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Downtown Mixed Use and Multi-Family Density Review - Phase ll Final Report

FROM

DATE:

SUBJECT

PURPOSE:

The purpose of this report is to provide Council with some context to the Phase ll Final Report for the
Downtown Mixed Use and Multi-Family Density Review, as well as to report out on public consultation
undertaken during the study, and to present options for next steps.

BACKGROUND:

ln September 2Q15 staff issued a Request for Proposals (RFP) with the intent of engaging a consultant
to review the Town's bylaws and provide staff with recommendations on best practices for calculating
residential density in relation to development proposals in Sidney's downtown core and surrounding
multi{amily areas (i.e. all lands designated as Downtown Commercial (COM-1) or Multi-Family
Residential (RES-3) in the Official Community Plan Bylaw). As the RFP stated, the purpose of the
project was to "evaluate existing density regulations and if warranted develop a new system of
calculating residential density that encourages redevelopment within the downtown core and multi-
family residential areas and provides a flexible approach to building design while remaining sensitive to
existing built form."

Barefoot Planning was selected in mid-October 2015 as the successful consultant to undertake this
study. The consultant completed the final report two weeks ahead of schedule, and presented their
findings in a presentation to Committee of the Whole on March 7,2016. Following the Committee's
recommendation, Council moved the following:

1. That Council see merit in the findings of the Downtown Mixed Use and Multi-Family Density
Review Final Report;

2. That staff proceed with a second phase of the study and retain Barefoot Planning to
undertake fufther work on determining appropriate requirements for the following:

a. Floor Area Ratio requirements in place of Units Per Hectare requirements for each
Multi-Family Residential and Downtown Commercial zone, and associated
Comprehensive Development zones, and Official Community Plan designations of
land as Multi-Family Besidential and Downtown Commercial;

b. Family-size units to be included as a percentage of the total number of dwelling units
in each new developmentwithin a MultïFamily Residentialor Downtown Commercial
zone, and associated Comprehensive Development zones;

c. Additional control on the massing of buildings, considering the use of requirements
for upper storey stepbacks, adjacency stepbacks/setbacks, and streetwallformation;
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d. Off-street parking requirements for developments in areas designated Downtown
Commercial or Multi-Family Residential in the OfficialCommunity Plan;

e. Density bonusing and amenity contributions;

Including public engagement on the proposed requirements and bylaw changes; and

3. That, based upon the completion of the second phase of the study, staff repoft back to
Council on the outcome of the study and resulting pubtic engagement.

The consultant undertook Phase ll of the project immediately thereafter, and has worked with staff and
the public since to develop the detailed recommendations necessary for potential changes to the Town's
bylaws.

DISGUSSION:

The Phase ll Final Report from the consultant is attached as Appendix A. Based on the findings of
Phase l, the report sets out specific policy recommendations to improve the functionality of Sidney's
regulations, including:

. The implementation of 'Tloor area ratio" (FAR) in place of Sidney's current standard of "units per
hectare" (UPH). This includes recommendations for specific FAR limits for each zone, including
a base and "bonus" level of density;

. Core policy changes would include (1) the replacement of existing UPH limits in each relevant
zone with "base" and "bonus" FAR maximums, (2) removal of the existing UPH "bonus density"
policy in the OCP and its replacement with a new policy, and (3) the incorporation of amenity
contribution levels directly into the Zoning Bylaw itself (i.e. set contribution levels and remove
the need for rezoning in most cases);

. A requirement for a minimum 10% of new multifamily units to be 3 bedroom, with buildings at
least 2 storeys in height;

o Changes to built form requirements, including a minimum 2 storey building face at the street in
the C1 zone, with a maximum setback of 4.5 metres (14.8 feet);

. Upper storey step backs only from the fourth storey and above, and additional step backs and
setbacks where a development is next to smaller scale areas, such as single-family;

. Recommendations related to off-street (private) parking in the study area, including reducing the
cash-in-lieu fee and limiting the amount of total surface parking on a lot.

Staff believe that the above policy changes are all supportive of broader policy objectives in the OCP
which encourage the redevelopment of the downtown area as a vibrant, mixed-use area. The changes
would help to facilitate better development in the study area by shifting the focus of development
applications away from the interior of the building (i.e. unit counts and sizes, which actually require the
most flexibility to respond to changing market demands) and towards the exterior of the building (i.e.

regulating total floor area to control the overall exterior massing of the building and more focus on the
Development Permit process).

All building height limits in the study area would remain unchanged, and the FAR maximums would
work with other proposed changes (upper storey step backs, street wall requirements, etc.) to moderate
the overall massing of new buildings, while still allowing the developer freedom to build an interior floor
plan that better responds to market conditions.
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lnclusion of amenity contribut¡on levels directly into the Zoning Bylaw would remove the need for
constant rezoning applications, and again shift the discussion toward better building design. Staff
continue to believe there is value for the municipality in the bonus density system, as it provides a
legislated method to improve public amenities (i.e. sidewalks, parks) in the study area without the need
to draw on the existing tax base. Public consultation on this issue showed that (as discussed below)
the concept and process of bonus density is not well understood (and possibly not well supported as a
result) however staff believe that direct inclusion of amenity contribution levels into the Zoning Bylaw
would provide more clarity on this issue for the public as well as remove the need for Council to deal
with bonus density from a discretionary position.

ln terms of potential changes to parking regulations, the Town is currently undertaking both an on-street
parking study as well as a review of the Off-Street Parking and Loading Bylaw, which regulates the
number of parking spaces required for development. Staff will consider the recommendations in this
report in further detail when implementing any changes to the way the Town regulates parking in the
study area as a result of these other initiatives.

PUBLIC CONSULTATION:

A public open house was held on Wednesday, June 8,2016 f rom 4:00 to 7:00 pm. A total of 42 members
of the public signed in at the open house and since then multiple people have viewed the presentation
boards that have been on display in Town Hall since Thursday, June 9, 2016. As of 12:00 p.m. on
Wednesday, June 29, 2016, 12 responses from the public have been received in response to the
Density Review Study (some respondents turned in multiple comment sheets and email responses,
however only one response per person has been counted).

The following is a summary of the comment sheets:

. Changing from UPH to FAR would be a positive step forward for the Town;

. lncreasing affordable housing and providing a mix of housing options within Sidney is a good
thing;

. Many respondents do not support bonus density (or do not understand it completely);

o lf bonus density is used, it should be made very clear to the public what to expect in regards to
possible building massing, unit numbers, amenities contributed, etc.;

o Building heights should never be higher than 3 or 4 storeys and should be stepped back on the
3'd and 4th storeys in order to allow for more sunlight on the streets;

o lncrease the amount of vegetation in Sidney, especially in the residential zones (RM); and

. Parking requirements should require a minimum of one space per unit and more parking should
be provided in general.

lndividual comments received from the public are included as Appendix B.

