Lacey Maxwell
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Daniel Hughes
December 11, 2017 9:23 AM
Victoria Mayor and Council
Letter of Support for Abstract Development in my neighbourhood

To Whom It May Concern,
I am writing to support the proposed development site from Abstract. While I currently live in a large heritage
home and love this neighbourhood, I know that in 10-15 years I will be downsizing, and will want to continue
to live in this wonderful neighbourhood.
Abstract Design has clearly left a mark in the neighbourhood already. I am always impressed with the quality
of work in their designs. Every time I drive into Oak Bay Village I pass two of their most recent projects, and
realize their designs stand apart from other developers.
I want to know that in the future, there will be similar beautiful home options for us to downsize into, but still
stay in Rockland.
If you drive around Rockland proper, you will notice there are very few very nice Condo buildings, or
townhouses.
I understand that most people don’t like change. But change is necessary for growth.
I also understand that most people are short sighted and don’t like to look into the future. But we must.
From what I see in the designs of the developers at Abstract, they have a vision that is right up my aesthetic
alley! We honestly don’t have a lot of well designed housing options in this neighbourhood.
I hope this proposal gets passed, so that we all have better options in the future,
Sincerely,
Daniel M. Hughes

610 St Charles Street
Victoria, BC V8S 3N7
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Annie Fisher
Friday, April 06, 2018 4:01 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
1201 Fort Street Proposal

Hello Mayor and Council,
We thank you all very much for working for the citizens of Victoria.
Once again the neighbours in beautiful Rockland find ourselves defending our turf from the developer. Developers and
Councils come and go but the residents of neighbourhoods have to live with the results of poorly planned developments.
This one, as usual, wants to make as big a development as possible to make as much money as possible. The
neighbours would be happy if only the developer would follow the Official Community Plan. Can the staff not just tell the
developer that the plan is the plan and live with it? The developer will make plenty of money and the neighbourhood would
not be as frustrated with having to defend the neighbourhood at every turn.
We ask that parking spaces not be necessary for every unit, in fact, only enough for car share and visitors. If the density is
wanted on the Fort St. corridor where there is ample transit, what is the need for vehicles in these developments? Both
traffic and parking are nightmares in Victoria, yet Council continues to approve developments with parking for every unit.
Units would be more affordable without having to blast for underground parking garages, and the development, itself,
would not be as intrusive to the neighbourhood during construction.
The front page of the Times Colonist on April 3 show a photo of Moss Street trees in full bloom. Beautiful streets like these
are what give Victoria the beauty that visitors enjoy when coming to our city. We have many streets like Moss St. to enjoy.
We are fortunate to have had marvellous planning in the past. It is setbacks and spacious boulevards that give us serenity
in our travels about town. A smaller, more tasteful development, that preserves more of the available green space on this
two acre piece of property, would be desirable for our neighbourhood.
Please deny the variances and only allow construction within the confines of the Community Plan.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Barry and Annie Fisher,
403-1115 Rockland.
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Pamela Martin
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Loretta Blasco
April 6, 2018 2:14 PM
Public Hearings
Fwd: 1201 Fort/1050 Pentrelew Place

Sent from my iPad
Begin forwarded message:
From: Loretta Blasco
Date: April 6, 2018 at 2:12:05 PM PDT
To: mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca
Subject: 1201 Fort/1050 Pentrelew Place
Re: Proposed Rezoning Application/1201 Fort Street/1050 Pentrelew Place
To whom it may concern:

As the public hearing for this rezoning application is being held this Thursday, April 12th, I felt
it was imperative that I write you once again to express my concerns on why I feel this
development is absolutely not the right fit for this property. Here are some of my concerns.
*. This proposal has not made any changes to achieve an adequate transition between Fort Street
to the residential neighbourhood as directed by this city council in the last committee
meeting. Also, Abstract has not demonstrated how the proposal enhances the heritage character
of the special zone of the Fort Street corridor on which it is sited.
*. The massing, height, and density is not appropriate for this site. Council should stop this
rezoning and follow the Official Community Plan (OCP). Abstract has refused City Council’s
explicit directive to compromise by reducing the height, massing, and density of the south
building. There is just too much massing, height and density being crammed onto this site.
*. Density and this form of housing stock does not improve affordability. A vote for this
development is a vote for poor planning.
*. The developer has not put forward a viable need for this rezoning request and the 10 variance
by-law changes other than his financial benefit and it is not supported by any claims of
hardship. How do the citizens, the neighbours benefit?
*. The Fort Street heritage corridor has not been adequately considered.
*. The proposal results in the destruction of a unique park-like urban forest, where the Garry oak
trees on this property will be destroyed.
Say no to amend the Official Community Plan Bylaw. Say no to the Zoning Regulation Bylaw.
Please do not consider issuing a Development Permit for the land known as 1201 Fort Street and
1050 Pentrelew Place, as well as granting any of the variances the developer is seeking.
Frankly, I’m disappointed in Abstract Development for not bringing forward any viable options
after much attempted consultations that would better suit this neighbourhood.
Any compensation or promises Abstract Development makes to the city of Victoria to have this
proposed development go through as it stands will not be worth the cost or the perceived
1

benefits. When a proposed development is wrong for a neighbourhood, no is a viable option.
We are counting on you Mayor, and the council to do the right thing, and not amend the Zoning
Regulation Bylaw, not amend the OCP Bylaw, or grant the Development Permit Application
including the variances Abstract Development is seeking on this property.
There is an opportunity to build something special here, and the way this proposed development
stands, it falls short, and really, is another example of a developer’s greed, and the
overdevelopment of our neighbourhoods.
Thank you for listening to my concerns.
Loretta Blasco
301-1025 Linden Avenue

Sent from my iPad
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Loretta Blasco
Friday, April 06, 2018 2:12 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
1201 Fort/1050 Pentrelew Place

Re: Proposed Rezoning Application/1201 Fort Street/1050 Pentrelew Place
Dear Mayor and Council,
As the public hearing for this rezoning application is being held this Thursday, April 12th, I felt it was imperative that I write
you once again to express my concerns on why I feel this development is absolutely not the right fit for this property. Here
are some of my concerns.
*. This proposal has not made any changes to achieve an adequate transition between Fort Street to the residential
neighbourhood as directed by this city council in the last committee meeting. Also, Abstract has not demonstrated how
the proposal enhances the heritage character of the special zone of the Fort Street corridor on which it is sited.
*. The massing, height, and density is not appropriate for this site. Council should stop this rezoning and follow the
Official Community Plan (OCP). Abstract has refused City Council’s explicit directive to compromise by reducing the
height, massing, and density of the south building. There is just too much massing, height and density being crammed
onto this site.
*. Density and this form of housing stock does not improve affordability. A vote for this development is a vote for poor
planning.
*. The developer has not put forward a viable need for this rezoning request and the 10 variance by-law changes other
than his financial benefit and it is not supported by any claims of hardship. How do the citizens, the neighbours benefit?
*. The Fort Street heritage corridor has not been adequately considered.
*. The proposal results in the destruction of a unique park-like urban forest, where the Garry oak trees on this property will
be destroyed.
Say no to amend the Official Community Plan Bylaw. Say no to the Zoning Regulation Bylaw. Please do not consider
issuing a Development Permit for the land known as 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place, as well as granting any
of the variances the developer is seeking.
Frankly, I’m disappointed in Abstract Development for not bringing forward any viable options after much attempted
consultations that would better suit this neighbourhood.
Any compensation or promises Abstract Development makes to the city of Victoria to have this proposed development go
through as it stands will not be worth the cost or the perceived benefits. When a proposed development is wrong for a
neighbourhood, no is a viable option.
We are counting on you Mayor, and the council to do the right thing, and not amend the Zoning Regulation Bylaw, not
amend the OCP Bylaw, or grant the Development Permit Application including the variances Abstract Development is
seeking on this property.
There is an opportunity to build something special here, and the way this proposed development stands, it falls short, and
really, is another example of a developer’s greed, and the overdevelopment of our neighbourhoods.
Thank you for listening to my concerns.
Loretta Blasco
301-1025 Linden Avenue

Sent from my iPad
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Thomson Lynn
Friday, April 06, 2018 6:48 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
1201 Fort Street Proposal

Re-zoning Application 1201 Fort Street /1050 Pentrelew Place
Dear Mayor and Council:
I have lived and paid taxes in Victoria since 1975. In the last 3 years ( your tenure in office), I am sick of having
sidewalks, streets and neighbourhoods disrupted by rampant development of expensive condos, many purchased for
investment purposes not as homes for local people.
To the developers' benefit and the detriment of existing tax payers, you have failed to impose L.E.E.D. standards
or Community Amenity Contributions and Density Bonuses gathered on developments in other BC municipalities. How
short sighted are you?
We have a crisis in affordable housing for people who work in Victoria. They are forced to move to neighbouring
communities and drive into town. Your bike lanes will not offset those carbon emissions!
Please think for the 21st century and the future. Make our city habitable and sustainable for ordinary families, not
a vacation destination for the wealthy.
Please be informed that I am against the above Rezoning Application because:
• I am dismayed by the massing of the development, its size, the number of buildings, the height of the buildings,
and the overall density.
• I am concerned about the number of heritage trees that will be destroyed by the size of this development. A
smaller development would allow more of these trees to survive the amount of blasting needed for this
development and thrive in direct sunshine, not the shadows of tall buildings.
• Since 2012, Victoria has vastly overshot its Official Community Plan target for building condo units, but has
failed
significantly to meet its target for building ground-oriented housing like townhomes or single family
dwellings.
Council has no mandate to rezone the southern portion of 1201 Fort property for condos, which is
currently
designated for much needed ground-oriented housing.
• I am troubled by the absence of a sufficient affordable housing component in the proposal. We do not need to
build more of what we already have - too many expensive condominiums.
• How is this proposal sustainable when it is not built to L.E.E.D. standards?
Lynn Thomson
102 936
Fairfield Road, Victoria, V8V 3A4
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GROUPE
DENUX

Tel: 250-920- 5435
Fax: 250-920-5437

3-772 Bay Street
Victoria BC V8T 5 E4

reception@groupedenux.com
GROUPEDENUX.COM

April 6th 2018

City of Victoria
1 Centennial Square
Victoria, BC

Attention:
RE:

via e-mail

Mayor Helps and Council

Rezoning application for 1201 Fort Street – Abstract Developments

Dear Mayor Helps and Council,
This our further letter of support for this project by Abstract Developments. Our group owns and
manages the 55 unit rental apartment building at 1025 Linden Avenue which directly borders the
south west corner of this proposed development.
We believe that their revised proposal for the project fits in the neighbourhood and see that
proponent has gone above and beyond to satisfy the concerns that were raised with their
previous proposal. We are very pleased with quality materials used and the numerous additional
trees and landscape improvements.
As immediate neighbours of the property, we would be proud to have such an attractive looking
development next door and are in support of this development as we believe it is a great addition
to the Rockland neighbourhood.
We look forward to having this development in Rockland.
Yours truly,

Nicolas Denux
For Groupe Denux & Diane F. Denux

Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Andrea Warner
Saturday, April 07, 2018 3:18 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
Re: Re-zoning Application 1201 Fort Street /1050 Pentrelew Place

April 7, 2018
Victoria Mayor and City Council:
Re: Re-zoning Application 1201 Fort Street /1050 Pentrelew Place
Dear Mayor and Council:
I am against the above Rezoning Application because:
- I am dismayed by the massing of the development, its size, the number of buildings, the
height of the buildings, and the overall density.
- I am concerned about the number of heritage trees that will be destroyed by the size of
this development. A smaller development would allow more of these trees to survive the
amount of blasting needed for this development and thrive in direct sunshine, not the
shadows of tall buildings.
- The current proposal does not adhere to the Official Community Plan which must be
amended to allow the rezoning.
- The numerous variances requested to bolster the rezoning application (and increase the
floor space to 10,219 square meters) are not supportable.
- The two multi-family buildings, up to 6 storeys in height, are too high for Rockland
and exceed in height all multi-family buildings in Rockland, along the Linden corridor,
and along the Fort Street Heritage corridor.
- I am concerned about the increased traffic and parking caused by this proposal . If this
development goes forward as proposed it will create parking issues especially with
patrons for the Langham Court Theatre & the AGGV park.
- I am concerned that the City is not looking after its own best interests by allowing this
development to go forward without adequate income from Community Amenity
1

Contributions and Density Bonuses gathered on developments in other BC
municipalities. Where will the money come from to pay for the community amenities
demanded by these new residents for parks, community centres, transportation
infrastructure, fire halls, emergency services, etc?
- I encourage you to insist that this proposal comply with the two directives given by
Council to the developer October 26, 2017 to “revise the density, massing, height and
setbacks of the building to the south” and to demonstrate how the condominium on Fort
“enhances the heritage character of the Fort Street corridor.”
- Since 2012, Victoria has vastly overshot its Official Community Plan target for
building condo units, but has failed significantly to meet its target for building groundoriented housing like townhomes or single family dwellings. Council has no mandate to
rezone the southern portion of 1201 Fort property for condos, which is currently
designated for much needed ground-oriented housing.
-This development does not include enough affordable housing; too much
emphasis on higher-end units.

