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DISTRICT OF CENTRAL SAANICH - DENISFICATION STUDY

1. The first 10 minutes - Silent Reflection and Brainstorming.

•	 Choose	a	group	and	say	hello	to	your	fellow	members	(please	try	and	make	these	as	even	as	possible).
•	 Appoint	a	“group	lead”	who	will	keep	you	on	time	as	you	complete	the	steps.
•	 Everyone	takes	3	minutes	to	silently reflect	on	the	question.
•	 Now,	silently	brainstorm	some	answers	to	the	question	-	jot	5-10	ideas	down	on	the	notepads	provided.
•	 Everyone	takes	2	more	minutes	to	review	their	own	list	and	pick	the	best	2
•	 Refine	these	by	writing	them	clearly	on	the	large	stickies	-	1	idea	per	sticky	please
•	 Place	these	in	front	of	you	and	wait	until	everyone	is	done.

2. The middle 15 minutes - Surface, Sort and Discuss

•	 Table	host	asks	the	person	to	their	right	to	read	out	(but not explain)	their	stickies
•	 Keep	going	around	the	table,	with	each	person	reading	out	their	stickies	to	the	group
•	 Group	leader	identifies	any	overlapping	items	and	“clusters”	those	stickies	with	help	of	all	members
•	 Group	agrees	on	a	name	for	each	cluster	and	identifies	outliers
•	 Open	discussion	to	increase	understanding,	go	a	bit	deeper	-	please	be	respectful	of	all	at	the	table,	

don’t	interrupt	others,	give	all	members	time	to	speak.

3. The next 5 minutes:

•	 Group	leader	directs	the	group	to	start	focusing	on	their	two	remaining	tasks:	identifying	top	4	issues	and	
top	2	strategic	actions	the	District	of	Central	Saanich	should	take.

•	 Each	person	indicates	to	group	leader	which	4	ideas	are	most	important	to	them
•	 Group	leader	keeps	a	tally	of	which	clusters	and	issues	get	most	votes	and	identifies	top	4

4. The next 5 minutes:

•	 Each	person	focuses	on	one	of	the	top	4	issues	and	writes	out	one	sticky	with	a	suggested	solution/
action

•	 Present	and	discuss
•	 Each	person	votes	on	2	top	actions
•	 Group	leader	identifies	which	top	actions	the	group	has	identified.

4. Close:

•	 Thank	everyone	for	their	hard	work
•	 Be	sure	to	fill	out	the	event	feedback	form	provided.

OPEN HOUSE - SATURDAY FEB 18TH 2012

A Member of the Golder Group of Companies

Central Saanich Residential Densification Study 
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1.0 BACKGRoUnD & 
PURPoSe

1.1 IntRoDUCtIon
The purpose of the Central Saanich 
Residential Densification study is to 
identify appropriate forms of densifica-
tion housing within the urban settlement 
area in the context of both the local 
neighbourhoods and parcel configura-
tions.  Essentially, the study is intended 
to recommend potential densification 
options in relation to specific physical, 
social and contextual constraints and 
opportunities.

1.2 the 2008 oCP PlAnnInG 
PRoCeSS

The 2008 OCP planning process 
revealed a strong community prefer-
ence for accommodating new growth 
through densification and intensification 
rather than development of new areas, 
and by encouraging the creation of 
documented (legal) secondary suites 
in detached homes. There was support 
for creating additional capacity for 
more ground oriented forms of hous-
ing, a need identified in the Housing 
Needs Assessment study completed in 
2010. Housing affordability and choice 
emerged as key issues in this planning 
process, with strong support for ensur-
ing that there is housing that is afford-
able and suitable for seniors, young 
families, and residents with modest 
incomes.

1.2 the 2008 hoUSInG 
CAPACIty StUDy

The housing capacity study completed 
as part of the 2008 OCP update 
indicated a latent capacity for an ad-
ditional 750 to 1050 new dwellings 
under current zoning, assuming some 

changes in zoning consistent with the 
policies of the 1999 OCP. At an aver-
age annual growth rate of 1%, this 
would provide sufficient capacity to the 
year 2021.

The majority of this housing stock will 
be provided in mixed-use residential/
commercial developments (residential 
uses located above ground floor com-
mercial uses within the Village Centres) 
with limited capacity for single family, 
duplex, town house and other forms 
of ground oriented attached housing 
(carriage houses, small lot single fam-
ily homes and duplex/triplex garden 
units). See plan in Appendix.

The Housing Capacity Study identified 
the appropriateness of higher density 
forms of residential development for 
consideration within convenient walking 
distance of existing or planned transit 
services in the established commercial 
and service areas of Saanichton and 
Brentwood Bay Village. In this context 
building types that may be consid-
ered include multiplexes, townhouses, 
stacked townhouse, apartments and 
mixed-use developments.

In general, the building height and 
density of development should gradu-
ate from higher to lower as it is located 
further away from the core commercial 
roads.  Building heights should not 
exceed four storeys along the main vil-
lage streets, and heights should begin 
tapering down within a block or two of 
the village cores.
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1.3 DeveloPment PAtteRn
For the most part, lands within the 
Urban Settlement Area have already 
been developed under existing zon-
ing. Any changes in the allowable use, 
height and density would therefore 
require that property owners apply for 
rezoning, with the District considering 
the merits of each application through 
the public rezoning review process. 
Commercial, mixed-use and multi-family 
development proposals also need to 
demonstrate how they meet the estab-
lished Development Permit Area design 
guidelines. 

1.4 DenSIfICAtIon In 
ReSIDentIAl AReAS

Residents in urban neighbourhoods 
have expressed concerns about the 
nature and impact of densification of 
residential areas both during, and 
subsequent to, the 2008 OCP update 
process. The purpose of this Residen-
tial Densification Study is to illustrate 
a range of housing densification types 
appropriate to Central Saanich based 
on community input and feedback that 
meet community housing objectives as 
set out in the 2008 OCP. This includes 
criteria and guidelines to guide Council 
decisions on rezoning applications for 
densification housing and further, to 
provide clarity for residents and devel-
opers regarding the acceptable pa-
rameters of densification development 
that will be considered within Central 
Saanich. 

2.0 GoAlS & PRInCIPleS
The broad purpose of residential 
densification through the provision of a 
range of densification housing options 
is to help accommodate anticipated 
population growth in a manner that fos-
ters District sustainability and livability 
goals, specifically:

2.1 ReSIDentIAl 
DenSIfICAtIon GoAlS

·	 To create greater housing choice by 
providing options for ground oriented, 
affordable housing including  rental 
housing to retain existing as well as 
attract new residents;

·	 To encourage a diversity of house-
holds with regards to income levels, 
family types, ages, and life styles;

·	 To reduce reliance on cars and 
foster more walkable, bike friendly and 
transit oriented neighbourhoods by:

o increasing population densities 
in strategic locations to support 
improved transit services, 

o increasing the number of residents 
within walking distance of services 
and amenities,

o improving cycling and pedestrian 
connections and infrastructure; 

·	 To reduce growth pressure on 
surrounding agricultural lands and 
open spaces by creating capacity to 
accommodate anticipated population 
growth and new housing within existing 
settled, serviced areas;

·	 To support the local economy, ser-
vices, and amenities by providing more 
customers for local businesses, more 
riders to justify higher levels local tran-
sit services, more students to support 
public investment in local schools, more 
users for community parks, recreational 
and cultural facilities,  

·	 To reduce municipal costs through 
more efficient use of existing infra-
structure such as roads, water, storm 
and sanitary sewer lines, power and 
telephone lines, and gas connections.

·	 To increase home owners’ property 
values by adding new high quality 
development or redeveloping existing 
lots at higher densities 

Central Saanich Residential Densification Study 4



SUMMARY REPORT

·	 To increase the overall design 
quality, amenity and vibrancy of 
neighbourhoods by:

o requiring densification develop-
ment to be of similar scale, form 
and character of adjacent proper-
ties;

o directing funding to enhance 
streetscapes and open spaces by, 
for example, adding sidewalks, 
cycling lanes, street trees, green-
ways, and other pedestrian and 
cycling  amenities;

o improve safety and security 
through more visual surveillance of  
the street

o fostering more face-to-face meet-
ings and therefore social interac-
tion

o increasing tax base for funding 
community amenities as population 
increases

While increasing residential density in 
established neighbourhoods can be an 
issue for existing residents, the addition 
of population and new housing within 
the District’s Urban Settlement Area 
will be necessary from both a local and 
regional growth management perspec-
tive.  Key concerns for many existing 
residents are:

·	 What are the most appropriate types 
and design of new housing? and 

·	 Where are the most appropriate 
locations to best accommodate new 
housing? 

2.2 ReSIDentIAl 
DenSIfICAtIon DeSIGn 
PRInCIPleS

1. Present a friendly face to the street: 
positively orient new housing towards 
public streets and open spaces to en-
courage street vitality and to enhance 
the visual quality and character of 
neighbourhoods.

2. Be a good neighbour: respond 
sensitively to existing adjacent homes 
and to the prevailing streetscape by 
incorporating compatible building and 
landscape design features and mini-
mizing overlook and shadowing on 
neighbours.

3. Design quality: Incorporate building 
and landscape design elements, details 
and materials that create a rich, varied 
and human scaled building expression.

4. Livability: strive for building and land-
scape design that maximizes views, 
solar access and usable attractive 
outdoor spaces.

5. Allow for change: ensure building 
design that allows for adaptability and 
flexibility in use over time. 

6. Green buildings and landscapes: 
Incorporate designs and materials that 
minimize energy use and storm water 
run off

7. Design with nature: Ensure build-
ing and landscape design responds 
positively to natural landscape and 
topography

3.0 ReSIDentIAl 
DenSIfICAtIon 
tyPeS/oPtIonS

Residential densification within existing 
neighbourhoods can occur as two basic 
types:

·	 Residential Densification: addi-
tion of new housing in-between (and 
therefore maintaining) existing hous-
ing. Examples of densification housing 
include carriage housing and cottage 
infill housing.

·	 Residential Intensification (redevel-
opment): replacing existing housing 
stock with new, higher density forms 
of housing through redevelopment. 
Examples of residential intensification 
include removing single family homes 
and replacing them with town houses 
or apartments. 
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It is likely that a combination of residen-
tial intensification and densification will 
be most appropriate for Central Saan-
ich in order to meet the housing goals 
identified above. A variety of housing 
types have been identified to illustrate 
the range of choices for densification of  
existing neighbourhoods. Appropriate 
locations for these housing types will 
be based on a combination of factors 
including proximity to Saanichton and 
Brentwood Bay Village Centres, bus 
routes, and core commercial roads, 
and the characteristics of individual 
neighbourhoods, blocks and parcels. 
New housing developments that exhibit 
a high quality of building, landscape 
and urban design will be required to 
ensure neighbourliness, attractiveness 
and overall livability of neighbour-
hoods; important to acceptance and 
welcoming of new housing and new 
residents by the neighbourhood. 

The development of appropriate hous-
ing types for densification needs to 
respond to the specific location and its 
context.  For each type of built solution 
for densification there are a number of 
design variables to consider, including:

·	 Parcel and block type

·	 Parcel assembly (or subdivision)

·	 Condition of fronting street 

·	 Access options (ie: no lane access)

·	 Topography and natural context

·	 Existing built form/land use context

The following is a preliminary list of 
residential densification types/condi-
tions to guide the development of 
specific housing types that respond to 
the unique conditions and context of 
Central Saanich Neighbourhoods:

1. Retain existing house:

o Add  one or more secondary 
rental suites within the existing 
house

o Renovate existing house and 
create a strata duplex within the 
house

o Renovate attached or detached 
garage into a secondary suite or 
carriage house

o Add a detached ancillary cottage 
dwelling in the rear or side yard.

o Renovate the house into a Multiple 
Conversion Dwelling (creating sev-
eral dwelling units from one single 
family home)

o Subdivide the lot and build new 
dwelling on resulting parcel(s)

2. Demolish existing house and rede-
velop the lot

o Build two or more single family 
strata homes with shared access 
and infrastructure;

o Build a duplex or multi-plex  (front 
to back, side to side, stacked);

o Build a cottage cluster: three or 
more semi-attached or detached 
strata cottages with shared access 
and infrastructure;

o Build one or more principal dwell-
ing with a detached ancillary 
dwelling or carriage house;

o Build a duplex or triplex with a 
detached ancillary dwelling or car-
riage house

3. Demolish existing house and Subdi-
vide the lot into two or more lots

o Build Single family house on each 
lot

o Build single family house with car-
riage house on each lot

o Build duplex on each lot

o Build fee simple row housing 
(shared party wall)

Central Saanich Residential Densification Study 6
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4. Assemble two lots 

o demolish one existing house, retain 
the other, and build duplex with 
coach house in the rear

o demolish both existing houses and 
subdivide into 3 or more lots to 
build small lot single family, fee-
simple  duplexes, or row houses

o demolish both existing houses and 
build strata duplex, cottage cluster, 
townhouse (including stacked or 
courtyard) or combination

5. Assemble three or more lots

o Various combinations of densifica-
tion options

4.0 CASe StUDIeS

As detailed in Section 3 - Densification 
Housing Types/Options, a variety of 
different types of housing can be uti-
lized for densification solutions.  Each 
municipality has unique physical, social 
and political conditions that need to be 
considered.

