heritage buildings and traditional residential streetscapes (architecture and 
landscaping). 

(2) Maintain viable population levels within the capacity of established public services (schools, 
parks, utilities and bus routes). 

(3) Encourage improvement in the quality and lifespan of existing housing stock. 

(4) Adapt existing housing stock to meet the varied social and economic needs of residents 
(duplex, apartment, boarding, rooming, housekeeping apartments, rest homes and child care). 

(5) Consider rezoning in instances of deteriorated housing and undeveloped land, where infill 
development or redevelopment is appropriate, e.g. small lot single family 

dwellings, duplexes and small scale townhouses.” 

Based on this policy, the existing traditional residential streetscape should be maintained by 
conversion of the existing housing stock to meet the needs of the residents, or possibly 
redeveloped with duplexes or small scale townhouses.  This policy does not appear to support 
or allow the demolition of existing traditional residential buildings or the redevelopment of the 
site with a condominium building that requires new site specific zoning or variances for height, 
front, rear and side setbacks, parking, and traffic volumes as identified on your community 
meeting notice.    

The vision as stated in section 21.5.4 of the OCP would suggest that the site is more suited for 
a smaller development such as ground-oriented Multi-unit residential uses based on house 
conversions and/or attached or detached buildings of two or three stories with a TFSR of 1.2 or 
less - not the TFSR1.8 you are proposing.   

It should be noted that even where a property in an Urban Residential Area is not abutting or 
close to a Traditional Residential Area, the city has not always allowed the developer to 
construct the max size building allowed in an Urban Residential Area.   

Where such a property is located next to designated heritage or older single family homes a 
more reasonable approach is to step the max size and massing down to act as a transition and 
buffer for these remaining heritage buildings.  This also provides a more varied interesting street 
scape and livability factor than what would be present if all the buildings besides the historic 
homes were constructed to the max allowable size and built form for a given land designation.   

For example, 1020 Richardson Street is in the western portion of Fairfield where the 
neighborhood vision is for a significant portion of Fairfield’s multi-family housing stock to be 
located.  Although the site is in an Urban Residential Area and the majority of the other 
properties in that block had 4 story multi-residential buildings on them there were two properties  
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on the street with older historic single-family homes.  The city therefore approved a two-storey 
town house development on the property which is a better fit for the street.  Other similar 
examples include 451 Chester Street, 1011&1017 Pakington and 1137 Meares.  

The vision for the Fairfield neighborhood as stated in section 21.5.5 of the OCP includes: 
“Residential Character with mature streetscapes, historic homes and landscapes, continuous 
shoreline …….”   In addition the strategic directions outlined in section 21.6.1 of the OCP is to 
“maintain and enhance established character areas.” Your proposal includes the demolition of 3 
older homes built in 1926, 1928 and 1930 and the removal of several large trees that contribute 
significantly to the residential character, mature streetscape, historic homes and landscape 
fabric of our street.  

The proposed replacement building is a modern condo finished in white stucco with cedar 
accents which clashes with the turn of the century houses that line the south side of the street 
including two Designated Heritage homes.  As such your proposal does not meet the vision or 
strategic direction for the area outlined in the OCP.  Preservation of the existing homes via a 
House Conversion such as recent developments at 710 and 720 Linden Ave, 1120 and 1145 
McClure street and 523 Trutch street or incorporation of the buildings in an attached low rise 
development of 2 to 3 stories would be more in keeping with the stated vision of the OCP.   

Alternately, a sensitive row house development such as that found at 451 Chester street, which 
is also designated as Urban residential and surrounded by a mix of multi-unit residential 
buildings and traditional single family homes, would also blend in well with the streetscapes, and 
historic homes located on Burdett Ave.   

On several occasions you have stated that the OCP calls for and the City wants increased 
density in the urban residual area.  However, the strategic direction for the neighborhood 
outlined in section 21.6.6 of the OCP actually states: “Maintain neighborhood population to 
ensure to support the viability of community and commercial services and schools.”  At present 
there are 3 single family dwellings at 1120-28 Burdett Ave and one of these appears to have 
been converted to a triplex for a total of 5 residences.  Your proposal to add 37 condo units 
would overpower the entrance to the neighborhood, and increase the number of residential units 
on the subject site by over 700%.  We are not out rightly opposed to any increased density, and 
in fact are supportive of a modest well-planned increase in density on Burdett and the 
surrounding streets.  However, while a modest increase in density may be desirable what you 
are proposing for this block of Burdett Ave is not modest and does not conform to 21.6.6 of the 
OCP. 

In addition to non-conformance with the existing zoning and land use designation in the OCP, 
we have concerns with several other factors of your development.   

The triplex and 2 single-family residences on the subject site are currently part of the 
Neighborhood’s much needed rental stock.  During our meeting you claimed that 37 units were 
needed to insure the affordability of the neighborhood.  However, we understand that all of the 
units proposed will be sold at full market value with no retention of any of the rental units.  
Rental units are often the only way many families or individuals can afford to live in the Fairfield 
area and removing 5 units of rental stock from the area will not improve but actually decrease 
the affordability. 
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Two rental buildings (915 and 955 Cook Street) and two strata condominium buildings (1115 
and 1149 Rockland) directly abut the subject 3 lots on Burdett Ave.  915 and 955 Cook Street 
have approx. 24 units with eastern exposures that currently enjoy morning light and views of the 
residential area to the east.  Although these buildings are 4 floors like your proposed 
development they are only approx. 11 m in height and have a rear set back of 10.5 m compared 
to your proposed 15 m in height and (TBC) m rear set back. 1115 Rockland has 6 units with 
direct southern exposure and 1149 Rockland has 8 units with direct Western exposure that 
have significant views, light and passive solar heating in winter months.  Again, like the 
buildings on Cook Street, although these buildings are 4 floors they are only approx. 11.2 m and 
11.9 m in height respectively compared to your proposed 15 m.   

If built as proposed, your building will completely block or impact the views, light, solar heat gain 
and privacy of 38 residential units in these 4 buildings.  The rental buildings on Cook and the 
individual strata units on Rockland were purchased for their location, views, light and privacy 
and blocking or compromising these features will negatively impact the rental and or resale 
value of these 38 units.  For most people, the purchase of a home is the largest most important 
investment of their life and to allow the profit of one developer to take precedent over the 
individual investment of 14 home owners and two Multi-unit residential rental building owners 
would reflect extremely poorly on our society. 

Based on the above we hope that you will reconsider your approach to the redevelopment of 
1120, 1124 and 1128 Burdett to reflect the needs and desires of the community.  There are 
numerous examples of redevelopment in the Fairfield neighborhood mentioned above that 
provide transition from higher density to traditional residential densities and that have been 
financially successful for the developer.     

Many of these developments such as, 710 and 720 Linden, 1120 and 1145 McClure, 523 
Trutch, 451 Chester and 1020 Richardson were supported by the community at rezoning and 
development meetings.  We believe that a similar development proposal for 1120 -28 Burdett 
would also be supported by the community and would be a win – win for all parties.    

 Sincerely, 

 

Tim Stemp 
1153 and 1143/1145 Burdett Ave 

 

cc. Mayor, Lisa Helps,   Councillor, Marianne Alto,   Councillor, Chris Coleman 
Councillor, Ben Isitt,   Councillor Jeremy Loveday,   Councillor Margaret Lucas 
Councillor Pamela Madoff,   Councillor Charlayne Thornton-Joe,   Councillor Geoff 
Young  

            Charlotte Wain, Senior Planner, Development Services 
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The 109 signatures on the attached 11 pages are from residents of Burdett Ave.,  Rockland 
Ave., Linden Avenue and McClure Ave. who agree with the above opinion and urge Mayor and 
Council to reject the proposed development at 1120, 1124 & 1128 in its current form. 
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Comments and Suggestions about the Draft Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan 
 

 
In general, I support the directions of the Draft Plan. I understand these as:  
 

– increased density adjacent to downtown and along Fort 
– intensification in north-west corner, rental retention in North Fairfield 
– gentle densification in traditional residential areas- 
– expanding the area defined as Cook Street Village to allow for growth around 

the commercial core which is the heart of the neighbourhood 
–  supporting active transportation 
– supporting parks, the urban forest and green development that will facilitate 

adaptation to climate change. 
–   

I suggest two small modifications to Key Directions:  
• rephrase “leave the car behind” (which is negative) to “Encourage active 

transportation” (which is positive and what the chapter on transportation does) 
• rephrase “Support the urban forest and green spaces” to “Support the 

urban forest and green development” (this is because there is overlap between 
Chapters 4 and 11 (e.g both address climate change) and this will acknowledge the 
substantial recommendations in both chapters 

 
In detail I have concerns about some overlooked land uses and reservations 

about the proposals for Cook Street Village and Five Points.  
 

Overlooked Land Uses: scattered commercial and non-residential uses 
 The Draft Plan encourages commercial corners to thrive, but says little about 
commercial or non-residential uses not on corners and not in small urban villages. I 
have identified about 30 of these (2 hotels, 3 B&Bs, 9 eldercare/medical facilities, 3 
childcare centres, a church and monument works, two auto repair shops, and about 
10 shops, restaurants and commercial businesses on Cook south of Meares.).  

Table 5.1 Land-Use Summary notes some commercial activities and hotels in 
the North-West and Rental Retention areas may be supported. There is no mention 
of Cook south of Fort (Upper Cook Street Village other than a brief mention on p.47, 
while Figure 14 shows these blocks as residential buildings.   
 This Table 5.1 does not mention a number of uses, such as eldercare facilities 
on Linden near Faithful and on Dallas near Marlborough, and the church and 
monument works on May (zoned R), Community Place on Fairfield is not 
acknowledged. It’s also not clear whether B & Bs on Trutch, Dallas and Meares, and 
the eldercare facilities at Sunrise on Humboldt (zoned R) and Mount St Angela, and 
the Red Cross on Fairfield (zoned R), and others are considered commercial and are 
covered by the statements in Table 5.1.  
 I think the wording in Table 5.1 should indicate that all non-traditional 
residential uses  in residential areas in Fairfield will be supported. This is: a) 
because they provide local employment (Sunrise claims to employ 100), b) because 
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this supports the goal in Chapter 13 in the Draft Plan to supports eldercare and 
childcare in the community, c) because from both planning and community 
perspectives it is easier to encourage the continuing existence of commercial and 
related activities than it is to rezone residential to commercial uses. With rapidly 
changing transportation, economic, social, climate and technological conditions I 
think the flexibility of land use provided by these will be of increasing value.  
 