In closing, I am disappointed that the city does not follow its own Community
Plans. The Community Plans are as they are for good reasons; a great deal of
time and thought (and money) went into creating them. It seems like it is just
accepted that to get around them, you simply apply for a variation and then fairly
easily receive one. I can see that sometimes a variation could be justified, but
they must be very far and few between. I have seen the result of variations, and
the repercussions are felt by nearby residents from that point,
on….forever. Please follow the plans for our neighbourhoods so Victoria stays
the special place that it is.

Thank you for your attention to this concern.

Sincerely,

Andrea Warner
2

B-2746 Shelbourne Street
Victoria, BC
V8R 4M2
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Christopher Petter
Saturday, April 07, 2018 3:29 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
Aragon proposal for 1201 Fort
Scale_model_1201 Fort_2.jpg; Scale_model_1201 Fort_1.jpg; sequoias.jpg

Dear Mayor and Councillors,
Please take close look at a scale model of the proposed Aragon development for the property at 1201
Fort. This kind of overdevelopment of a residential neighbourhood belies the developer’s spin that
he is somehow creating a parklike commons in this large property. Were he to take out Buildings A
and B and be permitted only to build townhouses around the periphery of the property with the
centre portion remaining empty or with just the Truth Centre building as an auditorium, this would
provide family housing and a community asset. Otherwise the massing is far too great and the
setbacks around the buildings insufficient to earn your approval! And this is to say nothing of the
loss of 2 100 year old oaks and two 60 foot sequoias in the so‐called development zone.
Chris Petter
(former member of the UVic Board of Governors)
1220 McKenzie St.
V8V2W5
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Telus
Saturday, April 07, 2018 7:30 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
1201 Fort Street Proposal

Please be informed that I am against the above Rezoning Application because:
We need to keep what beautiful green space we have left. I am dismayed by the massing of the development, its size, the
number of buildings, the height of the buildings, and the overall density.
I am concerned about the number of heritage trees that will be destroyed by the size of this development. A smaller
development would allow more of these trees to survive the amount of blasting needed for this development and thrive in
direct sunshine, not the shadows of tall buildings.
The numerous variances requested to bolster the rezoning application (and increase the floor space to 10,219 square
meters) are not supportable, and no hardship has been shown by the developer to consider allowing any of these
variances.
The two multi-family buildings, up to 6 storeys in height, are too high for Rockland and exceed in height all multi-family
buildings in Rockland, along the Linden corridor, and along the Fort Street Heritage corridor.
I am concerned about the increased traffic and parking caused by this proposal to the long-term viability of the Langham
Court Theatre and the Art Gallery of Greater Victoria which rely on this parking.
And lastly, you will be losing my vote if this development goes ahead. I am extremely upset that the developers are taking
over this city!! And you are not listening to us! Don’t turn Victoria into another Vancouver!
Name: Christina Southern
Address: 3136 Stevenson pl. Victoria BC. V8x1c5
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Pamela Martin
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

goodlight shawca
April 7, 2018 10:45 AM
Public Hearings
Rezoning No. 000525 1201 Fort St & 1050 Pentrelew Pl

To whom it may concern:
Question #1:
Is it up to the City of Victoria, who is there to represent the citizens of Victoria, to pander to
the Developers, to change any and all variances to make it possible for the Developers to
achieve their greedy profits???

1. Developers know what size of a building is allowed to be built on a property they
are interested in buying.
2. Developers know what it will take to make their greedy profits.
Then when their proposals are challenged they whine and cry about how they can't make their
greedy profits unless the variances are changed.
Question #2 & #3:
Is it up to the City of Victoria to ensure that Developers are able to make a profit on their
projects??
Or, is it up to the Developers to ensure they do their due diligence prior to buying a property?

Over the past 24 years of living in Victoria I have witnessed time and again that what the
developers want ...... the developers get ...... regardless as
to how it negatively impacts the quality of life of the citizens, regardless as to how
it negatively impacts the natural world........as long as they make their greedy profits!!!
Victoria is no longer the City of Gardens. Every year that goes by it is becoming more and more
a Concrete Jungle.
You have been complicit in, to quote Joni Mitchell, "Pave paradise and put up a parking lot".
It's a well-known fact that hard surfaces increase temperatures.

I have asked 3 questions......are you going to give me the respect as a tax paying citizen to
reply?
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Sincerely,
Jean Siemens
44 Linden Ave
Victoria

-"It is time to stop treating nature as a commodity that we own, and to acknowledge instead
that nature is a community to which we belong." - David R. Boyd
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jennifer Hamilton
Saturday, April 07, 2018 10:23 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
Email to Mayor and Council RE: Pentrelew/ Truth Centre Development

Dear Mayor and Council,
This is a follow up to my prior letter (below) on the Pentrelew Development. I understand that there is a crucial meeting
this coming week to either approve or deny this application for re-zoning. Please listen to the local voices on this matter.
The community has come together to express their concerns. Since my parents and their neighbours started their careful
consideration of the project – and subsequent objection – there seems to be a groundswell throughout Victoria – of
concerned citizens. People are not only concerned about their own neighbourhoods but the city as a whole. This
hopefully will be an important issue in the upcoming election. Developers seem to have taken advantage of the city and
its innocence. The populace is no longer innocent and is fighting back.
Please don’t let the “Pentrelew neighbourhood” be a victim in advance of City Hall modernizing policy and recognizing a
change in political sentiment throughout the city. This fight reminds me of what Vancouver went through after EXPO
when people tore down houses in architecturally and environmentally balanced neighbourhoods – only to cut down the
trees and build to lot limits. This catastrophe was not the fault of the newcomers – this was the fault of the legislators who
did not keep up with the times and too late set building and tree removal limits. This caused so much disharmony in the
city and could have been prevented by a wise city council. Please don’t let this happen to Victoria. Be a wise city council.
Please stand up to the developers and insist that they stick to the SCALE and wishes of Victoria neighbourhood groups
who have put so much time, energy and passion into saving their communities.
Again – we are counting on you to save Victoria.
Sincerely,
Jennifer Hamilton
(grew up at 1020 Pentrelew and Victoria property owner – #312-1030 Yates St)

-----Original Message----From: Jennifer Hamilton
Sent: November 24, 2017 10:20 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca>
Subject: Pentrelew/ Truth Centre Development
Dear Mayor and council,
I grew up on Pentrelew Place and my parents still live at the epicentre of the affected area. Lives are already being
affected by this ridiculous development and it has not even been built yet! The neighbours have drawn together in a
civilized organized fashion to first study, fairly consider and now fight this development which is completely out of SCALE
for our neighbourhood. I believe that you as a council recognized this at the last meeting but -yet- the developer has not
made any of the requested concessions - especially to height.
Speaking frankly, this proposed development is simply too big and is only satisfying the developers need for profit. When
he bought the property he knew that his plans were contrary to zoning and given the increase in Victoria real estate prices
since he bought, he would still make a tidy profit if he scaled back the number of residences.
I don't even want to get into parking !?!?! Especially with the Art Gallery and Langham Court crowds. I suspect that you
have all spent time circling the neighbourhood looking for spots on an opening night.
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Finally, I can't believe that this development would be allowed based on geology. Past blasting in the area has left cracks
in foundations and significant insurance claims. You cannot imagine that this would not affect residents yet again. It
seems totally unfair to your existing citizens to put them through this again.
Be brave, be strong and say "no" to this plan as it stands. We are counting on you.
Jennifer Hamilton
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Axels Place
Saturday, April 07, 2018 3:04 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
Truth Centre development proposal

Dear Mayor and Council:
We are against the above rezoning application because:
 We are dismayed by the development’s size, the number and height of buildings.
 We are concerned about the number of heritage trees that will be destroyed.
 The proposal does not adhere to the Official Community Plan 1.
 The numerous variances requested are absurd, and no hardship is possible under the existing real estate
conditions in Victoria.
 6 stories is too high for Rockland.
 Please serve the community: insist that proposal comply with the two directives given to “revise the density,
massing, height and setbacks of the building to the south” and to demonstrate how the condominium on Fort
“enhances the heritage character of the Fort Street corridor.”
 We do not need to build more of what we already have ‐ too many expensive condominiums. Let’s do smaller,
less expensive, in areas suitable to development of the sort.
We are not Victoria municipality residents – we live in Oak Bay, where the challenges are pretty much the same. But we
ARE Victorians – always have been. Please, please reconsider. This is our beautiful, people‐scaled, tree‐rich community.
It is not a real estate zoo. No developer will lose any money in the current environment. Let’s preserve what we have.
Spend money on rapid transit to the Western communities. Don’t worry so much about making sure everyone who
wants a piece of this, gets it (we’d like to live in Paris, but no‐one is making sure that happens…)
But seriously, folks. Please be more responsible to your citizens, and make the developer comply. They have the skills to
deliver something that will please all and make money too.
Sincerely yours,
Karen and Martin Nelson
82 Sylvan Lane, Victoria, BC, V8S 2K8
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5018 Munn Road, Victoria BC, V9E 1G7
April 7, 2018
RE: Rezoning of 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place, Victoria, BC
As owners of Suite 401, 1225 Fort Street, we wish to submit a rejection of the proposal to amend the
zoning of the above properties.
There is very little positive about this proposal. It essentially ignores the countless hours and intense
input that was undertaken to develop the Official Community Plan under a Local Area Plan. The OCP is
just that: an official, well thought out indication of how the neighbourhood should develop.
To ignore that is to negate the whole process. Why even expend the effort to do proper planning for a
community if it will all simply be ignored when a developer comes along with slick drawings and ideas.
We believe that the city council needs to encourage development, but not at the expense of losing its
credibility. The city should not ever be perceived as being ‘bought’.
It appears to us that the developer has not really even listened to the city planners. We believe they
were requested to reduce height and density, and their return submission really was nothing more than
pacifiers. There were not any substantial reductions. With this response in the past, this proposal
should not be moving forward until there were more reductions.
We do object to the proposed removal of the oak trees on the property as well. The suggestion of the
landscapers to replace the existing oaks with young trees, planted in 24” of soil over a concrete parkade
seems almost ludicrous, particularly in terms of the length of time it takes for an oak tree to get to the
height of the existing ones. That being said it is doubtful that these plantings would ever attain any
semblance to what is there at present. We suspect an oak tree planted as they suggest would succumb
in short order leaving in its place a concrete patio. Surely growing trees in shallow soil will limit the
extent of the growth. With the proposed new setbacks from the street, concrete will replace the park‐
like setting that exists now.
While any development would have some negative impact on the natural park‐like setting, this present
proposal as it appears, would have significant negative impact. We need a more holistic approach to
our city’s development. You should not be approving proposals that are only in the best interests of the
developers but not to the benefit of the neighbourhood and the whole city. An approval of this type of
development will set a terrible precedent for all areas of the city.
We would ask what is the benefit of this proposal to anyone other than the developer. Does the city
benefit? Do any of the neighbours benefit? Does the natural environment benefit? Does the heritage
character of the city benefit? We think the answer to all the questions is a resounding NO!
We understand there has been much resistance to this project from the neighbourhood. As
representatives of the community, it is imperative that you listen to and respond positively to the
concerns. Contemplating making changes to the Official Community Plan and to existing zoning bylaws
must be considered very seriously.
Respectfully submitted,
Deanna and Paul Henry
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