In Central Saanich, service lanes and 
alleys do not exist within the urban 
settlement area.  Access and egress 
to potential densification parcels will 
be predominantly from existing road-
ways.  Many redevelopment parcels 
are relatively small or consist of larger 
subdivided rural acreages now within 
residential areas.

Housing types considered for potential 
densification options within Central 
Saanich reflect the realities of this spe-
cific community.

In that context, three major categories 
were identified with variations within.  
They include:

o different forms/sizes of single fam-
ily detached houses

o different groupings of attached 
multifamily housing

o secondary densification (carriage 
house) rental units

See Table on following page for sum-
mary of housing types.  See Appendix 
A for details of Case Studies.
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Central Saanich Residential Housing Density Options November 17, 2011

# Option Description Potential Advantages Potential Disadvantages Solutions to Potential Issues Example Image

1

Large lots with single 
family home

no change
No increased housing density.  
Increased pressure for housing in other 
areas of DCS.

2

2.1

A Moderate size house 
on small lot

Moderate size 2 level 
house, smaller lot, one 
car in garage, one car in 
driveway

Affordability.  Little change from 
existing pattern.

Maximum lot coverage.  'Wall of 
housing/garages' at streetscape in small 
lot subdivisions.  Little to no street edge 
parking due to driveway accesses.

Vary setbacks and design on 
more than 2 units in a row.

Hoy Lake Road, 
Langford.  Thetis Vale, 
View Royal.

B Small house on 
small lot

Small footprint on small 
lot. Surface or carport 
parking.  Small private 
open space.

Affordability, one level living, minimal 
exterior space maintenance.  Fee simple 
ownership.

Maximum lot coverage.  'Wall of 
housing/garages' at streetscape in small 
lot subdivisions.  Little to no street edge 
parking due to driveway accesses.  
Storage items often at street side of 
house (unsightly).  No room for lifestyle 
item storage (boats, bikes etc.)

Design Guidelines for small lot 
housing including design of 
units and storage issues.

Kettle Creek Station, 
Langford.

C
Pan handle infill of 
one lot off current 
lot

2 lots from one, pan 
handle. Parking as per 
single family regulations.

Fairly easy to create additional lot. 
Housing stock is regular size.

Pan handles not supported by DCS.  
Additional density creation is fairly 
minimal. House does not have 'street' 
presence.

Minimize length of driveway 
to Panhandle lot.

Saanich

D Cluster housing in 
village setting

Small homes on village 
green setting with shared 
facilities and parking.  
Mixture of private open 
spaces.

Attractive setting. Community feel.  Mix 
of housing types, sizes, styles and 
affordability.  Sharing of common 
facilities.

Land intensive.  Fee simple/strata 
tenure.  Shared parking.  Distance from 
parking to front door.

Allow in areas of transition 
between urban and rural.

Washington State.

E Micro home
Small home, shared 
surface parking, minimal 
private outdoor space

Affordability. Good option for mobile 
seniors.

Very small living space.  Minimal 
outdoor space. Strata tenure.

Good management guidelines. Florida.

2.2

A Duplex-Fourplex

Duplex, Triplex and 
Fourplex.  Parking usually 
in front of unit or behind 
in shared surface parking 
lot. Some private outdoor 
space.

Perception of detached housing, fits in 
SF neighborhood.  May be fee simple or 
strata.

Building massing is larger than existing 
SF stock in neighbourhood.

Use typical residential 
character details in building 
design.

Garrison Crossing, 
Chilliwack.

B Row 
Housing/Townhome

Row of townhomes 
usually facing the public 
or internal street.  
Parking below unit in 
rear or at street. Private 
open space in patio or 
deck.

Perception of detached housing, fits in 
SF neighborhood.  May be fee simple or 
strata.

Streetscape can appear a little 
monotonous due to repetition of 
housing at streetscape.

Modify unit design to reduce 
streetscape repetition.

Cordova Bay

C Low rise apartment

Three to four level, small 
apartment with surface 
parking behind or 
partially or fully below 
building. Private open 
space in patio or deck.

Small blocks can fit in single family 
neighbourhood especially on corner 
lots.

Scale of building must be carefully 
designed to work in single family 
neighbourhoods.

Design and character must be 
handled carefully to be 
compatible with single family 
neighbourhood.

Arbutus Lands, 
Vancouver.

2.3

A Carriage Houses

Rental Suites in stand 
alone building in 
backyards or above 
garage.  Parking at 
surface, or in garage.  
Minimal to no private 
outdoor space.

Scale compatible with existing 
residential.

Carriage houses work better with alley 
or lane access.

Design and scale of carriage 
unit must be compatible with 
existing neighbourhood.

City of Vancouver 
Laneway Housing.

BEST PRACTICES: Infill housing is compatible in character, scale, design and materials with existing neighbourhood.
One parking space must be provided with each unit except in special circumstances (proximity to transit hub).
A mixture of market accessibility should be provided including rental, strata, fee simple and combinations.
A mixture of unit types should be provided to include seniors, young families and first time homeowners.

1 Secondary suites within existing single family homes are already approved in Central Saanich. (with appropriate permits)

2 Proposed housing option types would not allow additional suiting within the homes.

STATUS QUO

HOUSING OPTIONS

SINGLE FAMILY HOUSING

ATTACHED MULTI-FAMILY HOUSING

Notes:

INFILL RENTAL
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5.0 PUBlIC enGAGement

An extensive public engagement 
strategy was developed to engage in a 
two-way conversation with the commu-
nity throughout the process.  Please see 
Appendices B and C for more details.

5.1 WeBSIte

As the Residential Densification Study 
process unfolded, current information 
was posted on the District website.

5.2 PUBlIC WoRKShoPS

Two Public Workshops were held in the 
community.  

5.2.1 PUBlIC WoRKShoP #1

The first was held on February 18, 
2012 between 1 and 5pm.  It was ad-
vertised online and in the local newspa-
pers prior to the event.  The workshop 
was very well attended with over 150 
people signing in.  The first four hours 
were intended for the general pub-
lic.  The final hour was focused on the 
interests of the Developer community 
although all were invited to listen to the 
final session.

5.2.1.1 WoRKShoP ACtIvItIeS
A series of activities were offered 
during the public workshop.  Initially 
guests were invited to view the infor-
mation boards, talk with project repre-
sentatives, municipal staff and council 
members and enjoy light refreshments.  
Two presentations were made through-
out the afternoon to capture as many 
drop in visitors as possible.  Questions 
and answers were entertained through-
out the 20 minute sessions.  Several 
group activities were offered to obtain 
feedback from attendees and gain valu-
able insight into community preferences 
for densification.

5.2.1.2 InfoRmAtIon PAnelS

A series of information panels and 
feedback boards were available for 
review and comment.  Information top-
ics included:

·	 Densification - Densification vs. Infill, 
Principles and Objectives

·	 Policies and Previous Work - 2008 
OCP Review, 2008 Housing Capacity 
Study, Land Use Bylaw and Infill Hous-
ing Design Guidelines (2001).

·	 Best Practices - Cluster Housing, Town-
houses and Carriage Housing.

·	 Visual Location Preference - ‘Sim 
City’ blocks.

·	 ‘Dotmocracy in Action’ - Housing 
type preference activity

5.2.1.3 PReSentAtIonS

Two presentations (the second a repeat 
of the first) were given during the 
course of the public session. A final 
repeat presentation was undertaken for 
the Developer Interest Group. The proj-
ect background, goals, principles and 
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process were presented in the context 
of the 2008 OCP Review, 2008 Hous-
ing Capacity Study and Land Use By-
law.  Guests were encouraged to give 
comment, voice concerns and request 
clarification of unanswered questions.

5.2.1.4 GRoUP ACtIvItIeS
Several group activities were ongo-
ing throughout the afternoon.  They 
included:

·	 Visual Location Preference - Guests 
were asked to identify areas within 
the municipality where they believed 
certain types of housing were most ap-
propriate.

·	 ‘Dotmocracy in Action’ - People 
were given several sticker dots and 
asks to ‘vote’ on their preferred form of 
densification housing.

5.2.2 PUBlIC WoRKShoP #2

The second workshop was held on June 
21, 2012 between 7 and 9 pm.  More 
than 35 attended the open house.

5.2.2.1 WoRKShoP ACtIvItIeS
Guests were invited to review the 
information created to date from the 
previous workshop and feedback 
forms.  They were encouraged to mark 
up large scale maps, depicting areas 
within the urban settlement area, with 
their recommendations for densification 
housing forms.

5.3 feeDBACK foRmS

Guests attending the two workshops 
were invited to fill out Feedback Forms. 
The intent of the Feedback Form was 
to capture any additional comments at-
tendees may have that weren’t covered 
by other materials or the on-line survey. 

5.4 on-lIne SURvey

An in depth survey was posted on-line 
between the months of February and 

March 2012. The survey asked a series 
of questions of respondents related to 
housing densification within Central 
Saanich. A full summary of responses 
from the on-line survey can be found in 
Appendix C.

6.0 fInDInGS
6.1 GeneRAl feeDBACK

A wide range of comments and feed-
back were received in person at the 
workshops, through comment sheets 
and the online survey.

There was a segment of responders 
that did not agree with densification in 
principle (40%), even though this topic 
was addressed both during the 2008 
OCP Review and the Housing Needs 
Study. 59% supported densification.

Many responses expressed support 
for residential densification within the 
commercial cores of Brentwood (West 
Saanich Road), Saanichton and Keat-
ing (Ridge and Industrial area).  Sev-
eral responders suggested residential 
uses above commercial/industrial uses 
within the Keating Industrial area.

Support was also expressed for both 
affordable housing and one level living 
for seniors.  Generally, responders 
wanted to see a range of options of-
fered for housing in Central Saanich.

Although both workshops offered op-
portunities for the public to identify spe-
cific housing types for neighbourhoods 
within the urban settlement area, no 
actual recommendations were made.

6.1.1 non-SUPPoRtInG feeDBACK

For those responders that did not 
support residential densification, the 
following comments were noted:

Central Saanich Residential Densification Study 10
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·	 concern over loss of rural character
·	 Dunmora Estates
·	 more density leads to higher taxes
·	 like the area the way it is
·	 traffic congestion
·	 fear of destroying agricultural land
·	 instability in neighbourhoods
·	 destroys urban forest
·	 CS has enough variety already
·	 lose privacy and sun in backyards
·	 no need for more density in CS
·	 more density puts pressure on infra-

structure

6.1.2 mItIGAtInG meASUReS
For those responders that did not sup-
port residential densification, sugges-
tions were made to mitigate densifica-
tion.  They included the following:

·	 change the zoning and/or lot size on 
RE2 zoning

·	 be transparent, engage the public
·	 take into account actual neighbour-

hood’s needs
·	 keep density on town corridors like 

Brentwood, Saanichton and Keating

6.2 loCAtIon of hoUSInG 
tyPeS

Concern was expressed by some re-
sponders regarding the lack of specific-
ity on what type of housing was being 
considered for what location.  These 
responders wanted to see actual loca-
tions for each type of housing under 
consideration, marked clearly on a 
municipal map.  Opportunities were 
given at each workshop for the public 
to make recommendations on what 
type of housing they would support in 
different areas within the urban settle-
ment area.  While members of the 
public provided written feedback, few 
commented on specific housing types in 
distinct areas.

6.2.1 DenSIfICAtIon 
neIGhBoURhooDS

Survey responders were asked to 
provide feedback on which neighbour-
hoods they would prefer to see resi-
dential densification occur in.  In order 
of preference (1=highest, 5=lowest), 
the survey reflects the following prefer-
ences:

1 Brentwood Bay
2 Saanichton
3 Keating Ridge
4 Keating Industrial/Oldfield
5 Central Saanich Corridor

Several other neighbourhoods received 
minimal support for densification.

6.3 tyPeS of hoUSInG 
foRmS

Responders were shown images of 
different types of housing and asked 
to rank them in order of preference 
for residential densification in Central 
Saanich. The results of the survey are 
as follows:(1=highest, 8=lowest)

1 Cluster housing
2 Small house on small lot
3 Carriage houses
4 Moderate sized house on a small lot
5 Rowhousing/Townhouses
6. Duplex/Triplex/Fourplex
7 Micro housing
8 Four storey apartment 

Central Saanich Residential Densification Study 11
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7.0 ReCommenDAtIonS
7.1 GeneRAl
Mixed use commercial residential 
development will continue to be sup-
ported within the village centres and 
travel corridors as per the OCP and 
housing strategy.