NEXT STEPS:

lf Council sees merit in the findings and recommendations of Phase ll and wishes to act on the
recommendations, staff will begin preparing amendments to the OCP and Zoning Bylaws to be brought
forward for consideration at a future Council meeting.

The recommendations of the report also include potential changes to the Parking and Loading Bylaw
as noted in the report; a review of this bylaw is currently on hold pending the outcome of the downtown
parking study which is anticipated to be complete in July 2016. This work will resume following receipt
of the final report. Staff could also investigate other options to reduce parking demand for multi-family
and commercial buildings, such as car-sharing.
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STAFF RECOMMENDATION:

That Council see merit in the findings for Phase ll of the Downtown Mixed Use and Multi-Family
Density Review Final Report and direct staff to begin preparing amending bylaws in order to
implement the recommendations in the report.

Respectf ully subm itted, lconcur, I concur,

4ü,fM
Matt Blakely/
Planning Technician

MCIP, RPP Tim Tanton, MPA, P.Eng.

Director of Development Services,
Engineering, Parks & Works

Mun Planner

I concur,

Randy Humble, MCIP, RPP
Ch ief Adm in istrative Off icer

Attachments:
Appendix A: Density Review Phase ll Final Report
Appendix B: Public Comments received

Presenter: Evan Peterson, Barefoot Planning (Consultant)
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Executive Summary
The purpose of the Density Review is to revisit how densiiy is
regulated in Sidney and, by doing so, inform the Town's next phase
of growth in order to maximize community benefit.

ln Phase 1 of the review, Barefoot Planning presented a series of
recommendations to better align relevant regulatory policies with the
Town's key planning objectives. These recommendations were
supporled by staff and Council,

ln Phase 2,Ihe guiding recommendations from Phase 1 were further
analyzed to determine [a] whether or not such policies would, in fact,
facilitate achieving the Town's objectives, and [b] if so, then what
these new policies should be.

The detailed recommendations from Phase 2 include the following:

o Amend the existing density framework to include [1] a guiding
policy in the OCP to enable Density Bonusing, [2] Base and Bonus
Floor Area Ratio maximums in the Zoning Bylaw, and [3]
recommended amenity contributions based on increases in
permitted floor area

o A minimum 1Oo/o of new multifamily units must be 3 bedroom, and
new multifamily buildings must be at least 2 storeys in height

o ln Cl, any building wall along any street must be at least 2 storeys
in height with a maximum setback of 4.5m

. Upper storey stepbacks should only be encouraged on the fourth
storey and above

r Additional upper storey stepbacks and setbacks should be
encouraged at the interface between RM/C and R zones

o Parking cash-in-lieu fees should be reduced from $20,000 to
$5,000-10,000 per stall, and these payments should be made into
a new Alternative Transportation Fund

o A maximum of 50% of a lot in the study area may be dedicated to
surface parking

We believe that, by adopting the detailed recommendations found in

this repod, the Town will [a] be better able to achieve its policy and
planning objectives and [b] create a more clear and transparent
approach to development for residents, staff, Council, and land
owners alike.
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lntrod uction
Ove rview

ln late 2015, the Town of Sidney contracted Barefoot Planning to
review the way density is regulated in Sidney's Downtown Mixed Use
and Multi-Family areas.

ln Phase 1 of the revieq Barefoot Planning presented a series of
recommendations to better align relevant regulatory policies with the
Town's key planning objectives. These recommendations were
supported by staff and Council.

ln Phase 2,the guiding recommendations from Phase 1 were further
analyzed to determine [a] whether or not such policies would, in fact,
facilitate achieving the Town's objectives, and [b] if so, then what
these new policies should be.

Pu rpose

The purpose of the Density Review is to revisit how density is
regulated in Sidney and, by doing so, inform the Town's next phase
of growth in order to maximize community benefit.

The project team established a set of overarching objectives based
on the local development and policy context:

o Encourage redevelopment and increased population to support a
number of policy objectives in Sidney's OCP, including economic
vitality and regional population growth;

o lncrease affordability and housing options;

o Ensure contextual densification and a high standard of design
(e.9., new development that is in context with the surrounding
neighbourhood); and,

. lmprove policy to streamline processes, facilitate development, and
harmonize policy documents.

These four objectives are the framework from which this review -
both Phase 1 and now Phase 2 -was undeftaken.
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Phase l Outcomes

The key outcomes from Phase 1 were as follows

r Units Per Hectare (UPH) maximums in the OCP are too low to
achieve the Town's goals

o Existing UPH maximums also:
. Underutilize land and limit its potential for redevelopment
r Risk redeveloping without benefits of higher densities and good

design
¡ Push developers and the Town into rezoning processes to

achieve viable projects - which acts as a barrier to
development

o Current parking regulations limit density and diminish design
objectives

o Provisions for Family-size units could help meet long-term housing
needs

o Density bonusing should be thoughtfully employed to achieve
select planning goals

ln summary it was recommended that Sidney amend its density
regulations to better meet key planning objectives.

ln Phase 2, these outcomes were carried fon¡uard for further analyses
and then detailed policy recommendations. This content can be
found in the following 5 sections: [1] Floor Area Ratio, [2] Density
Bonusing, [3] Family-size Units, [4] Massing Provisions, [5]Off-street
Parking.
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1. Floor Area Ratio (FAR)

Overview

Current Units Per Hectare (UPH) maximums work against the Town's
objectives for the study area: redevelopment, good design,
increased density, attainable housing, and effective policy.

ln Phase 1, it was recommended that the Tôwn discard UPH and
adopt Floor Area Ratio (FAR), also known as Floor Space Ratio
(FSR), as the principal toolfor regulating density in the study area.
FAR regulates density in ways that complement the objectives of the
Town - by not restricting the number or size of units in a
development and by better facilitating contextual densification.

ln Phase 2,the appropriate Base and Bonus FAR were determined
for each relevant zone. Doing so required careful consideration,
digital modeling, and scenario analysis to avoid unintended
consequences - such as promoting undesirable built forms or
creating disincentives to development or desirable densities.

Understand ing FAR

Floor Area Ratio is the relative amount of built floor area compared to
total lot area. At its most basic, this ratio is calculated by dividing the
total floor area by the total lot area.

FAR = Total Floor Area / Total Lot Area

For example, a two storey building with each floor being 500m2 has
a total floor area of '1,000m2. On a 1,000m2 lot, this means a ratio of
1000/1000, which equals 1.0 FAR (see diagram in right sidebar).

Because it determines the buildable floor area, FAR tells us the total
massing of a development. Thus, FAR has a relationship with
development scale - but only indirectly with built form (as illustrated
on right). However, paired with height and setbacks regulations,
which determine a maximum 'building envelope', FAR can work to
guide future building form while allowing flexibility in design and
housing solutions,

ln calculating FAR, certain areas may be excluded from the
calculations, such as crawl spaces or balconies. See "Calculating
FAR and Exclusions" for more detail.

