
‭ATTN:‬ ‭Charlotte Wain, Planning Department‬
‭Org‬ ‭City of Victoria‬
‭Address‬ ‭1 Centennial Square, Victoria, BC V8W 1P6‬

‭cwain@victoria.ca‬

‭RE:‬ ‭1721 Adanac‬
‭DVP00271‬
‭Minor Variance Rationale‬

‭DATE:‬ ‭26 June, 2024‬

‭Ms Wain;‬

‭This letter is provided in support of the Development Variance Application for a Schedule P ‘missing‬
‭middle’ houseplex at 1721 Adanac and is intended to be read in conjunction with resubmitted DVP‬
‭documents following receipt of Staff comments.‬

‭The proposal includes a request for the following zoning variances. Refer also to the‬‭Missing Middle‬
‭Housing Design Rationale letter dated 22 April, 2024‬‭in support of the original application:‬

‭1.‬ ‭Schedule P 3.4: Coverage: Increase permitted coverage from 40% to 49.5%‬
‭2.‬ ‭Schedule P 6.1: Parking: Reduce parking from 3.7 stalls to 1.0 (accessible) stall‬

‭The following excerpts and rationale is provided to assert compliance with Schedule D-1 and D-2 of‬
‭the Land Use Procedures Bylaw as a Minor Variance.‬

‭Schedule D-1‬ ‭CRITERIA FOR MINOR VARIANCES‬

‭A variance is minor if:‬
‭1.‬ ‭the applicant has demonstrated to the satisfaction of the Director that:‬

‭a.‬ ‭they have explored all reasonable alternative solutions to the variance and none are‬
‭available; and‬

‭b.‬ ‭any possible mitigations to issues related to the variance have been incorporated‬
‭into the proposal; and‬

‭2.‬ ‭The Director is satisfied based on evidence provided by the applicant and the particular‬
‭circumstances of the application, that the variance would:‬

‭a.‬ ‭be unnoticeable by a typical user of the site, and nearby private and public property;‬
‭or,‬

‭b.‬ ‭not have a substantial negative impact on the livability and functionality of any of the‬
‭subject site, nearby private property, or nearby public property, including impacts‬
‭on:‬

‭i.‬ ‭Shadowing‬
‭ii.‬ ‭Privacy‬
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‭iii.‬ ‭Usable outdoor space iv. Natural features and vegetation v. Access,‬
‭connectivity or function for any pedestrians or vehicles (motorized and‬
‭non-motorized)‬

‭iv.‬ ‭Access to or operations of underground infrastructure‬
‭v.‬ ‭Street Vitality‬

‭Rationale‬

‭The proponent asserts that all‬‭reasonable‬‭alternatives‬‭to the variances have been‬
‭explored and that mitigating measures have been incorporated to the greatest extent‬
‭possible.‬

‭The proposal is the culmination of months of diligent effort from the proponent and design‬
‭team. Numerous options have been analyzed and rejected to arrive at a solution that‬
‭responds to the substance of Missing Middle housing with a dignified and practical solution.‬
‭The final proposal is generated with sensitivity for the project context, the intent of‬
‭Schedule P, Missing Middle design guidelines  and mitigation of negative impacts including:‬

‭●‬ ‭Massing in conformance with height and setback constraints and a sloped roof that‬
‭reduces wall height on the sides facing adjacent properties.‬

‭●‬ ‭Massing biased to the north side of the site to minimize shading impacts on adjacent‬
‭rear yards‬

‭●‬ ‭Provision of (2) three-bedroom suites in compliance with Schedule P to satisfy the‬
‭need for diversified housing.‬

‭●‬ ‭Providing a total of six suites of one or more bedrooms to optimize the number of‬
‭delivered homes without compromise to liveability.‬

‭●‬ ‭Elevated environmental performance targeting Step 5 construction and fully electric‬
‭operation‬

‭●‬ ‭Outdoor living space accessed directly from every suite‬
‭●‬ ‭Shared outdoor amenity space with rain protection, built-in seating and‬

‭programmatic purpose to encourage use‬
‭●‬ ‭Practical bicycle storage at grade to enable and encourage active transportation‬
‭●‬ ‭Minimal parking to reduce street traffic impact, encourage active transportation and‬

‭align with City and provincial objectives.‬
‭●‬ ‭Strata ownership to enable affordable construction financing.‬

‭While it is acknowledged that the proposal will contrast with adjacent 1 ½ storey houses,‬
‭this is  inevitable in the transition from 19th century to 21st century patterns of development‬
‭in any context.‬

‭The resubmitted proposal includes additional information as well as design alterations‬
‭intended to address comments from Staff related to permeable area and stormwater‬
‭management. Changes to the accessory building are also anticipated to enhance the‬
‭liveability and functionality of the rear yard and generally respond favorably to the criteria‬
‭outlined in Schedule D1 of the Land Use Procedures Bylaw.‬
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‭Parking: Reduce parking from 3.7 stalls to 1.0 (accessible) stall‬

‭As articulated in the‬‭Missing Middle Housing Design‬‭Rationale letter‬‭, properties 12-14m wide‬
‭fall into a paradoxical situation where they may only have one parking space. However, (by‬
‭staff interpretation), the most substantial transportation demand measure (provision of a‬
‭car-share vehicle and parking space) isn’t available‬‭because‬‭there is only one parking space‬
‭on the property.‬

‭In practical terms, there is insufficient space on the property for a rear or underground‬
‭parking lot. While possible in theory, two parking spaces located in the front yard would‬
‭consume the majority of the front yard, interfere with suite access and short-term bicycle‬
‭parking, increase impervious surface and reduce on-street parking by an equivalent amount.‬