RICK GONDER
Saturday, April 07, 2018 4:51 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
1201 Fort Street

Dear Mayor and Council
I write in support of the Abstract Developments proposal for property located at 1201 Fort Street in the City of Victoria,
scheduled for Public Hearing on April 12th. I am not a resident nor do I own property in the City of Victoria but I support
this proposed development.
About fourty years ago Saanich Council approved a townhouse development proposed for a property in Cadboro Bay.
Local residents purchased units, allowing them to stay connected to their neighborhood and its services.
About fifteen years ago a multi unit seniors home proposal came before Oak Bay Council. It was approved and more than
half of the initial purchasers were aging Oak Bay residents who were able to remain in a familiar neighborhood.
Mayor and Council, I mention these projects because they are typical examples of projects similar to the one before you
and that promoted aging in place and walkable communities, benefits for residents that remain in those two
neighborhoods to this day. I believe the proposal before you deserves your support because it will:
* Conform to the OCP.
* Provide needed housing in a neighborhood that has experienced almost zero growth in the past two years.
* Provide an opportunity for Rockland residents to age in place amongst friends and family.
* Create an opportunity for residents to remain in a walkable neighborhood that is close to commercial, professional and
recreational services.
* Include a Pemberton Trail connector and protect green space in the development.
This proposal comes before you at a Public Hearing on April 12th. Mayor and Council, I urge you to support the Abstract
Developments proposal for 1201 Fort Street.
Thank you
Rick Gonder
2615 Cranmore Rd
Victoria B.C.
V8R2A1
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Rachel van Wersch
Saturday, April 07, 2018 5:59 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
2101 Fort

Change is happening so fast in Victoria, and at the expense of the greenspace and heritage homes that make it's neighborhoods
special. The height and size of this development are extremely concerning to me, as it will dwarf the existing homes. Areas downtown
have begun to feel closed off due to the height of the new buildings.
Please be informed that I am against the above Rezoning Application because:
[ X ] I am dismayed by the massing of the development, its size, the number of buildings, the height of the buildings, and the
overall density.
[ X ] I am concerned about the number of heritage trees that will be destroyed by the size of this development. A smaller
development would allow more of these trees to survive the amount of blasting needed for this development and thrive in direct
sunshine, not the shadows of tall buildings.
[ X ] This proposal is based on an overly aggressive interpretation of the Official Community Plan which must be amended
to allow the rezoning. This proposal seeks to maximize the anticipated floor space ratio (FSR) of the smallest portion of the property
(28%) by extending it over the residential portion (72%), arriving at a stated FSR of 1.29 The combined FSR should be much less, and
the amount of new floor space created much closer to the 6,253 square meters allowed by the rezoning sought in this proposal.
[ X ] The numerous variances requested to bolster the rezoning application (and increase the floor space to 10,219 square
meters) are not supportable, and no hardship has been shown by the developer to consider allowing any of these variances.
[ X ] The two multi-family buildings, up to 6 storeys in height, are too high for Rockland and exceed in height all multi-family
buildings in Rockland, along the Linden corridor, and along the Fort Street Heritage corridor.
[ X ] I am concerned about the increased traffic and parking caused by this proposal to the long-term viability of the Langham
Court Theatre and the Art Gallery of Greater Victoria which rely on this parking.
[ X ] I am concerned that the City is not looking after its own best interests by allowing this development to go forward
without adequate income from Community Amenity Contributions and Density Bonuses gathered on developments in other BC
municipalities. Where will the money come from to pay for the community amenities demanded by these new residents for parks,
community centres, transportation infrastructure, fire halls, emergency services, etc?
[ X ] I encourage you to insist that this proposal comply with the two directives given by Council to the developer October 26, 2017 to
'revise the density, massing, height and setbacks of the building to the south' and to demonstrate how the condominium on Fort
'enhances the heritage character of the Fort Street corridor'.
[ X ] Since 2012, Victoria has vastly overshot its Official Community Plan target for building condo units, but has failed significantly
to meet its target for building ground-oriented housing like townhomes or single family dwellings. Council has no mandate to
rezone the southern portion of 1201 Fort property for condos, which is currently designated for much needed ground-oriented housing.
[ X ] I am troubled by the absence of a sufficient affordable housing component in the proposal. We do not need to build more of
what we already have - too many expensive condominiums.
[ X ] How is this proposal sustainable when it is not built to L.E.E.D. standards?
Name: Rachel van Wersch
Address: #2-815 Linden Ave, Victoria BC
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Pamela Martin
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Taryn Mah
April 7, 2018 10:41 AM
Public Hearings
Proposed changes to 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place

Dear City Hall,
My name is Taryn Mah and I am the owner of a condo at 1225 Fort Street.
I am completely against the rezoning and amendments. I do not agree to the permission of changing to “Urban
Residential” nor do I agree with the increase of maximum heights.
Such changes, including the construction and and permanency affects our neighbourhood. Traffic patterns will change
negatively, green spaces are being demolished, the carbon footprint too large, and it is just ridiculously too large and too
much for our little quaint and friendly neighbourhood.
Our condo building will be directly compromised, as it towers over our building from top, left, and right. We will lose all
privacy, including safety measures we have already will be compromised. I worry about my senior neighbours in my
building who will not feel safe in their own home, and who do not have the ability to attend meetings nor will pen a letter to
City Council. It is also our duty to take care of our senior citizens.
Thank you for this opportunity to pen this email. I am unable to attend the meeting.
Taryn Mah
1225 Fort Street
Sent from Mah Mah's iPhone 😊
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Pamela Martin
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Ashley Stewart
April 8, 2018 9:04 PM
Public Hearings
Victoria Mayor and Council
Development at 1201 Fort Street

Dear Mayor and Council,
I am writing to express my support for the proposed development at 1201 Fort Street. I am unable to attend the
public meeting on April 12. I live next door at 1225 Fort Street and my condo looks out over the development.
I'm pleased to see they are retaining so many trees on the property, especially on the front corner next to my
property. With over half the space being retained as green space, this will be an excellent improvement to the
neighbourhood and a better use of the space.
I know there are those who have expressed concern about the "massing" and "density" of this proposed
development. Thanks to the large trees that are being retained on the property and the addition of new trees,
neighbours and anyone walking by won't even notice the size of the buildings because the trees will still be
taller. The proposed buildings aren't blocking anyones view either.
This is a prime location to build condos and add density to this area of town. Located on a major bus route and
within walking distance of downtown, it is the exact type of property that should have a development of this
size. One of the main reasons I bought my condo is because of it's location and that I could walk to work. I'm
sure most people who will purchase units in this development will have the same idea and walk most places as I
do. Located on a busy street, any additional traffic won't be noticeable. Adding density to transportation
corridors is smart policy.
I'm not concerned about a potential loss of parking. There is plenty of street parking in this area, and being far
enough out of the downtown core, it's never been an issue. I also find that my visitors take more
environmentally-friendly options of walking, biking, or taking the bus.
I think the designs look beautiful and embrace the heritage corridor that is Fort Street, much more than plenty
of other buildings in the area. With condo buildings located on three sides of this development, these new
buildings will fit in with the surrounding community and be a beautiful addition to the neighbourhood.
This city needs more supply of housing and this development will provide an excellent home for many families.
I hope the city will support this development.
Thank you,
Ashley Stewart
102-1225 Fort Street
I would prefer my email address remain private and not part of the public record.
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To: Mayor and Council – City of Victoria

April 6, 2018

Re: 1201 Fort St & 1050 Pentrelew Re-Zoning Application
I am responding to the proposed changes to the OCP and the Zoning Regulation
Bylaws for the purpose of developing 1201 Fort St and 1050 Pentrelew Place. The
development that Mike Miller, Abstract Design and their business partners have
proposed, and as described on the Abstract Development website, is “master
planned” for maximum size and maximum profit.
There is nothing about the design of these structures that integrates with the
neighborhood. Mr. Miller’s intent is to leverage the existing Rockland
neighborhood and character reputation, preserved by long term Victoria
residents and their predecessors, for maximum profit. Many developers in our
neighborhood have similarly built to maximum allowable limits of the existing
zoning in order to maximize their profits. With the proposed rezoning Mr. Miller
and Abstract have taken this approach to a whole new level.
Abstract Design’s website advertising for this project indicates that the design
“responds to neighborhood context of the City of Victoria Official Community
Plan”. Mr. Miller and Abstract Design’s “response” do not demonstrate any
attempt to recognize this heritage neighborhood or comply with the existing
zoning and the OCP.
I can understand council’s appreciation of Mr. Miller’s attempt to add a few
affordable housing units in Victoria with his new company NVision. These units
have not been delivered and represent a small fraction of his overall profit
generated by the generous rezoning that he has already been awarded by the City
of Victoria and District of Oak Bay. I am not aware of Abstract Design providing
any tangible amenities to the City of Victoria and its residents in exchange for the
support of his profitable projects.
City Council members are temporary stewards of all areas of our fine city. There
is no council mandate to allow this type of construction that will have a such a
permanent negative impact on my neighborhood. Approval of these bylaw
changes will ensure elimination of rare green space and transform our heritage
neighborhood into a valuable profit machine for a privileged few who operate for
their own benefit.
I implore City Council to reject the bylaw changes requested by this applicant.
Respectfully,
R. Steven Jones
1541 Rockland Ave.
Victoria BC

Pamela Martin
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Daniel Tschudin
April 9, 2018 10:56 AM
Public Hearings; Victoria Mayor and Council
1201 Fort St. and 1050 Pentrelew Place

Dear Mayor and Counsellors
There are too many things wrong with the proposed development at Fort St and Pentrelew Pl for me
to want to go into details: I am sure you heard the arguments many times before.
What concerns me is the lack of understanding of values and democracy the developers show. If this
proposal goes forward the city sends a message to developers that nearly everything goes:
Zoning laws and neighbourhood plans; Profit is better
Concerned neighbours; A pain, but eventually they will be ignored
Development review process; Not important, just come back with the same plans
Benefits for the public; "If the developer benefits, everybody benefits" (Ronald Reagan or so)
Green and sustainable city development; Just a concept, like the tooth fairy
When my wife and I moved to Victoria 20 years ago, we thought it the perfect place to raise a family.
Property prices, taxes, cost of living, traffic issues and unhindered development (e.g James Bay) that
by-passed the needs of actual residents have changed Victoria in a way that we couldn't have
imagined 20 years ago.
The real question this development raises is what future do want for the city we call our home. Will
there still be room for middle-income families with kids, living in a neighbourhood with quiet streets,
single family homes or townhouses with gardens or will it mostly be apartments for high income
singles and houses for retirees whose children have flown the coop.
Don't get me wrong. This development does not threaten the idea of a City I would like to live in, but
the constant erosion of visions, values, zoning plans does.
In this respect, I sincerely ask you to deny the developers vision of what the future of Victoria should
look like
Thanks for your time
Daniel Tschudin
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Pamela Martin
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