Examples of 1.0 FAR on
1,2, and 4 storeys.



Methods

ln order to determine an appropriate Base and Bonus FAR maximum
for each zone, we undertook the following analyses:

o Reviewed development examples in Sidney;

o Reviewed best practice density regulations from other
municipalities;

o Calculated the gross maximum FAR based on the zoning
provisions (e.9., height, lot coverage);

o Calculatedlhe achievable FAR in each zone based on:
o Buildable area created by setbacks for different lot sizes;
o Parking type (e.9., 1st storey, half storey, underground);
o Estimated excluded floor area (8-10%), as recommended

on page 12; and,

o Developed, modeled, and assessed severaldevelopment
scenarios (e.9., varying lot sizes, building footprints, numbers
of storeys, access and parking type).

Throughout these analyses, we asked three guiding questions:

1. What building forms are achievable within this FAR maximum?

2. Does the FAR facilitate a desired building form(s)?

3. Does the FAR have any unintended consequences?

Once draft FAR were determined, further staff discussions and public
consultation led to the development of FAR recommendations.

DISCUSSION

For each zone, we developed multiple development scenarios to test
potential Base and Bonus FAR, as they related to - in particular -
setbacks, lot coverage, height, and parking requirements. These led
to several key considerations:

¡ For lot sizes under approximately 3,000m2, achieving the
maximum lot coverage for RM5, RM6, and RM7 (55-65%) is not
possible, as the setbacks occupy approximately 50% of the lot.

. Thus, the practically achievable FAR in Sidney is inherently limited;
so, maximums should focus on þ the achievable building

7



envelope (from the Zoning Bylaw), and [b] the achievable building
footprint for any given lot size, based on the relevant setbacks,

o The Bonus FAR should be directly informed by the maximum
building envelope of each given zone, as well as policy direction for
height increases in select locations.

o ln turn, the Base FAR should be set to achieve a desirable building
form while incentivizing bonus floor area that achieves increases in

residential density and reductions in surface parking.

o Analyzing potential development scenarios was challenged by the
extraordinary cost of underground parking in Sidney, making it
generally not viable - particularly in 2-4 storey building forms.

¡ As a result, when calculating achievable FAR, it was determined
that FAR calculations (and exclusions)that [a] encourage
underground parking over parking within the building envelope had
less value in the Sidney context than those that [b] encourage
parking within the building envelope over surface parking.

e That said, bonus densities were developed that accommodate a
maximum building envelope with underground parking.

Proposed FAR Maximums

The following tables present and further illustrate the recommended
Base and Bonus FAR maximums for each relevant zone. Example
scenarios are provided for illustrative purposes only and are not
meant to represent all forms permitted within the given FAR.

ïhe following notes can be applied to the recommended Base and Bonus
FAR for the RM zones:

o Base FARs can generally achieve maximum height or maximum lot
coverage - but not both;

o Bonus FARs can generally achieve the maximum building envelope
(max height and lot coverage);

¡ Base FARs accommodate a strong design solution, while lower
potential lot coverages are appropriate for ground-oriented units;

o Bonus FARs incentivize reduced sudace parking and increased
residentialfloor area, particularly in apartment forms; and,

. Parking requirements and/or in-lieu fees need to facilitate achieving
these FARs while still providing outdoor amenity space.
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RM5 Townhouses / Apartments

Max Lot Coverage

Max Height

Achievable FAR

Recommended Base

Scenario I

Scenario 2

Recommended Bonus 1.3 FAR

Scenario I

55o/o

2.5 storeys

0.99-1.49.

0.72 FAR

(see note below)

O.72FAR = 2 storeys at 50% (with parking on
40% of 1 st storey)

0.72 FAR = 2.5 storeys at 40% (with parking
in the half storey)

0.99 FAR = 2.5 storeys at55o/o (with parking
on 100% of the half storey)

Scenario 2 1.29 FAR = 2.5 storeys at 55% (with parking
in 4oo/o of the half storey)

*Based on 55% coverage, 3 parking typologies, and an estimated
10% FAR exclusion

RM6 Townhouses / Apartments

Max Lot Coverage

Max Height

Achievable FAR

Recommended Base

Scenario 1

Scenario 2

Recommended Bonus

(see note below)

(see note below)

55-650/o.

3 storeys

0.99-1.76..

O.9O FAR

0.90 FAR = 2.5 storeys at 50% coverage (with
parking in the half storey)

0.Bg FAR = 3 storeys at 38% coverage (with
parking on 40% of 1st storey)

1.75 FAR

Scenario I 1 .75 FAR = 3 storeys at 650/o coverage (with

ulg parking)

Scenario 2 1 .52 FAR = 3 storeys at 650/o (with parking on
40o/o of 1st storey)

"Up to 65% lot coverage with underground parking or parking within
the building envelope

**Based on 55-65% coverage, 3 parking typologies, and an
estimated 10% FAR exclusion
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RM7 Townhouses / Apartments

Max Lot Coverage

Max Height

Achievable FAR

Recommended Base

55-65%. (see note below)

3 (townhouses)to 4 storeys (apartments)

1 .17 -1.76** (townhouses)
1 .7 6-2.34.* (apadments)

1.3 FAR

Scenario 3 1.94 FAR = 3.5 storeys at 60% (with parking
on 4Oo/o of the half storey)

*Up to 65% lot coverage with underground parking or parking within
the building envelope

Scenario 1
1 .29 FAR = 3 storeys aI55% (with parking on
40% of .1st)

Scenario 2
1 .30 FAR = 4 storeys al49o/o (with parking on
40% of 1st)

Scenario 3
1 .30 FAR = 3-3.5 storeys aL 49o/o (with parking
u/g or in the half-storey)

Recommended Bonus 2.00 tAR

Scenario 1
1 .98 FAR : 4 storeys aT 55o/o (with u/g
parking)

Scenario 2 1.94 FAR = 4 storeys at60o/o (with parking on
4)o/o of 1st storey)

**Based on 55-65% coverage, 3 parking typologies, and an
estimated 10% FAR exclusion

The following notes can be applied to the recommended Base and Bonus
FAR for the C1 zone:

o On Beacon, the Base FAR accommodates buildings close to the
maximum building envelope, increasing redevelopment viability -
particularly on smaller lots.

o Off Beacon, the Base FAR accommodates the maximum height or lot
coverage - but not both.

o Bonus FARs incentivize the pursuit of reduced parking and increased
commercial or residential densities, as well as potential selective
height increases (e.9., on north side of Beacon).

o Parking requirements and/or in-lieu fees need to facilitate achieving
FARs.
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Cl Commercial / Mixed Use (ON Beacon)

Max Lot Coverage

Max Height

Achievable FAR

Recommended Base

Scenario 1

Scenario 2

Recommended Bonus

Scenario I

Scenario 2

100%.

3

2.27-2.62FAR."

