From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Julie Coneybeer
Denise Blackwell; Lanny Seaton; Lillian Szpak; Matt Sahlstrom; Norma Stewart; Roger Wade
Matthew Baldwin; Suzette Chapman
FW: 20191002 Albert INTERNICOLA RE: Safety Issues with File # Z19-0010 2627 Millstream development
October 3, 2019 9:44:31 AM
30 September 2019 letter safety.doc

Council fyi.
Suzette – please include with public hearing package. Thx
Julie Coneybeer
Executive Assistant
Mayor, Council and CAO
City of Langford, 250-478-7882 (ext 4204)
From: Julie Coneybeer
Sent: Thursday, October 3, 2019 9:43 AM
To: 'axinum' <info@axinum.com>
Subject: 20191002 Albert INTERNICOLA RE: Safety Issues with File # Z19-0010 2627 Millstream
development
Good Morning Mr. Internicola, thank you for your letter received for Mayor Young and Council
regarding safety issue concerns with File #Z19-0010 2627 Millstream Development and please be
advised that it will be shared with them and it has also been forwarded to the Planning Department
to include with the public hearing package for when this application proceeds to the next phase.
Thank you
Julie Coneybeer
Executive Assistant
Mayor, Council and CAO
City of Langford, 250-478-7882 (ext 4204)
From: axinum <info@axinum.com>
Sent: Wednesday, October 2, 2019 9:22 PM
To: Denise.Blackwell02@gmail.com; Roger Wade <rwade@cityoflangford.ca>; trakside99@shaw.ca;
lseatonis@gmail.com; Julie Coneybeer <jconeybeer@cityoflangford.ca>; Lillian Szpak
<lszpak@cityoflangford.ca>; Norma Stewart <nstewart@langford.ca>; Mayor Young
<mayor@langford.ca>
Cc: 'Susan Duckworth' <susanjduckworth@gmail.com>; 'Al - Marlisa place' <info@axinum.com>;
'Lori Ann Locken' <yaya13712@gmail.com>; tschuss@shaw.ca; dwc751@gmail.com; 'Lori Ann
Locken' <lahappy@telus.net>; daveswoodworkingandcabinetry@shaw.ca; jefffiorin@hotmail.com;
west_hawk_env@shaw.ca; dsaj1@telus.net; kffiorin@telus.net; donhavard33@gmail.com;
krisnel65@hotmail.com
Subject: Safety Issues with File # Z19-0010 2627 Millstream development
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Dear Mr Mayor and City Counsellors of the City of Langford’,
Attached find a letter that points out the danger of having the above mentioned subject development
proceed as presented by the developer.
It is my hope for the sake and safety of our neighbourhood you strongly consider it.
Sincerely,
Albert Internicola
670 Marlisa Place
My apologies on the previous email I neglected to add the attachment.
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30 September 2019.
Re: File # Z19-0010 subject property 2627 Millstream Road.
Mr Mayor and Langford City Counsellors,
We, residents of the neighbourhood of the above subject property are not against
growth in the City of Langford. Our major concern is the safety of all residents in
the area.
The proposed development as described by Mr Mark Johnston of Nextview
Construction Limited and 1177016 BC Limited puts pedestrians as well as
vehicles in grave danger. They are proposing 40 to 80 additional vehicles to use
Marlisa Place as well as Millstream on a daily basis.
Presently there are a limited amount of sidewalks on Millstream Road and none
on Marlisa Place. The latter has ditches on each side of the road. Children and
adults must use the center of the road to walk. All these roads are narrower than
most. There is limited lighting for individuals that use the roads in the evening.
Most often drivers cannot see pedestrians walking at night.
At this time vehicles using Millstream road must tackle congestions and bottle
necks every single day. During rush hour, the junction of Millstream Road,
Strandlund Avenue and Peatt Road is heavily congested with vehicles.
We are aware of a traffic study that was done on the area. None of us have had
access to it. We cannot imagine the study being pro the addition of all these
vehicles.
The above companies own 671 Marlisa Place as well as 2631 Millstream road.
They can easily combine 2627 and 2631 Millstream into one development and
not need to use Marlisa Place as an access road.
We ask that you carefully consider the above application versus the safety of the
residents.
We, inhabitants of this area will do all we can to keep us safe. This will include
approaching legal bodies for advice and clarity on the legality of the above
proposal. Also we will talk to numerous sources in the media to assist us in this
struggle. This is not meant as a threat. We are simply worried for our safety.
Sincerely,
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Leah Stohmann
Albert Internicola
Denise Blackwell
RE: Proposed Development
July 5, 2021 11:56:00 AM

Good morning,
Thank you for your letter with regards to the proposed rezoning of 2627 and 2631 Millstream Rd. I
can confirm that it has been received, and will be included in a future Council agenda if this
application proceeds to a Public Hearing.
You are correct that OCP Amendment Bylaw No. 1987 proposes to amend the OCP designation of
the these properties, among others fronting Millstream and Wagar Roads north of Reflections, to
Neighbourhood from City Centre. This is largely due to the characteristics of the neighbourhood,
and that the location is not ideal for high density or commercial redevelopment as anticipated within
the City Centre designation area. As you imply that you don’t feel the proposal for the properties
complies with the Neighbourhood OCP designation, I will provide a bit more information about the
OCP. The Neighborhood designation does encourage a range of housing types including both low
rise and medium density residential development. While a few low-rise and ground oriented
housing types that were considered innovative at the time the OCP was created are specifically listed
within the text of the Neighbourhood policies, multi-family and medium density housing choices are
also noted. We consider the current proposal consisting of a three-storey and six-storey component
as meeting the objectives to create medium density housing in Neighbourhood areas, particularly as
the properties are located on a corridor and within walking distance of services, amenities, and the
rapid bus line. A 6-storey multi-family building does fall within the “medium density” category as
opposed to being considered “high density”, and in fact the Zone that the owners wish to utilize is
called the RM9 (Medium Density Apartment) Zone. As such, staff would not suggest that an OCP
amendment would be required in order for Council to continue with their consideration of the
rezoning proposal.
The OCP also contains objectives to diversify housing options throughout the City and to create
affordable, attainable home ownership opportunities. On this last point, the Housing Needs Report
completed for the City in late 2020 emphasized the affordability challenges being experienced by
Langford residents, particularly those making less than the median income. Housing choice on the
affordable end of the market for families and seniors in particular was highlighted as a gap in our
current housing stock, and the creation of the new housing will be necessary to keep up with
projected demand and population growth as well as to help alleviate the ongoing inflation of market
pricing. New multi-family condo units will be a critical component of filling this gap and providing
affordable home ownership opportunities.   
I hope this provides a little more context regarding the OCP designation and OCP in general. As part
of the review of any rezoning proposal, Council will consider the feedback from the community
submitted as part of the public process, along with the policies, goals and objectives of the OCP and
other information, such as the Housing Needs Report, that they feel are appropriate to their decision
making.
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Best regards,
Leah Stohmann, MCIP, RPP
Deputy Director of Planning and Subdivision, Approving Officer
250.478.7882 x4409

From: Albert Internicola <AlbertInternicola@axinum.onmicrosoft.com>
Sent: July 3, 2021 10:01 PM
To: Leah Stohmann <lstohmann@langford.ca>
Subject: Proposed Development
Please find attached our letter of concern.
Debbie Aadland – Albert Internicola
670 Marlisa Place
Langford BC
V9B 4Y8
250-478-0420
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Braden Hutchins
Leah Stohmann; Trina Cruikshank; Suzette Chapman
FW: 20210610 - Albert Internicola RE: File # Z19-0010 - Rezoning & Development of 2627 & 2631 Millstream Rd
June 11, 2021 12:22:17 PM

Braden Hutchins
Director of Corporate Services
250.391.3409

From: info@axinum.com <info@axinum.com>
Sent: June 11, 2021 11:47 AM
To: Braden Hutchins <bhutchins@langford.ca>; Marie Watmough <mwatmough@langford.ca>
Cc: dsaj1@telus.net; dwc751@gmail.com; kilarski@telus.net; west_hawk_env@shaw.ca; 'Al'
<info@axinum.com>; 'Bea and Steve' <bingobe1@shaw.ca>; 'Deb' <deb.w@live.ca>; 'Don Havard'
<donhavard33@gmail.com>; 'Ed Machtmes' <edmachtmes7@gmail.com>; 'Eric'
<emcniece@gmail.com>; 'Ian Frame' <ianframe@ymail.com>; 'Jeff Fiorin' <jefffiorin@hotmail.com>;
'Justine Pohl' <justinepohl@gmail.com>; 'Karen Fiorin' <kffiorin@telus.net>; 'Kristin Mathe'
<kristen65@hotmail.com>; 'Lisa Walker' <lisaw0409@gmail.com>; 'Lori Ann Locken'
<yaya13712@gmail.com>; 'Pamola Carrick' <duffer007@shaw.ca>; 'Ricardo Hein'
<ricardohein31@gmail.com>; 'Ron Butterfield' <rbutterfield@gmail.com>; 'Susan Duckworth'
<susanjduckworth@gmail.com>; 'Tom Miller' <tommunist@hotmail.com>; 'Toni Woodward'
<toni0521@hotmail.com>
Subject: FW: 20210610 - Albert Internicola RE: File # Z19-0010 - Rezoning & Development of 2627 &
2631 Millstream Rd
Dear Ms. Watmough and Mr. Hutchins,
Can you make sure that the following be added as “late correspondence” to the meeting file # Z190010 to be held on Monday, 14 June 2021 at 5:30 pm via teleconferencing?
Sincerely,
Albert Internicola
670 Marlisa Place,
Victoria, BC
V9B 4Y8
250 478 0420

From: info@axinum.com <info@axinum.com>
Sent: June 11, 2021 10:50 AM
To: 'Julie Coneybeer' <jconeybeer@langford.ca>
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Cc: 'Langford Planning General Mailbox' <planning@langford.ca>
Subject: RE: 20210610 - Albert Internicola RE: File # Z19-0010 - Rezoning & Development of 2627 &
2631 Millstream Rd
Thank you so much for the quick response.
Albert Internicola
670 Marlisa Place,
Victoria, BC
V9B 4Y8
250 478 0420
From: Julie Coneybeer <jconeybeer@langford.ca>
Sent: June 11, 2021 8:24 AM
To: info@axinum.com
Cc: Langford Planning General Mailbox <planning@langford.ca>
Subject: 20210610 - Albert Internicola RE: File # Z19-0010 - Rezoning & Development of 2627 &
2631 Millstream Rd
Good Morning Mr. Internicola, thank you for your email addressed to Mayor and Council with your
concerns about this rezoning and your request to postpone the June 14 Planning, Zoning and
Affordable Housing Committee meeting and please be advised that it has been received for review
and consideration. Thank you
Julie Coneybeer
Executive Assistant
250.478.7882 x4204

From: info@axinum.com <info@axinum.com>
Sent: June 10, 2021 6:29 PM
To: Denise.Blackwell02@gmail.com; Roger Wade <rwade@langford.ca>; trakside99@shaw.ca;
lseatonis@gmail.com; Julie Coneybeer <jconeybeer@langford.ca>; Lillian Szpak
<lszpak@langford.ca>; Norma Stewart <nstewart@langford.ca>; Mayor Young
<mayor@langford.ca>; markhj@shaw.ca; info@nextview.ca
Cc: dsaj1@telus.net; dwc751@gmail.com; kilarski@telus.net; west_hawk_env@shaw.ca; 'Al'
<info@axinum.com>; 'Bea and Steve' <bingobe1@shaw.ca>; 'Deb' <deb.w@live.ca>; 'Don Havard'
<donhavard33@gmail.com>; 'Ed Machtmes' <edmachtmes7@gmail.com>; 'Eric'
<emcniece@gmail.com>; 'Ian Frame' <ianframe@ymail.com>; 'Jeff Fiorin' <jefffiorin@hotmail.com>;
'Justine Pohl' <justinepohl@gmail.com>; 'Kristin Mathe' <kristen65@hotmail.com>; 'Lisa Walker'
<lisaw0409@gmail.com>; 'Lori Ann Locken' <yaya13712@gmail.com>; 'Pamola Carrick'
<duffer007@shaw.ca>; 'Ricardo Hein' <ricardohein31@gmail.com>; 'Ron Butterfield'
<rbutterfield@gmail.com>; 'Susan Duckworth' <susanjduckworth@gmail.com>; 'Tom Miller'
<tommunist@hotmail.com>; 'Toni Woodward' <toni0521@hotmail.com>
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Subject: File # Z19-0010
Mr. Mayor and City Counselors,
I’m writing to you concerning the above subject matter file # Z19-0010. In it you inform us that a
meeting will be held on Monday, 14 June 2021 at 5:30 pm via teleconferencing. I would like to
strongly request that this meeting be postponed for a future date. The reason is that most of us are
not familiar with teleconferencing. I understand that this is done due to COVID. BUT we are quite
close to the end of the pandemic. AND, it is such a critical subject to the dwellers on our street as
well as individuals living on Millstream Ave and adjoining streets that delaying the meeting for a few
months is not only wise but also fair to all concerned. This would also give all individuals affected a
chance to meet and discuss how negatively the impact would be. We also have a problem meeting
due to COVID!
In 2019 there was a similar attempt by the same company. I include two attachments from that
period that describe our concerns and you wisely concluded that the road infrastructure cannot
possibly support an additional 113 vehicles (at least 113, not to mention visitors parking and families
with more than 1 vehicle). There is not enough room in our neighborhood’s roads to deal with
additional parking that visitors to the proposed development would require. At the time we asked
YOU to please take a drive through our neighborhood where it is obvious that the roads as is it is
now are already saturated. I was told that you did just that, and concluded what is self-evident.
School busses have difficulties maneuvering through Millstream Ave due to it being narrow and
vehicles are chaotically parked first on one side then the other side of the road. During garbage
collection there are large bins in the middle of the road. A regular car must deal with many blind
areas due to the parked vehicles. Just the other day a large truck with a flatbed could not make it
through the disarray of parked vehicles. The driver tried to turn around by backing into Marlisa
Place. In doing so he knocked down the Marlisa road sign. I worry that a fire truck would never be
able to get through to put out a fire. An additional 135 vehicles would create bottlenecks at Hoffman
Ave and Veteran Way intersection and the Millstream Strandlund Ave and Veterans Way
Intersection. At present, maneuvering a vehicle around the Reflection Building is tricky if person is
familiar with the area. If a driver not familiar then it’s dangerous. As I mentioned above, PLEASE take
a drive around our neighborhood!!!
As explained in one of the attachments, the value of all properties would decrease if these two huge
buildings are built!!
If you allow these two buildings to be built it will negatively affect the life style of everyone in the
area. They are too tall and would introduce a semi-permanent shadow on the homes on the south
side of Marlisa Place. Please note that there are no sidewalks on any cul de sac off of Millstream Ave.
And the few on Millstream are not connected. Pedestrians MUST walk on the streets. Also note that
there are numerous young families with small children. These children use the streets to play.
Pedestrians and children would be exposed to a lot of vehicles and would be in danger of being hit.
In 2019 we strongly suggested that if any pedestrian or child gets hurt due to saturated roads then
the City would be liable!!
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Due to the impact these developments would introduce we as a neighborhood are willing to take
ALL legal steps to stop it. Be it legal actions, contact with the media, petitions, demonstrations, you
name it! We fear for the safety of pedestrians and children!
At the same time we are NOT against growth. If you designate the area as CH1 cluster housing, RM3
or RM2A, the developer can built town housing similar to 2645 – 2678 Millstream (RM3) or housing
as it they exist on the corner of Wagener Ave and Winster Rd (RM 2A). There are many multiple
home types that can be built. These choices would allow the developer to make a large sum of
money and not destroy and endanger the rest of the community.
Sincerely,
Albert Internicola
670 Marlisa Place
Victoria, BC,
V9B 4Y8
250 478 0420 (landline)
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Albert Internicola
Leah Stohmann
Proposed Development
July 3, 2021 10:00:46 PM
Proposed Development.pdf

Please find attached our letter of concern.
Debbie Aadland – Albert Internicola
670 Marlisa Place
Langford BC
V9B 4Y8
250-478-0420
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Debbie Aadland/Albert Internicola
670 Marlisa Place
Victoria BC
V9B 4Y8

Telephone: 250-478-0420

July 4, 2021

Attention: Leah Stohmann

We are writing to support the serious concerns and issues that neighboring residents have regarding the
proposed development for 2627 and 2631 Millstream Road. We understand that the land between
Wager to Marlisa adjacent to Millstream has recently been designated back to Neighbourhood that
supports the OCP objective stated below:
d) BYLAW NO. 1987 56 “Langford Official Community Plan Bylaw, Amendment No.
44, (City Centre Designation Amendment), Bylaw No. 1987, 2021” to Neighbourhood 3
readings done and adopted on
Neighborhood Objective 3.2
Work Parks, Green Corridors, Riparian Areas Small blocks, small lots, sensitive infill
housing Row Housing, townhouses, single family housing Small commercial node on
main street which Millstream Road is not or node (i.e. lake, waterfront, etc.)
We strongly encourage this neighborhood designation in order to control traffic volumes, resident
safety and appropriate daily sunlight requirements. This designation falls in line with other surrounding
neighborhoods where the tallest building is generally 3 storeys and are mostly townhomes and singlefamily dwellings other than the Reflections building.

Sincerely,
Debbie Aadland and Albert Internicola
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Trina Cruikshank
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Braden Hutchins
June 11, 2021 12:31 PM
Leah Stohmann; Trina Cruikshank; Suzette Chapman
FW: Concerns regarding rezoning for development at 2627 and 2631 Millstream Road, Langford
from R2 to RM9
City of Langford letter.docx

Braden Hutchins
Director of Corporate Services
250.391.3409

From: BELINDA M LEBLANC <bingobe1@shaw.ca>
Sent: June 11, 2021 9:08 AM
To: Mayor Young <mayor@langford.ca>; Denise Blackwell <dblackwell@langford.ca>; Roger Wade
<rwade@langford.ca>; rstewart <rstewart@langford.ca>; Lanny Seaton <lseaton@langford.ca>; Matt Sahlstrom
<msahlstrom@langford.ca>
Cc: Braden Hutchins <bhutchins@langford.ca>; Julie Coneybeer <jconeybeer@langford.ca>; Lorne Fletcher
<lfletcher@langford.ca>; Michelle Mahovlich <mmahovlich@langford.ca>; Istohmann <Istohmann@langford.ca>
Subject: Re: Concerns regarding rezoning for development at 2627 and 2631 Millstream Road, Langford from R2 to RM9
Re-sending with attachment.
From: "bingobe1" <bingobe1@shaw.ca>
To: "mayor" <mayor@langford.ca>, "dblackwell" <dblackwell@langford.ca>, "rwade" <rwade@langford.ca>, "rstewart"
<rstewart@langford.ca>, "lseaton" <lseaton@langford.ca>, "msahlstrom" <msahlstrom@langford.ca>
Cc: "bhutchins" <bhutchins@langford.ca>, "jconeybeer" <jconeybeer@cityoflangford.ca>, "lfletcher"
<lfletcher@langford.ca>, "mmahovlich" <mmahovlich@langford.ca>, "Istohmann" <Istohmann@langford.ca>
Sent: Thursday, June 10, 2021 6:28:22 PM
Subject: Concerns regarding rezoning for development at 2627 and 2631 Millstream Road, Langford from R2 to RM9
Good day Mayor Young, City of Langford Councillors and Planning staff:
Attached for your information are my concerns regarding subject re-zoning application which is being put forward at next
week's Council meeting. It would be appreciated if these concerns would be considered / reviewed /investigated prior to
council voting for subject change.
Thank you for your time
B. LeBlanc
Marlisa Place Resident

1
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City of Langford
2nd Floor, 877 Goldstream Avenue
Victoria, B.C. V9B 2X8
Attention: Mayor Stew Young, City of Langford
City of Langford Councillors
Planning, Zoning and Affordable Housing Committee
Re-zoning of Properties at 2627 and 2631 Millstream Road
From R2 to RM9
I am writing council to voice my concerns regarding the developer’s application to re-zone subject
properties as outlined in the City of Langford’s Meeting Notice for next week’s council meeting.
I understand that the developer proposes to build a 111-unit apartment building and 3 town houses on
these 2 lots. I strongly feel that this request should not be approved until the following issues have been
addressed.
TRAFFIC CONCERNS
In 2019 a Traffic Study was done in which the City Engineering Department concluded that the increase
in the number of vehicles this type of development would bring would be sustainable on Millstream
Road. I highly disagreed with that assessment then and now 2 years later the traffic issue has drastically
increased and is in no way sustainable today.
- Millstream is a very narrow road with staggered parking on both sides and with so many
vehicles parked on this road on a daily basis it is often difficult to navigate
- There are people who use this road as a “park & ride” leaving their vehicles on the road and
then catching the bus located on Veteran’s Memorial
- There is a renter on Millstream whose yard is filled with derelict vehicles that he fixes up
and parks the “overflow” vehicles on both sides of the road close to his property. One of
which is a truck with a camper on it that, although is licensed, hasn’t moved since January
2021
- On June 8th a work truck pulling a flat bed tried to go down Millstream only to find he
couldn’t get through the narrow opening left between parked cars on either side of the
road. He tried to back up onto Marlisa Place to turn around and go back the other way only
to find that due to vehicles parked on the road he couldn’t negotiate the turn and ended up
“taking out” the Marlisa Place Street sign
The garbage dumpster belonging to the row of townhouses half way down Millstream gets
dragged down to Marlisa Place as there is no other place to put it on the street close their
building where it is accessible for the Garbage truck to be able to pick it up
- A few years ago there was an accident involving a vehicle exiting the underground parking at
Reflections and a vehicle travelling down Millstream. The firetruck and rescue vehicles had
to park on Veterans Memorial as they couldn’t get through on Millstream. With all the cars
still parked on Millstream I would like to see Langford Fire Station try to bring a Pumper
Truck down this road as I highly doubt, they would be able to.
- The empty corner lot on Millstream by Reflections is used by tenants as “overflow parking”
and is always jam packed with vehicles. Some encroaching onto the sidewalk by the
crosswalk that makes it difficult for oncoming traffic to see pedestrians attempting to cross.
A lady pushing a stroller was actually hit at this crosswalk a year or so ago.
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-

The residents of Marlisa Place are concerned with the tenant/guest parking for the new
apartment building. Most families these days have 2 vehicles and apartments usually only
offer 1 spot per unit. We foresee these people trying to park their vehicles in our cul-de-sac
thus increasing the volume of traffic on our street. Although most of the residence are
retired, this is a family-oriented cul-de-sac with a few children living in the neighbourhood
as well as many grandchildren who are looked after by their grandparents during the day.
As there is no playground or park in the immediate area, these children now play safely at
the end of the cul-de-sac but would be at risk to increased traffic if the developer is allowed
to punch the Emergency exit for the building onto Marlisa Place or overflow parking from
the renters residing in the development.