John Hughes
April 9, 2018 2:35 PM
Public Hearings
Proposed changes to 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place

Mayor and Council
City of Victoria
April 9, 2018
RE: Proposed changes to 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place:
Mayor and Council,
The Craigdarroch Castle Historical Museum Society, as a member of the Rockland Neighbourhood Association, is keenly
interested in how this community evolves. I am writing this letter in support of the proposed development at 1201 Fort
Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place.
I am pleased to see that building heights and number of units have been reduced to better address the concerns of the
community and am impressed with the amount of green space, including retention of significant trees, included in the
revised proposal. I’m also pleased to see an improved public pathway connecting Fort Street with Pentrelew Place as
many of our visitors enjoy walking the neighbourhood on their way to or from the Art Gallery of Greater Victoria and
Craigdarroch Castle. We currently hand out the neighbourhood association’s walking tour pamphlets and adding more
connectivity between Fort Street and the Rockland neighbourhood would be a welcome addition to the experience.
The other aspect of the proposed 1201 Fort/1050 Pentrelew development that is of great significance to me is the
inclusion of the HOUSING AGREEMENT (1201 FORT STREET & 1050 PENTRELEW PLACE AFFORDABLE HOUSING) BYLAW
(2018) for affordable rental units at 1010 Fort Street. The Museum Society employs many young people who are
completing their education and starting families and one of the most frequently overheard conversations revolves
around the struggle many are having finding an affordable place to live and grow. I’ve seen many of our junior staff
leave the community and indeed the province to find an affordable place to live, work and raise a family and it’s
gratifying to know that the City and Developers are working together to find solutions to this issue.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely
John Hughes

John Hughes
Executive Director, Craigdarroch Castle

CRAIGDARROCH CASTLE

Phone: 250.592.5323
Website: www.thecastle.ca
Address:1050 Joan Crescent, Victoria, BC V8S 3L5
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April 4, 2018
Mayor and Council
1 Centennial Square
Victoria, BC

Re: Re-Zoning Application- 1201 Fort Street

Dear Mayor and Council,
I am writing to strongly support the proposed development at 1201 Fort Street by Abstract
Developments. I am a local business owner in proximity to the development at 919 Fort Street and have
owned Babak's Oriental Carpets for almost 25 years.
Over the years along Upper Fort Street local businesses have struggled, resulting in an abundance of
retail vacancies. As of recent we are finally starting to see increased activity and revitalization along
Upper Fort. This is due to the emerging tech industry and recent densification in the area. We are
excited to see some projects under construction but believe Upper Fort needs to be further densified in
order to help the local business community alo'ng Fort Street thrive. Having looked at the plans it is nice
to see larger unit sizes this close to downtown. Developments to date have focused on smaller units
attracting a certain demographic. These larger units will attract more of a diverse demographic, fitting
into the Rockland neighbourhood.
U ort nately, I am unable to attend the Public Hearing so please consider this letter as my full support

riental Carpets

Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sonja S
Saturday, April 07, 2018 8:33 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
1201 Fort Street Proposal

Please be informed that I am against the above Rezoning Application because:
I am dismayed by the massing of the development, its size, the number of buildings, the height of the buildings, and the overall density.
I am concerned about the number of heritage trees that will be destroyed by the size of this development. A smaller development would
allow more of these trees to survive the amount of blasting needed for this development and thrive in direct sunshine, not the shadows
of tall buildings.
This proposal is based on an overly aggressive interpretation of the Official Community Plan which must be amended to allow the
rezoning. This proposal seeks to maximize the anticipated floor space ratio (FSR) of the smallest portion of the property (28%) by
extending it over the residential portion (72%), arriving at a stated FSR of 1.29 The combined FSR should be much less, and the
amount of new floor space created much closer to the 6,253 square meters allowed by the rezoning sought in this proposal.
The numerous variances requested to bolster the rezoning application (and increase the floor space to 10,219 square meters) are not
supportable, and no hardship has been shown by the developer to consider allowing any of these variances. Why should this developer
be accorded these extra requests that would be a detriment to the neighbourhood and Victoria in general.
The two multi-family buildings, up to 6 storeys in height, are too high for Rockland and exceed in height all multi-family buildings in
Rockland, along the Linden corridor, and along the Fort Street Heritage corridor.
I am concerned about the increased traffic and parking caused by this proposal to the long-term viability of the Langham Court Theatre
and the Art Gallery of Greater Victoria which rely on this parking. What sort of adjustments are being made to accommodate increased
traffic if this development goes through?
I am concerned that the City is not looking after its own best interests by allowing this development to go forward without adequate
income from Community Amenity Contributions and Density Bonuses gathered on developments in other BC municipalities. Where will
the money come from to pay for the community amenities demanded by these new residents for parks, community centres,
transportation infrastructure, fire halls, emergency services, etc?
I encourage you to insist that this proposal comply with the two directives given by Council to the developer October 26, 2017 to
â€œrevise the density, massing, height and setbacks of the building to the southâ€ and to demonstrate how the condominium on Fort
â€œenhances the heritage character of the Fort Street corridor.â€
Since 2012, Victoria has vastly overshot its Official Community Plan target for building condo units, but has failed significantly to meet
its target for building ground-oriented housing like townhomes or single family dwellings. Council has no mandate to rezone the
southern portion of 1201 Fort property for condos, which is currently designated for much needed ground-oriented housing.

Please reconsider this proposal which seems to only benefit the developer and not the residents of Victoria.

Sonja Starke

1

Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Anna Cal
Sunday, April 08, 2018 2:29 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council; Pam Madoff (Councillor); Chris Coleman (Councillor); Ben
Isitt (Councillor); Margaret Lucas (Councillor); Marianne Alto (Councillor); Geoff Young
(Councillor); Charlayne Thornton-Joe (Councillor); Jeremy Loveday (Councillor); Lisa
Helps (Mayor)
1201Fort/Pentrelew visuals

Hello,
Here are some images that would be helpful for public hearing.
Thanks
Anna Cal
A more balanced development with gentler transition:

As
proposed:

1

Green lines— friendly height for transition. Red— not so friendly:

2

City of Victoria Mayor and City Council
#105 – 1225 Fort Street
Victoria BC V8V 4R2
April 8, 2018
Re: Abstract Development Proposal 1201 Fort Street/1050 Pentrelew Place
Dear Mayor and Council,
We own a condominium at 1225 Fort Street, in the SE corner of the building, directly adjacent
to the Abstract development proposal at 1201 Fort Street /1050 Pentrelew Place. We wrote
you in March, 2017, outlining the efforts Mike Miller and staff at Abstract had made to listen
and respond to our concerns. At that time, we were generally supportive of the project, other
than the height of Building A and the public pathway being located very close to our property
line.
Since then, due to input from the public and the city, further improvements have been made to
the proposal. The reduction in number and height of the townhouses, the increase in setback
from Pentrelew and modifications to their exteriors helps the townhouses blend into the
neighbourhood. We particularly appreciate the relocation of the public pathway through the
middle of the development rather than adjacent to our property line. Recently Abstract has also
committed to completing and funding work associated with an easement adjacent to 1225
which will benefit residents of 1225, especially us.
We think Abstract has designed a visually appealing development, retaining mature trees on
Fort Street and the long-standing public walkway through the property. Mike Miller and his
staff have treated us with respect throughout the process.
Unfortunately, we cannot attend the public hearing on April 12th. We support the development
proposal with reservations regarding the height of Building A. While we endorse densification
as the population of Victoria grows, we still feel four storeys is more appropriate in this
neighbourhood.
Yours sincerely,

Anne Landry and Rosanne Konrad

Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Ashley Stewart <
Sunday, April 08, 2018 9:04 PM
publichearings@victoria.ca
Victoria Mayor and Council
Development at 1201 Fort Street

Dear Mayor and Council,
I am writing to express my support for the proposed development at 1201 Fort Street. I am unable to attend the
public meeting on April 12. I live next door at 1225 Fort Street and my condo looks out over the development.
I'm pleased to see they are retaining so many trees on the property, especially on the front corner next to my
property. With over half the space being retained as green space, this will be an excellent improvement to the
neighbourhood and a better use of the space.
I know there are those who have expressed concern about the "massing" and "density" of this proposed
development. Thanks to the large trees that are being retained on the property and the addition of new trees,
neighbours and anyone walking by won't even notice the size of the buildings because the trees will still be
taller. The proposed buildings aren't blocking anyones view either.
This is a prime location to build condos and add density to this area of town. Located on a major bus route and
within walking distance of downtown, it is the exact type of property that should have a development of this
size. One of the main reasons I bought my condo is because of it's location and that I could walk to work. I'm
sure most people who will purchase units in this development will have the same idea and walk most places as I
do. Located on a busy street, any additional traffic won't be noticeable. Adding density to transportation
corridors is smart policy.
I'm not concerned about a potential loss of parking. There is plenty of street parking in this area, and being far
enough out of the downtown core, it's never been an issue. I also find that my visitors take more
environmentally-friendly options of walking, biking, or taking the bus.
I think the designs look beautiful and embrace the heritage corridor that is Fort Street, much more than plenty of
other buildings in the area. With condo buildings located on three sides of this development, these new
buildings will fit in with the surrounding community and be a beautiful addition to the neighbourhood.
This city needs more supply of housing and this development will provide an excellent home for many families.
I hope the city will support this development.
Thank you,
Ashley Stewart
102-1225 Fort Street
I would prefer my email address remain private and not part of the public record.
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Helena and George
Sunday, April 08, 2018 8:45 AM
Victoria Mayor and Council
NO to Abstract Development ( Truth Centre Property )

Dear Mayor and Council,
Please do not allow the Abstract proposal to pass as it is presented.
It is to large and does not fit the community. Please stick to the original Zoning, and do not let this huge development to
push its limits.
The neighbourhood as spoken !
Please listen !
George Hamilton
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Hal Kalman
Sunday, April 08, 2018 1:36 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
1201 Fort Street Proposal

April 8, 2018
Dear Mayor Helps and Councillors,
We are writing to object to the proposed over-scaled development at 1201 Fort Street. We know that the application has already been
reduced in size twice, but it remains too large for the location.
If the subject site faced only Fort Street, the proposal might not be a problem. Much of Fort Street can accommodate increased size
and density. However, the site also faces Pentrelew Place, a residential street that is dominated by modest houses. The development is
entirely inappropriate for Pentrelew Place, which is a part of Rockland. It stands at the base of the hill that features Craigdarroch
Castle and is representative of the low-density, well-landscaped urban texture that is admired by visitors and treasured by residents.
Victoria is valued for being a more picturesque and less dense alternative to Vancouver. Victoria's economy is supported in part by
refugees from Vancouver -- including ourselves -- who have left the big city and brought their skills and their capital here. If you
permit Victoria to become another Vancouver, the city will lose its distinctive character and may well lose a key segment of its
diversity and its economy.
We urge you to reject the present application.
Sincerely yours,
Harold and Linda Kalman
1765 Hollywood Crescent
Victoria, BC V6J 1S2
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Vilem Zemek
Sunday, April 08, 2018 10:17 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
RE:The rezoning proposal for1201Fort St.and 1050Pentrelew Pl.

