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All Verbatim Feedback Received on  
Proposed Vic West Neighbourhood Plan and OCP Amendments

Part 1: Survey Report



Q1 Do you have any comments regarding the revisions to the draft plan?
Answered: 47 Skipped: 21

# RESPONSES DATE

1 Thank you for listening to our input and responding 2/18/2018 9:30 PM

2 I am afraid that I have become jaded during the course of this process. City staff have held open
houses during which they do their utmost to sell their plan to the public. Question and answers are
not allowed during the presentation portions of the open houses in order to ensure any negative
feedback or thoughtful questioning is heard only by the handful of people present at any one of the
posters at one time. Developers bring their minions to stack the feedback tables with "green dots"
that are used by staff to confirm as evidence that their plans are supported by the neighbourhood.
It was an extremely discouraging experience and it's really changed my attitude towards so-called
city engagement towards the negative.

2/18/2018 5:44 PM

3 I like most of the changes. Nice to see you listening to the community. 2/18/2018 2:11 PM

4 no, would it matter if I do? Developers rule! 2/18/2018 12:03 PM

5 Not in favour of taking away the possibility of apartment buildings on Skinner. Skinner is a major
transport route & affordable housing for people (especially the elderly and young who cannot afford
to live in single family dwellings) would be appropriate here.

2/18/2018 8:40 AM

6 I am very sceptical about the plans for Vic West and the revisions to the initial plan. Some of the
plan is still very vague like taming major roads and managing traffic. What do these ideas entail
and what do they mean? Despite the revisions, I still feel that the overall density of Vic West is
going to change this neighbourhood dramatically - and not for the better.

2/16/2018 11:54 PM

7 Lots of great work has gone into the plan. It would be great to see some specific language
regarding signage and other measures to assist with traffic calming, especially along Skinner
Street. While it is a busy road used for commuting traffic between Victoria and other municipalities,
people who live in the residences along the route should be able to pull in and out of their
driveways or cross bicycle lanes in order to parallel park in front of their homes without being
terrorized by speeding, tailgating drivers who do not want to yield. Perhaps a plan at this level is
not intended to go into that detail, but it is important to note that aggressive driving is a real
problem in the area.

2/16/2018 10:46 PM

8 In regard to Residential Parking and the Barricade on Belton Avenue, I just want to make note that
there are ONLY 4 properties that DO NOT HAVE DRIVEWAYS and are required to Park on the
street. I believe that those places NEED at least one spot of On Street Parking to be reserved
(723,725,727, and partial 729). So when you think about the permanent barricade between
Craigflower & Dominion near Reno think about a way to increase street parking on the Dominion
side of Belton Avenue.

2/16/2018 11:27 AM

9 I like the proposals around Craigflower Village. I like the idea of permitting businesses in houses,
parking along the park side and strengthening the crossing from the business side to the park side.
I think the crossing at Pine st. needs to reassessed, as cars sometimes don't stop at the lights and
it can be confusing for drivers coming out of Pine St whether they have right of way or not (they
can't see the pedestrian lights very clearly). Perhaps an all-way pedestrian crossing schedule
might be considered

2/16/2018 10:15 AM

10 I think that the original plan was really good and I wonder if a few louder people drove the change,
not necessarily the majority. The complaints I heard about the original plan sounded like those
people did not understand the plan nor the timeline. Density is going to increase whether we like it
or not (or we will all get priced out!) and I loved the idea about increasing density so mindfully in
the proposed way around the villages. I wonder if a better explanation of way this would calm
traffic not increase it and also encourage less driving for future residents would have been more
beneficial? I thought the way you reached out to our community to hear what we said was so great
and reflected so well in the original plan.

2/16/2018 10:15 AM

1 / 30

Proposed Vic West Neighbourhood Plan Update



11 It is not sustainable to limit Building height when units are required to meet demand . Preserve
ground level space for pedestrian linkage and view corridors with height. height south of Esquimalt
is good - sensible - economic and sustainable - townhouses are expensive to the end user as are
short sqwat buildings and are in fact urban sprawl and NOT economic in any way for the user or
the neighbourhood. Parks surround the Esquimalt region - what's missing is a place to put people
in a multiplicity of high rise environments ( smaller units = affordable and age appropriate) - think
about the math - get smart today for tomorrow and STOP asking families with yards " what they
think " - the world is changing, the urban foot print is changing and cutting off your ability to have
access to an urban street scape with smaller footprints ( sustainable ) and use height on the
harbor is a perfect solution. Out with old thinking and in with modern urban planning.

2/16/2018 9:18 AM

12 Please do not allow buildings more than 3 stories to be built on the south side of Esquimalt Rd
regardless of their use for affordable housing.

2/15/2018 3:01 PM

13 I think that the area around Alston/Tyee/Skinner is not uniformly designated. Seems there should
be a more cohesive plan there, rather than several pieces of land designated differently.

2/15/2018 2:33 PM

14 Make using Craigflower as morning commute undesirable. 2/14/2018 10:21 PM

15 Lack low income zoning or whatever 2/14/2018 10:11 PM

16 I don't see anything specifically addressing garden suites. Still have concern about parking on Pine
Street 600 block. It is currently residential parking only but residents often have to fight for parking
due to people parkinf to visit Craigflower Village or the rec centre. The more serious concern is the
number of cars that use upper Pine Street as a u-turn. Children are at risk when playing in their
driveway, damage to fences and garages have been sustained due to people trying to turn around
and we've experienced not being able to access driveways because they are blocked by non-
residents. Calls to the City Parking department have led to comments that this area is not as
important as other residential parking only areas and enforcement is almost nil. These are current
concerns so not sure how increased density or commercial and recreational use will take this into
consideration

2/14/2018 10:28 AM

17 There seems to be some improvements over the original plan. 2/13/2018 9:38 PM

18 I think 3 storey apartments should be allowed on Skinner and Suffolk . You cannot provide
affordable housing at the current land price without increasing the density .

2/13/2018 7:33 PM

19 I did not see any mention of encouraging medical professionals (GPs, dentists, chiropractors, etc)
to locate their offices in Vic West.

2/13/2018 5:44 PM

20 It looks good! The only thing I’m sad to see going is the plans to increase density. I think we need
to build more apartments and townhouses

2/13/2018 2:10 PM

21 I see climate change addressed piecemeal in this new document, and largely in the section on
buildings. Mitigating climate change won't be achieved solely through greening buildings; it will be
achieved by changing how we move through our cities, or don't. Climate mitigation should be
discussed in the zoning and transportation sections. And it means that decisions to remove zoning
to permit 3 storeys from Skinner St., from Suffolk St., and for zones east of Russell St, bring us
further from our climate mitigation goals. There is almost no other place where density makes
more sense than along major thoroughfares (esp. Skinner St), where transit options are easier to
access. Vic West is an urban neighbourhood, and I expect it to become more so as the Johnson
St Bridge replacement makes active transportation to downtown more feasible. Enabling
densification in the neighbourhood enables people to move into our neighbourhood, helps our
local businesses and reduces potential greenhouse gas emissions. Either people move into
Victoria, or they move further out into communities where the commute is longer. While I
understand the concerns of those who don't want towers in residential neighbourhoods, I would
welcome 4-6 storeys in the eastern half of the neighbourhood, and 3-4 stories west of Alston to
Russell. I say this from the perspective of someone who lives a block from Skinner St and works
on green buildings.

2/10/2018 5:51 PM

22 Love to see that more history of the neighbourhood will be included. I'm sorry to see building
heights being reduced - we can more easily build up than out.

2/9/2018 2:17 PM

23 VWCA trying to make last minute changes :( the Association only represents small portion of
community. Closed group. Doesn't care about the rest of us want.

2/7/2018 10:51 PM

24 What about tech infastructure? VW wide WiFi? 2/7/2018 10:44 PM
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25 Do not agree with additional building heights along Esquimalt Road. It has already turned into a
high rise corridor of the bridge and has impacted visibility and openess of the neighborhood. Have
concerns that changes were not made to reducing proposed density overall (eg small lot zoning,
adding suites to existing small lots) A housing shortage in victoria is a region wide issue and I
moved to Vic West because of its size and small scale amenties and density.

2/6/2018 10:41 AM

26 Where are the roof top gardens. 2/3/2018 7:12 AM

27 I should be denser. People need places to live. The future is coming. 2/3/2018 7:04 AM

28 I don't understand all of it, but I like it. 2/3/2018 6:59 AM

29 Very good. Thank you for listening. Trying preserve the great qualities, while making room for the
future. Making clear houses of historic values matters, over innovation.

2/3/2018 6:50 AM

30 Yes, I am concerned about what appears to be a reduction in density and family friendly affordable
housing possibilities such as 2 or 3 bedroom apartments and townhouses.

2/2/2018 2:11 PM

31 Agree that Triangle park should remain as is. Not more trees or a garden 1/31/2018 5:25 PM

32 I am disappointed in the reduction in density in some areas (e.g. Skinner, Catherine). Feedback at
community association meetings from residents who expressed a desire to maintain a "traditional
neighbourhood" allowed excessive weight to be given to the specific concerns of a few over
broader concerns like affordable housing.

1/30/2018 8:20 PM

33 Thanks for listening to us! 1/28/2018 8:40 AM

34 Well thought out revisions, enough detail allowing me to integrate my existing building on skinner
st into new houseplex plans

1/23/2018 7:02 PM

35 I am happy to see more awareness of the value of houses that are not designated heritage, but
contribute to the ‘traditional’ neighbourhood feel. I am happy to see the removal of plans for three
story bldgs in several areas. I am happy to see more attention paid to concerns about pedestrians
at various crossings. My biggest concern remains the underlying assumption that Vic West ought
to have increased density. Why? Songhees, Dockside Green and the Railyards have added SO
much density recent decades. I believe other part of Victoria have not taken an equal share of the
load.

1/21/2018 8:21 PM

36 Figure 33 on page 78 references 3 story buildings on Raynor. Section 6.1.1 references 3 story
buildings on Skinner and Raynor. Section 6.1.3 references stepping back to give the appearance
of 3 stories which implies more than 3 stories. Apartments versus townhouses is just semantics.
Much more detail about the master planned areas would be useful. The heights of the buildings in
these areas should be included on the appropriate maps. Vic West villages should include the
villages that these master planned areas will have. Buildings are still too high in many areas such
as Esquimalt Street and West Side Village. Pioneer Coop having a 3 story building is totally out of
context for the neighbourhood it is in. Taming Traffic section has very few actions to slow down
traffic and make Vic West roads safer.

1/21/2018 6:35 PM

37 Yes, I think it's unfortunate that the plan is scaling back the initially envisioned density. Vic West is
a perfect place to increase density in the city; it's a shame residents in the neighbourhood don't
feel this way.

1/21/2018 5:14 PM

38 Can areas marked in the yellow section, residential be rezoned to include mixed use after the plan
is submitted?

1/21/2018 4:19 PM

39 not at this time 1/21/2018 8:41 AM

40 No 1/20/2018 10:30 PM

41 Westside Village is NOT Heart of Vic West 1/20/2018 5:14 PM

42 Looks like you are listening to folks. 1/20/2018 2:23 PM

43 The team is to be commended on listening to the community and making changes as appropriate 1/20/2018 1:21 PM

44 Thank you. Looks like you put in lots of hardwork into it. 1/19/2018 5:06 PM

45 Beteeen Skinner Str., Tyee Str., Bay Str., Galloping Goose Regional Trail, Central Spur Road and
Landgst Regatte area, is oversaturated of housing. Sould you stop more constructiobn and create
a green area with large trees in the little space they are leaving. Living in these conditions creates
many social problems.

1/18/2018 7:11 PM

46 Great 1/18/2018 6:48 PM
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47 Generally good. Glad you scaled back height proposal for Craigflower and Catherine villages.
Sorry to see mixed-use zoning removed from Catherine village proposal -- only residential does not
exactly encourage formation of a 'village'.

1/11/2018 6:15 PM
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Q2 How supportive are you of the Official Community Plan amendments?
Answered: 60 Skipped: 8
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# COMMENTS FOR "AMENDMENT 1: ADJACENT TO CRAIGFLOWER VILLAGE" DATE

1 All well thought through residential requires supportive commercial to alleviate the need to use
vehicles to get living supplies - therefore, any residential which claims to be sustainable
particularily with an aging or older " stay at home" population requires forms of retain and forms of
medical as well as social interaction opportunies to support community unity.

2/16/2018 9:46 AM

2 I wish the question was "Are you supportive of the revisions?," to which I would answer to all five
revisions that I am "very opposed". I think the original plan's proposals were great. I this is a good
location for mixed use and reasonable height (up to four storeys), along with more FSR (1.5-2.0).

2/10/2018 6:02 PM

3 Local shops 2/7/2018 10:54 PM

4 Perfect 2/7/2018 10:44 PM

5 As long as there are design standards, set backs and parking space and regulation. The danger is
that increased traffic will start to impact residential parking on adjacent streets.

2/6/2018 10:48 AM

6 We need more local shop. 2/3/2018 7:19 AM

7 Use for housing. Expand stores to south along Craigflower, from Raynor to Skinner. 1/28/2018 9:07 AM

Amendment 1:
Adjacent to...

Amendment 2:
Pioneer Co-o...

Amendment 3:
Adjacent to...

Amendment 4:
Lime Bay are...

Amendment 5:
Revised...

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

 VERY
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SOMEWHAT
SUPPORTIVE

NEUTRAL SOMEWHAT
OPPOSED

VERY
OPPOSED

TOTAL WEIGHTED
AVERAGE

Amendment 1: Adjacent to
Craigflower Village

Amendment 2: Pioneer Co-op
site

Amendment 3: Adjacent to
Edward at Catherine Streets
Village

Amendment 4: Lime Bay area
(south of Esquimalt Road)

Amendment 5: Revised building
heights, neighbourhood-wide
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8 always good to have new service choices 1/23/2018 7:06 PM

9 I would support a new bldg on the lot immediately north of Sailor Jack. 1/21/2018 8:27 PM

10 Great compromise!!! 1/18/2018 6:57 PM

11 Yes, building height needs to be carefully coontrolled here, 1/11/2018 6:17 PM

# COMMENTS FOR "AMENDMENT 2: PIONEER CO-OP SITE" DATE

1 Use should be focused on childcare and the like 2/18/2018 2:15 PM

2 What have the folks at the Co-op said about this?Would the buildings be part of the Co-op? 2/17/2018 12:10 AM

3 I'm not sure how maintaining the same maximum FSR enables more affordable housing. I would
encourage permitting a maximum FSR of 1.5 if the co-op agrees.

2/10/2018 6:02 PM

4 Unfamiliar with area 2/7/2018 10:54 PM

5 Height changes typically negatively impact surrounding neighbors. 2/6/2018 10:48 AM

6 It will ruin my view. 2/3/2018 7:19 AM

7 Yes!!!! 2/3/2018 7:05 AM

8 3 stories are out of context for this part of Vic West. Commercial operations would not positively
impact neighbours. Coop is fine as is.

1/21/2018 6:50 PM

# COMMENTS FOR "AMENDMENT 3: ADJACENT TO EDWARD AT CATHERINE STREETS
VILLAGE"

DATE

1 2.5 should be the limit 2/18/2018 2:15 PM

2 the term "small urban village" sounds quaint, but doies it really reflect the kind of changes that are
proposed? How does the idea affect traffic? Does the idea mean tearing down single family
homes?

2/17/2018 12:10 AM

3 Roundhouse is NOT part of the proposed area - it is separate and should be omitted from this
discussion ( Heritage )

2/16/2018 9:46 AM

4 I'm not sure if 3 story is appropriate but would love to see more commercial in Catherine Village 2/13/2018 8:51 PM

5 too little . we need alot more density 2/13/2018 7:59 PM

6 So far, I liked the original plan and dislike the revisions. I would love to see a small urban village
here. The east side of Catherine is basically a parking lot; this is suboptimal use of frontage.

2/10/2018 6:02 PM

7 Good. It's sad looking in present state 2/7/2018 10:54 PM

8 I think the concerns of neighbors closest to those areas should be considered. 2/6/2018 10:48 AM

9 Very supportive if extra stories are greenhouses. 2/3/2018 7:19 AM

10 good to have more selection 1/23/2018 7:06 PM

11 I think a little more low-scale retail here would be lovely. 1/21/2018 8:27 PM

12 I would welcome grond levels businesses here with residents above. 1/21/2018 6:50 PM

13 More mixed use better 1/19/2018 5:08 PM

14 Same compromise or similar to Craigflower village better for supporting current business &
possible expansion of market

1/18/2018 6:57 PM

15 Height restriction is fine; adjacent lots should allow mixed-use development if this is to be a
'village'.

1/11/2018 6:17 PM

# COMMENTS FOR "AMENDMENT 4: LIME BAY AREA (SOUTH OF ESQUIMALT ROAD)" DATE

1 What selected properties do you mean? This is an example of the plan being vague. 2/17/2018 12:10 AM

2 No sqwat building - tie the east Bayview Place site to the west with high density for more people -
better amenties for all

2/16/2018 9:46 AM

3 In support for Lime Bay area but NOT all areas south of Esquimalt Rd 2/15/2018 3:07 PM

4 Keeping building hieight lower towards the water, and encouraging sympathetic design to existing
older structures.

2/13/2018 9:46 PM
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5 Yet again, the original plan's ambition was great and the update waters it down. This area makes
sense for 3-5 storeys.

2/10/2018 6:02 PM

6 Again my concern is increased density with height. 2/6/2018 10:48 AM

7 Building heights of 3 stories should be the maximum for people on the third level to be connected
with people on the ground. People love old town Victoria for this reason.

1/21/2018 6:50 PM

# COMMENTS FOR "AMENDMENT 5: REVISED BUILDING HEIGHTS, NEIGHBOURHOOD-
WIDE"

DATE

1 2.5 should be the limit 2/18/2018 2:15 PM

2 I am concerned that densifying Vic West will lead to more traffic congestion. During my 14 years in
the neighbourhood, I have seen an enormous increase in traffic along Esquimalt Rd. Tyee Rd.,
Bay St. and Wilson St. - to name a few! With the increase in traffic, I see more drivers taking more
chances i.e. running red lights and I am very concerned that the plans for Vic West are not taking
into account how further densification of this neighbourhood will affect the flow of traffic in and
through this area.