BLASTING CONCERNS
Who would be responsible for damages incurred by residents in the area to their homes and / or
property during construction?
- Damages incurred by residents should be covered in their entirety by the
developer/contractor. We should not have to file a claim with our personal insurance, nor
pay the deductible and then have to file a law suit against the developer to re-coop
damages.
- Most of the homes (with the exception of the two corner homes) are still on septic. What if
the septic field is damaged and or the water lines are ruptured and raw sewage
contaminates the water and / or the soil?
PEDESTRIAN TRAFFIC
There are no sidewalks from just before Marlisa Place right through to just past Charmar Crescent and
open ditches are the main source of drainage when it rains or snow melts in this stretch of Millstream
Road.
- With increased traffic from the development there is a substantial increase for potential
pedestrian / vehicular accidents for which the City of Langford could be held liable. Will the
city and / or the developer install proper drainage and sidewalks to rectify this unsafe area
of the road?
MENTAL HEALTH / WELL BEING
Will residents in the area be compensated for excessive noise from blasting and daily construction noise
that usual start early morning and continue into early evening during summer hours,
People may also suffer from SDD (Sun Deficit Disorder) due to the height of the new development
blocking sun from yards.
I understand that the City of Langford’s vision is to make the downtown core a high density area.
However, no matter where you go in Langford you can continually hear people voicing their concerns
about the need for a hiatus on all the high-density buildings being constructed, trees and large tracts of
land being literally erased, lack of change to the road infrastructure to accommodate more vehicles on
the road, lack of concern that all these extra vehicles on the road add to climate change and parking
issues, neighborhoods having to deal with bears, wolves, cougars coming into their yards or attacking
people because their natural habitats have been taken away from them.
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I feel Langford residents are being pressured to agree with whatever council deems to be in the best
interest of the City of Langford’s vision and have to fight and jump through numerous hoops to try to
save /preserve the area we live in.
Our homes are well maintained and we care about our neighbors and our neighborhood. Please vote
against these developers request and send them back to the drawing board to come up with a plan that
better suits this area – stand alone homes and /or duplexes only that do not exceed 2 – 3 stories in
height.
Belinda LeBlanc
Resident of Marlisa Place
Langford, B.C. V9B 4Y8
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Matthew Baldwin
Suzette Chapman
Fwd: Proposed Development
July 5, 2021 8:16:40 AM
Proposed Development.pdf

Get Outlook for iOS
From: Albert Internicola <AlbertInternicola@axinum.onmicrosoft.com>
Sent: Saturday, July 3, 2021 9:56 PM
To: Matthew Baldwin
Subject: Proposed Development
Please find attached our letter of concern.
Debbie Aadland – Albert Internicola
670 Marlisa Place
Langford BC
V9B 4Y8
250-478-0420
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Debbie Aadland/Albert Internicola
670 Marlisa Place
Victoria BC
V9B 4Y8

Telephone: 250-478-0420

July 4, 2021

Attention: Matthew Baldwin

We are writing to support the serious concerns and issues that neighboring residents have regarding the
proposed development for 2627 and 2631 Millstream Road. We understand that the land between
Wager to Marlisa adjacent to Millstream has recently been designated back to Neighbourhood that
supports the OCP objective stated below:
d) BYLAW NO. 1987 56 “Langford Official Community Plan Bylaw, Amendment No.
44, (City Centre Designation Amendment), Bylaw No. 1987, 2021” to Neighbourhood 3
readings done and adopted on
Neighborhood Objective 3.2
Work Parks, Green Corridors, Riparian Areas Small blocks, small lots, sensitive infill
housing Row Housing, townhouses, single family housing Small commercial node on
main street which Millstream Road is not or node (i.e. lake, waterfront, etc.)
We strongly encourage this neighborhood designation in order to control traffic volumes, resident
safety and appropriate daily sunlight requirements. This designation falls in line with other surrounding
neighborhoods where the tallest building is generally 3 storeys and are mostly townhomes and singlefamily dwellings other than the Reflections building.

Sincerely,
Debbie Aadland and Albert Internicola
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Julie Coneybeer
Matthew Baldwin; Suzette Chapman
FW: 20191003 - Debbie AADLAND re Safety Issues with File # Z19-0010 2627 Millstream development
October 3, 2019 11:20:57 AM
October 3 2019 letter safety.doc

Hi, pls include the attached letter from Debbie Aadland, 670 Marlisa Place in the public hearing
package for this application. Thx
Julie Coneybeer
Executive Assistant
Mayor, Council and CAO
City of Langford, 250-478-7882 (ext 4204)
From: Julie Coneybeer
Sent: Thursday, October 3, 2019 11:19 AM
To: 'axinum' <info@axinum.com>; Denise.Blackwell02@gmail.com; Roger Wade
<rwade@cityoflangford.ca>; trakside99@shaw.ca; lseatonis@gmail.com; Lillian Szpak
<lszpak@cityoflangford.ca>; Norma Stewart <nstewart@langford.ca>; Mayor Young
<mayor@langford.ca>
Subject: RE: 20191003 - Debbie AADLAND re Safety Issues with File # Z19-0010 2627 Millstream
development
Good Morning Debbie Aadland, thank you for your letter received for Mayor Young and Council
regarding safety issue concerns with File #Z19-0010 2627 Millstream Development and please be
advised that it will be shared with them and it has also been forwarded to the Planning Department
to include with the public hearing package for when this application proceeds to the next phase.
Thank you

Julie Coneybeer
Executive Assistant
Mayor, Council and CAO
City of Langford, 250-478-7882 (ext 4204)
From: axinum <info@axinum.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 3, 2019 10:25 AM
To: Denise.Blackwell02@gmail.com; Roger Wade <rwade@cityoflangford.ca>; trakside99@shaw.ca;
lseatonis@gmail.com; Julie Coneybeer <jconeybeer@cityoflangford.ca>; Lillian Szpak
<lszpak@cityoflangford.ca>; Norma Stewart <nstewart@langford.ca>; Mayor Young
<mayor@langford.ca>
Subject: 20191003 - Debbie AADLAND re Safety Issues with File # Z19-0010 2627 Millstream
development
Dear Mr Mayor and City Counsellors of the City of Langford,
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Attached find a letter that points out the danger of having the above mentioned subject development
proceed as presented by the developer.
It is my hope for the sake and safety of our neighbourhood you strongly consider it.
Sincerely,
Debbie Aadland
670 Marlisa Place
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October 3, 2019
Re: File # Z19-0010 subject property 2627 Millstream Road.
Mr Mayor and Langford City Counsellors,
We, the residents of the neighbourhood of the above subject property are not
against growth in the City of Langford. Our major concern is the safety of all
residents in the area.
The proposed development as described by Mr Mark Johnston of Nextview
Construction Limited and 1177016 BC Limited puts pedestrians as well as
vehicles in danger. They are proposing 40 to 80 additional vehicles to use
Marlisa Place as well as Millstream on a daily basis.
All these side roads are narrower than most and presently there are limited
sidewalks on Millstream Road and none on Marlisa Place. The latter has ditches
on each side of the road. Children and adults must use the road to walk. There is
limited lighting for individuals that use these roads in the evening affecting
visibility of pedestrians walking at night.
At this time vehicles using Millstream Road must tackle congestion and bottle
necks every single day. During rush hour, the junction of Millstream Road,
Strandlund Avenue and Peatt Road is congested with vehicles and on a weekly
basis, industrial garbage bins.
We are aware of a traffic study that was done on the area. None of us have had
access to it and cannot imagine that the study supports this congestion and the
hazards it presents.
The above companies own 671 Marlisa Place, 2627 Millstream Road and 2631
Millstream Road. They can easily combine 2627 and 2631 Millstream into one
development and do not need to use Marlisa Place as an access road.
We ask that you carefully consider the above application versus the safety of the
residents.
We, inhabitants of this area will do all we can to ensure our safety and will seek
legal advice and approach the media if necessary in order to protect our
community.
Sincerely,
Debbie Aadland
670 Marlisa Place
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October 21, 2020
Langford City Council
City Hall Council Chambers, Third Floor, 877 Goldstream Avenue
Langford, BC V9B 2X8
Re: 2627 & 2631 Millstream Road Rezone

Dear City Council Members,

I am writing you regarding the rezoning of this property from a “One and Two Family Zone” to a “CC1
Zone” for the purpose of building a 90 unit multi-family residential building. This is greatly concerning to
myself and my neighbours for several reasons.
Firstly, this section of Millstream does not have the infrastructure to support the addition of at least 90
(likely closer to 180+) people and their vehicles. There are no sidewalks along that road, and there is
nowhere near enough parking as it is - even with just the current residents in the area. I cannot see how
an additional 180+ residents could possibly fit as well.
Furthermore, the lights at the intersection with Veteran’s Memorial (which would be the main access to
the highway) could not possibly handle any more volume of traffic. The daily commute to work is
congested as it is, and there is no feasible way to alleviate this traffic at either intersections to Veteran’s
Memorial. I also cannot see how the RCMP will be able to effectively respond to emergencies in the area
with the increase in traffic.
Additionally – I believe that putting an apartment building of any size would affect the property values
of our homes in the area. A building large enough to accommodate 90 units must be built quite tall; this
would not only obstruct any kind of view of the area for the surrounding homes, but it would also be
unsightly.
Finally, the view of Bear Mountain used to be beautiful to look at when we moved into these houses;
now the mountain looks as if it is diseased. I can count at least 9 trees that look to be well over a century
old; they would have to be removed from that property in order to put a building large enough to
accommodate that many units. The greenery, which was a huge draw to the Westshore area, is
shrinking rapidly – and there is nothing to replace it. This will also affect our property values.
I love this area; it rapidly became my home in the near decade I have lived here. I understand that
everything changes with time (especially Langford), but I do not see why it would be necessary to cram
such a large unit into such a small area – especially one that lacks the infrastructure to support it. If it
must be developed into a multi-unit development - why not something that makes sense, like
townhomes, or duplexes?
Sincerely,

Dillon Spence
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From: Eric <emcniece@gmail.com>
Sent: June 11, 2021 12:10 PM
To: Langford Planning General Mailbox <planning@langford.ca>; Mayor Young <mayor@langford.ca>;
Denise Blackwell <dblackwell@langford.ca>; Roger Wade <rwade@langford.ca>; Norma Stewart
<nstewart@langford.ca>; Lanny Seaton <lseaton@langford.ca>; Matt Sahlstrom
<msahlstrom@langford.ca>; Lillian Szpak <lszpak@langford.ca>; Matthew Baldwin
<mbaldwin@langford.ca>; Leah Stohmann <lstohmann@langford.ca>; Julie Coneybeer
<jconeybeer@langford.ca>; Michelle Mahovlich <mmahovlich@langford.ca>
Subject: 2627-2631 Millstream Road Sunlight Obstruction Analysis
Mr. Mayor and City Counselors,
The development plans (attached) proposed for 2627-2631 Millstream Road block an
unacceptable amount of direct sunlight for the properties on the south side of Marlisa Place.
To avoid such extreme sunlight obstruction, one or more of the following changes must be met:
1. Increase building setback from Marlisa Place property lines beyond 10m
2. Decrease building height by at least 2 storeys (20 feet 4 inches)
3. Rotate buildings 90 degrees to create sunlight corridors, similar to Vancouver’s
protected view corridors
The following study, Marlisa Place Sunlight Projection Analysis (attached) evaluates the impact
of sunlight obstruction for Marlisa Place.
A 70-foot tall south-side obstruction will:
•
•
•

Block direct sunlight from south-side Marlisa buildings from September to March
Cast shadow on south-side Marlisa Place backyards through the entire year
Partially block direct sunlight from north-side Marlisa buildings from November to
January

For a south-side obstruction to Marlisa Place properties:
•
•

A 19.16m (62.85 feet) building will decrease the total sunlight hours on south-side
Marlisa Place by 58.37%
Each additional storey (~10 feet) past the second floor decreases the sunlight hours on
south-side Marlisa Place by approximately 12%

I have prepared extensive modeling (attached) of the sunlight blocking to illustrate how the
value, enjoyment and sustainability of these properties will decrease.
Please take this into consideration for the Planning, Zoning and Affordable Housing Committee
meeting on Monday June 14.
Sincerely,
Eric McNiece
687 Marlisa Place
Langford, BC V9B 4Y8
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Marlisa Place Sunlight Analysis
Synopsis
Assumptions
Direct Sunlight Impact Analysis
3D Modelling Sunlight Projections
Methodology
Findings
Key Conclusions
Keisan Sunlight Duration Calculation
Methodology
Findings
Key Conclusions
Summary & Proposals

Synopsis
The development plans proposed for 2627-2631 Millstream Road block an unacceptable
amount of direct sunlight for the properties on the south side of Marlisa Place. This can be
avoided by one or more changes to the proposed architecture renderings.

Assumptions
A meeting with Rachael Sansom on April 27 2021 confirmed the following:
●
●
●

Millstream development building setbacks will be the same as the Marlisa Place
building setbacks, 23 feet
Millstream property trees will be cut down
Millstream development will be 70 feet tall at finished height

An email from Rachael Sansom on May 29 2021 contains these updates:
●
●

Building setback will be 10m from south-side Marlisa property lines
Building will be 66 feet in height, 12 feet on the first floor and 10.17 feet for all other
floors
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Direct Sunlight Impact Analysis
Two methods of analysis have been employed to depict sunlight hours given a south-side
obstruction: 3D modelling with ray-tracing sunlight projection, and a high-precision calculator
provided by Casio.

3D Modelling Sunlight Projections
Methodology
The following Millstream building projections are based on approximate presentation
renderings provided by Rachael Sansom in a paper letter. 3D models are created in
Sketchup using the Curic Sun extension. Geographic map and positioning data provided by
Google Maps.

This software allows for specific geographic coordinates to be set, and for date and time to
be adjusted. The resulting sun position is then used as a directional light source (ray) to
illuminate a scene. The geometry intersecting the rays creates a shadow.
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Findings
Since the development is directly south of the Marlisa Place properties, the maximum and
minimum obstructions occur on the winter and summer solstice dates, December 20 and
June 21.

During the months of September to March, properties on the south side of Marlisa Place will
be cast in near-permanent shadow. During the months of November to January, a 70 foot
building on the Millstream properties will cast a shadow long enough to cover properties on
the north side of Marlisa Place.
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During the few weeks around the winter solstice (December 20) the south side of Marlisa
Place will be cast in permanent shadow:

For the months of March to August, a 70 foot building on the Millstream property will only
cast shadow on the back yards of Marlisa Place properties, making gardening
unsustainable:
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Key Conclusions
A 70-foot tall south-side obstruction will:
●
●
●

Block direct sunlight from south-side Marlisa buildings from September to March
Cast shadow on south-side Marlisa backyards through the entire year
Partially block direct sunlight from north-side Marlisa buildings from November to
January

Sunlight Duration by Keisan Calculation
Methodology
Total sunlight duration considering a south-side obstruction can be calculated using a tool at
https://keisan.casio.com/exec/system/14527311044369. This utility accounts for obstruction
height and setback, then calculates the total sunlight duration and plots a graph of 15-minute
intervals for a given date.
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While the tool does not publicly expose its formula, a rudimentary NodeJS scraper provides
the ability to export bulk data to CSV: https://github.com/emcniece/sun-scraper
This scraper has been used to export sunshine hour data to a spreadsheet: 687 Marlisa
Place Sun Tracing

Findings
The following values have been extracted from this spreadsheet:
Total sunlight hours for a building south with 10m setback from 687 Marlisa Place:
Obstruction Height

Total Annual Sunlight
Hours

% Diff Prior

% Diff Total

# Sunless Days

1.83m Fence

4198.75

0.00%

0.00%

0

3.65m Floor 1

3650.00

13.07%

13.07%

44

6.76m F2

2984.75

18.23%

28.91%

140

9.86m F3

2571.75

13.84%

38.75%

177

12.96m F4

2255.75

12.29%

46.28%

179

16.06m F5

1991.50

11.71%

52.57%

179

19.16m F6

1748.00

12.23%

58.37%

181

The heights have been chosen to roughly reflect storey heights, given a 12-foot first storey
and 10.16 foot upper storeys. The 1.83m fence-height line provides a reference for no
obstruction. % Diff Prior reflects the amount of change from the previous line, and % Diff
Total shows the amount of change from the fence-height line.

Page 103 of 457

The following graph reflects the sunlight hour values in the previous table:

The plot points demonstrate increases by storey; 6.76m is 2 storeys, 9.86m is 3 storeys,
12.96m is 4 storeys, etc. The data shows that past the second floor, adding a storey
decreases the sunlight hours on 687 Marlisa Place by approximately 12%, and that a
6-storey building will decrease the total sunlight hours by 58.37%.

Key Conclusions
For a south-side obstruction to Marlisa Place properties:
●
●

A 19.16m (62.85 feet) building will decrease the total sunlight hours on south-side
Marlisa Place by 58.37%
Each additional storey (~10 feet) past the second floor decreases the sunlight hours
on south-side Marlisa Place by approximately 12%
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Summary & Proposals
A 66 foot building so close to the property setbacks of Marlisa Place will have negative
impacts affecting property value, self-sustainability, and mental well-being.
To avoid such extreme sunlight obstruction, one or more of the following changes must be
met:
1. Increase building setback from Marlisa Place property lines beyond 10m
2. Decrease building height by at least 2 storeys (20 feet)
3. Rotate buildings 90 degrees to create sunlight corridors, similar to Vancouver’s
protected view corridors
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MILLSTREAM APARTMENTS - 20-051

B1

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Uwe Bartley
Langford Planning General Mailbox
file Z19-0010
Monday, October 19, 2020 5:00:30 PM

subject property 2627 & 2631 Millstream Road

Hi My name is Uwe Bartley I live at 660 Wagar Ave
I do have a concern for this additional density in an area that for the last 5 years i have watched parking wars almost
on a daily basis, cars all over the place and making it a dangerous area to drive. also improperly parked cars that get
a sticker put on them but the offence continues, the road is so narrow that cars can not pass without one pulling over
so the traffic can move.
there are lots of young children in the area on bikes and often do not look as they enter the street.
parking is a BIG concern and increased traffic and speed of cars.
i would ask that thees concerns be looked at carefully before allowing this project to be packed in between all the
single family homes in the area.
thank you for your time
Uwe Bartley
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Julie Coneybeer
Langford Planning General Mailbox
FW: 20210618 - Jacqueline GINTAUT re June 21 Council meeting - Millstream proposal
June 18, 2021 4:47:04 PM
June 21 Council meeting - Letter to Mayor-Council re proposed Millstream development - June 18, 2021.pdf

Julie Coneybeer
Executive Assistant
250.478.7882 x4204

From: professionalservices@shaw.ca <professionalservices@shaw.ca>
Sent: June 18, 2021 4:12 PM
To: Denise Blackwell <dblackwell@langford.ca>; Councillor Sahlstrom <trakside99@shaw.ca>;
Councillor Seaton <lseatonis@gmail.com>; Norma Stewart <nstewart@langford.ca>; Lillian Szpak
<lszpak@langford.ca>; Roger Wade <rwade@langford.ca>; Mayor Young <mayor@langford.ca>
Subject: 20210618 - Jacqueline GINTAUT re June 21 Council meeting - Millstream proposal
Please find attached a letter of input with respect to this proposal.
Jacqueline Gintaut
1331 Ravens View Drive
Langford BC V9B 6B1
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June 18, 2021
To:

Mayor and Council
City of Langford

From: Jacqueline Gintaut
1331 Ravens View Drive
Langford, BC V9B 6B1
Re: June 21, 2021 Council Meeting; Application to amend zoning of 2627 & 2631 Millstream
I am writing to add my name to the contingent of Langford residents who oppose the
“Application to amend the zoning of the properties located at 2627 and 2631 Millstream Road from
the R2 (One-family and Two-family Residential) Zone to RM0 (Medium Density Apartment) Zone to
allow for approximately 113 apartment units”.
Further, I symbolically add my name to the petition put forth by the Langford residents who live in the
immediate area.
As a 38-year resident and taxpayer of Langford I have escalating concerns about the speed, scope and
continuous nature of development within Langford, which does not adequately call for and / or take into
account community input, concerns and / or issues.
With respect to this particular application to re-zone, a number of serious issues have been raised by the
community which warrant the application being denied, such as:
•

Scope of the development;

•

Traffic;

•

Parking;

•

Pedestrian Safety;

•

Shadowing impacts

Scope:
•

In 2019, an application related to a 40 unit, 3-story development on the property did not proceed
to Council due to community concerns. Now an application for a 113 unit, 6-storey development
has been recommended to Council by the Planning Committee, despite significant community
issues that have been raised both in writing and verbally at the Planning Committee meeting of
June 14, 2021.

•

At the June 14th meeting the response to this exact questioning was that ‘the reason the proposal
was sent back was because of access to the development via Marlisa and that has been
addressed’.

•

The issues related to this development extend well beyond that one issue, including that the
proposed development is not in-keeping with neighborhood.
Page 1 of 4
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•

Residents that have purchased properties in an area of the community that is zoned for one / two
family residential should not be forced to accept 113 units on two residential lots.

•

While it is understood that the City, as an organization, has set a goal of increasing density, it is your
duty as representatives of the community to pursue this achievement in concert with the residents
who elected you to your roles.
There are numerous methods by which this can be accomplished, including a formal, broad-based
consultation process related to the speed, scope and design / placement of development in
Langford as well as the required infrastructure needs.

•

This one proposal is symbolic of various others within the community, which may be why so many
are beginning to stand-up and speak-out.

Traffic:
•

Traffic congestion is an issue that many have raised, including people who live in the immediate
vicinity; those who live in the surrounding areas; and others, such as myself, who find it incredibly
frustrating to use Veterans Memorial Parkway (VMP) with its current rate of congestion at many
points during the day. The addition of 113 units will mean the addition of anywhere from 113 – 226
(two-car households and visitors) vehicles regularly accessing, using and exiting VMP.

•

While the traffic report submitted with this application states that the impacts will be minimal, it
needs to be acknowledged that the report is based on modelling and theoretical in nature, rather
than experiential.

•

Residents from the immediate and surrounding areas phoned into the June 14th meeting to share
their direct experience, concerns and suggestion; however, the recommendation of the
Committee was for this proposal to move forward to Council for approval, without notation of the
need for the traffic issues to be explored further prior to approval or any significant mitigation
strategies.

•

Further, with each large-scale development that is approved, traffic is being added across the
community, as a percentage of each development will attract buyers from outside the area. It is
becoming increasingly challenging to travel across and within Langford due to congestion and I
wonder if / how the community-wide traffic impacts of each new development is being sewn
together to assess the larger impact to residents in all areas of the city.

•

The recent issue related to Alouette Drive is a case in point, which can’t be dismissed as purely a
result of the temporary closure of Sooke / WSP.

Parking:
•

The proposal calls for 1.25 parking spots per unit, including visitor parking. While this may meet the
zoning bylaw, it does not meet the “real-life” need for parking, given that the majority of
households own two vehicles.

•

Providing less than adequate parking forces people to park on the street. In this case, that would
mean anywhere between 56 and 113 vehicles parking on the streets, depending on how many of
the household have two vehicles.
Page 2 of 4

Page 111 of 457

•

The residents of the immediate area have clearly stated that parking is already an issue that will
only be exacerbated if the proposed development comes to fruition.

•

This is an issue that exists across Langford, which is compounded by the existence and building of
extremely narrow streets.

•

The parking issue needs to be more broadly considered in relation to this and all future
development proposals.

Pedestrian Safety:
•

As with the other areas of issue, residents have clearly stated that safety concerns currently exist
related to walking in the area and children playing in the neighbourhood.

•

Adding 113 – 226 vehicles to the area once again only compounds the current issue and could
result in a tragedy.

Shadowing:
•

Residents of the area have studied, modelled and convincingly conveyed the actual shadowing
impacts on neighboring houses, if a development of this size was constructed.

•

The serious issues they raise related to health, community environmental objectives, property values
and others need much greater consideration than was given at the Planning Committee.

A large and growing segment of the Langford population is displeased, whether that be with:
•

a specific development(s), including this one;

•

the frenetic pace of development and experience of living in a construction zone for years on end;

•

the direction our community is now heading, (such as a feeling of hitting the “sweet spot” of
development and speeding well past it);

•

the lack of meaningful broad-based public consultation that is properly acknowledged,
incorporated and/or addressed;

•

and for a variety of other reasons.

It is also not helpful to read public statements from the Mayor / Council, such:
•

“I know that everyone with a computer has an opinion and thinks that they’re a councillor…”

•

“I think people who have lived in Langford a long time are happy with what we’ve done. Most of
the complaints I hear are from people who moved here six months ago.”

These statements are not only untrue, they are dismissive of community opinion / input. As Mayor and
Council, you have been elected and entrusted to represent the community residents’ wants / goals and
needs, rather than define them without consultation.
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In closing, this application is an opportunity for Mayor and Council to demonstrate how seriously they
consider community input and integrate it into the decision-making process. For the reasons stated above
as well as all of the other issues residents have put forth, I urge Mayor / Council to deny this application.
Respectfully,

Jacqueline Gintaut
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Trina Cruikshank
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Leah Stohmann
June 11, 2021 4:02 PM
Trina Cruikshank; Agendas
FW: Please don't ruin our neighbourhood!

For the agenda please. I’ll save to this file.
Leah Stohmann, MCIP, RPP
Deputy Director of Planning and Subdivision, Approving Officer
250.478.7882 x4409

From: Justine Pohl <justinepohl@gmail.com>
Sent: June 11, 2021 3:58 PM
To: Leah Stohmann <lstohmann@langford.ca>
Subject: Please don't ruin our neighbourhood!