Within the existing residential neigh-
bourhoods the following parameters 
have a direct influence on the recom-
mendations for residential densification 
types to accommodate future growth:

·	 relative small parcel size of existing 
lands suitable for redevelopment for 
residential densification;

·	 high value of urban lands appropriate 
for densification development;

·	 preference for small house/lot, cluster 
housing and carriage house

·	 pattern of land use and lot sizes in 
existing residential neighbourhoods 
in which densification will most likely 
occur;

·	 existing infrastructure pattern including 
road network, utilities and community 
services; and

·	 strong public desire for both one level 
living to accommodate seniors and af-
fordable housing options

Generally, in established neighbour-
hoods expecting minimal densification 
change in the near future, densification 
types most suitable include carriage 
houses and small lot/home solutions.  
In neighbourhoods expected to accom-
modate greater densification pressures, 
a range of solutions, suitable to the 
individual context, are appropriate.  
Townhome or row housing are most 
suitable closer to urban villages and on 
more significant transportation corri-
dors.  Cluster housing while acceptable 
and suitable for many neighbourhoods, 
are not usually economically viable 
due to the relatively high land require-
ments and associated real estate 

values.  Low rise apartments are most 
acceptable to Central Saanich residents 
in urban cores or on major roads within 
the urban settlement area.

While unsupported by the workshop 
attendees, tri and fourplexes (with or 
without retained original houses) are 
appropriate for larger lots and areas 
with a mix of housing types.  As a 
solution to urban densification within 
residential neighbourhoods, multi-
plexes offer an affordable and flexible 
option for unit creation.  Conversions 
of existing larger single family homes 
often result in a range of unit sizes, suit-
able for many different members of the 
community.  On larger sized lots with 
existing larger single family homes, 
providing several housing units within a 
renovated original structure is a viable 
and suitable solution to densification.

7.2 ComPAtIBIlIty mAtRIx

The following Compatibility Matrix 
compares the five more desirable 
densification housing types with de-
velopment parcel characteristics for 
suitability. The purpose of the table is 
to identify suitable densification hous-
ing types in relation to specific lot sizes, 
existing conditions, neighbourhood 
land use and infrastructure.

Central Saanich Residential Densification Study 12



HBLanarc Golder City of Victoria Boulevard Program Page 1

Infill Type Compatability Matrix May 12, 2012

TYPE OF INFILL min. to no 
urban forest

some urban 
forest

significant 
urban forest flat undulating conversion suburban 

infill large lot local road collector major
single fam. 
Same age 
housing

mix of 
housing 

types and 
ages

small or 
irregualr 
sizes or 
types

Small house on a small lot xx xx xx xx x xx x x x xx

Cluster Housing xx xx xx x xx x xx x xx x

Carriage Housing or Strata 
Duplex x x x x x x x x x x x x x

Regular House on a Small 
Lot xx xx x x x x xx x x x xx

Townhouse or Rowhouse x x x x x x x xx x xx x

Tri or Fourplex x x x x xx x xx xx x

xx = MOST suitable

x= suitable

1 Setbacks from front, side and rear yards should be compatible with existing neighbourhood conditions.

2. Height of infill units should not exceed existing neighbourhood context.

3. Design Guidelines should be referred to for infill housing developments.

5. Zero lot line small lot houses should have a minimum of a 5' setback adjacent to existing land uses.

4. Existing structure can be maintained and renovated for Tri-fourplex if viable.

Notes:

Vegetation Pattern Topography Parcel Size Nature of Fronting Street Existing Neighbourhood Context
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7.3 mItIGAtInG fACtoRS

During the public workshops concern 
was expressed for quality of life issues 
within existing neighbourhoods that will 
experience change due to densification.  
The following issues were identified with 
accompanying recommendations for 
ameliorating improvements.

7.3.1 loSS of PRIvACy

Concern: New densification housing 
may result in a reduction of privacy to 
adjacent existing homes.

·	 New densification housing should be 
located on the lot to reduce visual intru-
sion to existing housing including onsite 
and offsite view corridors.  Windows 
should be placed so as not to face exist-
ing housing private spaces.

·	 Setbacks from front and back property 
lines should be compatible with adjacent 
properties.

·	 New densification should be required to 
provide adequate landscape screening 
between existing and proposed housing.

7.3.2 loSS of nAtURAl lIGht
Concern: New densification housing may 
result in a reduction of natural light on 
adjacent existing homes and gardens.

·	 New densification housing should be 
located on the lot to reduce shading to 
existing houses.

7.3.3 loSS of URBAn foReSt

Concern: New densification housing may 
substantially reduce the existing urban 
forest cover.

·	 New densification housing should be 
located on the lot to enable the retention 
of appropriate existing trees and habitat 
wherever possible.

7.3.4 ChAnGe In ChARACteR of 
StReetSCAPe

Concern: New densification housing 
may radically change the character of 
existing residential neighbourhoods.

·	 The type of densification housing, 
massing, scale, height, character and 
driveway access should be compatible 
with the existing nieghbourhood.

Central Saanich Residential Densification Study 14
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8.0 ConClUSIon

The people who attended the public 
workshops, returned comment sheets 
and filled out the online survey shared 
a great deal of information on their 
preferences for residential densification 
within Central Saanich.  While there 
remains a segment of responders who 
do not support residential densification 
in any form, those that do, expressed 
preferences clearly. Supporters felt 
strongly that Central Saanich needed 
to provide a range of housing types 
and affordability to include all mem-
bers of the community.

Support was expressed for maintain-
ing residential densification within the 
main corridors of West Saanich Road 
in Brentwood Bay, Keating Ridge 
and Saanichton.  The current form of 
ground level commercial with residen-
tial above was generally acceptable 
to those in support of densification. 
Support was also voiced for residential 
uses above commercial and industrial 
uses in the Keating Industrial Area (not 
currently designated for residential uses 
within the OCP).

In non-commercial areas, preferences 
for types of residential densification 
included cluster housing, small housing 
on small lots, carriage houses and mod-
erate houses on small lots. The com-
munity expressed a desire for Central 
Saanich to consider densification on a 
project by project basis in the context 
of the existing neighbourhood patterns.

Community concerns over rear yard 
shading, the loss of urban forest, and 
privacy issues signals an expectation 
for clear regulations to guide densifica-
tion developments.  Community con-
cerns remain, however, that there exists 
a wide range of conditions that regula-
tion alone may not completely cover.  

Community desire is that a system be 
put in place by the District to review 
and approve applications for densifi-
cation development on an individual 
basis.  Without an individual applica-
tion review process, there will likely 
be public resistance to the initiative, 
that will be compounded by poorly 
designed and/or executed projects.  
Although this level of review raises a 
burden of responsibility and financial 
commitment by the District, it is possible 
that in due course, with several success-
ful pilot projects built and accepted by 
the community, a level of trust will be 
gained by the community and the level 
of review by the District will diminish.  
Such a commitment up front to gener-
ate positive examples of densification 
will go a long way to public accep-
tance of the District’s goals of sensitive 
densification.

Central Saanich Residential Densification Study 15
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Housing Capacity Analysis - potential locations for additional housing capacity under existing zoning and 1999 OCP policy           

Mixed-use commercial/residential

Apartment/Town-houses

Single Family Detached Housing

The analysis of future housing capacity in 
Central Saanich was conducted by identify-
ing all parcels within the district that were 
considered to be:

i) Developed below their potential capacity   
      under existing zoning and policy, and
ii) Likely to redevelop over the next 5-10   
      years.

This analysis was done in close collaboration 
with District planning staff and based on their 
experience and knowledge of existing build-
ings,  parcels and development trends (i.e., 
development constraints and opportunities) 
within the community. 

* In addition, potential residential capacity on larger 
single family parcels (lot splits) was estimated in col-
laboration with District planning staff in the Brent-
wood Bay, Saanichton, and Keating Ridge census areas.

District of Central Saanich - OCP Update
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Site 01

Whidbey Island, WA

Cluster Housing

Statistics:

TSC Commons
Zoning:  
Off Street Parking: 11 stalls for 8 units
Lot Size:  no individual units
Total Project Lot Area: 1.45 Acres
Lot Area: N/A
Density: 15 Units/Acre
FSR:  N/A
Site Coverage: 20% total lot coverage



Small Lot

Site 02

Langford, BC

Statistics:
Zoning:  RS-1
Off Street Parking:  1 car garage +1 stall in driveway
Lot Size:  15m x 45m
Total Project Lot Area:  3.3 Acres
Lot Area:  675 m2

Density:  5.5 U/Acre (17 units total)
FSR:  N/A
Site Coverage:  no more than 40% of individual lot

Hoy Lake Rd.
Small Lot



Stage 1

Area 2 EAST

Area 3 EAST

Area 1 WEST

Area 4 EAST

Area 4 WEST

Area 2 WEST

Area 3 WEST

Area Multi/Condo

Phase 1 Development

Cottages - Typical

Urban Lofts
Commercial/Recreation

Neighbourhood
Green

Clustered
Parking

Burlington Road

Trestle Road

Kettle Creek Road

Kettle Lake Drive

Development Areas

smart living community city of langford
K E T T L E  C R E E K  S T A T I O N #202, 3179 Jacklin Road

Victoria, BC  V9B 6K8

Tel: (250) 474-0893

SCALE: NTS

Drawing date: 02.26.09
rev.:

 -

Emerald Lake Neighbourhood
Turnerlane Development Corporation  Langford, BC 

07.28.08

Kettle Creek Station

Site 03

Langford, BC

Very Small Lot

Statistics:

Kettle Creek Station
Zoning:  CD-1
Off Street Parking:  ~1 car per 12 units
Lot Size:  9.7m x 25m
Total Project Lot Area:  28.5 Acres
Lot Area:  242.5 m2

Density:  12 U/Acre (34 units in Phase 1)
FSR:  N/A
Site Coverage: ~50% of individual lot



Cordova Bay Rowhouses
Important
This map is for general information purposes only. The Capital Regional
District (CRD) makes no representations or warranties regarding the
accuracy or completeness of this map or the suitability of the map for
any purpose. This map is not for navigation. The CRD will not be liable
for any damage, loss or injury resulting from the use of the map or
information on the map and the map may be changed by the CRD at
any time.

Printed Tue, Dec 6, 2011

Regional Community Atlas
Capital Regional District

gis@crd.bc.ca
http://www.crd.bc.ca

502512.5
Metres

Site 04
Cordova Ridge
Saanich, BC

Rowhouses

Statistics:

Zoning:  RM-SH1
OffStreet Parking:  5 stalls
Lot Size:  N/A
Total Project Lot Area:  2.4 ac.
Lot Area:  N/A
Density:  8.3 upa (20 units)
FSR:  not known
Site Coverage: <25%
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Housing Type Options

March, 2012
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Type Lot Size 
Suggestion

# of units 
created

Parking 
Layout

Page # Notes

Small lot, 2 
house zone

Two, 50x120’ lots 4 small 
houses

Parking in central 
autocourt

3

Cluster 
Housing

Three or more, 
50x120’ lots

7 or 8 
small 
houses

Parking in 
garages at street 
or internal lane

4 Good for sense 
of community.  
Strata required for 
communal parking

4 Storey 
Apartment

Three or more, 
50x120’ lots

30+ 
apartment 
units

Parking below 
building

5 Highest use of 
land.  Rental or 
ownership.

Townhouse/
Rowhouse

Three or more, 
50x120’ lots

7 or 8 
town-
houses

Parking in 
garages at street 
or under unit 
from the rear

6 Good option 
for first time 
homeowners

Carriage House On single family 
lots more than 
50x120’ (approx)

1 rental 
unit

1 extra parking 
space provided 
on lot

7 Minimal additional 
density added.  
Only rental.

Small House 
and Small Lot

33’ frontage by 
various depths (75’ 
minimum)

Parking in 
the rear with 
individual or 
shared driveways

8 Ranchers suitable 
for seniors

Regular House 
on a Small Lot

50’ frontage by 
various depths 
(120’ min) (approx)

Parking in 
the rear with 
individual or 
shared driveways 
or garage on front 
of house

9 Desirable option 
for young families

Micro houses 33’ frontage by 75’ 
depth (approx)

rancher Parking on pad or 
carport at street

10 Good option for 
seniors or first time 
buyers

Central Saanich Residential Densification Study 25
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STREET

40

15

20

8
Regular Lots

150sq. m. 
floor plate

6.
2

100sq. m. floor 
plate (single or 2 
level)

30

15

3

02.28.12

Plan

STREET OR LANE

STREET

Small Lot 
2 House Zone

•	 Two 50x120’ lots (approx)

•	 4 small houses

•	 Parking in central autocourt

Approx. .5 ac. lot

Central Saanich Residential Densification Study 26
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STREET

40

15

20

8

Regular Lots

150sq. m. 
floor plate

6.
2

110sq. m. 
floor 
plate 
(single or 
2 level)

4

District of Central Saanich - Residential Densification Study

Plan Plan

STREET OR LANE

STREET

Cluster Housing
•	 Three or more 50x120’ lots (approx)

•	 7 or 8 small houses

•	 Parking in garages at street or lane

Approx. 1 ac. lot

Central Saanich Residential Densification Study 27
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5

02.28.12

Plan

STREET

Four Story 
Apartment

•	 Three or more 50x120’ lots (approx)

•	 30+/- units

•	 Parking below building

Central Saanich Residential Densification Study 28
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STREET

40

15

20

8

Regular Lots

150sq. m. 
floor plate

6.
2

100sq. m. floor 
plate (2 level)

6

District of Central Saanich - Residential Densification Study

Plan Plan

STREET

Townhouse/
Rowhouse

•	 Three or more 50x120’ lots (approx)