2.20 FAR

2.18 FAR = 3 storeys atg7o/o coverage
(parking on 50% of first storey)

2.18= 2 storeys at 95% and 1 storey at
60% (no parking or u/g parking)

2.60 FAR

2.60 FAR = 3 storeys a|96o/o coverage (no
parking or u/g parking)

2.58 = 3 storeys aI B5o/o and 1 storey at
40o/o (no parking or u/g parking)

Cl Commerc¡al / Mixed Use (OFF Beacon)

Max Lot Goverage lO)o/o*

Max Height 4

Achievable FAR 3.06-3.49 FAR*

Recommended Base 2.30 FAR

scenario 1 
?r11" 

r"îil; 
iri:i'"",å"," 

70o/o (with parkins on

Scenario 2 2.27 = 2 storeys a|B?o/o and 2 storeys at 50%
(with no parking in the building envelope)

Recommended Bonus 3.00 FAR

scenario 1 3;?15âkå;:"Jifi""1:¡íåäfrase 
(with

Scenario 2 2.97 FAR = 4 storeys aI70%,2 aI4Oo/o (wiTh
parking underground)

*lOOo/o lot coverage permitted but not practically achievable (97%
achievable with single 1m front setback)

**Based on 97o/o coverage, 3 parking typologies, and an estimated
10% FAR exclusion
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Calculating FAR and Exclusions

As noted previously, the simplest way of calculating FAR is to divide
the total floor area by the total lot area. However, to effectively
employ FAR, there are nuances and complexities that need strong
consideration, including:

¡ Whether parking within the building envelope (e.9., on a half-storey
or within the 1st storey) is included or excluded in FAR calculations.

o These parking areas should be excluded from FAR

calculations, in order to [a] incentivize screened or 'hidden'
parking over sur-face parking; [b] similarly, discourage smaller
building footprints used to create more surface parking area;
and, [c] increase the likelihood of outdoor amenity spaces.

o This exclusion is recommended with knowledge of existing
regulations for parking areas within the first storey (e.9.,
maximum 4Oo/o in RM7). lt is further recommended that the
Town greatly limit any variances to these maximums, in order to
[a] maximize ground-oriented residential or commercial units;
and [b] not create inactive ground floors that do not contribute
to the vibrancy and long-term economic resiliency of the Town.

o Whether certain types of space should be excluded because they
contribute to the livability of residents (e.9., balconies, shared
amenity rooms, separate storage).

o In other words, if these areas are included, then some
developers may prefer to 'max out' private living space,
thereby decreasing livability for residents.

o Thus, it appears appropriate for Sidney to exclude all of the
following floor areas:

. Common amenity spaces (e.9., lobbies, rec rooms)

. Community amenities provided by the developer (e.9., a
public washroom)

o All or parl of a basement
o Crawl space (e.9., a space with under 4' ceiling height)
o Attic space (e.9., a space with under 7' ceiling height)
o Underground parking
o Parking within the building envelope (e.9., 1st storey or

within a half-storey)
o An amount of storage space per unit [fBD)
o Accessory buildings (e.9,, shed)

12



. These exclusions do not include circulation or utility spaces,
including hallways, stainruells, and elevator shafts

¡ These exclusions typically lead to an 8-10% exclusion. The
Town may find it appropriate to set an exclusion
'maximum' (e.9., 10%). This rate (10%) informed the
establishment of base and bonus FARs for each zone,
mitigating concerns over increased massing caused by such
exclusions.

Recommendations

We recommend the following actions with regard to implementing
FAR regulations:

1. Employ the below Base and Bonus FAR maximums for each
zonei

M5: Base = 0.72 / Bonus = 1.30
M6: Base = 0.90 / Bonus = 1.75
M7: Base = 1.30 / Bonus = 2.00
1 on Beacon: Base =2.20 / Bonus =2.60
1 off Beacon: Base = 2.3O / Bonus = 3.00

2. Calculate FAR.,.

a. From the inside face of exterior walls, in order to not
dísincentivize innovative green building strategies that
necessitate thicker walls, such as Passive House; and,

b. Giving strong consideration to the exclusions on the previous
page.

3. Amend the Town's Bonus Density framework, utilizing the
recommendations in the next section.

4. Greatly restrict variances for maximum allowable parking area
within ihe first storey (see Section 5. Off-street Parking for further
parking recommendations).

a.R
b.R
c.R
d.c
e.C
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2. Density Bonusing
Overview

Current UPH maximums are set very low relative to the achievable
building envelope. The result is that developments generally require a
"density bonus" (and rezoning, in Sidney's case)to allow for enough
residential units to make the project viable.

ln Phase .1, 
it was recommended that base densities be increased in

order to achieve the primary objectives of the Town without
rezonings. Additionally, it was recommended thai density bonusing
be maintained to [a] accommodate an increased building envelope
where appropriate, [b] receive amenity contributions in exchange for
these increases, and [c] provide for discretion and potential
negotiation with regard to achieving additional planning goals (e.9.,
right of ways) via the rezoning process.

ln Phase 2, our team [1]through FAR analyses (see Section 1),

determined appropriate Bonus FARs for each relevant zone, [2]
conducted a more detailed analysis of potential density bonusing
frameworks, with specific consideration for the Town's key
objectíves, and [3] determined appropriate amenity contributions,
based on recommendations from Phase 1.

Understand i ng Density Bon us¡ ng

Density bonusing is a tool that creates incentives (e.9., more
allowable floor area)for developers to provide or contribute to
community amenities, such as streetscape improvements, affordable
housing, environmental protection, and public spaces. A municipality
typically develops a density bonusing "framework", which outlines
the'base' and'bonus' densities permitted, recommended amenity
contributions, and other relevant policies.

The practice of density bonusing is regulated by provincial legislation
in British Columbia, and most municipalities in BC employ bonusing.

Bonus FAR

See the previous section for proposed Bonus FAR maximums.
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Density Bonusing Framework

As emphasized in Phase 1, density bonusing is a very context-
dependent tool. While most municipalities utilize bonusing, the
systems vary. A key issue to consider before establishing an
appropriate framework is whether to place the bonus maximums in

the OCP (like Sidney's current system)or in the Zoning Bylaw.

Currently, Sidney's bonus density maximums are located in the OCP.
As a result, property owners must go through a rezoning process to
increase density up to the maximums permitted by the OCP. On the
one hand, this provides discretion to Councilfor each development
seeking a bonus. On the other hand, this process [1] is slower, more
costly, and so a disincentive to redevelopment, [2] can be
contentious for all involved, and [3] lacks clarity (of process) and
certainty (of outcomes) for the development community and the
public.

Bonus density maximums may, instead, be in the Zoning Bylaw.
While this reduces Councildiscretion, this process [1] is more
streamlined (fewer rezonings), [2] provides more clarity and certainty
to development community and the public, and [3] still requires a
rezoning process (i.e., Council discretion and public input)for
densities greater than the permitted bonus.