City Hall
2nd Floor, 877 Goldstream Ave.
Langford, BC Canada
V9B 2X8
June 10 2021
Attention: Mayor Stew Young City of Langford Councillors
Without Prejudice
Rezoning from R2 One and Two Family Residential to RM 9 Medium Density Apartments for
Development at 2627and 2631 Millstream Rd.
Dear Mayor and Council
Please find this letter the concerns that have been expressed by the neighbourhood about
development proposal for Millstream Road. The residents of Marlisa Place, Millstream Road
and Charmar Crescent regarding this proposed development are that
The 3rd plan for for the new development is for 113 units and 142 parking stalls, this includes
29 visitor spots
Permit stage of the proposed development wherein those features may be requested. Council
may wish to note that while the current proposed design is 66 feet in height , it is very
sensitive to the adjacent low density single family homes adjacent to proposed
development Marlisa Millstream and Charmar homeowners will be affected by the 66 ft height
of building for several reasons
1
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Safety Issues due to increased number of cars parked on Millstream Road due to no
vehicular access to Marlisa Place and Charmar is a private road
Policy 3.8.2 Ensure redevelopment along corridors is pedestrian-oriented and consistent with
liveable street strategies
Objective 3.10 Improve road, cycle and pedestrian connection
City will enforce no vehicular access to Marlisa not just a No Thru sign on Marlisa
Place and Potential owners be made aware at time of purchase by developers that cars will
be towed if illegally parked on Marlisa Place
There are 113 residences in the proposed development with 142 parking spaces 1 for each
residence and 29 visiting spaces
The owners of residences may have more than one car The city may have a bylaw but can
not force people to not drive their cars There will be more than 113 homeowner vehicle in the
development
Example
On Marlisa Place Each home owner has at least 2 vehicles and some have more There is only
one home owner who has none as she does not drive
The updated traffic study projects there will be no overflow parking to Millstream and of course
on Marlisa Place as there is no vehicular access
Residents of new development have more than one vehicle so where will they park?
The majority of Millstream Road is no parking on one side of the street and a good portion of
Millstream has parked cars who live on Millstream Owners of townhouses also park on
Millstream s well
Example Residents of Reflections building who have an extra car park in vacant lot adjacent
to Reflections building
Workers from Reflections shops park on Millstream also
Example The owner of the vacant lot and adjacent land has spoken with 2 homeowners
adjacent to vacant lot to sell and plans to build
Since Millstream has rezoned and their will be a development built in the future where will the
vehicles on vacant lot park?
Example 2 single family homes sold to developer on Millstream Road between Marlisa and
Strandlund plans to build in the next few years as well
There is an extended portion of Millstream Road where there is no parking and decreased
speed to 20 km when approaching corner of Millstream towards Winster
Millstream is a narrow road the middle yellow line has been removed With cars parked on
Millstream where allowed and with increase number of vehicles there is a serious potential for
accidents and injury to pedestrians and liability to City of Langford due to no sidewalks on
Millstream Road from Marlisa to Strandlund
There is also no lighting on portions of Millstream which is dangerous and potential for
accidents and injuries to pedestrians
This past week a truck had an issue and knocked down our street sign because of the parked
cars Our street sign needs replaced and a sign that designates Marlisa Residents only
Traffic Study
Problems
2019
40 1 unit apartment was proposed
R2 to RM 7 rezoning proposed
40 to 60 car or more potential could be more
AM peak 18 weekday trips per hour?
2
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PM peak 36 weekday trips per hour
2021
110 apartments and 3 townhouses proposed
R2 to RM9 Medium Density proposed
113 to 155 car or more potential cars
AM peak 41 weekday trips per hour?
PM peak 51 weekday trips per hour
41 to 51 would be double the amount apartments
113 is triple the amount of apartments than 2019 proposal
Number of trips should be a lot higher with increased amount of vehicles 113 parking stalls or
apartments plus extra vehicles
54 to 108 weekday AM and PM peak weekday trips per hour more accurate estimation
What about weekend trips for vehicles?
The majority of homeowners to development will be working
The majority of homeowners Marlisa and Millstream at present are retired which is probably
why Private Traffic Study results are lower than what they will be wit this proposed
development
Recent Traffic study done during Covid as well and workers continue to work from home
If Langford Council in turn approves the development despite the objections of the residents,
the residents request the following:
Highest standard of safety provisioning. enforced upon the development. These
recommendations must include but are not limited to:
Sidewalks be installed down the length of Millstream Road to Strandlund Additional street
lighting be installed, the length of Millstream Road to Strandlund and to Winster to areas that
have no lighting to ensure clear visibility
Pronounced and highly visible stop and speed regulation signage,
Any other available provisions as to prioritize the preservation of safety for the residents of
Marlisa Millstream and Charmar Crescent children and families.
The residents of Marlisa Place Millstream Road and Charmar Crescent should be
compensated for the loss of sunlight of 70% ( potential for loss of emotional and mental health
(depression ) and Marlisa Place and Millstream Road Residents will have no privacy due
to extensive building height owners of apartments will have clear visibility of their yards and
homes
Increased noise due to the prolonged blasting and construction in development
Objective 2.2 Community Sustainability Goals To make progress on community sustainability,
it is imperative to address the fundamental aspects of life and living that will enable the
community and its residents to function healthily and sustainably over the long term. The
following fundamental sustainability goals will be applied to all aspects of community planning
and development
Policy 3.9.2 Permit small lot subdivision and clustered densification in established areas.
Policy 3.9.3 An overall density objective of 40 units per hectare (16 units per acre) for infill
development in Neighbourhood designated area will guide choices about density. Ensure
3
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buildings are sited to complement the type, use and character of adjacent buildings and
ensure private outdoor spaces for adjacent properties are respected
Objective 6.0 Our Healthy Community Development has significant impacts on a
community’s social development and the health of its residents. Residents recognize that
unprecedented levels of population growth are putting pressures on the community and
leading to real and perceived concerns related to issues such as crime, health, and safety. We
need to address growth benefits all members of the community equally without compromising
certain groups such as youth, children or seniors. Ultimately, residents strongly value the
“small town feel”, family oriented nature, and unique and diverse people that define the West
Shore.
Damage to residences due to blasting and removal of trees that possibly Contractors
insurance may not cover Developer should be responsible for any damages to adjacent
homes on Millstream Marlisa Place and Charmar
The height of proposed development will have the homeowners of Marlisa and Millstream will
have significant decrease in property values
There are twelve homes Marlisa Place, two of which are on the corner. Each would have a
separate value with the homes
Their on 2 homes on Millstream Road
Example
Renters on Marlisa Place were considering buying their duplex and now are reconsidering
due to development proposal
Owners who purchased last year were not made aware of potential development and may not
have purchased their residence if they had that knowledge
If City of Langford agrees to the proposed development
The residents of Marlisa and Millstream Road will have issues selling their homes and would
need to be compensated for the appraised value of their homes if value is not obtained at time
of selling home by the City of Langford if they agree to this development
The city should agree to compensate the residents; the residents will obtain a professional
appraisal of their properties when they are interested in moving if they approve this
development
The residents would appreciate their requests to be accommodated and compensated
accordingly .if they are unable to sell their home for appraised value

The residents hope this matter can be settled in an amicable fashion and to the benefit of all
concerned.
The residents are not anti-development and do understand the implications of property
rezoning applications unto property situated on Millstream Road, particularly those portions
most proximate to the downtown core, as it pertains to the city’s OCP density grid.
Please be aware that the residents have been in contact with legal council (when it comes
decrease value of homes , potential damage due to construction blasting and removal of
4
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trees and lack of sunlight 70% ( high potential for mental health issues) and safety ) to take
their case on a contingency basis. The City Counsel and Development Company should
understand that the residents have the will and staying power to see this matter through to
wherever it has to go in order to achieve what the residents know they deserve for safety
privacy and value of their homes

Respectfully
On behalf of Marlisa Place Millstream Road and Charmar Crescent Residents
Lori Ann Locken
684 Marlisa Place
Below is what I have drafted for the petition so far

5
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Trina Cruikshank
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Lori Ann Locken <yaya13712@gmail.com>
August 27, 2021 2:04 PM
Mayor Young; Matthew Baldwin; Braden Hutchins; Lanny Seaton; Lillian Szpak; Leah Stohmann;
Norma Stewart; Darren Kiedyk; Denise Blackwell; Roger Wade
Public Hearing Millstream Proposal September 7

Mayor Young and Council
My name is Lori Ann Locken
684 Marlisa Place
I would like to ensure that this submission is part of the agenda package for Public Hearing
September 7 for the Rezoning Proposal for 2627 and 2731 Millstream Road.
September 2019 Development Proposal Date: September 9, 2019 Department: Planning
Application No.: Z19‐0010 Subject: Bylaw No. 1856 ‐ Application to Rezone 2627 Millstream Road
from R2, One and Two Family Residential Zone to the RM7A, Medium‐ Density Apartment A, Zone
to Allow for the construction of a 40 unit apartment building. PURPOSE Mark Johnston has
applied on behalf of 1177016 BC Ltd. to rezone the property located at 2726 Millstream Road
from the R2, One and Two Family Residential, Zone to the RM7A, Medium Density Apartment A,
Zone to allow for the construction of an apartment building made up of 40 one bedroom units.
Planning Meeting held 2 Councillors and Members who are appointed by Council I just learnt in
2021 that these members are developers business owners and real estate agents Neighbours
voiced concerns about traffic parking and pedestrian safety Committee heard issues and passed a
motion the same night to send the proposal to council and not even considering our issues We
consulted a lawyer as the developer was requesting access to our cul de sac for the condo owners
as an exit A letter was sent to council about this issue and lack of safety as Marlisa Place is a
narrow road cars parked on both sides and no sidewalks and also 20% decrease in value of
homes if street no longer a cul de sac . October 25 2019 an email was sent from City of Langford to
one of the residents of Marlisa Place and the developer that no vehicular access for cars from the
proposed building Access to developer denied Following this Developers sold the property at
2627 Millstream Road
2020 Planning Meeting notice sent to neighbours about proposed development for 2627 and
2631 Millstream second letter sent to cancel meeting
2021 Information sheet from Agent for developer for building proposal From April to June 4
different proposals were brought forward to surrounding neighbours Proposals changed due to
Amendment of Bylaw 1st reading May 10,2021
Verbal and written communication from neighbours in area to Rachael Sansome agent for
developer who is also a member of Variance Committee appointed by City of Langford

1
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Our issues and concerns were Safety Traffic Parking Adjacent Neighbours lack of privacy
decreased value of homes lack of sunlight and potential health concerns Our issues and concerns
were never addressed
May 10 City of Langford Council Meeting Amendment of Bylaw to redesignate Millstream Road
from Wagar to Marlisa Place back to Neighbourhood Designation Motion passed to have
2nd and 3rd reading of the amendment of bylaw which was adopted July 2021
Mayor Young and Council Members
Letter Notice sent to neighbours for Planning Meeting for Monday June 14 2021 The letter states
that if you wish to send a submission it should be received before 3 oclock the day of the meeting.
We sent our letters several days before the meeting. I contacted Leah Stohmann in the Planning
Department to ask why submissions were not in the agenda package I was told they had to be in
10 days before meeting? I asked why that is not in our letter and was it a mistake She replied in
the email it was not an error The letter we receive from the City of Langford states that when
applicable submissions will be added to agenda package prior to public meeting The public is not
aware of concerns of neighbourhood until after 3:00 day of the meeting and at times in my case
my information was not added to agenda package till the next day
Planning Meeting was held June 14 Planning Department and developer were aware of
Amendment of City Center designation back to Neighbourhood Designation has had its first
reading and was going to 2nd and third reading prior to Planning Meeting
The Planning Committee members who are appointed by the City of Langford who are developers
real estate agents and business owners and 2 Councillors are on the committee Denise Blackwell
chairs the Committee
When I asked why the Planning Meeting was not postponed I was never given an answer by
Planning Department who respond for the Mayor and Councillors
Agent for developer Rachel Sansome explained the proposal to the Planning Committee She
stated that she had dealt with our concerns That is not the case Neighbours explained the same
concerns that were brought forward to agent for developer Planning Committee did not ask
questions or respond to any of the concerns Proposal was moved and seconded and voted to to
sent to Council for consideration
I have sent several emails to Council and Mayor and have never had a response to my questions
They have staff from Planning Department always reply
Just this month August 13 I emailed the Chief Administrator Darren Kiedyk with specific
questions I needed answered before our Public hearing to be held September He is away and
Braden Hutchins responded the reply would come shortly I then received second email
which stated they are complying an FAQ for all citizens of Langford I would have to wait for my
answers even though I stated I needed them for the Public Hearing September 7 They have
refused to answer my questions in preparation for Public Hearing September 7
The questions are
1. Why wasn’t the Planning Meeting on June 14 2021 for Millstream
Development postponed until Amendment of bylaw about Neighbourhood Designation for
Millstream from Wagar to Marlisa Place completed? The first reading for the bylaw amendment
was May 10 2021.
2
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2 .Developers have the City Planning Department to assist them with their documents.
Why is there no written user friendly guide for Langford Citizens concerning the process for
Planning and Council meetings so they have a clear understanding when documents need to e
submitted and are made aware of details about specific proposals
3. Is there no one who is not financially connected to the construction industry on the Planning
Committee appointed by council?
4. Letters we receive from the city just state information needs to be sent to the city before 3 o’
clock the day of the meeting No specifics as to when information needs to be sent in to be on the
agenda like the developers information.
Why are citizens not given enough time to provide their information
before the planning or council meetings so our information is on the agenda and not provided to
Council Mayor and Planning Committee till after3 o'clock day of the meeting and considered a
late entry?
5. Why are citizens not given specific details about the proposal for the planning meeting so that
we can submit a detailed response in time for the meeting?
6.. Masks are optional for 2nd dose vaccine recipients, restaurants are fully opened and 81.9 %
of Western Communities residents have had at least one dose of vaccine. Stage 3 Indoor
organized seated gatherings can have a capacity of 50 people or 50% capacity, whichever is
greater. For example, if the venue has a normal seated capacity of 500 people, 250 people can
attend. Stage 4 possible date September Will Council meeting in September be in house as three
months will have passed since State of Emergency was lifted June 2021
8 At Planning Meeting and Public Hearing, do all residents concerned about the proposal get to
speak and be allowed to complete their comments to Council and the Mayor without
interruption?
9 Why is a member of the Variance Committee appointed by Council allowed to
represent a development company with proposals with variances included ?
In response to Mayor Young’s submission to Goldstream Gazette August 25 calling citizens
opposed to development “Naysayers” The citizens in the Neighbourhood for Millstream proposal
understand need for increased density We are taxpayers for many years and have contributed to
the economy economy for Langford and deserve a retraction of this statement
Our homes are not worth 2 million dollars. I live at 684 Marlisa Place My assessment was
$480,000 My appraisal was $550,000 January 2021 I have lived in my home for 16 years. Another
retraction needed as there are no homes worth 2 million in our neighbourhood Maybe Mayor
Young’s but not ours One house on Bray for proposed development sold for 1 million 25
thousand
My home is affordable now If I sold and bought a condo No privacy Mortgage and Maintenance
fees would be greater than my mortgage If I rented a 1 bedroom maybe it would be 650 s1 feet it
would cost $1700 and no privacy That is not affordable for me I am a pensioner Mayor Young
3
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Please get your facts straight before writing another misleading letter Please be respectful of all
Langford Residents .

4
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Braden Hutchins
Lori Ann Locken
Matthew Baldwin; Julie Coneybeer; Marie Watmough; Langford Planning General Mailbox; Matthew Baldwin;
Mayor Young; Denise Blackwell; Leah Stohmann; Norma Stewart; Lillian Szpak; Lanny Seaton; Matt Sahlstrom;
Julie Coneybeer; Darren Kiedyk
RE: July 19 Council Meeting tonight
July 19, 2021 11:45:06 AM

Hi Ms. Locken –
Thank you for your note. I am responding to you on behalf of Mayor and Council as Director of
Corporate Services and Corporate Officer for the City of Langford.
Please note that general correspondence is not included on a Council agenda. Rather, it will be
circulated to Council for their information and to staff for response. If the correspondence relates to
a matter before Council at a public hearing, it will be included in a public hearing package for
Council’s information and for public record.
Also of note, if a matter is preceding to public hearing, pursuant to the Local Government Act,
notification is sent out to affecting property owners within 100 metres of the property being
considered.
Thank you,
Braden Hutchins
Director of Corporate Services
250.391.3409

From: Lori Ann Locken <yaya13712@gmail.com>
Sent: July 19, 2021 10:40 AM
To: Langford Planning General Mailbox <planning@langford.ca>; Matthew Baldwin
<mbaldwin@langford.ca>; Mayor Young <mayor@langford.ca>; Denise Blackwell
<dblackwell@langford.ca>; Leah Stohmann <lstohmann@langford.ca>; Norma Stewart
<nstewart@langford.ca>; Lillian Szpak <lszpak@langford.ca>; Lanny Seaton <lseaton@langford.ca>;
Matt Sahlstrom <msahlstrom@langford.ca>; Julie Coneybeer <jconeybeer@langford.ca>
Subject: July 19 Council Meeting tonight

I need to clarify this letter needs to be added to July 19 Council meeting
as a late entry even though the agenda was posted on Friday July 16
and our Public hearing when set, possibly August 16?
This is the information I got back from Matthew Baldwin in planning.
The Planning Department does not have authority to make
decisions for proposed developments that is why The Mayor and
Council are required to answer my questions before our Public hearing
as I am not allowed to ask questions at Public hearings.  
My responses and questions to Council follow Matthew Baldwin’s
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responses which need to be answered before any variances are
heard from the developer.
Citizens of Millstream Neighbourhood should have been notified
before agenda was posted Friday July 16 at 4 PM for July 19
Council meeting as this affects our neighbourhood and rezoning
requests which without variances RM7 RM7A and RM9 are not
acceptable with Bylaw 300. The lack of previous notice will make
our letters late entries. No time to submit letters early to meet
deadline.
I am now requesting answers to these responses and previous
emails to Council and the Mayor so I have ample time to respond
to Council before I have to submit my submission for Public
Hearing>August 16?
That said Here is what Matthew Baldwin replied regarding the property
at 2627 and 2631 Millstream Road in answer to my questions:
  
With regard to height, it is up to Council to determine how the
proposed height of a building meets the neighbourhood designation.
Bear in mind that this designation expects a mix of low and medium
density housing and does not require parity with the surrounding
neighbourhood.
I disagree with Matthew Baldwin’s comment This is a
neighbourhood designation and this proposed development with a
66 foot wall does not respect privacy of adjacent neighbours
backyards and existing properties for Neighbourhood Designation
Summary & Proposals A 66 foot building so close to the property
setbacks of Marlisa Place will have negative impacts affecting
property value, self-sustainability, and mental well-being. To
avoid such extreme sunlight obstruction, one or more of the
following changes must be met: 1. Increase building setback from
Marlisa Place property lines beyond 10m 2. Decrease building
height by at least 2 storeys (20 feet) 3. Rotate buildings 90 degrees
to create sunlight corridors, similar to Vancouver’s protected view
corridor
If  approved by Council does not follow OCP plan which I was told
is followed 100% according to Matthew Baldwin's written words
and Mayor Young stated 99.9% of the time at the June Council
meeting
What will the City of Langford’s decision be for Citizens of
Langford who have lived in our neighbourhood designation for
many years ?
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Zoning does not set the form and character of development, it only sets
use, setback, height and density. Form and character are set through a
separate Development Permit process, and the proposed building must
comply with established Design Guidelines, which you may review at
the City’s website under the appendices to Zoning Bylaw No. 300.
RM9 and RM7 This proposed 6.39.02 Subdivision Lot Requirements
(1) No lot having a lot area less than 4,000.0 m2 (1.0 ac) lot size .959
acre is the development size of both properties BC Assessment
2631 Millstream .348 acre   2627 Millstream .61 acre Properties
have not been consolidated so RM7A zoning is not applicable as
well Is that why planning is requesting they consolidate both
properties which still doesn't meet RM7 or RM9 area size The
proposal should have been denied at the Planning Meeting as both
properties do not meet RM7 or RM 9 Zonings.Developers Real
Estate Agents and Business owners are appointed to Planning
Committee by Council and it was moved and seconded and
approved to go to Council at June Planning meeting 1st reading
changing designation back to Neighbourhood from City Center
was already approved May 10 2021.
Combined building does not fit Neighbourhood designation for
RM9 or RM7 Zoning for size of lot unless of course If Council
allows a variance for more money from developers
RM7 RM7A RM9
(1) Within 7.5 m (24.6 ft) of any front lot line; or (2) Within 3.0 m (9.8
ft) of any interior side lot line; or (3) Within 7.5 m (24.6 ft) of any
exterior side lot line; or (4) Within 3.0 m (9.8 ft) of any rear lot line;
or (5) Within 7.5 m (24.6 ft) of any rear lot line, if that lot l
1 One of the variances requested . That Section 6.39.06(1) of Zoning
Bylaw No. 300 be varied to reduce the front lot line setback from
the required 7.5 m to 4.8 m; Request Does not meet RM7 RM7A and
RM9   Rezoning for Development unless variance approved by
Council is not applicable unless of course council approves
variances Why bother to have Zoning bylaws when Council doesn’t
follow them and does there need to be amendment to Bylaw 300
not just give variances to developer for extra funds?
. I have not calculated how large this area is.
What is the area size as it is needed to determine how many units
are allowed in Neighbourhood Designation . Is Neighbourhood
designation the area of the property or does it include other
neighbourhood designation in OCP which is not written in the
OCP plan
The 40 units per hectare density target would, however, encompass
ALL of the lands designated as Neighbourhood in the OCP.
Very convenient for Council and developers Is whole
neighbourhood designation is considered for units per hectare or
acre for property less than an acre size Adjacent neighbours don’t
have chance with any development So much for Council “small
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town friendly” in Introduction of OCP Why is the area of
Neighbourhood Designation not written in OCP plan?
  