2/17/2018 12:10 AM

3 Parking is always an issue, I believe that we need to consider a way to provide for that without
leaning too far the other way (ie: bicycles). There are mobility issues that the City does not seem to
consider when planning residential housing,

2/16/2018 11:30 AM

4 Future housing demand requires ( tall building containers ) located on smaller sites for more open
urban spaces to socialize, circulate and receive benefits associated with the new nature of the
area. It is un thinkable to asemble the over sized foot prints of multi residential buildings based on
archaic thinking by non informed older planners or City officials who have no idea what modern
urbanism looks like. Victoria requires smaller - affordable - units for more people - Townhouses are
expensive strata fee hogs - these should be eliminated and instead be absorbed into the height of
a tall slim building form - Townhouses are the " hogs " of both "land " on the ground plane and are
indulgent since only one or two families get a benefit of what could be many. Town houses should
instead be replaced with small supporting commercial to support the multi residential population
which takes the need for more vehiclular trips to get food, medicine, post or other living chores
completed. As tall and as thin as you can possibly go with enough supporting functions as noted is
optimum. Crime loves townhouses ( I speak from numerous tales of break ins reported by current
townhouse owners) - instead being in secure buildings is preferred. More people vertically is the
international preference benefitting many not a select few in smaller buildings which creates un
necessary sprawl.

2/16/2018 9:46 AM

5 I would like to see 2.5 storey plus basements allowed in any existing house. I have an existing
1908 character house with a small footprint but 2.5 storey height with a 6 foot basement and I
would like to raise the house to give it a full basement, but apparently this is not permissible. There
should be more allowances for retention of character houses even if they aren't heritage
designated.

2/15/2018 9:52 PM

6 you are crazy not to increase the building heights . Also 21/2 storey structures should be allowed
to have basements .The future of affordable housing can't be wished into exhistence . It has to be
built . I redeveloped my own property and know full well the costs involved . If older homes cannot
be redeveloped into 4 or 5 plex units professionally then it will not not be affordable to take on
these challenges. Go higher in density and go vertical . Your first proposal for skinner and
craigflower was not high enough in my opinion .

2/13/2018 7:59 PM

7 I think they should be 3 or 4 stories. Build up the air space is free! 2/13/2018 2:13 PM

8 I don't agree with most of the changes made; they keep people out of the neighbourhood. I think
that making it harder for row houses and for increased height (e.g. three stories west of Russell)
reduces the likelihood that the services that are needed and desired to be provided, and drives
growth outwards. This is not beneficial to the region, for our already stressed transportation
networks, or for mitigating climate change.

2/10/2018 6:02 PM

9 Caution with too much change in traditional neighbourhood . 2/7/2018 10:54 PM

10 The designation should remain the same, it is a key feature of this neighborhood and will
contribute to the density which I believe is already sufficient.

2/6/2018 10:48 AM

11 Additional story should be for food production 2/3/2018 7:19 AM

12 Even taller 2/3/2018 7:05 AM

13 Your diagram shows basement 12 metres above ground, not 1.2 metres. 1/28/2018 9:07 AM
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14 allows me to stay within part 9 of bcbc1212 but save greenspace 1/23/2018 7:06 PM

15 Additional height will help with subtly increasing density. I don't think there is a need to mandate
peaked roofs

1/21/2018 6:50 PM

16 The lime bay area would benefit from additional park for walking and crossing the property to get to
the Vic West park via Esquimalt road.

1/21/2018 4:23 PM
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Q3 How supportive are you of the above Official Community
Plan amendments?

Answered: 59 Skipped: 9
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# COMMENTS FOR "AMENDMENT 6: RUSSELL STREET AT SKINNER STREET" DATE

1 The limit should be 2 stories 2/18/2018 2:19 PM

2 What selected properties are you talking about? The idea is vague! How would any changes affect
traffic?

2/17/2018 12:26 AM

3 Would prefer that it be mixed use rather than pure residential - commercial on ground floor,
residential above.

2/15/2018 9:53 PM

4 Too high 2/14/2018 7:33 PM

Amendment 6:
Russell Stre...

Amendment 7:
Edward at...

Amendment 8:
Westside...

Amendment 9:
South Mary...

Amendment 10:
West Esquima...

Amendment 11:
Craigflower...
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Amendment 6: Russell Street
at Skinner Street

Amendment 7: Edward at
Catherine Street Village

Amendment 8: Westside
Village and Bay Street/Tyee
Road

Amendment 9: South Mary
Street

Amendment 10: West
Esquimalt Road

Amendment 11: Craigflower
small urban village

9 / 30

Proposed Vic West Neighbourhood Plan Update



5 This would be great, and the corner provides an excellent opportunity for densification. It would
also be excellent that, if this corner were developed, active transportation networks here were
enhanced.

2/10/2018 6:20 PM

6 Supporting local shops. 2/7/2018 10:57 PM

7 Greenhouse roof 2/3/2018 7:23 AM

8 This amendment will damage the village and adjacent residential area. 1/28/2018 9:39 AM

9 More retail here, yes, but no to 4 story buildings. 1/21/2018 8:32 PM

10 4 story building here is too high and out of context with the adjacent houses. Old town Victoria is
delightful because it is not 4 stories.

1/21/2018 6:58 PM

11 attention to placement of traffic visibility obstructions at intersection including fences. Pedestrian
and cyclist safety of concern there

1/21/2018 4:28 PM

# COMMENTS FOR "AMENDMENT 7: EDWARD AT CATHERINE STREET VILLAGE" DATE

1 The limit should be 2 stories 2/18/2018 2:19 PM

2 Don't let existing commercial get replaced with just residential. New development should be
required to be mixed use.

2/15/2018 9:53 PM

3 Ideally, this would be for the whole block and would be street-oriented, so that the parking is
moved behind the buildings on the east side of Catherine.

2/10/2018 6:20 PM

4 Area needs improvement 2/7/2018 10:57 PM

5 Nice! 2/7/2018 10:46 PM

6 1st level local shop, 2nd places to live, 3rd food to eat. All local 2/3/2018 7:23 AM

# COMMENTS FOR "AMENDMENT 8: WESTSIDE VILLAGE AND BAY STREET/TYEE ROAD" DATE

1 The limit should be 4 stories 2/18/2018 2:19 PM

2 As proposed NO! This area is already high in traffic volume.Without any ideas on how to ensure
that vehicles can move in and out of the "Large Urban Villages" (I really dislike these terms)
without causing more of a traffic snarl - NO! And creating an architectual statement???? It seems
to m that City Hall is trying to sell residents of Vic West a massive densification plan that is dressed
up with terms like this and the "urban village" concept. Frankly, I find theseterms insulting!

2/17/2018 12:26 AM

3 While I support density, I'm not sure sure this is the right place for more 6 story buildings 2/16/2018 10:51 PM

4 I feel that the Karge Urban Village should extend to the north and incoude the current industrial
lands. That will allow for growth of amenities that can service the Railyards and the Dockside
Green development, not to mention the traditional neighbourhoods. The current size for the Large
Urban Village is not large enough.

2/15/2018 2:37 PM

5 Too high 2/14/2018 7:33 PM

6 While most changes will take time, this would be great if it could happen as quickly as possible.
The parking lot on the NW corner of Bay and Tyee is a blight and creates a hole in our
neighbourhood.

2/10/2018 6:20 PM

7 Make it same as adjoining properties 2/7/2018 10:57 PM

8 Yes. Currently wasted space 2/7/2018 10:46 PM

9 This area with Dockside and other current developments is dense enough! 2/6/2018 10:51 AM

10 Large greenhouses on top like Wholefoods in NYC. 2/3/2018 7:23 AM

11 Limit height to 12 storeys. Retain parking for retail users. 1/28/2018 9:39 AM

12 No to taller buildings. 1/21/2018 8:32 PM

13 6 stories is too much. More than 6 stories is definitely not how I would like Vic West to evolve. 1/21/2018 6:58 PM

# COMMENTS FOR "AMENDMENT 9: SOUTH MARY STREET" DATE

1 The limit should be 2 stories 2/18/2018 2:19 PM

2 Too high. 2/14/2018 7:33 PM
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3 Why remove properties from the urban residential zoning? It appears that these lots are already
fairly dense with townhouses, and even different zoning wouldn't affect the lots.

2/10/2018 6:20 PM

4 What about the two or three traditional residential houses? 2/7/2018 10:57 PM

5 What's there now? 2/3/2018 7:06 AM

6 Limit height to 3-storeys. 1/28/2018 9:39 AM

7 too high! Leave this as traditional residential. There is enough height in the master planned
developments.

1/21/2018 6:58 PM

8 rail area and adjacent parking and industrial ideal for walking paths 1/21/2018 4:28 PM

9 Skeptical 1/18/2018 7:17 PM

# COMMENTS FOR "AMENDMENT 10: WEST ESQUIMALT ROAD" DATE

1 The limit should be 2 stories 2/18/2018 2:19 PM

2 Too much density. Esquimalt road is becoming more and more choked with vehicles. 2/17/2018 12:26 AM

3 Too high. 2/14/2018 7:33 PM

4 I don't see why you need 5 story buildings for mixed commercial/residential. Surely living on a
busy street is less than optimum. Walking a few blocks to public transit would seem preferable.

2/13/2018 5:52 PM

5 Why not all the way to Dalton? 2/10/2018 6:20 PM

6 Limit to 4-storeys, not 5. 1/28/2018 9:39 AM

7 Too high! Leave as 3 story buildings. We already have enough tall buildings in Vic West 1/21/2018 6:58 PM

8 REmaining garry oak meadow and natural areas preserved for wildlife 1/21/2018 4:28 PM

# COMMENTS FOR "AMENDMENT 11: CRAIGFLOWER SMALL URBAN VILLAGE" DATE

1 The limit should be 2 stories 2/18/2018 2:19 PM

2 Again, be specific. What selected properties are you talking about? Would trees have to be cut
down? Currently, the large trees in the area add to its character.

2/17/2018 12:26 AM

3 There are some interesting character homes in this area that are probably not heritage designated
and would therefor be likely torn down to make way for higher density residential, rather than
adapting and reusing the existing. I would rather see those interesting houses retained and
adapted.

2/15/2018 9:53 PM

4 Supportive despite the effects it will have on residents adjacent due to increased traffic 2/14/2018 10:32 AM

5 Would be good if the FSR could be increased to 2.0. 2/10/2018 6:20 PM

6 Support local. I want to open small business in Vic West. Currently no places to open my shop 2/7/2018 10:57 PM

7 Love it 2/7/2018 10:46 PM

8 Yes, yes, yes. Shop local. 2/3/2018 7:23 AM

9 Additional retail should be extended southward to Skinner/ Russel St. across from existing fast-
food joint.

1/28/2018 9:39 AM

10 wonderful to have more amenities 1/23/2018 7:07 PM

11 These are delightful old houses. Don't encourage them to be torn down. 1/21/2018 6:58 PM

12 proper lighting and improved sidewalk with bustop access essential for development in this area 1/21/2018 4:28 PM
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Q4 How supportive are you of the above Official Community Plan
amendments?
Answered: 54 Skipped: 14
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# COMMENTS FOR "AMENDMENT 12: NEW EMPLOYMENT-RESIDENTIAL DESIGNATION
(VARIOUS PROPERTIES)"

DATE

1 I don't mind the designation, I mind the allowable building heights. 2/18/2018 5:45 PM

2 The limit should be 3 stories 2/18/2018 2:20 PM

3 I am very supportive of this property designation. The only reason I have ticked the somewhat
supportive box is that I would like to see this designation apply to all three properties that border
the Railyards development. Consistency of use across this geographical area would provide a
good transition from Railyards to Single Family Residential. Furthermore all these properties are
on a major transit route between VicWest and the downtown core. It would be very appropriate for
all three properties to have residential. The middle property only has residential on a portion of the
property. Seems odd to me.

2/18/2018 8:43 AM

4 I want to see how the City plans to deal with the increase in traffic in this neighbourhood should
this plan go through. Also, I am concerned that some of Vic West's character is going to be
changed by having buildings that are nothingmore than everyday boxes and rectangles.

2/17/2018 12:31 AM

5 As long as the designation doesn't frustrate the possible use of the land for residential above the
industrial designations.

2/15/2018 2:42 PM

6 Too high. 2/14/2018 7:35 PM

7 With food guaranteed in plan 2/3/2018 7:24 AM

Amendment 12:
New...

Amendment 13:
New industri...

Amendment 14:
New industri...
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12 / 30

Proposed Vic West Neighbourhood Plan Update



8 4&5 story buildings are too high. 1/21/2018 7:05 PM

9 vehicle access, parking and roadway improvements needed 1/21/2018 4:30 PM

# COMMENTS FOR "AMENDMENT 13: NEW INDUSTRIAL EMPLOYMENT DESIGNATION
(VARIOUS PROPERTIES)"

DATE

1 I don't mind the designation, I mind the allowable building heights. 2/18/2018 5:45 PM

2 The limit should be 3 stories 2/18/2018 2:20 PM

3 I am not in favour "downgrading" properties from General Employment to Light Industrial. I want to
keep employment opportunities in our community. If under the current designation properties are
being used for light industrial then why is a more limiting designation necessary to "retain" them?
As the economy of Greater Victoria changes, commercial and office uses might be more needed. I
am in favour of our employment properties having as much flexibility in use as possible.

2/18/2018 8:43 AM

4 Some of those properties may be more suited for residential or mixed use. 2/15/2018 9:56 PM

5 As long as there is not a mix of designations that frustrates the possible residentail opporunities
above the first floor.

2/15/2018 2:42 PM

6 Too high. 2/14/2018 7:35 PM

7 I'm assuming there is current zoning and regulations in place to support the current industrial
footprint.

2/6/2018 10:54 AM

8 Work local 2/3/2018 7:24 AM

9 4 story buildings are too high. 1/21/2018 7:05 PM

10 vehicle access, parking and roadway improvements needed 1/21/2018 4:30 PM

# COMMENTS FOR "AMENDMENT 14: NEW INDUSTRIAL- RESIDENTIAL DESIGNATION
(VARIOUS PROPERTIES)"

DATE

1 I don't mind the designation, I mind the allowable building heights. 2/18/2018 5:45 PM

2 The limit should be 3 stories 2/18/2018 2:20 PM

3 See comments in Amendment 12 and 13. I am not really sure what this designation accomplishes.
I think all the properties should have the designation Employment-Residential.

2/18/2018 8:43 AM

4 Some areas would not be appropriate for the designation 2/16/2018 10:56 PM

5 This seems like the most felxible designation and mirrors the General Employment designation
that currently exists on these properties.

2/15/2018 2:42 PM

6 Too high. 2/14/2018 7:35 PM

7 I hope this can capture and lead to changes in the eyesore beer distribution building on Esquimalt
between Mary and Catherine. While the distribution facility is important (I like beer), the blank
faces of the building are a detriment to the community in their current state.

2/10/2018 6:41 PM

8 I've not seen the city put forward any issues with current zoning and regulations that already
support industrial use.

2/6/2018 10:54 AM

9 Good hybrid idea 2/3/2018 7:24 AM

10 Limit to four storeys. 1/28/2018 9:49 AM

11 4 story buildings are too high. 1/21/2018 7:05 PM

12 vehicle access, parking and roadway improvements needed 1/21/2018 4:30 PM
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Q5 How supportive are you of this amendment?
Answered: 56 Skipped: 12
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# COMMENTS FOR "AMENDMENT 15: REVISED DENSITIES" DATE

1 All of this density throughout neighbourhoods, PLUS huge densities in enormous towers, plus full
build-outs of already planned areas, yet NO PLANS for more or bigger schools or schoolyards,
and extremely vague plans for managing transportation.

2/18/2018 5:47 PM

2 I am not opposed to changes in general, but the kinds of changes being proposed to Vic West will,
I fear, fundamentally change this neighbourhood. I am not convinced that the plan for Vic West
has really looked at how issues such as traffic will be affected, how the character of this
neighbourhood will be retained.

2/17/2018 12:35 AM

3 Parking & Mobility issues need to be considered! 2/16/2018 11:33 AM

4 Taking is nice but the City needs to give also and could benefit by managing the parks and the dog
parks better - increasing the landscape maintenance crews in Victoria West instead of grabbing
everything and everyone for down town - the parks are all in disrepair thanks to a labour shortage
and bad management by the City of Victoria Parks - Density is owed to many of the current
developers by the City and the City has benefitted from certain developers whom the City has
treated shabbily -

2/16/2018 9:57 AM

5 Lots with character buildings on them should be identified and excluded from the increased density
as a way to retain the character. Lots with unremarkable buildings can benefit from increased
density to redevelop.

2/15/2018 10:01 PM

6 So long as the community amenities are actually delivered by this increased density, I am in
favour.

2/13/2018 9:16 PM

7 I'd support even more than a 10% boost for non-market housing. 2/10/2018 6:44 PM

8 City lacks housing. 2/7/2018 10:58 PM

9 With food on top. 2/3/2018 7:24 AM

10 We need density. Stop wasting valuable land. We have so little. They are destroying our
wilderness in the West Shores. Sprawl is bad.

2/3/2018 7:08 AM

11 it will be great to finally have more housing and less car traffic 1/23/2018 7:09 PM

12 We’ve had a huge increase in density in Vic West since I moved here in 1990. Songees,
Railyards, Dockside Green. Has James Bay or Fairfiled had equiva

1/21/2018 8:37 PM
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13 Bonus density for amenities is too large! 1/21/2018 7:07 PM

14 Our neighbourhood is growing. This is good. Keep housing affordable for families, singles, those
on fixed and low incomes, seniors, assisted living for seniors and people with mental health and
addiction issues.

1/21/2018 4:32 PM
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Q6 How supportive are you of the above Official Community
Plan amendments?

Answered: 50 Skipped: 18
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# COMMENTS FOR "AMENDMENT 16: EXPAND DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AREA 5" DATE

1 Important security for neighbourhood 2/14/2018 10:14 PM

2 Make current property owners provide a safe walk way for pedestrians on Langford and Alston
Streets.

2/14/2018 7:38 PM

3 I like the expansion. Can this be used to enhance the park on the northwest corner of Bay and
Wilson?

2/10/2018 7:49 PM

4 DPAs are important to maintain communities needs 2/7/2018 10:48 PM

5 Agreeing to this assumes agreement to other revisions that relate to adding density and changing
the designations of certain areas.