The following diagram illustrates this framework, which is
recommended for the Town. Note that the FAR numbers in the
below diagram are for illustrative purposes only.

1.4+ FAR

Not Permitted
- Above f .3 FAR
- Requires rezoning

1.3 FAR
Bonus Density
- 1.1 to 1.3 FAR
- Amenity
contribution

T.O FAR

Base Density
- 0.0 to 1.0 FAR
- No contribution

O.O FAR

l
lBonus Density

Base Density
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Amenity Contributions

ln Phase 1, it was recommended that amenity contributions be
required in the form of tangible assets or cash into an amenity fund
Example tangible amenities include: [a] walkways, open spaces,
parks, and plazas, [b] streetscape improvements and landscaping,

þ environmental preservation, and [d] child care facilities.

With this in mind, the Town amend the Zoning Bylaw to require an
amenity fund contribution - or tangible assets of an equal or greater
value - for incremental density increases As demonstrated in the
following table, such contributions should be tied to increases in floor
area rather than FAR - to ensure proportionate contributions for all

lot sizes.

FAR vs. Floor Area Contributions

Lot Size

FAR lncrease (Bonus)

lncrease in FloorArea

App. Additional Units

$150 per 0.001 FAR

App. Contribution Per Unit
(avg.80m2 units)

$150 per 1m2

App. Contribution Per Unit
(avg.80m2 units)

1000rn2

0.4 over base FAR

400m2

5

$60,ooo

$12,ooo

$60,ooCI

$12,000

4{Xl0rnz

0.4 over base FAR

1,600rn2

20

$60,ooo

$3,ooo

s240,000

$12,000

Although counterintuitive, it is more equitable to set contributions
according to increases in floor area rather than FAR. Othen¡rise, as
shown in the above table, larger developments contribute a
proportionally smaller amount per unit or per increase in floor area.

Recommendations

1. Develop a new density bonusing framework based on the
following policies:

a. ln the OCP:

i. A high-level guiding policy to enable density bonusing
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b. ln the Zoning Bylaw:

i. Base and Bonus density maximums for each zone

. See Section 1. for recommended maximums

ii. Related definitions and methods of calculations

See Section 1. for recommended exclusions (to be
detailed by staff)

iii. Recommended amenity contributions

Set a recommended contribution of $150/mzor
amenities of equal or greater value

Create a list of priority community amenities or
amenity types (this may necessitate further planning)

a

a

a
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3. Family-size Units
Ove rview

By promoting the development of a mix of housing types and sizes,
the Town can ensure that it meets the housing needs of the
community over time. A sufficient mix of units may [a] allow for
residents to stay in their community throughout the lifespan; and [b]
create a resilient housing supply that can respond to changing
demographics (e.9., more families) and economics (e.9., needs for
more smaller, attainable units). Moreover, as the Town removes Units
Per Hectare maximums, such provisions can reduce fears about an
over-abundance of smdl unit sizes.

ln Phase 1, it was recommended that the Town adopt provisions that
require [a] family-size units be built in new multifamily developments,
and [b] these units be located on the first two storeys to facilitate the
creation of more attainable family housing - not just penthouses.

ln Phase 2, potential provisions for each relevant zone were carefully
considered. Doing so required scenario analysis to avoid unintended
consequences - such as creating disincentives to development or
desirable densities.

Understand ing Fami ly-size Units

"Family-size" units are conventionally defined as 2-3 bedroom
apartment units that typically have a minimum 'livable' floor area
associated with them. For example, the City of Vancouver requires a
certain percentage (e.9.,25o/o) of family-size units in most new
multifamily developments - 2-bedroom units of at least 850ft2 (79m2)
or 3-bedroom units of at least 1,000ft2 (93m2). For Sidney, where a
significant percentage of new units are already 2 bedroom, "family-
size" would be defined as 3 bedroom units.

Developing family-size units does not mean that they will be bought
by families, initially. However, the idea is to increase the mix of unit
sizes in the housing stock in order to meet future housing needs,

Discussion

There is one key issue that needs consideration: lf family-size units
are not profitable in the current market, then such policy could be a
disincentive to (some) development in Town. This lends to [a] the
provision of a modest requirement, to start, and [b] monitoring of this
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policy and future amendments, as necessary

Fudher considerations include:

o For buildings with limited residential floor area (e.9., low-rise mixed-
use buildings on a small lot), the Town should give strong
consideration to variances to any family-size unit requirement.

¡ For example, a two storey building on a small lot with ground
floor commercial would need to dedicate a disproportionate
amount of floor space to accommodate a single family-size unit
(e,9., 30% of available floor space for a lOVo unit requirement).

o Similarly, a mixed use building with commercial on the first two
storeys could not provide family-size units on these floors.

¡ This regulation may also apply to townhouses, even though they
are almost inherently 'family size'.

o However, due to current demographic and market conditions,
some townhouses in Sidney are being built on just one storey
to appealto senior buyers. Although currently practical, such
forms fail to meet several planning objectives or account for
long-term housing needs.

o Therefore, requiring a two-storey minimum for all new
development in the study area, including townhouses, would
be an effective strategy to [a] create an ideal mix of housing, [b]
sufficiently utilize existing residential land, and [c] create a
strong, complementary design aesthetic in the study area,

Recommendations

1. Require a minimum of 1Oo/o of all new multifamily units be 3-
bedroom (minimum 100m2)or larger, and this requirement must
be satisfied on the first two storeys.

a. Strong consideration should be given for variances when [a]
commercial space is provided on the first two storeys, or [b]
the provision would require a disproportionately high
percentage of residential floor space be given to family-size
units (e.9., 15o/o or more).

2. Require all new multifamily development (including townhouses)
be a minimum of 2-storeys in height.

a. lnclude a provision to ensure that the second storey is at
least 50% of the gross floor area of the first storey.

19



4. Massin$ Provisions
Ove rview

Massing provisions control building form beyond what is achievable
with FAR, height, setbacks, and lot coverage regulations. Such
provisions - whether in the Zoning Bylaw or Development Permit
Area Guidelines - have the potentialto better achieve a high
standard of design while still encouraging redevelopment and
contextual densification.

ln Phase 1, it was recommended that the Town further assess
provisions for þ a minimum street frontage height in order to create
a 'streetwall' and enhance streetscapes in the study area; [b] upper
storey stepbacks for taller buildings, in order to reduce their visual
impact on the street and complement existing character; and, [c]
adjacency setbacks and stepbacks that reduce impacts from taller
buildings on detached homes.

ln this Phase 2, our team assessed and carefully considered the
potential of each of these massing provisions for the study area.

Understand ing Massing Provisions

Massing provisions may reside in the OCB local area plans, or the
Zoning Bylaw. While Sidney currently has some massing provisions
in its Development Permit Area Guidelines (in the OCP), adopting
them into the Zoning Bylaw would add more regulatory strength to
dictating built form.