Urban Design Proposals for Cook Street Village 
 These fail to capture and build on the character of the commercial area of 
Cook Street Village (unlike, for example, the discussion of Craigflower in the VicWest 
draft plan, which pays careful attention to history and identity of that area). Except 
for the proposals for the chestnut tree canopy and the boulevards they seem to be 
mostly generic, while several of the urban design policy proposals, such as those 
about density, don’t seem to follow from the community principles.  

I think the most important of the Community Design Principles on p. 57 is 
“Keep the eclectic, unique feel of the village.” This corresponds to guideline 1.1 in 
Design Guidelines for Multi-Unit Residential and Commercial, “New design should be 
compatible with and improve the character of established areas through design that 
is unifying, sensitive and innovative.” These guidelines were approved concurrently 
with the OCP and apply to the type of development the OCP envisaged for Large 
Urban Villages.   

It is, however, not clear how this keeping the eclectic feel of the village is 
translated into policy proposals for urban design and form, not least because there 
is no mention of the deflections of Cook Street at Oscar and at May, or of the offset 
side streets and streethead views these create, or of the variety of lot sizes and 
shapes (VicMaps shows 26 lots between Southgate-Oscar and Park-Chapman, and 
only three have the same shape), or of the variety of buildings sizes and styles, or of 
the fact that the village has an established historical character even though it has no 
heritage designated buildings.  

 
I would like to see the Community and Business Vitality Principles rewritten 

to be phrased in more general terms. For instance: 
• Keep the eclectic, unique feel of the village that associated with its heritage 
character and variety of urban forms 
• Protect and renew the tree canopy and the boulevards 
• Improve sidewalks and adjacent spaces to provide better spaces for pedestrians 
and businesses 
• Strengthen and support village businesses as the village changes 
• Provide new nearby housing and residents to add customers for village 
businesses 
• Improve on-street and off-street parking solutions that work better for 
residents and businesses. 
 
I would also add two principles.  
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• Make Cook Street a complete street that will support all modes. (This is now a 
policy proposal, but it is really the overarching idea for AAA bike routes and 
active transportation, and improvement of pedestrian crossings, etc). 
•Encourage strategies to make Cook Street a Green Urban Village. [This idea I 
have heard mentioned a few times. It covers policy proposals to reduce storm-
water run-off and to maintain the urban forest, and to the goal in Chapter 11 in 
the Draft Plan to “Promote and encourage sustainable building design and green 
infrastructure.” Several businesses in the village already promote green 
approaches.  

 
 I would like to see the Urban Design and Form policies modified to 
acknowledge the distinctive street patterns and building variety of the village.  

I think density proposals should reflect the Design Guidelines for Multi-Unit 
Residential and Commercial that refer to compatibility and improving the character 
by setting a limit 4 storeys, regardless of density bonusing. Alternatively they could 
mirror the Burnside plan for Selkirk-Cecelia Large Urban Village which proposes a 
1.2:1 FSR with possible increases to 2.0:1 FSR with bonusing]. 

I would like to see a policy to reinforce the principle of a complete street that 
encourages consideration of a shared space that can safely accommodate bikes, 
pedestrians, parking and very slow moving vehicles. [Government Street already 
works a bit like this, so it is not such a big stretch]. 

I would like see a policy reinforcing the principle of making Cook Street a 
green urban village that requires all new developments in Cook Street Village to 
meet the standards of LEED silver, which is consistent with the City of Victoria 
standard for new civic buildings, and with Goal 2 in Chapter 11 of the Draft Plan to: 
“Promote and encourage sustainable building design and green infrastructure.” 

 
Five Points Small Urban Village  

I see two problems with the discussion of Five Points. One is that its 
proposed boundary, as is shown in Figure 26, does not correspond to reality on the 
ground because it does include Sir James Douglas School and Community Place. This 
is actually recognized in the Draft Plan. On page 11 a photo of Moss Street Market, 
held on the school grounds, is used to illustrate the key direction of making corner 
commercial areas thrive, and on page 104 the action plan refers to the school and 
the need for pedestrian crossing improvements at Fairfield and Moss. Community 
Place is a major attraction at Five Points for residents of Fairfield, attracting cyclists, 
cars and pedestrians.  

Density proposals for the small urban village at Five Points are too high. They 
are the same as those in the Draft Plan for Cook Street Large Urban Village, and 
higher than those for Ross Bay, which propose buildings up to three storeys with 
one corner block up to four storeys, and no density bonusing. By comparison, in the 
Gonzales neighbourhood plan the proposal for small urban villages at Fairfield and 
Irving and Fairfield and Lillian is to permit development up to a total of three 
storeys, with no density bonusing provision. A height limit of three storeys with no 
density bonusing should also be adopted for Five Points. 
 



8. Traditional residential neighbourhoods 

There must be a height restriction for people modifying existing homes into suites – no more 
than 3 storeys but the height should not be higher than surrounding neighbours.  Some homes in 
the area have dug down for basement suite height correction, this should be considered before 
going higher. 

New builds in the area should not be higher than older homes.  Shading causes many problems 
especially during the winter months.  In the summer, also for people who grow their own food in 
their gardens.   

Traditional residential neighbourhoods are visited by tourists on pedicabs and horse carriages. 
They are actually a tourist attraction.  Removing the old homes will negate this aspect of tourism 
in the city. 

Zoning for the Traditional residential neighbourhoods should not allow for assemblies, other 
than in the urban village areas.  If someone buys 3 properties in the middle of my block, will 
they be able to put up 10 townhomes?  Not suitable for the block.   

Landscaping in this area – need to have property set backs all around the property to allow for 
trees to be planted and grown to “city” height. 

9. Housing Affordability 

Unless the city can put in specific bylaws for new development, affordable housing is a myth for 
Fairfield.  Asking for 10% below market is not the way to go.  If market jumps up to $1500 for 
bachelor apartment, affordability cannot be maintained. 

Increasing density by giving developers a density bonus does not always result with affordable 
housing, see above note. 

10. Heritage 

Before a developer applies for a demolition permit, there needs to be some review of the 
property.  A heritage house in Rockland was allowed to be destroyed for a new build.  How will 
the city handle this in the future? 

What kinds of incentives other than tax breaks?  How much will it cost the rest of the taxpayers 
to keep some of these homes?  Some homes can be kept but others are not in great shape.  Can 
there be a restriction on the type of home built?  Square box vs character home? 

11. Infrastructure and Green Development 

It seems that this piece needs to be more thought out.  There were many suggestions at a meeting 
I attended over a year ago but they don’t seem to have made it into the plan.  I see many waffle 
words but nothing very concrete.  I understand the city wants to hire many, many positions to 
look at this but you have residents that are quite capable of making suggestions and working with 
city staff to achieve Green Development. 



Developers should have to incorporate Green design into any new building.  The province and 
federal governments should come up with tax breaks.  People need to be informed of what is 
available now and what will be available soon.  Some people have already started on their own to 
mitigate climate change and reliance on the grid.  Perhaps a model block could be done in 
Fairfield. 

Sustainable buildings 

There must be zoning applied and strict bylaws.  Developers do not see a need to do this as part 
of being a good corporate citizen.  They want to make the most profit possible from a piece of 
land.  Unless there are strict zoning and the guidelines are made to be adhered to, this will not 
work. 

12. Placemaking, Arts and Culture 

Public art is not public art if the public does not like it.  Artists should perhaps work with the 
community that they are putting art in so if reflects the community, not what the artist wants to 
see as a legacy to their style.  Lots of examples in Victoria already or poor choices.  The latest is 
the surf boards.  We are not Hawai’i or California, absurd.   

We have no First Nations art in Fairfield, it would be good if developers would consider art as 
part of the building rather than something just “stuck on” at the end.  Developers should be 
encouraged to work with local artists, meaning Coast Salish artists for art projects. 

As for animation, Fairfield is a beautiful neighbourhood.  Not sure what the word animate means 
in the draft.  This should be defined.  We are not nor should we strive to be Disneyland. 

 

13.  Community Facilities and Wellbeing 

The concept of diversity is interesting.  Exactly what does this mean?  All ages or all types of 
people?  Yes, the neighbourhood is a bit grey and a lot white but it has changed even in the past 
few years.  Families are moving from Toronto, Vancouver and Calgary and are buying property 
in Fairfield.  Not sure how to encourage diversity further. 

Housing co-ops used to be a good way to encourage diversity.  These need to be brought back 
and encouraged.  They could be smaller groups rather than the 50 plus units in other areas.  
Provincial government should help Victoria lobby the federal government for this. 

  



14. Action Plan: 

Cook and Dallas transportation needs to be addressed before the cycle track goes along Dallas 
Road.  This is a very hazardous intersection especially for pedestrians.  Cars do not stop and 
pedestrians must force their way across traffic to cross Cook Street. 

Transportation overall needs to be addressed.  Please listen to the locals that use the area daily, 
not the engineers who come to check on a Sunday and say everything is fine, yes this happened. 

The FGCA has a reconciliation circle set up to attempt to rename place names, engage residents 
in learning about the TRC recommendations and to inform about what needs to be redressed.  
They could be part of the Action Plan to engage with the Lekwungen people.   

Zoning – will residents get to view the updates before it gets approved by council?  People are 
really engaged in Fairfield.  Let them participate. 

Schools are an underutilized resource for the community.  More events can be held in these 
spaces. 