2/6/2018 10:57 AM

6 Supportive assuming heights are reduced from proposed levels. 1/21/2018 9:34 PM

# COMMENTS FOR "AMENDMENT 17: EXPAND DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AREA 6A" DATE

1 Ditto 2/14/2018 10:14 PM

2 I would particularly approve of buildings being constructed to the sidewalk on Catherine St. 2/10/2018 7:49 PM

Amendment 16:
Expand...

Amendment 17:
Expand...

Amendment 18:
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Amendment 19:
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3 Same 2/7/2018 10:48 PM

4 Agreeing to this assumes agreement to other revisions that relate to adding density and changing
the designations of certain areas.

2/6/2018 10:57 AM

5 Supportive assuming heights are reduced from proposed levels. 1/21/2018 9:34 PM

# COMMENTS FOR "AMENDMENT 18: EXPAND DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AREA 7A" DATE

1 Ditto 2/14/2018 10:14 PM

2 I generally disagree with the low number of storeys permitted along this corridor, as I believe this
corridor should be densified, and I would approve of development to the sidewalk on this street.

2/10/2018 7:49 PM

3 DPAs good 2/7/2018 10:48 PM

4 Agreeing to this assumes agreement to other revisions that relate to adding density and changing
the designations of certain areas.

2/6/2018 10:57 AM

5 I am opposed to allowing this area to be redeveloped as a "corridor". 1/28/2018 10:01 AM

6 Supportive assuming heights are reduced from proposed levels. 1/21/2018 9:34 PM

# COMMENTS FOR "AMENDMENT 19: CREATE A NEW DEVELOPMENT PERMIT AREA 15F" DATE

1 Great idea 2/15/2018 10:03 PM

2 Ditto 2/14/2018 10:14 PM

3 Need more areas with the same protection 2/7/2018 10:48 PM

4 Agreeing to this assumes agreement to other revisions that relate to adding density and changing
the designations of certain areas.

2/6/2018 10:57 AM

5 restricted design can be very subjective for these smaller buildings 1/23/2018 7:14 PM

6 Supportive assuming heights are reduced from proposed levels. 1/21/2018 9:34 PM
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33.93% 19

30.36% 17

8.93% 5

14.29% 8

12.50% 7

Q7 Were you as involved in the development of this plan as you wanted
to be?

Answered: 56 Skipped: 12

TOTAL 56

# COMMENT DATE

1 I found it extremely frustrating that there were only 2 levels of involvement. The first being an
extremely shallow understanding based on 10 minutes at an open house whereupon you are
deemed "informed" enough to place a green dot on your "approval" of the city staff's plans, or
effectively spending the same amount of time as that of an undergraduate degree in order to read,
ask questions, and try to understand what is actually going on in the 100's of pages of content of
required reading.

2/18/2018 5:48 PM

2 I am a property owner. Somehow I did not receive communication re: the process until it was well
underway.

2/18/2018 8:43 AM

3 I have had several conversations with planners and feel that quite often, my concerns were not
heard.

2/17/2018 12:38 AM

4 I attended some community meetings but did not have the capacity to be as involved as I would
have liked.

2/16/2018 11:00 PM

5 I should have got on it earlier in the process, so its my own fault. 2/16/2018 11:34 AM

6 The community consultations were good, but I had trouble finding a time that suited my family. 2/16/2018 10:18 AM
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7 Modern principles of urban planning particularly in the wake of increased real estate pricing on all
forms of housing requires " thinking " that learns from the past 10 years or more of City led
mistakes based on " old " outdated modes of education. The urban sprawl and urban and
suburban neighbourhoods created in the 50's and 60's no longer apply. Using up precious land
with large footprints of structures whether a single family home, duplex, fourplex, apartment
building or townhouse configuration is " old" thinking. Functionally the damage created by NOT
understanding traffic - security - drug use areas - dog park disease from non cleaning - car and
vehicular problems - ease of delivery of goods and services to adjacent " neighbourhoods" gets
omitted from proper evaluation in lieu of a fight over creating height that makes sense, parking that
makes sense, security that makes sense. Indulgent neighbors ask for townhouse or low cost
housing but forget that in order to live well, live safe, have social contact and receive goods and
services requires more than a demand but more importantly an overall - long term vision. We
know townhouse DO NOT WORK because they are traditionally like single family residences in
terms of square footage and they are expensive for the owner to maintain with strata fees and a
mortgage. We know that frontages ( front doors ) that are not secured with proper monitored
entrances result in break ins and violence by drug crazy street people but we build them without
proper surrounds, fences or protection - this practice should be stopped. All multi residential units
should have a central entrance system which is monitored by FOB, by a security person or
communal watch - to continue to add buildings to the mix without thinking through the
consequences of the building type is short sighted. This is why modern urbanism ( residential )
resembles the traditional hotel design model - ( a common entry - a monitoring system -
containment of people and pets - public spaces for people/pets and socializing - a place for a
secured vehicular storage - The point is being responsible means being responsible not only for
the buildings being safe and secure, sustainable ground plate size ( not sprawl ) , maintained
parks and walkways, accessible food-medical - post - fuel - ( all neighbourhoods and sub
neighbourhoods of larger neighbourhoods) but it means not creating row houses, row apartments,
row townhouses - because these are not maintained, not secured and not a SMART use of land.

2/16/2018 10:16 AM

8 Would have liked to be more involved but travel plans got in the way. My fault, not the planners -
communication was very good

2/15/2018 10:04 PM

9 Was not informed of the process until very late and only through stumbling acorss it on the
website.

2/15/2018 2:44 PM

10 More collaboration is vital. 2/14/2018 7:38 PM

11 Not as much as I would have liked but that was due to my work schedule and travel 2/14/2018 10:35 AM

12 I have lived here over 60 years...it seems to me plans are great, but they can always be changed
by people with power and influence.

2/13/2018 9:55 PM

13 the community association has been very unfriendly to residents that don't share the opinions of its
directors . This is something that I have experienced .

2/13/2018 8:31 PM

14 I did all the surveys and reading, but with a new baby I wasn’t able to make it out to the in person
meetings

2/13/2018 2:19 PM

15 I gave feedback but was limited in how involved I could be as I have a young child. I really liked
the initial plan, and am disappointed that it was watered down so much. I thought that this was
very forward looking in its initial design, and now we risk missing an opportunity for really
improving our neighbourhood.

2/10/2018 7:51 PM

16 Don't let the loud minority be heard over the quiet majority. If they didn't write it. They will hate it.
They are not OUR voices

2/3/2018 6:57 AM

17 Away for the meetings 1/31/2018 5:31 PM

18 many many chances for questions and feedback 1/23/2018 7:14 PM

19 Community input that I witnessed did not seem to influence outcomes. There were not enough
interactions between community and the City to make this a collaboration. It seemed like some
people's input had far more influence than others. Meetings seemed to defend positions rather
than to seriously understand people's concerns.

1/21/2018 9:38 PM

20 I can see by the work completed that I have not been involved enough. 1/21/2018 4:36 PM

21 On the border of Vic West so feel aloof. 1/20/2018 2:36 PM

22 Thank you for listening 1/19/2018 5:15 PM

23 Most of the time through this medium and not directly on site. 1/18/2018 7:30 PM
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Q10 Where do you live?
Answered: 1 Skipped: 67

# RESPONSES DATE

1 Mill Creek, WA 2/15/2018 4:42 PM

23 / 30

Proposed Vic West Neighbourhood Plan Update



12.96% 7

87.04% 47

Q11 Do you own or rent your home?
Answered: 54 Skipped: 14
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Q12 Do you own a business in Vic West?
Answered: 56 Skipped: 12
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Q13 Do you work in Vic West?
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Q15 Do you identify as
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1.82% 1

41.82% 23

7.27% 4

14.55% 8

9.09% 5

25.45% 14

Q16 How did you find out about this survey?
Answered: 55 Skipped: 13

TOTAL 55

# OTHER (PLEASE SPECIFY) DATE

1 email from community association 2/18/2018 12:14 PM

2 Community meeting 2/18/2018 8:44 AM

3 I received a pamphlet several months ago about the proposed changes to this neighbourhood. 2/17/2018 12:40 AM

4 Vic West Community Association 2/16/2018 11:01 PM

5 Several of the above 2/16/2018 10:25 AM

6 Attending community meeting 2/15/2018 2:45 PM

7 Other residents forwarded to us as our property is identified for possible use ammendment 2/14/2018 10:39 AM

8 Session at Vic West Elementary school 2/6/2018 10:58 AM

9 Don't remember 2/3/2018 7:03 AM

Poster/sign
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Word of mouth

Facebook

Other (please
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10 Vic West Community Association 1/30/2018 8:29 PM

11 I attended the open house 1/21/2018 4:38 PM

12 Association emails 1/20/2018 5:20 PM

13 Email VWCA 1/19/2018 5:16 PM

14 VicWest Community Association e-mail 1/18/2018 7:33 PM
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All Verbatim Feedback Received on  
Proposed Vic West Neighbourhood Plan and OCP Amendments

Part 2: Open House Feedback



Vic West Proposed Neighbourhood Plan Feedback 
 

Date: January 20, 2018 

Event Type: Open House 

Location: Vic West Elementary School gym  

# of attendees: 130 

Transcribed comments are in italics.   



 
Welcome! 
No feedback on this board. 

 
Big Moves in the Draft Vic West Neighbourhood Plan 
 

Comments written directly on board: 

Create strong village hearts 

- Establish Westside Village area as the heart of the neighbourhood 

 

Heart – Not heart 
Center (with one check mark beside) 

Knit old and new Vic West together 

 old and new – North or south east + west 

Strengthen park and food systems 

 Nothing in plan that supports this big move – plan states current opportunities. 

 
Changes made to the Draft Plan 
 

Comments directly on board under text points: 

- Better integration of master planned areas (Dockside, Railyards and Roundhouse 
Properties)  
(Not enough info - detail) 
Agree not enough detail re. development? 
How will this be better integrated? 
 

- Apartment buildings no longer proposed on Skinner Street and Suffolk Street  
Map 10 shows apartment building 
But still allow 3 storey double row townhouses! 
 

- Reduced area where double rows of townhouses would be supported, to exclude most 
lots within and east of the Catherine Street Heritage Conservation Area  
But this west area has character homes as well, we want to protect character! (pointing to 

Catherine Street) 

 
- Reduced footprint of the mixed-use area at Craigflower Village. Encourage commercial 

uses on adjacent properties if houses are retained.  
But still increasing density (pointing to Craigflower Village) 

  



- In the area south of Esquimalt Road, reduced building heights and several properties 
changed back to the “traditional residential” designation with opportunity for 3-storey 
apartments or townhouses.  
Still too high (max 3 stories) (pointing to “reduced building hights”) 

Agreed! (pointing to comment above) 

 
- Additional building height proposed for some properties along Esquimalt Road, where on-

site affordable housing is provided.  
6 stories too high (pointing to “additional building height”) 

Too high! (pointing to comment above) 

Disagree (next to comments above) 

 
- Revised boundaries of the Pioneer Co-op Special Planning Area to remove non co-op 

properties  
? (pointing to “Pioneer Co-op Special Planning Area”) 

 
- Identified new locations for potential transportation improvements  

There’s a requirement now so will definitely need improvements with all the development! 

 

General comments on board: 

Did not change re-development everywhere in traditional neighbourhoods! 

  



Revisions to Traditional Residential Sub-Areas 
 

Comments directly on board: 

4. Pioneer Housing Co-op (Special Planning Area) 

Don’t expand! (1 sticky dot beside comment) 

3. Esquimalt Road Sub-Area 

Too high (1 sticky dot beside comment) 

5. Skinner Street Sub-Area 

Too high (10 sticky dots beside comment) 

Traditional Residential Areas – Envisioned housing types, height and density 

Too much! (Circle around “density”, 5 sticky dots beside comment) 

 

General comments directly on board or on sticky notes: 

What sub-area? (Pointing to grey area between Sub-Areas 8, 7 and 5) 

Flashing light at x-walk by Barber Shop intersection Raynor/Craigflower 

Unsafe/awkward intersection Williams-Springfield-Esquimalt Rd 

Traffic lights on Esquimalt are not visible from Williams St. Doesn’t seem to have a pattern? (Hinges on 
crosswalk @ Robert?) 

Crossing Wilson very unsafe. Blind spot on right corner.  (Note is placed south of Esquimalt Rd, west of 

Maitland St. Hand drawn map on not shows crossing of Wilson and Springfield with an x marking blind 

spot in north-west corner) 

People speed thru Springfield st over 60 kmph, often. Make it a dead end at the corner of Springfield 
William & Esquimalt as this is a bad intersection. 

Please finish the “road” or thru-way to make Russel St. a viable path. Currently, there is no access at all 
thru to Wilson. K. Vopnfjord 

Skinner is a sensible street to add density. Walking traffic will slow vehicle traffic. 

  



Detailed Revisions to the Draft Plan 
No comments on this board. 

 

Tell us what you think! 
 

Do you have any comments about the revisions? 

Directly on board: 

Revisions states no apartment building on Skinner but map 10 shows different 

Design excellence is key. 

Streetscaping / public art / signage control / control on folk art 

Still too much height 

Site of new school development for all the new families? 

Pg. 58 – what is outlined is not possible. Cannot provide infill housing in that area and retain front yards 
as it says.  

Non-market housing should be built as market housing. Why is developer gifted extra density for housing 
type that is city priority? 

?? Not agree (pointing to “built as market housing” in comment above) 

 

On sticky notes: 

Information on fowl and plants cards/or on rails public art on walkway marina? controls 

Ensure parking management issues are considered when secondary suites are approved. 

Some small lot houses may be too small for suites. Need to look at minimum size for secondary suites 

Some streets where there are existing small lots may be already adequate density – no need to increase. 
Eg. Reno St. 

There is already enough density & population increase in Vic West. Just because there is a need – Vic 
West doesn’t have to keep absorbing more – ↑ traffic & it will change the neighbourhood 

Skinner is a sensible place for height/density & would slow traffic. Please bring back. (1 sticky dot on 

note) 

Feedback: Topic: Transportation & Mobility page 108. Please revise the bullet on Hereward Road to also 
explicitly include text on ‘pedestrian and cyclist safety’. This is important for local users. Thanks. 

Need to anticipate the “investments” & “levers” that will support sensible growth 
- Trans strategy 
- Housing strategy 
- Economic development strategy 

  



More details on how density will be supported – what linkages to 
1) Transportation 
2) Parks & Greenspace 
3) Social amenities 
- Daycare 
- Eldercare 
- Services 

More height on skinner -> 3 storeys 

Good job city staff 

Need to take climate targets, mitigation into consideration – more density could help reduce demand for 
carbon fuel-based transportation 

Keep in mind this is a 20 year plan. We are a growing city, if we don’t densify, it will encourage close in 
sprawl and congestion will increase. A weak plan will be better for Langford than Victoria. 

 

Any other comments on the plan? 

Comments directly on board: 

Remove apartments on Rynor in Craigflower Village – we asked, but hey are still there. (4 sticky dots) 

The main thrust of this plan is still re-develop the traditional neighbourhoods! Wrong! (Unclear if the 

“wrong” is part of or in reaction to the comment) It won’t be affordable! (3 sticky dots placed beside the 

word “wrong”) 

Westside Village is not the “heart” of the community – we asked for that to be removed but that reference 
is still there. (5 sticky dots) 

Does not equal commercial shopping centre (pointing to “heart” in comment above) 

The commercial centre. We have multiple “hearts” (pointing to “heart” in comment above) 

We think the Oceanic Market area is more the heart (5 stick dots) 

Allowing 3 storeys in Pioneer Co-op – do not agree for that building height in that local of surrounding low 
height residential houses (1 sticky dot) 

There is no mention in the “changes made to the draft plan” to lessen the heavy traffic on Mary Street & 
the big truck traffic on Henry St. Residents need something to slow traffic & stop the big beer trucks 

Nothing in the plan that support Big Move #8, only states status quo. 

More townhouses please! 3 storey apartments are also great – want all sorts of neighbours, not just rich 
ones.  

Have you checked the prices of townhouses in Victoria? This is not affordable housing. (Next to comment 

above) 

Westside Village is not the “heart” – maybe center. (3 sticky dots) 

Community (added to “center” in comment above) 

Pioneer Co-op – no more density 



Overarching assumption of this plan is that after build-outs of current developments (eg. Dockside & 
Bayview) that resulting density is insufficient and Vic West must absorb even more residents. Why? This 
assumption skews the whole plan to the detriment of current residents. (5 sticky dots) 

Too fast. Our population has skyrocketed, along with traffic. More infrastructure needed, please, before 
okaying more developers making $ on housing. 

Movement/action must take place to designated character homes otherwise they will be lost to 
development – we value the character so preserve it! (3 sticky dots) 

Agree! (Next to comment above) 

Big Move #8 – include private land development must include food production/growing space – time for 
developers to contribute to growing or food system 

Retain view corridor on Skinner to east/towards downtown so property south of Railyards should have low 
height. 

 
Proposed amendments to the Official Community Plan 
 

What happens to my feedback? 

Directly on board: 

Needs to be given to the community other than just on the City website 1 week before Council. 

Agree! (next to comment above, 3 sticky dots beside) 

 

On sticky note: 

Need opportunity to hear from those most impacted – that said, I like the revisions – good job!! 

  



Proposed Amendments 1-5: Revisions to Traditional Residential Urban Place Designations 
 

Comments directly on board with map: 

Is not a village! (Pointing at “Large Urban Village” in legend of map, 1 sticky dot beside comment) 

 

How supportive are you of the Official Community Plan amendments? 