Dear Mayor and Council!
Please,do not allow the massive development of this site!Come and see first what devastating impact it would have on the
area!Please,safe the ancient trees for generations to come.Do not allow the profit to ruin the precious sites we still have in
Victoria to enjoy,They are disappearing very fast
The development proposal is too large for the site.Please,reconsider and decide wisely.
Thank you,with regards,Jarmila and Vilem Zemek,residents of Victoria for 50 years,
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jaime Hall
Sunday, April 08, 2018 11:06 AM
Victoria Mayor and Council
1201 Fort Street: Public Hearing

Dear Mayor and Council:
I reside at 1024 Pentrelew Place, within a block of the proposed development.
I support the proposal of Abstract Developments.
Redevelopment of the property is inevitable. I consider that the proposal of Abstract is far superior to what
would otherwise be built on the property with the present zoning. I think this proposal is better for both the
immediate neighbourhood and for the region. Rockland should do its share in supporting modest density and
sustainability.
Further, this particular proposal mitigates the traffic impact of the development of the property. I am very
concerned that building to the present zoning would have a serious impact on traffic and the livability of our
street by directing very considerable traffic onto Pentrelew.
I have been dismayed by the tone of the debate about this proposal. In our experience, opponents have
been unwilling to engage in a civil debate. I believe that moderate voices have been silenced by the extreme
rhetoric.
Jaime Hall
1024 Pentrelew Place, Victoria
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kim and Kelly
Sunday, April 08, 2018 3:46 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
FW: RE: 1201 Fort Street

Mayor Helps and Members of Council………
In May 2002, my family and I moved into a brand new home at 2607 Capital Heights, built by Abstract Developments. It
was Mike Miller’s first single family home in a career which now pushes 16 years of quality homes & developments.
The OCP stated he could remove / demolish two ~900 square foot homes and put in two large duplexes. The idea of
those duplexes would have not fit with the neighbourhood and the demolition of two homes would have meant landfill
and the lack of affordability for two families who initially occupied those homes in 2001/2002. Mr. Miller asked for
variances from the Council of the day and was able to build two homes, fitting the neighbourhood and street and
allowing us and our neighbour to purchase affordable places to live to raise our respective families. Like today with
1201, there was opposition by a few neighbours who now are good friends with us and appreciate what was built.
I raise this important point as I see a similar scenario with 1201 opposition. On our street, people benefitting from re‐
zoning / variances and living comfortably in their homes were suddenly against the requests Mike Miller was making to
build our home. My walk around 1201 sees a large condo on the corner, well sited and looking like it belongs. On
Pentrelew, I see a newer and tall home facing the street – not unlike the townhouses which will sit on the block.
So to my point…………..with variances, Abstract can build what is right and what fits the neighbourhood. If only the OCP
were considered today, his proposed development would be markedly different. Had he followed the OCP in 2002,
large duplexes would look terrible and Abstract’s reputation for doing what is right would have earned a black mark.
The past few years have seen the city’s population grow to almost 86,000. If we think we can grow further, the ideal
that large lot single family dwellings are thoughts we must move past and densify areas which have the space. 1201
provides greater density in a location close to town, schools and transit. NIMBYs cannot dictate the city’s
growth. Abstract Development’s proposal is the right one. I trust you will agree.
Sincerely,
KJM
Kelly Mann
2607 Capital Heights
V8T3M1
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

malyn1 <
Sunday, April 08, 2018 9:12 AM
Victoria Mayor and Council
1201 Fort Street Proposal

Please be informed that I am against the above Rezoning Application because:
[ ] I am dismayed by the massing of the development, its size, the number of buildings, the height of the
buildings, and the overall density.
[ ] I am concerned about the number of heritage trees that will be destroyed by the size of this development.
A smaller development would allow more of these trees to survive the amount of blasting needed for this
development and thrive in direct sunshine, not the shadows of tall buildings.
[ ] This proposal is based on an overly aggressive interpretation of the Official Community Plan which must
be amended to allow the rezoning. This proposal seeks to maximize the anticipated floor space ratio (FSR) of
the smallest portion of the property (28� by extending it over the residential portion (72�, arriving at a stated
FSR of 1.29 The combined FSR should be much less, and the amount of new floor space created much closer to
the 6,253 square meters allowed by the rezoning sought in this proposal.
[ ] The numerous variances requested to bolster the rezoning application (and increase the floor space to
10,219 square meters) are not supportable, and no hardship has been shown by the developer to consider
allowing any of these variances.
[ ] The two multi-family buildings, up to 6 storeys in height, are too high for Rockland and exceed in height
all multi-family buildings in Rockland, along the Linden corridor, and along the Fort Street Heritage corridor.
[ ] I am concerned about the increased traffic and parking caused by this proposal to the long-term viability
of the Langham Court Theatre and the Art Gallery of Greater Victoria which rely on this parking.
[ ] I am concerned that the City is not looking after its own best interests by allowing this development to go
forward without adequate income from Community Amenity Contributions and Density Bonuses gathered on
developments in other BC municipalities. Where will the money come from to pay for the community amenities
demanded by these new residents for parks, community centres, transportation infrastructure, fire halls,
emergency services, etc?
[ ] I encourage you to insist that this proposal comply with the two directives given by Council to the
developer October 26, 2017 to “revise the density, massing, height and setbacks of the building to the south”
and to demonstrate how the condominium on Fort “enhances the heritage character of the Fort Street corridor.”
[ ] Since 2012, Victoria has vastly overshot its Official Community Plan target for building condo units, but
has failed significantly to meet its target for building ground-oriented housing like townhomes or single family
dwellings. Council has no mandate to rezone the southern portion of 1201 Fort property for condos, which is
currently designated for much needed ground-oriented housing.
[ ] I am troubled by the absence of a sufficient affordable housing component in the proposal. We do not
need to build more of what we already have - too many expensive condominiums.
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[

] How is this proposal sustainable when it is not built to L.E.E.D. standards?

Name: Marilyn Rutherford
Address: 8006 Northwind Dr., Lantzville, B.C.

My mother was born and raised in Victoria. She lived on Johnson and on Gosworth. I may not be from Victoria
but I have spent most of my life back and forth staying for long stretches at a time. at a time.
I still frequent Victoria but it is very sad to see the destruction of the trees and the overdevelopment.

Sent from my Samsung Galaxy smartphone.
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Lacey Maxwell
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Andrea Wood
April 9, 2018 8:25 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
development concerns at 1201 Fort Street 1050 Pentrelew Place

Re: 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place Development Proposed changes
Dear Mayor and Council
For well over one‐year Rockland residents have demonstrated concern and frustration regarding the Abstract
Development proposal to rezone and develop the Truth Centre property.
We have written to you before raising our concerns as we live within 200 meters of the proposed development
and will be greatly impacted by it. We remain disappointed by the pursuit to change the Official Community
Plan to such a degree.
Please consider carefully this updated proposal. We believe you will discover that the changes do not address
our concerns; nor do they deal with your original recommendations.
We are strongly opposed to this latest proposal as it does not reflect the needs of our neighborhood. It is too
dense, too high and designed for wealthy investors, not new neighbors.
We appreciate your time and consideration in this matter.
Sincerely,
Andrea and Michael Wood
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Lacey Maxwell
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

bruce filan
April 9, 2018 8:39 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
Abstract's 1201 Fort Street rezoning application

Mayor and Council
City of Victoria
April 7, 2018
Re-zoning Application 1201 Fort Street /1050 Pentrelew Place
Dear Mayor and Council:
Please be informed that I am against the above Rezoning Application
because:
(1)
(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

The massing of the development, its size, the number of buildings, the
height of the buildings, and the overall density is beyond acceptable.
I am concerned about the number of heritage trees that will be
destroyed by the size of this development. A smaller development
would allow more of these trees to survive the amount of blasting
needed for this development and thrive in direct sunshine, not the
shadows of tall buildings.
This proposal is based on a self-centered interpretation of the Official
Community Plan which must be amended to allow the rezoning. This
proposal seeks to maximize the anticipated floor space ratio (FSR) of
the smallest portion of the property (28%) by extending it over the
residential portion (72%), arriving at a stated FSR of 1.29 The
combined FSR should be much less, and the amount of new floor
space created much closer to the 6,253 square meters allowed by the
rezoning sought in this proposal.
The numerous variances requested to bolster the rezoning application
(and increase the floor space to 10,219 square meters) are not
supportable, and absolutely no hardship has been shown by the
developer to consider allowing any of these variances.
The two multi-family buildings, up to 6 storeys in height, are too high
for Rockland and exceed in height all multi-family buildings in
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(6)

(7)

(8)

Rockland, along the Linden corridor, and along the Fort Street
Heritage corridor.
On the other hand the increased traffic and parking congestion that
this proposal will has is will create a hardship to other residents, who
unlike the developers, live in this area, and to the long-term viability
of the Langham Court Theatre and the Art Gallery of Greater Victoria
which rely on this parking.
The City is not looking after its own best interests and the interests of
Victorians by allowing this development to proceed without adequate
income from Community Amenity Contributions and Density Bonuses
gathered on developments in other BC municipalities. Where will the
money come from to pay for the community amenities demanded by
these new residents for parks, community centers, transportation
infrastructure, fire halls, emergency services, etc.?
I encourage you to insist that this proposal comply with the two
directives given by Council to the developer October 26, 2017 to
lowering the density, massing, and height and increase the setbacks
of the building to the south and to demonstrate how the condominium
on Fort enhances the heritage character of the Fort Street corridor.

Yours truly
Bruce Filan
2635 Bowker Avenue
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Lacey Maxwell
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

beruckel
April 9, 2018 8:24 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
Proposal 1201 Fort / 1050 Pentrelew

Dear Mayor and Council,
Concerns regarding this inadequate proposal are rising within the Rockland
neighborhood, and I feel I need to speak up and let you know that I am
strictly opposed to the Development Proposal for 1201 Fort Street and 1050
Pentrelew. This proposal, a dense urban design, does not even remotely
match the concept of the residential neighborhood in which it is situated. It
would, in fact, destroy the unique Rockland charm that distinguishes this
special neighborhood from the downtown area which is already reaching into
the adjacent neighborhoods as it is with the numerous construction projects
that are currently underway or in planning.
The Development Proposal for 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew includes
projects that are absolutely inadequate for this neighborhood with regards to
massing, height and density. If any developmental project at all, I highly
recommend a significantly smaller project with ground-oriented housing that
does not exceed the parameters of the existing buildings on this property and
which blends in well with Rockland´s Heritage charm.
I would like to ask you to also strongly consider the unique park-like urban
forest with heritage trees, some of which are more than a 100 years old.
Personally, I envision a community park and/or garden design for these
properties to enrich this prestigious area for all and to make a clear statement
that over-development is not all there is to a well-balanced and healthy
neighborhood.
Thank you for considering my objections. I urge you to please vote against the
current proposal for 1201 Fort / 1050 Pentrelew.
With kind regards,
Bettina Ruckelshausen (a Rockland neighbor)
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Lacey Maxwell
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Don Cal
April 9, 2018 2:02 AM
Victoria Mayor and Council
1201 Fort Street / 1050 Pentrelew - Arguments for the Proposal