Pre-blast surveys are normal requirements for blasting companies, and
these are set by their insurance providers. Council can require these
but cannot really enforce these.
Any property damage, whether from blasting or tree removal is a civil
matter between property owners.
Does this mean we have to get some type of lawyer involvement to
protect our properties since we have no support from the City of
Langford ?
I do not expect that Council will approve or require traffic calming on
Millstream Road for reasons I have already provided, and
notwithstanding what may or may not be occurring in other
municipalities. I am not aware of any speed bumps on any municipal
roads in Langford, and it is not the Council's preference to employ this
form of traffic calming.
What will the City of Langford do to slow traffic on a congested
Millstream Road   Speed bump, decrease speed to 30km since we
have decreased speed to 20 km on Wagar and Millstream corner at
Reflections Building to prevent traffic accidents ?
The yellow 20km signs need to be changed to white 20km signs so
decrease speed is enforced
Council can consider lower speed zones, and these are usually done
where traffic volumes warrant this. That said, I have never seen a
20kmh speed zone, and as that is 10kmh lower than a school zone, I
don’t believe it would ever be warranted.
Attach photos of 20km signs
The Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure monitors its traffic
lights on a regular and ongoing basis for optimum traffic flow. The City
can make suggestions, but ultimately the decision rests with the
Ministry.
Will the City make suggestions to improve flow of traffic at
Strandlund and Millstream Intersection by requesting to
Provincial Government a right arrow green light at the No turning
right on red at the same intersection
Council can direct staff to post no-parking on any portion of any street.
Again, it will be done where warranted.
The City’s Zoning Bylaw requires 1.25 parking spaces per residential
unit and of that 0.25 is to be reserved for visitors.
Neighbourhood Designation parking is Apartment outside City
Centre and the Mixed Use Employment Centre designation as
Page 126 of 457

shown on Map 2 in Bylaw No. 1200, unless otherwise specified in
this bylaw. 2.75 spaces per dwelling unit with two bedrooms or
less, of which 0.25 shall be designated for visitor parking; 3.75
spaces per dwelling unit with more than 2 bedrooms, of which 0.25
shall be designated for visitor parking; By Providing a variance
will negate this bylaw for additional funds from the developer to
the City Don’t Council have to make an amendment to Bylaw 300
and have Public Input before hand ?
The developer providing the crosswalk and extended sidewalk is
for safety purposes in response Citizens of Langford’s concerns
from Planning Meeting and should not allow them variances
against City bylaws
Crosswalk where bus stop on Veterans Memorial at Marlisa needs
to be provided for safety as well
Watt Study invalid after neighbours counted cars June 25 and a
projection was not used Just actual existing cars and counting
You can request at any time that Council place parking control signs on
your street. Your request, however, is something that is somewhat
separate and apart from this rezoning proposal.
We have No vehicular access to Marlisa Place It was for any
vehicles on Marlisa Place as any extra cars travelling on the cul de
sac would change our street and City would be liable for decrease
in value of our homes by 20 % as per 2019 issues brought forward to
Council
Will the developer or City provide parking passes as the developer
had told us they would?.
Residents with a second vehicle will have to either make arrangements
within their property or park legally on the street.
Neighbourhood Designation Parking would assist in this issue as
City of Langford can not force other forms of transportation on
citizens and Transit to downtown on a regular basis is 3 blocks
away 900 M not 500M not in close proximity Bus on Millstream
goes to downtown once a day
I would remind you that Marlisa is a public street, and anyone can now
park on Marlisa. If Council chooses to limit public parking, they will do
so by erecting signage which will inform drivers.
We have a no vehicular access as of October 25
2019 Extra cars travelling on our cul de sac changes the cul de sac
and our value of our homes would drop 20% from the 2019 letter
which does not specifically refer to just developers. We require
  parking passes 2 for each household and 2 visitor Who will
provide the Developer or City of Langford
There will be no need to inform residents that their building only has 1
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parking space per unit. That should be a self-evident fact.
Will the City of Langford notify potential buyers as this is a city
bylaw 1 stall per unit? This is now not applicable as
Neighbourhood Designation increases number of parking stalls
unless Council approves variance requested by developer which
will not follow OCP plan or Bylaw 300
More questions to answer please
Planning is asking the developer to consolidate the 2 properties/ Is
that because each property 2627 and 2631 are less than .7 acre and
would not be accepted under RM7 zoning?
The density, public realm, and form and character of new development
are of high quality and best suited to both the surrounding properties
and the vision of community established in the OCP.
How is 66 foot height 113 unit building   best suited to both
surrounding properties and Neighbourhood Designation as per
OCP
I have submitted these and other questions. Please answer ASAP as
I require answers to have adequate time to respond and prepare
my submission for Public Hearing (August16?)Matthew Baldwin
stated a letter about Public Hearing should come to
our neighbourhood at the end of this month.
First three photos are on Millstream and Wagar Fourth photo is a
20km sign for hospital zone Our corner at Millstream and Wagar
where crosswalk is by Reflections has a crosswalk and drivers
need to slow to 20km ( white 20km sign) around the corner for
safety of pedestrians
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Thank you Lori Ann Locken 684 Marlisa Place
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Matthew Baldwin
Lori Ann Locken
Leah Stohmann; Marie Watmough
RE: Questions for Mayor Young and Council
July 12, 2021 4:50:57 PM

Good afternoon Ms. Locken,
Thank you for your email of earlier this afternoon. We appreciate that you have chosen to seek
answers to your questions prior to Public Hearing, as the Public Hearing is not really the forum for
having questions answered, but rather to have to voice your concerns.
That said, here is what I can tell you regarding the property at 2627 and 2631 Millstream Road in
answer to your questions:
With to regard to height, it is up to Council to determine how the proposed height of a
building meets the neighbourhood designation. Bear in mind that this designation expects a
mix of low and medium density housing and does not require parity with the surrounding
neighbourhood.
This proposal was reviewed by the Planning and Zoning Committee when it was ready to be
reviewed. This has nothing to do with the OCP amendment.
Zoning does not set the form and character of development, it only sets use, setback, height
and density. Form and character are set through a separate Development Permit process,
and the proposed building must comply with established Design Guidelines, which you may
review at the City’s website under the appendices to Zoning Bylaw No. 300.
I would imagine that your neighbourhood is roughly bounded by Millstream Road, Strandlund
Road, Rainville Road and Hoffmann Avenue. I have not calculated how large this area is.
The 40 units per hectare density target would, however, encompass ALL of the lands
designated as Neighbourhood in the OCP.
Pre-blast surveys are normal requirements for blasting companies, and these are set by their
insurance providers. Council can require these but cannot really enforce these.
Any property damage, whether from blasting or tree removal is a civil matter between
property owners.
I do not expect that Council will approve or require traffic calming on Millstream Road for
reasons I have already provided, and notwithstanding what may or may not be occurring in
other municipalities. I am not aware of any speed bumps on any municipal roads in Langford,
and it is not Council’s preference to employ this form of traffic calming.
Council can consider lower speed zones, and these are usually done where traffic volumes
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warrant this. That said, I have never seen a 20kmh speed zone, and as that is 10kmh lower
than a school zone, I don’t believe it would ever be warranted.
The Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure monitors its traffic lights on a regular and
ongoing basis for optimum traffic flow. The City can make suggestions, but ultimately the
decision rest with the Ministry.
Council can direct staff to post no-parking on any portion of any street. Again, it will be done
where warranted.
The City’s Zoning Bylaw requires 1.25 parking spaces per residential unit and of that 0.25 is to
be reserved for visitors.
You can request at any time that Council place parking control signs on your street. Your
request, however, is something that is somewhat separate and apart from this rezoning
proposal.
Residents with a second vehicle will have to either make arrangements within their property
or park legally on the street.
I would remind you that Marlisa is a public street, and anyone can now park on Marlisa. If
Council chooses to limit public parking, they will do so by erecting signage which will informs
drivers.
There will be no need to inform residents that their building only has 1 parking space per
unit. That should be a self-evident fact.
I trust that this answers your questions, however if you have additional questions or concerns,
please do not hesitate to contact me here.
Sincerely,

Matthew Baldwin, MCIP, RPP
Director of Planning and Subdivision
City of Langford
t 250.474.6919
2nd Floor, 877 Goldstream Avenue | Langford, BC V9B 2X8
Langford.ca
Please review our email privacy policy at Langford.ca/privacypolicy
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From: Lori Ann Locken <yaya13712@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, July 12, 2021 3:27 PM
To: Mayor Young <mayor@langford.ca>; Matt Sahlstrom <msahlstrom@langford.ca>; Denise
Blackwell <dblackwell@langford.ca>; Leah Stohmann <lstohmann@langford.ca>; Norma Stewart
<nstewart@langford.ca>; Lanny Seaton <lseaton@langford.ca>; Matthew Baldwin
<mbaldwin@langford.ca>; Roger Wade <rwade@langford.ca>; Michelle Mahovlich
<mmahovlich@langford.ca>; Lillian Szpak <lszpak@langford.ca>
Subject: Questions for Mayor Young and Council
Thank you for responding to my previous letter. Matthew Baldwin
Here are my questions I would like answered as I understand
questions are not allowed at the Public Hearing just our statements.
How does a 66 foot height 92 unit building meet Neighbourhood
designation as per existing settled areas ,single family and
townhouses proximity to the rest of the neighbourhood, which consists
of single and 2 family dwellings and towns houses on Millstream Road?
Is the reason the proposal came to the planning committee is that
as of May 5 there was just the 1st reading done for amendment bylaw
1987 so it was still under City Center designation?
How does this proposed development ensure buildings are sited to
complement the type, use and characteristics of adjacent buildings
and ensure private outdoor spaces for adjacent neighbours are
respected?
When you refer to development it will not exceed 40 units per
hectare.
What is the overall area of the neighbourhood that should not exceed
40 units per hectare?
How many hectares is this neighbourhood area comprised of?
Whatever development is eventually approved Surrounding
neighbours will require pre survey of properties on Marlisa Wagar
and Millstream by blasting company as blasting company insurance
company will be the ones who will cover damage as home insurance
earth movement by blasting is excluded
Would Council please help to protect surrounding neighbours of any
proposed development by requesting pre blasting surveys on our
homes ?
Who will cover property damage from tree removal as earth
movement is excluded under home insurance?
What traffic calming will be initiated on Millstream Road since
Langford is not considering the same as the trial Colwood ?
Will there be no parking on the entire left side of Millstream,
decrease speed to 20 km, consider speed bumps since there are
speed bumps in Langford ?
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Will Engineering contact the Ministry of Transportation about the
right green arrow at Strandlund /Millstream intersection at Veterans
Memorial Parkway for safety purposes and to decrease congestion
the lights for cars not able to turn right on red lights at that
intersection to improve traffic flow?
I submitted several photos of cars parked on Millstream and
reported that there was no parking on Millstream on a Friday
afternoon at 1230 PM.
At present some parts of MIllstream Road have parking on both
sides of the street
Will the The City of Langford decide to have no parking on the left
side of Millstream to Strandund/Millstream intersection.
I understand the Council’s position about 1 stall per unit for an
apartment building
Since there is only Marlisa residents parking on Marlisa and Charmar
is a private Road.
Would you please provide Marlisa residents with 2 resident parking
signs and 2 visitor parking signs for their properties?
Where will owners who have a second vehicle park or any visitor to
the proposed development if 26 spaces for visitors are used?
Will the developer be required to notify potential buyers whatever
development is built that no parking is allowed on Marlisa and
Charmar and that only 1 stall per unit available and no space for
2nd vehicle to coincide with City of Langford’s parking policy to
encourage alternate modes of transportation?
Thank you
Lori Ann Locken
684 Marlisa Place
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Matthew Baldwin
Lori Ann Locken
Braden Hutchins; Julie Coneybeer; Leah Stohmann
Re: July 19 Council Meeting tonight
July 19, 2021 3:35:24 PM
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Good afternoon Ms. Locken,
Thank you for your email of earlier this morning. I have been asked to provide a response.
While you are correct that staff do not have the authority to make zoning decisions, Council typically defers
questions relating to active rezoning applications to staff. We hope that we are able to answer your
questions in advance of the Public Hearing so that what you say to Council at a Public Hearing is informed.
That said, I am only going to address the planning and land use questions that you raise. Any issues relating
to notices received and meeting dates will have to be addressed by the City's Director of Corporate
Services, Braden Hutchins.
With respect to Building Height, you may address your concerns to Council at the Public Hearing. With
respect to compliance with the Official Community Plan, the proposed rezoning must be, in Council's
opinion compliant with the neighbourhood zoning designation.
With respect to the minimum lot size prescribed by zoning bylaw, this only applies to the creation of new
lots by subdivision and does not prevent one property owner from consolidating land into a single lot. If
you feel that the property is too small for the proposed use under the proposed zoning, you may address
your concerns to Council at the Public Hearing.
With respect to any variances to the zoning bylaw that this applicant may be seeking, the City provides
notice that Council will consider these variances. This notification is provided in accordance with the Local
Government Act. You may address any concerns that you have about variances being sought at the Public
Hearing, and again when and if Council intends to issue these variances. You will receive written notice of
the meeting date, time and place where Council will consider issuing variances with respect to this
development. It will be at some point in time after the rezoning has been completed.

With respect to the size and density of a neighbourhood, it is up to Council to determine if a
proposed use exceeds the intent of the City's Official Community Plan. The area of the
Neighbourhood designation is shown clearly in the OCP. You may, however, address your
concerns to Council at the Public Hearing.
Again, the City is not permitted to regulate blasting. Blasting is an industry that is watched
carefully by the insurance industry. Council can suggest that the developer's blasting
company undertake a pre-blast survey and as this is of concern for you may address your
concerns to Council at the Public Hearing. Please be prepared to hear Council request, not
require, that the developer have their blasting company undertake a pre-blast survey.

Page 137 of 457

You may address your concerns regarding traffic and speed zones to Council at the time of
Public Hearing. I expect that they will refer this to the City Engineer to determine what is
warranted. Similarly, you can address your concerns regarding the intersection of Millstream
and Strandlund at the Public Hearing. I expect that this will also be referred to the City
Engineer. The Minister of Transportation and Infrastructure must sign off on this rezoning. If
they have concerns about traffic and infrastructure that relate to this rezoning, they may
withhold their approval.
Thank you for the photographs of the "recommended" speed zone (yellow) signage. These do
not constitute a speed zone. For that, the signage would have to be black on white. The sign
you have shown at the Priory Hospital is on a private driveway, not a public street.
The applicant is seeking a variance to the number of parking spaces required for an apartment
at the 1.25 per unit rate I described in my previous email. You may address your concerns
regarding parking, and in particular your proposal to inform potential buyers about the parking
situation to Council at Public Hearing.
With respect to your cul-de-sac, Council has indicated that this project will have no vehicular
access to your street. You may request that Council consider resident only parking on
Marlissa. With respect to property valuation, Council is authorized to rezone land under the
Community Charter and the Local Government Act. I believe that the City, Council and its
staff cannot be held liable for any loss of value that you feel you might suffer because of
rezoning.
To answer your additoinal questions:
No, the Planning Department is not requiring the applicant to consolidate these lots.
They are doing so because it makes no sense not to, unless the owner would like to
design two separate buildings one for each lot.
There really is no answer to your question about height, except to say that Council will
take this into consideration when deciding about this rezoning. Again, you are welcome
to present to Council at the Public Hearing, your interpretation of why this proposed
rezoning is not suitable.
I trust that this information is helpful and provides enough information to allow you to make a
reasoned presentation to Council at Public Hearing.
If you have any additional questions or comments about this or any previous correspondence,
please do not hesitate to contact me here.
Sincerely,

From: Lori Ann Locken <yaya13712@gmail.com>
Sent: July 19, 2021 10:40 AM
To: Langford Planning General Mailbox <planning@langford.ca>; Matthew Baldwin
<mbaldwin@langford.ca>; Mayor Young <mayor@langford.ca>; Denise Blackwell
<dblackwell@langford.ca>; Leah Stohmann <lstohmann@langford.ca>; Norma Stewart
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<nstewart@langford.ca>; Lillian Szpak <lszpak@langford.ca>; Lanny Seaton <lseaton@langford.ca>;
Matt Sahlstrom <msahlstrom@langford.ca>; Julie Coneybeer <jconeybeer@langford.ca>
Subject: July 19 Council Meeting tonight

I need to clarify this letter needs to be added to July 19 Council meeting
as a late entry even though the agenda was posted on Friday July 16
and our Public hearing when set, possibly August 16?
This is the information I got back from Matthew Baldwin in planning.
The Planning Department does not have authority to make
decisions for proposed developments that is why The Mayor and
Council are required to answer my questions before our Public hearing
as I am not allowed to ask questions at Public hearings.  
My responses and questions to Council follow Matthew Baldwin’s
responses which need to be answered before any variances are
heard from the developer.
Citizens of Millstream Neighbourhood should have been notified
before agenda was posted Friday July 16 at 4 PM for July 19
Council meeting as this affects our neighbourhood and rezoning
requests which without variances RM7 RM7A and RM9 are not
acceptable with Bylaw 300. The lack of previous notice will make
our letters late entries. No time to submit letters early to meet
deadline.
I am now requesting answers to these responses and previous
emails to Council and the Mayor so I have ample time to respond
to Council before I have to submit my submission for Public
Hearing>August 16?
That said Here is what Matthew Baldwin replied regarding the property
at 2627 and 2631 Millstream Road in answer to my questions:
  
With regard to height, it is up to Council to determine how the
proposed height of a building meets the neighbourhood designation.
Bear in mind that this designation expects a mix of low and medium
density housing and does not require parity with the surrounding
neighbourhood.
I disagree with Matthew Baldwin’s comment This is a
neighbourhood designation and this proposed development with a
66 foot wall does not respect privacy of adjacent neighbours
backyards and existing properties for Neighbourhood Designation
Summary & Proposals A 66 foot building so close to the property
setbacks of Marlisa Place will have negative impacts affecting
property value, self-sustainability, and mental well-being. To
avoid such extreme sunlight obstruction, one or more of the
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following changes must be met: 1. Increase building setback from
Marlisa Place property lines beyond 10m 2. Decrease building
height by at least 2 storeys (20 feet) 3. Rotate buildings 90 degrees
to create sunlight corridors, similar to Vancouver’s protected view
corridor
If  approved by Council does not follow OCP plan which I was told
is followed 100% according to Matthew Baldwin's written words
and Mayor Young stated 99.9% of the time at the June Council
meeting
What will the City of Langford’s decision be for Citizens of
Langford who have lived in our neighbourhood designation for
many years ?
  
Zoning does not set the form and character of development, it only sets
use, setback, height and density. Form and character are set through a
separate Development Permit process, and the proposed building must
comply with established Design Guidelines, which you may review at
the City’s website under the appendices to Zoning Bylaw No. 300.
RM9 and RM7 This proposed 6.39.02 Subdivision Lot Requirements
(1) No lot having a lot area less than 4,000.0 m2 (1.0 ac) lot size .959
acre is the development size of both properties BC Assessment
2631 Millstream .348 acre   2627 Millstream .61 acre Properties
have not been consolidated so RM7A zoning is not applicable as
well Is that why planning is requesting they consolidate both
properties which still doesn't meet RM7 or RM9 area size The
proposal should have been denied at the Planning Meeting as both
properties do not meet RM7 or RM 9 Zonings.Developers Real
Estate Agents and Business owners are appointed to Planning
Committee by Council and it was moved and seconded and
approved to go to Council at June Planning meeting 1st reading
changing designation back to Neighbourhood from City Center
was already approved May 10 2021.
Combined building does not fit Neighbourhood designation for
RM9 or RM7 Zoning for size of lot unless of course If Council
allows a variance for more money from developers
RM7 RM7A RM9
(1) Within 7.5 m (24.6 ft) of any front lot line; or (2) Within 3.0 m (9.8
ft) of any interior side lot line; or (3) Within 7.5 m (24.6 ft) of any
exterior side lot line; or (4) Within 3.0 m (9.8 ft) of any rear lot line;
or (5) Within 7.5 m (24.6 ft) of any rear lot line, if that lot l
1 One of the variances requested . That Section 6.39.06(1) of Zoning
Bylaw No. 300 be varied to reduce the front lot line setback from
the required 7.5 m to 4.8 m; Request Does not meet RM7 RM7A and
RM9   Rezoning for Development unless variance approved by
Council is not applicable unless of course council approves
variances Why bother to have Zoning bylaws when Council doesn’t
follow them and does there need to be amendment to Bylaw 300
not just give variances to developer for extra funds?
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. I have not calculated how large this area is.
What is the area size as it is needed to determine how many units
are allowed in Neighbourhood Designation . Is Neighbourhood
designation the area of the property or does it include other
neighbourhood designation in OCP which is not written in the
OCP plan
The 40 units per hectare density target would, however, encompass
ALL of the lands designated as Neighbourhood in the OCP.
Very convenient for Council and developers Is whole
neighbourhood designation is considered for units per hectare or
acre for property less than an acre size Adjacent neighbours don’t
have chance with any development So much for Council “small
town friendly” in Introduction of OCP Why is the area of
Neighbourhood Designation not written in OCP plan?
  
Pre-blast surveys are normal requirements for blasting companies, and
these are set by their insurance providers. Council can require these
but cannot really enforce these.
Any property damage, whether from blasting or tree removal is a civil
matter between property owners.
Does this mean we have to get some type of lawyer involvement to
protect our properties since we have no support from the City of
Langford ?
I do not expect that Council will approve or require traffic calming on
Millstream Road for reasons I have already provided, and
notwithstanding what may or may not be occurring in other
municipalities. I am not aware of any speed bumps on any municipal
roads in Langford, and it is not the Council's preference to employ this
form of traffic calming.
What will the City of Langford do to slow traffic on a congested
Millstream Road   Speed bump, decrease speed to 30km since we
have decreased speed to 20 km on Wagar and Millstream corner at
Reflections Building to prevent traffic accidents ?
The yellow 20km signs need to be changed to white 20km signs so
decrease speed is enforced
Council can consider lower speed zones, and these are usually done
where traffic volumes warrant this. That said, I have never seen a
20kmh speed zone, and as that is 10kmh lower than a school zone, I
don’t believe it would ever be warranted.
Attach photos of 20km signs
The Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure monitors its traffic
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lights on a regular and ongoing basis for optimum traffic flow. The City
can make suggestions, but ultimately the decision rests with the
Ministry.
Will the City make suggestions to improve flow of traffic at
Strandlund and Millstream Intersection by requesting to
Provincial Government a right arrow green light at the No turning
right on red at the same intersection
Council can direct staff to post no-parking on any portion of any street.
Again, it will be done where warranted.
The City’s Zoning Bylaw requires 1.25 parking spaces per residential
unit and of that 0.25 is to be reserved for visitors.
Neighbourhood Designation parking is Apartment outside City
Centre and the Mixed Use Employment Centre designation as
shown on Map 2 in Bylaw No. 1200, unless otherwise specified in
this bylaw. 2.75 spaces per dwelling unit with two bedrooms or
less, of which 0.25 shall be designated for visitor parking; 3.75
spaces per dwelling unit with more than 2 bedrooms, of which 0.25
shall be designated for visitor parking; By Providing a variance
will negate this bylaw for additional funds from the developer to
the City Don’t Council have to make an amendment to Bylaw 300
and have Public Input before hand ?
The developer providing the crosswalk and extended sidewalk is
for safety purposes in response Citizens of Langford’s concerns
from Planning Meeting and should not allow them variances
against City bylaws
Crosswalk where bus stop on Veterans Memorial at Marlisa needs
to be provided for safety as well
Watt Study invalid after neighbours counted cars June 25 and a
projection was not used Just actual existing cars and counting
You can request at any time that Council place parking control signs on
your street. Your request, however, is something that is somewhat
separate and apart from this rezoning proposal.
We have No vehicular access to Marlisa Place It was for any
vehicles on Marlisa Place as any extra cars travelling on the cul de
sac would change our street and City would be liable for decrease
in value of our homes by 20 % as per 2019 issues brought forward to
Council
Will the developer or City provide parking passes as the developer
had told us they would?.
Residents with a second vehicle will have to either make arrangements
within their property or park legally on the street.
Neighbourhood Designation Parking would assist in this issue as
City of Langford can not force other forms of transportation on
citizens and Transit to downtown on a regular basis is 3 blocks
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away 900 M not 500M not in close proximity Bus on Millstream
goes to downtown once a day
I would remind you that Marlisa is a public street, and anyone can now
park on Marlisa. If Council chooses to limit public parking, they will do
so by erecting signage which will inform drivers.
We have a no vehicular access as of October 25
2019 Extra cars travelling on our cul de sac changes the cul de sac
and our value of our homes would drop 20% from the 2019 letter
which does not specifically refer to just developers. We require
  parking passes 2 for each household and 2 visitor Who will
provide the Developer or City of Langford
There will be no need to inform residents that their building only has 1
parking space per unit. That should be a self-evident fact.
Will the City of Langford notify potential buyers as this is a city
bylaw 1 stall per unit? This is now not applicable as
Neighbourhood Designation increases number of parking stalls
unless Council approves variance requested by developer which
will not follow OCP plan or Bylaw 300
More questions to answer please
Planning is asking the developer to consolidate the 2 properties/ Is
that because each property 2627 and 2631 are less than .7 acre and
would not be accepted under RM7 zoning?
The density, public realm, and form and character of new development
are of high quality and best suited to both the surrounding properties
and the vision of community established in the OCP.
How is 66 foot height 113 unit building   best suited to both
surrounding properties and Neighbourhood Designation as per
OCP
I have submitted these and other questions. Please answer ASAP as
I require answers to have adequate time to respond and prepare
my submission for Public Hearing (August16?)Matthew Baldwin
stated a letter about Public Hearing should come to
our neighbourhood at the end of this month.
First three photos are on Millstream and Wagar Fourth photo is a
20km sign for hospital zone Our corner at Millstream and Wagar
where crosswalk is by Reflections has a crosswalk and drivers
need to slow to 20km ( white 20km sign) around the corner for
safety of pedestrians
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Thank you Lori Ann Locken 684 Marlisa Place

9
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Lori Ann Locken
Leah Stohmann
My verbal response to developers proposal for Millstream Road for June 14 Planning and Rezoning meeting
June 13, 2021 1:51:56 PM