That said, such provisions can have unintended consequences and
act as barriers to development. For example, stepbacks involve
greater design and construction costs and reduced buildable floor
area- and so may not always be suitable in Sidney's low-rise forms.

Additionally, when thinking about an approrpiate built form for any
given lot, there are many factors to consider:

¡ What are the surrounding built forms and zones?
o What side of the street is the lot on (nodh, south, east, west?)
¡ How large is the lot?
o How wide is the street that the lot fronts on?

Therefore, it is often necessary to examine the ideal massing for
development on a case-by-case basis - not one-size-fits-all
regulations.
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Discussion

For each potential massing regulation, the following key
considerations and conclusions are given:

Streetwall

o Adopting provisions into the Zoning Bylaw for the C1 zone makes
practical sense and helps achieve the Town's planning objectives.

¡ These streetwall regulations would:
¡ Ensure a high standard of urban design in the study area and

avoid unwanted built forms (e.9,, 1-storey commercial);
¡ Work with other policies to promote economic development

and ensure that redevelopment is facilitated; and,
¡ Ensure that available land is not underdeveloped.

o While streetwall provisions typically involve a minimum building wall
(e.9.,2 storeys), the Town should also adopt a maxirnum front
setback for these areas (as already seen in the DPA Guidelines) to
strengthen this regulation and avoid unwanted development.

Upper Storcy Stepbacks

r Currently, the Downtown Commercialand Multifamily Residential
DPA Guidelines include provisions for upper storey stepbacks,
which call for any portions of the building "above two storeys
should be recessed in order to reduce the volumetric impact of the
building on the street."

. Based on the Sidney context, upper storey stepbacks [a]
should only be encouraged on the fourth or even fifth storey;
and [b] should not be brought into the Zoning Bylaw, unless
applied specifically to building heights greater than four storeys.

Adjacency Stepbacks and Setbacks

o The DPA Guidelines loosely address adjacencies - stating that new
development should be compatible with adjacent buildings.

o The Zoning Bylaw includes a specific provision for adjacency
setbacks - for commercial zones abutting RES-1, RES-2, and
RES-3 designated areas. Also, indirectly, the RM zones address
adjacencies by requiring side setbacks proportionate to their
maximum height (i.e., RMZ side setback is larger than for RM6
which is larger than for RM5).

¡ While it seems intuitive to adopt further adjacency provisions into
the Zoning Bylaw, such interfaces (RM or C1 with R zones) are so
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rare and specific in their context that it is more practical to assess
them on a case-by-case basis through the development permit
process.

o lnstead, adjacency setback and stepbacks provisions should be
strengthened in the DPA Guidelines, with specific reference to
increasing setbacks and upper storey setbacks at the interface
between multifamily/commercial and single family zones.

Recommendations

1. Strengthen existing streetwall provisions by adopting them into
the Zoning Bylaw for the C1 Zone

a. e.9., Minimum building wall along any street = 2 storeys

b. e.9., Maximum setback along any street = 4.5m (maintain
existing regulation)

2. Amend the existing DPA Guidelines to only encourage upper
storey stepbacks at the fourth or even fifth storey and above.
Stepbacks on the third storey are only appropriate when
significant adjacency issues are present.

3. Amend the existing DPA Guidelines to improve provisions for
adjacency setbacks and stepbacks, with specific reference to
the interface between RM or C and R zones.

4. Additionally, adjacency stepbacks need only be encouraged on
the third storey and above in the unusual case when a taller
building is proposed immediately adjacent to a single family
home with limited side/rear setbacks.
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5. Off-street Parking
Ove rview

Off-street parking minimums determine the number of parking stalls
required in a development. Typically, a developer may pay'cash-in-
lieu' of providing a specified number of these stalls.

ln Phase 1, it was recommended that the Town conduct a more
detailed review of its Off-Street Parking Bylaw with the intention of
aligning parking regulation with density regulation (as they are directly
connected) and the guiding objectives of the Town.

ln Phase 2,Ihe project team considered whether to amend the way
off-street parking is regulated in the study area and - if so - how.

Understand i ng Off-street Park¡ ng

For decades, cities have grappled with off-street parking minimums
as a barrier to progressive and affordable development. This report
will not detail the justifications for and against off-street parking
minimums. lnstead, we can simply conclude that strictly enforcing
typical off-street parking requirements has worked and will continue
to work against the Tcwn's key planning objectives.

For example, because underground parking is not generally viable in
Sidney, given current development economics and site specific soil
conditions, strict parking minimums tend to [a] dictate building
design, ultimately lowering the urban design quality in the study area;

[b] reduce the achievable residential density in a building, limiting the
economic benefit to the Town; and [c] reduce the ability to provide
more affordable 'car lite' or 'car free' housing units.

Given the compact, walkable form of the study area, including
proximity to services, amenities, transportation, and employment,
Downtown Sidney is an ideal location for residential and commercial
uses in which parking minimums do not exist or are easily relaxed.

That said, concerns exist with regard to building housing without
'enough' parking. The following discussion section addresses these
issues and others associated with our analysis.
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Discussion

Currently, the majority of development applications in the study area
request a parking variance to reduce the number of required stalls, in

order to þ create a financially viable project, and [b] meet the current
demand in the market, instead of providing too much. However, the
current pay-in-lieu amount of $20,000 per stall has seen limited
uptake, suggesting the rate is too high, As a reflection of this, the
Town has more recently been allowing variances without developers
paying in-lieu.

Changing the regulations to better accommodate a reduced number
of off-street parking stalls in new developments speaks to:

r Design objectives of the Town (which indirectly affect the
economic and redevelopment objectives of the Town);

o Affordability objectives of the Town;

o Trends in transportation behaviour (e.9., reduced car
ownership), particularly amongst younger adults;

o Emerging trends in transportation technology (e.9., car sharing,
Uber, driverless vehicles, etc.); and,

o Proper utilization of existing infrastructure (see next bullet)

Some may worry that, should the Town allow housing without
'enough' parking, more residents of the study area will park on the
street - which will create problems. However, in reality, this is not a
significant problem for several reasons:

¡ The Town has an extensive, multi-million dollar infrastructure
that is underutilized - its roads;

o Transportation consultants have concluded that, despite a
common misperception, Sidney's on-street parking demand
has remained more or less the same since 2005;

o While certain blocks experience high occupancy, overall
on-street parking conditions are suitable for a successful
downtown;

¡ Also, the vast majority of this on-street parking occurs during
daytime hours (e.9., people shopping, working), while, the rest
of the time (evenings, night, early morning), this infrastructure is
greatly underutilized ;
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. These times (evenings, night, early morning) are when residents
would primarily use those spaces;

o MaflV progressive cities and towns have recognized [a] the
benefits of not dedicating excess buildable land to parking, and

[b] that allowing (some) residents and visitors to park on-street
ensures greater utilization of public infrastructure.

ln other words, this could allow for [a] better utilization of incredibly
expensive infrastructure and [b] development that maximizes the
value of land in the study area. Moreover, in a "worst case scenario",
reduced off-street parking will create conditions for a private market
for parking stalls - maximizing the use of existing and future surplus
spaces.