1201 Fort Street / 1050 Pentrelew Place
Dear Mayor and Council,
This is a synopsis of the various arguments made by people who have written letters supporting
this proposal, people who attended the public meetings and communicated their opinions
through various media outlets and online, and includes comments made by City Staff and some
Councillors.
I thought that it would be a useful checklist for each Councillor to fully understand the
arguments in favour of the proposal for 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place. A warning:
some of them are contradictory to each other.
It might also be fun to check off those that you may agree with, just to see where you stand
before the important night.
It is apparent
 That this proposal was developed to this scale, size and massing to address the concerns of
local residents.
 That the last 23 months of public engagement with the local community by the applicant
resulted in this amended design that is fully supported by the local community.
 That the Official Community Plan that governs this proposal was developed organically by
and for the residents of Victoria.
 That the proposal represents a balanced and fair interpretation of the Official Community
Plan.
 That the Director of Planning and Sustainability is the final arbiter of who can correctly
interpret the Official Community Plan.
 That we should trust City Staff and follow their direction.
 That the Official Community Plan should be amended for this proposal.
 That this proposal will be one of approximately 700 different site-specific zones in the
City in no way diminishes the importance of the Official Community Plan.
 That this proposal fits the land size remarkably well and there is no transition problem to
the neighbourhood.
 That there is no problem of overlook from 21 meters down to 7.6 meters.
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 That the fears of local neighbours are unfounded.
 That the opposition to this proposal only want this property to be a park or a community
center.
 That a smaller alternative development of approximately 50 housing units comprising a
multi-unit building on Fort Street with ground-oriented multi-unit housing on the larger
residential zone proposed by the opposition is insufficient.
 That the opposition to this proposal are unwilling to compromise in any way.
 That building more upscale luxury housing will solve the housing crisis.
 That the scale and size of this development will solve the housing crisis.
 That building more luxury housing units is the solution to lessening the price of all
housing.
 That the fact that housing prices continue to rise despite our accelerated building in
Victoria only means we need to build even more upscale condominiums at an even faster
rate.
 That all expensive housing units become affordable because of the trickle down theory.
 That the Community Amenity Calculation and Density Bonus on this site is zero, (even
though other BC cities would calculate them at approximately $2.6 million for this
proposal.)
 That a promise of ten units of affordable housing of whatever size and whatever quality on
another site, within two years is acceptable.
 That we should be grateful for the offer of ten affordable units in exchange for the
increased zoning which will amount to approximately $32 million extra for the applicant.
 That the equivalent cash value of $250,000.00 for the ten units if they are not built is
satisfactory.
 That the massing and height of the 6-storey building on Fort Street complements the
heritage corridor of Fort Street.
 That the acceptance of this proposal will not become the justification for other buildings of
6 storeys along this corridor.
 That the acceptance of this proposal will not pave the way for other projects of this size,
height and massing extending beyond the corridor zone into a residential zone.
 That the acceptance of this proposal will not encourage others to apply for variances up to
15.1 meters in residential zones.
 That the narrow walkway for the Pemberton Trail is a valid reason to accept this proposal.
 That some local residents have somehow intimidated a few people, as yet unknown, who
wish to remain anonymous and this is a valid concern.
 That no one who speaks for the proposal at the public hearing is connected financially, or
otherwise, with the developer, and it is unimportant that they disclose any association in
any event.
 That the 15 or so people in the front rows at the December 14 COTW meeting affiliated
with the applicant were not meant to be intimidating.
 That any other recognizable group that may show up at the April 12, 2018 Public Hearing
is not meant to suggest any thing or intimidate anyone.
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 That the entire process, and each of its segments, is not, in itself, overwhelming for a
normal person.
 That participating in this process, whether learning the details, writing a letter, or attending
a meeting is easy and fun because everyone has lots of leisure and extra time, and the
details and many changes in the proposal are easy to comprehend and stay up to date with.
 That an official notice of six days in the local newspaper is enough notice to give anyone
adequate time to respond to this development proposal.
 That an official mailing (posted 10 days prior to the Public Hearing and received 4 days
later) to residents within only 100 meters of the property is enough to reach the broader
public in time to attend a Public Hearing to decide the important issue of an amendment to
the Official Community Plan.
 That anyone in opposition is a Nimby.
 That the high cost of housing is, in large part, due to special interest and local
neighbourhood groups that delay large development projects because of nimbyism.
 That anyone in opposition to the application is afraid of the future.
 That the opinion of the broader public is more important than local voices.
 That petitions do not matter.
 That people who send in checklists cannot think for themselves.
 That the developer is a great guy.
 That the applicant has spent considerable time, effort money on these plans and deserves
to have them accepted.
 That this proposal should be accepted because we do not know what the applicant may
propose next time.
 That the applicant has shown his eagerness to compromise by the many amendments to
this proposal.
 That the opponents to this proposal do not want young people in their neighbourhood.
 That the opponents do not want young people to have any opportunity to buy the
affordable housing available in this complex.
 That there is no problem with this proposal, but there is a problem with the Rockland
Neighourhood Association and other Land Use Committees.
 That the City must approve the building of more housing for those people who want to
move here in the future despite the concerns of local residents.
 That the local neighbourhood should sacrifice itself for the greater good of solving the
density needs of our City.
Believe me, reading all that correspondence from the last three Committee of the Whole
meetings and those posted on the website for the Public Hearing, plus keeping track of Letters
to the Editor and other media sources took a lot of time. But, I believe that I have captured
nearly all of the arguments. I have not weighted them for the number of times each has been
stated, because I think that, realistically speaking, most of them are only opinions, not
expressions of fact.
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A lack of justifiable facts is a definite weakness to the proponent’s side, of course. But, most of
us on the opposition side have come to realize that many people are really driven in their
thinking by pre-conceived ideas, not facts that, more often than not, are inconvenient and get in
the way of a strong pre-conceived idea. These hard-held ideas are not often changed easily.
To most of us on the opposition side, this list of arguments is largely a list of misconceptions,
misstatements and some downright fallacies. You will be reading many of them in the letters
attached to this development proposal, and will, undoubtedly, hear many of them the night of the
Public Hearing.
I find it hard to align myself with most of these opinions, and because some of the arguments
set such a very low bar, I cannot accept them. It is much easier to hold onto facts and change
one’s opinion based on them. Because of this, I would urge you, as my elected representatives,
to vote against the acceptance of this development proposal.
Thank you,
Don Cal
1059 Pentrelew Place
www.Pentrelew.com
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Lacey Maxwell
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Don Cal
April 9, 2018 3:10 AM
Victoria Mayor and Council
1201 Fort Street / 1050 Pentrelew Place: Gift of Zoning

Mayor and Council
Victoria, BC.

April 8, 2018

1201 Fort Street / 1050 Pentrelew Place Development Proposal
Dear Mayor and Council,
I am dismayed by the large amount of wealth created by the rezoning awarded to the developer
compared to the only sizable community amenity mentioned in this exchange between the
applicant and the City: affordable housing.
The lack of affordable housing in the proposal is proven by the applicant’s offer to build ten
affordable units somewhere else within two years. However, in the event all of these units are not
built, then a penalty of $25,000 per unit will be paid to the City.
The total exchange of the wealth awarded to the developer of approximately $32 million for the
extra floor space requested and the total amount of the penalty of $250,000.00 is not justifiable.
Here are the calculations.
Floor Space
Buildable
10,156 sq m

Floor Space Current
Zoned Density
6,153 sq m

Floor Space
Extra Density
4003 sq m

The price of $750 per sq ft is probably below the eventual selling price of the 1201 Fort Street
proposal, but it is a useful number and it is in line with the low end of industry predictions for
luxury units in Victoria.
For curiosity’s sake, the price of $750 per square foots predicts a selling price of the development
in the range of $82 million. (10,156 sq m x 10.76 = 109,279 sq feet. Multiply this square footage
by $750 is $ 81.95 million)
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The amount of extra floor space created by the zoning, from the table above is 4,003 square meters,
or 43,072 square feet. (1 sq m = 10.76 sq ft). There is no charge for this. There is no Land Lift.
There is no Density Bonus. The Mayor and Councillors are unwilling to consider this application
based on the failed non-existent policy of zero income from increased density awarded to
developers. And, there is no path to developing a better working policy in the near future. So, this
awarded extra floor space is free.
Imagine being given 4,003 square meters (43,072 square feet) of buildable space for free!
Here are the calculations to determine the wealth provided to the applicant with the rezoning.
4003 sq m of extra density x 10.76 sq ft per sq meter = 43,072 sq feet of extra density.
Multiply 43,072 square feet by the $750 selling price for each square foot awarded equals the extra
income to the developer of $32.3 million.
To gift the applicant $32 million extra for only $250,000.00 in community amenities is not
justifiable and is too shockingly disproportionate for me to support. I do not think that you should
support it either.
I ask

you, therefore, to decline this application because there is no
affordable housing on this site, which is acknowledged by the applicant’s
offer to build ten affordable units somewhere else, or pay a penalty of
$25,000.00 for each unit not built somewhere else within 2 years.
And, I ask you to decline this application because this offer of $250,000 (the cash value of ten
affordable units) is far too small in comparison to the wealth awarded to the developer by the gift
of increased zoning making the proposal worth in the range of $32 million more that it would
otherwise be worth.
Thank you for reading my letter.
Don Cal
1059 Pentrelew Place

www.pentrelew.com
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Lacey Maxwell
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dwayne Leskewitch
April 9, 2018 9:41 AM
Victoria Mayor and Council
Abstract Fort/Pentrelew Proposal

The public hearing on this proposal Thursday is an opportunity for this council to validate their stated
objective of being responsive to the communities that they serve. The Rockland community is
supportive of change in their neighbourhood but the change they support is as set out in the OCP.
The rezoning allows 6,253 square meters . The variances would allow this to increase 63% to
10,219 square meters . The developer has not put forward a reasonable or viable need for this
rezoning request and 10 variance by-law changes other than financial benefit. Abstract has refused
City Council’s explicit directive to compromise by reducing the height, massing, and density of the
south building. They have not demonstrated how the proposal enhances the “heritage character” of
the special zone of the Fort Street corridor on which it is sited.
The City has not required sufficient Community Amenity Contributions and Density Bonuses from the
developer to help fairly offset the capital costs of future amenities the new residents will expect, such
as parks, community centres, transportation infrastructure, and emergency services. The increased
future capital costs will be borne entirely by City taxpayers. The developer’s request for 10 variances
after rezoning the property is not supported by any claims of hardship. It is naive to accept that the
Abstract proposal to provide 10 affordable units in a future development is an acceptable quid pro
quo.( although not even required as stated by the Mayor) Abstract will not sacrifice their economics
for a new building by adding 10 units to a future building plan to include units with a label that defies
definition.
It is unfortunate to read naive comments such as the one below that do nothing other than continue
to support an illogical narrative that does not take into account the built value of a project:
... she’s happy to see an offer of affordable housing, noting that as the independent analysis found no
increase in the land value associated with the rezoning, there is no requirement for the affordable
units.
Do the right thing. The OCP is your guide. You represent the community taxpayors, not the developer.
Dwayne Leskewitch
816 Linden Ave
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Lacey Maxwell
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

DAVE ROGERS
April 9, 2018 11:58 AM
Victoria Mayor and Council
1201 Fort St development

To Whom it may Concern,
I am writing this letter to show support for any and all projects in Victoria that are producers of housing units in and near
the downtown area. Specifically, the one on 1201 Fort Street just east of downtown, which we see as a very desirable
area.
We have a small condo in Victoria on Pembroke Street and currently a main house up in Nanoose Bay. Our plan in
retirement is to soon sell the Nanoose house and relocate permanently to a modern condo style location that is within
walking distance of downtown. No small chore there, as units are gobbled up so quickly due to demand far exceeding
supply.
There can all too often exist a mentality of "not in my backyard" from some of the local residents when plans for
development are put forward. Victoria is a vibrant and growing City that needs to look to more inventive ways to
effectively increase availability of desirable units that are near enough to the town core that residents can drive less,
conjest roads less, use mass transit more for longer trips (so you could even forgo having a car altogether!) Unless
inventive ways are found and carried out .. like this Fort Street development.. then urban sprawl will only continue in a
way that woefully adds to traffic snarls in and out of town. This sprawl only encourages more cars on the roadways as
residents are forced further and further out from the town center.
Sincerely,
David R Rogers
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April 10, 2018
Mayor and Council,
City Hall, 1 Centennial Square
Victoria, BC V8W 1P6
I am writing to express support for Abstract Development’s proposal for1201 Fort Street. It will
add many new homes close enough to walk to downtown Victoria, and it’s on a major road with
easy bus service.
There is much development in the Victoria city core, but for me, when it’s time to downsize
from our big home, we would not be interested in a tiny apartment in the busy centre. We will
want something more akin to our current neighbourhood. We will want easy access to the city
centre without the density of the city centre. I currently live in a large house in Oak Bay.
The development at 1201 Fort St is an excellent site for the development proposed. Its close
to town and in a neighbourhood where the project will increase the density but at a level
congruent with the housing around it. The Abstract development will enhance the Fort Street
corridor, provide a park-like transition from the nearby neighbourhood to Fort, and be an
architectural asset to the City.
The project proposed at 1201 Fort Street is what is needed in Victoria to meet the future
housing demands.
I support the Abstract development at 1201 Fort Street.