•	 7 or 8 town houses

•	 Parking in garages at street or lane or 
under unit from the rear

Approx. 1 ac. lot
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STREET

40

15

20

8

Regular Lots

150sq. m. 
floor plate

40sq. m.+ floor 
plate (single or 
2 level), with or 
without garage

7

02.28.12

Plan

STREET

Carriage House
•	 On single family lots more than 50x120’ 

(approx)

•	 1 rental unit

•	 1 extra parking space provided on lot

Carriage House

STREET
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STREET

40

15

20

8

Regular Lots

150sq. m. 
floor plate

6.
2

100sq. m. 
floor plate 
(single or 2 
level)

30

10

8

District of Central Saanich - Residential Densification Study

Plan Plan

STREET

Small House/
Small Lot

•	 33’ frontage by various depths (75’ min) 
(approx)

•	 Parking in the rear with individual or 
shared driveways
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STREET

40

15

20

8
Regular Lots

150sq. m. 
floor plate

6.
2

115sq. m. 
floor plate 
(multi-level)

30

10

9

02.28.12

Plan

Regular House/
Small Lot

•	 50’ frontage by various depths (120’ min) 
(approx)

•	 Parking in the rear with individual or 
shared driveways or garage on front of 
house
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STREET

40

15

20

8

Regular Lots

150sq. m. 
floor plate

6.
2

100sq. m. floor 
plate (single or 
2 level)

25

10

10

District of Central Saanich - Residential Densification Study

Plan Plan

Micro Housing/
Lot

•	 33’ frontage by 75’ (approx)

•	 Parking in the front with carport, garage 
or parking pad
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Open House Feedback Form - February 18th 2012 
	  

1. Did you find this event useful? Please explain. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

2. Do you understand the difference between Densification and Infill? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  

Question	  1:	  Did	  you	  find	  this	  event	  useful?	  Please	  Explain

At	  least	  it	  gets	  people	  talking,	  but	  we	  need	  more	  information	  -‐	  detail	  and	  how	  it	  really	  applies	  to	  Central	  Saanich.	  
Most	  photographs	  presented	  were	  new	  modern	  buildings	  that	  many	  people	  cant	  relate	  to	  -‐	  in	  places	  like	  Florida.	  
What	  size	  is	  a	  small	  lot?	  What	  is	  the	  square	  footage	  of	  a	  carriage	  house.
yes.	  It	  information	  as	  to	  what	  council	  would	  consider.
yes.	  It	  allows	  the	  public	  input.
Partially,	  as	  a	  venue	  to	  gather	  info	  and	  thoughts,	  great	  idea.	  The	  trouble	  is	  you	  need	  to	  get	  a	  greater	  amount	  and	  
cross	  section	  of	  the	  communities	  feelings.	  Suggesting	  a	  website	  questionnaire	  with	  a	  notice	  sent	  with	  water	  bills.	  
yes.
Yes.	  But	  I	  got	  the	  feeling	  the	  presenters	  didn't	  know	  the	  Central	  Saanich	  well..SomewhaT need to describe the typical size of the typical lots and the typical size of the small houses 
or carriage homes for this concept. I.e.850sq. Ft. People need to be able to compare to they know as 
far as lot size and house size. Yes good visuals
Somewhat.	  Yes.
yes.	  Its	  good	  to	  have	  people	  from	  different	  backgrounds	  discussing	  topics.

Question	  2:	  Do	  you	  understand	  the	  difference	  between	  densification	  and	  infill?
yes.
yes.
yes.
yes.
yes.
my	  understanding	  is	  that	  infill	  is	  one	  option	  which	  would	  increase	  densification.
yes.
yes.
I	  don’t	  know
yes.
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3. Is there anything else you would like to add? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Please check out the project page on the District 

website for more feedback opportunities. 

Question	  3:	  Is	  there	  anything	  else	  you	  would	  like	  to	  add?Perhaps	  more	  general	  information	  about	  the	  ideals	  and	  benefits	  of	  densification	  would	  help	  people	  get	  used	  to	  
the	  idea.
There	  is	  a	  Saanich	  Councilor	  who	  has	  studied	  the	  subject	  +	  who	  makes	  an	  excellent	  presentation.	  His	  name	  is	  Vic	  
Derman.	  People	  may	  be	  interested	  to	  hear	  what	  he	  has	  to	  say.
We	  favour	  densification	  within	  the	  U.C.B.	  in	  order	  to	  preserve	  our	  own	  cultural	  and	  rural	  land.	  Council	  needs	  to	  
uphold	  this	  principal.	  One	  of	  my	  concerns	  with	  the	  way	  this	  is	  done	  is	  that	  shading	  is	  prevented	  /	  minimized	  on	  
urban	  /	  garden	  areas	  that	  exist,	  when	  denser	  development	  is	  contemplated.	  Concerns	  that	  I	  have	  heard	  other	  citizens	  express	  are	  parking,	  both	  from	  residents	  that	  have	  moved	  into	  
residences	  where	  densification	  has	  occurred.	  These	  people	  do	  not	  have	  enough	  storage	  space	  in	  their	  smaller	  
homes	  so	  they	  have	  to	  use	  their	  garages	  for	  storage.	  This	  means	  their	  driveways	  have	  to	  accommodate	  2-‐	  4	  cars	  
depending	  on	  their	  family	  configuration.	  Sometimes	  this	  is	  not	  allowed	  for.	  Long	  term	  residents	  are	  also	  
concerned	  about	  the	  implication	  of	  parking	  because	  this	  means	  more	  parking	  on	  the	  street,	  which	  has	  caused	  
safety	  concerns	  when	  exiting	  their	  driveways.	  Long	  term	  residents	  have	  also	  told	  me	  that	  they	  did	  not	  like	  it	  
when	  the	  front	  yard	  set	  backs	  are	  varied	  (made	  less)	  for	  the	  same	  reason.	  Because	  when	  the	  house	  fronts	  are	  
not	  all	  aligned	  this	  has	  caused	  hazards	  in	  exiting	  their	  driveways.	  I	  have	  also	  heard	  the	  complaint	  from	  long	  term	  residents	  that	  they	  don't	  like	  it	  when	  the	  privacy	  of	  their	  back	  
yards	  has	  been	  impinged	  on.	  I	  think	  that	  if	  densification	  can	  be	  done	  without	  causing	  negatives	  like	  this	  to	  occur	  -‐	  
can	  be	  done	  in	  a	  way	  that	  adds	  to	  the	  neighborhood	  or	  at	  least	  does	  not	  take	  away	  form	  the	  neighborhood,	  it	  
would	  be	  more	  accepted	  by	  existing	  residents.	  Unfortunately,	  I	  think	  there	  has	  been	  a	  lot	  of	  poorly	  designed	  
development	  and	  that	  this	  has	  gotten	  peoples	  backs	  up.	  I	  have	  heard	  so	  many	  comments	  that	  peoples	  privacy	  in	  
their	  backyards	  has	  been	  taken	  away,	  and	  in	  their	  view	  this	  has	  caused	  a	  loss	  of	  their	  quality	  of	  life.	  People	  have	  
also	  told	  me	  that	  they	  are	  concerned	  about	  overlook	  into	  their	  properties	  /	  homes.	  If	  homes	  are	  placed	  more	  
closely	  together	  they	  are	  worried	  about	  people	  looking	  into	  their	  homes	  /	  bedrooms	  and	  yards.	  Maybe	  
landscaping	  and	  window	  placement	  could	  be	  considered	  to	  help	  minimize	  the	  impact	  of	  this	  on	  the	  surrounding	  
homes,	  yards	  and	  residents.	  Also,	  the	  orientation	  of	  the	  few	  homes	  in	  the	  lots	  could	  maybe	  help	  with	  the	  above	  

I	  also	  think	  the	  developers	  could	  do	  a	  better	  job	  about	  approaching	  the	  neighbors	  and	  working	  with	  them.	  I	  don't	  
mean	  coming	  in	  with	  a	  plan	  already	  set,	  I	  mean	  actual	  consultation	  along	  the	  idea	  of	  a	  design	  charettz	  and	  asking	  
for	  neighborhood	  input	  that	  would	  be	  incorporated	  into	  the	  site	  plan.	  Maybe	  this	  would	  help	  address	  the	  
neighbors	  concerns	  and	  make	  them	  feel	  part	  of	  the	  process	  instead	  of	  what	  I	  am	  perceiving	  	  as	  feeling	  of	  having	  
things	  shoved	  down	  their	  throats.	  I	  have	  also	  heard	  long	  term	  residents	  say	  they	  would	  be	  more	  in	  favour	  of	  
densification	  if	  front,	  back	  and	  side	  yard	  setbacks	  were	  not	  altered.	  The	  comment	  made	  is	  I	  bought	  into	  an	  area	  
with	  a	  specific	  zoning,	  now,	  there	  are	  so	  many	  variances	  being	  made	  that	  effectively,	  the	  character	  of	  the	  
neighborhood	  I	  bought	  into	  is	  being	  changed.	  

I	  have	  heard	  greater	  support	  for	  the	  concept	  of	  condominium	  /	  town	  home	  development	  along	  the	  major	  roads,	  	  
as	  West	  Saanich	  road	  with	  commercial	  retail	  development	  below.	  In	  order	  to	  create	  a	  walkable	  community	  that	  
supports	  the	  retailers	  in	  that	  area.	  I	  have	  not	  heard	  much	  support	  for	  densification	  infill	  within	  the	  existing	  
neighborhoods,	  but	  I	  have	  heard	  more	  support	  for	  the	  concept	  of	  densification	  along	  established	  major	  
corridors.	  In	  my	  own	  neighborhood,	  which	  is	  about	  a	  7	  to	  10	  minute	  walk	  to	  fairways,	  neighbors	  still	  drive	  
because	  they	  cannot	  carry	  enough	  groceries	  in	  their	  arms	  and	  carts,	  so	  maybe	  the	  residents	  need	  to	  be	  places	  
right	  over	  the	  commercial	  area	  to	  make	  a	  truly	  walkable	  community.

If	  there	  is	  infill	  will	  it	  actually	  protect	  lands	  outside	  the	  UCB,	  rural	  lands	  or	  agricultural?	  We	  have	  been	  to	  a	  
number	  of	  council	  meetings	  and	  this	  does	  not	  appear	  to	  be	  the	  case.	  
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Will	  approving	  infill	  or	  densification,	  will	  council	  listen	  to	  the	  public	  concerns?	  This	  has	  not	  been	  the	  case	  that	  we	  
have	  seen.	  	  

If	  there	  is	  to	  be	  infill,	  we	  would	  like	  to	  see	  homes	  built	  similar	  to	  the	  surrounding	  areas.	  We	  do	  not	  want	  two	  or	  
three	  level	  homes	  among	  a	  bunch	  of	  ranchers	  cause	  then	  the	  existing	  neighbors	  lose	  their	  privacy.	  This	  appears	  
to	  the	  	  main	  concern	  of	  existing	  neighbors,	  but	  when	  these	  points	  are	  brought	  up	  to	  council	  there	  appears	  to	  be	  
no	  consideration	  to	  this	  point	  and	  that	  is	  why	  people	  do	  not	  want	  this!!	  Even	  with	  guidelines	  will	  it	  actually	  
protect	  existing	  neighbors	  privacy?

If	  there	  are	  applications	  for	  infill	  or	  densification	  and	  there	  are	  concerns	  by	  neighbors,	  they	  should	  be	  addressed	  
before	  council	  give	  approval	  and	  not	  just	  pass	  it	  and	  not	  listen	  to	  neighbors.

If	  there	  are	  infill,	  parking	  will	  also	  be	  a	  concern	  in	  existing	  neighborhoods.	  We	  have	  noticed	  there	  are	  more	  cars	  
parked	  on	  residential	  and	  main	  roads.

We	  do	  not	  agree	  with	  carriage	  houses	  as	  this	  just	  adds	  more	  families	  into	  a	  smaller	  area.	  People	  moved	  for	  the	  
bigger	  lots	  with	  some	  space.

When	  has	  council	  even	  followed	  the	  OCP?	  They	  only	  seem	  to	  refer	  to	  it	  when	  it	  suits	  their	  case	  otherwise	  it	  is	  not	  
followed.	  We	  do	  not	  agree	  with	  this	  stance.

Also	  do	  we	  want	  to	  look	  like	  Vancouver	  where	  you	  could	  reach	  out	  your	  window	  and	  shake	  your	  neighbors	  
hand?

Even	  with	  infill	  it	  only	  appears	  to	  benefit	  developers	  or	  the	  land	  owner.	  Even	  with	  those	  infills	  or	  carriage	  houses	  
it	  is	  still	  expensive	  to	  buy.

With	  infill	  it	  also	  drives	  up	  the	  cost	  of	  land	  which	  makes	  it	  out	  of	  reach	  of	  younger	  families.

They	  mentioned	  that	  we	  ere	  only	  to	  have	  70	  units	  per	  year.	  Why	  was	  the	  vantreigh	  land	  rezoned	  then?	  Like	  we	  
mentioned	  earlier	  council	  only	  seem	  to	  use	  the	  OCP	  only	  when	  it	  convenient.