The Zoom / Phone Council meetings due to Covid have had limited speakers in the
past. I am forwarding my verbal response for the planning and rezoning meeting to
ensure that my neighbourhood’s response is heard. Please ensure it is added to the
agenda package along with the other 2021 email submissions of our concerns about
this Developer's Proposal for the Planning and Zoning meeting for June 14
Our letters and my verbal response for my neighbourhood to developer's plan are
late entries This is because our letter from Langford City Hall stated we had till
3 o’clock Monday June 14 for letters, Our letter did not communicate that
submissions needed to be received before the agenda was set which was
Wednesday
Mayor Young and Council Members
My name is Lori Ann Locken I have lived at 684 Marlisa Place since 2005
Our issues for safety privacy and emotional and mental well being are not protected
with the developer’s plan
The proposed plan does not meet Langford’s OCP plan for homeowners who live on
the adjacent streets
In 2019 a 40 unit 3 storey building was proposed. It was not built because access was
denied to Marlisa Place and there were no further proposals
In 2020 there were plans for building on Millstream Road There was an established
website with photos from Matt Loken who is a real estate agent. The website for this
building has been removed .
In 2021 there have now been 4 plans of the Millstream Road proposed
development The last plan that we received which would include 113 apartments in 2
buildings one of which is a 66 feet high building that gives no privacy to adjacent
neighbours and will decrease their sunlight by 58% which has potential for issues with
mental and emotional well being (depression) Eric’s correspondence to council has
the complete Sunlight study It will also decrease their property values.
This is the same owner for both proposals. In 2019 File # Z19-0010 2627 Millstream
Development 1177016 LTD was sent an email from info.axinum.com and application
number was Z19-0010 ., Rachael Sansome Agent for Developer on behalf of the
proponent 1177016 LTD application number Z19-0010 for the 2021 proposal
In 2019 we had the concerns about parking safety, decreasing value to our homes
and privacy. The 2021 proposal our concerns remain the same with the addition of
emotional and mental well being issues (potential depression) from 58% less sunlight
exposure due to 66 foot height of building proposed
The 2019 proposal is much more in line with surrounding homes and would protect
our privacy and would allow sunshine to a greater percent in their yards This building
Page 147 of 457

needs to be 3 storeys(maximum). The alternate could be townhouses that are built
on Millstream Road and Veterans Memorial
Congestion on Millstream road is already a concern Please see the photos I have
provided of the parked cars in the photos that were taken during daytime weekdays
This is part of my submission that was sent for the agenda package
There are 113 parking spots and 26 visitors spots for proposed development but
there will be more cars than that There is no vehicular access to Marlisa Place and
Charmar Crescent is a private road All extra cars from proposed development will be
on Millstream Road
More parking and illegal parking on Millstream could cause injury to a pedestrian. No
sidewalks and lighting on portions of Millstream Road is a great concern as well for
safety.
A 40 unit 3 story apartment( maximum) or townhouses could be built. Parking spots
will need to increase to more than 1 per unit on the development property I am aware
this does not follow the bylaw but safety of pedestrians in my neighbourhood is more
of a priority
Questions and Clarifications
1. Map on Page 21 Appendix C Location The map shows Wagar extending to
Veteran's Memorial BUT it does not. Wagar connects with Millstream Road on an
already congested street
2 Map on Page 21 Appendix C Location Shows Veterans Memorial and Millstream
so close together BUT in FACT there is a boulevard grassed area walkway and bus
stop between Millstream and Veterans Memorial There is no connection to Veterans
Memorial until the intersection at Millstream and Strandlund.
3. With Bonnie Henry's Phase 2 commencing June 15 the next meeting for the public
when it is held after the June 14th meeting can be located at City Hall. Bonnie Henry's
numbers will increase to 50 for inside meetings. City Hall is smaller but 10 -12
residents could attend and wear masks and continue to social distance We have all
had one vaccine and some have had their second vaccine as well
Marlisa Millstream and Charmar residents disagree with the proposed development
for Millstream Road and would request denial of the developer's proposed plan and
request for RM9 rezoning .
The neighbourhood understands the OCP plan and needs for changes and would
propose alternate plans for a 40 unit 3 storey apartment (maximum)or townhouses
with parking on site not underground to keep the height more acceptable and private
for adjacent neighbours
Thank you for your time
Lori Ann Locken
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From:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Date:

Lori Ann Locken
Langford Planning General Mailbox; Leah Stohmann
dsaj1@telus.net; dwc751@gmail.com; justuscarmichaels@shaw.ca; kilarski@telus.net;
west_hawk_env@shaw.ca; Al; Bea and Steve; Deb; Don Havard; Ed Machtmes; Eric; Ian Frame; Jeff Fiorin;
Jennifer; Justine Pohl; Karen Fiorin; Kristin Mathe; Lisa Walker; Lori Ann Locken; Marg Coady; Pamola Carrick;
Peter Willing; Ricardo Hein; Ron Butterfield; Susan Duckworth; Tom Miller; Toni Woodward
Public Meeting
June 18, 2021 6:25:52 AM

The Planning meeting for the Millstream Development was held by Zoom/Phone.
There was only limited time for residents to have a voice for their concerns as the
agenda had several agenda items
This public meeting needs be dealing with just the Millstream Development proposal
so all concerned citizens have an opportunity to speak as this is their only time to
communicate their issues concerns and proposal for change  
As of Tuesday, June 15, B.C. has entered Step 2 of the province’s restart plan. This
means non-essential travel is now allowed within B.C., outdoor personal gatherings for up
to 50 people are allowed and so are indoor, seated organized gatherings with up to 50
people (theatres, banquet halls, etc.) Liquor service at restaurants, bars and pubs is
extended until midnight and indoor sports games as well as high-intensity fitness with
safety plans are also allowed. Masks and physical distancing are still required in all indoor
public spaces
The Proposed Millstream Development meeting is not for a few weeks It is important that
all citizens who have a concern about this development have an opportunity to speak.
Please insure that this meeting is held at city hall with a Step 2 restart plan in place so up to
50 people can attend and have their voice heard
If the Step 2 plan takes extra time then the Public Meeting should be postponed . All
Concerned Citizens of Langford should have the opportunity to speak. This proposal will
adversely affect them if approved As Citizens we know there is a vision of Council for
Density Change We have ideas so safety and privacy are protected for homeowners
adjacent to Proposed development
Lori Ann Locken
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Lori Ann Locken
Leah Stohmann; Mayor Young; Denise Blackwell; Roger Wade; Matt Sahlstrom; Norma Stewart; Lanny Seaton;
Lillian Szpak; Braden Hutchins; Julie Coneybeer
Pubic Meeting
June 24, 2021 9:47:58 PM

The Planning meeting for the Millstream Development was held by Zoom/Phone. There
was only limited time for residents to have a voice for their concerns as the agenda had
several agenda items
This public meeting needs be dealing with just the Millstream Development proposal so all
concerned citizens have an opportunity to speak as this is their only time to communicate
their issues concerns and proposal for change
As of Tuesday, June 15, B.C. has entered Step 2 of the province’s restart plan. This
means non-essential travel is now allowed within B.C., outdoor personal gatherings for up
to 50 people are allowed and so are indoor, seated organized gatherings with up to 50
people (theatres, banquet halls, etc.) Liquor service at restaurants, bars and pubs is
extended until midnight and indoor sports games as well as high-intensity fitness with
safety plans are also allowed. Masks and physical distancing are still required in all indoor
public spaces
The Proposed Millstream Development meeting iis not scheduled yet. The designation for
Millstream from Wagar to Marlisa has had its third reading and just needs to be adopted.
This needs to happen before our public meeting.. There is just less than a month before
the next Council meeting. This is more than enough time to organize an in-house meeting.
at City Hall for the public meeting.
It is important that Langford citizens who have a concern about this development have an
opportunity to speak. Please insure that this meeting is held at city hall with a Step 2 restart
plan in place so up to 50 people can attend and have their voice heard
If the Step 2 plan takes extra time then the Public Meeting should be postponed . All
Concerned Citizens of Langford should have the opportunity to speak. This proposal will
adversely affect them if approved As Citizens we know there is a vision of Council for
Density Change We have ideas so safety and privacy are protected for homeowners
adjacent to Proposed development
Please ensure that we have 10 days or more before the agenda is posted so we as citizens
are on the agenda . There was not clear communication before the planning meeting and
our submissions did not get into the agenda package or received to Council and Planning
Committee until after 3 oclock the day of the meeting
Thank you Lori Ann Locken
On behalf of Citizens of Wagar Windman Court Windman Lane Millstream Charma
Rainville Rockingham Marlisa Atkins Winster Hoffman and many other residents of
Langford
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Braden Hutchins
Leah Stohmann; Trina Cruikshank; Suzette Chapman
Marie Watmough
FW: 20210610 - Lori Ann LOCKEN re Concerns with Development at 2627and 2631 Millstream Rd.
June 11, 2021 3:52:32 PM

Braden Hutchins
Director of Corporate Services
250.391.3409

From: Lori Ann Locken <yaya13712@gmail.com>
Sent: June 11, 2021 1:14 PM
To: Braden Hutchins <bhutchins@langford.ca>
Subject: Fwd: 20210610 - Lori Ann LOCKEN re Concerns with Development at 2627and 2631
Millstream Rd.

---------- Forwarded message --------From: Lori Ann Locken <yaya13712@gmail.com>
Date: Fri., Jun. 11, 2021, 11:51 a.m.
Subject: Re: 20210610 - Lori Ann LOCKEN re Concerns with Development at 2627and 2631 Millstream
Rd.
To: <planning@langford.ca>

I would just like to add since there is no in house meeting to voice concerns The letter we received
states letters will be will be considered for the agenda package Covid has made it impossible for us
to be at City Hall to voice concerns The planning meeting is zoom and phone, residents of my
neighbourhood may not have the opportunity to speak Our letters are our only way to communicate
our concerns about privacy health and safety issues Please ensure they are added to the agenda
package
Thank you Lori Ann Locken
On Fri, 11 Jun 2021 at 11:38, Lori Ann Locken <yaya13712@gmail.com> wrote:
I would appreciate my letter be added to the agenda for the June 14th Rezoning Planning meeting
concerning proposal development for Millstream Road Properties
Our letter we got from the city starters all letter will be submitted up until 3 oclock the day of the
meeting which is Monday June 14
Thank you Lori Ann Locken
On Thu, 10 Jun 2021 at 17:56, Lori Ann Locken <yaya13712@gmail.com> wrote:
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---------- Forwarded message --------From: Julie Coneybeer <jconeybeer@langford.ca>
Date: Thu., Jun. 10, 2021, 1:49 p.m.
Subject: RE: 20210610 - Lori Ann LOCKEN re Concerns with Development at 2627and 2631
Millstream Rd.
To: Lori Ann Locken <yaya13712@gmail.com>

Good afternoon Lori Ann, thank you for your email addressed to Mayor and Council with resident
concerns regarding development in your neighbourhood and please be advised that is has been
received for review and consideration. Thank you
Julie Coneybeer
Executive Assistant
250.478.7882 x4204

From: Lori Ann Locken <yaya13712@gmail.com>
Sent: June 10, 2021 12:26 PM
To: Mayor Young <mayor@langford.ca>; Denise Blackwell <dblackwell@langford.ca>; Roger
Wade <rwade@langford.ca>; Norma Stewart <nstewart@langford.ca>; Lanny Seaton
<lseaton@langford.ca>; Matt Sahlstrom <msahlstrom@langford.ca>; Lillian Szpak
<lszpak@langford.ca>
Subject: 20210610 - Lori Ann LOCKEN re Concerns with Development at 2627and 2631
Millstream Rd.

City Hall
2nd Floor, 877 Goldstream Ave.
Langford, BC Canada
V9B 2X8
June 10 2021
Attention: Mayor Stewart Young   City of Langford Councillors and other City
Representatives
Without Prejudice
Rezoning from R2 One and Two Family Residential to RM 9 Medium Density
Apartments for Development at 2627 and 2631 Millstream Rd.
Dear Mayor and Council
Please find this letter the concerns that have been expressed by the neighbourhood
about the development proposal for Millstream Road. The residents of Marlisa Place,
Millstream Road and Charmar Crescent regarding this proposed development are
that
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The 3rd plan for the new development is for 113 units and 142 parking stalls, this
includes 29 visitor spots
Permit stage of the proposed development wherein those features may be requested.
Council may wish to note that while the current proposed design is 66 feet in height
, it is very sensitive to the adjacent low density single family homes adjacent to
proposed development Marlisa Millstream and Charmar homeowners will be
affected by the 66 ft height of building for several reasons
Safety Issues   due to increased number of cars parked on Millstream Road due to no
vehicular access to Marlisa Place and Charmar is a private road
Policy 3.8.2 Ensure redevelopment along corridors is pedestrian-oriented and
consistent with liveable street strategies
Objective 3.10 Improve road, cycle and pedestrian connection
City will enforce no vehicular access to Marlisa not just a No Thru sign on Marlisa
Place and Potential owners be made aware at time of purchase by developers that
cars will be towed if illegally parked on Marlisa Place
There are 113 residences in the proposed development with 142 parking spaces 1 for
each residence and 29 visiting spaces
The owners of residences may have more than one car    The city may have a bylaw
but can not force people to not drive their cars There will be more than 113
homeowner vehicle in the development
Example
On Marlisa Place Each homeowner has at least 2 vehicles and some have more There
is only one homeowner who has none as she does not drive
The updated traffic study projects there will be no overflow parking to Millstream
and of course on Marlisa Place as there is no vehicular access
Residents of new development have more than one vehicle so where will they park?
The majority of Millstream Road is no parking on one side of the street and a good
portion of Millstream has parked cars who live on Millstream Owners of
townhouses also park on Millstream s well
Example Residents of Reflections building who have an extra car park in vacant lot
adjacent to Reflections building
Workers from Reflections shops park on Millstream also
Example The owner of the vacant lot and adjacent land has spoken with 2
homeowners adjacent to vacant lot to sell and plans to build
Since Millstream has rezoned and there will be a development built in the future
where will the vehicles on vacant lot park?
Example 2 single family homes sold to developer on Millstream Road between
Marlisa and Strandlund plans to build in the next few years as well
There is an extended portion of Millstream Road where there is no parking and
decreased speed to 20 km when approaching corner of Millstream towards Winster
Millstream is a narrow road the middle yellow line has been removed With cars
parked on Millstream where allowed and with increase number of vehicles there is a
serious potential for accidents and injury to pedestrians and liability to City of
Langford due to no sidewalks on Millstream Road from Marlisa to Strandlund
There is also no lighting on portions of Millstream which is dangerous and potential
for accidents and injuries to pedestrians
This past week a truck had an issue and knocked down our street sign because of the
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parked cars Our street sign needs replaced and a sign that designates Marlisa
Residents only
Traffic Study
Problems
2019
40 1 unit apartment was proposed
R2 to RM 7 rezoning proposed
40 to 60 car or more potential could be more
AM peak 18 weekday trips per hour?
PM peak 36 weekday trips per hour
2021
110 apartments and 3 townhouses proposed
R2 to RM9 Medium Density proposed
113   to 155 car or more potential cars
AM peak 41 weekday trips per hour
PM peak 51 weekday trips per hour
41 to 51 would be double the amount apartments
113 is triple the amount of apartments than 2019 proposal
Number of trips should be a lot higher with increased amount of vehicles 113
parking stalls or apartments plus extra vehicles
54 to 108 weekday AM and PM peak weekday trips per hour more accurate
estimation
What about weekend trips for vehicles?
The majority of homeowners to development will be working
The majority of homeowners Marlisa and Millstream at present are retired which is
probably why Private Traffic Study results are lower than what they will be wit this
proposed development
Recent Traffic study done during Covid as well and workers continue to work from
home
If Langford Council in turn approves the development despite the objections of the
residents, the residents request the following:
Highest standard of safety provisioning. Enforced upon the development. These
recommendations must include but are not limited to:
Sidewalks be installed down the length of Millstream Road to Strandlund
  Additional street lighting be installed, the length of Millstream Road to Strandlund
and to Winster to areas that have no lighting to ensure clear visibility Pronounced
and highly visible stop and speed regulation signage,
Any other available provisions as to prioritize the preservation of safety for the
residents of Marlisa Millstream and Charmar Crescent children and families.
The residents of Marlisa Place Millstream Road and Charmar Crescent should be
compensated for the loss of sunlight of 70% ( potential for loss of emotional and
mental health (depression ) and Marlisa Place and Millstream Road Residents will
have no privacy due to extensive building height owners of apartments will have
clear visibility of their yards and homes
Increased noise due to the prolonged blasting and construction in development
Objective 2.2 Community Sustainability Goals To make progress on community
sustainability, it is imperative to address the fundamental aspects of life and living
that will enable the community and its residents to function healthily and sustainably

Page 154 of 457

over the long term. The following fundamental sustainability goals will be applied to
all aspects of community planning and development
Objective 3.13 Permit sensitive infill development
Policy 3.13.1 Encourage alternative housing types such as coach housing, row
housing, live/work units and townhouses that diversify the housing stock. Policy
3.13.2 Permit small lot subdivision and clustered densification in established areas.
Policy 3.13.3 An overall density objective of 40 units per hectare (16 units per acre)
for infill development in Neighbourhood designated area will guide choices about
density. Ensure buildings are sited to complement the type, use and character of
adjacent buildings and ensure private outdoor spaces for adjacent properties are
respected.
Objective 6.0 Our Healthy Community Development has significant impacts on a
community’s social development and the health of its residents. Residents recognize
that unprecedented levels of population growth are putting pressures on the
community and leading to real and perceived concerns related to issues such as
crime, health, and safety. We need to address growth benefits for all members of the
community equally without compromising certain groups such as youth, children or
seniors. Ultimately, residents strongly value the “small town feel”, family oriented
nature, and unique and diverse people that define the West Shore.
Damage to residences due to blasting and removal of trees that possibly Contractors
insurance may not cover Developer should be responsible for any damages to
adjacent homes on Millstream Marlisa Place and Charmar
The height of proposed development will have the homeowners of Marlisa and
Millstream will have significant decrease in property values
There are twelve homes on Marlisa Place, two of which are on the corner. Each
would have a separate value with the homes
Their on 2 homes on Millstream Road
Example
Renters on Marlisa Place were considering buying their duplex and now are
reconsidering due to development proposal
Owners who purchased last year were not made aware of potential development and
may not have purchased their residence if they had that knowledge
If City of Langford agrees to the proposed development
The residents of Marlisa and Millstream Road will have issues selling their homes
and would need to be compensated for the appraised value of their homes if value is
not obtained at time of selling home by the City of Langford if they agree to this
development
The city should agree to compensate the residents; the residents will obtain a
professional appraisal of their properties when they are interested in moving if they
approve this development
The residents would appreciate their requests to be accommodated and compensated
accordingly .if they are unable to sell their home for appraised value
The residents hope this matter can be settled in an amicable fashion and to the
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benefit of all concerned.
The residents are not anti-development and do understand the implications of
property rezoning applications unto property situated on Millstream Road,
particularly those portions most proximate to the downtown core, as it pertains to the
city’s OCP density grid.
Please be aware that the residents have been in contact with legal counsel (when it
comes to decreasing value of homes , potential damage due to construction blasting
and removal of trees and lack of sunlight ( potential for mental health issues) and
safety to take their case on a contingency basis. The City Counsel and Development
Company should understand that the residents have the will and staying power to see
this matter through to wherever it has to go in order to achieve what the residents
know they deserve for safety privacy and value of their homes
Respectfully On behalf of Marlisa Place Millstream Road and Charmar Crescent
Residents
Lori Ann Locken
684 Marlisa Place
The first photo Marisa Place 1145 June 9 Second Photo Millstream Road just past Marlisa Third
toward Strandlund 1130 June 9 photo corner of MIllstream by Reflections building taken at 1200
Wednesday June 8 4th and 5th photo June 1 5:30
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Matthew Baldwin
Suzette Chapman
Fwd: Rezoning & Development of 2627 & 2631 Millstream Road
June 9, 2021 1:31:27 PM
Millstream Road Concerns - Proposed Two Appartment Buildings Rezoning - File # Z19-0010.docx

Get Outlook for iOS
From: MARG COADY <mtcoady@shaw.ca>
Sent: Wednesday, June 9, 2021 1:14:36 PM
To: Denise Blackwell <dblackwell@langford.ca>; Roger Wade <rwade@langford.ca>; Norma Stewart
<nstewart@langford.ca>; Mayor Young <mayor@langford.ca>; Lillian Szpak <lszpak@langford.ca>;
Matthew Baldwin <mbaldwin@langford.ca>; Michelle Mahovlich <mmahovlich@langford.ca>; Lorne
Fletcher <lfletcher@langford.ca>; Lanny Seaton <lseaton@langford.ca>; Matt Sahlstrom
<msahlstrom@langford.ca>
Subject: Rezoning & Development of 2627 & 2631 Millstream Road
Good Afternoon,
Please find my attached letter of concern regarding the proposed rezoning and development of
2627 and 2631 Millstream road. I ask that you please consider the concerns of area residents before
approving this rezoning and development application. Thank you. Marguerite Coady 682 Charmar
Crescent ,Langford,BC
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4 June 2021

682 Charmar Crescent, Victoria BC, V9B 5W2
Dear Planning, Zoning and Affordable Housing committee:
Ref: Proposed 2627 & 2631 Millstream Road Development –Density, Traffic and Parking
concerns
As a concerned neighbour who regularly walks, drives, and cycles Millstream Rd around subject
property I can assure you that even at present parked vehicles present an imminent danger to
those who transit this stretch of road regularly. Hazards include:
•
•
•

•
•
•

Too many parked vehicles on street
Road is reduced down to one lane in several areas due to parked vehicles
Dangerous for pedestrians (including children walking to school buses), cyclists and
drivers. Pedestrians have to walk on the road as easements are lined with parked
vehicles
Inadequate intersections to get in/out of Millstream Road in order to access VMP
Lack of sidewalks
Dumpsters from Reflections Building obstructing the road on Pick up days

We feel the situation will only worsen with this proposed development as there is often not
enough parking and this would lead to overflow parking onto Millstream Rd exacerbating the
problem.
Some options to consider based on our observations of current traffic flow and parking in this
congested area are:
•
•
•

•
•

Complete sidewalks along this entire section of Millstream Road (Wagar to Strandlund)
Install designated parking areas along one side of Millstream only
Make the entire VMP side of Millsteam Rd No Parking. At present there are sections
that do not have No Parking signs. This area must remain clear to keep it safe and
unobstructed
Improvements need to be made to the Millstream/Strandlund/VMP intersection in
order to accommodate the increased traffic from this new development. At present it is
awkward and difficult to turn left out of Millstream Road to access VMP.
The Millstream/Wagar portion is also unsafe and down to single lane alternating traffic
as the Reflections complex has on street parking that extends out onto the street at a
sharp turn in the road
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•

Stop Reflections complex and the new proposed complex from putting their large
dumpsters out onto Millstream Road on Garbage and Recycling days.

We’ve lived in this neighbourhood since 1994 and we’ve seen this city grow with lots of
welcome improvements. We’ve also seen increased traffic and pedestrian flow in this area but
Millstream Rd has not been upgraded. Our interpretation for the purpose of this road was that
it was designed/engineered to be an access road only not a bypass route for congested VMP
drivers or a parking lot for new developments.
We feel that a six-story unit does not fit this existing neighborhood and should be limited to 3
or 4 stories maximum. The neighbours at least deserve to have a safe walkable street with easy
access to main roads. We ask that the city develop existing neighbourhoods with improvement,
beautification and livability in mind rather than just increased density. We also ask that the city
please have some regard for the existing homeowners in the area when you consider the
rezoning for this large development.

Kind regards,
Marguerite and Stephen Coady
Concerned Neighbours
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

MARG COADY
Mayor Young; Lillian Szpak; Matt Sahlstrom; Roger Wade; Denise Blackwell; Lanny Seaton; Norma Stewart
Langford Planning General Mailbox
Rezoning and Variances for proposed development at 2627 and 2631 Millstream Road-July 19 meeting
July 18, 2021 8:28:07 PM
OCP Neighbourhood.docx

Please find my attached letter concerning the rezoning/variances of the Millstream Road Properties.
Please note this is a new letter as my first letter was mainly regarding safety issues of Millstream
Road . Regards, Marguerite Coady
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18 July 2021

682 Charmar Crescent, Victoria ,BC, V9B 5W2

Dear Mayor and Council:
Ref: Rezoning of 2631 and 2627 Millstream Road and Variances

While I’ve submitted a previous letter regarding the road safety of the proposed development at 2631
and 2627 Millstream Road ,I would also like to address the issue of rezoning this property from R2 to
RM9 and its new designation to” Neighbourhood” from “City Center”. These properties are not
sensitively being redeveloped to address the “Neighbourhood” designation as all the surrounding land
use is one and two family dwellings and townhomes. For the developer to state that this development
should be approved because it is in close proximity to downtown Langford is not adequate. Under the
Neighbourhood designation it states that infill development should ensure buildings are sited to
complement the type, use and character of adjacent buildings and ensure private outdoor spaces for
adjacent properties are respected. It would also require more parking spaces be added. If this 6 story
development goes ahead as proposed it is definitely not following the Neighbourhood Designation in
the OCP. The only 6 story building in the area is the Reflections building and it is in the City Center
designation. I ask that council please consider the negative impact that this development would have
on the existing neighbours and the neighbourhood. There is a place for higher density developments in
like areas but not squeezed in amongst one and 2 family homes and townhomes. Our neighbourhood
would welcome more townhouse developments but not a 6 story building towering down on our
properties. Please follow the OCP and do not approve variances for this development. If these variances
are necessary for this development to happen then maybe this is a good indication that it is not a good
fit for this property and this neighbourhood. This developer should work with neighbours and come up
with a more suitable building for this property. While my property is a short distance from this area we
are all impacted and left fearing that we will be next if this development is approved.