Victoria Art and Culture Plan – let “ordinary” residents participate, not just the arts and culture 
people already involved.  Let other people set the agenda. 

Parks – Bushby children’s play area needs to be upgraded. 

Cycle route – must be on Vancouver.  Remove parking on one side at night, no parking during 
the day. 



 

The biggest flaw with the draft Fairfield Neighbouthood Plan (NP) is the revised treatment of the 
west of Cook Street Village Sub-Area between the west side of Cook 
Street and Heywood Ave. as Urban Residential to support multi-residential developments up to 
13.5m in height (approx. 4 storeys). The NP also specifies that Vancouver Street between Southgate 
and Park Boulevard is to support “multi-residential development, especially in the form of 
apartment buildings”.   This approach to Vancouver St. would severely  will undo considerable infill 
which is being encouraged in trad. Residential areas east of Cook St. and degrade not only this 
street, but the entire west side of the Cook St. Village area.  
 
The Victoria Heritage Foundation Walking Tour goes along Vancouver from Oliphant to Pendergast. 
The homes of heritage merit in these 2 blocks are describes as a  “cluster of Edwardian Vernacular 
Arts & Crafts houses typical of many affordable middle-class homes built in Fairfield during 
building boom of 1907-13”. Similar homes on the bottom of Heywood (998) and at 1014 Park  
(both described on the walking tour) have already been lost to 4 storey multi-residential 
developments. See route B on the link  
 
https://victoriaheritagefoundation.ca/walkingtours/fairfield_tour/fairfieldmap.html 
 
Vancouver St.,  just south of Southgate (and south of Oliphant) also has some very attractive 
heritage conversions (4plexes to 8plexes) and newer duplexes which are sympathetic in scale and 
style to the neighbourhood. Allowing any new apartment buildings on Vancouver from Park to 
Southgate  is contrary to NP goals and the approach being taken in other neighbourhoods of 
preserving character, tree canopy, and encouraging gentle densification.  Many of these older 
homes on Vancouver already have  affordable secondary and garden suites or are houseplexes. 
Once these houses are torn down they are lost forever and can never be replaced.  The NP 
absolutely needs to support retention and re-use of existing traditional residential houses along 
Vancouver St, and allow for other forms of traditional residential developments with infill to be 
built over time.  No new apartment buildings as should be considered for Vancouver St.. 
Furthermore Vancouver serves as one of the main access routes to the Cook St. Village. It’s 
character and charm must be preserved in order to preserve at least part of the charm of the Cook 
St. Village which makes it so desirable. Finally, a significant increases in density along Vancouver 
itself will significantly increase traffic concerns already recognized in the proposed Transport 
Improvements in Chapter 3.  
 

If additional opportunities for housing are required after preserving Vancouver St.’s traditional 
residential designation (as in the OCP) then the Fairfield Rd. Corridor might better be designated 
urban residential.  This area is on a frequent transit route and near both large and small urban 
villages urban village, both attributes being ideal for facilitating  increased density and are 
consistent with the goals of the NP.  More area of 4 storey  instead of 3 storey buildings could also 
be contemplated for the new Ross Bay Village, without loosing a single tree!! This more equal 
distribution of densification is more desirable. 

 
Other concerns with the plan are as follows: 

One goal of the plan is to maintain and enhance the urban forest (e.g. community trees, shrubs 
and ground covers). The plan also states it will support the retention of the existing 
urban tree canopy.   Recent experience has show that when multi residential 4 storey buildings  are 
built, the site is first cleared of all vegetation to make way for underground parking. In some cases 



even the boulevard trees have been removed. Limited set backs and underground and surface 
parking extending to the property line, leave little space for planting trees that will grow to any 
significant size.  Trees in planters are dwarves in comparison to what was removed, even with 2:1 
replacement of significant trees. If the whole east side of Cook Village, as well as other traditional 
residential areas are converted to urban residential, I do not see where there is space for 
maintaining let alone enhancing the current urban. I see the urban canopy rapidly shrinking as  
almost a  dozen trees where taken down in the last 6 months in my immediate area (within 2 
blocks), and more are scheduled to go.   Fortunately, no trees will be removed when the Fairfield 
plaza is developed to the Ross Bay Village!!  

Under Active Transport Improvements, Vancouver street is to be evaluated for opportunities for 
traffic calming and diversion (presumably since it acts as an access route to the village area and the 
planned increase in densification.).  Following the completion of the mix use multi-residential 5 
storey development on the corner of Cook and Oliphant, more than 50 parking spaces will be 
accessed from the lane on Oliphant.  I suspect  a large portion of this traffic will turn left onto 
Oliphant and travel west to Vancouver, to avoid turning left onto Cook St.  As a traditional 
residential street Oliphant already feeds users of the CSV. Once the significant development is 
completed on the corner, Oliphant should be assessed for speed and  volume and evaluated for 
opportunities  for traffic calming and diversion.  Neighbours raised these concerns with the 
Director of Transportation during the approval process of the Oliphant development. 

Zoning and design guideline for Cook St. Village set out densities of up to 2.5:1 where on-site 
affordable housing is provided – secured through a legal agreement. The City of Victoria defines 
affordable housing as costing no more than 30% of gross household income. (Victoria Housing 
Strategy). How will “affordable” be determined in the legal agreements with developers. Ten 
percent or even 20 percent less than market value is NOT affordable, especially for a new building 
where rent controls have not been in place, and the higher land and construction costs must be 
recovered.  The building being torn down to make room for new developments were much more 
affordable than any new building will be.  
 
The NP states that “New development should respect the view corridor identified from Quadra 
Street at Burdett Street, looking south to the Olympic Mountains and Beacon Hill.  A similar urban 
design policy should be adopted to protect the view corridor looking south along Vancouver.  (also 
from Burdette.) 
 
In Charter 10 – Heritage, the Heritage Grant Program administered by Victoria Heritage 
Foundation, available to home owners of homes with heritage designation should be mentioned 
under Other Relevant Policies & By Laws to complement the Tax Incentive Program available to 
commercial heritage properties.  

While the OCP (2012) requires EV charging stations for new MURBs in Chapter 11, there is no 
specific EV requirements outline.  

Todate, 5 years later, City of Victoria has not yet revised its zoning bylaws to require new MURB to 
install charging stations. Currently City staff only encourage the inclusion of EV charging 
infrastructure as a component of a development’s rezoning and development permit area 
application. City staff argue that provincial incentives are the most effective means for increasing 
the availability of charging stations in private developments until which time as EV adoption 
achieves market maturity at which point the market will demand this infrastructure as an expected 
amenity. (City of Victoria Electric Vehicle (EV) and EV charging infrastructure Update., Nov.2014).  I 
have noticed more EV in Fairfield in the past year.  However a friend just bought a gas/electric 
hybrid Primus rather than a full EV since her condo building doesn’t have charging stations.  The 



provision of some EV charging stations should be a requirement and not view as an amenity. 
 



Fairfield Neighbourhood Draft Densification Plan 

The present draft of the Fairfield “Neighbourhood Plan” should have its title changed to “Densification Plan” 

because it appears to value ‘densification’ and so-called, ’vibrancy’ above the neighbourhood’s true values of 

‘community’ and ‘quality of life for the residents’.  The plan proposes policies to increase density and thereby 

increase the affordability and availability of residences by allowing taller buildings and additional suites in 

existing structures.  It proposes guidelines that will be introduced later around environmental considerations, 

sustainability, parking, amenities, building design etc.. Transportation, other than bikeways, is not prescribed.  

Sustainability concerns like: Seismic upgrading, conversion from oil to gas, solar collection or creating more 

parks are not directly addressed.  Heritage, particularly in the small urban villages, is ignored. And it assumes 

that the extra infrastructure costs will be paid for later by all residents.  

The private interests of developers appear uppermost in the draft policy while the public interests of residents 

to create a more sustainable, affordable, livable and tranquil neighbourhood are set aside for future guidelines 

rather than being made implicit in the policies.  In my opinion if Council accepts the present policy draft 

without incorporating the guidelines which were based on community input, they will forfeit the social license 

required of Fairfield residents. 

1) Increasing building heights will have immediate effect on property values and, as in Vancouver. The 

extra building density allowed will not necessarily produce a density bonus to go into affordable 

apartment housing. If, as in Vancouver, developers have fewer hurdles and can maximize their profits 

by building high-end apartments and condos they will do so. (See: “Have Vancouver’s Rental Policies 

hindered rental housing or helped?” Globe and Mail, Dec. 16th, 2017, p. A14.) 

2) Where multi-storey buildings are not mandated, the increased property values will put pressure on 

home buyers to maximize house footprints increasing stormwater run-off, reducing the number of 

trees and shrubs and increasing traffic and parking congestion.  An increased number of suites will also 

add to the disruption and increase infrastructure demands.  

3) People will not abandon their cars in the future, even if they switch from gas to electric vehicles.  The 

only way for most resident to switch would be if better transportation is provided.  Also, in other cities 

it has been found that bikeways are more successful when they don’t occupy roads like Cook Street, 

already heavily used by traffic.  The best way to get people out of cars would be to increase and 

subsidize public transportation.  Why is it that Kitchener-Waterloo, population 523,894, can build an 

LRT, and Greater Victoria population 367,770 (over 400,000 with Langford-Colwood), can’t.  

Council needs to assert the public interest by putting strong regulations into the Fairfield densification plan 

policies that will make those who want to exploit increases in density, pay for the additional infrastructure 

costs, the costs of additional transportation and the costs of providing affordable housing and or 

subsidizing working people so that they can afford the higher costs of housing. Council should recoup the 

social costs of densification by limiting the percentage of buildings over 4 storeys within the prescribed 

zones, and making those who wish to build above the maximum zoned height or prescribed setbacks pay a 

substantial additional fee.  The policy should make those who profit from densification pay the additional 

costs to the neighbourhood for the: increased infrastructure demands, transportation, sustainability, 

seismic preparation, additional noise, disruption, traffic, pollution cleanup, loss of parking, parks, green 

space loss, and loss of heritage buildings. Victoria is wanting the avoid the densification problems of 

Vancouver.  But unless their policies embrace strong regulation, setting aside land for parks and protecting 

trees; requiring public housing and increasing public transportation in advance of densification they will 

create gridlock and make Victoria less livable, sustainable and affordable rather than more so.   