If	  there	  are	  infill	  ranchers	  should	  be	  built	  cause	  lots	  of	  families	  have	  gardens	  and	  if	  2	  or	  3	  stories	  were	  built	  then	  
that	  will	  cast	  shadows	  on	  peoples	  gardens.

do	  we	  really	  need	  to	  attract	  a	  lot	  of	  growth	  here	  in	  CS?	  Etchosin	  has	  kept	  their	  area	  rural	  and	  limited	  growth.	  	  Is	  
this	  bad?

If	  there	  is	  more	  infill	  will	  our	  storm	  or	  sewer	  infrastructure	  be	  able	  to	  handle	  all	  this?
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We	  do	  not	  agree	  with	  small	  houses	  on	  small	  lots	  cause	  I	  will	  bring	  down	  surrounding	  property	  values.	  Is	  CS	  going	  
to	  compensate	  existing	  homeowners?

Decide	  if	  you	  want	  densification.	  If	  yes,	  decide	  parameter	  and	  procedure	  (make	  it	  simple).	  If	  no,	  look	  to	  where	  
you	  want	  to	  change	  UCB	  to	  accommodate.	  Either	  way	  simplify	  the	  process	  and	  reduce	  the	  barrier	  and	  eve	  create	  
incentives	  to	  make	  it	  work.

It	  is	  important	  to	  provide	  a	  variety	  of	  affordable	  housing.	  Such	  as	  co	  op,	  co	  housing,	  rental,	  small	  residential.	  Love	  
the	  commons	  options.	  

We	  need	  a	  variety	  of	  residents	  who	  will	  care	  for	  us	  when	  are	  old.	  This	  is	  a	  great	  place	  for	  families.	  However	  
currently	  housing	  options	  are	  not	  affordable	  for	  single	  parent	  families.

If	  working	  within	  urban	  containment	  who	  will	  this	  benefit?	  Will	  developers	  be	  banging	  on	  doors	  getting	  folks	  
together	  for	  their	  benefit?	  Try	  to	  make	  it	  realist,	  reasonable	  and	  fair.	  I	  support	  densification	  and	  infill	  that	  
benefits	  residents	  and	  potential	  residents	  and	  neighbors.

I	  noticed	  a	  list	  of	  'invited	  professional,	  real	  estate,	  construction	  and	  stakeholders??	  Hope	  they	  don't	  outnumber	  
residents.

I'd	  like	  to	  see	  more	  communication	  to	  the	  citizens	  about	  the	  consequnces	  of	  their	  decisions.	  For	  example,	  there	  
was	  some	  discussioin	  this	  afternoon	  about	  whether	  or	  not	  densification	  was	  even	  needed.	  I'd	  like	  to	  know	  what	  
would	  happen	  if	  we	  take	  their	  advice	  and	  slow	  down	  densification.	  What	  would	  taxes	  be	  expected	  to	  rise	  for	  
example/	  Are	  there	  any	  othe	  consequences	  that	  they	  may	  not	  aware	  of?	  i've	  also	  heard	  some	  people	  say	  that	  
increasing	  densification	  only	  puts	  greater	  demand	  on	  infrastructureand	  the	  cost	  of	  providing	  this	  infrastructe	  
outweighs	  any	  increase	  in	  the	  tax	  base	  that	  densificaton	  would	  provide.	  i'd	  like	  to	  know	  the	  evidence	  of	  this,	  or	  if	  
it's	  not	  true,	  the	  evidnce	  refutes	  it.The	  results	  of	  the	  OCP	  seem	  to	  indicate	  citzen	  prefrence	  for	  increased	  densification	  in	  the	  current	  urban	  
containment	  bounderies.	  However,	  when	  homeowners	  propose	  infill,	  there	  appears	  to	  be	  a	  lot	  of	  backlash	  from	  
neighbours.	  Again	  I	  don't	  think	  citizens	  have	  a	  good	  appreciation	  of	  the	  unintended	  consquences	  of	  thier	  
decisions.From	  my	  own	  personal	  perspective,	  I	  would	  like	  to	  see	  more	  affordable	  homes	  for	  families	  trying	  to	  buy	  their	  
first	  home..	  I'd	  also	  like	  to	  see	  more	  smaller	  bungalows	  for	  seniors	  who	  want	  to	  age	  in	  place	  in	  the	  community	  
where	  they've	  lived	  for	  many	  years.	  	  I	  strongly	  favor	  on	  exploring	  possible	  properties	  where	  cluster	  houses	  on	  a	  
village	  green	  could	  be	  developed.	  Seniors	  could	  keep	  on	  eye	  out	  for	  children	  and	  they,	  in	  turn	  could	  benefit	  form	  
others	  in	  that	  small	  community	  keeping	  an	  eye	  out	  them.	  Since	  infill	  options	  within	  existing	  neighborhoods	  
appears	  to	  raise	  the	  ire	  of	  a	  great	  number	  of	  people,	  I	  would	  like	  council	  to	  explore	  options	  which	  extend	  the	  
reach	  of	  current	  urban	  containment	  boundaries.I'd	  also	  like	  to	  see	  some	  low	  rise	  condos	  above	  business	  in	  the	  Keating	  area.	  These	  would	  provide	  more	  
affordable	  housing	  for	  young	  people	  just	  starting	  out	  and	  then	  hopefully	  provide	  this	  housing	  for	  young	  people	  
who	  work	  in	  the	  area.	  
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We are very concerned since it feels like central saanich has alreadymade their mind and this 
"info" is merely to tell us whatis going to happen more than win us over or convince ushow 
great this change is and how we should agree with this plan. Feeling a bit shutdown and not 
seeing our civil right....it's conviently scheduled AFTERelections. Pretty much nothing we can 
do about it anymore. We moved here for a reason and you're distroying that reason,!

I	  don’t	  like	  row	  housing.	  I	  believe	  duplex	  infill	  and	  cluster	  is	  better
no
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DISTRICT OF CENTRAL SAANICH - DENISFICATION STUDY

1. The first 10 minutes - Silent Reflection and Brainstorming.

•	 Choose	a	group	and	say	hello	to	your	fellow	members	(please	try	and	make	these	as	even	as	possible).
•	 Appoint	a	“group	lead”	who	will	keep	you	on	time	as	you	complete	the	steps.
•	 Everyone	takes	3	minutes	to	silently reflect	on	the	question.
•	 Now,	silently	brainstorm	some	answers	to	the	question	-	jot	5-10	ideas	down	on	the	notepads	provided.
•	 Everyone	takes	2	more	minutes	to	review	their	own	list	and	pick	the	best	2
•	 Refine	these	by	writing	them	clearly	on	the	large	stickies	-	1	idea	per	sticky	please
•	 Place	these	in	front	of	you	and	wait	until	everyone	is	done.

2. The middle 15 minutes - Surface, Sort and Discuss

•	 Table	host	asks	the	person	to	their	right	to	read	out	(but not explain)	their	stickies
•	 Keep	going	around	the	table,	with	each	person	reading	out	their	stickies	to	the	group
•	 Group	leader	identifies	any	overlapping	items	and	“clusters”	those	stickies	with	help	of	all	members
•	 Group	agrees	on	a	name	for	each	cluster	and	identifies	outliers
•	 Open	discussion	to	increase	understanding,	go	a	bit	deeper	-	please	be	respectful	of	all	at	the	table,	

don’t	interrupt	others,	give	all	members	time	to	speak.

3. The next 5 minutes:

•	 Group	leader	directs	the	group	to	start	focusing	on	their	two	remaining	tasks:	identifying	top	4	issues	and	
top	2	strategic	actions	the	District	of	Central	Saanich	should	take.

•	 Each	person	indicates	to	group	leader	which	4	ideas	are	most	important	to	them
•	 Group	leader	keeps	a	tally	of	which	clusters	and	issues	get	most	votes	and	identifies	top	4

4. The next 5 minutes:

•	 Each	person	focuses	on	one	of	the	top	4	issues	and	writes	out	one	sticky	with	a	suggested	solution/
action

•	 Present	and	discuss
•	 Each	person	votes	on	2	top	actions
•	 Group	leader	identifies	which	top	actions	the	group	has	identified.

4. Close:

•	 Thank	everyone	for	their	hard	work
•	 Be	sure	to	fill	out	the	event	feedback	form	provided.

OPEN HOUSE - SATURDAY FEB 18TH 2012
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DISTRICT OF CENTRAL SAANICH  
RESIDENTIAL DENSIFICATION STUDY  
June 21, 2012  
 
Comments from the Community:  
 
 

1. Small lot subdivision would extend sewer, sidewalk and curb to Styan and 
Central Saanich Roads.  

 
 

2. No mention of legalizing basement suites? Basement suites will provide 
almost immediate lower cost housing with no loss of open space or green 
cover. Needs to be managed and properly structured with off street parking 
etc. for proper zoning controls. Densification usually means panhandle lots 
with too-close structures blocking neighbours views and sunlight. Present 
lack of control is creating problems with too many vehicles using curbside 
parking.  

 
 

3. I am in full support of more densification and growth in specific areas. I 
support all the housing (8) models proposed because the district has a 
variety of lots, urban situations and demands that can accommodate all or 
most of these models. The already established commercial areas have to 
support more growth. Four story high buildings with a mix of residential and 
commercial units will support a vibrant community and a healthy business 
environment. The transition from the lower density to the high density should 
be gradual but the limits/boundaries are “soft” so communities blend into 
each other. Row housing is an excellent idea as a transition from lower to 
higher density. Each case has to be analyzed based on its own merits, 
especially when we refer to lot subdivision/pan handle lots. If we are looking 
for sustainable communities we have to take advantage of the already 
established areas where the infrastructure is existing allowing increase. The 
number of uses could reduce the use of cars because of the proximity to 
services. Roads and infrastructure are the most expensive investments and 
are paid by taxpayers. If we increase the density in those areas we are 
promoting sustainability.  

 
 

4. Like the idea of looking to the future for new housing that would attract 
youth in the area, but as discussed, land values are high, making lots less 
affordable. Perhaps we look at more apartments/townhouses on large lots 
to enhance affordability for youth.  
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Have lived on a large lot and near ones but infill is happening near Central 
Saanichton. I have enjoyed the rural lifestyle, but know that times are 
changing putting pressure to infill/densify core areas.  
 
 

5.   
a.  How many people are acceptable as a good turnout for open-house 

consideration?  
b. What vision has been outlined as a component to be preserved? 

Council decides… yet (Council/”we”) opposed CRD/RGS opposed 
preserving trees… and council is in charge, being voted in… and they 
were not always upfront in the election. So we are at the mercy of a 
council to represent 17,000+ bodies who need a quality environment.  

c. Boundaries under discussion are not clear and therefore responses 
from online could be skewed.  

d. Definition of “Carriage house” is needed. E.g. Size  
Cowichan bay is now an accredited Citislow area.  
e. You missed the vision of NO GROWTH… or even SLOWGROWTH. 

Check out “Citislow”- Cowichan Bay is the first accredited Citislow 
member in NORTH AMERICA  

f. The visuals of dense architecture are a “Langford creep” style. Golder 
Associates drearily uncreative, piggybacking on mundane ideas.  

g. Have we no cultural components to preserve? Our Brentwood Bay 
post office was a perfect specimen to keep, alas… no vision.  

h. Loss of environment, a constant concern, yet never addressed. AIR, 
WATER, NOISE and LIGHT POLLUTION, SOIL 
LOSS/DEGRADATION, TREE CANOPY LOSS and BIODIVERSITY. 
Continual increase of infrastructure, water, and sewer pipes, etc.  

i. Boundaries under discussion should be felt-penned on the maps and 
explained for online viewers.  

 
6. I am twenty-eight and currently going to UBC for a M.ARCH. My wife and I 

have lived in Saanich since September 2009 and hope to stay. For us, 
affordability to enter the housing market is next to impossible. We would love 
to see affordable condos and townhouse development. I have some 
experience with sustainable design, urban agriculture and community 
consultation, and the need to protect the air should be paramount. With no 
defining character defining most of the suburban single family housing in 
Saanich, there does not seem to be any rational objection to densification 
other than fear of change. If densification within currently built-out areas is 
inevitable, the focus should shift toward developing a case for all of the 
strategies you have come up with, focusing on a comprehensive plan for 
preserving the air. People will always resist change, but if the messaging and 
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imaging of the options is clear, and the development is toward a vision for 
the community, opinions will change. I think it would be really useful to show 
people case studies of what has been done in other parts of the country, 
continent and world. Density does not have to be a dirty work if it becomes 
the defining element of the community. As a grad student in Architecture I 
would be very interested in helping do such primary and secondary research 
as a part of my studies. Please feel free to contact me if this is something 
that you think could help in the process.  
 