Amendment 1: Adjacent to Craigflower Village 

Very supportive  Somewhat 
supportive  

Neutral  Somewhat 
opposed 

Very opposed 

13 4   - 1 
 

 14 

 

Comments: 

Was supportive of height (3) and type (apartment) on Skinner 

Greater heights please 

Would like to see 2 storey retail/residential along Craigflower Russel -> Belton (1 sticky dot on note) 

What opportunity for more commercial & apartment north of park on Craigflower Rd. (Align with Esquimalt 
buildings) (1 sticky dot on note) 

 

Amendment 2: Pioneer Co-op site 

Very supportive  Somewhat 
supportive  

Neutral  Somewhat 
opposed 

Very opposed 

12 8 1 - 
 

16 

 

Comments: 

You will be increasing traffic along some narrow and dead-end streets 

The opportunity to provide affordable housing for seniors + people w special needs 

No 3 storey building (1 sticky dot beside) 

Agree (pointing to comment above) 

Assists (?) more aff. / social housing 

No commercial use! (2 sticky dots beside) 

3 storeys is too high for this residential area 

Pioneer Co-op site should be only residential use do include a commercial use here as it splits with 
Westside or Craigflower Village areas 

  



Amendment 3: Adjacent to Edward at Catherine Streets Village 

Very supportive  Somewhat 
supportive  

Neutral  Somewhat 
opposed 

Very opposed 

12 6 3 1 
 

3 

 

Comments: 

Would support mixed-use there as commercial on ground level and/or live/work would enhance that area 
+ increase street vitality + safety (which really feels like the “heart” of Vic West) 

Not ambitious enough anymore – is this enough to support e.g. Market Garden? 

 

Amendment 4: Lime Bay area (south of Esquimalt Road) 

Very supportive  Somewhat 
supportive  

Neutral  Somewhat 
opposed 

Very opposed 

14 4 - 1 
 

19 

 

Comments: 

This makes more sense as 4-6 storeys 

No apartments 
- not amenable with current neighbourhood 
-2 ½ storey townhouses are fine 

Area 4 – support 2.5 storey, not 3, especially on east side of Robert St. While lots are deep, street is 
narrow & increased density is a concern for parking & traffic! 

Apartments can = air b&b, Not amenable with neighbourhood 

Robert St south of Esq. Rd has 12 single family homes. The revised proposal would remove 6 of these & 
destroy streetscape. There is already 4 multi residential complexes (3 large) on Robert 

3 storeys for townhouse or apartments still too high! 

 

Amendment 5: Revised building heights, neighbourhood-wide 

Very supportive  Somewhat 
supportive  

Neutral  Somewhat 
opposed 

Very opposed 

11 3 - 1 
 

23 

Comments: 

I wish double row townhouses were allowed everywhere. It would be great if Vic West could still support 
families 15 years from now.  

Heights should be increased 

3 to 6 storeys would allow more opportunity for everyone. Business, residential, people, employment 



Proposed amendments 6-11: Revisions to Urban Place Designations for residential areas 
and villages 
 

Comments on board with map: 

6. Mixed use or residential development up to 4 storeys (change from Traditional Residential to 
Urban Residential designation)  

Too high! 

Agree! (Beside comment above) 

4 storeys is excessive! 

8. Add opportunities for one or more buildings higher than 6 storeys on Westside Shopping 
Centre site; and at corner of Tyee Road and Bay Street - to create a landmark building (north site) 
and provide flexibility to mix taller and shorter buildings (change to supported height for Large 
Urban Village designation)  

Too high (2 sticky dots beside) 

I agree (beside comment above) 

9. Residential buildings up to 4 storeys (change from Traditional Residential to Urban Residential 
designation)  

Too high (2 sticky dots beside) 

10. Residential or mixed-use buildings up to 5 storeys (change from Traditional Residential to 
Urban Residential designation)  

Too high (1 sticky dot beside) 

11. Commercial, mixed use or residential buildings up to 3 storeys (change from Traditional 
Residential to Small Urban Village designation)  

Higher 5! 

 

General comments on board (on sticky notes or written on board): 

This is concerning!! There needs to be a buffer into the traditional community 3 storeys max!! 5 storeys 
presents dichotomy – streetscape is not maintained & sitelines eroded!! (Pointing to three Urban 

Residential blocks north of Esquimalt Road south of Dundas St and Bay St) 

No! No! No! (Written on each of the blocks referenced in comment above) 

Too high – people love old town heights (pointing to lots on south side of Esquimalt Road between 

Rothwell St and Russel St where each lot has a figure 6 scribbled on them as part of the comment, and to 

blocks on north side of Esquimalt Rd between Russel and Vic West Park where figure 5, 5 and 6 are 

scribbled on each block from west going east) 

5 (pointing to parcels on Catherine St directly east of amendment 9) 



Need pedestrian controlled crossing light – Raynor t Craigflower – Must – School children cross 
Craigflower to get to community center for before and after school care (pointing to Craigflower/Raynor 

intersection, 1 sticky dot on note) 

Skinner should be 3 storeys 

Reflective cones to differentiate bike lanes to help slow drivers all on Skinner/Craigflower 

No access on Alston St 

Bay + Wilson is crazy – turning into westside (left) for example 

After the road improvements on Skinner St speeds increased substantially: 
- The speed limit signs of 30 are poorly placed and not seen by drivers 
- The corner “suggestion” sign of 30 tends to encourage drivers to think the speed limit is higher 
- The wide open street without parking now increases speed drivers see the light at top and “green means 
go” 
- Alston and Skinner corner is dangerous. Need pedestrian access 
mark@stopover.ca 

 

How supportive are you of these Official Community Plan amendments? 

Amendment 6: Russell Street at Skinner Street 

Very supportive  Somewhat 
supportive  

Neutral  Somewhat 
opposed 

Very opposed 

12 3 1 - 
 

15 

 

Comments: 

4-storey apartment buildings next to heritage homes doesn’t work. 

Skinner heights should be 3 storey old homes on Skinner need to be updated but won’t attract 
development as single family residence 

#6 should be Traditional Residential not Urban Residential. Too high as urban class 

Not tall and dense enough on major streets ie Skinner 

Too high! 

Too high! Too dense! 

Disagree (Beside comment above) 

Too tall 

  



Amendment 7: Edward at Catherine Street Village 

Very supportive  Somewhat 
supportive  

Neutral  Somewhat 
opposed 

Very opposed 

17 - - 1 
 

5 

 

Comments: 

With care, two storey? Possible one three storey with mixed use. 

 

Amendment 8: Westside Village and Bay Street/Tyee Road 

Very supportive  Somewhat 
supportive  

Neutral  Somewhat 
opposed 

Very opposed 

16 3 - - 
 

9 

 

Comments: 

Align Leigh with other buildings on Wilson 

Point 8 one or more… What is planned for Alston + Da Vinci Centre? 

Love the increased height 

Too tall 

Disagree (Beside comment above) 

Density was already transferred to the Parc site so why has it returned? There is no density to reallocate 
for Save On mall 

Agreed! (Beside comment above, 1 sticky dot beside) 

 

Amendment 9: South Mary Street 

Very supportive  Somewhat 
supportive  

Neutral  Somewhat 
opposed 

Very opposed 

8 2 - 1 
 

12 

 

Comments: 

Too tall 

Disagree (beside comment above) 

 

  



Amendment 10: West Esquimalt Road 

Very supportive  Somewhat 
supportive  

Neutral  Somewhat 
opposed 

Very opposed 

13 2 - - 
 

6 

 

Comments: 

Way to tall 

Disagree (beside comment above) 

6 storeys is too high! 

 

Amendment 11: Craigflower small urban village 

Very supportive  Somewhat 
supportive  

Neutral  Somewhat 
opposed 

Very opposed 

16 - - - 
 

9 

 

Comments: 

Still too high and dense! 

Would also support 4 storeys here 

  



Proposed Amendments 12 – 14: Revisions to Urban Place Designations for employment 
areas 
 

How supportive are you of these Official Community Plan amendments? 

Amendment 12: New employment-residential designation (various properties)  

Very supportive  Somewhat 
supportive  

Neutral  Somewhat 
opposed 

Very opposed 

15 1 - 1 
 

1 

 

Comments: 

I live nearby – having a fish place w/o residential mixed isn’t compatible so this is great 

Ensure residential + industrial buildings are dvpd properly – e.g. noise mitigation (it can be done! I’ve 
seen bldgs. w autobody shops on the ground floor + residential above in Sweden ) 

Concern about impact/transition to traditional residential 

 

Amendment 13: New industrial employment designation (various properties)  

Very supportive  Somewhat 
supportive  

Neutral  Somewhat 
opposed 

Very opposed 

10 3 1 1 
 

7 

 

Comments: 

Support residential along transportation route – Skinner. Add limited residential across all property here 

Feel that the limited residential should be for the entire lot, not just Alston St. 

Would like to see retail opportunities here 

Look what happened to Pt. Ellice House it was ruined by industrial development, need a buffer 

 

Amendment 14: New industrial-residential designation (various properties)  

Very supportive  Somewhat 
supportive  

Neutral  Somewhat 
opposed 

Very opposed 

16 - 1 - 
 

4 

 

Comments: 

Like the live/work option so why not all properties here? 

Provide as much flexibility for employment options as possible. Don’t limit options to only industrial 



Mixed use is good, optimizes space for housing, work (one sticky dot on note) 

Want to maintain General Employment to have job flexibility – light industrial too limiting 

The General Employment designation should be allowed for flexibility of tenants. 

  



Proposed Amendment 15: Revisions to densities for some Urban Place Designations 
 

How supportive are you of these Official Community Plan amendments? 

Amendment 15: Revised densities  

Very supportive  Somewhat 
supportive  

Neutral  Somewhat 
opposed 

Very opposed 

6 2 - - 
 

5 

 

Comments: 

More density enables us to have more nice things! 

Less ambitious than previous plan; would prefer it to remain as previous version 

Increase maximum density more than 10% 

 

Proposed Amendments 16 – 19: Expanding and creating new Development Permit Areas 
 

17. Include Craigflower Village in DPA 6A: Small Urban Villages. Apply the Revitalization 
Guidelines for Corridors, Villages and Town Centres with content specific to this area*  

? (“DPA 6A” underlined) 

17. Include the Catherine Street at Edward Street Village and adjacent lots in DPA 6A: Small Urban 
Villages, and apply the Revitalization Guidelines for Corridors, Villages and Town Centres with 
content specific to this area*  

? (“DPA 6A” underlined) 

? 

18. Include the Esquimalt Road corridor in DPA 7A: Corridors, and apply Revitalization Guidelines 
for Corridors, Villages and Town Centres, and content specific to this corridor*  

? (“DPA 7A” underlined) 

18. Include these blocks of Skinner Street in DPA 7A: Corridors, and apply Revitalization 
Guidelines for Corridors, Villages and Town Centres with content specific to this area*  

? (“DPA 7A” underlined) 

18. Include these two blocks fronting Skinner Street in DPA 7A: Corridors, and apply 
Revitalization Guidelines for Corridors, Villages and Town Centres with content specific to this 
area*  

? (“DPA 7A” underlined) 

  



16. Include properties south of Langford Street, and property at Wilson and Bay Streets, adjacent 
to Victoria West Park in DPA 5: Large Urban Villages – Victoria West Village. Apply Revitalization 
Guidelines for Corridors, Villages and Town Centres, and content specific to this area*  

? (“DPA 5” underlined) 

Not in document (pointing to “DPA 5”) 

19. All Traditional Residential Areas in Vic West: Apply Development Permit Area 15F: Intensive 
Residential - Townhouse and Rowhouse to any new townhouse development in Traditional 
Residential Areas of Vic West.  

? (“Development Permit Area 15F” underlined) 

To keep large franchise’s from moving into these commercial apace 

Keep local businesses giving them the opportunity to thrive 

 

General comments on board: 

Walking + cycling is a value many vic westers have and we to protect walkers/cyclers. 

Crosswalk to get to playground (Pointing to northwest corner of Vic West park, 2 sticky dots beside 

comment) 

Crosswalk needs flashing lights (pointing to Tyee Rd at south end of Triangle Park, 1 sticky dot) 

After road development speeding went way up! (Pointing to Skinner Street) 

Would strongly prefer non-chain businesses. (local) Ie local > Tim Horton’s 

Flashing lights needed (Pointing to northeast corner of Vic West Park at Wilson Street) 

 

How supportive are you of these Official Community Plan amendments? 

Amendment 16: Expand Development Permit Area 5  

Very supportive  Somewhat 
supportive  

Neutral  Somewhat 
opposed 

Very opposed 

8 - - - 
 

8 

 

Comments: - 

 

Amendment 17: Expand Development Permit Area 6A  

Very supportive  Somewhat 
supportive  

Neutral  Somewhat 
opposed 

Very opposed 

8 2 - - 
 

5 

 

Comments: -  



 

Amendment 18: Expand Development Permit Area 7A  

Very supportive  Somewhat 
supportive  

Neutral  Somewhat 
opposed 

Very opposed 

8 2 - - 
 

7 

 

Comments: -  

 

Amendment 19: Create A New Development Permit Area 15F  

Very supportive  Somewhat 
supportive  

Neutral  Somewhat 
opposed 

Very opposed 

7 1 - - 
 

4 

 

Comments: 

Yes, encourage pedestrian traffic. 

 

 

 



All Verbatim Feedback Received on  
Proposed Vic West Neighbourhood Plan and OCP Amendments

Part 3: Public Correspondence
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: V.W.C.A. - L.U.C. Vic-W.est Neighborhood Plan Letter

 
From: Sean Dance [mailto:   
Sent: Wednesday, February 28, 2018 1:07 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca>; Marc Cittone <mcittone@victoria.ca>; Michael Hill <mhill@victoria.ca> 
Cc: Sean Dance <landuse@victoriawest.ca>; Dar Purewell <secretary@victoriawest.ca>; Johanne Thompson 
<coordinator@victoriawest.ca>; Mike Medland <treasurer@victoriawest.ca>; Supriya Crocker 
<vicepresident@victoriawest.ca>; Nan Judd <governance@victoriawest.ca>; Laura Floyd <hr@victoriawest.ca>; Julie 
Bull <volunteer@victoriawest.ca>; Kate Thring <littlesteps@victoriawest.ca>; Amanda Allan 
<transportation@victoriawest.ca>; 

 
 Justine Semmens <president@victoriawest.ca>;   
skowalko@bayviewplace.com;   

Subject: V.W.C.A. ‐ L.U.C. Vic‐W.est Neighborhood Plan Letter 

 
Hello Kristina, 
 
Thank you for your patience and the deadline extensions regarding the Neighborhood Plan.  Please find 
attached a letter, and the LUC Complete Survey, of the VWNP Recommendations.  We greatly appreciate your patience, 
cooperation and understanding throughout the process.  If you have any questions, and if I may be any further help or clarification, please do 
not hesitate to ask. 
 
I hope you have a wonderful day, 
 
Sean 

Personal info

Personal info

Personal info
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February 27, 2018 
 
Ms. Krista Bouris 
Senior Planner 
Sustainable Planning and Community Development 
City of Victoria 
1 Centennial Square,  
Victoria BC   
V8W 1P6  
 
Dear Ms. Bouris: 
 
Thank you for your flexibility in extending the deadline to the end of February, for the VWCA Land 
Use Committee (VWCA LUC) to provide this feedback to the City on the Vic West Neighbourhood 
Plan.  Thank you also for the time that you and your City colleague Marc Cittone spent over 
January and February with the VWCA LUC in addressing questions about the latest draft Vic West 
Neighbourhood Plan.  
 
Before we provide our feedback, we would like to acknowledge the extraordinary amount of time 
and energy that has gone into the development of the proposed Vic West Neighbourhood Plan.  
You and your staff along with VWCA and other community members have invested an immense 
amount of effort to date in coming up with the proposed plan.  Our feedback is not intended in 
anyway to minimize those efforts.  On the contrary, our intention has always been to support the 
Vic West Neighbourhood planning process, through encouraging and facilitating community 
members to understand both the process and the outcomes of the plan and to provide feedback 
to the City, either directly or as in this case, through the VWCA LUC. 
 
In that regard, we think it may be useful to include in this letter a brief explanation of the process 
that was used to develop the following VWCA LUC feedback: 

 After the first draft review process was complete in September of 2017, members of the 
VWCA suggested the VWCA LUC provide formal feedback to the City on the second draft. 

 Once the second draft was released in January of 2018, the VWCA LUC invited its 
membership to participate in a review of the second draft 

 Three meetings were held following the City open house on January 20th (January 23rd & 
29th and February 5th) at which 20-25 people participated in each meeting.   

 City staff effectively answered questions of clarity at two of these meetings. 

 Proposed recommendations to improve the VWNP were drafted at the third meeting. 

 Other non land use recommendations were suggested outside of the LUC meetings 

 A survey of these recommendations was sent out to the VWCA membership on Feb. 09. 

 The survey closed on Feb. 20 and the results are the basis for the following feedback. 
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The VWCA LUC facilitation process resulted in 26 recommendations for improvement to the Vic 
West Neighbourhood Plan.  The VWCA survey of these 26 recommendations resulted in 150 
surveys responses from the 495 VWCA members the survey was sent to.     
A document is attached to this letter in which the survey results are categorized, ordered (from 
highest to lowest endorsement) and summarized (see “ SUMMARY OF RESULTS”).  The ordering is 
from highest percentage to lowest percentage endorsement.  The “COMPLETE SURVEY RESULTS” 
are also included (in a separate document) for detailed reference.  
 
The VWCA proposes that the City take the following actions for each category: 

 CATEGORY 1 - 80% PLUS ENDORSEMENT (12 RECOMMENDATIONS): 
These recommendations received endorsement from a high majority of participants, 
therefore, the VWCA STRONGLY URGES THE CITY TO INCLUDE THESE RECOMMENDATIONS 
into the Vic West Neighbourhood Plan: 

 CATEGORY 2 - 65% to 79% ENDORSEMENT (7 RECOMMENDATIONS): 
These recommendations received endorsement from a significant majority of participants, 
therefore, the VWCA PROPOSES THAT THE CITY INCLUDE THESE RECOMMENDATIONS into 
the Vic West Neighbourhood Plan: 

 CATEGORY 3- 48% to 64% ENDORSEMENT (7 RECOMMENDATIONS): 
These recommendations received endorsement from a slim majority* of participants, 
therefore, the VWCA ENCOURAGES THE CITY TO CONSIDER THESE RECOMMENDATIONS 
with other feedback they have received, for possible inclusion in the Vic West 
Neighbourhood Plan. (* Note 1 recommendation was 48%). 