I am a homeowner in Fairfield -  and attended the Jan 15th meeting re the FF draft plan. 
I am sending these additional comments to be included in the community feedback. I did fill out the survey as well earlier. 
Thanks to those who presented/spoke - both city staff and community. 
 
 We need to slow down this process and get more community input and buy-in.  
 There needs to be better advertising/communication/encouragement to attend these events. I was reminded by a Good Samaritan 

via a flyer in my mailbox the night before about the meeting. I believe I’m on your mailing list but didn’t receive the notice that 
was apparently emailed (I checked my spam - nothing). The staff member at the meeting mentioned bounce-backs so that is 
obviously an issue to correct. (PS - If I am for some reason not on the email list, please add me:  

 I would like to see planning meetings thoroughly recorded - by a dictation device (downloadable to your site) so the information 
brought up at these meeting is available for review on the city website draft plan page/area. There were concerns raised at the 
meeting that I wouldn’t have thought of on my own. Having community-meeting notes for review would serve as a reference for 
mayor and council, staff, and constituents/community members. We would be better informed both about the issues at hand, it 
would serve as information for subsequent meetings; it would provide transparency and improve the democratic process. I realize 
the planner was taking notes but she left early, as did the other staff member - and it’s hard to adequately and efficiently record 
everything and give your attention to the room at those kinds of meetings. I realize thorough documentation of meetings requires 
staff hours for downloading and reviewing/editing but I believe it would be tax dollars well spent. In my work for 10 years within 
FN communities I came to see that a slow methodical but thorough process yielded better buy-in hence better results and less 
backlash and mistakes in the end.   

 I understand the FF Community Assn has requested an extension. I vehemently agree on the extension. In terms of how the 
extension would be used: 1) answer the concerns/questions brought up at this meeting that there either weren’t answers for or not 
enough time to cover them in depth 2) advertise for more community consultation/input - this is an important plan and many 
people still don’t know about it - as evidenced by people who spoke at the meeting who said their neighbors were unaware of this 
plan nor the meetings. There were enough comments like this to make me think it’s a problem and the city is not reaching out 
enough for consultation.  

 The survey was anonymous - anyone could have filled it out - not just those from Fairfield that live and rent here - and who 
knows how many developers filled it out. Was there any documentation as to who was actually filling it out? I don’t trust wholly 
that the survey accurately represented the input of FF owners/renters.  

 I am concerned that developers, who are on the whole invested in personal profit - and some/most? at the expense of green space 
and architectural consideration, have gotten input into this process - when they may not or most likely don’t live in this 
neighborhood - and aren’t emotionally invested in this neighborhood. I have seen on many lots in FF the demolition of a small 
houses for the construction of square ultra modern single residential homes - build to the edges of the property with a minimum of 
green space including the removal of trees. Not only do these house not fit in with the FF heritage feel, they aren’t providing 
affordable housing. 

 I am not anti-development and we need affordable housing - however, quite honestly, FF has perhaps crossed the threshold for 
“affordable”. That said, it is not homeowners/tax payers creating affordable housing as it has become unaffordable to do so  - but 
affordable for developers who are reaping the benefits and then leaving. If you want affordable housing, make it easier for 
homeowners to afford to construct suites within their houses. We need more grants for homeowners to be able to develop their 
own properties.  

 Developers are not necessarily creating affordable housing when they gut and suite a house in FF - a house I bid on in 2007 when 
I was looking and passed on - was bought by a developer for $700,000, developed into 4 suites, and then each suite was sold at 
over $800,000. That was 2007. So back then that’s not an affordable suite to buy. And it’s even more expensive now. The planner 
at the meeting talked about development limits i.e. needing to buy up/secure 2 lots for a certain type of development - this isn’t an 
option for homeowners, only developers, who have the finances and means to do so. 

 I fear the FF plan will benefit developers mainly - they will come in and under the guise of creating affordable housing only add 
to the pool of expensive housing, leaving FF with more density but no more affordable housing. 

 We need to ensure the FF plan is community-driven and smart - and not a developer-driven plan that puts more $ into the hands 
of developers. 

 The heritage visual and feel of FF is an important one. I believe we need to protect this resource. 
 Construction waste from teardowns is costly to our environment and though more of this waste is recyclable now a huge amount 

still ends up in the landfill. I would like to see construction waste impact on the environment factored in as a hard cost within the 
plan re housing development.  

 Tree canopies and retention of large trees and established trees in general: Studies show large trees are more beneficial to health 
and the environment than replacing them with the same sq footage of small tress. I want to see a strict guideline on tree retention.  

 Retention of green space on urban lots - I see developers building to the edges of property leaving small back and front yards - 
that reduce the amount of garden space. If we want to promote sustainable food sourcing the urban farming/gardening we need to 
retain more green space than what I’ve see developers leaving. Yards/trees/gardens also provide for bird and animal species. 
I agree we need affordable housing but I also think that green space is equally as important for the health and well being of our 
city.  

Personal info



 The proposed plan/talks are too focused on housing and too little on the environment and retention of urban lot green space. I 
think more planning for green space is important. We do not want to end up like Kitsalano in Vancouver - though beautiful; it is 
back-to-back houses with an erosion of green/yard space. It is a housescape more than an landscape. 

 Variances: from what I’ve seen it looks like too many are being granted. What kind of assurances do community members have - 
is there a FF rep with the power to vote or veto these requests? If not, I suggest it becomes part of the plan. 

 I think we need to think of the plans FBC: For the community, by the community. And not for developers and those living outside 
of the community. 

 Sewage, water, parking issues: these will be of issue with density increases - what are the logistics and costs of this? Once again, 
developers will profit and tax payers left with the increase costs/taxes of infrastructure? 

 Transportation: with density comes an increase in cars and gridlock. It is great to hope people walk and bike more, which I do 
think is happening, but there are still a lot of car-oriented and vehicle-dependent folks (elderly; disabled) that require transit. One 
idea was for a trolley from Cook St to downtown - great idea.  

 There were many suggestions at the meeting for FF and Gonzales to be considered as one plan. This makes sense. 
 Staff present at meetings: I understand we are all overstretched. That said, the planner left early followed by the other staff 

member (who frankly, looked bored through the whole meeting). There were no councilors present. I was disappointed in the 
city’s staffing of this event. 

 
 





It contends that existing three- and four-storey apartment buildings have done 
nothing to support or improve the character, appearance, street feel and sense of 
community in Fairfield, but quite the opposite; and that more would be worse, not 
better. 
 
It challenges the fundamental assumption in the draft plan that more large and/or 
tall buildings represent either the only or best way to deliver density to Fairfield, or 
to achieve city long-term growth targets. 
 
Instead, it proposes new land use guidance and blanket zoning for Fairfield under 
the rubric, gentle density—that is, increases brought about by the addition of one or 
more suites in existing houses; the conversion of entire existing houses to suites; 
and the creation of new one-lot-scale developments providing everything from a 
duplex to as many as 12 suites in one house-like structure consistent in its 
architectural presentation and scale with residential Fairfield as it is now. 
 
By our estimate, Fairfield consists of roughly 150 blocks, 100 of which are 
candidates for gentle density. The other 50 have parks, schools or businesses on 
them, or are already completely taken up by 3- or 4-storey multi-unit developments. 
 
The remaining 100 or so candidate blocks each have four “faces” or street frontages, 
for a rough total of 400 (acknowledging that street frontages vary in length and 
number of lots).  If each street-frontage was a receiving area for 10 new residential 
units either all in one building or distributed among several, this alone would allow 
Fairfield to grow by 4,000 dwellings (all sizes and types) over the next 25 years, 
with relatively little change to neighbourhood character and appearance.  While 
4,000 may not be an upper limit, it is itself four times the city’s 25-year growth 
target for Fairfield, which is 1,000 units/2,000 people, or an average of 40 
dwellings/yr.). 
 
This proposal also observes that a surprising amount and variety of this so-called 
gentle density already exists on many of Fairfield’s streets, proof that it is viable and 
successful; that it has sustained and energized, rather than harmed or torn, the 
physical and social fabric of Fairfield; that it stands as living proof of the workability 
of such an approach for further/future housing delivery; and that it should be 
encouraged by policy and flexibly managed with commonsense rules. 
 
Does this gentle density proposal have every detail worked out, every ‘what-if’ and 
question answered?  Of course not.   
 
The matter of lot size and dimensions, especially for new, bare land development, 
needs study and consideration. Parking requirements, on-site and street-side, need 
study and a practical, flexible, creative response.  The application and approval 
process (possibly as-of-right, subject to various appropriate conditions and terms) 
needs study.  A strategy would be required to test the implementation of the gentle 
density concept on a pilot basis, learn from experience, and make appropriate 



adjustments.  And it is crucially important to engage the community and 
stakeholders in conversation about this gentle density alternative.  It seems, on the 
surface, as if it would have broad-based appeal, but that can’t and shouldn’t be taken 
for granted. 
 
This note simply outlines an idea.  Hopefully, it will have sufficient merit to justify 
more rigourous study and further elaboration.  In particular, we encourage you to 
carefully and observantly walk the streets of Fairfield to study the wide range of 
gentle density examples already in place: a duplex here, a basement suite or two 
there, new four-, six- and eight-plexes on single lots, multi-suite conversions of older 
character homes.  It’s a good thing and, in our view, you can’t have too much of it in 
Fairfield. 
 
