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Cadboro Bay Residents Association 

Response to the HB Lanarc Report Titled “Better Neighbours: A plan for improved 

CARSA project consultation efforts by UVic” 
 

January 25, 2012 

This document is the Cadboro Bay Residents Association’s (CBRA’s) formal response to the report titled 
“Better Neighbours: A plan for improved CARSA project consultation efforts by UVic”, which was prepared 
for the University of Victoria by HB Lanarc Consultants (“the consultant”.)  

Overall, we feel that the report does an excellent job of identifying the issues with past consultation efforts.  
It contains good suggestions on how to rectify these problems in the future by working more collaboratively 
and communicating more effectively.  We feel the recommendations put forward are not really that 
different from what the community has been asking UVic to follow all along.  In addition, the report 
accurately summarizes the mistrust that has developed within the community due to the mishandling of 
previous issues. 

The consultant describes meaningful input as “broad-based input that happens early in the design and 
development process .... and is reflected in the evolving design of the project”.  The CARSA project needs to 
meet that objective in order to gain community trust.  To accomplish this, the CARSA planning process needs 
to begin anew and involve the stakeholders in the design process, as the first part of the study suggests.  To 
continue with the current CARSA plan, which was not developed in the consultative manner that the study 
now recommends, means that the CARSA process is still adopting a “Design, Announce, and Defend” 
approach.  The stakeholders should not have to react to a plan; they must be involved in the development of 
the plan, as the study recommends. 

The timelines outlined at the end of this report mean the revised process that is recommended cannot be 
used on the CARSA project.  The initial design of the CARSA project took many months.  It would be 
impossible within a 5-month period (from the end of January to early June) to hire a consultant, obtain 
community feedback, meaningfully re-design the project (only 4 weeks are allocated to this activity), and 
take it back to the community for confirmation.  The timeline proposed will simply result in another “Design, 
Announce, Defend” consultation process.  Even if it is only the parkade that is being re-designed, it could not 
possibly be done in 4 weeks.  We believe that any meaningful redesign would involve re-locating it, splitting 
into multiple parkades, putting part of it underground, or some other major change – not just planting vines 
on the side.  Clearly, the entire review process must be timely, thorough and meaningful. 

The University needs to re-establish its credibility with CARSA, not with a subsequent project.  The review 
should not be driven by an arbitrary timeline.  Where did the timeline come from?  There is no pressing 
urgency for this project.  If there is urgency, the University should disclose it and explain it.   

We also note that this section states that the "implementation of the recommendations and the effort 
required for further community consultation on CARSA was not part of the consultant’s contract with 
UVic.”  Who is going to do this, given that this process is supposed to begin in late January?  Who will be 
responsible for reporting publicly on whether or not UVic is actually following the recommendations and 
incorporating community concerns in its redesign of CARSA – assuming there is a redesign and not just a 
defence of the current plan.  Given that nothing has changed at UVic - the same people are dealing with us 
and are responsible for the project - why should we believe that UVic will change? 

In addition, at the bottom of page 12, a bullet refers to “Revised Development Variance Permit application 
and summary report – written with District staff report format.”  We do not believe the project should be 
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pre–judged by the consultants as requiring a Variance Permit before the consultation has taken place.  If 
UVic wishes to avoid consultation in the redesign of the CARSA project, it could design a complex that meets 
the current zoning requirements. 

The points above represent the most significant concerns of CBRA; we have identified some additional 
concerns below, ordered by the corresponding section in the report. 

A. Section 3 - Project Activities and Timelines 

Under “Brief CARSA Background”, it states that “The Campus Planning Committee considered the siting of a 
new facility in December 2008 in conjunction with the direction provided in the Campus Plan on preferred 
sites.   The 2003 campus plan does not delineate specific sites, so what led the committee to agree to a 
parking structure of the size and location which the University now proposes? 

There is also reference to the University “having confirmed financing for the project and with internal 
confirmation of the final design for the facility and the Parkade...”  We wonder if the financing requirements 
drove the design of the parkade. 

Also in this section, the consultant describes the 22 key informants who were interviewed.  In the 
documentation sent to the consultant prior to the selection of the informants, CBRA expressed its concerns 
that the informants needed to be weighted, for two reasons.  Firstly, a community association such as CBRA, 
which represents 294 households in Cadboro Bay (by paid membership) is given the same weighting as – for 
example - one student journalist.  Secondly, the CARSA project will impact the neighbouring communities far 
more than it will other key informants.  In “Process Finding #8” in Section 4 (Summary of Findings Regarding 
Previous CARSA Consultation Efforts by UVic), the report specifically notes the perception that UVic is not 
recognizing the scale of its impact on surrounding communities, and how that impact is increasing. 

We also note that the list of key informants does not include anyone associated with the CanAssist project.  
It also does not include input from the Saanich Advisory Design Panel, the Saanich Heritage Foundation, BC 
Transit and groups concerned with sustainability – groups which CBRA asked UVic to include in these initial 
talks.   