Marguerite Coady
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Leah Stohmann
mtcoady@shaw.ca
Michelle Mahovlich; Julie Coneybeer
RE: 20210609 - Marg COADY RE: Rezoning & Development of 2627 & 2631 Millstream Road
June 10, 2021 11:52:00 AM
image001.png
image002.gif

Good morning,
Thank you for the letter attached to your email below. I can confirm that it has been added to our
public record for the rezoning application (Z19-0010), and as such will be included in the agenda
package for next week’s Planning, Zoning, and Affordable Housing Committee meeting (although it
will be added as a late item), and will furthermore be included the Public Hearing package prepared
for Council’s review, should the application proceed to that stage.
First, I will note that the staff report prepared for this application will be available as part of the
agenda package for next week’s meeting, and this package should be posted on our website by
Friday at the latest within the June 14th meeting date row at the link below:
Planning, Zoning, and Affordable Housing Committee - City of Langford
When you are able to view this report, you will see that one of the suggestions included in the report
for the Committee’s and Council’s consideration is to require as a condition of approval that the
public sidewalk be extended from the existing terminus all the way to Marlisa Pl, whereas the
standard requirement as per Citys Bylaws would be simply to construct the sidewalk along the
frontage of the property being rezoning and developed.
The City’s Director of Engineering, Michelle Mahovlich, has confirmed that her staff can review the
on-street parking and road narrowing concerns that you have raised. She furthermore notes that
there are two existing accesses to Veterans Memorial Parkway to serve the neighbourhoods in this
area, which is consistent with most areas of Langford. The staff report also confirms that a Traffic
Impact Assessment completed for this application states that the development will not impact the
nearby intersections, including the VMP-Strandlund-Peatt intersection.
Please note that Council may not address issues on private property such as the Reflections site as
part of their consideration of a rezoning application on other lands.
Again, your letter will be included in the agenda packages for both the Committee’s and Council’s
consideration. If you have any other questions that either the Director of Engineering or I can
answer for you in advance of the meeting, please feel free to contact us.
Best regards,

Leah Stohmann, MCIP, RPP

Deputy Director of Planning and Subdivision, Approving Officer
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City of Langford
t 250.478.7882 x4409
2nd Floor, 877 Goldstream Avenue | Langford, BC V9B 2X8

Langford.ca

Please review our email privacy policy at Langford.ca/privacypolicy

From: Julie Coneybeer
Sent: June 9, 2021 1:54 PM
To: 'MARG COADY' <mtcoady@shaw.ca>
Subject: 20210609 - Marg COADY RE: Rezoning & Development of 2627 & 2631 Millstream Road
Good afternoon Marg, thank you for your letter addressed to Mayor and Council and please be
advised this it has been received for review and consideration.   Thank you
Julie Coneybeer
Executive Assistant
250.478.7882 x4204

From: MARG COADY <mtcoady@shaw.ca>
Sent: June 9, 2021 1:15 PM
To: Denise Blackwell <dblackwell@langford.ca>; Roger Wade <rwade@langford.ca>; Norma Stewart
<nstewart@langford.ca>; Mayor Young <mayor@langford.ca>; Lillian Szpak <lszpak@langford.ca>;
Matthew Baldwin <mbaldwin@langford.ca>; Michelle Mahovlich <mmahovlich@langford.ca>; Lorne
Fletcher <lfletcher@langford.ca>; Lanny Seaton <lseaton@langford.ca>; Matt Sahlstrom
<msahlstrom@langford.ca>
Subject: Rezoning & Development of 2627 & 2631 Millstream Road
Good Afternoon,
Please find my attached letter of concern regarding the proposed rezoning and development of
2627 and 2631 Millstream road. I ask that you please consider the concerns of area residents before
approving this rezoning and development application. Thank you. Marguerite Coady 682 Charmar
Crescent ,Langford,BC
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Leah Stohmann
mtcoady@shaw.ca
Denise Blackwell; Julie Coneybeer
RE: Rezoning & Development of 2627 & 2631 Millstream Road
July 5, 2021 1:56:00 PM

Good afternoon,
We are in receipt of your email below including the letter attachment. The letter attachment does
appear to be the same as the one you submitted previously, dated June 4th. Please confirm if you
would like us to include both letters in the Public Hearing package that will be prepared for Council’s
review if this application proceeds to that stage, or if you were just looking for assurance that your
letter was received and will be reviewed by Council.
Further to the response provided by myself and the Director of Engineering with regards to your first
letter, I can advise that the applicant has just submitted a proposal to extend the sidewalk even
further than previously discussed in response to the concerns raised with respect to pedestrian
safety. This proposal would result in the extension of the sidewalk from the present terminus just
past 2645 Millstream all the way to 2563 Millstream, where the sidewalk along Veterans Memorial
Parkway (VMP) picks up. As you may recall, the original proposal was to extend the sidewalk to
Marlisa Pl, so this new proposal would extend the sidewalk an additional ~250m and allow for a
continuous sidewalk between the Millstream/Strandlund intersection with VMP down Millstream Rd
to Wagar Ave. Of course, the sidewalk network continues on in both directions, providing safe
pedestrian access to Goldstream Ave and other parts of downtown as well as to areas north of the
Trans-Canada Highway. This proposal will be reviewed in more detail by Council at an upcoming
meeting.
Best regards,
Leah Stohmann, MCIP, RPP
Deputy Director of Planning and Subdivision, Approving Officer
250.478.7882 x4409

From: MARG COADY <mtcoady@shaw.ca>
Sent: Sunday, July 4, 2021 12:09:37 PM
To: Mayor Young <mayor@langford.ca>; Denise Blackwell <dblackwell@langford.ca>; Roger Wade
<rwade@langford.ca>; Norma Stewart <nstewart@langford.ca>; Lanny Seaton
<lseaton@langford.ca>; Matt Sahlstrom <msahlstrom@langford.ca>; Lillian Szpak
<lszpak@langford.ca>
Subject: FW: Rezoning & Development of 2627 & 2631 Millstream Road

Good Day Mayor and Council,
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Please find attached my letter opposing the rezoning from R2 to RM9 and the development of a six
story building at 2631 and 2627 Millstream Road. I want to ensure that my letter is added to the
agenda for this meeting.
I feel that a town house development would be more in keeping with this neighbourhood similar to
the other more recent developments at 2563 and 2645 Millstream Road. I would also like to see
upgrades to Millstream Road and the VMP/Strandlund intersection to accommodate the increased
traffic that will come from future planned developments along this stretch of Millstream. Although I
understand a traffic study was done I feel this road is unsafe for those of us who walk, cycle and
drive it daily and will only get worse with several future developments. The city should act now to
prevent further congestion and safety issues for residents. I ask that the city please work with
residents to find a compromise that is best for both existing and new residents. Thank you.
Marguerite Coady (682 Charmar Crescent)
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Suzette Chapman
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Matthew Baldwin
July 6, 2021 12:45 PM
yaya13712@gmail.com
Julie Coneybeer; Leah Stohmann; Julia Buckingham; Marie Watmough; Braden Hutchins
RE: 20210704 - Lori Ann LOCKEN Fwd: Proposed Rezoning RM2 to RM9 in an existng
neighbourhood

Good morning Ms. Locken,
Thank you for your email of Sunday evening addressed to Council. I have been asked to provide a response.
Council has concluded the Public Hearing with respect to Bylaw 1987, which includes the redesignation of your
residential area to the “Neighbourhood” designation in the OCP from the “City Centre” designation. Council cannot
receive new information regarding a bylaw, or receive new information following the conclusion of a public hearing.
As you know, Council is also considering a rezoning application for the property at 2627 and 2631 Millstream Road. This
application has not yet been the subject of a Public Hearing, so you may bring all the concerns you have raised in your
email to Council at the time of Public Hearing. You will receive written notice of Public Hearing, and I expect you will be
receiving this sometime near the end of this month.
There are a few points in your email that I would like to comment on:


The proposal to rezone 2647 and 2631 Millstream Road is consistent with both the Neighbourhood and the City
Centre designation. If this proposal were not consistent, the applicant would have been asked to apply for an
OCP amendment concurrent with the rezoning application. Both the Neighbourhood and City Centre
designation permit a range of housing options. The Neighbourhood designation is defined as “a predominantly
residential precinct that supports a range of low and medium density housing choices including secondary
suites”.



Notwithstanding what you believe you heard from Mayor or Council; I can tell you that Council adheres to the
OCP 100% of the time. All rezoning applications must be consistent with the growth management and land use
strategy, as found in Section 3 of the OCP. Rezoning applications, however, do not have to be entirely
consistent with OCP objectives, as these speak more to the global aspirational goals of the municipality, and are
there for Council to consider as they consider how a rezoning application may further its objectives.



You may wish to note in Objective 3.2 of the OCP, in describing the Growth Management and Land Use
Strategy, that it states that: “growth management and land use designations will guide planning and decisions
about development intensity. Within this context, site‐specific land use and density will be determined at the
time of re‐zoning”.



A “mixed‐use node” is not what is being proposed for the property at 2627 and 2631 Millstream Road. A
“mixed use node” would be a collection of commercial and residential uses, or commercial, residential, and
institutional uses. The current proposal is for a residential apartment use only. Your comments about this
property and its proximity to key intersections are, therefore, irrelevant.



Policy 3.13.3 of the OCP states that “an overall density objective of 40 units per hectare (16 units per acre) for
infill development in Neighbourhood designated area will guide choices about density”. This is not meant as a
limit on density on a lot by lot basis, just that the OVERALL density within the neighbourhood should not exceed
1
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40 units per hectare. This proposal, should it be developed, will not bring the neighbourhood to an overall
density that exceeds 40 units per hectare.


With respect to the requirements for off‐street parking, Council considers variances where the transportation
demand management (TDM) measures (eg: proximity to transit, shops, employment) exist that would alleviate
one’s reliance on a private automobile. This proposed development enjoys many of the same TDM benefits as
similar, nearby, multi‐family projects, such as the Reflections building. The applicant is requesting that they be
on the same footing as other similar buildings nearby with respect to off‐street parking. This request would
likely be supported by an off‐street parking demand management study prepared by a qualified professional,
should Council request that such a study be provided prior to Public Hearing.



With respect to Traffic Calming, it has been the City’s policy not to install speed bumps as a form of traffic
calming as it creates operational issues for both the Langford Fire Department and other emergency
responders. Imagine, if you would, that you are in a medical emergency and being transported to Victoria
General Hospital’s Emergency Department. Would you want to Ambulance to slow down and then bump over a
speed bump? Or what if first responders were delayed in getting to you because of speed bumps? Either way,
this is not what we want for our community, notwithstanding what other municipalities may do.



With respect to blasting, this is an industry that is highly regulated by their own insurance providers and
WorkSafeBC. The City of Langford has no authority to make the kind of assurance you are asking for. Council
can, however, suggest that the applicant conduct a pre‐blast survey of your home and most developers who
anticipate blasting will comply with this request.



In terms of tree replacement, the Development Permit guidelines require that all multi‐family sites be fully
landscaped, and a BC Landscape Architect will determine the type and density of planting, which may include
trees. Table 14‐1, which you reference forms part of Subdivision and Development Servicing Bylaw No. 1000,
and relates ONLY to the public streetscape, not private property. Were a developer removing street trees,
replacement would be guided by Table 14‐1.

In closing, I note that you have indicated that you have contacted legal counsel. Please be advised that if you retain
legal counsel and are considering legal action against the City that staff may not be able to directly provide further
assistance to you, and you will be asked to obtain information through your legal counsel and the City legal counsel,
which may come at a cost to you.
I trust that this information is satisfactory. Again, you are welcome to address all concerns relating to the rezoning of
2627 and 2631 Millstream Road at public hearing. The information provided in this email is intended to correct any
misinformation or misunderstandings that you may have.
If you have any additional questions, comments, or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me here.
Sincerely,
Matthew Baldwin, MCIP, RPP
Director of Planning and Subdivision
250.474.6919

From: Lori Ann Locken <yaya13712@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, July 4, 2021 7:07 PM
To: Leah Stohmann; Denise Blackwell; Mayor Young; Roger Wade; Lanny Seaton; Norma Stewart; Matt Sahlstrom; Lillian
Szpak
Subject: Proposed Rezoning RM2 to RM9 in an existng neighbourhood
2
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Good Morning
I am sending this early to ensure Council and Mayor Young receive this in adequate time. The date for the Public
Hearing for the Rezoning meeting has not been scheduled as staff return from vacation July 5.The amendment of the
bylaw from City Centre to Neighbourhood has been approved at 3 readings and now just has to be signed.There also
has to be the first reading of the rezoning meeting by council.
Mayor Young Council Members
Langford Neighbours have serious concerns and issues about the proposed development for 2627
and 2631 Millstream Road.
This is my first time reading and researching the OCP and it has been quite difficult and time
consuming.
For most citizens the OCP is complicated and not user friendly
A plan needs to be created to assist citizens to be able to understand and manoeuvre thru this long
147 page document.
The proposal is not consistent with the OCP Plan.
I heard you Mayor Young at Council meeting June 21 say that Council and yourself adhere to the
OCP plan and that 99.9% of the time it is followed
If Council makes the decision to approve this rezoning and allow this development that will not be
the case.
Millstream from Wagar to Marlisa has had 3 readings to amend the bylaw from City Centre to the
Neighbourhood Council has approved all 3 readings.The signing of the amendment of the
bylaw will be completed once Council meets July 19.
d) BYLAW NO. 1987 56 “Langford Official Community Plan Bylaw, Amendment No. 44, (City Centre
Designation Amendment), Bylaw No. 1987, 2021” to Neighbourhood
Work Parks, Green Corridors, Riparian Areas Small blocks, small lots, sensitive infill housing Row
Housing, townhouses, single family housing Small commercial node on main street which
Millstream Road is not or node (i.e. lake, waterfront, etc.)
Neighbourhood
Existing Settled Areas
Single family and Townhouse
This area allows for Neighbourhood Centres to emerge in the form of medium density mixed-use
nodes at key intersections.
Millstream and Marlisa is not a key intersection; Marlisa Place is a cul de sac. Wagar
and Millstream is not a key intersection.
Proximity to the rest of Neighbourhood
The proposed development is right next door to the home on the corner of Millstream and Marlisa
which will be Neighbourhood designation after adoption of amended bylaw at the next Council
meeting .
3

Page 168 of 457

Objective 3.13 Permit sensitive infill development
Policy 3.13.1 Encourage alternative housing types such as coach housing, row housing, live/work
units and townhouses that diversify the housing stock. Policy 3.13.2 Permit small lot subdivision
and clustered densification in established areas.

City Centre Downtown Langford is a block away on Veterans Memorial Parkway and Hoffman
where the main intersection is.
The proposal is a 113 unit 66 foot tall building which does not complement the use and character of
adjacent buildings
The first building is a 92 unit building

The second building is a 21 unit 3 storey rental apartment building
4
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Policy 3.13.3 an overall density objective of 40 units per hectare (16 units per acre) for infill
development in Neighbourhood designated areas will guide choices about density. Ensure
buildings are sited to complement the type, use and character of adjacent buildings and ensure
private outdoor spaces for adjacent properties are respected.
Meaning of Infill
As far as land use planning in BC is concerned, this term means to add new residential units to an
existing neighbourhood. This may or may not include population increase as people per household
declines. This can include a house, an apartment unit, a condominium or any other form of
housing.
Units a single thing, person, or group forming part of a whole. There are 36 units in my apartment
building.
Infill development is the process of developing vacant or under-used parcels within existing urban
areas that are already largely developed.
Proposed development as per Rachael Sansome agent for Developer
Document report Size of Property 3883.7 M2 = .34 hectare or .96 acre
BC Assessment 2631 Millstream .348 acre 2627 Millstream .61 acre Total property size .958 acre
Proposal development is 92 units in 1 building and 21 units in the second building
15 units maximum for the space not the proposal of 113
Proposal is to change Zoning RM2 to RM9
RM2 Section 6.31 – Attached Housing (RM2) Zone the intent of the RM2 Zone is to permit two-family
and townhouse
6.31.05 Height and Size of Principal Use Buildings (1) No building or structure may exceed a height
of 9.0 m (29.5 ft).
Proposed building is 66 feet in height
RM9
Section 6.39 – Medium-Density Apartment (RM9) Zone the intent of the RM9 Zone is to permit
apartments
The Council should deny the rezoning from RM2 to RM9 and the 92 unit building will not be built.
21 units building would need to be decreased in size to meet Neighbourhood Designation
The property size.958 acre 15 units maximum (16 units per acre designation for Neighbourhood)
Whatever development the Council eventually approves with Neighbourhood Designation after a
new proposal is submitted to the neighbourhood to review,discuss and OCP plan followed.
Issues with any proposed Development of Millstream Road
Lack of Sun
Objective 2.2 Community Sustainability Goals To make progress on community sustainability, it is
imperative to address the fundamental aspects of life and living that will enable the community and
5
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its residents to function healthily and sustainably over the long term. The following fundamental
sustainability goals will be applied to all aspects of community planning and development
Objective 6.0 Our Healthy Community Development has significant impacts on a community’s
social development and the health of its residents. Residents recognize that unprecedented levels
of population growth are putting pressures on the community and leading to real and perceived
concerns related to issues such as crime, health, and safety. We need to address growth benefits
for all members of the community equally without compromising certain groups such as youth,
children or seniors. Ultimately, residents strongly value the “small town feel”, family oriented
nature, and unique and diverse people that define the West Shore.
Declaration to Health December 31 2015
Ensure development is built that adjacent neighbours have adequate sun exposure to maintain
mental and emotional health See Eric’s study
Privacy for adjacent neighbours
To ensure height of building provides adequate sunlight and privacy for adjacent neighbours
Traffic Car Congestion and Parking
Objective2.7 Parking
Friday June 25 at 1245 PM I was walking home The vacant lot on Wagar was full,Wagar street
parking full, Millstream Road left side from Wagar to Marlisa where parking is allowed 5 cars
parked The right side did have 5 spaces
No parking the entire left side of Millstream is needed The 5 cars on left would park on the right
and there would d be NO parking available
Watt Traffic Study is not valid The AM and PM peak time have a 3 hour window. The peak PM time
was from 3:00 to 6:00
Their numbers for peak PM were for 111 apartments and 3 townhouses included in the study which
is the 3rd proposal, not the existing one which is 113 units. The study was projected figures.
The study for incoming cars to Millstream was 30 Outgoing cars were 19
Friday June 25 Marg Coady and Lori Ann Locken counted cars. Incoming to Millstream were 30 and
outgoing was 34 including 3 buses with just existing cars. This study was done from 2:50 to 3:50
which isn’t even at Peak Time zone for the first 10 minutes Our Traffic Study exceeded the Watt
Traffic study with existing cars.
Traffic calming for roads like Colwood is trialing at this time
Reduction in speed to 30km
Ensure parking for 15 units( townhouses) is provided on development that each unit has 2 parking
stalls and there is 1 stall per unit for visitors to deal with congestion on the street. There are 2 more
potential developments on Millstream. Safety of Pedestrians overrides the City Bylaw

6
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Safety of Pedestrians
Policy 3.8.2 Ensure redevelopment along corridors is pedestrian-oriented and consistent with
liveable street strategies
Objective 3.10 Improve road, cycle and pedestrian connection
I walk 4x a week in the evening on Millstream from Marlisa to Strandlund and there are always cars
coming from both directions and cars parked on the right side of the street with no sidewalks on
either side.
No parking entire left hand side of Millstream Road when coming from Wagar to Marlisa
Ensure the sidewalk extends from Wagar to Strandlund at least on one side.
Additional lighting to Millstream Road not just by any proposed development
No thru sign to be removed and Marlisa Residents only sign put up
Marlisa Resident Parking signs 2 per home and 2 visitor shall be provided by City of Langford

Blasting
Home insurance concerning blasting does not cover earth movement from
Home Insurance. Blasting insurance may not cover damage depending on the issue and the City of
Langford is not liable. Ensure in writing developer will be responsible for damage and repair.
Tree removal
Part 1 OCP Introduction Climate Change
Objective2.3 Trees
Trees not shrubs will be replaced as to protect our environment enough of cutting down trees

9
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There will be trees removed from the proposed development site Council approves with no
provisions for replanting if Council approves
Table 14-1 – Tree Replacement (Bylaw 1817) Type of Removal Tree Replacement Ratio (Removed
Replaced)
Minimum height of new tree Shrub planting ratio Removal of top of tree (max 1/3 of total tree
height) 1:1 1.5m 0-15 cm (6”) cal 1:2 1.5m 15 – 30 cm (12”) cal 1:2 2.0m 1:4 30 – 45 (18”) cal 1:3 2.0m
1:4 45 - 90 (24”) cal 1:4 2.0m 1:8 >90 cm (36”) cal Biologist or Landscape Architect replanting plan
may be required
The 70 foot tall have provided privacy, natural shade and wind protection. Trees should not be cut
down
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Charmar Hoffman Winster Windman Atkins Wagar Rockingham Rainville and other streets are not
anti-development and do understand the implications of property rezoning applications on to
property situated on Millstream Road which is will be Neighbourhood

11
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Please be aware that the residents have contacted legal council. The issues that will be brought
forward are decreased value of home, coverage for potential damage due to construction blasting
and removal of trees and lack of sunlight ( potential for mental health issues) and safety.
The City Counsel and Development Company should understand that the residents have the will
and staying power to see this matter through to wherever it has to go in order to achieve what the
residents know they deserve for safety privacy and value of their homes
Thank you'
Lori Ann Locken

12
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Peter Willing
Langford Planning General Mailbox
Resident Response to Rezoning Bylaw Amendment Z19-0010, 2627 and2631 Millstream Road
June 14, 2021 7:53:54 AM

Dear Mayor and Council,
Re: Rezoning Bylaw Amendment Z19-0010, 2627 and 2631 Millstream Road
I am writing in opposition to the rezoning of two properties on Millstream Road from
One- and Two-Family Residential to Medium Density Apartment, to allow for the
construction of two apartment buildings with 113 units.
I would like to start by saying that I recognize the need for additional housing in the
region and the inevitability of densification in Langford. However, we first must have
the infrastructure to support it. I have lived in Langford for all of my 70 years, and I
know of no other road in this city that has the kind of sharp turns, tight roads and
complex and unsafe exit configurations that our strip of Millstream Road has.
I challenge Council to drive down our road and navigate our exits at any time, let
alone on a weekend day or during regular rush hour traffic. I see that a Traffic Impact
Assessment has been conducted, which concluded that “The assessment confirms
that the development will not impact the intersections at Millstream Rd / Marlisa Pl,
VMP / Peatt Road / Strandlund Avenue, and VMP/ Massie Rd / Hoffman Avenue.” I
can only think this assessment was skewed because it was undertaken during Covid.
If I were a more cynical person, I would say that the assessment paid for by the
developer and the map provided for the rezoning application, which by the way I note
was purposely altered to remove these tight roads and complex intersections to
simplify these recognized issues. I am at a loss to understand how an influx of
vehicles, bicyclists and pedestrians brought on by these two proposed apartment
buildings will be able to safely navigate our road based on how difficult it already is to
navigate.
Residents are currently dealing with a myriad of issues which I will layout here
because I want you to understand the reality of day to day traffic on our road. On one
end of Millstream, you have the exit onto a short strip of Strandlund which takes you
onto Veterans Memorial Parkway and the TCH, a high crash zone. This short strip
holds only two cars for each of the left/straight lane and right turn lane. On the
Strandlund side entrance you now have the increased traffic from the many new
developments from that side of the community which, along with the cars from
Millstream, must navigate stop signs to get onto the short strip of this Strandlund exit.
Once on this short road, you can now only turn right onto the highway during a very
limited green light as right turns on to the overpass are no longer allowed on a red
light. Since traffic is so heavy at this intersection, those turning off the overpass onto
Strandlund consistently do so on red lights. There is a bus stop right at the corner as
you turn onto the overpass and another across the street on the opposite corner. The
firehall exit is also at this corner. Pedestrians constantly must take their lives in their
hands as they cross the street.
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On the opposite end of Millstream, you have a complex set of sharp turns on tiny
roads full of parked vehicles on both sides to get to the exit on Veterans. As you
approach the corner of Millstream and Wagar, you must navigate parked cars, the
exit / entrance to reflections, a 114 unit building, a crosswalk, a private parking lot,
and more often than not, two large disposal bins from Reflections. The school bus
has had to change their student pickup up spot in this area as it was too dangerous
for the students. After only a short block, you face yet another sharp turn onto Winster
where the sidewalk ends, cars are parked on both sides and where the exit to yet
another large subdivision yields onto this tight corner. Then you have a short
remaining strip on Winster where you must manage cars coming out of the business
parking lot for Reflections, then a four way stop that is consistently backed up from
traffic on Hoffman and from Atkins. This is the main exit onto Veterans for the RCMP
station and the Boston Pizza mall. Once through the stop sign you turn onto a short
strip of Hoffman where you have to manage yet another exit from Reflections’
business parking lot, another apartment building across the street and cars exiting
from the mall at Boston pizza. All this to come to a short light at Veterans Memorial
Parkway that only allows for two to three cars to exit if a pedestrian is crossing at this
intersection. The traffic is so difficult to manage through this route that the RCMP
developed their own emergency exit direct from their station onto Veterans.
Sounds complex? Just try driving it.
We know that the nearly $1 million in DCC charges the City will receive from this
development are important for the municipal coffers. We also know that for housing
affordability to exist that we need densification, and it makes sense to do it in
Langford’s downtown core. This section of Millstream is not considered that core and
expanding densification on an already difficult to navigate road is only going to cause
even more serious problems for the current let alone future residents and would be
absolutely irresponsible to approve. Having parking on only one side of the road or
expanding sidewalks will not fix these multiple problems, only lessen the already tight
roads drivers must navigate.
Again, we don’t disagree with densification, we are simply pushing for the
infrastructure to be developed and managed to accommodate current, let alone future
issues.
Recently Langford council has come under serious fire for not listening to resident
concerns, for pushing through developments as if they were already pre-approved. I
challenge the Planning and Zoning committee to listen to its residents, walk or drive
this strip of Millstream on a busy Saturday or rush hour morning and see for
yourselves that the infrastructure will not allow for this increased densification. I
therefore urge you to deny this re-zoning application.
Sincerely,
Peter Willing
2593 Millstream Road
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13 September, 2019