With Best Wishes, 
 
 
Gene Miller 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

gene@newlandmarks.com  : :  250-514-2525 
 



To Whom It May Concern 
 

“Design Guidelines For Buildings, Streetscapes and Public Spaces” 
Cook Street Village 

 
 
Fairfield Community Plan Comments by  
Street  
 
Key Direction #2-- Strengthen Cook Street Village (page 9) states in part -- “introduce 

new design guidelines for Cook Street Village to ensure good quality design of 

buildings, streetscapes and public spaces.”  
 

Expectation: Detail on Design of Buildings, Design of Streetscapes and Design of Public 
Spaces.  Further there will be sections on these three subjects that provide the detail.  
Need further work in my opinion. Comments and suggestions follow. 
 

1) Neighbourhood Plan Goals (page 18) for Urban Villages calls for “--Building Design that 
fits— “.  This goal appears unnecessarily to get watered down in “Urban Villages” (page 59) 
to “—Design that fits—” with “buildings” dropped. Maybe “Designs” (buildings, 
streetscapes and public spaces) the first time and simply “Designs” (plural) thereafter or 
always spell it out for clarity each time.  
 

2) Cook Street Village Community Design Principles (page 57) cover everything but buildings. 
How come? The document has now goals, and principles for Cook Street Village but no 
Design Guidelines for Buildings for sure.  Next on page 61 we have more “polices”. 

 
3) New Directions—Section 7.2 (Page 61) “The following polices are intended to apply to the 

Cook Street Village area as shown on Map9.” Recommend the following: 
a) delete “are intended to”, what follows either applies or it does not, if they do not apply 

they serve no purpose; and 
b) that the Principles in 7.2 be called and drafted as Design Guidelines. Leave “principles” 

to page 57 and review them to ensure they cover all three elements (building, 
streetscapes and public spaces).   

c) next write them like guidelines with the action verb in each to be more directive, for 
example in 7.2.1  “are to” instead of “Encourage” and 7.2.2 “should” vice “should 
consider” and so on for them all. Guidelines need to be clear not a “maybe, if 
convenient, or should you choose”. The objective/direction is to provide Design 
Guidelines not Principles. Agree they cannot be directives. Language used previously 
was “should”, see summary of old guidelines at the end.   
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4) Section 7.4 Figure 22 is titled “General Description and Design Guidelines”. Some but not all 
of the principles (aka design guidelines) from 7.2 are included? Why are some elements 
missing? 
 

5) Biggest Issue for me is that the Design Guidelines for Buildings in particular are weak, for 
Streetscape are even weaker and could be better for public spaces.  I comment: 
a) 7.2.1, why only do this for corner-sites, sounds reasonable for all commercial sites. 
b) 7.2.3 not sure I agree we want a “sense of enclosure” on Cook Street. Part of the 

beauty now is the openness provided by low rise, mid-rise—old, new, middle age, 
residential repurposed structures etc.  “It is the variety that provides the spice/life of 
Cook Street Village. This would be lost with a “walled in sense of enclosure” particularly 
with all walls 1/3 the width for the adjacent right away. Variable set back would not 
mitigate this sense of enclosure.  To me this is an issue of “Streetscape” and this is huge 
when it comes to the feel of my Cook Street Village. 

c) Set back recommendations seem varied (set back is a key element of the village): 
i)  7.2.2 says--use building design that complement the surrounding area---setbacks.   
ii)  7.2.3 recommends 2 meters 
iii) 7.2.18 says set back portions of the building 1 meter up to 3 meters 
iv) 7.2.19 –sidewalk widths of 3 meters—5 meters were possible 
v) Figure 22—1 to 3 meters. 

 
6) Boulevards (Public Spaces): for the village why not identify best practice boulevards that 

exist in front of Oxford Foods and say this is the Design Guide. 
 

7) Benchmark for Robust Urban Village Design Guidelines:  Suggest you look at the Design 
Guidelines for Urban Village below as a model for language and ideas.  Tone and language 
sounds much more direct and suitable for Guidelines.  Note for example the concept of “Sky 
View” item 3.2.2.  The propose “policies” relabelled as design guidelines in 7.2 could do with 
a re-write incorporating the relevant and appropriate concepts from this document. NOTE 
‘Streetscape Design Guidelines’! 

 
https://web.toronto.ca/wp-content/uploads/2017/08/9775-Forest-Hill-Village-
Urban-Design-Guidelines.pdf 

 
8) Bottom Line: there is some effectiveness gains to be had if the Neighbourhood Plans have 

some “cookie cutter” potential built into the process. Design Guidelines of Urban Villages 
is one area where you could potentially learn from experience as you proceed through the 
process. Since this concept of planning for Urban Villages is new to Victoria just might be a 
way of holding this element of our plan as a “draft model” which is to be refined and 
improved further with experience as other Urban Villages undergo the process.  Further you 
may want to hire some special expertise and that talent could be expended on all urban 
village design guidelines. This would allow for the creation of Urban Village Design 
Guidelines Model and result in a world class product.   

 



All for your consideration.  
 
Regards, 
 

 
 The Old Design Guidelines  included here for reference were as follows from city website 
months ago:  
1) Design should respond to local features: 

a) Traditional cladding material; 
b) Bay/oriel windows; 
c) Pitched rather than flat roofs; 
d) Attractive treed boulevards; 
e) Opportunities should be taken to emphasize “street head” vistas; and  
f) Varied building setbacks. 

2) The Commercial Zone 
a) Business in each block are encouraged to plan cooperatively: 
b) Parking and loading should be in rear yards, well screened from adjacent residences; 
c) To improve the continuity of the Cook Street Village boulevards, driveway access to rear 

parking and loading areas should be way of shared driveways to side streets;  
d) Customer parking areas should be pooled for maximum convenience and linked to Cook 

Street by mid-block walkways; 
e) Along sidewalks and walkways provide features attractive to pedestrians such as 

shopfronts, open markets, outdoor restaurant seating areas and canopies; and 
f) At pedestrian intersection points, allow room for open plazas or splayed corners. 
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Non-Residential uses in Fairfield not in Urban Villages 
 
I have included addresses to help if you want to map them in similar style to 
Map 10. I assume the commercial uses in the NW corner are covered by 
existing policies – because the Draft Plan for the NW only mentions 
commercial development in 6.1.6 for west of Quadra (and shouldn’t this say 
mixed-use rather than commercial, as it does in the intro to Chapter 6. 
Commercial in this context implies offices), and 6.1.16 for Collinson and 
Vancouver. 
 
• Upper Cook St Village at Meares – (My Thai, Bubby Rose’s Bakery, etc and 
retail/ offices on the east side of Cook) (mentioned briefly on page 47 as an 
extension of Fort Street. It’s zoned C but Figure 14 shows these as parts of 
exclusively residential blocks. My experience and understanding is that this 
small commercial area has a distinct identity as a local neighbourhood 
commercial area in Fairfield. It will probably be reinforced by the construction 
of the Black and White condos at Fort and Cook) 
• Parkside Hotel 810 Humbodlt 
• Beaconsfield Inn 998 Humboldt 
• Bed and Breakfast at Trutch Manor 621 Trutch, Dashwood Manor 1 Cook at 
Dallas, Postern Gate 1145 Meares 
• Eldercare and medical establishments at: 
- Mount St Mary Hospital 861 Fairfield  
- St Michael Medical Centre 845 Burdett 
- Mount St Angela 923 Burdett 
- Red Cross 909 Fairfield [zoned R] 
- Sunrise at 920 Humboldt [zoned R] 
- An institutional building at 950 Humboldt (not sure what it is; transitional 

housing??) 
- Rose Manor 857 Rupert Terrace 
- Seniors Serving Seniors 909 Fairfield (in the Red Cross building) 
- Clover Point eldercare 90 Linden near Faithful 
- St Francis Manor eldercare 1128 Dallas near Marlborough 
• Childcare Centres 
- Community Place (zoned R) 
- YMCA, 
- Christ Church Cathedral 
• St Sophia Orthodox Church 195 Joseph at May [zoned R] 
• Stewart monument works 1403 May (on this site since 1896) [zoned R] 
• Lou’s Auto Repair at 617 Vancouver (SE corner with Collinson) 
[acknowledged in Draft Plan policy 6.1.16] 
• Fairfield Auto Repair 1090 Fairfield (NW corner of Cook and Fairfield) 
• Shefield convenience SE corner Cook and Fairfield 
• Dentist at 205 Cook NE corner Cook and May. 



The Draft Fairfield Plan 

Comments by 

18 January 2018 
Introduction: 

 

As a James Bay resident for the past 18 years, a frequent visitor to Fairfield, a shopper in Cook 

Street and Fairfield Plaza, a guest in the home of friends in the neighbourhood, and as a 

participant in activities at the Cook Street Village Activity Centre and the Fairfield-Gonzales 

Community Association, I can offer a unique perspective on one of the city’s oldest residential 

settlements and natural areas. 

 

1. Unsatisfactory Civic Engagement Process 

 

Although the City’s Official Community Plan (OCP) was adopted in 2012, I understand the local area 

planning process for Fairfield began almost two years ago. My experience with this “public consultation 

process”, suggests it was flawed from the outset. The process did not, in my view, reflect the open, 

transparent, accessible, and accountable principles that form the foundation of genuine democratic and 

civic engagement.  

 

Perhaps this serious shortcoming can be attributed to the City’s colonial history and institutional 

framework of governance. Regretfully, the prevailing values associated with this framework now play a 

significant role in assessing not only the City’s current assets and capacities, but also its future 

sustainability.  

 

The underlying thesis of “eternal growth” is presumed to be the only option appropriate for the City 

over the next three decades. While there is an assumption about the need for a sustainable future, 

there is no recognition of the risks associated with this strategy. Is “unlimited growth”, truly in the best 

interests of the people who make this city their home? Such a question is not even considered. Hence, 

one can only surmise there is a foregone conclusion that there are no limits to growth, and that 

unrestrained development is always in the best interests of a city and its residents. 