 

7. - Panhandles considered where appropriate. Let’s the original house remain. 
Permeable driveway.  
- Single story infill, less impact on existing neighbours.  
- Single story carriage homes, less impact on existing homes.  
- Section 3.0 Residential Densification Types/Options: 
I am very concerned about the draft proposals in subsections 1-5. In 
subsection 1, ‘renovate house into “multiple conversion dwelling”’. In 
subsection 2, ‘build 2 or more single family strata’, ‘3 or more semi attached 
or detached strata cottage’. In subsection 3, ‘subdivide into two or more 
lots, build duplex on each lot’. There are too dense! If this were to be 
accepted as design guidelines, the result would be appalling. Its possible 
this might be accepted in a certain situation, but to implement this as a 
blanket option is irresponsible.  
 
 

8. I recognize that the last OCP requested the review of probable densification 
in residential settlement areas. Since then, we have, as a community 
embraced legal suits and secondary residences occupied by non-owners. 
This has had a significant adaptation for our community. We have also 
embraced residences on major streets. If we are to continue more 
densification and would do it more slowly and specifically zone areas for 
closer density ex. Townhouses, strata houses etc. so that zoning is more 
stable. I believe it is unfair to blanket on community with no option of 
“garden suite”. Also, I see nothing in these plans that address parking of 
vehicles or reduced use of them. One example of a BB residence that is 
suited and occupied-consistently has 8 vehicles in its yard and on the street. 
This street has no designated space for pedestrians so one must dodge the 
parked cars + share the road used with vehicle traffic.  
 
 

9. I appreciate the opportunity to comment. Central Saanich would benefit from 
more affordable housing for young people who work on the Peninsula. There 
is a need to discourage “monster” houses and encourage smaller houses 
close to amenities. Cluster housing in urban centres should be encouraged. 

Central Saanich Residential Densification Study 43



SUMMARY REPORT
Golder	  Assoc.	   District	  of	  Central	  Saanich	   Page	  1	  
	   Densification	  Study	  Open	  House	  Comments	  (June	  21’12)	  

Utilize existing buildings in urban centres. Saanichton-Brentwood Bay 
develops supportive neighbourhoods where you know your neighbours.  
 
 

10. We live in a complex at the fort of Josephine and just today our visitors 
parked in the cul-de-sac were told that they were not allowed to park in the 
cul-de-sac! The complaint was made by an inhabitant of a suite in a house 
where there is no off the road parking!  
No matter what densification is approved, please ensure that parking is a 
main consideration for the sake of those walking along streets with no 
sidewalks. Housing must provide off street parking. Requirements should be 
enforced by law to enable neighbours to live in harmony.  
 
 

11. - Infill (carriage houses) should be single story or 1.5 stories (doomer) at 
most.  

- Panhandles in some spots with permeable surface driveways only  
- Trees should dictate building placement. The urban forest must be protected 

(our tree by-laws do not protect enough of the environment)  
- Every effort should be make to preserve existing houses (houses will have to 

be small with 4 houses on a lot!) 
- Densification must come with environmental mitigation, specifically 

consideration of heat/hot water, geothermal heating, ground water etc.  
- Design guidelines to have least neighbourhood impact must be adhered to. 

Use of natural appearing materials (ex. local, not fake river rock) 
- Any trees removed must be replaced with native species  
- There should be no blanket rezoning. Citizens buy property based on existing 

neighbourhood zoning!  
 

 
See attached/Accompanying memo to the Planning Dept. District of Central 
Saanich copied to the mayor and council to Golder Assoc. re other 
comments as I was not able to attend the Open House June 21, 2012 and 
am not electronic.  I have had to rely on hard copy of the Draft Summary 
Report for data kindly available.  
 

12. Pay attention to percolation patterns – any type of densification 
13. Thank you for the public input opportunity 
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District of Central Saanich Residential Densification Study | Open House February 18th 2012

Project Overview

Deliverables

Non-Public 
Activities

District of Central Saanich: Residential Densi� cation Study
Phase 1 Project Initiation, Background 

Review and Preliminary Options

Phase 2 In� ll Housing Workshop and 
Draft Recommendations

Phase 3 Council Presentation, 
Final Report

Opportunities 
for Public 
Input

Timeline

• Project Kick-off
• Case Study Review
• Background Research
• Draft Principles and Objectives

• Event Design
• Website Content
• Focus Group Design

• Draft Report Review
• Council Presentation
• Background Research
• Draft Principles and Objectives

November - December 2011January-February 2012March 2012

• Public Open House #1
• Online Comment Sheet on Website
• Online Survey

• Workplan and Project Timeline
• Case Study Package
• Technical Memo

• Brochure/Advert
• Event Materials
• Facilitate Open House and Focus Group
• Open House Summary Report
• Draft Report

• Council Presentation
• Summary Memo
• Final Report

• Public Open House #2
• Online Draft Report Review Form

Opportunities for public input will be outlined in greater detail on the project website available on the District of Central Saanich website:  www.centralsaanich.ca

We are here

Project Timeline Project Summary
Purpose of Study: 

To identify and graphically illustrate a 
range of housing infill types appropriate 
to Central Saanich based on community 
input and the objectives set out in
the 2008 OCP.

Outcomes: 

•	Guidelines will guide Council decisions 
on rezoning applications for infill  housing;

•	Provides clarity to residents regarding 
the type and location of infill housing that 
will be considered in Central Saanich;

•	Gives direction to developers on infill 
options for individual areas within the 
district.

WoRKShoP #1
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What is Densification?
Densification vs. Infill:

Densification: Redevelopment of 
low density residential or brownfield 
sites to higher residential densities 
(retaining exisiting housing or 
removing it).

Infill: New housing construction 
within existing serviced residential 
areas (parking lots, vacant lot or 
larger lot) - A part of densification.

Densification Goals:

Densification Principles:

•	To create greater housing choice
•	To encourage a diversity of households
•	To reduce reliance on cars and foster more walkable, bike friendly and transit oriented  
 neighbourhoods
•	To reduce growth pressure on surrounding agricultural lands and open spaces
•	To support the local economy, services, and amenities 
•	To reduce municipal costs through more efficient use of existing infrastructure
•	To increase home owners’ property values

1. Present a friendly face to the street: positively orient new 
housing towards public streets and open spaces to encourage 
street vitality and to enhance the visual quality and character of 
neighbourhoods.

2. Be a good neighbour: respond sensitively to existing adjacent 
homes and to the prevailing streetscape by incorporating 
compatible building and landscape design features and 
minimizing overlook and shadowing on neighbours.

3. Design quality: incorporate building and landscape design 
elements, details and materials that create a rich, varied and 
human scaled building expression.

4. Livability: ensure building and landscape design that 
maximizes views, solar access and useable attractive outdoor 
spaces.

5. Allow for change: ensure building design that allows for 
adaptability and flexibility in use over time. 

6. Green buildings and landscapes: incorporate designs and 
materials that minimize energy use and storm water run off.

7. Design with nature: ensure building and landscape design 
responds positively to natural landscape and topography.
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Policies & Previous Work
Official Community Plan (OCP, 2008)

Land Use Bylaw (Zoning)

Design Guidelines for Infill Housing

Housing Capacity Study (2008)
A companion piece to the 2008 OCP, the Housing Capacity Study, 
provided a technical analysis of the community’s potential for future 
housing growth based on land availability, existing zoning and OCP 
policies. Key findings from this study included:

•	Need for affordable housing choices for seniors, young families and residents 
with modest incomes;

•	Most of the housing capacity is in mixed use residential/commercial developments 
(not ground oriented)

•	There is a limited capacity for single family, duplex, townhouse and other ground 
oriented options.

Zoning is the legal mechanism by which municipalities control 
development by defining the purpose (i.e. residential, retail, industrial, 
agricultural, recreational etc.) that a piece of land may be used for. 
Zoning also controls the position of buildings on the lot (by defining 
setbacks from the property line) as well as the footprint, density and 
height of the building. A zoning bylaw can also control the amount of 
landscaped open space and parking.

An Official Community Plan (OCP) is an overarching planning 
document that helps guide community planning and development 
within a municipality. The District of Central Saanich completed an 
update to the OCP in 2008. 

The 2008  OCP  process revealed a strong community preference for 
accommodating new growth through infill and intensification rather 
than development of new areas, and by encouraging the creation of 
documented (legal) secondary suites in detached homes. 

Design Guidelines for Infill Housing were developed in 2001  to assist 
land developers and home builders to plan and build new homes 
that are compatible with the existing neighbourhoods in which they 
are to be located. 

Infill home builders are required to meet all requirements outlined 
within the municipal approval process. The design guidelines outline 
several key planning principles and building and landscaping design 
options for consideration when planning an infill development. 



District of Central Saanich Residential Densification Study | Open House February 18th 2012

Best Practices
1

Whidbey Island, 
WA

Cluster Housing

Statistics:

TSC Commons

Zoning: 
Off Street Parking: 11 stalls for 8 units
Lot Size: no individual units
Total Project Lot Area: 1.45 Acres
Lot Area: N/A
Density: 15 Units/Acre
FSR: NA
Site Coverage: 20% total lot coverage

Cordova Bay Rowhouses
Important
This map is for general information purposes only. The Capital Regional
District (CRD) makes no representations or warranties regarding the
accuracy or completeness of this map or the suitability of the map for
any purpose. This map is not for navigation. The CRD will not be liable
for any damage, loss or injury resulting from the use of the map or
information on the map and the map may be changed by the CRD at
any time.

Printed Tue, Dec 6, 2011

Regional Community Atlas
Capital Regional District

gis@crd.bc.ca
http://www.crd.bc.ca

502512.5
Metres

2
Cordova Ridge
Saanich, BC

Townhouses

Statistics:

Zoning:  RM-SH1
OffStreet Parking:  5 stalls
Lot Size:  N/A
Total Project Lot Area:  2.4 ac.
Lot Area:  N/A
Density:  8.3 upa (20 units)
FSR:  not known
Site Coverage: <25%

3
Carriage Houses
 Throughout BC

Carriage Housing

Statistics:

Zoning:  RF-12C, RF-9C (Surrey)
OffStreet Parking:  2 spaces plus driveway
Lot Size:  N/A
Total Project Lot Area:  
Lot Area:  N/A
Density:  10 upa (25 units)
FSR:  not known
Site Coverage: 50-59% total
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Visual/Location Preference
Test it out with  our “Sim City” blocks. 

Take a ‘test-drive’ of what your community could look like with our scale model Sim City blocks. The 
blocks are designed for you to test out different densities and building types on a neighbourhood map 
of Central Saanich. Move them around, experiment - and see what Central Saanich could look and 
feel like with increased density. 

Don’t be shy, nothing is out of bounds in this exercise - knock them down and try a different scenario!  

Think outside the box!

When you are done testing out 
different scenarios with the blocks - use 
the stickers provided to show us where 
you would like to see different types of 
infill housing in Central Saanich. 

Each colour sticker represents a 
different housing type. Place a sticker 
in the general area that you would like 
to see this type of infill development.

Small or Moderate sized 
house on a small lot

Cluster Housing or Micro 
Homes

Duplex/Triplex/Fourplex

Carriage House

Low-rise Apartment

Townhouse/Rowhouse

Show us on the map!
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Dotmocracy in Action!
Please rank your top three housing types for increasing residential density in Central Saanich. 
Place a coloured sticky dot under the three housing types you would most like to see.

Moderate Sized  House on 
a Small Lot

Small House on a Small Lot Cluster Housing in a Village 
Setting

Micro Home

Single Family Options

Moderate size 2 level house, 
on a smaller lot, one car in 
garage, one car in driveway.

Small footprint on small lot.  
surface or carport parking. 
Small private open space.

Small homes on village green 
setting with shared facilities  
and parking. Mixture of 
private open spaces.

Small home, shared surface 
parking, minimal private 
outdoor space.
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Dotmocracy in Action!

Duplex-Fourplex Row Housing / Townhome Low Rise Apartment Carriage Houses

Multi Family + Rental Options

Please rank your top three housing types for increasing residential density in Central Saanich. 
Place a coloured sticky dot under the three housing types you would most like to see.

Duplex, Triplex and Fourplex. 
Parking usually in front of unit 
or behind in shared surface  
parking lot. Some private 
outdoor space.

Row of townhomes usually 
facing the public or internal 
street. Parking below unit in 
rear or at street. Private open 
space in patio or deck.

Rental Suites in stand alone 
building in backyards or above
garage. Parking at surface, 
or in garage. Minimal to no 
private outdoor space.

Three to four level, small 
apartment with surface parking 
behind or partially or fully  
below building. Private open 
space in patio or deck.
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Tell Us More!
Is there anything we missed? 
Are there other housing types, or infill options you would like to see?

Tell us here!



District of Central Saanich Residential Densification Study | 2nd Open House June 21st, 2012

Project Overview
Project Summary Project Timeline

Purpose of Study: 

To identify and graphically illustrate a range of housing infill types 
appropriate to Central Saanich based on community input and 
the objectives set out in the 2008 OCP.

Outcomes: 

•	Guidelines will guide Council decisions on rezoning applications 
for infill  housing;

•	Provides clarity to residents regarding the type and location of 
infill housing that will be considered in Central Saanich;

•	Gives direction to developers on infill options for individual 
areas within the district.