SEP 13 2019

Re: File Z19-0010
Mr. Mayor and Councillors;

ADMINIS I RAI ION & hi ,
CITY OF LANGFOr

Enclosed find the original letter signed by residents of our neighbourhood. Please
note that this represents over 95% of residents that this development will
negatively affect. The only people that did not sign were individuals that were not
home and 2 houses whose residents are related to the developer.
It must be understood that no one is against growth and development of our
beautiful city. But, what we are saying is it should be intelligent not destructive
growth.
We hope that the developer can construct their building without the total
devastation of the neighbourhood. That is to say if the project continues as
presented peoples lives will be in danger due to the increase in traffic. And, the
value of our homes will decrease in value.
We thank all of you for considering our input.
Sincerely,

Albert Internicola and all residents in our area.
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City Hall
2nd Floor, 877 Goldstream Avenue
Langford, British Columbia, Canada
V9B 2X8
September 12 2019
Attention: Mayor and Council
We the undersigned are writing to express our concerns regarding File Z19-0010 and the proposal to
build a 40 unit apartment made up of one-bedroom units.
We are not necessarily anti-development and appreciate living in Langford along with the various
enhancements that development has brought to our City; however, we are opposed to having an
access road onto our street for the purpose of this particular development.
As per the residents on Marlisa Place, we are concerned for the following reasons:
•

•

•

•

•

•

•

Properties purchased on Marlisa Place were selected based on the value added feature
of living on a private cul-de-sac. Changing the cul-de-sac to a drive through will
affect our property values. We plan to have this assessed through qualified realtors.
Our street is already congested with many residents parking additional vehicles on the
road as well as accommodating our visitor parking. With up to 80 more vehicles
accessing our road, this creates further parking issues, traffic congestion and noise issues that we did not expect when purchasing our properties.
Many of the owners on Marlisa Place have lived there for over 15 years and we are a
community knowing many of our neighbours on:a first name basis. We want to
maintain this culture that has been supported for years by living on a private cul-desac.
All our properties are surrounded by large trees and there are numerous wild animals
that take advantage of this. Also we enjoy the beauty the trees give the
neighbourhood. The developers want to cut all or most trees on their property down.
This will create an eye sore which will devalue our properties.
Safety is a priority and as a community specific to Marlisa Place, we all understand
the importance of being mindful of road safety as we know and respect our
neighbours. Children can play on our street safely. Added traffic, particularly near the
turn around increases the potential for accidents. The home closest to the designated
blasting, 661 Marlisa Place, is a young family with two small children that expected
the safety of limited traffic on the street, much less a drive through of vehicles 24/7
right next to their front yard and driveway.
There are no sidewalks on Marlisa Place. All sides of the road have storm drains. The
only place to walk is on the road. Therefore children walking to and from school will
have to compete for road space with the extra 40 to 60 vehicles. This is a huge safety
concern of the community.
As per Millstream Road, we have all experienced further congestion creating one-way
traffic during peak hours for safe passage on that road. This is further complicated
with the school busses and garbage trucks that need to access this road on a regular
basis, along with the industrial large garbage dumpsters that are routinely left on the
road. As things are now, we believe that a fire truck would have difficulties
accessing parts of Millstream Road.
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•

There are also the times we get snow. Most often the road is not cleaned for days.
Forty to eighty extra vehicles under those circumstances would congest the road and
the city would not be able to bring in their snowplough. Even when the snowplough
comes through, huge piles of snow are often left to the side of the road making safe
passage even more challenging.
The developer's proposal is only beneficial to them. We on Marlisa Place get no
sidewalks, sewers or financial compensation in exchange for the devaluation of our
properties and the total annihilation of our neighbourhood.

At the initial community meeting on 27 March 2019, many residents met with the developer. When
asked about why the access couldn't be restricted to Millstream only without any access to Marlisa
Place, they insisted that the City of Langford would not allow it. They stated that they had presented
a proposal to the City that showed access only to Millstream with a decorative frontage to
Millstream Road. They stated that they were told by the City that this could not be approved.
At this same meeting, we were presented with information of a 25 condominium building. Now the
developer wants to build 40 apartment units. So it appears, the developer was willing to develop the
property without access to Marlisa Place with a smaller unit capacity. Given that the
recommendation to access Marlisa Place is only a "guideline" and not a directive as stated by the
City Planning department, we are asking that the developer return to their original plan for a reduced
development that only allows access to-Millstream Road_
The developer has publicly stated that he does not own the property at 671and 673 Marlisa Place.
However, this property was bought shortly after the development property was purchased evicting
the families that had lived there for a number of years. They were forced to move as they had no
other option. Needless to say this was an unexpected emotional toil on them. Shortly after their
eviction, a fence was conveniently installed reducing the original yard to now accommodate the
proposed access to Marlisa Place. New tenants have now moved in with a one year lease. In talking
to them directly, they are aware of the pending development.
The following statement is a true description of what every one in this neighbourhood feels. It is best
described by Tom Miller and family.
Quote "The undersigned vehemently object to converting a short cul de sac street into a
thoroughfare. Adding the potential of over 80 plus cars to this short road is not only unreasonable,
but it is also dangerous and could not possibly have been what was intended. Whereas the
development is apparently intended to help residents find accommodation via the planned onebedroom suites there is no such thought for the current long-time residents of Langford and the
neighbourhood. Everyone involved seems to benefit from this project directly at the expense of the
current Marlisa Place residents who stand to have their property values and roadway access
substantially decreased.
At this time, the Marlisa Place residents are not seeking compensation for their loss; instead, want
only to retain their homes on a cul de sae street. As one of the Langford counsellors stated at the
September 9/15 meeting, "I sure would not want to live on Marlisa Place if they changed it from the
cul de sac street it currently is to the thoroughfare street that is proposed". It is beyond
comprehension that the City of Langford would approve such a proposal. This is so because it is
within the realm of possibility for the City of Langford to allow the property in question to be
developed by simply allowing access and departure directly onto the Millstream connector road.
There is one such example not more than three driveways down toward the Reflections building on
Millstream. We would ask the Mayor and Counsel to visit this site along with the many other site
examples in the City of Langford that demonstrate what can be accomplished without destroying a
cul de sac street and upsetting a whole neighbourhood. Based on our information, the fire
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department turn around can be solved by utilizing the easement property the developers have
acquired and/or simply developing the property such that there is a one way in and one way out onto
Millstream. To make the development more profitable for the developer, the City of Langford can
provide variance that would allow a higher apartment complex. It seems to us that would be more in
keeping satisfying all rather than the development that is currently proposed.
Thanks,
Tom, Toni, Henry and William Miller" End of Quote
There are numerous places in Langford that have access to the buildings' parking lot via one
entrance. Some of these addresses are as follows;
2645 Millstream Road,
844 Goldstream Road,
2745 Veterans Memorial Parkway
3030 Jacklin Road
912 Avril Road
2614 Sooke Road
908 and 910 Brock Road
2785 Strathmore Road
We would like to suggest that this Council as well as the Mayor drive through this neighbourhood at
three different times, once during morning and afternoon congestions and another during the day.
We believe that the whole issue would be clarified once this happens.
We are seeking legal consultation in this matter to explore other options if needed.
Sincerely the Undersigned,
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Trina Cruikshank
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Braden Hutchins
June 11, 2021 12:46 PM
Leah Stohmann; Suzette Chapman; Trina Cruikshank
FW: Rezoning Application 2627, 2631 and part of 2639 Millstream

Braden Hutchins
Director of Corporate Services
250.391.3409

From: Susan Duckworth <susanjduckworth@gmail.com>
Sent: June 11, 2021 12:45 PM
To: Braden Hutchins <bhutchins@langford.ca>; Marie Watmough <mwatmough@langford.ca>
Subject: Rezoning Application 2627, 2631 and part of 2639 Millstream
Hello Braden Hutchins and Marie Watmough,
We are emailing to make sure the letter of concern we sent this morning to
planning@langford.ca, which arrived well before the due date of 3pm Monday June 14, 2021, be
included in the public record and be distributed to Mayor Young, all the Langford City Councilors
and the Planning, Zoning and Affordable Housing Committee. I understand you are busy but a
response to confirm receipt would be appreciated. Thank you.
Please see below, I have included the letter of concern again:

Attn: Mayor Stewart Young, Langford City Councilors and Planning
Re: Rezoning application for 2627, 2631 and part of 2639 Millstream Rd
Without prejudice, this letter expresses my concerns about Rezoning from R2 One and Two family Residential
to RM7 Medium Density Apartment for development at 2627, 2631 and part of 2639 Millstream Rd. Below is
a list of my concerns:
1.

ACCESS FOR EMERGENCY VEHICLES:
‐ Currently, First Responders must weave around parked cars along Millstream Rd making it
difficult to see oncoming cars. Adding at least 100 more vehicles to this narrow corridor will make
it more difficult for everyone, including First Responders, to access the proposed development as
well as the roads off Millstream. This unnecessarily increases the risk and danger for all residents
living in this area.
‐ The intersections at Strandlund Ave and Veterans Memorial Parkway and Hoffman/Veterans
Memorial Parkway are currently very congested leaving drivers no way to provide egress for First
Responders.

1
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‐ Case in point: On Tuesday June 8, 2021 the street sign for Marlisa Place was knocked down
when a Don Mann excavating truck reversed onto Marlisa Place to turn around because he
couldn’t get through the parked cars on Millstream Rd.
2.

PEDESTRIAN SAFETY:
‐ The 3 main entrances/exit points to the neighbourhood are Strandlund Ave and Hoffman Ave
to Veterans’ Memorial Parkway and the intersection at Hoffman Ave, and the intersection at
Winster Rd and Atkins Rd that leads to 6 Mile Rd to get to the Island Highway.
‐ The proposed development has sidewalks ending at the corner of Marlisa Place and Millstream
Rd leaving 2 blocks on Millstream Rd towards Strandlund Ave without a safe place for people to
walk.
‐ There is not adequate light on Millstream Rd for drivers to see pedestrians or cyclists.
‐ There is no plan to add sidewalks on Winster Rd to Hoffman Ave and Atkins Rd leaving
pedestrians on this corridor at risk.
‐ There is a crosswalk just outside the Reflections building on Wagar/Millstream Rd’s with poor
visibility as cars come around the corner from both directions. This crosswalk should have lights to
be more visible to drivers allowing pedestrians to cross safely.
‐ Adding 100 plus cars will exacerbate these unsafe situations and leave the city vulnerable to
lawsuits if someone is injured or killed.

3. SUNLIGHT IS ECLIPSED BY PROPOSED BUILDING HEIGHT:
‐ A 66 foot building so close to the property setbacks of Marlisa Place will negatively affect
property value, self‐sustainability, and mental well‐being. The height of the buildings is in conflict
with Langford’s Official Community Plan goal of creating a sustainable urban city with a wide range
of housing types (OCP 7.0).
‐ The height of the building contravenes the Right to Light for the houses on the south side of
Marlisa Place.
‐ To avoid the noted impact one or more of the following changes must be met:
A. Increase building setback from Marlisa Place property lines beyond 10m
B. Decrease building height by at least 2 storeys (20 feet)
C. Rotate buildings 90 degrees to create sunlight corridors, similar to Vancouver’s
protected view corridors.

Respectfully,
Susan Duckworth and David Kemp
658 Marlisa Place
Langford, BC
V9B 4Y8

2
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Trina Cruikshank
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Tanna Allan <machu@telus.net>
August 21, 2021 9:38 AM
Langford Planning General Mailbox
To Mayor and Council,

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

To Mayor and Council,
Re: Z19‐0010 2627 / 2631 Millstream Road
I would like to express my concerns with regard to the development at 2627/2631 Millstream Road. I live in the
neighbourhood and walk, run or cycle along Millstream Road daily. The overflow of cars from 2745 Veterans Memorial
Parkway parking on Wager Avenue and Millstream Road make that corner unsafe for cyclists as well as car drivers as it is
only a single lane. In front of 2645 Millstream Road, there are usually 8 vehicles parked making this a single lane. 2645
Millstream Road only has 8 units yet is unable to accommodate the vehicles associated with it. With the new
development of 100 plus units, where are the additional vehicles parking? As most units have two cars but only one
parking spot this will increase the parking on Millstream Road making it unsafe for walking, running, or cycling as there
are no bike lanes or sidewalks directly in front of 2631/2627. The bike lanes on Veterans Memorial Parkway are not
suitable for inexperienced cyclists as vehicles are travelling at highway speeds—60Kms plus. I have also noticed the
increase in traffic on Millstream when Veterans Memorial Parkway is backed up heading towards the Trans Canada
Highway as people try to get ahead of traffic. My other concern is the intersection of Millstream Road and Strandlund
Avenue as this is a very difficult intersection to navigate at the best of times with any mode of transportation. With
increase traffic will this also mean an increase in collisions? At present there are no sidewalks or bike lanes in this area. I
would like to see Langford a family friendly place not just a vehicle friendly place.
Tanna Allan
2727 Windman Lane

Sent from my iPad

1
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Julie Coneybeer
Langford Planning General Mailbox
FW: New submission from Topic Contact Form
August 9, 2021 2:02:47 PM

Over to you folks J
Christina Bell
Confidential Corporate Services Coordinator
250.478.7882

From: dev@eclipse3sixty.com <dev@eclipse3sixty.com>
Sent: August 9, 2021 1:13 PM
To: Julie Coneybeer <jconeybeer@langford.ca>
Subject: New submission from Topic Contact Form
Topics
Mayor and Council
Name
Tanna Allan
Phone
(250) 886-7196
Address
2727 Windman Lane
Victoria, British Columbia V9B6N3
Canada
Map It
Email
machu@telus.net
Message


To Mayor and Council,
Re: Z19-0010 2627 / 2631 Millstream Road
I would like to express my concerns with regard to the development at 2627/2631 Millstream Road. I live
in the neighbourhood and walk, run or cycle along Millstream Road daily. The overflow of cars from 2745
Veterans Memorial Parkway parking on Wager Avenue and Millstream Road make that corner unsafe for
cyclists as well as car drivers as it is only a single lane. In front of 2645 Millstream Road, there are
usually 8 vehicles parked making this a single lane. 2645 Millstream Road only has 8 units yet is unable
to accommodate the vehicles associated with it. With the new development of 100 plus units, where are
the additional vehicles parking? As most units have two cars but only one parking spot this will increase
the parking on Millstream Road making it unsafe for walking, running, or cycling as there are no bike
lanes or sidewalks directly in front of 2631/2627. The bike lanes on Veterans Memorial Parkway are not
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suitable for inexperienced cyclists as vehicles are travelling at highway speeds—60Kms plus. I have also
noticed the increase in traffic on Millstream when Veterans Memorial Parkway is backed up heading
towards the Trans Canada Highway as people try to get ahead of traffic. My other concern is the
intersection of Millstream Road and Strandlund Avenue as this is a very difficult intersection to navigate
at the best of times with any mode of transportation. With increase traffic will this also mean an increase
in collisions? At present there are no sidewalks or bike lanes in this area. I would like to see Langford a
family friendly place not just a vehicle friendly place.
Tanna Allan
2727 Windman Lane

Sent from my iPad
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Marie Watmough
Agendas
FW: late entry for Public Hearing
September 3, 2021 12:45:17 PM

Can you add this into the package if it is not too late
Marie Watmough
Acting Director of Corporate Services
250.391.3447

From: Darren Kiedyk <dkiedyk@langford.ca>
Sent: September 3, 2021 12:44 PM
To: Marie Watmough <mwatmough@langford.ca>
Subject: FW: late entry for Public Hearing

Darren Kiedyk
CAO
250.391.3405

From: Lori Ann Locken <yaya13712@gmail.com>
Sent: September 3, 2021 12:10 PM
To: Langford Planning General Mailbox <planning@langford.ca>; Mayor Young
<mayor@langford.ca>; Darren Kiedyk <dkiedyk@langford.ca>; Denise Blackwell
<dblackwell@langford.ca>; Braden Hutchins <bhutchins@langford.ca>; Matthew Baldwin
<mbaldwin@langford.ca>; Norma Stewart <nstewart@langford.ca>; Lanny Seaton
<lseaton@langford.ca>; Lillian Szpak <lszpak@langford.ca>
Subject: late entry for Public Hearing
This will be a late entry. There is nowhere on our notice of hearing to ensure the
information would be on agenda. I had to ask the Planning Department before the Planning
Meeting why all our information was late entry and not on agenda. Citizens are not made
aware ahead of time. Citizens would never be allowed on the agenda. The City of Langford
Process does not allow it. Have the Mayor and Council already made decisions to pass the
2nd and 3rd reading of Millstream Development proposal ? Time will tell!. There are so
many reasons this proposal should be denied.  
Mayor Young and Council
Millstream Proposal
Bylaw Amendment for Millstream from Wagar to Marlisa back to Neighbourhood
Designation adopted July 2021-08-27 with Neighbourhood designation Parking
Existing settled areas Zoning RM2 RM3 One and 2 family homes One property on
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Veterans Memorial RM7A 3 story condominium building
Neighbourhood Designation Respect the privacy of adjacent backyards This 113
units One building 92 units 66 feet high concrete wall will not allow any privacy
for adjacent neighbours
Our concerns about parking traffic privacy health and decreased values of
adjacent neighbours homes have never been addressed at any stage City of
Langford’s Meetings or by the developer
Watt Traffic Study projection done for Developer’s third proposal 135 unit and
commercial building not the 4 th proposal of 113 unit 2 buildings which is
being considered and has reached Public Hearing for September 7
June 25 Car Counting done from 2:50 to 3:50 starting just before Peak PM time
which is from 3 to 6PM according to City of Langford Cars counted in projection
were for the third proposal not the 4th proposal which is at Public Hearing stage
Parking June 25 @ 1230 Wagar empty lot full Wagar to Millstream cars parked
no empty spaces Millstream Only 5 spots from Wagar to Marlisa empty
This 113 unit proposal Some Condo Owners will have more than one car Council
can not force citizens to other modes of transportation I was told by City Of
Langford Those owners responsibility to find their own place to park
Charmar is a Private Road and October 25 2019 Marlisa Residents were given
notice that no car owners from building that was proposed will have access to
Marlisa Place Existing cars already parked on Marlisa Place Narrow road No
sidewalks Near miss accident in August Child crossing from one side of Marlisa
to the other
No answer by City of Langford as to where cars will park! Cars counted on June
25th Friday exceeded projection with just existing cars for Peak PM

Winster Proposal and Millstream Proposal have exact same traffic issues Traffic
just going in opposite directions RCMP travel in and out of Millstream from the
RCMP Station
Winster Proposal for Rezoning 68 unit condo building in CC designation with
CC Parking Commercial buildings adjacent to proposed development was
“turned down” sent back to Developer and Planning Department for decreased
density and traffic study to be done
Millstream Proposal at Planning Meeting sent to Council on June 14 without
variances
Council Meeting 1st Reading for Rezoning for Millstream Properties Council
aware proposed development in Neighbourhood designation with
Neighbourhood Designation parking Council aware of parking and traffic issues
Council not following City of Langford’s OCP plan not even as a guideline
Council approved 1st reading for Rezoning of Millstream Properties RM2 to RM9
which included Reconsideration of Variances for Developer
Variance for CC parking does not fit OCP Neighbourhood Designation
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Variance for decreased front setback would further decrease the adjacent
neighbours lack of sunlight already at 58% less and no sunlight in winter which
will increase potential for health issues which does not support City of
Langford’s Declaration of the Right to a Healthy Environment
No tree bylaw for removal of trees on private property Langford only has 33%
trees left Removal of trees does not support Declaration of the Right to a
Healthy Environment as per City of Langford
Resolutions from a Sun Study done by adjacent neighbour to remedy concern
has been ignored by council and developer
Public Hearing is now September 7 Sign posted August 21 Residents received
their letter for Public Hearing August 27
For letters to be considered to be added to agenda packages for public
awareness Letters need to be submitted by August 27 Friday Citizens unaware
of content for meeting as letter received about public hearing on the same day
August 27 . Agenda posted on the Friday before and as of 1200 September 3 still
not posted.
Neighbourhood concerns about Millstream proposed development have
understood the need for increased density. We are not naysayers
Neighbourhood homeowners homes are not worth 2 million dollars my Home
was appraised for $550,000.00 January 2021
Resolution
This Proposal for 2631 and 2627 Millstream Road to be rezoned form RM2 to
RM9 should be denied
Developer should decrease density to fit RM2 RM3 exiting homes A 3 story
condo building could be considered   if adjacent homeowners will have their
privacy in their backyards as per OCP Neighbourhood Designation for this area
Developer should follow OCP Neighbourhood Designation Parking for this area
of lack of existing parking already
Planning Department should take into consideration traffic issues for existing
cars further development on Millstream Road before assisting Agent for
developer with plans to bring forward to Planning Committee
Thank you Lori Ann Locken
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Trina Cruikshank
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Brent Sisco
September 7, 2021 1:12 PM
Langford Planning General Mailbox
Z21-0006 - Response Required

Hello,
I am resubmitting this email as it was not addressed at the last meeting.

Given the revised application received for file Z21-0006 and DVP21-0006 showing the proposed site grading
plan for the proposed development, I am deeply concerned about the significant difference in elevation that will
result between the proposed development and the existing homes at 548 and 544 Coral Ridge Drive. The
house proposed for Lot 3 will be approximately 11 metres (to the top of the roof) above the existing elevation
where the lot boundary abuts with 544 and 548 Coral Ridge. Considering my home at 548 Coral Ridge is
about 9 metres below the current elevation, this will amount to an elevation difference of approximately 20
meters. There will also be an approximately 10 metre difference in elevation between the parking area and my
property. This elevation difference will result in the house on Lot 3 (and likely Lot 2 as well) towering above my
home. This elevation difference will have a significantly negative impact on the privacy, enjoyment and
property value of my home. There is also a serious safety concern this issue presents that must be considered
and addressed.
The home at 544 Coral Ridge will have a 12 - 15 metre difference in elevation between it and the roof of Lot 4,
and will also encounter significant negative impacts regarding privacy, enjoyment and property value.
The amount of blasting required is also a significant concern given the proximity of the existing homes at 548
and 544 Coral Ridge Drive. Please advise what will be done if damage is incurred to either of these homes.
This proposed development does not fit into the existing lot size and density of the existing neighbourhood. To
have these homes towering above the existing homes is not fair to those of us who already live in the
community and have invested in our properties.
I would ask the committee, at the very least, to require that a solid fence of at least 2.4 metres be built where
this proposed development abuts lot 548 and 544 Coral Ridge. I understand a variance may be required for
this fence as it is higher than the 1.83 metre height allowed. Given the negative impacts to privacy, enjoyment,
safety, and property value this proposed development will have, I believe this request is more than fair.