Erin Van Zant

Lacey Maxwell
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Elisabeth Wagner
April 9, 2018 9:38 AM
Victoria Mayor and Council
1201 Fort Street Proposal

Please be informed that I am against the above Rezoning Application because:
[ x ] I am dismayed by the massing of the development, its size, the number of buildings, the height of the buildings,
and the overall density.
[ x ] I am concerned about the number of heritage trees that will be destroyed by the size of this development. A
smaller development would allow more of these trees to survive the amount of blasting needed for this development and
thrive in direct sunshine, not the shadows of tall buildings.
[ x ] This proposal is based on an overly aggressive interpretation of the Official Community Plan which must be
amended to allow the rezoning. This proposal seeks to maximize the anticipated floor space ratio (FSR) of the smallest
portion of the property (28%) by extending it over the residential portion (72%), arriving at a stated FSR of 1.29 The
combined FSR should be much less, and the amount of new floor space created much closer to the 6,253 square meters
allowed by the rezoning sought in this proposal.
[ x ] The numerous variances requested to bolster the rezoning application (and increase the floor space to 10,219
square meters) are not supportable, and no hardship has been shown by the developer to consider allowing any of these
variances.
[ x ] The two multi-family buildings, up to 6 storeys in height, are too high for Rockland and exceed in height all multifamily buildings in Rockland, along the Linden corridor, and along the Fort Street Heritage corridor. I am also concerned
about the implications of this scale of development as a precedent for similar large scale developments encroaching on a
unique heritage neighbourhood.
[ x ] I am concerned about the increased traffic and parking caused by this proposal to the long-term viability of the
Langham Court Theatre and the Art Gallery of Greater Victoria which rely on this parking.
[ x ] I am concerned that the City is not looking after its own best interests by allowing this development to go forward
without adequate income from Community Amenity Contributions and Density Bonuses gathered on developments in
other BC municipalities. Where will the money come from to pay for the community amenities demanded by these new
residents for parks, community centres, transportation infrastructure, fire halls, emergency services, etc?
[ x ] I encourage you to insist that this proposal comply with the two directives given by Council to the developer
October 26, 2017 to revise the density, massing, height and setbacks of the building to the south and to demonstrate how
the condominium on Fort enhances the heritage character of the Fort Street corridor.
[ x ] Since 2012, Victoria has vastly overshot its Official Community Plan target for building condo units, but has failed
significantly to meet its target for building ground-oriented housing like townhomes or single family dwellings. Council has
no mandate to rezone the southern portion of 1201 Fort property for condos, which is currently designated for much
needed ground-oriented housing.
[ x ] I am troubled by the absence of a sufficient affordable housing component in the proposal. We do not need to build
more of what we already have - too many expensive condominiums.
[ x ] How is this proposal sustainable when it is not built to L.E.E.D. standards?
Name: Elisabeth Wagner
Address: 1542 Shorncliffe Heights, Victoria, BC (Saanich)
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Lacey Maxwell
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

April 9, 2018 4:00 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
Fw: Letters TUESDAY re 1201 Fort St., Victoria.

Importance:

High

Mayor Lisa Helps.
Members of the Council,
City Of Victoria.
Re: Development of 1201 Fort St.
Dear Ladies and Gentlemen.
As I am aware, you are as a Council savvy business
people, alert to the environmental issues and dealing
with a low income housing shortage, yet I plead with
you not to permit the high-end development of the
property at 1201 Fort Street.
Environment:
We all now know the replacing of natural vegetation
with concrete and pavement is contributing more than
previously considered to global warming.
Housing:
Victoria needs low-moderate cost effective housing not
what Astra is suggesting. It is reported that they own a
company that provides this, so I would hope the City
could negotiate a land swap.
Suitability:
You have been hearing from many residents that the
proposed buildings do not conform to the residential
or tourist facilities in the area.
Financially:
Yes the development will bring money to the City but
at what cost? Destroying the well known charm of the
City will have a negative effect on tourism. We all travel
to see pockets of beauty and charm not multiple concrete
skylines.
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Suggestions:
You have received multiple suggestions for re-purposing
the site to a low impact development:
-various schools are needed to help graduating teens.
-The Maritime Museum. The East Coast of Canada has more
than a dozen. B.C. has one in Vancouver, but the Capital,
Victoria now has one that surely is an embarrassment to the
Province. (donations by our fore-fathers are stored in dust)
-there has been a suggested a First Nations Youth Art Gallery
in conjunction with the First Nation Games set for 2020
appropriately next to the current Gallery and it would be of
great benefit to the self esteem of these youngsters.
Thank you for taking the time for another Public Hearing,
accepting more letters, and for considering this difficult
situation once more.
Respectfully,
Gail Brighton,
Teacher/Children’s Advocate.
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Lacey Maxwell
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Geanine Robey
April 9, 2018 1:00 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
Re: 1201 Fort/1050 Pentrelew letter for Public Hearing Correspondence

April 9, 2018

Dear Mayor & Council,

Re: Opposition to applicant’s proposal for 1201 Fort/1050 Pentrelew

I am writing for the sixth time to state my vehement opposition to the applicant’s proposal.
 The forest is a heritage feature of our community with its diverse species, including 11 by-law ‘protected’
trees proposed for destruction. In total, 31 trees will be removed for 121 cars and buildings and remaining trees
placed at risk due to extensive blasting and infringement on critical root zones. In 2017, 11 by-law protected
trees were destroyed in the entire city for development purposes and now, for just one site, 11 more would go.
With the acceleration of climate change and Victoria’s population increasing, our urban forests must be
preserved at all cost.
 The proposal would dominate and diminish the character of our Heritage Conservation Area. Furthermore, the
applicant FAILED to address Council’s directive to demonstrate how the proposal enhances the heritage
character of the Fort Heritage Corridor.
 The proposal lacks affordable housing. And a contribution of only $250,000 toward such housing is ‘pocket
change’ compared to the profit the developer will make on luxury homes with prices climbing year over year.
Last March 2017, an expert was quoted in this Citified report as saying that luxury new builds are hitting “in
the $1,000 per square foot range, a significant departure from inventory currently priced at
$650-to-$700 per square foot. We can already see the first signs of what's coming with select
units pushing well north of $1,000 per square foot.” http://bit.ly/2BmWrhK He was right as
evidenced below:
 The Black & White - MLS 387368, a 2 bedroom, 1130 sq. ft was first listed last year for $799,900.
That’s $707 sq ft. for a condo without any green space. And MLS 376139, a 2 bedroom PH in the
same building was priced last year at $1.5 million.
 The Bowker, by contrast, with green space, has pre-sale 2 bedrooms in the $1,158 sq. ft $1,218.72 sq. ft. range. That’s $1,800,000 for MLS 385679, a1554 sq. ft. unit and
$1,900,000 for MLS 387676 at 1559 sq.ft, That is likely to be the price range for luxury
units at 1201 Fort St unless the NDP’s new housing tax measures cool off the market as
they are intended.
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Victoria’s recent Vital Signs report says that 64% of new builds are affordable to only 25% of
Victorians. And the situation is worsening:

Last year, the introductory price of a Junior 1 bedroom, 527 sq. ft., at the Black & White was $279,900 as per
an ad in the Vancouver Sun (see last page) This year, a junior 1 bedroom, unit 512, was recently listed at
$359,000 – a 29% increase in less than 1 year -- a tidy profit for whomever flipped the property during the ongoing construction phase.

This project will exacerbate the affordability crisis.

 The proposal far exceeds the OCP’s growth targets for condos. Neighbours asked Abstract (cc’d to Council)
for the 72% zoned ‘Traditional Residential’ to be sited for badly-needed ground-oriented, house-plexes. (vastly
below 2017 OCP target).
 The 10 variances requested for this proposal make a mockery of the OCP and what it allows and particularly
rankle the surrounding neighbours. Among the worst:
‐

Increase the max. height for Building A from 12 m to 21.42 m ABOVE
ZONING SOUGHT
Increase the max. height for Building B from 12 m to 15.2 m ABOVE
ZONING SOUGHT (Outrageous considering that this is an INCREASE in height over
the last proposal and runs contrary to COUNCIL’S Dec. 10th directive and the
community’s request that the height be DECREASED.

 Due to archaic policy, this proposal would also fail to confer to the City essential Community Amenity
Contributions and Density Bonuses (based on built value of final projects) to pay for parks, community and
cultural centres, childcare facilities, transportation and emergency services, affordable housing and other
necessities that will end up being borne by taxpayers, not the developer. As previously mentioned, $250k from
Abstract is a pittance for the value of the development that should be calculated as in North Vancouver,
Burnaby, Coquitlam and other municipalities with policy that ensures developers pay their fair
share. Furthermore, the applicant’s meagre contribution is shrinking as home prices continue to rise.
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 119 – 131 W. Esplanade/Carrie Cates Court – 107 residential units
Community Amenity: 6,000 sq. ft. below market offices for non-profits)
 1301-1333 Lonsdale Ave. – 144 residential rentals, ground floor retail, 2nd floor offices.
Community Amenities: 3 units yearly for at-risk and homeless youth; a large public realm
including promenades, pedestrian pathways, trees, water feature, and a 38’ x 36’ art display area
plus an additional $83k for public art (art excluded from CACs)
 711 W. 14th St - 45 strata residential and commercial units (cash only as above)
Again, City of Victoria policy on CACs & DBs incorrectly states that differential land values between
Metro Vancouver municipalities (District of North Vancouver is cited in the policy) and Victoria
account for the difference in contributions. This is patently false: calculations are higher because
they are based on the BUILT VALUE OF THE FINAL PRODUCT.

And then there’s the footpath to nowhere that is definitely not a community amenity either. The
roughly north-south oriented path between Buildings A & B is a ‘path to nowhere’, not part of a nonexistent Pemberton Trail that has, in any event, been conceptualized as an east-west route. In 2005,
Ken Milbrath outlined the objectives of the trail and pointed out that there are 6 blockages that
currently exist within Rockland. http://www.rockland.bc.ca/board051105.html
Furthermore, it will be situated on private land and will offer nothing more than a few benches, a
garbage can.