 

At the outset of the project, I recall seeing a business card handed out in Cook Street Village that read, 

“Join the conversation as we plan the future of your neighbourhood – Fairfield Gonzales.” This short 

sentence encapsulates the City’s consultation process. It is a top-down, paternalistic, command-and-

control process whose aim is to gain approval from residents of a preconceived map of Fairfield’s future. 

The vision has already been agreed upon by decision-makers: primarily the development and real estate 

investment community, elected officials, and senior city staff. 

 

There has been little or no attempt to involve the public from the outset, e.g. inviting residents, business 

owners, cultural/sports and community organizations, faith organizations, schools etc. to participate. A 
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formal Local Area Plan Working Group was established on a selective basis comprised of Urban 

Development Institute representatives, and other business members outside Fairfield. It seems this 

working group was hand-picked either by staff or by Council, with no right for the community to put 

forward their own representatives. Even a written request to the City’s Director of Sustainable Planning 

and Community Development, to consider using a different format such as a “Citizen’s Assembly” similar 

to the Grandview-Woodland Neighbourhood in Vancouver, was refused. 

 

The Senior Planner and LAP Project Leader recently indicated that the City took great pains to contact 

the “hard-to-reach” Fairfield residents: individuals under 40 and renters. What measures did they take? 

Put up posters in the purpose-rental units in Fairfield? Ask schools to circulate notices through the 

Parent Advisory Committees? Distribute invitations at key grocery stores or coffee shops in Cook Street 

Village and Fairfield Plaza?  

 

The City’s Rental Forum on the draft Fairfield Plan was attended by some 40 people, who came as a 

result of last-minute invitations. Planners who facilitated the forum often lacked baseline data and had 

few answers to questions posed by participants. On other occasions such as Open Houses, a number of 

residents expressed their dismay at the “dotmocracy” exercise they were asked to participate in, and 

the “post-it-note” suggestions designed to limit discussion, and tended to discourage meaningful 

exchange of views. Questions posed to planners often went unanswered when no data could be 

provided to justify their conclusions. Questions asked about how the feedback from residents would be 

reported, and if they would be made public, went unanswered. 

 

What became painfully evident to many residents I spoke with throughout this process was the view 

that the Neighbourhood Plan was a “done deal”.  It was consistently presented as a blueprint for its 

major users: Developers, City Staff, Council, and members of the 12 Community Association Land-Use 

Committees. The views of Fairfield residents seemed to be ignored, and it was a rare occasion if any 

members of Council were present in any public events or activities.  

 

The entire thrust and urgency of this planning exercise was to facilitate the objectives of developers by: 

 Identifying different levels of infill-densification. 

 Visualizing housing projects and areas for housing redevelopment. 

 Defining new zoning requirements and site/built form parameters. 

 

2. Inadequate Data and Demographic Projections  

 

While the OCP is based on an increase of 20,000 people over the next three decades, with 50% to be 

accommodated in the downtown area, 40% in the urban villages of the city’s 13 neighbourhoods, and 

the remainder accommodated elsewhere, the local area plans remain ambiguous about the short-term 

and long-term impacts of newcomers and the civic landscape changes anticipated. 

 



The OCP (p. 25) identified over the next three decades that Victoria is forecast to need a designated 

housing capacity to meet demand for an additional 13,500 apartment-type units and an additional 2,700 

ground-oriented housing units. It also clearly stated that: “Zoned land capacity analysis prepared for 

this plan indicates that there is sufficient zoned capacity in 2011 to must match this demand.” If this is 

the case, why the big rush to rewrite the City’s zoning policy to prezone rental areas, identify high-

density multistory condo tower zones downtown, and upzone areas within residential neighbourhoods 

throughout the city? Is the local area plan just a licence to print money? 

 

The OCP talks about the need for environmentally-sustainable development that is related to “walkable, 

transit-focused, mixed-use residential and employment centres.”  Why then is the City approving 

nothing but multi-storey residential properties with major underground parking facilities? Won’t such 

developments just increase traffic volume and do nothing to reduce the use of private fossil-fuel 

vehicles? Why, is the City approving similar projects in Cook Street Village, even without a new Local 

Area Plan? Why is the City proceeding with large-scale housing development projects downtown and in 

the neighbourhoods without regard for a transportation plan that is clearly out-of-date and unaligned 

with the current, let alone future needs of the city’s population? 

 

Why has City Hall’s efforts to streamline the development approval process, eliminate the minimum size 

of residential units, simplify the approval of secondary suites, and garden suites, condone short-term 

rental suites downtown and in certain principal residences outside the core, all resulted in the rampant 

increase in the number of unaffordable housing units in the city? How many reasonably priced new units 

of housing are proposed for Fairfield to accommodate young families, or even renters (those who work 

in the downtown retail, service, and tourism/hospitality industry?) None! 

 

Even the technical baseline data generated for the Fairfield neighbourhood in October 2016, is woefully 

inadequate in terms of household and demographic profile breakdowns based on the 2016 Census. 

There is little attempt to address what is the current baseline household and housing data (before the 

planning changes proposed) – age, housing type, tenure, etc., and the proposed build-out over the next 

30 years. 

 

In open houses and other public meetings, planners had great difficulty providing basic information as to 

the current new housing growth rate, (50 housing units per year, or 200?); anticipated population 

increase, (less than 1% annually or more?) Given the growing aging population in the city and 

exceedingly high housing prices, there are fewer opportunities for families to be accommodated in the 

neighbourhood. What impact will mean in terms of a changing level of community services and public 

amenities such as parks and playgrounds, schools, and daycare centres? 

 

Although there is a recognition that 55% of Fairfield households rent, there is little data provided as to 

the current number of purpose-built apartments (their age, and distribution. There is no projected loss 

of this affordable rental stock due to demolition and replacement by more desirable, or higher-value 

home-ownership choices such as multiplexes, townhomes, row-houses, garden suites, etc. which will be 

built. Given the high proportion of single-family homes, many of which are heritage, and now 



accommodate secondary suites, why is there is no baseline data to determine what proportion of these 

housing units will be lost over the next 30 years. 

 

There is no consideration of transportation use and changes that may impact housing in the area. The 

only thing that is assumed is that high-density housing development will be accommodated on high-

volume arterials or major transit routes. Yet, there is no baseline transportation plan for the 

neighbourhood, to assess the needs of residents for public and private parking (and how new 

technology such as driverless vehicles, or short-term rentals such as Airbnb) will impact the nature and 

character of the neighbourhood. If homes are now used primarily as investment tools, to accommodate 

transient short-term visitors (e.g. tourists, contract professionals, and possibly students), will this not 

have an impact on the services and businesses in the neighbourhood? 

 

3. Lack of Consideration of Future Infrastructure Requirements, and the Potential Impact of Climate 

Change and Seismic Issues that could Negatively Impact Development  

 

The immediate objective of the Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan, like the other neighbourhood plans, is to 

serve the needs of the development industry first and foremost. The assumption is that all meaningful 

growth that takes place in the city is to be driven by the needs and interests of the private sector.  

 

Not surprisingly, there are few benefits from this unprecedented housing boom that will be recognized 

as serving the public interest. With an inadequate density bonus and community amenity contribution 

policy on the part of the City, there are few benefits available in terms of amenities for residents in the 

neighbourhoods. In fact, major public investments in landscaping (redevelopment around the Johnson 

Street Bridge, Ship Point, Harbour Pathway) are to be found concentrated around the high-end condo 

towers adjacent to the Inner Harbour or in high-traffic volume transportation corridors. 

 

Victoria has limited financial reserves to upgrade its aging sewer, water, storm drainage, and utility 

network, as well as roads, cycle routes, and sidewalks systems, let alone replace a pool/fitness complex, 

bridges, and a fire hall. Residents want to know the projected costs of these infrastructure upgrades that 

will be required as a result of the unprecedented residential growth throughout the city. Council 

provides no answers any more than staff has even considered whether these systems can carry the 

expected increase in capacity? Who will bear the burden of these costs? And, are the new developments 

contributing their fair share of the upgrading costs but also their ongoing maintenance? 

 

The impacts of climate change on coastal cities around the globe must now be taken into consideration 

when planning for the future needs of urban populations. Rising sea levels and storm surges play havoc 

with infrastructure. Cities must now devise mitigation strategies and identify potential high risk areas 

that should not be developed. The Dallas Road Bluffs in the Fairfield area, as well as the Ross Bay area 

are two vulnerable areas which have not been identified as potentially high risk areas for 

redevelopment. The insurance industry, the real estate industry, and cities across Canada, together with 

home-owners must find appropriate solutions. None of these critical issues are addressed in this draft 



neighbourhood plan. Will it take the insurance industry declining to insure properties in these areas for 

city to include this information within their long-term plans? 

 

The seismic risks facing Victoria have already been outlined in a report submitted to Council last year. 

There is no doubt about the potential devastating impact of a major incident on the housing and 

infrastructure of the City. Why is there no consideration of the known unstable soil areas in the Fairfield 

area, which could result in serious loss of housing and infrastructure? Why isn’t this taken into 

consideration in terms of identifying areas that should not be considered for increased densification? 

 

4. Conclusions 

 

The public consultation process involved in drafting the Fairfield Plan is thoroughly flawed. Hence, any 

planning recommendations and limited feedback are without credible foundation. In fact, Council 

should stop the process and place a moratorium on the completion of the Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan 

until after the City of Victoria election in October 2018. 

 

There are many lessons to be learned from failures, whether it is the dismantling of the Blue Bridge and 

the building of the new Johnson Street Bridge or the drafting of a neighourhood plan for Fairfield. 

Citizens need to trust that their elected officials are acting in their best interests. When the public trust 

is significantly undermined, it does little good to try and patch a life raft already full of holes and, with 

no personal flotation devices for those on board.  

 

Is hoping for the best and planning for the worst, the only realistic option remaining for Fairfield 

residents? 



January 14/18 

Fairfield Neighbourhood Draft Plan 2017 vis a vis The Urban Forest 
feedback from  

Page 3: Acknowledges that Fairfield is located on the traditional 
territory of the Lekwungen speaking nation.  This is good. 