Thank you,
Brent Sisco
548 Coral Ridge Drive
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September 5, 2021
Mayor and Council
City of Langford
c/o planning@langford.ca
Dear Mayor and Council,
Thank you for giving my family the opportunity to provide comment on the proposed
bylaw 1856 for 2627 and 2631 Millstream Road.
My spouse, Chris Wilson, and I live at 106-2678 Winster Road. Our home is part of
strata VIS 5868 (the upper portion accessed on Winster Road), which is two properties
down from this proposed development. We have lived here since 2008.
Chris and I join our neighbours in our opposition to this development. Our reasons for
objecting are as follows:
Street Parking along Millstream
The proposal calls for 1.25 parking spots per unit, including visitor parking. While this
may meet the zoning bylaw, it does not meet the “real-life” need for parking, given that
the majority of households own two vehicles. Providing less than adequate parking
forces people to park on the street. In this case, that would mean anywhere between 50
and 100+ vehicles parking on the street.
Driving along this portion of Millstream presently could best be described as “running
the gantlet” because of the volume of vehicle already parked along the road at all hours.
This development will absolutely exacerbate this problem. To suggest that adequate
parking has been considered is difficult to imagine, given the example of the Reflections
building a year 200 m down the street. There is not enough parking for that building, I
have serious doubts that error will be corrected for this one.
Pedestrian Safety
There is not a single continuous sidewalk on this entire stretch of road (or any other
road in the neighbour). What assurances do we have that mitigation strategies and / or
alternatives to address the compounding parking and pedestrian safety issues will be
addressed? This road is currently not safe for pedestrians, adding 113 – 226 vehicles
to the area will compound the issue and could lead to a tragedy. Frankly, I’m surprised
it hasn’t happened yet.
Zoning and Official Community Plan
The Langford staff report on this project indicated that future amendments to the OCP
are planned for our neighbour and that this proposed development would not fit within

the revised scope of the OCP. And yet, here we are being asked to provide input into a
development proposal that is both outside of current zoning and the proposed future
vision of the OCP.
This end-around approach, though perfectly legal, is dubious democracy and is an
example of yet another barrier to meaningful participation in the future of our
community. And despite what the mayor thinks and says, we all have a say in the
future of this community. Like our neighbours, we do not feel this development is
appropriate for our neighbourhood and we respectfully request that council reject the
proposal.
Respectfully,
Denise McGeachy and Chris Wilson
106-2678 Winster Road
Langford, BC V9B6V9

Hello Matthew Baldwin,
Please add my letter of concern to tonight’s agenda as a late entry.
Attn: Mayor Stewart Young, Langford City Councilors and City Planning Department
Re: Rezoning and development applications for 2627 and 2631 Millstream Rd
Without prejudice, this letter is a late entry and expresses my concerns about rezoning from one to two family
residences to medium density for 113 unit condominium.
Currently, there is not the safety infrastructure in place for a development of this size:
The developers are adding 1.25 parking stalls per unit. If there is not adequate parking on the grounds of the
complex, residents will be forced to park on Millstream Rd. The sidewalks along the east side of Millstream Rd
are incomplete. Currently, where there should be sidewalks, cars are parked along the shoulder forcing pedestrians,
and I, to walk part way in the road, placing them at risk.
There is no plan to add sidewalks on Winster Rd to Hoffman Ave and Atkins Rd leaving pedestrians on this corridor at risk.
Therefore, completion of sidewalks in front of development, continuously along the east side of Millstream Rd to
fill in gaps and along Winster will keep pedestrians safe.
Council and the developer’s agent have stated that they hope residents of the new complex will use alternate
modes of transportation, such as walking and cycling yet, there is no plan to improve streetlighting so drivers
can see pedestrians and cyclists at night.
There is a crosswalk just outside the Reflections building on Wagar/Millstream Rd’s with poor visibility as cars
come around the corner from both directions. This crosswalk should have lights to be more visible to drivers allowing pedestrians to cross safely.
The neighbourhood would be better served with a smaller development such as townhouses or two 3 story buildings being built at 2627/2631 Millstream Rd.
Thank you,
Douglas Hartwell
103,679 Wagar Ave
Victoria, BC

September 3, 2021
To:

Mayor and Council
City of Langford, Planning, Agendas

From: Jacqueline Gintaut
1331 Ravens View Drive
Langford, BC V9B 6B1
Re: September 7, 2021 Council Meeting; Application to amend zoning of 2627 & 2631 Millstream
Following my opening statements / questions, is my previous letter to Mayor / Council / City staff regarding
the proposed Millstream development noted above. Please include this letter in its entirety within the
Agenda package for the Public Hearing.
Given that the Mayor has publicly advised that ‘staff are happy to answer questions’, prior to the Public
Hearing, please advise what has transpired between June 21, 2021 and September, 2021 to address the
community issues that have been raised; in particular with respect to the items outlined within my previous
letter. For example,
•

Scope of the development
o

Has Mayor / Council / City staff given any further consideration to the immediate
neighbourhood’s concerns regarding the scope / size of the development?

•

Traffic
o

Has the traffic impact report been updated:
▪

to include a ‘real-time’ / current assessment of traffic and the impact of an additional 113
– 226 vehicles within the immediate area and to cross-community traffic, (rather than
based on modelling);

▪

to addressed the cumulative impacts of potential developments on Millstream, Winster and
Granderson? For example, with respect to current traffic issues the community faces on
Veterans Memorial Parkway.

•

Parking and Pedestrian Safety
o

Has Mayor / Council / City staff devised mitigation strategies and / or alternatives to address the
compounding parking and pedestrian safety issues that will arise should this development
proceed?

•

Shadowing impacts
o

Has Mayor / Council / City staff reviewed the shadowing study that was undertaken by a
Langford resident and / or has the developer undertaken one and / or devised solutions to the
impending lifestyle / health / property value impacts to existing residents should this
development proceed?
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Letter of June 18, 2021
Re: June 21, 2021 Council Meeting; Application to amend zoning of 2627 & 2631 Millstream
I am writing to add my name to the contingent of Langford residents who oppose the
“Application to amend the zoning of the properties located at 2627 and 2631 Millstream Road from
the R2 (One-family and Two-family Residential) Zone to RM0 (Medium Density Apartment) Zone to
allow for approximately 113 apartment units”.
Further, I symbolically add my name to the petition put forth by the Langford residents who live in the
immediate area.
As a 38-year Westshore resident and taxpayer of Langford I have escalating concerns about the speed,
scope and continuous nature of development within Langford, which does not adequately call for and /
or take into account community input, concerns and / or issues.
With respect to this particular application to re-zone, a number of serious issues have been raised by the
community which warrant the application being denied, such as:
•

Scope of the development;

•

Traffic;

•

Parking;

•

Pedestrian Safety;

•

Shadowing impacts

Scope:
•

In 2019, an application related to a 40 unit, 3-story development on the property did not proceed
to Council due to community concerns. Now an application for a 113 unit, 6-storey development
has been recommended to Council by the Planning Committee, despite significant community
issues that have been raised both in writing and verbally at the Planning Committee meeting of
June 14, 2021.

•

At the June 14th meeting the response to this exact questioning was that ‘the reason the proposal
was sent back was because of access to the development via Marlisa and that has been
addressed’.

•

The issues related to this development extend well beyond that one issue, including that the
proposed development is not in-keeping with neighborhood.

•

Residents that have purchased properties in an area of the community that is zoned for one / two
family residential should not be forced to accept 113 units on two residential lots.

•

While it is understood that the City, as an organization, has set a goal of increasing density, it is your
duty as representatives of the community to pursue this achievement in concert with the residents
who elected you to your roles.
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There are numerous methods by which this can be accomplished, including a formal, broad-based
consultation process related to the speed, scope and design / placement of development in
Langford as well as the required infrastructure needs.
•

This one proposal is symbolic of various others within the community, which may be why so many
are beginning to stand-up and speak-out.

Traffic:
•

Traffic congestion is an issue that many have raised, including people who live in the immediate
vicinity; those who live in the surrounding areas; and others, such as myself, who find it incredibly
frustrating to use Veterans Memorial Parkway (VMP) with its current rate of congestion at many
points during the day. The addition of 113 units will mean the addition of anywhere from 113 – 226
(two-car households and visitors) vehicles regularly accessing, using and exiting VMP.

•

While the traffic report submitted with this application states that the impacts will be minimal, it
needs to be acknowledged that the report is based on modelling and theoretical in nature, rather
than experiential.

•

Residents from the immediate and surrounding areas phoned into the June 14 th meeting to share
their direct experience, concerns and suggestion; however, the recommendation of the
Committee was for this proposal to move forward to Council for approval, without notation of the
need for the traffic issues to be explored further prior to approval or any significant mitigation
strategies.

•

Further, with each large-scale development that is approved, traffic is being added across the
community, as a percentage of each development will attract buyers from outside the area. It is
becoming increasingly challenging to travel across and within Langford due to congestion and I
wonder if / how the community-wide traffic impacts of each new development is being sewn
together to assess the larger impact to residents in all areas of the city.

•

The recent issue related to Alouette Drive is a case in point, which can’t be dismissed as purely a
result of the temporary closure of Sooke / WSP.

Parking:
•

The proposal calls for 1.25 parking spots per unit, including visitor parking. While this may meet the
zoning bylaw, it does not meet the “real-life” need for parking, given that the majority of
households own two vehicles.

•

Providing less than adequate parking forces people to park on the street. In this case, that would
mean anywhere between 56 and 113 vehicles parking on the streets, depending on how many of
the household have two vehicles.

•

The residents of the immediate area have clearly stated that parking is already an issue that will
only be exacerbated if the proposed development comes to fruition.

•

This is an issue that exists across Langford, which is compounded by the existence and building of
extremely narrow streets.

•

The parking issue needs to be more broadly considered in relation to this and all future
development proposals.
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Pedestrian Safety:
•

As with the other areas of issue, residents have clearly stated that safety concerns currently exist
related to walking in the area and children playing in the neighbourhood.

•

Adding 113 – 226 vehicles to the area once again only compounds the current issue and could
result in a tragedy.

Shadowing:
•

Residents of the area have studied, modelled and convincingly conveyed the actual shadowing
impacts on neighboring houses, if a development of this size was constructed.

•

The serious issues they raise related to health, community environmental objectives, property values
and others need much greater consideration than was given at the Planning Committee.

A large and growing segment of the Langford population is displeased, whether that be with:
•

a specific development(s), including this one;

•

the frenetic pace of development and experience of living in a construction zone for years on end;

•

the direction our community is now heading, (such as a feeling of hitting the “sweet spot” of
development and speeding well past it);

•

the lack of meaningful broad-based public consultation that is properly acknowledged,
incorporated and/or addressed;

•

and for a variety of other reasons.

It is also not helpful to read public statements from the Mayor / Council, such:
•

“I know that everyone with a computer has an opinion and thinks that they’re a councillor…”

•

“I think people who have lived in Langford a long time are happy with what we’ve done. Most of
the complaints I hear are from people who moved here six months ago.”

ADD: August 27th, 2021 Goldstream Gazette article comments, such as “My suggestion is, don’t come buy
a home here and then bitch about it a few years later”.
These statements are not only untrue, they are dismissive of community opinion / input. As Mayor and
Council, you have been elected and entrusted to represent the community residents’ wants / goals and
needs, rather than define them without consultation.
In closing, this application is an opportunity for Mayor and Council to demonstrate how seriously they
consider community input and integrate it into the decision-making process. For the reasons stated above
as well as all of the other issues residents have put forth, I urge Mayor / Council to deny this application.
Respectfully,
Jacqueline Gintaut
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Trina Cruikshank
From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Lori Ann Locken
September 5, 2021 6:27 PM
Langford Planning General Mailbox; Marie Watmough; Matthew Baldwin; Michelle Mahovlich; Denise
Blackwell; Darren Kiedyk; Norma Stewart; Lanny Seaton; Lillian Szpak; Leah Stohmann; Roger Wade;
Braden Hutchins
Questions to be answered by Council and Mayor for accountability to Citizens before Public hearing

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Please ensure questions answered before 3:00 September 7
These questions have to be answered by The Mayor and Council not the Planning
Department as this effects Langford Taxpayers with single family homes in
surrounding area Planning Department can not reply to these as they do not
make decisions for the City of Langford
This is a late entry for Public hearing
Agenda was not posted till 4:27 Friday September 3 of the long weekend
The agenda has both our Public Hearing and 2nd and third reading on the same day
Since no questions are allowed at Public hearing as per City of Langford process

BACKGROUND Z19on 2627 Millstream Road only -0010 which was City Centre– This application went
forward to the Planning, Zoning, and Affordable Housing Committee on September 9th, 2019 with a
development proposal. The proposal on the one lot was for a 40-unit, three storey apartment building. It
did not proceed for Council consideration due to neighbourhood concerns, especially regarding
traffic and direct vehicle access off of Marlisa Place.
In August Winster development was turned down to go back to developer for decreased density
even though it was CC designation due to traffic issues
Millstream development proposal issues are exactly the same traffic just moving in the opposite
direction
Why in 2021 Is the Proposal for 113 units even being considered and 1st reading done July 19th
2021when this increase in units and consideration for variance of parking is far greater than 2019
which Council recognized issue of traffic and this is now Neighbourhood Designation and
Neighbourhood Designation parking

Why was there been no response from Mayor and Council at the 1st reading of this bylaw
amendment about any of our concerns concerns lack of sunlight and being told a sun study won’t
be considered as there were trees there before and no sun There was sunlight with the trees there
won’t be with a 66 foot concrete wall
1

What about Langford’s Declaration of health and OCP Plan that Mayor Young has stated
followed 99.9% of the time
Will the Mayor and Council actually consider denial of this amendment to bylaw for rezoning RM2
to RM9 for 2631 and 2627 Millstream Road?
Thru this entire process Mayor and Council have never considered Taxpayers in single family
homes in surrounding area Taxpayers who are not naysayers In 2019 our letters indicated that we
understood the need for increased density Planning Department have never given clear answers as
they speak for Council and the Mayor Where is the democracy for Langford citizens? Not with this
mayor and Council !!!!
Lori Ann Locken Langford taxpayer at 684 Marlisa Place x 16 and 1/2 years
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Trina Cruikshank
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Langford Administration General Mailbox
September 3, 2021 3:05 PM
Julie Coneybeer; Langford Planning General Mailbox; Marie Watmough
FW: Comments for Public Hearing – Bylaw 1856 (2727 and 2631 Millstream Road)

Abigail Ford
Receptionist
250.478.7882

From: Matt Rodgers
Sent: September 3, 2021 3:00 PM
To: Mayor Young <mayor@langford.ca>; Lillian Szpak <lszpak@langford.ca>; Denise Blackwell
<dblackwell@langford.ca>; Matt Sahlstrom <msahlstrom@langford.ca>; Lanny Seaton <lseaton@langford.ca>; Norma
Stewart <nstewart@langford.ca>; Roger Wade <rwade@langford.ca>; Langford Administration General Mailbox
<administration@langford.ca>
Subject: Comments for Public Hearing – Bylaw 1856 (2727 and 2631 Millstream Road)
Dear Mayor and Council,
Please consider the following as my submission for the public hearing regarding Bylaw 1856 to rezone 2727 & 2631
Millstream Road from R2 (One‐ and Two‐Family Zone) Zone to the RM9 (Medium Density Apartment) Zone to allow for
the construction of two apartment buildings with a combined total of 113 units.
First of all, I appreciate the City's overall focus on densification in the downtown core. However, I'd like to share my
concerns regarding increased traffic and parking requirements from the proposed additional 113 units along Millstream
Road. I live close to this proposed development and have had near misses with other cars driving along Millstream
towards the Trans Canada Highway. Parking along this section of Millstream is already at capacity and with so many cars
already parked on the road it is difficult to see oncoming traffic. I understand the developer proposes to create an
additional 1.25 parking spaces per unit but this won't account for the likely majority who will have 2 cars. I say this with
confidence looking along my street at the multiple cars per household parked in driveways or on the street. Please
consider requiring the developer to increase the number of parking spaces per unit to closer to 2 to ensure additional
cars don't end up parking on an already overcrowded Millstream Road. Regardless of parking, these additional cars on
the road will lead to more congestion at the 2 intersections connecting to Veterans Memorial Parkway and the Trans
Canada Highway: 1. to the south at Hoffman Ave, and 2. to the north at Strandlund Ave. The two intersections are
constantly backed up with cars trying to get onto Veterans and/or the Trans Canada Highway during the morning and
evening rush. I urge Mayor and Council to work closely with the BC Ministry of Transportation and Infrastructure to look
into how to manage the ever increasing traffic along Veterans Memorial and the intersections feeding into it.
Secondly, and perhaps something you haven't considered, is the need to preserve the dozen or so mature Douglas fir
trees on the two lots. In the last year alone I've seen ten mature trees cut down in my neighbourhood. As a member of
the BC College of Applied Biology and a former certified arborist I'm concerned about the ongoing deforestation in my
neighbourhood and around the City of Langford. On top of the shade and aesthetic value they provide to people, urban
forests provide valuable habitat and food sources for nesting birds, bats, and small mammals. Urban forests prevent
erosion and filter out dusty air. With this in mind, I request that Mayor and Council hold the developer accountable to
preserve as many of the mature trees on the two lots as possible. This will not only protect the remaining mature trees
1

in the neighbourhood but could be a selling feature of the new apartment buildings ‐ why not incorporate the existing
mature trees into the landscape design rather than cut them down and have to plant new trees?
Thank you for taking the time to consider my comments,
Sincerely,
Matt Rodgers
2711 Windman Lane
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File: Z21-0006
To: City of Langford Council re: Public Hearing Notice
We are writing to voice our concern regarding the application to rezone 2165 and 2167 Bellamy
Road from R2 to RS1 with 10 homes. We feel the Council should reject this application. Our first
letter to the Planning, Zoning and Affordable Housing Committee, along with the other letters
from the neighbourhood, were neither read nor considered. Rachael Sansom, the Agent for
Landcraft Developments was mistaken when she stated all the neighbours were fine with the
Proposal. The 3 neighbours bordering on the south are all against the Proposal. Our homes are
within 8 meters of the proposed rock wall, up to 7 meters tall, that will be placed along our
property lines. This development will negatively impact the neighbourhoods quality of life for
the next several years. We will be unable to enjoy our quiet lifestyles on our own properties
while the blasting, rock crushing, and excavator work continues with this development. During
“Covid Times” our home is our safety zone and sanctuary and this is where we spend 95% of
our time. Not only a ridiculous amount of noise and vibration but dust will render our vegetable
garden, which is very important in these times also unusable.
1) Squeezing 10 Residential Small lots into such a small area is not in keeping with the
surrounding homes and neighbourhood.
2) The allowed density of homes should be in keeping with the surrounding area (R2) out
of respect for the neighbouring homes and families. We purchased our home because of
the R2 designation in the Official Community Plan.
3) Having this many homes adjacent to Lots 417, 544, and 548 will negatively impact
property values, enjoyment of yards, privacy, and the existing wildlife corridor that runs
behind Lots 548, 544 and 417.
4) The Staff Report distributed shows the site grading plan has retaining walls ranging from
10 to as much as 21 feet high along our back property line of 544 Coral Ridge Dr. This
will have a detrimental impact on our quality of life in our backyard outdoor living area,
and would greatly lower our property value. The allowed elevation should be as low as
possible to minimize the visual impact and maintain the privacy of the surrounding
homes.
5) The Geotechnical plan has concerns about the cliff adjacent to the existing duplex on
the property, but has no reference to the cliff next to the house on Lot 548. There is a
20-foot cliff adjacent to where blasting would have to occur in order to facilitate homes
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on the proposed plan. This is an extreme hazard and safety concern. In previous
developments this has caused unstable conditions and property damage.
6) There is a significant health and safety concern with the proposed location of the six
visitor parking stalls directly abutting the property line of Lot 544. Children will no longer
be able to safely play given the exhaust fumes from these vehicles let alone the ability
to no longer enjoy the picnic area located on our property only four feet from the
parking stalls. Langford City would never allow this in any other situation so why should
it be considered in this instance?
7) The fencing running along the entire southern exterior should be solid fencing for
privacy, and not chain link as in the proposal. As this proposal stands, we would have no
way of blocking the view into our backyard outdoor living area from the common area,
which will ultimately end up being a dog defecation site. The sight and smell of which is
not at all desirable for our sitting areas. We would request a variance of a minimum 7
foot privacy fence to run the entire length of the rear of Lot 544 and the adjoining lots.
8) This overlay map shows directly how negatively our properties will be affected. It is
impossible to suggest that these proposed retaining walls will not be totally intrusive in
our backyards.
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We are asking that the Council consider these concerns and requests in light of the negative
impact this proposed development will have on the surrounding homes and families. Please
treat this as if it were your homes and loved ones being directly impacted by this proposal.
Robin and France Robinson
544 Coral Ridge Drive
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Trina Cruikshank
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Scott Johnson
September 6, 2021 11:32 PM
Langford Planning General Mailbox
Public Haring regarding Rezoning Bylaw (Z19-0010) 2631 & 2627 Millstream Rd Bylaw Number 1856

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

Mayor and Council Langford City Hall
Greetings, I wish to go on record as opposing the zoning bylaw to allow for increasing building height, apartment count
and for disregarding the legitimately expressed concerns of nearby residents at this property.
What seems like arbitrary decisions made in a rush should cause anyone to wonder if Langford is stable enough to
invest in.
What security does anyone have their property or neighborhood won't suddenly be adjacent to a character changing
development zone without their comments taken seriously?
Citizens do have the right to guide the future of their community and are not to be made fun of for showing community
spirit that inconveniences the more clever or well positioned. Loss of respect from citizens for government is a sign of
processes being visibly unbalanced.
Regards,
Scott Johnson
208 ‐ 715 Treanor Ave
Victoria BC V9B 0X6
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Trina Cruikshank
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Susan Duckworth
September 7, 2021 9:36 AM
Mayor Young; Denise Blackwell; Matt Sahlstrom; Lanny Seaton; Norma Stewart; Lillian Szpak; Roger
Wade; Langford Planning General Mailbox
Rezoning/Building Application 2627/2631 Millstream Rd

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Flagged

City Hall
2nd Floor, 877 Goldstream Ave
Langford, BC
V9B 2X8
September 7, 2021
Attn: Mayor Stewart Young, Langford City Councilors and City Planning Department
Re: Rezoning and development applications for 2627 and 2631 Millstream Rd
This letter is a late entry for today's council meeting, emailed before the 3pm deadline, to express our
concerns about rezoning from one to two family residences to medium density for 114 unit condominium.
Currently, there is not the safety infrastructure in place for a development of this size.
The developers are adding 1.25 parking stalls per unit. If there is not adequate parking on the grounds of the
complex, residents will be forced to park on Millstream Rd. The sidewalks along the east side of Millstream
Rd are incomplete. Currently, where there should be sidewalks, cars are parked along the shoulder forcing
pedestrians to walk part way in the road, placing them at risk.
Marlisa Place does not have any sidewalks and has cars parked along the shoulder so pedestrians must walk
part way in the road. If residents of the complex use Marlisa Place to park, more cars travelling down this cul
de sac puts pedestrians at risk.
There is no plan to add sidewalks on Winster Rd to Hoffman Ave and Atkins Rd leaving pedestrians on this
corridor at risk.
Therefore, completion of sidewalks in front of development, continuously along the east side of Millstream Rd
to fill in gaps and along Winster will keep pedestrians safe.
Council and the developer’s agent have stated that they hope residents of the new complex will use alternate
modes of transportation, such as walking and cycling yet, there is no plan to improve street lighting so drivers
can see pedestrians and cyclists when it is dark.
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There is a crosswalk just outside the Reflections building on Wagar/Millstream Rd’s with poor visibility as cars
come around the corner from both directions. This crosswalk should have lights to be more visible to drivers
allowing pedestrians to cross safely.
Currently, the property at 2627 Millstream Rd has mature trees allowing sunlight to filter through to the
adjacent properties on the south side of Marlisa Place. A 6 story building so close to these houses will create
a wall blocking sunlight for much of the day. This wall will negatively affect property value, self‐sustainability,
and mental well‐being. To avoid the noted impact one or more of the following changes must be met:
A. Increase building setback from Marlisa Place property lines beyond 10m
B. Decrease building height by at least 2 storeys (20 feet)
C. Rotate buildings 90 degrees to create sunlight corridors, similar to Vancouver’s
protected view corridors.
The neighbourhood would be better served with a smaller development such as townhouses or two 3 story
buildings being built at 2627/2631 Millstream Rd.
Thank you,
David Kemp and Susan Duckworth
658 Marlisa Place
Victoria, BC
V9B 4Y8
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