 
If you have any questions or concerns about this, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

 
Sean Dance 
VWCA, Land Use Committee Chair 
 
 
ATTACHMENT 1: SUMMARY OF RESULTS - VWCA LAND USE COMMITTEE SURVEY: 
ATTACHMENT 2: COMPLETE SURVEY RESULTS - VWCA LAND USE COMMITTEE SURVEY: 
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ATTACHMENT 1: SUMMARY OF RESULTS: 
VWCA LAND USE COMMITTEE SURVEY: 
 

The following are the high level results from the VWCA LUC Survey that has been sorted according 
to level of endorsement from the survey (i.e. from highest to lowest endorsement).  The complete 
survey results can be found in a separate document included with this letter.   
 
The VWCA proposes that the City take the following actions for each category: 

 CATEGORY 1 - 80% PLUS ENDORSEMENT (12 RECOMMENDATIONS): 
These recommendations received endorsement from a high majority of participants, therefore, the 
VWCA STRONGLY URGES THE CITY TO INCLUDE THESE RECOMMENDATIONS into the proposed Vic West 
Neighbourhood Plan: 

 CATEGORY 2 - 65% to 79% ENDORSEMENT (7 RECOMMENDATIONS): 
These recommendations received endorsement from a significant majority of participants, therefore, 
the VWCA PROPOSES THAT THE CITY INCLUDE THESE RECOMMENDATIONS into the proposed Vic West 
Neighbourhood Plan: 

 CATEGORY 3- 48% to 64% ENDORSEMENT (6 RECOMMENDATIONS): 
These recommendations received endorsement from a slim majority of participants, 
therefore, the VWCA ENCOURAGES THE CITY TO CONSIDER THESE RECOMMENDATIONS 
with other feedback they have received.  

 

CATEGORY 1 - 80% PLUS ENDORSEMENT: 
The following recommendations received endorsement from a high majority of 
participants, therefore, the VWCA STRONGLY URGES THE CITY TO INCLUDE THESE 
RECOMMENDATIONS into the proposed Vic West Neighbourhood Plan: 

 

  

QUESTION 1. RESULTS:  % 

VWNP AS IS:  Without future population estimates.   5 

VWCALUC RECOMMENDATION: To include population estimates in VWNP.  95 

  

QUESTION 21.  RESULTS:  % 

VWNP AS IS:  Water access points NOT INCLUDED in VWNP.   5 

VWCALUC RECOMMENDATION: INCLUDE water access points in the VWNP.   95 

  

QUESTION 23.  RESULTS:  % 

VWNP AS IS:  Some parks have little or no mention.   5 

VWCALUC RECOMMENDATION:  That ALL PARKS are included in the VWNP including a vision 
and plans for each park.   

95 

  

QUESTION 22.   RESULTS:  % 

VWNP AS IS: The new Gorge Waterway Marine Park is NOT SHOWN on maps in VWNP.   6 

VWCALUC RECOMMENDATION:  SHOW the new Marine Park on maps in the VWNP plus the 
park’s intent, vision and policies.    

94 
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QUESTION 10.  RESULTS:  % 

VWNP AS IS: City makes NO COMMITMENT to consulting community/VWCA re: amenities, in 
the areas referenced in OCP Amendment 8 &15. 

 8 

VWCALUC RECOMMENDATION: That the City makes A COMMITMENT to consulting 
community/ VWCA re: amenities, in the areas referenced in OCP Amendment 8 & 15.    

92 

  

QUESTION 16.  RESULTS:  % 

VWNP AS IS: NO comprehensive visualization of what Vic West will look like.    8 

VWCALUC RECOMMENDATION: Include in the VWNP a comprehensive visualization of what 
Vic West will look like (e.g. massing model, 3-D mapping, etc.). 

92 

  

QUESTION 19.  RESULTS:  % 

VWNP AS IS:  Little mention of the Bay Street Bridge issues and resolution.   8 

VWCALUC RECOMMENDATION: That the issues of plans for the Bay Street bridge be 
included in the VWNP.   

92 

  

QUESTION 20.  RESULTS:  % 

VWNP AS IS:  No reference to improving safety on Alston and Langford Streets. 12 

VWCALUC RECOMMENDATION: That the landowners with property being held for future 
development be expected to maintain the borders of their properties to a safe standard.  (at 
a minimum install an asphalt curb to delineate a walking path.) 

88 

  

QUESTION 9.  RESULTS:  % 

VWNP AS IS: WITHOUT reference to prior bonus density transfers (Westside Village/Parc).  14 

VWCALUC RECOMMENDATION:  WITH reference to prior bonus density transfers.  86 

  

QUESTION 17.  RESULTS:  % 

VWNP AS IS: no reference to speed limit changes on major roads, at Vic West borders 15 

VWCALUC RECOMMENDATION: That speed limits on major roads should not change at the 
Vic West border (i.e. it should be 40 kph on Craigflower, Tyee, Bay, Wilson & Esquimalt while 
retaining existing 30 kph zones).    

85 

  

QUESTION 2. RESULTS:  % 

VWNP AS IS:  With limited specific reference to sympathetic design. 18 

VWCALUC RECOMMENDATION: More specific reference to sympathetic design noting 
transition zones of particular concern.  

82 

  

QUESTION 18.  RESULTS:  % 

VWNP AS IS:  No plans for traffic calming 20 

VWCALUC RECOMMENDATION:  Include plans for traffic calming, especially on Craigflower, 
Hereward and Catherine.   

80 

  



 

 5/7 

 

CATEGORY 2 - 65% to 79% ENDORSEMENT: 
The following recommendations received endorsement from a significant majority of 
participants, therefore, the VWCA PROPOSES THAT THE CITY INCLUDE THESE 
RECOMMENDATIONS into the proposed Vic West Neighbourhood Plan: 

 

  

QUESTION 15.  RESULTS:  % 

VWNP AS IS:  ALLOW 5 storey buildings in various “Industrial Employment-Residential” areas 
as noted in OCP Amendment 14.  

22 

VWCALUC RECOMMENDATION:  ALLOW 4 storey buildings in various “Employment 
Residential” areas as noted in OCP Amendment 14.   

78 

  

QUESTION 13.  RESULTS:  % 

VWNP AS IS:  ALLOW 4-5 storey buildings in various “Employment Residential” areas as 
noted in OCP Amendment 12.  

24 

VWCALUC RECOMMENDATION:  ALLOW 4 storey buildings in various “Employment 
Residential” areas as noted in OCP Amendment 12.   

76 

  

QUESTION 24.   RESULTS:  % 

VWNP AS IS: Less than two pages in the VWNP related to Neighbourhood Food System. 24 

VWCALUC RECOMMENDATION: Engage the Vic West Food Security Collective in 
strengthening Section 12 of the VWNP (Neighbourhood Food System).   

76 

  

QUESTION 26.  RESULTS:  % 

VWNP AS IS:  No mention of requiring developers to include food growing amenities. 28 

VWCALUC RECOMMENDATION:  Require all developments to include food growing 
amenities in their developments.   

72 

  

QUESTION 14.  RESULTS:  % 

VWNP AS IS:  ALLOW 4 storey buildings in various “Industrial Employment” areas as noted in 
OCP Amendment 13 (see above).  

31 

VWCALUC RECOMMENDATION:  ALLOW 3 storey buildings in various “Industrial 
Employment” areas as noted in OCP Amendment 13 (see above).   

69 

  

QUESTION 25.  RESULTS:  % 

VWNP AS IS:  Threatening food growing potential through development Traditional 
Residential areas. 

31 

VWCALUC RECOMMENDATION:  Limit high density development to areas outside of 
Traditional Residential Areas.    

69 

  

QUESTION 11.  RESULTS:  % 

VWNP AS IS: Allow 4 storey buildings and change to a “Urban Residential” designation for 
Mary Street (south of Esquimalt Road) 

32 

VWCALUC RECOMMENDATION: Allow 2.5 storey buildings and keep “Traditional 68 
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Residential” designation.   

  

CATEGORY 3- 48% to 64% ENDORSEMENT: 
The following recommendations received endorsement from a slim majority of 
participants, therefore, the VWCA ENCOURAGES THE CITY TO CONSIDER THESE 
RECOMMENDATIONS with other feedback they have received.  

 

  

QUESTION 7.  RESULTS:  % 

VWNP, AS IS: ALLOW 4 storey buildings at the corner of Russell and Skinner Streets with 
commercial uses at ground floor. 

37 

VWCALUC RECOMMENDATION: ALLOW 2.5 storey buildings at the corner of Russell and 
Skinner Streets allowing commercial uses at ground floor as above.   

63 

  

QUESTION 6. RESULTS:  % 

VWNP AS IS: Allowing 3 storey, multi-unit residential buildings on Robert, Mary, Russell 
Streets, as noted above. 

41 

VWCALUC RECOMMENDATION: Allowing 2.5 storey, multi-unit residential buildings on 
Robert, Mary, Russell Streets as noted above.   

59 

  

  

QUESTION 4.  RESULTS:  % 

VWNP AS IS: ALLOWING commercial or service uses in the Pioneer Coop 43 

VWCALUC RECOMMENDATION: NOT ALLOWING commercial or service uses in the Pioneer 
Coop.  

57 

  

QUESTION 5.  RESULTS:  % 

VWNP AS IS: Allowing 3 storey multi-unit residential buildings, as noted above. 43 

VWCALUC RECOMMENDATION: Allowing 2.5 storey multi-unit residential buildings, as noted 
- above.  

57 

  

QUESTION 12.  RESULTS:  % 

VWNP AS IS: ALLOW 3 storey buildings on Craigflower (south of the existing commercial 
centre). 

44 

VWCALUC RECOMMENDATION: ALLOW 2.5 storey buildings on Craigflower (south of the 
existing commercial centre).   

56 

  

QUESTION 3.  RESULTS:  % 

VWNP AS IS:  Allow 3 storey buildings in Pioneer Coop 48 

VWCALUC RECOMMENDATION: Allow 2.5 storey buildings in Pioneer Coop  - 54% 52 

  

QUESTION 8.  RESULTS:  % 

VWNP AS IS: Allowing 3 storey mixed use, residential or live work buildings. 52 

VWCALUC RECOMMENDATION: Allowing 2.5 storey mixed use, residential or live work bldg.   48 
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ATTACHMENT 2: COMPLETE SURVEY RESULTS - VWCA LAND USE COMMITTEE SURVEY: 
 

 
 
 
NOTE: COMPLETE SURVEY RESULTS ARE INCLUDED AS A SEPARATE DOCUMNENT! 



4.70% 7

95.30% 142

Q1 ISSUE: The VWNP does NOT include current & future population
estimates for Vic West.LUC RECOMMENDATION: That the VWNP
include current & future population estimates for Vic West (including

Master Planned areas).PLEASE CHOOSE:
Answered: 149 Sk pped: 1

TOTAL 149

VWNP AS IS:
Without...

LUC
RECOMMENDATI...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

VWNP AS IS:  W thout popu at on est mates.

LUC RECOMMENDATION: To nc ude popu at on est mates.

Q2 ISSUE: The VWNP does not provide strong enough emphasis on the
importance of ensuring a sensitive transition from Traditional Residential

areas to commercial and industrial areas:LUC
RECOMMENDATION: That the VWNP stress how important it is to Vic
West residents to respect the low rise esthetic of Traditional Residential

areas and ensure there is sympathetic design of commercial and
industrial buildings in proximity to Traditional Residential areas.  To make

this effective it is recommended that transition zones be noted in the
VWNP in these sensitive areas.  This would support the “Big Move” to

“Knit old and new Vic West Together”.PLEASE CHOOSE:
Answered: 133 Sk pped: 17

1 / 17
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18.05% 24

81.95% 109

TOTAL 133

VWNP AS IS:
With limited...

LUC
RECOMMENDATI...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

VWNP AS IS:  W th m ted spec f c reference to sympathet c des gn.

LUC RECOMMENDATION: More spec f c reference to sympathet c des gn not ng trans t on zones of part cu ar concern.

48.12% 64

51.88% 69

Q3 ISSUE: The VWNP proposes, through OCP amendment 2, to allow 3
storey buildings in the Pioneer Coop property.LUC RECOMMENDATION:

Due to a strong desire to maintain a low rise esthetic in Traditional
Residential areas, it is recommended to limit heights in the Pioneer Coop

to 2.5 storey buildings.PLEASE CHOOSE:
Answered: 133 Sk pped: 17

TOTAL 133

VWNP AS IS:
Allow 3 stor...

LUC
RECOMMENDATI...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

VWNP AS IS:  A ow 3 storey bu d ngs n P oneer Coop

LUC RECOMMENDATION: A ow 2.5 storey bu d ngs n P oneer Coop

Q4 ISSUE: The VWNP proposes through OCP amendment 2, to ALLOW
commercial or service uses in the Pioneer Coop property.LUC
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42.64% 55

57.36% 74

RECOMMENDATION: Due to the location in a Traditional Residential
area, it is recommended to NOT ALLOW commercial or service uses in

the Pioneer Coop.PLEASE CHOOSE:
Answered: 129 Sk pped: 21

TOTAL 129

VWNP AS IS:
ALLOWING...

LUC
RECOMMENDATI...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

VWNP AS IS: ALLOWING commerc a  or serv ce uses n the P oneer Coop

LUC RECOMMENDATION: NOT ALLOWING commerc a  or serv ce uses n the P oneer Coop

43.18% 57

Q5 ISSUE: VWNP, through Amendment 3, allows 3 storey multi-unit
residential buildings adjacent to the small urban village proposed at

Edward & Catherine streets.LUC RECOMMENDATION: Due to this being
a Traditional Residential area, it is recommended to limit heights to 2.5

storey multi-unit residential buildings.PLEASE CHOOSE:
Answered: 132 Sk pped: 18

VWNP AS IS:
Allowing 3...

LUC
RECOMMENDATI...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

VWNP AS IS: A ow ng 3 storey mu t -un t res dent a  bu d ngs, as noted above.
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56.82% 75

TOTAL 132

 LUC RECOMMENDATION: A ow ng 2.5 storey mu t -un t res dent a  bu d ngs, as noted above.

40.60% 54

59.40% 79

Q6 ISSUE: VWNP, through Amendment 4, allows 3 storey multi-unit
residential buildings on properties south of Esquimalt Road close to

waterfront (Robert, Mary, Russell Streets). LUC RECOMMENDATION:
Due to this being a Traditional Residential area, it is recommended to

limit heights to 2.5 storey multi-unit residential buildings.PLEASE
CHOOSE:

Answered: 133 Sk pped: 17

TOTAL 133

VWNP AS IS:
Allowing 3...

LUC
RECOMMENDATI...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

VWNP AS IS: A ow ng 3 storey, mu t -un t res dent a  bu d ngs on Robert, Mary, Russe  Streets, as noted above.

LUC RECOMMENDATION: A ow ng 2.5 storey, mu t -un t res dent a  bu d ngs on Robert, Mary, Russe  Streets as noted
above.

Q7 ISSUE: VWNP, through OCP Amendment 6, allows up to 4 storey
buildings at the corner of Skinner and Russell (and re-designating it from
“Traditional Residential” to “Urban Residential”) with commercial uses at
ground floor. LUC RECOMMENDATION: Due to a strong desire to not

increase heights in this Traditional Residential area, it is recommended to
only allow 2.5 storey buildings at this corner AND retain the “Traditional

Residential” designation AND allow commercial uses at ground floor (i.e.
similar to what is proposed in OCP Amendment 1 for existing residential

buildings on Craigflower).PLEASE CHOOSE:
Answered: 135 Sk pped: 15
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37.04% 50

62.96% 85

TOTAL 135

VWNP, AS IS:
ALLOW 4 stor...

LUC
RECOMMENDATI...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

VWNP, AS IS: ALLOW 4 storey bu d ngs at the corner of Russe  and Sk nner Streets w th commerc a  uses at ground f oor.

LUC RECOMMENDATION: ALLOW 2.5 storey bu d ngs at the corner of Russe  and Sk nner Streets a ow ng commerc a
uses at ground f oor as above.

51.85% 70

48.15% 65

Q8 ISSUE: VWNP, through Amendment 7, proposes a designation of
“Small Urban Village” AND allows 3 storey buildings for mixed use,

residential or live work on Catherine Street between Edward & Langford
streets (i.e. Oceanic Market and Tai Chi Centre).LUC

RECOMMENDATION: VWCA supports this becoming a “Small Urban
Village” BUT due to this being close Traditional Residential areas, it is

recommended to limit heights to 2.5 storey multi-unit residential
buildings.PLEASE CHOOSE:

Answered: 135 Sk pped: 15

TOTAL 135

VWNP AS IS:
Allowing 3...

LUC
RECOMMENDATI...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

VWNP AS IS: A ow ng 3 storey m xed use, res dent a  or ve work bu d ngs.

LUC RECOMMENDATION: A ow ng 2.5 storey m xed use, res dent a  or ve work bu d ngs.
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13.74% 18

86.26% 113

Q9 ISSUE:  The VWNP, through OCP Amendment 8, proposes
significant increases in density at the Westside Shopping Centre but does
not reference prior density transfers.LUC RECOMMENDATION:  When
the Westside Centre Shopping Centre was originally developed, density

was transferred from it to the Parc Residences.  The VWCA strongly
recommends this prior bonus density transfer be noted formally to ensure

it is included in future bonus density negotiations.PLEASE CHOOSE:
Answered: 131 Sk pped: 19

TOTAL 131

VWNP AS IS:
WITHOUT...

LUC
RECOMMENDATI...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

VWNP AS IS: WITHOUT reference to pr or bonus dens ty transfers.

LUC RECOMMENDATION:  WITH reference to pr or bonus dens ty transfers.

Q10 ISSUE: The VWNP, in OCP Amendment 8, proposes (for the
Westside Shopping Centre and areas north of it) significant density

bonus increases for “amenities” but does NOT mention consulting the
community or VWCA regarding whether the amenities being proposed
are desired by the community or VWCA.  [NOTE: OCP amendment 15

also proposes significant density bonus increases.]LUC
RECOMMENDATION: That a commitment be included in the VWNP that

the community and VWCA will be consulted, by the City, on any new
developments where density increases are being negotiated to determine

whether the amenities being proposed are desired (see page 105 of
VWNP re: amenities examples).PLEASE CHOOSE:

Answered: 134 Sk pped: 16
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8.21% 11

91.79% 123

TOTAL 134

VWNP AS IS:
City makes N...