One way that we can practice this acknowledgement is to respect, 
protect, and enhance our natural environment.  It might be an idea to 
actually state this sentiment somewhere in the document.  Perhaps as a 
goal under 4. Parks, Open Space and Urban Forest, p. 33 or part of 
4.2.1. p.35, or the intro paragraph on UF on p. 38, or under 4.12 with 
specific reference to the natural area in the South West corner of 
Beacon Hill Park or under Placemaking, Arts, and Culture Goal #1 p.97.   

 

Under 4.15 Community Stewardship p.40.  I wonder if it might be more 
explicitly stated that it is the community members through the FGCA 
and Parks specifically (as they have the expertise) that need to work 
together to protect and enhance the UF.  Tree planting and watering 
boulevard trees during the drought months and educating community 
members about the important role private lands play in maintaining 
and enhancing the UF are a few more examples.  It needs to be 
explicitly stated that the UF cannot be maintained and enhanced by 
Parks alone.  That it will take the community members in concert with 
Parks to accomplish this goal    

Our plan needs to list the actions that will be taken including realistic 
timelines.  

Specifically,  

Under Key Directions: 
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Don’t know how this one got away on me, but I/we would like #4 p.7 to 
read “Enhance” rather than “support” the Urban Forest.  Note: The 
word “enhance” is used in many other places throughout the 
document, notably Goal 4 on page 33.  

 

Under Urban Forest: 

There is lots of good work here reflective of what I/we are looking for. 

It might be an idea to include from the OCP the 4 objectives of Urban 
Forest Management p82, because it is my understanding that 
developers will be using our plan as a reference and its good to 
integrate all of these documents.   

p.38. It is great that you have included the small explanatory box on UF 
and UFMP.  Note: The executive summary UFMP p. vii states “20 years 
and beyond” not “50 years.”  Perhaps it is here, that if Parks is unable 
to come up with timelines for the UF Action Plan that it is explicitly 
stated that we are awaiting said Action Plan and that the 
recommendations will be incorporated into our plan as soon as they 
become available.   

Under Parks, Open Space and Urban Forest: 

p.34, 4.1.2 Because this objective explicitly states, “private lands” can 
we add the Urban Forest Master Plan and or the Urban Forest Action 
Plan with its expected date of completion?  See reference to the UFMP 
and its connection to the POSMP Parks and Open Spaces Masterplan.p9   
Note: Also there is a typo here.  

 



Under Adapting to Climate Change 4.16.1 e) is it possible to add 
“private lands.”  The OCP makes reference to “private lands” vis a vis 
the UF 10.14.1 p.82.   

 

Under definitions: 

You have a great comprehensive def. of “Urban Forest”. 

Could you please define “green space” or differentiate from “open 
space” or just use “open space” as defined in, Parks and Open Spaces 
Masterplan April 2017 p.32  

 

It is unclear how Parks will implement the UFMP recommendations.  
Many of these recommendations are city wide.  When it is ready, will 
Parks implement the recommendations concurrently throughout the 
entire city or start with one of the 13 neighbourhoods?  Will it begin 
with the neighbourhood in most need of UF work?  While, I/we 
appreciate addressing the tree canopy; see 4.11.1, there are apparently 
other ways (perhaps better ways) to measure the UF.   So this is where 
we need to hear from parks in terms of what recommendations from 
the UFMP take priority.  For example, is it planting more trees or is it 
strengthening the tree bylaws.  This is why we need Parks to identify an 
action plan outlining the optimal sequence for protecting and 
enhancing the UF.  Also, it is my understanding that the tree canopy in 
Fairfield has already been measured at 21% as per the UFMP p. 10.  

 

It would appear that the UF guidelines for each UPD will not be 
completed before our neighbourhood plan is finished.  Can it be noted 



in our plan that as soon as these become available they will be 
incorporated into our plan?           
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Changes to the Fairfield LAP page 90

 

From:    
Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 3:22 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca>; Rebecca Penz <rpenz@victoria.ca>; Andrea Hudson <AHudson@victoria.ca>
Subject: Changes to the Fairfield LAP page 90 

 
Hello Kristina, 
  
thanks very much for your offer  to recommend changes to the Fairfield Local Area Plan on HCAs.  Before 
writing this email I have gone back and reviewed the council meeting in September, read letters on this 
subject and had conversations with my neighbours.  The following is informed on  what I have read and 
heard.  I am happy to meet with you or chat on the phone or have more people send in emails if you need 
more input. Let me know. I have listed the changes in order of importance to us. Also, are you able to send me 
the recommended changes before they go the council on Feb 22nd?  Thanks   
  
The changes we are requesting are on page 90 of the Local Area Plan under section 10.2 Historic Areas. 
  
Section 10.2.3  We want this whole section deleted.  
  
The following are our reasons: 
Mentioning any of the streets is not fair to the property owners who last fall were very vocal  about not 
wanting HCAs. The wording implies they have been selected. 
The streets were selected by city staff based on their view of heritage not the community. This was done 
without knowledge of, agreement by, or permission from the property owners. Residents of these four streets 
spoke out strongly against their involvement in an HCA. We presented comprehensive documentation to your 
committee and the Mayor and Council supporting our reasons. Not one of the streets mentioned in this 
Section have 100% buy‐in to HCA inclusion, During the Committee of the Whole meeting last fall, the Mayor 
and City Council vocalized that the City should encourage champions working with the residents of their own 
streets to come forward. This was the cooperative spirit of the discussion which we took away, back to our 
neighbours. Although the motion might have had these streets mentioned for future when I listened again to 
the discussion it was not the spirit of the conversations.  
Again Including these street names in the wording implies they have been selected. It gives no peace to the 
owners and puts those residents on 'a slippery slope'. This Council and committee will change at some point 
and having these streets named in this document, or any other,could lead to  interpreting  the clause 
differently than your group.  In fact we had many conversations about Cook and Dallas because they were 
mentioned in the OCP. At one point you indicated the process would be different  for us because of that. Even 
thought we could not find a process that the community had been involved in and supported or  how it was 
included in the OCP.  
  
10.2.2  Suggested wording change 
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Facilitate citizen‐initiated efforts to establish Heritage Conservations Areas in Fairfield  by supporting and 
providing assistance to champions who come forward to work with resident/owners on their own streets. 
  
Section 10.2.1  Suggested wording change: 
  
Facilitate a  citizen‐led and initiated effort to establish a Heritage Collaboration group. This group would 
establish heritage values as guides for Fairfield and would  work with the city, homeowners, NGOs, developers 
to facilitate a process where solutions are found for renovations and construction that preserve and enhance 
heritage values. This approach would broaden awareness of heritage values and contribute to culture change on 
this important issue.   
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan

 

From: Jonathan Tinney  
Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 8:50 PM 
To:   
Cc:   Lisa Helps (Mayor) <mayor@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Re: Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan 

 
Thanks  will forward this on to staff for inclusion and consideration as we make updates to the plan. 
Appreciate your time to provide feedback.  

Jonathan Tinney 
1 Centennial Square 
Victoria, BC V8W 1P6 
250.588.1500 
jtinney@victoria.ca 
 
On Jan 31, 2018, at 8:37 PM, > wrote: 

Hi : 
 
Below is the response from both Mayor Lisa Helps and the director of sustainable planning and community 
development, Jonathan Tinney, to my messages regarding redevelopment of Sub-area 4 described in section 8.6 
of the draft Fairfield Community Plan. 
 
Through this email discussion I have yet to be convinced that section 8.6 is prudent (given the risk of significant property 
damage in an earthquake due to liquefaction)  or necessary (given there are currently 74 dwellings, at least 30 per cent 
with secondary suites) between Stannard and St. Charles west to east and Fairfield and Richardson south to north. 
 
It is my strong opinion this late addition to the plan should be removed. 
 

 
 
 

Begin forwarded message: 
 
From: Jonathan Tinney <JTinney@victoria.ca> 
Subject: RE: Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan 
Date: January 31, 2018 at 3:23:09 PM PST 
To: "Lisa Helps (Mayor)" <mayor@victoria.ca>,  
Cc: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
 
Thanks Mayor Helps,  
  

please find below a link to the background report from 2009.  
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www.victoria.ca/assets/Departments/Planning~Development/Community~Planning/Local~Area~Planning
/Fairfield~Gonzales/Fairfield~Growth~Survey/Urban%20Futures%20Managing%20Growth%20and%20C
hange%20in%20Victoria2009.pdf 
  
Page 28 breaks down the growth assumptions for the City looking forward. It assumes an average 
growth rate for the City of about 0.8% per year till about 2028 or so and then decreasing to 0.6% per year 
after that.  
  
More recent numbers from the census suggest that actual growth going forward may even exceed this 
amount . Based on the 2016 census, Victoria added 5,775 new residents between 2011 and 2016 which 
is an average growth rate of 1.4% per year. So to answer your question neither the City or the OCP is 
promoting growth, but rather the plan is trying to effectively manage it. The goal of the OCP is to try to 
accommodate the demand for housing driven by these future residents, while at the same time directing 
it to the right locations and in the right forms (type, tenure, price) to meet other goals related to 
affordability, vitality, maintenance of open space, the provision of services, etc.  
  
Thanks for your comments on the draft plan, I will forward you note staff so they can include your 
thoughts into the other feedback we have received to support a range of revisions being made to the 
current draft. I will say that at the staff level we certainly agree on the need for balance – making sure we 
are providing options for people looking to live in our communities that meet their needs, while also 
maintaining what is valuable about those communities. We rely on the members of that community to 
provide us with feedback to assist in this balance, I appreciate you taking the time to provide your 
comments.  
  