‭It is noted that the proposed parking and TDM measures would be permitted without a‬
‭variance‬‭if the building is constructed as purpose-built‬‭rental housing‬‭. However, it must be‬
‭acknowledged that home ownership has no relationship with mobility needs. In fact, in the‬
‭current market for rental housing it is more likely that a purchaser will self-select a home‬
‭with- or without parking based on their mobility needs than a person or family competing for‬
‭a rental apartment.‬

‭Both the City and the proponent have a demonstrated commitment to reduced car‬
‭dependence by discouraging car use and providing viable alternatives. Thanks to the City’s‬
‭efforts, car-free living is viable in Victoria. While it will not suit everyone, this proposal is‬
‭designed to appeal to a car-free lifestyle. It is expected that residents of this development‬
‭will self-select accordingly, resulting in a net reduction in cars on the street.‬

‭Underground infrastructure is unaffected by this variance request.‬

‭To support the above, the proponent has committed to providing‬
‭○‬ ‭One BC Transit public transit pass through the Eco PASS program, or its‬

‭successor in function for BC Transit, for a minimum five-year term for every‬
‭dwelling unit and‬

‭○‬ ‭One membership to a two-way car share service and an initial $100 usage‬
‭credit for the two-way car share service for every dwelling unit‬

‭With consideration to the above, it is expected that reducing the parking to one stall‬
‭with inclusion of the amenity package above will make the development more‬
‭congruous with the neighbourhood and will have a neutral or beneficial effect on‬
‭liveability, shadowing, privacy, usable outdoor space, vegetation, pedestrian‬
‭experience, access to infrastructure and street vitality.‬
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‭Coverage: Increase permitted coverage from 40% to 49.5%‬

‭The proposal includes a houseplex with coverage of 162.7 m‬‭2‬ ‭(41.7%) and an accessory‬
‭building and covered outdoor seating area with coverage of 30.4 m‬‭2‬ ‭(7.8%) for a total of‬
‭49.5%.‬
‭The houseplex component is 6.7 m‬‭2‬ ‭over the allowable‬‭coverage and is fully compliant with‬
‭height and setback limits. The proponent asserts that the coverage impact of the houseplex‬
‭is so minimal that it will not make a noticeable  difference to the form of development but is‬
‭beneficial to the lived experience of the residents as it provides more dignified and‬
‭functional indoor and outdoor living spaces.‬

‭The houseplex is optimized in compliance with Schedule P height and setback constraints‬
‭on four storeys. All storeys are stair-accessed, which makes indoor bicycle storage‬
‭impractical, particularly for electric/cargo bicycles anticipated in the program. The‬
‭proponent asserts that an accessory structure is the only practical option for bicycles.‬

‭The enclosed bicycle shed adds 19.8 m‬‭2‬ ‭to the site‬‭coverage. The accessory building roof‬
‭eave and unenclosed covered outdoor amenity space add an additional 10.6 m‬‭2‬ ‭to the total‬
‭site coverage in the rear yard. This accessory structure is compliant with setback and height‬
‭constraints for accessory buildings. It is designed with a  maximum height of 3.09m and a‬
‭shed roof with the lowest eave adjacent to the rear property line. The shed is much smaller‬
‭than existing trees on adjacent properties; supplemental shading studies indicate that it will‬
‭not overshadow adjacent properties. The accessory building cannot be seen from the‬
‭street.‬

‭While not a regulatory requirement, the shared covered outdoor amenity space is offered as‬
‭an enhanced amenity in recognition that activities like barbeque, gardening and bicycle‬
‭repair can be social,  happen at all times of year and benefit from rain protection. In this‬
‭instance, the increased coverage is actually beneficial to the function and vitality of the rear‬
‭yard.‬

‭The design includes integrated hardscape and planted areas serving common and private‬
‭outdoor spaces around the building. The rear yard has been designed with raised and grade‬
‭level planters and a lawn area for ornamental and productive gardening and recreation. It is‬
‭recognized that the quality of outdoor space is equally important to size when measuring‬
‭amenity value.‬

‭Underground infrastructure is unaffected by this variance request.‬

‭With consideration to the above, it is expected that increasing coverage from 40% to‬
‭49.5% with the designed features above will will have a neutral or beneficial effect on‬
‭liveability, shadowing, privacy, usable outdoor space, vegetation, pedestrian‬
‭experience, access to infrastructure and street vitality in comparison to a comparable‬
‭compliant houseplex with bicycle parking inside the primary building.‬
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‭Schedule D-2: GUIDELINES FOR DEVELOPMENT VARIANCE PERMITS‬

‭1.‬ ‭The Director shall consider the following guidelines when deciding whether to issue‬
‭any development variance permit application for minor variances:‬

‭b.‬ ‭For applications located outside of the Downtown Core Area Plan (2011)‬
‭boundaries related to:‬

‭i.‬ ‭mixed-uses, uses other than residential, or residential with seven or‬
‭more dwelling units:‬

‭1.‬ ‭General Urban Design Guidelines (2022). ii. residential uses‬
‭with less than seven dwelling units:‬

‭2.‬ ‭Missing Middle Design Guidelines (2022).‬

‭The project has been designed with consideration for the‬‭Missing Middle Design‬
‭Guidelines (2022).‬‭Refer also to the‬‭Missing Middle‬‭Housing Design Rationale letter‬
‭dated 22 April, 2024‬‭for details on conformance.‬

‭Per‬

‭Mark Ashby, Principal,‬
‭Fold Architecture Inc.‬
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