Dear Mayor and Council, Victoria BC

October 23, 2017

From the April 6, 2017 COTW Recommendation by the Planning Staff.
The following points were considered in assessing this application:
the proposal is consistent with the Official Community Plan (OCP) Urban Residential, which
envisions density up to 1.2:1 floor space ratio (FSR) with potential bonus density up to a total of
approximately 2:1 FSR in strategic locations.
In the October 25, 2017 COTW Recommendation by the Planning Staff.
The proposed number of storeys for the multi-unit residential buildings and the overall floor
space ratio of 1.39:1 exceeds the height and density envisioned for sites designated as Traditional
Residential; however, the proposed density of 1.39:1 is generally consistent with the maximum
envisioned in the OCP.
Well, I’m sorry, but what does ‘generally consistent’ allow you to accept? That it isn’t 2:00.1?
According to the table on page 8-9 of the current proposal documentation, the blended OCP
maximum is actually 1.29:1 Yet, the proposal is recommended by City Staff at 1.39:1.
The FSR is the most important part of the proposal, and yet is it not discussed at all. To begin
with, it is glossed over quickly without any discussion of how it is determined. What are the
criteria that make this sacrosanct number THE NUMBER to blindly accept?
According to the tables on pages 8 and 9 of the current Staff Report, the maximum for Area A is
and FSR is 2.0:1, but, quietly forgotten, as if a fact, only if it is a strategic location. I see no
compelling argument in their documentation that this is a strategic location.
If fact, the only real strategic value to this property is its Urban Forest Canopy and its 2 acres of
space. Also, it is the only small patch of Fort Street Heritage Corridor left intact. Both of these
qualities should compel City Staff against choosing this maximum FSR. But, it doesn’t. I would
hope that, if their interest was for the Public Good, their argument would be to chose a number
much less that this theoretical maximum.
From the OCP “As Victoria grows, it will be challenged to maintain remnant ecosystems and
environmental quality” (page 22). Of course, we will be challenged to maintain our remnant
ecosystems! But, this is not the part of the OCP that City Staff uses to convice you, our elected
Representatives, to boldly accept without hesitation, or question.
Where are their numbers to prove these calculations?
Let’s start at the beginning. Please remember that the numbers I have for the actual size of each
zoned section have been (and remain) well hidden from public knowledge. My numbers are from
the percentages given by the development team at one of their public “engagements.”
There are two different zones in this property. The smaller portion, along Fort Street (zoned R3AM2), has a realistic FSR of 1.20:1 This is a portion of the whole equal to approximately 1/3. The
larger part of the property, south of this area, is zoned residential (R1-B). It has an FSR of 1:1 for
a portion of the whole equal to approximately 2/3.
Blended FSR = (1.20 x .33) + (1 x .66) =.396 + .66 = 1.06 FSR

This lower blended FSR would make the proposed development a lot smaller. It might not even
need the large group of variances that are a large part of what makes this proposal so unpalatable
to me. Of course, one would have to accept that merging these two zones into one site-specific
zone is the best course. I have yet to hear that argument either. The only stated reason by the
developer has been that this property is problematic. However, it is only problematic because of
the volume of units proposed. The FSR is too high. Lower the FSR and the problems disappear.
This is not magic. Nor, should this be viewed by the developer as a zero-sum game.
The developer and City Staff have worked closely over many months to bring these plans forward
to City Council on two separate occasions. The FSR has not changed. Nor, has it been justified. I
am dismayed by the blended FSR of 1.39:1 recommended by City Staff. And, once one starts to
question the recommendations put forward by City Staff, one starts to question the fundamental
basis of our local governance.
I look forward to the Mayor and Council digging deeper into the numbers in this table by
questioning City Staff thoroughly to determine the justifications for them. Further, I think it is
very important to understand all the numbers in the table, and the underlying assumptions that
define them. Just look at all those asterisks (and the ones that are missing) that represent ‘where
the proposal is less stringent than the standard R3-AM2 zone’. What does ‘less stringent’ mean?
Would ‘looser’ be a good guess? Would ‘over the maximum allowed’ be clearer? The verbal
obfuscation is easy for most of us to spot. But, in the numbers, it takes some digging because it is
much worse.
I look forward to hear this detailed public discussion, and to learn the actual correct area of each
parcel, for the public record, (and so that I can correct my calculations.) There may be other
citizens who would like to know why the chosen recommended FSR is 1.39:1, when at its
maximum interpretation by City Staff, the blended FSR is 1.29:1, while the basic number is only
1.06:1
Nonetheless, the table presents hours of questions, definitions and justifications. I look forward
to a thorough discussion of all of these numbers at the COTW.
Thank you,
Don Cal
1059 Pentrelew
Regulatory Capture
Regulatory capture is a form of government failure that occurs when a regulatory agency, created
to act in the public interest, instead advances the commercial or political concerns of special
interest groups that dominate the industry or sector it is charged with regulating.
(source: Wikipedia)
BREAKING DOWN 'Regulatory Capture '
Public interest agencies that come to be controlled by the industry they were charged with
regulating are known as captured agencies. Regulatory capture is an example of gamekeeper
turns poacher; in other words, the interests the agency set out to protect are ignored in favor of
the regulated industry's interests
(source: Investopedia)