LUC
RECOMMENDATI...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

VWNP AS IS: C ty makes NO COMMITMENT to consu t ng commun ty/VWCA re: amen t es, n the areas referenced n OCP
Amendment 8 &15.

LUC RECOMMENDATION: That the C ty makes A COMMITMENT to consu t ng commun ty/ VWCA re: amen t es, n the
areas referenced n OCP Amendment 8 & 15.

31.82% 42

Q11 ISSUE: The VWNP, through Amendment 9, proposes 4 storey
buildings on Mary Street south of Esquimalt Road and changing the

designation of this area from “Traditional Residential” to “Urban
Residential”.LUC RECOMMENDATION: Due to the high regard that Vic

West residents have for existing Traditional Residential areas, it is
recommended that this area retain the designation "Traditional

Residential" with maximum building heights of 2.5 storeys.PLEASE
CHOOSE:

Answered: 132 Sk pped: 18

VWNP AS IS:
Allow 4 stor...

LUC
RECOMMENDATI...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

VWNP AS IS: A ow 4 storey bu d ngs and change to a “Urban Res dent a ” des gnat on for Mary Street (south of Esqu ma t
Road)
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68.18% 90

TOTAL 132

 LUC RECOMMENDATION: A ow 2.5 storey bu d ngs and keep “Trad t ona  Res dent a ” des gnat on.

43.51% 57

56.49% 74

Q12 ISSUE: The VWNP, through OCP Amendment 11, proposes 3 storey
buildings for the properties south of the existing commercial centre on
Craigflower Road (i.e. Spiral Café building) and designates this area a

“Small Urban Village”.LUC RECOMMENDATION: Allow 2.5 storey
buildings in this area and retain the "Traditional Residential” designation

AND allow commercial uses similar to OCP Amendment 1 (i.e. the
properties north of the existing commercial centre).PLEASE CHOOSE:

Answered: 131 Sk pped: 19

TOTAL 131

VWNP AS IS:
ALLOW 3 stor...

LUC
RECOMMENDATI...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

VWNP AS IS: ALLOW 3 storey bu d ngs on Cra gf ower (south of the ex st ng commerc a  centre).

 LUC RECOMMENDATION: ALLOW 2.5 storey bu d ngs on Cra gf ower (south of the ex st ng commerc a  centre).

Q13 ISSUE: The VWNP, through OCP Amendment 12, proposes to
change to “Employment Residential” and ALLOW 4-5 storey buildings

(14-17 m), in various areas including Mary & Catherine (south of
Esquimalt Road); Russell & Mary (north & south of Esquimalt Road);

Alston/Skinner/Tyee)LUC RECOMMENDATION: Due to the proximity to
existing Traditional Residential areas, it is recommended to ALLOW 4

storey buildings (14m) in the areas referenced in OCP Amendment
12.PLEASE CHOOSE:

Answered: 130 Sk pped: 20
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23.85% 31

76.15% 99

TOTAL 130

VWNP AS IS:
ALLOW 4-5...

LUC
RECOMMENDATI...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

VWNP AS IS:  ALLOW 4-5 storey bu d ngs n var ous “Emp oyment Res dent a ” areas as noted n OCP Amendment 12.

 LUC RECOMMENDATION: ALLOW 4 storey bu d ngs n var ous “Emp oyment Res dent a ” areas as noted n OCP
Amendment 12.

30.77% 40

69.23% 90

Q14 ISSUE: The VWNP, through OCP Amendment 13, proposes to
change to “Industrial Employment” and ALLOW 4 storey buildings , in

various areas including Skinner/Langford/Alston block and
Esqimalt/William/Wilson block.LUC RECOMMENDATION: Due to the

proximity to existing Traditional Residential areas, it is recommended to
ALLOW 3 storey buildings in the areas referenced in OCP Amendment

13.PLEASE CHOOSE:
Answered: 130 Sk pped: 20

VWNP AS IS:
ALLOW 4 stor...

LUC
RECOMMENDATI...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

VWNP AS IS:  ALLOW 4 storey bu d ngs n var ous “Industr a  Emp oyment” areas as noted n OCP Amendment 13 (see
above).

LUC RECOMMENDATION:  ALLOW 3 storey bu d ngs n var ous “Industr a  Emp oyment” areas as noted n OCP
Amendment 13 (see above).
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TOTAL 130

21.97% 29

78.03% 103

Q15 ISSUE: The VWNP, through OCP Amendment 14, proposes to
change to “Industrial Employment-Residential” and ALLOW 5 storey

buildings, in various areas including Esquimalt Road from Springfield to
Catherine; Skinner/Langford/Alston block. LUC RECOMMENDATION:

Due to the proximity to existing Traditional Residential areas, it is
recommended to ALLOW 4 storey buildings in the areas referenced in

OCP Amendment 12. PLEASE CHOOSE:
Answered: 132 Sk pped: 18

TOTAL 132

VWNP AS IS:
ALLOW 5 stor...

LUC
RECOMMENDATI...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

VWNP AS IS:  ALLOW 5 storey bu d ngs n var ous “Industr a  Emp oyment-Res dent a ” areas as noted n OCP Amendment
14.

 LUC RECOMMENDATION: ALLOW 4 storey bu d ngs n var ous “Emp oyment Res dent a ” areas as noted n OCP
Amendment 14.

Q16 ISSUE: The VWNP, in OCP Amendment 15 and throughout the
VWNP references heights and densities but there is NO comprehensive

map or massing model that clearly visualizes the outcomes from the
VWNP.LUC RECOMMENDATION: In order to help people in Vic West

clearly understand the possible outcomes of implementing the VWNP, it
is recommended that some means of visualization of what Vic West will
look like as a result of the VWNP.  This visualization should include both

Master Planned Areas (such as Dockside Green, Bayview, Railyards,
etc.) and non-master planned areas.  This visualization should also help

City staff and Council to see the “big picture”. PLEASE CHOOSE:
Answered: 133 Sk pped: 17
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8.27% 11

91.73% 122

TOTAL 133

VWNP AS IS: NO
comprehensiv...

LUC
RECOMMENDATI...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

VWNP AS IS: NO comprehens ve v sua zat on of what V c West w  ook ke.

LUC RECOMMENDATION: Inc ude n the VWNP a comprehens ve v sua zat on of what V c West w  ook ke (e.g. mass ng
mode , 3-D mapp ng, etc.).

14.62% 19

85.38% 111

Q17 ISSUE: VWNP does not reference the need for speed limits to NOT
change when entering Vic West, particularly from Esquimalt. LUC

RECOMMENDATION: That speed limits on major roads in Vic West
should be consistent with neighbouring roads and NOT exceed 40 kph

(e.g. Craigflower, Tyee, Bay, Wilson & Esquimalt).   Existing 30 kph
speed limits would remain as is.  PLEASE CHOOSE:

Answered: 130 Sk pped: 20

TOTAL 130

VWNP AS IS: no
reference to...

LUC
RECOMMENDATI...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

VWNP AS IS: no reference to speed m t changes on major roads, at V c West borders

LUC RECOMMENDATION: That speed m ts on major roads shou d not change at the V c West border ( .e. t shou d be 40
kph on Cra gf ower, Tyee, Bay, W son & Esqu ma t wh e reta n ng ex st ng 30 kph zones).
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20.16% 26

79.84% 103

Q18 ISSUE: Speeding remains a serious issue on major roads but is not
addressed as aggressively as needed.LUC RECOMMENDATION: Traffic

calming is needed, especially on Craigflower, Wilson, Hereward and
Catherine.PLEASE CHOOSE:

Answered: 129 Sk pped: 21

TOTAL 129

VWNP AS IS:
No plans for...

LUC
RECOMMENDATI...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

VWNP AS IS:  No p ans for traff c ca m ng

LUC RECOMMENDATION:  Inc ude p ans for traff c ca m ng, espec a y on Cra gf ower, Hereward and Cather ne.

Q19 ISSUE: Vehicle traffic congestion and cycling safety on the Bay
Street bridge is a serious concern and not addressed in the VWNP.LUC

RECOMMENDATION: The future of the bridge should have a more
prominent vision and plan in the Vic West Neighbourhood Plan.  A

timeline of actions (e.g. concept development; design; construction; etc.)
would be appreciated by community members. PLEASE CHOOSE:

Answered: 132 Sk pped: 18
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VWCA MEMBERSHIP SURVEY VIC WEST NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN YOUR
INPUT IS VITAL TO THE FUTURE OF VIC WEST

SurveyMonkey



7.58% 10

92.42% 122

TOTAL 132

VWNP AS IS:
Little menti...

LUC
RECOMMENDATI...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

VWNP AS IS:  L tt e ment on of the Bay Street Br dge.

LUC RECOMMENDATION: That the ssues of p ans for the Bay Street br dge be nc uded n the VWNP.

Q20 ISSUE: Pedestrian safety on Langford Street (from Skinner to
Alston) and Alston Street (from Langford to Wilson) remains a serious
issue.  These streets have no sidewalks or curbs and cars park where
sidewalks would normally be, which causes pedestrians to walk on the
road between the parked cars and traffic. LUC RECOMMENDATION:

Modify the current strategy, which ties sidewalk installation to
redevelopment, to a “good neighbour” strategy whereby people holding
land for future development are expected to be “good neighbours” and

keep the borders of their properties safe and maintained. At a minimum,
temporary curbs, should be installed to limit parking on the boulevard

areas. PLEASE CHOOSE:
Answered: 127 Sk pped: 23

VWNP AS IS:
No reference...

LUC
RECOMMENDATI...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES
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11.81% 15

88.19% 112

TOTAL 127

VWNP AS IS:  No reference to mprov ng safety on A ston and Langford Streets.

LUC RECOMMENDATION: That the andowners w th property be ng he d for future deve opment be expected to ma nta n
the borders of the r propert es to a safe standard.

5.34% 7

94.66% 124

Q21 ISSUE:  The VWNP maps do not show water access points (current
and future) nor the new marina.LUC RECOMMENDATION: Show all

docks and water access points plus the new marina on Maps 6, 7, 8 & 9
(e.g. potential and future water access points Arm Street, Burleith Street

[future], Banfield Park, Railyards, Dockside Green, Songhees, etc.).
PLEASE CHOOSE:

Answered: 131 Sk pped: 19

TOTAL 131

VWNP AS IS:
Water access...

LUC
RECOMMENDATI...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

VWNP AS IS:  Water access po nts NOT INCLUDED n VWNP maps.

LUC RECOMMENDATION: INCLUDE water access po nts n the VWNP maps.

Q22 ISSUE:  New Gorge Waterway Marine Park is not shown on the
maps nor is there any discussion about the intent, vision and policies of

the marine park.LUC RECOMMENDATION:  Include the Gorge
Waterway Marine Park in the maps in the VWNP and include the intent,

vision and policies of the marine park.PLEASE CHOOSE:
Answered: 132 Sk pped: 18
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6.06% 8

93.94% 124

TOTAL 132

VWNP AS IS:
The new Gorg...

LUC
RECOMMENDATI...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

VWNP AS IS: The new Gorge Waterway Mar ne Park s NOT SHOWN on maps n VWNP.

LUC RECOMMENDATION:  SHOW the new Mar ne Park on maps n the VWNP p us the Mar ne Park’s ntent, v s on and
po c es.

5.34% 7

94.66% 124

Q23 ISSUE: Vision and plans are noted for some parks but NOT ALL
PARKS in Vic West.LUC RECOMMENDATION: Acknowledge the

existence and importance of ALL PARKS by developing the possible
future uses and vision and plans for each park in Vic West (including
Regatta Park and dock; Point Ellice Park; Songhees Dock; Westsong
Walkway; Lime Bay Park; Mary Street Park; Rainbow Park; Colville

Island; Coffin Island; Barnard Park; Songhees Hillside Park; Vista Park:
Tenas Park).PLEASE CHOOSE:

Answered: 131 Sk pped: 19

TOTAL 131

VWNP AS IS:
Some parks h...

LUC
RECOMMENDATI...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

VWNP AS IS:  Some parks have tt e or no ment on.

LUC RECOMMENDATION:  That ALL PARKS are nc uded n the VWNP nc ud ng a v s on and p ans.
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INPUT IS VITAL TO THE FUTURE OF VIC WEST

SurveyMonkey



23.66% 31

76.34% 100

Q24 ISSUE:  Big Move "Strengthen Parks and Food Systems" is NOT a
"Big Move" as very few additional or new ideas are in the Vic West
Neighbourhood Plan (Section 12 is not even two full pages).LUC

RECOMMENDATION:  Engage the Vic West Food Security Collective in
strengthening Section 12 of the Vic West Neighbourhood Plan.PLEASE

CHOOSE:
Answered: 131 Sk pped: 19

TOTAL 131

VWNP AS IS:
With less th...

LUC
RECOMMENDATI...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

VWNP AS IS: W th ess than two pages n the VWNP.

LUC RECOMMENDATION: Engage the V c West Food Secur ty Co ect ve n strengthen ng Sect on 12 of the VWNP.

Q25 ISSUE:  The VWNP threatens existing food growing in Vic West by
encouraging development in Traditional Residential areas which, by their
nature, have food growing potential.LUC RECOMMENDATION: That the

VWNP limit high density development to areas outside of Traditional
Residential Areas. PLEASE CHOOSE:

Answered: 127 Sk pped: 23
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30.71% 39

69.29% 88

TOTAL 127

VWNP AS IS:
Threatening...

LUC
RECOMMENDATI...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

VWNP AS IS:  Threaten ng food grow ng potent a  through ncreased deve opment n Trad t ona  Res dent a  areas.

LUC RECOMMENDATION:  L m t h gh dens ty deve opment to areas outs de of Trad t ona  Res dent a  Areas.

27.69% 36

72.31% 94

Q26 ISSUE:  The VWNP threatens existing food growing in Vic West by
encouraging development where gardens currently exist without requiring
food-growing amenities in the developments.  LUC RECOMMENDATION:
That the VWNP require developers to include food growing amenities in

their developments. PLEASE CHOOSE:
Answered: 130 Sk pped: 20

TOTAL 130

VWNP AS IS:
No mention o...

LUC
RECOMMENDATI...

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES

VWNP AS IS:  No ment on of requ r ng deve opers to nc ude food grow ng amen t es.

LUC RECOMMENDATION:  Requ re a  deve opments to nc ude food grow ng amen t es n the r deve opments.
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Pioneer Co-op - Vic West Neighborhood Plan

 

From: Avis [mailto:   
Sent: Sunday, January 28, 2018 9:08 AM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca>; Jeremy Loveday (Councillor) <jloveday@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Pioneer Co‐op ‐ Vic West Neighborhood Plan 
 
Last week we met at the presentation at the Vic West School Kristina.  As you suggested, Peter and I composed a letter 
outlining our hopes and dreams for the future of Pioneer Co‐op.   
If you require anything further, please let us know. 
 
And Jeremy, I know you will support this,right? 
 
 

Cheers 
Avis 
 
Chair of the Board 
Pioneer Housing Co-op 

 
 
 
 

Personal info
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: comments re draft Vic West OCP

 
From:   

16 PM 
To: Marc Cittone <mcittone@victoria.ca>; Jeremy Loveday (Councillor) <jloveday@victoria.ca>; Engagement 
<engage@victoria.ca> 
Subject: comments re draft Vic West OCP 

 
Comments & feedback on the latest draft version of the Vic West OCP 
 
Please note that there were references to Hereward Street...that should be ROAD  
 
Thanks -Personal info

Personal info



Proposed Revisions to Traditional Residential Designations: 
 
Amendment 2 re small apartment buildings up to 3 storeys on Pioneer Housing Co-op site plus option 
for limited community-oriented commercial or service use (Special planning area #4) 
 
From 901 to 923 Hereward Road, there are 5 single family or duplex homes fronting on Hereward with 
the Pioneer Co-op on 1000 McCaskill Street directly behind.  With the proposed change to allow 
townhouses, stacked townhouses or small apartment buildings up to 3 storeys (change from the current 
2 storeys) there would be a loss of privacy for the rear yards for all these homes as well as sunlight 
from the East.   Perhaps for this site, new structures closest to any single family home that back onto 
this site be limited to 2 storeys.  Along McCaskill or elsewhere on this site, if no homes adjoining this 
site, then 3 storeys could be considered.   
 
The proposal to allow for limited community commercial or service use would take away from the 
other commercial areas (Westside, Craigflower Road Small Urban Village, Catherine Street Small 
Urban Village).  This site should remain as residential only.  If this is to cater to E&N trail users (eg 
convenience store?) hours of operation & litter could be an issue for residents.  I do not know what the 
co-op housing mission is but something like a daycare would be better than a cafe, bike repair business 
or medical facility. 
 
Amendment 4 re townhouses & small apartment buildings up to 3 storeys on selected properties south 
of Esquimalt Road  
  
 This proposal for 3 storeys should be only along Esquimalt Road & not in the Traditional Residential 
Areas.   
 
Under the heading “Why is this proposed?” the reasoning is that “the exceptionally deep lots on Robert 
Street present the opportunity for courtyard-oriented townhouse and apartments integrating open spaces, 
providing a desirable housing choice”.  Townhouses or apartments of up to 3 storeys are not a 
compatible fit in this traditional residential area or the surrounding historic homes. 
 