Densification Goals:
•	To create greater housing choice
•	To encourage a diversity of households
•	To reduce reliance on cars and foster more walkable, bike friendly and transit oriented neighbourhoods
•	To reduce growth pressure on surrounding agricultural lands and open spaces
•	To support the local economy, services, and amenities 
•	To reduce municipal costs through more efficient use of existing infrastructure

•	To increase home owners’ property values

Deliverables

Non-Public 
Activities

Timeline

Phase 1
Project Initiation, Background 

Review and Preliminary Options

November - December 2011

Phase 2
Infill Housing Workshop and 

Draft Recommendations

January- February  2012

Phase 3
Council Presentation, 

Final Report
 

June  2012

Opportunities 
for Public Input

•	 Project Kick-off
•	 Case Study Review
•	 Background Research
•	 Draft Principles and Objectives

•	 Workplan and Project Timeline
•	 Case Study Package
•	 Technical Memo

•	 Project Kick-off
•	 Case Study Review
•	 Background Research
•	 Draft Principles and Objectives

•	 Brochire / Advert
•	 Event Materials
•	 Facilitate Open House and Focus Group
•	 Open house Summary Report
•	 Draft Report

•	 Public Open House #1
•	 Online Comment Sheet on Web site
•	 Online survey

•	 Project Kick-off
•	 Case Study Review
•	 Background Research
•	 Draft Principles and Objectives

•	 Project Kick-off
•	 Case Study Review
•	 Background Research
•	 Draft Principles and Objectives

•	 Public Open House #2
•	 Online Draft Report Review Form

We are here

WoRKShoP #2
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What we heard
Survey and workshop findings

Prefered Neighbourhoods to be densified:

1  Brentwood Bay
2  Saanichton
3  Keating Ridge
4  Keating Industrial/Oldfield
5  Central Saanich Corridor

Duplex-FourplexRow Housing / Townhome Low Rise Apartment

Carriage HousesCluster Housing Small House on a Small Lot Moderate Sized  House

Prefered Types of Housing forms:

1  Cluster housing
2  Small house on small lot
3  Carriage houses
4  Moderate sized house on a small lot
5  Rowhousing/Townhouses
6  Duplex/Triplex/Fourplex
7  Micro housing
8  Four storey apartment 

Micro Home

1

1

5

2

6

3

7

4

8

2

2

3

4
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Loss of Privacy:

New densification housing may result in a reduction of 
privacy to adjacent existing homes.

Loss of Natural light:

New densification housing may result in a reduction of 
natural light on adjacent existing homes and gardens.

Loss of Urban Forest:

New densification housing may substantially reduce the 
existing urban forest cover.

Change in character of streetscape:

New densification housing may radically change the 
character of existing residential neighbourhoods.

· New densification housing should be located on the lot 
to reduce visual intrusion to existing housing including 
onsite and offsite view corridors.  Windows should be 
placed so as not to face existing housing private spaces.

· Setbacks from front and back property lines should be 
compatable with adjacent properties.

· New densification should be required to provide ad-
equate landscape screening between existing and pro-
posed housing.

· New densification housing should be located on the lot 
to reduce shading to existing houses.

· New densification housing should be located on the lot 
to enable the retention of appropriate existing trees and 
habitat wherever possible.

· The type of densification housing, massing, scale, height, 
character and driveway access should be compatible with 
the existing neighbourhood.

Mitigating factors
Concerns Recommendations for 

ameliorating improvements
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Our recommendations

HBLanarc Golder City of Victoria Boulevard Program Page 1

Infill Type Compatability Matrix May 12, 2012

TYPE OF INFILL min. to no 
urban forest

some urban 
forest

significant 
urban forest flat undulating conversion suburban 

infill large lot local road collector major
single fam. 
Same age 
housing

mix of 
housing 

types and 
ages

small or 
irregualr 
sizes or 
types

Small house on a small lot xx xx xx xx x xx x x x xx

Cluster Housing xx xx xx x xx x xx x xx x

Carriage Housing or Strata 
Duplex x x x x x x x x x x x x x

Regular House on a Small 
Lot xx xx x x x x xx x x x xx

Townhouse or Rowhouse x x x x x x x xx x xx x

Tri or Fourplex x x x x xx x xx xx x

xx = MOST suitable

x= suitable

1 Setbacks from front, side and rear yards should be compatible with existing neighbourhood conditions.

2. Height of infill units should not exceed existing neighbourhood context.

3. Design Guidelines should be referred to for infill housing developments.

5. Zero lot line small lot houses should have a minimum of a 5' setback adjacent to existing land uses.

4. Existing structure can be maintained and renovated for Tri-fourplex if viable.

Notes:

Vegetation Pattern Topography Parcel Size Nature of Fronting Street Existing Neighbourhood Context

Parameters influencing the recommendations for densification to 
accommodate future growth in existing residential neighbourhood:

· relative small parcel size of existing lands suitable for redevelopment 
for residential densification;

· high value of urban lands appropriate for densification development;
· preference for small house/lot, cluster housing and carriage house
· pattern of land use and lot sizes in existing residential neighbour-

hoods in which densification will most likely occur;
· existing infrastructure pattern including road network, utilities and 

community services; and
· strong public desire for both one level living to accommodate seniors 

and affordable housing options

Established neighbourhoods ex-
pecting minimal densification 
change in the near future

Neighbourhoods expected to ac-
commodate greater densification 
pressures:

•	closer to urban villages and on 
more significant transportation 
corridors

•	Central Saanich

Densification types most suitableNeighbourhoods

Carriage houses and small 
lot/home 

Townhome or row housing

Low rise apartments 
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What do you think?

Show us where you support a  
densification type in a neighborhood.

Each colour sticker represents a different 
housing type. Place a sticker around the 
preferred potential area for densification 
with the preferred type of infill 
development.

Small or Moderate sized 
house on a small lot

Cluster Housing or Micro 
Homes

Duplex/Triplex/Fourplex

Carriage House

Low-rise Apartment

Townhouse/Rowhouse

Show us on the map!

Urban containment boundary

Local waters

Potential residential areas for densification

First Nation lands

Map Legend:
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Tell Us More!
Is there anything we missed? 
Are there other housing types, or infill options you would like to see?

Tell us here!
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Appendix C

SUMMARY REPORT – MARCH 14, 2012

CENTRAL SAANICH DENSIFICATION STUDY SURVEY

1. Do you agree with this ranking?

Value Count Percent %
Yes 21 38.2%
No 34 61.8%

Total Responses 55
Skipped 4

2. Please explain:

• 4 storey apartments should NOT be allowed!  Rest see question #3.

• How are we supposed to rank these when we don’t know where they would go?

• I don’t think the micro housing is suitable for Central Saanich they look like mobile 
homes.

• I like the idea of cluster housing – can see that being applied in our communities.

• If lots are large enough to add on and make a duplex separate titles would be good.

• My, it is a lovely day out.

• Not enough information.

• There is no context so how can we answer that question!

• What’s the point you guys don’t listen.

• Apartments/townhouses ranked too low.

• Here I am again filling out this survey.  How do you guard against me filling it out many 
times?

• How do you possibly answer this question – it depends on the context/location.

• None of the above!

• See my ranking below.
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• I like my neighbourhood the way it is and am concerned when you start talking 
townhouses and 4 storey apartment buildings, I don’t want to see houses crammed in 
together.

• It depends how close it is the core/city/village centre.  No 4 storey apartments but 3 
storeys plus underground parking.  No moderate/larger houses on smaller lots.  Add 
secondary suites over the garages.  As you move towards the commercial core and 
city/village centre densify the housing.

• As was pointed out at the meeting, there is no “None of the above” option given here.  
No one has asked whether we approve of the concept of infill housing; we have been 
asked only what type we prefer.  My own preference is that neighbourhoods with large 
lots be allowed to retain the characteristics that make them special.

• I think we must make the best us of the available land and in particular we must build 
housing in the waste space (parking lots) in the Saanichton core (and redevelop the 
Shopper’s Drug Mart mall there.  We must also build housing in the Keating Commercial 
zone .

• Infill works only if it blends into the neighbourhood e.g. corner or large lots, higher 
density closer to village cores.

• Thinking 4 (or more) storey buildings should be much higher on this list.

• Building ‘up’ offers the most efficient way to add density while keeping the impact to 
neighbourhoods at a minimum....it also reduces the environmental footprint, 
concentrates bus/transportation routes and creates walkable neighbourhoods and 
centralizing parking and supports commercial areas.

• We do not need any more densification.  The study you are undertaking begs that 
question.  For reasons of quieter neighbourhoods, reasonable traffic levels, privacy and 
general liveability I do not support further densification.

• Not everyone wants grass to cut…or needs ‘personal green space’.  We have over 20 
parks alone in Central Saanich that managed with our tax dollars, so densification could 
mean more Micro, and Apartment style buildings.

• My preference is the status quo.  Infill within the containment boundaries, following the 
current zoning.

• This ranking does not consider what housing methods best address our community 
housing objectives i.e. affordable housing, increased tax base, healthy neighbourhoods, 
least disruptive addition to neighbourhood, saving rural lands.

• Would like to see ‘descriptors’ for each housing type i.e. how does cluster housing differ 
from micro-housing or a triplex?  A single storey triplex (as on lower Clarke Rd) might fit 
better than several carriage houses on a street.  These options were not shown or 
discussed.  Few Peninsula examples were shown, to more realistically show what 
already exists.  It is difficult to rank ‘preferences’ when the pictures shown do not reflect 
what residents envision.
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• The rankings have no context.  In Village centres or the Keating Industrial area, we 
might tolerate more 4-storey apartments or townhouses, duplexes are inevitable in R2 
zoned Brentwood (and some large lots might discretely accommodate a single or 1½ 
storey tri/4-plex), as perhaps some lots in the Tanner area.  I believe every proposal will 
have to be judged on its own merit, in established residential areas.

• I agree to a point, but each instance is going to be different and require a specific type of 
housing.  This is a pretty broad question, and given no context.  How about a moderate
sized house on a moderate sized lot?

• Attractive duplex/triplex/fourplex units are quite compatible with existing single-family 
neighbourhoods and should be ranked about #3.  Micro-housing on individual infill lots 
would be out of character with most existing …….. (next line unreadable)

• Townhouses and row houses would suite most neighbourhoods better than 4-storey 
apartments.

• I believe small or moderate sized homes on smaller lots will be most feasible for the 
district looking at the size of our lots.

• I am not sure carriage housing or micro housing should be on the list.  I would move 
townhouses higher.  I would not use the term rowhouses for townhouses.

• I would exchange #2 and #8.  A carriage house can affect the backyards/gardens of a 
number of homes.  A duplex/triplex offers more order and fewer variances.

• I really like the cluster housing concept.  I’m pleased that it’s the top choice.  Carriage 
housing I’m not that wild about.  I also think there’s a place for low rise apartment 
buildings, particularly above business.

• Probably all of these have too high a lot coverage. Why ruin the valuable growing land 
with such high lot coverage?  There are other places better suited to this (Langford).  If I 
had to choose, then apartments or well spaced (1+ acre) duplex/triplex/fourplex.

• Carriage housing would allow original landowners to retain their home by bursting off a 
small piece of their property.  i.e. seniors, etc.  Or even the senior may build a carriage 
house and provide the family home to family members.  Rowhousing and fourplexes 
should be higher as they provide more neighbourhood atmosphere than 4 storey 
apartment.  I think cluster housing is the most conducive to building a sense of 
community, thus I agree with that first choice.  The micro housing is a great idea too, but 
build them in CLUSTERS not STRAIGHT LINES, same for row housing, same houses 
but in a circle – heaven forbid – around a community Centre/Municipal hall.  Build 
connections even.

• There was also a ‘no densification’ option that was requested (demanded) by attendees 
at the Open House.  Why does it not appear on the above list?

• This ‘no’ option had more votes than any of the above options.

• I think that regular housing types should be included as well and the type of infill should 
start at the lowest density and then move higher.
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• If there is enough evidence to indicate that Central Saanich does in fact need to increase 
it’s population density, I agree that infilling is a viable option.

• There was another board – no densification.  Why is that not being reported?  That is my 
first vote.  Also suggested was multi-generational housing, and again, that is missing.  
That would be my second vote.

3. If you could rank these options in a different order how would you rank them?

Item Total Score Overall Rank
Cluster Housing 162 1
Small house on a small lot 155 2
Carriage Houses 142 3
Moderate sized house on small lot 124 4
Rowhousing/townhouses 119 5
Duplex/Triplex/Fourplex 106 6
Micro Housing 106 7
4-Storey apartments 80 8

4. What other infill types would you like to see in Central Saanich?
• At least 10% of all new units should be low-income subsidized housing.
• I think that regular housing types should be included as well.
• None.
• None I know of.
• None.
• None.  There is lots of room for growth in Colwood, Langford, Sooke.
• Panhandle lots.
• Regular size house on a regular size lot.
• Secondary suites.
• See above.  Why is there not a choice for ‘None of the above’?
• Suites in existing residences and new housing.
• Cardboard boxes.
• Combination of small lots and townhouses over acreages.
• Integrate business and residential within commercial areas.  See UPTOWN concept.
• More in-law suites to allow people to stay in their home for longer.
• None.
• None!
• None, we have mobiles and modular homes on Band lands.
• Pan handle lots.

• Pan handle.