With allthis in mind, we conclude that the Town should primarily
maintain its off-street parking requirements while lowering its cash-in-
lieu fee. By doing so, the Town þ creates a mechanism for
'relaxing' (reducing) the requirement without constant variances,
essentially allowing the developer and the Town to determine the
appropriate amount of parking for each development; and [b]
receives funds that could support key planning objectives - such as
reducing dependence on single occupancy vehicles.

Furthet we conclude that the Town should direct in-lieu payments
into a new Alternative Transportation Fund for the following reasons.

o The current payments go to funding a future public parking
structure or spaces in the downtown.

. Such infrastructure is incredibly expensive and not
necessarily reflective of the Town's current or future needs.
Furthet adding more (public)surface parking lots may have
deleterious effects on the design, appearance, and appeal
of the downtown. Moreover, in small increments, the
benefit (e.9., a new parking structure)from such a strategy
is a long way off - and future transportation conditions are
hard to predict.

o Whereas, an Alternative Transportation Fund has the ability to
[a] contribute to 'easy wins' (inexpensive infrastructure)that
provide immediate community benefit, and, importantly, [b]
create conditions to reduce reliance on cars, parking, and the
need for off-street parking spaces or large parking structures.

o However, this is not to say a parking structure in the downtown
is not a good idea. lt is more to say that a better use of in-lieu
fees, specifically, is adaptive change that reduces the need for
these unbuilt stalls.
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Finally, the Town should make complementary efforts to minimize the
impact of parking on building design and streetscape. This could be
achieved through the addition of a maximum allowable surface
parking area (e.9., 5Oo/o of lot) to go with the existing maximum
parking within the first storey (e.9., 4Oo/o in RM7), Few circumstances
should justify a variance for these regulations.

Recommendations

1. Maintain existing Apartment and Townhouse parking minimums

2. Reduce existing Retail Store and Office minimums from 1 per
40m2 to 1 per 80m2, making them comparable to residential
requirements (approximately .1 per 80m2) in terms of floor area.

a. This reduced requirement may result in an increase in
commercial parking demand being accommodated in public
parking - a more efficient use of land. That said, the Town will
need to continue to monitor its public parking supply and
demand, particularly in combination with a reduce in-lieu fee.

3. Reduce the cash-in-lieu fee to $5,000-10,000 per stall

a. This is less than the cost to provide even a surface parking
space, and far less than an underground space. As a result,
the fees generate funds for alternative transportation (see

next recommendation), while not penalizing land owners for
reducing parking allocation.

4. Establish a new Alternative Transportation Fund, to which in-lieu
payments are made.

5. Adopt a new surface parking regulation into the Zoning Bylaw,
allowing a maximum of 5Oo/o of a property be used for surface
parking.

a. This provision, as well as parking on the first storey (see

Section 1.), should rarely be varied.

b. This is a way to [a] ensure building design dictates parking
allocation and not the other way; [b] reduce surface parking
and mitigate its impacts on the community; and [c] reduce
undesirable ground floor layouts - such as minimal usable
floor space (e.9., commercial)surrounded by ground floor
parking.
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Summary Table
Su m mary of Recom mendations

Name Detail

RM5 FARs Base = 0.72, Bonus = 1.30

RM6 FARs Base = 0.90, Bonus = 1.75

RM7 FARs Base = 1.30, Bonus = 2.OO

C1 On Beacon FARs Base = 2.20, Bonus = 2.6O

C1 Off Beacon FARs Base = 2.30, Bonus = 3.00

FAR Calculation
Measure from inside face of exterior walls,
exclude areas from Section 2

Density Bonusing
Guiding policy in OCP; FARs, calculations, and
amenity contributions in Zoning Bylaw

Amenity Contribution $150/mz or amenities of equal or greater value

Family-size Units
Min. 10% of new multifamily units must be 3
bedroom (min. 100m2)

Min. Building Height
New buildings in the study area must be a
minimum of 2 storeys in height

C1 Streetwall Bylaws
Min. building wall height along any street (2
storeys) and max. setback (4.5m)

Stepback Guidelines
Only encourage upper storey stepbacks at on
fourth or even fifth storey and above

Adjacency Guidelines
Encourage stepbacks and setbacks at interfaces
between RM/C and R zones

Parking Minimums
Reduce existing Retail Store and Office
minimums from 1 per 4Om2 to 1 per B0m2

ln-lieu Fees
Reduce the cash-in-lieu fee from $20,000 to
$5,000-1 0,000 per stall

Alt. Trans. Fund
Establish a new Alternative Transportation Fund
to which in-lieu payments are made.

Allow a maximum of 50o/o of a property be used
for surface parkingSurlace Parking
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Appendix B

Density Review Public Open House

Public Comment Forms

June 8,2016 - June 29,2016

Gomments:

Agree with increasing affordaþle housrng within Sidney. lncreased population inevitable but an
infrastructure critical. i.e. local public transport to encourage less use of vehicles. Sidney
suffering badly by increased car density already essential that this be attended to. More people
need more options for transport than individual cars. The "village" of Sidney needs careful
handling to keep this unique character.

Gomments:

The displays were quite "technical" - but the explanation by Matt was very helpful. I like the idea
of driving development that increases amenities and avoids "end to end" development (to the
property lines).

Comments:

Building/street design: 4th floor should appear as a roof development, not a 4 storey façade.

4th floors on south side of Beacon and Bevan should be setback to allow sun
incidence on streets

Given economics is an issue, the Town should revisit the 15,000 build out numbers in restricted
areas of the CBD.

Building design needs expert review critique, could be an APC function with qualified APC
members.

Comments:

Excellent presentation - Evan very knowledgeable and personable

Do not support bonus denisification, especially cash for more density. Zoning should be final.

Do not support building heights beyond 3-4 stories anywhere in Sidney. Out of character and
unsuitable to Town's vibe.

Request caution in approving/encouraging commercial/residential combos beyond downtown
core (red zone)



Gomments:

I believe that this is a positive step for the Town. Please, however, consider the following:

- Zoning requirements for one car per unit must be maintained as should other essential
guidelines.

- The availability of bonus density should best be eliminated. lf this is not deemed possible
because there will always be pressure to exceed the base then the bonus should be 1.1

not 1.3.
- The bonus limit should be clear to anyone looking to move into the area and there

should be no way it can be exceeded.
- The contribution for bonuses should be significant in order to avoid it being seen as a

simple "thirty pieces of silver."

Comments

This is a really complex issue. A decision to move to FAR does provide greater flexibility to
achieve... ..

Panels 6, 7, and I are good at explain how FAR would work. When you get to panel 10, it is not
clear why you start with a base density of 1, then add a bonus density of .3 for a total of 1.3.