The following is the existing housing on Robert Street, from the waterfront north to Esquimalt Road on 
both the west & east sides of the street: 
 
On west side: 
206 built 1946; 216 built 1955; 224 circa 1940 with addition 1970; 236 built 1955...all 4 are single 
family homes   
230 built 1901 single family home (Victoria designated Heritage) 
242 built 1901 4 strata units (Victoria designated Heritage) 
310 built 1971 multi unit rental apartment building 4 storeys 
614 Seaforth built 1901 around the corner from Robert Street 4 unit rental conversion (Victoria 
designated Heritage) 
 
On east side: 
211 built 1982 consisting of 16 townhouses fronting on waterfront between Robert & Russell Streets 
223 built 1904 single family (National Historic Site designated Federally & Victoria designated 
Heritage) 
 
233, 241, 249, 255, 301 & 311 all single family homes built between 1939 & 1943 



331 built 1976 consisting of 25 strata units 
 
This is a unique small pocket of single family homes, hemmed in by strata townhouses, apartments & 
rental apartment building at the north end on Esquimalt Road, at the south end on the waterfront & 
Rainbow Park & behind houses on the west side on Seaforth.  There are four City designated Heritage 
buildings, two of which have been converted into strata & rental units, maintaining the streetscape, 
scale & character of the other single family homes & in keeping visually with neighbouring homes.  
The two heritage buildings that have been converted to either strata or rental units were sensitive to the 
surrounding properties & provided additional affordable housing without imposing or destroying the 
overall feel of this traditional residential area.  That is why I feel that townhouses or apartments, 
whether 2 1/2 or 3 stories, would not be appropriate for Robert Street.   Other houses built pre-war in 
the late 1930’s or early 40’s have heritage merit even not registered or designated (policy 10.1.1).  See 
10.1 on page 93 & the two short term action plans at the top of page 110 of the proposed OCP for 
adoption.  
 
What would be welcomed would be for garden suites or 2 story low-rise structures built behind the 
existing single family homes which would retain the visual streetscape on the front.  The lots on the 
east side & one on the west side are very deep which could allow for new structures & provide 
additional housing.  This has already been done on two properties at the north end of Robert Street with  
the frontage maintained with the original houses & little impact.  This would address the wish by City 
to provide affordable housing choices & maintain green open spaces without the need for townhouse or 
apartment developments which are not sensitive infill housing in this traditional residential area.  Keep 
the current 2 story policy in the OCP  so any new construction would be compatible in scale with the 
built homes in the immediate surrounding area!  
 
Perhaps this area of Robert Street could be designated as a Heritage Conservation area, similar to the 
northerly section of Catherine Street from Skinner to the Gorge waterfront (policy 10.2.1).   Or, this 
could be designated as a Development Permit Area so proposals for any new construction would be 
considered on its own merits but taking into consideration the existing structures. 
 
In summary, the residents & homeowners of the remaining single family dwellings on Robert Street 
would like to retain the feel of the traditional residential designation & not have 2 1/2 or 3 story houses, 
townhouses or apartments built whether facing the street or at the rear of the deep lots.  This desire was 
expressed last fall with a neighbourhood meeting on Robert Street hosted by City Planning official 
Marc Cittone with over 30 residents, also attended by Councillor Jeremy Loveday. 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Comments on Vic West Draft Plan

 

From:    
Sent: February 26, 2018 6:49 PM 
To: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
Cc: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca>;   coordinator@victoriawest.ca 
Subject: Comments on Vic West Draft Plan 
 
Please find enclosed a letter which summarizes our views on the draft plan. 

S. 22
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February 18, 2018 

 

 

City of Victoria 

Planning Department 

 

 

Re: Vic West Neighbourhood Plan 

 

Dear Sirs/Mesdames 

 

We are writing to you to make some suggestions to fix shortcomings in the Vic West 

Neighbourhood Plan which is currently nearing completion. 

 

In general, we are very supportive of the Plan and the process that has been followed to 

get where we it is today.  We love the Vic West neighbourhood and support compatible 

densification.  However, there are a couple of areas where we feel that the Plan proposals 

could backfire. 

 

The aspect that is not adequately addressed is the preservation and improvement of 

character houses which are not heritage registered.  There are many of these in Vic West.  

There are also many unremarkable boxes of various ages.  The diversity is one of the 

things we like about the neighbourhood, but if change must be made then doesn’t it make 

sense to incentivise keeping the character homes and allow redevelopment of the 

unremarkable houses?  The plan has very little to say about this.  But without guidance 

from the Plan, zoning regulations tend to work against character houses.  For example: 

 

1. Many of these older homes have quirks, which the owners and neighbours often 

love but City Hall has problems with.  Things like non-standard setbacks, and 

steeply pitched roofs with dormers which cause problems with height limits.  

 

2. Many of these homes have low height basements with aging foundations and/or 

poor drainage.  Zoning regulations put severe restrictions on raising the house to 

create a full height basement suite which would help pay the cost of the 

foundation replacement and support the retention of the house. 

 

3. It is well known that difficulties with getting City approval to retain and improve 

a character house often swing the economics in favour of replacement. And that’s 

where the Plan policies can backfire:  by allowing greater height and higher floor 

space ratios, the economics get even more skewed in favour of replacement.  You 

certainly see that in other neighbourhoods like James Bay:  beautiful character 

homes are purchased by speculators, who rent them out and don’t maintain them.  

After a decade or so of ‘demolition by neglect’, the owners claim that repairs are 

too expensive and the only option is to tear it down and put up a modern building.   
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You may have guessed that our own house is one of those non-registered character 

houses which could go either way – upgraded to last another 100 years, or fall into 

disrepair and be torn down.  So we have a vested interest in this issue. 

 

However, the Plan can help improve the odds of keeping these character houses.  Here 

are our suggestions: 

 

• The Plan has many sections which pertain only to heritage designated properties.  

Why not have them pertain to all houses over say 100 years old? 

 

• If a character house is situated on a lot which would support higher density, and 

so is another non-character house nearby, allow a density transfer from the 

character house to the non-character lot in exchange for retaining or improving 

the character house. 

 

• Have an explicit policy of leniency when it comes to variance applications for 

character houses under renovation.  This would apply to such things as height 

variances, setback variances, etc. 

 

• When designating certain properties in the Plan for higher densities in certain sub 

areas, look at the quality of the existing house when deciding whether or not it 

should be included.  Obviously, the overall objectives of the Plan (more density, 

diverse housing types, and retaining neighbourhood character) would be better 

achieved by keeping certain buildings and replacing others.  And those differing 

types and objectives may be on the same street.  But that doesn’t mean that the 

plan can’t treat them differently, in a manner more in tune with meeting the 

objectives.  Don’t assume that the more interesting ones will naturally be 

preserved and the less interesting ones won’t – economics will usually rule the 

day and the Plan needs to actively help level the playing field, or even tilt it in 

favour of the neighbourhood character.  

 

Lest you presume that your current programme for adding suites to character homes is 

enough to remedy these challenges, in our experience, these programmes remain lacking.  

While they purport to provide flexibility, these programmes are in fact filled with many 

costs for the homeowner combined with a lack of certainty or ability to get a straight 

answer from City staff about requirements without having to first spend several 

thousands of dollars in surveys and drawings.  This makes these processes risky and 

costly for average, non-developer homeowners, compounding the likelihood that such 

individuals will have to give up and sell to someone likely to demolish the home. 
 

We love our Victoria home and neighbourhood and want to see a plan which enables us 

to remain there, while aging in place and also providing for one or more additional units 

which could also house others –particularly in the younger generation that struggles with 

affordability.  We urge you to adjust the plan to make this easier—not just for us, but for  
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others in the neighbourhood and the city at large. 
 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Cc: Mayor and Council 

Personal info
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Draft Vic West Plan -  input on 945 Alston Street  - Block bounded by 
Skinner/Langfrod/Alston

 
 

From: Deane Strongitharm [mailto:dstrongitharm@cityspaces.ca]  
Sent: Friday, February 16, 2018 4:33 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca>; Marc Cittone <mcittone@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Draft Vic West Plan ‐ input on 945 Alston Street ‐ Block bounded by Skinner/Langfrod/Alston 

 
Thanks again for your availability and willingness to listen to and respond to questions and concerns.  
 
I have a attached a longish memo regarding the site, making specific requests for amendments, and hopefully 
providing rationale for the reasons why. 
 
There are also a couple of concerns, identified in the memo, that the family (owner) has expressed to me, and I 
wanted to make sure that I captured that in my notes to you. 
 
We can also follow-up once you have had a chance to digest this, and would be most happy to do so.  
 
Again, thank you for the opportunity to provide this feedback and request for amendments. 
 
Deane 
  
 
–––––––––––––––––––––––––––– 
Deane Strongitharm, MCIP 
CitySpaces Consulting Ltd. I Strongitharm Consulting Ltd.  
 
Tel/Cel 250.889.1862 
Fax 250.383.7273 
Web www.cityspaces.ca 
 
–––– "Working to build lasting, livable communities since 1986" –––– 
Follow us on Facebook, Twitter or on the Web! 





BACKGROUND/CONTEXT: ABOUT THE PROPERTY 

1. The consolidated parcel consists of approximately 4,800 m2 (50,000 sf). It is a prominent 
site that provides opportunities for a future comprehensive development. 

2. The property faces onto a main collector road (Skinner Street), and has a significant 160 m 
road frontage along Skinner. The site mirrors the parcel(s) on the other (north) side of 
Skinner Street.  

3. The property has an approximately  seven (7) metre grade change, from the lowest end 
fronting toward Bay Street to the highest point near the Langford/Alston Streets intersection.  

4. The configuration of the property, and the grade changes do not favour industrial uses, 
which typically require flat sites and gentle grades for truck ingress and egress.  

5. The existing buildings are principally of one and two-storey concrete block construction, 
with wood frame interior walls. While well maintained, they have a limited future.  

6. The curved triangular configuration of the property lends itself to an innovative design 
approach for property redevelopment. The site is conducive to higher densities given 
its context, and its proximity to the designated “Large Urban Village”, Downtown, and 
transportation networks.  

 

Strongitharm Consulting Ltd.   |   2

Schematic Section of a Possible Option



CURRENT DRAFT PLAN VIC WEST LAND USE DESIGNATION  

1. The Draft Vic West Plan currently designates the subject property as “Industrial”, and as 
“Industrial Employment with Limited Residential” assigned to the western part of the 
property. Originally it was designated as “General Employment”. We understand that the 
current designation was assigned because of 1) its historic use, and 2) general comments 
from Vic West community members’ regarding the desire to retain industrial lands. This 
was considered without communication with the land owners, and likely limited 
consideration of actual site conditions.    

2. The current Draft Vic West Plan designates the block on the north side of Skinner Street 
as entirely “General Employment with Limited Residential”… the land with the most 
similar characteristics to 945 Alston Street. 

3. Amendment 18 of the Draft Vic West Plan designates both sides of Skinner Street the 
same DPA (7A), underscoring the relationship between the two blocks The land south of 
Langford Street is designated DPA 5: “Large Urban Village”. 

4. The subject site is sandwiched between lands designated as “Large Urban Village” and 
“General Employment/Residential”. 

5. Under the “Big Moves” statement (figure 1) of the Draft Vic West Plan, Skinner Street is 
shown as a route for “[creating] more places to live near transit and amenities”, implying 
the opportunity to have residential throughout the block. 

A VISION FOR THE SITE 

The following represents broad objectives related to the site: 

1. The site should be considered for redevelopment in a comprehensive way. 

2. The site should relate to the properties to its north and south.  

3. The site can command a mixed-use development combining, commercial, technology, 
service commercial, live-work, artisan, and residential uses.  

4. Flexibility in design and use should be encouraged for the site. 
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5. Given the prominence of the property, its size, and grade changes, there are multiple 
design solutions, including either one integrated building, or more than one building. 

6. A design vision could consider the southernmost point at the east end of the property as a 
location for a prominent structure that contains mixed uses, with residential on the upper 
floors, to take advantage of the grades and viewpoints. 

7. Along Skinner Street, a building or buildings could include retail on the lower floor(s), and 
commercial/service commercial, live-work, or residential above. 

8. The design of the northernmost corner at the intersection of Skinner and Alston Streets 
should take advantage of the prominent bend in Skinner Street approaching from the east. 

9. Residential and live-work along Alston Street could also incorporate commercial/service 
commercial on the interior side of the block as the site drops away from the grade of  
Alston Street.   

LAND USE DESIGNATION OPTIONS  

Section 5 of the draft plan (“Future Land Use”) defines land classifications and uses. There are 
four potential options within these designations: 

1. General Employment: Commercial uses and/or light industrial uses allowing for 
commercial, including retail and light industrial uses, on the ground level with retail 
generally at ground level. 

2. General Employment with Limited Residential: Supports General Employment with limited 
residential, including retail or commercial on the ground level, and commercial or 
residential above the first floor.  

3. Industrial Employment: Permits light industrial and ancillary retail on the ground floor, 
with commercial limited above the first floor. 

4. Industrial Employment with Limited Residential: Permits industrial and ancillary retail on 
the ground floor, with commercial or residential on upper floors. 
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DRAFT POLICIES 8.2.2 & 8.2.3 & ACCOMPANYING FIGURE 36 

The draft plan provides specific statements and a schematic drawing for the site in the 
absence of consultation with the owners. 

The schematic design shown (Figure 36) does not fit on the site, given the site’s configuration. 
The drawing is also not to scale. As the final design solution for redevelopment will require 
detailed site analysis, the drawing shown may misrepresent what the best solution could be. 

Wording in Sections 8.2.2 and 8.2.3 does not reflect the scope of potential opportunities for 
the site. 

We would request that:  

a) Figure 36 be removed from the plan; and 

b) The wording in Sections 8.2.2 and 8.2.3 be amended to reflect a broader, and more 
flexible range of uses and design, allowing for residential and general employment  
uses throughout. 

CONCLUSION 

Based on all factors identified above, the most appropriate land use designation for  
945 Alston Street, in its entirety, is “General Employment with Limited Residential”.  

cc:  Blackburn Rentals
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Families First

 

From: Marc Cittone  
Sent: Monday, January 22, 2018 8:33 AM 
To:   Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca>; Rebecca Penz <rpenz@victoria.ca>
Cc: Justine Semmens <president@victoriawest.ca>; landuse@victoriawest.ca; Malcolm Maclean 
<mmaclean@victoria.ca> 
Subject: RE: Families First 

 
Hi
 
Thanks for your comments and some of the background. We certainly looked at these three houses in researching lot 
sizes, since there was a lot of interest in smaller homes/small lot homes. We’ll take your comments into account as we 
review all the input on this policy move. From the lot size and expected design criteria, we can consider the expected 
size of houses we’d see although I expect a number of factors (including economics) will impact who may be attracted 
to these houses in the future. 
 

 
From:    
Sent: Sunday, January 21, 2018 2:33 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca>; Marc Cittone <mcittone@victoria.ca>; Rebecca Penz <rpenz@victoria.ca> 
Cc: Justine Semmens <president@victoriawest.ca>; landuse@victoriawest.ca 
Subject: Families First 

 
Hello All, 
 
(Kristina & Rebecca, Sorry about earlier email.  My thoughts are clearer in this one).  
 
Currently the three small infill lots on Reno are the same sizes of new proposed small lot 220m2.  Each has 
couples w/out children living in them.  A few families have tried , the largest of the three. 
According to neighbours, the previous owners with children all moved out, because they believed the house too 
small to raise children.  In other words these houses are conducive for couples w/out children.   
 
After the city built these three homes, they conducted 8 weeks of Open House with survey.  Even the survey 
respondents thought these would be good for childless families. 
 
If the Vic West plan allows new builds on small lots of 220m2 with single detached home and with Secondary 
Suites. I believe the builder will not be thinking family.  Instead about creating two, one bedroom 
apartments.   This does not help with density if both are rented by single people.   
 
What it does do is push families further outside the city.  I think this has a negative affect on what the plan calls 
Traditional Residential Areas. 
 
I have included Justine & Land Use Chair.  Maybe I'm way off base.   
 

Personal info
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I know people asked for smaller lots with suites, but I do not think they truly understand the sizes or the 
consequences for families.  
 
I also have nothing to gain or lose from this.  In other words NOT NIMDYism.  
 
Thank you,  
 

Personal info
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Reminder: Vic West Neighbourhood Plan Open House: Jan 20

 
 

From:    
Sent: January 18, 2018 5:28 PM 
To: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Re: Reminder: Vic West Neighbourhood Plan Open House: Jan 20 

 
Thanks for letting me know but I'm VERY out of town at the moment‐‐ I'm actually out of the northern 
hemisphere altogether‐‐ so can't make the meeting. I tried slogging my way thru the revised  plan doc but 
found it overwhelming tedious. Perhaps you've gotten the following comment already and it's reflected in the 
doc; the one thing I thought of since my last interactions with this project is that it would be nice to have 
professional like doctors and dentists within walking distance as well. 
Thanks, 

From: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
Sent: January 18, 2018 6:51:43 PM 
To: Engagement 
Subject: Reminder: Vic West Neighbourhood Plan Open House: Jan 20  
  

 
  
We look forward to seeing you at the open house about the Vic West Neighbourhood Plan and amendments to the 
Official Community Plan. 
  
Saturday, January 20, 2018 
1 p.m. – 3:30 p.m. 
Vic West Elementary School gymnasium, 750 Front Street 
  
  15 minute presentations at 1:15 and 2:30 

  
  
We have made more than 100 changes to the draft neighbourhood plan based on your feedback. The revisions are 
highlighted in red text in the proposed neighbourhood plan. We are also proposing a number of amendments to the 
Official Community Plan bylaw to reflect the directions in the proposed plan. 
  
Read the plan and fill out the survey at: 
  
victoria.ca/vicwest 
Unsubscribe: Reply to this email if you would like to unsubscribe from email updates for the Vic West Neighbourhood 
plan. 

Personal info
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Revised Vic West Plan and Survey now live

 
 

From:    
Sent: January 12, 2018 6:43 AM 
To: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
Cc:   
Subject: Re: Revised Vic West Plan and Survey now live 

 
Dear Vic West Community Association, 
 
Thanks for this e-mail. Even though I haven't been involved in the process I am very excited about 
the developments and the progress of the plan, thus far. I am grateful to my neighbours for the work 
they have put into it. It seems we 'fit' in this neighbourhood nicely as we seem to share many values 
with our neighbours. 
 
Please add to your e-mail distribution mine and  combined e-mail account for mailings like 
this as we are both interested:  
 
Thank-you, 

 
On Thursday, January 11, 2018, 4:43:14 PM PST, Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> wrote:  
 
 

 

  

Dear Vic West Neighbours, 

  

The revised neighbourhood plan, proposed amendments to the Official Community Plan, and survey are now live here!  

  

We have made more than 100 changes to the draft neighbourhood plan based on your feedback. The revisions are 
highlighted in red text in the proposed neighbourhood plan. We are also proposing a number of amendments to the 
Official Community Plan bylaw to reflect the directions in the proposed plan. 