B. Section 4 – Summary of Findings Regarding Previous CARSA Consultation Efforts by UVic 

Process Findings 

The last sentence on page 6 (continued on the top of page 7) implies external interests (i.e. community 
associations) would be more accepting of UVic’s plans if they were aware of the internal interests being 
dealt with by UVic.  We find this statement somewhat patronizing.  Perhaps UVic should be doing a better 
job of communicating this information. 

Content Findings 

The scope of UVic’s contract with HB Lanarc was presented to the public as focused solely on the scope of 
the process for community-public consultation.  All correspondence with key informants refers to the 
objective of “developing a consultation plan”.  All of the questions posed by HB Lanarc in the single one-
hour-long interview accorded had to deal with the consultative process.  We were told that this phase would 
be about consultation and that the second phase would deal with content.   

Despite this, the report provides a series of “Content Findings” in this section which are at best premature 
and unsubstantiated, and which appear to be justifications for UVic’s approaches to this development. All 
five Content Findings seemed designed to support UVic returning with a substantially unchanged proposal. 
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Content Finding #1.  

This finding mixes several important issues and then says that these all appear to be related to parking.  
Interviewees were not asked about this. This is the exact point pressed by UVic’s VP announcing the holding 
of consultations on this project.  On October 6, 2011, the VP announced in a press release “We’d expect the 
new consultation process to focus on the concerns raised around how we will provide additional parking 
capacity to support the centre and other campus activities, and on traffic issues. But we’ll want to confirm 
that’s the right focus before we get started.”   CBRA has stressed concerns about the overall siting of the 
massive complex.  We have concerns about sustainability, heritage and trees.  These concerns are now 
subsumed into comments about parking. 

Content Finding #2 

We feel these comments about traffic are misleading.  Saanich’s plans for the upgrading of McKenzie Avenue 
were finalized before UVic announced it was seeking to build a the sports venue and a parkade containing 
over 500 parking spots with access and egress via McKenzie Avenue.  The proposals for McKenzie Avenue 
are inadequate and have not yet received municipal budget funding.  Upgrades to McKenzie Avenue should 
include off-road bike paths for cyclists, improved facilities for transit users and pedestrians and 
improvements to the safety situation from McKenzie down Sinclair to Cadboro Bay.   

The last sentence states that we (presumably the community) did not understand the actual traffic impacts 
of CARSA.  We would suggest that it was UVic that did not.  As an example, UVic has not considered the 
combined traffic impact of CARSA and the proposed Queenswood development.  

Content Finding #3 

This finding records community and student concerns about the need to improve public transit to UVic and 
then goes on to argue that UVic’s integration with BC Transit is “not well understood”.  Before UVic invests 
$17 million in stacking cars on top of one another, CBRA suggests that UVic invest significant funds in public 
transit and facilities for cyclists.  CBRA asked that BC Transit be interviewed for this report, but was refused 
by UVic.   

Content Finding #5 

This finding states that “most people do not understand the unique pressures that UVic operates under” and 
then suggests that the university should explain this better.  This strikes us as preparation for returning to 
Council with a substantially unchanged proposal.   

C. Section 5 - Recommendations for an Improved CARSA Consultation Process by UVic 

Under the heading “Recommendations to “kickstart” development of an improved framework for future 
UVic consultation”(point ‘n’), the report recommends that the campus plan review scheduled for 2014 
include a review of issues raised that require larger university policy consideration.  A list of several issues 
then follows.  This list, however, is not comprehensive, and there are many other larger issues that need to 
be raised, including: 

i) Building Height 

The most recent version of UVic’s Campus Plan, published in 2003, states the following: 

LB#13 Building Height   Generally, building heights should not exceed six storeys, but will be considered on a 
case-by-case basis. The form, mass and design of taller buildings should be complementary to existing 
buildings. Where a lower structure is planned, the University and its revenue providers will consider the long-
term cost-effectiveness of a structure designed to allow subsequent vertical or lateral additions. 
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Saanich’s zoning for the university campus (P-1U) states that buildings and structures “shall not exceed a 
height of 10.0 m (32.8 ft).” 

We feel the campus plan should state that “Generally, building heights should not exceed a height of 10 
meters”.  Instead, they are stating that their standard is a building which is at a minimum 100% higher than 
what is allowed under the permitted zoning. 

ii) Areas for Future Development 

We also note with some concern that UVic intends to concentrate new building outside of Ring Road on the 
Saanich side of the campus.  The diagram shown below, which is taken from the 2003 Campus Plan, clearly 
shows 10 preferred building areas in Saanich, and only 1 in Oak Bay.  This is despite the fact that the 
university has large tracts of undeveloped land in Oak Bay, such as the CJVI property shown in this diagram 
(a.k.a. the dog walking park).  We question why Saanich should bear the brunt of UVic’s proposed growth.   

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

iii) Vision for the Campus 

The proposed 7-storey parkade for CARSA, described by the District of Saanich’s Design Council as “massive 
and unrelenting”, clearly does not fit in with the following vision outlined in the 2003 campus plan: 

1.2 A Renewed Vision 

Ours is a campus to be walked, and it should remain so. New buildings and facilities will be designed at a 
human scale, with safe and open access to all, in the spirit of an intimate and welcoming landscape.  