So if I want to buy a property and I am told the density on a neighbouring property is 1.3 I will
want to know what this will mean in terms of a# of stories, # of units, building mass, etc. lt will
also be important to know that a developer will still need to come to council for approval of the
look and feel of the building. Communication will be really important. lf not council will be facing
angry neighbours who are surprised to find their 2 storey neighbours house will be replaced by
4 or 5 storeys of 10 or 20 units.

Gomments:

Overall, the presentation materials and support staff answering questions were excellent. Here
are my comments:

1. Overall the movement to FAR as opposed to UPH seems like a good idea.
2. Overall, I agree that in commercial & multi-family residential RM 5 - 6 - 7 areas -where

there is older, less dense housing that density could increase.
3. I would like to know or be assured that minimum setbacks for yards will be maintained.
4. I do_ngt agree with decreased parkinq requirements. You need a minimum 1 parking

spot for each resident and some visitor parking in developments.
5. The idea of bonus FAR is scary. My concern is the Town receives enough amenities

and/or money for the increased density. Do not underfund this if it is allowed. Maybe not
having BONUS is the way to avoid - but if allowed as I suspect it would be make sure
the cost is high enough and climbs with each year,

6. I have concerns about sunlight on streets. Required yard setbacks and building
stepbacks at 3'd and 4th floor are important - not only the top storey. l'd even want these
at2nd floors if possible



7. I want to see grass, plants in front and side yards when you get into the residential
zones (RM 5-6-7)

8. Along Beacon Ave & Commercial- I would like to see provisions to "keep sunlight" and
step back upper stories as much as possible.

Gomments:

I found the visual display boards difficult to understand - A lot of language pertinent to
development standards.

Once we talked with Matt - he helped (us) understand the concepts - it does sound like a
changes are an improvement over what exists now.

Comments:

My understanding is that there is a provision in the proposed FAR for a 1Ùo/o amenity space.
This seems to be unnecessary and confusing. The calculation of FAR should be based on
Gross Floor Area. I can't imagine any developer that would not incorporate at least 10% of
amenity space.

lf bonus density is going to be retained it is critical that the list of amenities be made clear to the
public at the time of rezoning.

Gomment:

Developers should have to replace trees that are cut down so they can build to the make
accountable!

Other regions do this! We need trees to cut pollution, give us oxygen, beautify our community,
home for birds, stabilizes the ground.

Developers shouldn't get whatever they ask for.

Where are the trees that are being replaced in Sidney?

Comment continued pg. 2:

Please don't allow 3 storey skinny townhouses with tiny ??? and tiny green space.

1.8 million not affordable housing

It will look like Richmond or Surrey.

Crowded traffic jams, lack of a feeling of community. Loss of Nature.

We must get new planners and a new council to save Sidney.

But by the time they are out it will be too late.

Gomment continued pg. 3:



Ugly buildings - cement 4-6 storeys, built up to the sidewalk - not conforming to other buildings
near them that have grass, trees, plants, flowers, others also being built in the core. i.e. Bevan
and Fifth... Shameful!

Gomment continued pg. 4:

Overview of Phase 1

Ensure contextual densification + a high standard of design (eg. New development that is in
context with the surrounding neighbourhood.)

That does not seem to be applied on Ardwell and Resthaven. The developer will build 17 homes
in an old established neighbourhood that was zoned for 11 homes.

60 Trees cut down neighbourhood disrupted. 500 name petition ignored!

So much for the promised input from the residents!

Comment Continued pg. 5:

The picture of apartments separated by a wide cement walkway is not what we want Sidney to
become. Cold, impersonal, unnatural.

Comment Continued pg. 6:

Statement - Development occurs at densities that are insufficient to achieve the goals of the
town. Also becomes less viable for developers. Oh! Poor Developers!

What about the "goals" of the residents. This town attracts visitors and tourists it is unique,
quaint, friendly, and has a magnificent setting.

Ocean, "trees", shoreline. Oh, not manv trees anymore!

Comments:

I came to your presentation thinking I didn't really want densification and came away most
impressed as to what densification could actually look like. I do believe that we need more
affordable options for all residents of Sidney and a good neighbourhood mix from young people
and families to seniors. lf this goes forward as it was shown it should make for a more vibrant
Sidney.

I do have a couple of comments on two other issues.

1. We do need more parking for residents who come to shop in the downtown core and for
visitors who come to shop and explore our beautiful town. Perhaps we could develop a
multi-level pay parking lot where there is already one on 3'd and another closer to the
highway.

2. Why have we put low cost housing in the most expensive part of Sidney with higher
taxes and other benefits waived for an extensive period of time? Could we not have put
this development in a slightly less costly area? This is very costly for the other residents
of Sidney.



Comments:

HEY SIDNEY! Your'quaint & beautiful seaside town'vibe is NOT welcome in the mayor's new
visionl Your blue skies and gentle storefronts don't mesh with his "impersonal Victoria cramped
& frantic downtown" plans!

So put your beautiful Big-Sky head down and get outta here fast - Or Else! We don't want your
neighbourly high-street interfering with our "Victoria's Ugly Ugly Sister" plans, or with our wanna-
be plans for looming buildings, dark alleys and 'twilight gloom'.

The NEW Community Plan calls for The Beacon Avenue Wind TunnelAffect, row upon row of
impersonal rectangles looking down on tiny sidewalks. Sorta like the Windy City of Chicago
(and its broken financial woes). Our ghost town-whoops we mean-City will have grey and empty
streets, empty shop windows, and a notable absence of tourists. Residents of Sidney will be
conspicuous by their absence, having fled to sunlight and blue skies of the suburbs of 'outef
Sidney, from whence they will drive to various malls (Gateway, perhaps) and never set foot on
Beacon Avenue. Talk about "pedestrian-friendly" Sidney!

NOTE TO MAYOR PRICE:

This is only your second year as Mayor of Sidney. The zeal with which you approach your
'visioning' puts me in mind of an overexcited toddler winging all his toys around the living room
in an excited frenzy. 6-storey Condos in the downtown! Wham! BIG Debt & Expensive Leases
for New Safety Building! Pow! Skateboard Park at Tulista! Bang! Density Study Review! Biff!
Foot-Passenger Ferry on the Beacon Wharf! Pow!

As a Sidney resident and residential property taxpayer, I am aghast and alarmed at the haste
with which you are throwing ideas (and dollars) around. lt's Exciting to have all this mayoral
power but many of these projects and decisions are irreversible.

I'm not against density per se. Well-designed density brings a sense of community while
respecting the environment & green (and blue!) space.

It is not person-friendly to look up to the sky and instead see wall-to-wall buildings towering
above you.

I ask you and councilto take a step back and revise your density plans.

And before you start another project PLEASE repair and straighten the horrible paver-lifting,
grate-ridden sidewalks on Becon Avenue.
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