  

Personal info
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We encourage you to: 

1.       read the revisions to the plan 

2.       attend the open house to talk to staff about the revisions and proposed amendments to the Official 
Community Plan to align with the neighbourhood plan 

3.       fill out the online survey (closes Feb 4) 

  

Open House 

Saturday, January 20, 2018 

1 p.m. – 3:30 p.m. 

Vic West Elementary School gymnasium 

  

 15 minute presentations at 1:15 and 2:30 

  

Please let your neighbours know! 

  

victoria.ca/vicwest 

Unsubscribe: Reply to this email if you would like to unsubscribe from email updates for the Vic West 
Neighbourhood plan. 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Revised Vic West Plan and Survey now live

 

From:    
Sent: January 15, 2018 11:00 AM 
To: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Re: Revised Vic West Plan and Survey now live 
 
Hello - is there a red-line copy of the new draft Plan with deletions as strike-through text? To do a true comparison of the 
changes I would like to see what was removed, not just what was added (red text). Or is the first draft available? 
 
thank you, 

From: "Engagement" <engage@victoria.ca> 
To: "Engagement" <engage@victoria.ca> 
Sent: Thursday, January 11, 2018 4:43:06 PM 
Subject: Revised Vic West Plan and Survey now live 
 

 
  
Dear Vic West Neighbours, 
  
The revised neighbourhood plan, proposed amendments to the Official Community Plan, and survey are now live here! 
  
We have made more than 100 changes to the draft neighbourhood plan based on your feedback. The revisions are 
highlighted in red text in the proposed neighbourhood plan. We are also proposing a number of amendments to the 
Official Community Plan bylaw to reflect the directions in the proposed plan. 
  
We encourage you to: 

1.       read the revisions to the plan 
2.       attend the open house to talk to staff about the revisions and proposed amendments to the Official 

Community Plan to align with the neighbourhood plan 
3.       fill out the online survey (closes Feb 4) 

  
Open House 
Saturday, January 20, 2018 
1 p.m. – 3:30 p.m. 
Vic West Elementary School gymnasium 
  
  15 minute presentations at 1:15 and 2:30 

  
Please let your neighbours know! 
  
victoria.ca/vicwest 

Personal info
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Unsubscribe: Reply to this email if you would like to unsubscribe from email updates for the Vic West Neighbourhood 
plan. 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Revised Vic West Plan and Survey now live

 
From:    
Sent: January 23, 2018 11:48 PM 
To: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Re: Revised Vic West Plan and Survey now live 

 
Hi there, 

Small detail, but in "important moments in Vic-West history" the original Johnson St. bridge isn't mentioned. 
There seems to be a gap between 1920-1930... 
Arguably, that was probably one of the most important dates in Vic-West history wouldn't you say? 
 
Cheers, 
 

 
 
On Thu, Jan 11, 2018 at 4:43 PM, Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> wrote: 

 

  

Dear Vic West Neighbours, 

  

The revised neighbourhood plan, proposed amendments to the Official Community Plan, and survey are now 
live here!  

  

We have made more than 100 changes to the draft neighbourhood plan based on your feedback. The revisions 
are highlighted in red text in the proposed neighbourhood plan. We are also proposing a number of 
amendments to the Official Community Plan bylaw to reflect the directions in the proposed plan. 

  

We encourage you to: 

Personal info
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1.       read the revisions to the plan 

2.       attend the open house to talk to staff about the revisions and proposed amendments to the Official 
Community Plan to align with the neighbourhood plan 

3.       fill out the online survey (closes Feb 4) 

  

Open House 

Saturday, January 20, 2018 

1 p.m. – 3:30 p.m. 

Vic West Elementary School gymnasium 

  

  15 minute presentations at 1:15 and 2:30 

  

Please let your neighbours know! 

  

victoria.ca/vicwest 

Unsubscribe: Reply to this email if you would like to unsubscribe from email updates for the Vic West Neighbourhood 
plan. 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Revising the Vic West Plan - Da Vinci Centre Site

 
From: Keith Barbon [mailto:kubdevelopments@gmail.com]  
Sent: Sunday, January 21, 2018 8:03 AM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Revising the Vic West Plan ‐ Da Vinci Centre Site 

 
Hi Kristina, 
 
Thanks for your time yesterday.  No one can say that City staff did not provide significant opportunities for 
feedback and comments on the Vic West plan. 
 
With respect to the Da Vinci property I would like to again suggest the possibility for flexibility on heights over 
6 stories. The plan recognizes these opportunities at the Westside Village which is right across the street. 
 
The plan should allow for policy and required amenity contributions for a taller building to prevent massing 
along Bay Street and create a more attractive interface with the park.   
 
The plan is meant to pave the way for the future.  Density and creative uses of land and amenities contributions 
are always required and that will especially be the case in the future.  
 
Any development proposal submitted on this property will require public consultation and the City's approval.  
 
Please consider leaving the door open to some creative ideas that could create a win win situation and result in 
amenities and/or non-market housing initiatives on this site.  
 
Thank you again, 
 
Keith, 
 
Da Vinci Centre 
195 Bay Street 
 
 
 
 
 
Keith Barbon, CPA, C.A. 
KUB Developments Ltd. 
Mobile: 250.588.9425 
 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
Date: Mon, Dec 4, 2017 at 10:02 AM 
Subject: Revising the Vic West Plan 
To: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
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Dear Vic West neighbours, 

  

We are currently revising the Victoria West Neighbourhood Plan based on your feedback and preparing 
proposed amendments to the Official Community Plan to align with the neighbourhood plan.  You will be 
invited to provide feedback on the revisions to the plan and proposed Official Community Plan amendments 
from January 10 – 30 at an open house (January 20) and through an online survey. 

  

On December 7, we will be presenting the proposed amendments to the Official Community Plan to Council 
and asking for their direction to consult with First Nations and other agencies and municipalities who might be 
affected. This is a formal step required under the Local Government Act.  

  

The report to Council and attachments are Item 13 on the December 7 Committee of the Whole agenda, which 
can be viewed here. 

  

We will be back in touch when the plan is ready for public review. 

Unsubscribe: Please reply to this email with “unsubscribe” if you no longer wish to receive updates on the Vic West 
Neighbourhood Plan 

victoria.ca/vicwest 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Rowhousing

From: K RC [  
Sent: January 27, 2018 10:53 AM 
To: Marc Cittone 
Subject: Rowhousing 

Hi Marc, 

Nice to meet you at the Vic West Plan event recently.  I'm just following up on your interest to read my MA 
thesis on Sustainable Housing (see screen shot of the catalogue item below). It is housed at SFU as a I did a 
joint masters via Western Deans Agreement via SFU and UBC's SCARP.   

I reviewed an existing national dataset (13,000 records) from the Canada Household Survey reviewing 3 
housing types (apartments, rowhousing and SF) to test a set of sustainable indicators that I'd developed. 
Rowhousing scored highest fyi.  

I am still looking for a .pdf version to send to you so may take another week or two.  It's amazing how time 
passes and things go missing LOL. 

Karen Ramsay Cline, MA RPP 
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: vic west community plan - cycling route

 
 

From:  & Ray [mailto   
Sent: Wednesday, Jan 24, 2018 4:19 PM 
To: Steve Hutchison 
Subject: vic west community plan - cycling route 
 
Mr. Hutchison, I was given your email at the engagement meeting last Saturday at Vic West school to discuss the new 
Vic West Community plan.  
My concern is around the designation of William Street as a pedestrian and cycling route.   
I raised a concern at the earlier meetings about the width of William Street and the fact that one side is mainly 
Industrial zoning which results in a lot of truck traffic during business hours making this a dangerous route for bike 
traffic.  
Bike traffic outbound on the E & N trail  has to cross Esquimalt Road at the intersection of Springfield & William.  Cyclists 
at that point have the option of continuing on the E & N trail, taking Springfield or taking William St in order to connect 
with trail near the end of William street that runs into Vic West School.  
The person at the meeting indicated that although no bike lanes are contemplated for William Street that it would be 
signed as a bike route.  Given Springfield is at least 3 meters wider and is mainly residential it would be a much safer 
route to sign as a bike route for those who choose not to stay on the E & N trail and plan to connect with the trail from 
the end of William street that connects trough to Hudson street.   
I did see some arrows on one map that indicated a couple of possible connector trails from the E & N trail to the 
school/trail.  If those are to be built I would suggest all cyclists would be safer traveling on the E & N to connect at that 
point with the school and trails/routes that lead to Bamfield Park.  I would say this option is the best and safest for all 
cyclists.  Pedestrian traffic is not a concern as there are sidewalks on both sides of both Springfield and  William.   
I raise these concerns on behalf of the business owners of Strata Corp 110 on William St.   
Ray Fischer – Secretary for Strata Corp 110 

Personal infoPersonal info
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Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: vic west survey

 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From:    
Sent: January 21, 2018 8:57 PM 
To: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
Subject: vic west survey 
 
Please pass along my additional comments to the tabulators of the Vic West planning survey, as part way thru filling it 
out, my ipad would not let me write comments. 
 
I feel strongly that provision for swimming access on th Gorge is very important to many of us who live here. It gets 
mentioned in the plan only in a general sense. To me it is a priority.  We swimmers currently share the small dock at the 
foot of Styles Street with a growing number of dragon boaters and it doesn’t feel safe. I envision the large bay in 
Banfield park rehabilitated as a sandy beach. What a great amenity this would be! 
 
I was stunned to see that less than 10% of households in Vic West are single family dwellings, yet the plan is to continue 
to increase density, encourage more small lots, creat more duplexes and townhouses. Really? Hasn’t Vic West borne 
more than its share of Victoria’s increased density in the past 25 years? More than any community except downtown, I 
suspect. 
 
I am concerned that proposed increases in density need to be accompanied by much more thorough planning for how 
we are going to accomodate the increase in the number of parked cars on our streets, or, alternatively how we are 
going to improve transit for all these extra people.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to contribute. 

 
 

Personal info

Personal info



21

Rob Gordon

Subject: FW: Victoria West Neighbourhood Plan - need for improved crosswalks

 
From:    
Sent: January 21, 2018 5:54 PM 
To: Engagement <engage@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Victoria West Neighbourhood Plan ‐ need for improved crosswalks 

 
Hi there, 
 
I just skimmed the Vic West Neighbourhood Plan. I am generally very happy with what I'm seeing in the plan. 
 
However, one glaring omission from the plan, in terms of transportation and mobility, is the need for an 
improvement to the existing pedestrian crossing at Craigflower and Raynor Street. While I don't have any 
empirical data, I can confidently say through experience and observation that the crossing is very dangerous 
especially in the evenings. I've seen several near-misses, which are largely a function of poor lighting, speeding 
vehicles, and inadequate visibility. I'm always in a fearful state when crossing (and seeing others cross) as I 
can't help but worry about being struck. 
 
I did see that one of the public realm policies under "Urban Villages" is to "Consider improvements to the 
crossing at Raynor Avenue and Pine Street, including distinctive and textured pavement, and a potential 
signalized crossing at Raynor if warranted." 
 
I do not believe "consider" is adequate enough. I believe the City must improve this crossing as a short-term 
action by adding flashers and re-painting the crosswalk stripping, which is continuing to fade. I imagine the 
City's Engineering and Public Works Department can determine which signal is most optimal for this crossing, 
but based on the high number of existing pedestrian volumes (and the nature of this secondary arterial street), I 
would recommend something as effective as a rectangular rapid flash beacon, which is being implemented 
across North American cities. They have been shown to be highly effective at improving pedestrian safety. 
 
Please consider adding this as a short-term or medium term action to the transportation and mobility section. 
The need for an improvement to this crossing will be even more critical as Craigflower village continues to 
absorb commercial and residential density and be an even more integral gathering space in Vic West. 
 
Thank you for your attention to this matter.  
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Malcolm Maclean

Subject: FW: Meeting regarding Vic West Plan 

 

From: Kristina Bouris  
Sent: February 6, 2018 2:11 PM 
To: Margetts, Marla <mmargetts@sd61.bc.ca> 
Cc: Leigh Campbell <LCampbell@victoria.ca> 
Subject: RE: Meeting regarding Vic West Plan  
 
Dear Marla, 
Thank you very much for the opportunity to meet with you on January 24 regarding the Vic West neighbourhood plan. It 
was good to meet you.  I'm glad that Mark Welsh was able to join us by phone as well. 
 
As discussed, there were a few follow up items to come out of our meeting: 

 Suggestion to revise the east‐west path alignment across the Vic West field, to show the route more 
conceptually 

 Suggestion to revise childcare policies to include the opportunity for more childcare (out of school care) at Vic 
West School 

 We also discussed the upcoming renovation to the lower field and whether this may provide an opportunity to 
consider an east‐west pathway in the future. Although there are no plans in place for funding or timing, it would 
be good for us all to meet and be aware of possible options down the road. Leigh Campbell, Manager of Parks 
Planning and Design, and I would be happy to meet with you to find out more about your project and have a 
look at the field. It might make sense to invite us once you have an almost final design for the 
playground.  Please let me know if this sounds like a good approach. If so, I'll wait to hear from you as you get 
closer to finalizing the design. 

 
I'll include your feedback on the plan (top two bullets above) in a summary for City Council. A final version of the plan 
should be presented to Council later this spring. 
 
Thanks very much for your support of this project. 
Kristina 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Margetts, Marla [mailto:mmargetts@sd61.bc.ca]  
Sent: Thursday, January 18, 2018 1:31 PM 
To: Kristina Bouris <KBouris@victoria.ca> 
Subject: RE: Meeting regarding Vic West Plan  
 
Thank you Kristina.  See you at 3pm on Wednesday January 24th.  I too look forward to meeting with you in my office. 
Regards, 
Marla  
 
Marla Margetts 
Principal 
Victoria West Elementary 
750 Front Street 
Victoria BC  V9A 3Y4 
250‐382‐9131  
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250‐382‐3741 fax 
 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Kristina Bouris [mailto:KBouris@victoria.ca]  
Sent: January‐18‐18 1:26 PM 
To: Margetts, Marla 
Subject: Meeting regarding Vic West Plan  
 
Hello Marla, 
Thanks for reaching out regarding the Vic West Neighbourhood Plan. I wanted to confirm that I'll meet with you next 
Wed, January 24 in your office.  Thanks, and looking forward to it. 
 
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 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Margetts, Marla [mailto:mmargetts@sd61.bc.ca] 
Sent: January 18, 2018 12:51 PM 
To: Malcolm Maclean <mmaclean@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Re: General Inquiry 
 
3pm if possible.  
Marla  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
 
> On Jan 18, 2018, at 12:36 PM, Malcolm Maclean <mmaclean@victoria.ca> wrote: 
>  
> Hi Marla, 
>  
> Thanks for the clarification over the phone. It sounds like it will be most useful for you and Kristina to meet, and 
Wednesday of next week looks like the best overlapping availability for the two of you. 
>  
> What time of day would be best for you? 
>  
> Thanks, 
> Malcolm 
>  
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Margetts, Marla [mailto:mmargetts@sd61.bc.ca] 
> Sent: January 18, 2018 11:16 AM 
> To: Malcolm Maclean <mmaclean@victoria.ca> 
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> Subject: RE: General Inquiry 
>  
> Hi 
> Thank you for connecting with me. 
> Are you available on Monday or Wednesday (January 22 or 24)  at 3pm for a meeting at Vic West Elementary? We 
would meet in my office. 
> Thank you 
> Marla 
>  
> Marla Margetts 
> Principal 
> Victoria West Elementary 
> 750 Front Street 
> Victoria BC  V9A 3Y4 
> 250‐382‐9131 
> 250‐382‐3741 fax 
>  
>  
>  
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: Malcolm Maclean [mailto:mmaclean@victoria.ca] 
> Sent: January‐17‐18 9:11 AM 
> To: Margetts, Marla 
> Subject: RE: General Inquiry 
>  
> Hi Marla, 
>  
> Thanks for getting in touch. I am one of the planners working on the Vic West Neighbourhood Plan. I am happy to 
answer any questions you have, and/or to set up a time to meet if that would be preferable.  
>  
> Looking forward to hearing, 
>  
> Malcolm MacLean 
> Community Planner 
> Sustainable Planning and Community Development City of Victoria 
> 1 Centennial Square, Victoria BC  V8W 1P6 
>  
> T 250.361.0538      
>  
> ‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
> From: webforms@victoria.ca [mailto:webforms@victoria.ca] 
> Sent: January 12, 2018 1:18 PM 
> To: Public Service Centre ‐ Internet email 
> Subject: General Inquiry 
>  
> From: Marla Margetts 
> Email : mmargetts@sd61.bc.ca 
> Reference :  
> http://www.victoria.ca/EN/main/residents/neighbourhoods/vic‐west/victo 
> ria‐west‐neighbourhood‐plan.html 
> Daytime Phone : 250‐392‐9131 
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> I am hoping that someone can connect with me regarding the Vic West Neighbourhood Plan.  I am the principal of Vic 
West Elementary School. I look forward to connecting with a member of the Neighbourhood Plan committee. 
> Thank you very much. 
> Marla Margetts 
>  
>  
>  
> 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: 64.114.223.13 
>  
>  
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Malcolm Maclean

Subject: FW: Proposed OCP Amendments; Victoria West Neighbourhood Plan
Attachments: DOC022818.pdf

 
 

From: Rachel Dumas [mailto:rachel.dumas@esquimalt.ca]  
Sent: Wednesday, February 28, 2018 10:37 AM 
To: Community Planning email inquiries <CommunityPlanning@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Proposed OCP Amendments; Victoria West Neighbourhood Plan 
 
Good Morning, 
 
On behalf of the Township of Esquimalt, please find attached for convenience, correspondence pertaining to 
consideration of City of Victoria’s proposed OCP Amendments.  The original letter has been mailed. 
Should you require further information, do not hesitate to contact me on 250‐414‐7157. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Rachel Dumas 
Administrative Assistant/Deputy Corporate Officer 
Township of Esquimalt | Corporate Services 
Tel: 1-250-414-7157 |  www.esquimalt.ca 

 

     

     

     
This message is intended only for the designated recipients and may contain information that is privileged, confidential or exempt from 
disclosure under applicable law. If you are not the intended recipient, or acting on their behalf, please notify the sender immediately and 
delete this e-mail from your system. Please consider the environment before printing this email.  
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