• Small scale, neighbourhood mixed use live/work studios.
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• Eco-housing i.e. micro or carriage style housing for family or rental must have 
composting toilet, solar assist hot water, etc.  Higher density housing built over 
businesses in Keating area must have at least 50% rental, (one occupant who can prove 
they work in Central Saanich).

• Infill within the present zoning bylaws, along with already in construction and approved 
projects, would allow the OCP projected growth for at least the next 5 years.  The only 
type not considered, which would benefit the community more than those types 
presented, would be multi-generational housing.

• These questions do not consider why the different housing options appeal to me e.g. I 
like to live in this type of housing or I would like to live next to this type of housing or I 
wish to use this housing to increase my property value.  I don’t mind seeing large lots 
subdivided.  My only objection would be that fitting two houses on to one usually means 
the two houses can sometimes be overly tall.  I have a private backyard right now and I 
wouldn’t …….. (next line unreadable)   available sun diminished.

• I think the first thing necessary would be to determine where people are most likely 
going to move – i.e. if the Keating and Brentwood Village areas have new 
business/industries moving in, it would make sense to have housing near where people 
would work, or for seniors who want to downsize and be close to shops and services.  
They wouldn’t need to drive, nor would people  working at Keating industries.

• Industrial infill along Keating for a better mix of tax base so it doesn’t all rest on 
residential homeowners.

• The primary object MUST be sustable liveable communities.  Every time an application 
comes forward the consequences of the effects, infrastructure and the precedence it 
sets for other properties must be considered.  Its total impact that is important to the 
entire community that we need the council to ensure it is beneficial to all of us.  It is not 
to help the developer make more money.  To consider for every new residential 
component added what other services will that require and at what cost to the 
ratepayers.  Will it make the community more liveable and pleasant place to reside?

• If the OCP called for a study of increased density to protect rural and farm lands, why 
are we including rural lands in the survey?

• On existing homes on large enough lots – extensions and/or cabins to provide small 
accommodations for e.g. other family members.

• Currently Central Saanich is using legal suites to increase density and I ask that the 
District put more effort into increasing the number of legal suites.  Many of the illegal 
suites are substandard and perhaps unsafe.

• We don’t want overcrowding, we moved here because of the nature of the district and 
don’t want to see it ruined!  If it ain’t broke ……….

5. In which Central Saanich neighbourhood(s) would you like to see infill development 
occur?  Please use the map provided as a visual reference.

Value
Mount Newton

Count
5

Percent%
9.1%
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Brentwood Bay 32 58.2%
Tod Inlet 3 5.5%

Keating Industrial/Oldfield 21 38.2%
Keating Ridge 25 45.5%
Pat Bay East 5 9.1%

Central Saanich Corridor 17 30.9%
Hogan Valley 8 14.5%
Saanichton 29 52.7%

Lochside/Turgoos 12 21.8%
None of the above 13 23.6%

Total Responses 55
Skipped 4

6. Do you support densification in Central Saanich?

Value
Yes

Count
38

Percent%
59.4%

          No 26 40.6%

Total Responses 64

7. What are your top three reasons for NOT SUPPORTING densification in Central 
Saanich.  Please be as specific as possible.  Please cite examples if you have them.

• A rural/semi-rural environment would be threatened.

• Dunmora Estates off McPhail Road – Destruction of mature wooded site.

• I will answer the question more details are provided.

• Insufficient industrial tax base along Keating.

• Loss of rural living.

• More density leads to higher taxes.

• http://www.ncsociology.org/sociationtoday/v21/review2.htm

• People like the area as it is, not another suburb.

• Ruins the rural nature of our community.

• Traffic congestion.

• We like it the way it is!

• If no, this would be out of fear to destroy farm land.

• Not enough information.

• Ruins the character of neighbourhood.

• Studies such as this – how do you know that I am even a community member.

• There have been no public meetings to discuss the reasons for/value of/densification.

• This is the second time I have filled out this survey we’re fine the way we are.

• Question 6 should be worded differently in order to encourage as much feedback as 
possible.  When you boil such a complex issue down to a ‘yes’ or ‘no’, many people will 
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feel left out.  “Yes” and “No” are absolutes and I am sure that there are a lot of people 
who would answer “yes” with qualifications or would answer “no” with qualifications.  It is 
very important to me that a form like this does limit me to “yes” in all circumstances or to 
“no” in all circumstances, for neither is realistic.  I do not want to check off “yes” because 
I do not support densification in every part of Central Saanich (in ALR and rural estate 
definitely not) and yet your form does nothing to reassure me that if I vote “yes” with 
qualifications that the qualifications will carry equal or as much weight as my “yes”.  I do 
not want to check off “no” because I think there are some areas of Central Saanich that 
would benefit from densification.  Central Saanich has many unique and varying 
neighbourhoods with specific ambiances that could either be enhanced or completely 
ruined by densification depending on how it is implemented.  The most valuable 
resource we have is the crop growing areas.  There is lots of condos, townhouse, and 
developments elsewhere in Victoria to support population growth.  I’ve specifically 
moved from Langford because I value the atmosphere, space, land, culture and 
community.

• Densification on existing lots is unfair to the neighbours of the surrounding properties.  
There is 2 acre lots in the RE2 zoning that could be used for densification for housing 
that would not affect the other neighbours.  This should only be done for residential NOT 
commercial like the COOP proposal using residential land for commercial.  If you use 
residential land for residential then no one should be upset but if you crowd more 
housing into existing them people won’t like that.

• Reasonable growth and reaching most of the goals of the study can be accomplished 
without densification.

• Citizens purchase property with expectations that zoning will provide stability in 
established neighbourhoods.

• CS already has the widest range of housing for a rural Municipality in the CRD.
(Statistics Canada)

7. What are your top three reasons for NOT SUPPORTING densification in Central 
Saanich.  Please be as specific as possible.  Please cite examples if you have them.

• Brentwood – Moodyville – Blocking the views in an old neighbourhood.

• Density puts pressure on farm activities.  Ask Galey Brothers.

• Increased density and infill is killing our urban forest.  Our trees are vital for all of us.

• Loss of agricultural land.

• No direction for densification therefore lack of quality and continuity in projects.

• Urbanization of neighbourhoods.

• We don’t want to live on top of our neighbours.

• We moved here for the existing quality of life, we DO NOT want another Langford!

• Can increased tax base be achieved by other means. If no, this would be out of fear to 
destroy the rural feel of this community.
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• Increased traffic.

• No community meetings to have community members share their concerns with each 
other.

• Densification would actually reduce “diversity” by compromising the Peninsula’s unique 
character.

• If development absolutely had to proceed, then projects which could create jobs, 
particularly in the tourism sector are preferable to population densification.  For business, 
there are plenty of open spaces for lease in the industrial area.  We are better off 
encouraging food, culture, history, tourism and community co-operation.

• 38% of CS’s housing stock is already suites, duplexes, condos, townhouses, and 
apartments.  This is the largest of all the rural Municipalities in the CRD.  (Statistics 
Canada) This is enough.

• I do not support densification if densification means that current building practices result 
in degrading the desirable aspects of a given neighbourhood.

• Lack of public paths/throughfares for walkers, loss of large trees, loss of green spaces, 
blocking sun from neighbours’ gardens, increased nonporous surfaces that increase rain 
runoff to storm sewers or someones’ house/garage, added traffic, poorly planned 
buildings that disrupt privacy (i.e. balconies directly overlooking backyards or windows), 
parking congestion, congested overhead power lines.

• There is already congestion in a number of areas in Central Saanich. Densification will 
only increase this problem.

7. What are your top three reasons for NOT SUPPORTING densification in Central 
Saanich.  Please be as specific as possible.  Please cite examples if you have them.

• Contrary to what some believe, growth is not essential.

• Decreasing privacy.

• It has not been made clear why densification is (supposedly) necessary.

• Loss of the unique character and farming in Central Saanich.

• Off Stelly’s X Rd – cutting light and sunshine form mature homes.

• The map #5 does not give opportunity for ‘corridor only’ options in Brentwood, etc.

• What are the best options for providing affordable housing.

• Questions in this survey that ask if densification is supported in our rural areas.  I thought 
the point of densification was to prevent that.
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• We moved here for what is here.  Had we wanted to live in a construction zone, we’d 
have moved to Langford.

• The infrastructure to support more people within Central Saanich is lacking.

• The cost of providing adequate densification will result in higher taxes.

• How to deal with the secondary suite issue that is proposed for most new projects.  Not 
taking into account parking logistics for current neighbourhoods and the issue of up to 4 
or more cars per unit but not a criteria to provide that much in terms of permits and 
approval.

• I support densification if it were done in a sensitive manner that takes into account the 
positive aspects of a given building location and the needs and expectations of the 
neighbours.  I applaud densification in that it will preserve ALR and estate rural land for 
agriculture and growing food (provided the municipality supports our farmers and I know 
you are looking for ways to do this, so keep up the good work in this area), and allowed 
various families (young and elder, various economic backgrounds) to live in the same 
area.) to live in the cluster housing and such projects can’t be undone later.  They are a 
one time cash grab, and permanent mark left on the community.  If it must happen, then 
build them on a rock or similar where the land can’t be used for crop purposes.  Even 
then, I’d suggest such areas could be used for “alternate” crops and creative tourism 
purposes.

• If no, this would be to preserve the reason we moved here, we LIKE the lower 
densification, if one wants more people, they can move closer to Victoria.

• 18% of the dwelling units in CS are rentals.  This is the largest of all the rural 
Municipalities in the CRD. (Statistics Canada)  This is enough.

8. Could the District of Central Saanich do anything to mitigate or rectify the issues you 
identified in question 6?  If so, please explain – be as specific as possible.

• Change the zoning and or lot size on the RE2 zoning.

• Go with the “no densification”option.

• I didn’t identify any issues in Question 6.  It was yes/no.

• Leave it alone.  Things are good the way they are!

• Say no to rezoning for high density housing.

• Stop any more densification and stop destroying the rural nature of our communities.

• Stop densification.

• Yea leave it alone as per my first submission.
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• No.

• See answer in #7.

• Keep the communication lines open, be transparent, put all the agenda on the table.  Do 
your best to engage the public, only a narrow group was present at the first Open House 
session and because of this the discussion was limited and negatively focused.  I think 
this form is a good response but needs to be more inclusive of answers other than 
absolutes.  There is a lot more to address but I will do so another time.

• Address these questions above in community public meetings.  (this is my third 
submission)  Are results tallied from submissions that do not provide an email address?

• You need to create some context for this.  Supporting densification depends on that you 
mean by how much densification and how where?  You need to start this process again 
and work with models to determine potential neighbourhood impacts.

• Provide samples of what different scenarios would look like.  This survey is so general 
and open ended it is impossible to answer in an informed way.  Also what is stopping 
people other than Central Saanich Residents from answering.  As well as individuals or 
even developers answering multiple times?

• Take into consideration overall effect on the neighbourhood and added services and 
infrastructure required.  As well as the model used as it will be copied by others.

• Stay the course.  The present direction will allow OCP estimated growth for at least 5 
years without too much extra negative impact on the community.  The result of 
densification will only increase the profits of developers and increase Central Saanich 
taxes.

• #9 Maybe, in limited areas only.  #11 We are the Stakeholders in Central Saanich.  Do 
not change criteria in Residential zoning.  Increased building is killing our remaining large 
trees.  Mitigation strategies are not working.  We chose a green community.

• LISTEN to the residents of Central Saanich.  NOT the Developers.  At the meeting there 
were many questions and NO answers.

• There is no context in which to answer any of these questions.  How can you answer yes 
or no to these questions.  Poorly done Central Saanich.  I hope we didn’t pay a lot for 
these consultants.

• Concentrate on attracting new businesses to the Keating area through various 
incentives, if necessary, to ensure the long term health of the area and not burden the 
residential homeowner with an onerous tax load.

• Need to plan better for our future.  Keating overpass has been ongoing for the last 20 
years.  In the meantime McTavish, Sidney, and now the proposed changes at Mt. 
Newton are all moving forward.  Our council obviously has not pushed hard enough for 
this so the fault lies with them.  If we want densification or other we need better means of 
managing flow.  Making a residential area East Saanich Road a truck route and now 
proposing more densification, people etc. to come in that will require more services, 
trucks, etc!!!!  Try living on this route right now!!!  Listed as 6am to 6pm NOT …….. (next 
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line unreadable) life in my home has gone down with my house shaking with the traffic.  
My value will most likely go down as well!!!!

• If, by densification, you mean having duplexes, fourplexes within the urban containment 
area, I would support that.  There are already some buildings going up in the Village that 
have commercial on the bottom and residential above – that is well suited to the Village.  
If builders have specific design elements that allow the building to fit into a village theme, 
that would be most acceptable.

• Organize some community meetings that encourage community members to come 
together to share their thoughts, questions, fears, dreams about our community and 
discuss different possibilities for urban expansion.

• I expect the community plan to be followed.  NOT changed.  If we really need housing, 
then four storey condos or similar in downtown Brentwood.  We don’t need more 
commercial space, there is lots of empty spaces on Keating.

• There is nothing you can do to mitigate this issue, except by following the existing 
community plan.
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