Regards,  
  
Jonathan Tinney 
Director 
Sustainable Planning & Community Development 
City of Victoria 
1 Centennial Square, Victoria BC  V8W 1P6 
 
T 250.361.0511     F 250.361.0248 

  
  

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
From: Lisa Helps (Mayor)  
Sent: January 29, 2018 9:31 PM 
To:   Jonathan Tinney <JTinney@victoria.ca> 
Cc: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Re: Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan 
  
Thanks
  
Jonathan, can you provide the research from 2009 (I believe) that an independent professional 
did as we were preparing for the OCP.  it is this research paper, specifically on Victoria, 
on which the OCP is based. Can you copy me so I have this as well. I looked for it online but 
couldn’t find it. It should be filed somewhere as background research to OCP development.  
  

      
 <image001.gif>  

  <image002.png> <image003.gif> <image004.gif> <image005.gif>

Personal info

Personal info

Personal info



3

Re: amalgamation, I agree! Victoria and Saanich are at long last working together on this.  
  
Take care, 
  
Lisa 
  
-- 
Lisa Helps, Victoria Mayor 
Lekwungen Territory 
www.lisahelpsvictoria.ca 
250-661-2708 
@lisahelps 
  
“Resignation and cynicism are easier, more self-soothing postures that do not require the raw 
vulnerability and tragic risk of hope. To choose hope is to step firmly forward into the howling 
wind, baring one’s chest  to the elements, knowing that, in time, the storm will pass.” - 
Archbishop Desmond Tutu 
  

On Jan 29, 2018, at 8:16 PM,  wrote: 
  
Your Worship: 
  
Thanks for the opportunity to respond to your query about the forecasted 
population increase in the Capital Region and the City of Victoria’s response to 
it. With all respect due to your office, I’m not sure how the figure of 20,000 more 
residents you cite has been arrived at. 
  
According to BC Stats, it appears that by 2041 the total population of the Capital 
Region is set to increase by 84,210 to 475,347 souls. 
  
Given this data, city staff must then expect that over one quarter of these souls 
plan to live within the incorporated limits of the City of Victoria. The land area of 
the city constitutes roughly one per cent of the total land area of the Capital 
Region, not including the Gulf Islands. 
  
It seems unreasonable that one of the physically smaller municipalities within the 
Capital Region is expected to accommodate one quarter of this increase in 
population when today it accommodates one quarter of the region’s population. 
Even accounting for land within the Agricultural Land Reserve, adjacent Saanich 
is almost five times the size of Victoria and yet only accommodates 30 per cent of 
the region’s population. 
  
Rather, I wonder if the City of Victoria is competing with neighbouring 
municipalities for these new residents. Increased housing for these residents will 
mean a significant increase in taxation revenue for the city. Further, this projected 
increase has likely emboldened property developers and real estate agents to 
encourage the city to consider redeveloping many of its desirable existing 
neighbourhoods to accommodate the new residents. However, my fear is that if 
municipalities within the Capital Region are indeed competing with one another 
for these residents, that this competition is leading Victoria down a path of 
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disintegrating perfectly good homes and neighbourhoods under the cloak of 
“densification”. 
  
If a neighbourhood or area is truly in need of redevelopment like the Capital Park 
project in the legislative precinct or the Janion Building on Store Street, then 
redevelopment is great. There are areas of Victoria lying fallow that do need 
redevelopment. If design specifications and limitations for redevelopment of 
existing neighbourhoods and properties are required to gently increase density 
while respecting existing neighbourhoods, then let’s include this in the new 
Fairfield neighbourhood plan. Let’s even consider the development of co-
operative housing as a way to encourage young families and others on lower 
incomes to live within the city limits. But let’s not plan to destroy existing, well-
functioning neighbourhoods so that a few can gain financially. 
  
To this end and in answer to your question, with this forecasted increase of 
residents by 2041, now is the time to amalgamate a number of municipalities 
within the Capital Region so that this increase in population and resulting demand 
on services (like hospitals, health, police, fire and emergency services for areas 
highly susceptible to the the effects of earthquakes, like Sub-areas 3 and 4) are 
coordinated throughout the region. It is not my desire to watch a marketing 
competition develop between adjacent municipalities that unintentionally 
destroys what is good in our city. 
  
As my chosen representatives, it is my hope you will instead steward the 
development of the city — and the region — so that it allows for growth but not 
at the expense of what is currently flourishing. I remain unconvinced that the new 
neighbourhood plan for Fairfield must include the redevelopment of Sub-area 4. 
Sub-area 4 ain’t broke, so let’s not fix it. 
  
Thank you again for your attention to this matter. 
  
Sincerely, 

Capital Region Projected Population Increase: 
https://www.bcstats.gov.bc.ca/apps/PopulationProjections.aspx 
https://www.crd.bc.ca/docs/default-source/regional-planning-
pdf/Population/Population-PDFs/2014-population-employment-amp-dwelling-
projections-to-2038.pdf?sfvrsn=92622eca 4 
  
https://www.crd.bc.ca/docs/default-source/regional-planning-
pdf/population/population-pdfs/popestimate_17.pdf?sfvrsn=d00003ca_4 
  
Capital Region Land Area: 
https://www.crd.bc.ca/docs/default-source/regional-planning-pdf/Population/fact-
sheets-landing-page/land-area-and-municipal-incorporation-
dates.pdf?sfvrsn=2b538ac9_2 
  
  
From: "Lisa Helps (Mayor)" <mayor@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Re: Fairfield Neighbourhood Plan - Earthquake 
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Date: January 28, 2018 at 10:51:08 PM PST 
To:  
 

 
Dear
 
Thanks for writing back. And no need to call me your worship! 
 
The draft plan is just that - is a draft and the fact that we’re having this 
conversation and receiving your input is precisely the point of circulating a draft 
plan. 
 
I’d love to hear your thoughts about what would be your opinion for the best way 
for Victoria to grow. We anticipate about 20,000 more residents in the City by 
2041. If not in your neighbourhood, what kind of plan would you and your 
neighbours like to see for how the city develops to accommodate them? I look 
forward to hearing your thoughts. 
 
Thanks again and take care, 
 
Lisa 
 
-- 
Lisa Helps, Victoria Mayor 
Lekwungen Territory 
www.lisahelpsvictoria.ca<http://www.lisahelpsvictoria.ca> 
250-661-2708 
@lisahelps 
 
“Resignation and cynicism are easier, more self-soothing postures that do not 
require the raw vulnerability and tragic risk of hope. To choose hope is to step 
firmly forward into the howling wind, baring one’s chest  to the elements, 
knowing that, in time, the storm will pass.” - Archbishop Desmond Tutu 
 
On Jan 28, 2018, at 1:50 PM,  

>> wrote: 
 
Thanks, Your Worship, for your response to my concern about adequate 
emergency preparedness for Fairfield in light of the desire to add density to Sub-
areas 3 and 4. 
 
I’m now going to step firmly into the howling wind to say that I feel my 
neighbourhood is on the cusp of gentrification. The draft neighbourhood plan 
considers my perfectly good home, property and neighbourhood around it 
disposable. If this draft plan is approved, why should I or any of my neighbours 
bother to upgrade or even keep our properties in good order knowing that our 
properties will be purchased by a developer so they can be disposed of? 
 
I see Aryze Development that is planning to develop the townhouses on Fairfield 
Road often partners with Engel and Volkers realty. Considering the cost of the six 
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redeveloped condos E&V just sold at the corner of Southgate and Vancouver 
(starting at $699,000), I am dubious that the townhouses planned for development 
in my “Sub-area 4” Fairfield neighbourhood are targeted to families, seniors and 
working people with low incomes as the draft plan states. 
 
With the help of past city administrations, my neighbours and I along with our 
community association have created a vibrant and wonderful neighbourhood that 
everyone wants to live in. It seems with this draft plan we are about to become 
the victims of our own success. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
On Jan 22, 2018, at 10:42 AM, Lisa Helps (Mayor) 
<mayor@victoria.ca<mailto:mayor@victoria.ca>> wrote: 
 
Thanks. Great questions. Will wait for response from staff. 
 
-- 
Lisa Helps, Victoria Mayor 
Lekwungen Territory 
www.lisahelpsvictoria.ca<http://www.lisahelpsvictoria.ca><http://www.lisahelps
victoria.ca> 
250-661-2708 
@lisahelps 
 
“Resignation and cynicism are easier, more self-soothing postures that do not 
require the raw vulnerability and tragic risk of hope. To choose hope is to step 
firmly forward into the howling wind, baring one’s chest  to the elements, 
knowing that, in time, the storm will pass.” - Archbishop Desmond Tutu 
 
On Jan 21, 2018, at 1:35 PM,  

> wrote: 
 
Hi Folks: 
 
Thanks for the opportunity to engage with you regarding the proposed Fairfield 
Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
I live in Sub-area 4 in the proposed neighbourhood plan and love my neighbours 
and my community. I chose to live in Fairfield after visiting the city’s planning 
department 23 years ago to purchase and read the neighbourhood plans for each 
area of the city. Fairfield was the only area that did not have a neighbourhood 
plan. The chap I spoke with back then stated, “Oh, we’re not worried about 
Fairfield. It really has its act together”. 
 
I am now very distressed to learn that the proposed, seemingly quite urgent, 
neighbourhood plan appears to encourage the entire redevelopment of my local 
community. 
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Further, only after my wife and I bought our home and settled in years ago to 
raise our family did I become aware of the geological history of Fairfield, 
especially Sub-areas 3 and 4. 
 
The province’s Geological Survey Branch has documented that Sub-areas 3 and 4 
of the proposed neighbourhood plan, because they are situated on peat over deep 
clay, are at very high risk of ground motion amplification during an earthquake. 
This means should there be a significant earthquake in the capital region, 
Fairfield will feel it most. 
 
Given this, I am curious to know if — because the plan intends to supports new, 
additional housing within Sub-areas 3 and 4 — Victoria will make new and 
potential residents aware of this significant risk and whether the proposed 
neighbourhood plan will include an adequate emergency response to the Fairfield 
neighbourhood when an earthquake occurs? 
 
http://www.empr.gov.bc.ca/Mining/Geoscience/SurficialGeology/VictoriaEarthq
uakeMaps/Documents/amplification.pdf 
 
Sincerely, 
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