In summary, I ask you to reject the applicant’s proposal. It is too dense, too tall, too massive, does not
enhance the heritage character of the Fort Heritage Corridor, destroys an urban forest, fails to
contribute any meaningful amenities or benefits to the community and will cost taxpayers dearly to
accommodate the increased population the development will attract.

Sincerely,
Geanine Robey,
Fernwood resident residing 40 metres from 1201 Fort

Note: See below for 2017 vs. 2018 price for Black and White 1 bedroom: 28.6% increase
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810 Linden Avenue
Victoria, BC
V8V 4G9
April 9, 2018
Mayor and Council
City of Victoria
Re: 1201 Fort Street
Dear Mayor and Council,
I am writing today to express my support for Abstract Development’s proposal for 1201
Fort Street. I am a Rockland-border resident and heritage professional who has lived
within a five-minute walk of this property for all of my life.
Although the site is home to many trees of significance, the current building is of little
architectural merit and represents an underutilization of the property. In my
professional opinion, the heritage value of this site disappeared in the 1980s when the
Crease mansion was demolished, and the current building took its place. The value of
the site is now of an aesthetic nature, including the trees and the large lot size.
When this proposal was first brought forward, I was opposed, on the basis of the solid
row of modern-looking townhouses along Pentrelew Place. The townhomes have now
been reduced in height and in number to three groupings, which feature a more
traditional design that fits in with the heritage character of Rockland. The public
pathway through the townhomes and into the site is a solid response to the public
desire for access through the site and forms and important link in the historic
Pemberton Trail.
I do not object to the larger building blocks on the rest of the property as they are far
more attractive than what could be built there under the current zoning.
It is my understanding the developer has met with the community on many occasions
and, in my opinion, has made changes that reflect neighbours’ views. While the design
will not please everyone, I feel that it is a good compromise.
In a perfect world, this property would be designated a public park but in the real
world, this is not possible.
Yours sincerely,

Helen Edwards, BA, CAHP, BCAHP

April 9, 2018
To City of Victoria Mayor and Council
Re: Abstract Developments 1201 Fort Street Development
I am pleased to write this letter of support for the proposed new development at 1201 Fort Street.
My wife and I own a house in Oak Bay and plan to downsize in about 10 years. We saw very little
possibility of doing so while staying in our charming neighborhood. We love Oak Bay, so when The
Bowker development became available we found our solution.
I was originally opposed to The Bowker because of the amount of guest parking and the building’s
maximum height. They reduced the number of units, showing a balance between profitability and
impact. Abstract Developments are local to Victoria and are assiduous in their planning and execution.
The Madison, Village Walk, and Black and White all show their expertise at tailoring unique buildings,
fitted to their surroundings, as interesting as they are well‐built.
We have purchased a unit to rent while we continue living in our home. Providing a much needed rental
unit in Oak Bay while we wait to retire is a bonus. Abstract Developments are building homes with
amenities that people like us are looking for, particularly as we age. This includes a shared electric
vehicle, shared electric bike usage and bike storage. I am looking forward to the Secret Garden, which
should complement the numerous trees that will be on the property.
The entire Abstract team is professional, courteous, and a dream to work with. They are always available
for questions and have informed us of progress through the sales and initial building stages to date.
Everyone I met from the company is dedicated to positively adding to the Victoria area and focused on
uncompromising quality.
My wife and I are excited to see our new home and are pleased that the Oak Bay council decided to
approve this amazing development. I hope that the City of Victoria approves this development and gives
others in similar situations such as ours, an opportunity to continue to live in this great city long after we
have decided to sell our single family homes.

Sincerely,
James D. Argue,
2574 Cavendish Avenue, Oak Bay, BC

Lacey Maxwell
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

John
April 9, 2018 8:21 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
Re: 1201 Fort Street

Dear Mayor and Council,
I’m writing again to express my support for the project at 1201 Fort Steet. I would like to attend the public hearing to
express my support in person, however my children’s (twins) birthday is on April 12. Nonetheless, I wanted to send you a
few points to consider when dealing/hearing the opposition that is planning to attend.
-This project continues, with it’s current design, to strike a balance between building suitable condos on Fort St and the
town houses on Penterlew -Housing is needed in this community. Despite federal, provincial, and municipal efforts
housing starts in the core are needed to help off-set the growing demand -This development lends itself well to more
people residing in walking/biking distance to downtown. I would think that your recent development on the bike lanes on
Fort Street were intended to be supplemented with more residence adjacent to the cycling network.
And lastly, in response to many of the nearby residents who oppose the project. Many of those that reside nearby live in
dwellings that if built today, would require variance permitting. If proposed to council the same individuals would likely
oppose the very dwellings that they reside in. I’ve followed the oposition’s position and it strikes me as classic NIMBISM.
Please don’t let the loud minority weigh too heavily on the scales that you are tasked with balancing.
Sincerely,
John Mooney
Owner of 2650 Belmont Ave, Victoria bc
________________________________________
From: John
Sent: December 12, 2017 8:18:15 PM
To: mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca
Subject: 1201 Fort Street
Dear Mayor and Council ,
I'd like to cast my vote of support for approval for the redesigned proposal for 1201 Fort Street. This develop is the right
fit for the city's desire to:
-increase urban density
-have development adjacent to the new bike lanes to achieve active transportation -provide residences in a time of a
significant shortage Abstract has adequately addressed your concerns in their redesign. Please do not let the few noisy
neighbours detract from what makes sense for the large community. Smart and sensible developments like the one
proposed are needed to keep the city vibrant and active.
Regards,
John Mooney
Owner of 2650 Belmont Ave.
Get Outlook for Android<https://aka.ms/ghei36>
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Lacey Maxwell
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Karen Aitken
April 9, 2018 5:45 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
Truth centre in favour

Such a hullabaloo! I think the proposal should go forward and felt this way from the very beginning. It is an
excellent use of further density on the very edge of downtown. We are short of housing even with new condos
being built. It is a beautiful neighbourhood. I live on Bywood place and full support this development.
-Karen L. Aitken
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Lacey Maxwell
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kevin Ellis
April 9, 2018 6:52 AM
Victoria Mayor and Council
1201 Fort / 1050 Pentrelew Place Rezoning Application

To the Mayor and Council,
I strongly oppose the development proposal put forth by Abstract Developments for the Truth Centre property. Abstract
has failed to adequately address City Council’s request to compromise on height, massing, and density of the south
building, and the proposal is overall a poor fit for the neighbourhood due to:
- destruction of the historic parklike environment with heritage trees
- insufficient contributions and bonuses from the Developer to offset capital costs for future amenities the new residents
would require
- ignores Rockland’s upcoming Local Area Plan
I urge you to stop rezoning, follow the current Official Community Plan, and deny this proposal.
Sincerely,
Kevin Ellis
1685 Warren Gardens

1

Lacey Maxwell
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Alexander Galitzine
April 9, 2018 12:57 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
Truth Centre development

Dear mayor and council,
I support the development at the Truth Centre site as a way to increase housing supply and efficient transportation. I
believe infill housing is needed to create compact environmentally friendly development.
Thank you,
Kelly Galitzine
75 Cook Street
Sent from my iPhone
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Lacey Maxwell
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Larry Coulson
April 9, 2018 6:28 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
Abstract Developments and our house at 1010 Pentrelew

Hello Mayor and Council,

My name is Larry Coulson and my wife and I own the house that is on the south
border to the proposed Abstract's multi unit housing development. When Mr.
Ganong first contacted us about their development we were against it. A five
story residence (Building B) with balconies was legally positioned however the
privacy of our yard was reduced. Other issues such as blasting, increased traffic
on our street, tree health jeopardized by construction and lastly noise that could
disturb our excellent renter were discussed. I told Mr Ganong of our trepidations
and a few months later he again arranged a meeting to show us what has been
improved.

The five story Building B is now four, the removal of a town house allowed
Building B to be moved north providing more space between our yard and that
building. The main car entrance has been moved to Fort Street so only a tenth of
the traffic will be on our street. While the noise and blasting damage are difficult
to predict, Abstract has agreed to compensate us for lost income and to fix the
damages should there be issues. Lastly the trees' health and their root zones have
been inspected and deemed to be healthy and will be protected from construction
hazards.
While our first preference would have been a park created on the property my
next choice is Abstract's plan. Their willingness to adapt their design to the
neighbourhood's concerns and requests is commendable.
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Lacey Maxwell
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mona Gillespie
April 9, 2018 9:56 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
1201 Fort Street Proposal

Dear Sir/Madam,
I am opposed to the Development Proposal for 1201 Fort
Street.
The Official Community Plan identifies the 1200 block of
Fort Street as within one of thirteen Heritage Conservation
Areas. The proposal does not conform to the Heritage
Management Strategic Plan, under which any new
development in a heritage neighbourhood should provide
continuity with surrounding development and not
dominate the existing landscape.
At 1.29:1 the Floor Space Ratio (FSR) for the development
is too high, by any standard. It would add at least 150
people to a small neighbourhood. This proposal lessens the
required parking on-site. No traffic study has been done as
part of this proposal. Such a study is critical so that traffic
safety and congestion concerns can be addressed.
I agree that there is a need for more multi-unit affordable
housing in Victoria, but Rockland already has a high
proportion of its population (71 percent) living in
apartments. These new luxury condos will not address the
larger problem of affordable or accessible housing, even
with the paltry allocation for below-market-value units
somewhere else at some other time when counted by
units, and much less when compared by value.
($250,000.00 versus approximately $75 million for the
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development when completed.)
I would accept a lower multi-unit building facing Fort
Street that complements the neighbouring buildings along
the Fort Street Heritage corridor. I would also accept
single-family dwellings to a maximum height of 7.6 metres
on the rest of the property. Set-backs for all building
should match the current zoning requirements and setbacks comparable to the buildings adjacent to the
property.
In general, I am concerned about the proliferation of sitespecific requests for zoning changes in Victoria. These
undermine the entire purpose of municipal planning and
lead to uncoordinated development with no vision for
building and sustaining a community.
Thank you for your time.
Kind regards,
Mona Gillespie
#203-628 Dallas Road
Victoria, BC V8V 1B5
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April 9th, 2018
City Hall
1 Centennial Square
Victoria, BC
Re: 1201 Fort Street Development Proposal
Dear Mayor and Council,
As a Victoria resident and a supporter to increased density in and around the downtown core I am
writing to fully support the re‐zoning application at 1201 Fort Street. Although I am not an immediate
neighbour of the property, I am a resident of Fairfield at1245 Oxford st. and believe that developments
such as 1201 Fort Street don’t just benefit Rockland but also its bordering communities.
After reviewing the drawings I notice the amount of green space that will be retained in this
development. Abstract appears to have done a great job adding the much‐needed density while also
working to save the trees on this site, specifically the Garry Oaks. Personally, I think 6 stories on Fort
Street is more than acceptable since it’s a main transit route. These are the areas that we should be
placing density and would be a lost opportunity if the density was not maximized. I really like how
Abstract has transitioned the buildings into the single‐family neighbourhood on Pentrelew. Stepping
down into townhomes with no variances is very respectful to the adjacent single‐family neighbours.
Victoria is changing, as much as some people do not want to change with it, its inevitable. We need to
be supporting applications like 1201 Fort Street to adapt to the changes we are facing, benefiting not
only the present but also the future. I trust you will make the right decision in supporting the Re‐Zoning
Application at 1201 Fort Street.
Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Max Ryan
1245 Oxford st

Lacey Maxwell
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Patrice Snopkowski
April 9, 2018 8:56 AM
Victoria Mayor and Council
Re-zoning Application 1201 Fort Street /1050 Pentrelew Place

Mayor and Council
City Hall, 1 Centennial Square
Victoria, BC
V8W 1P6

To contact the City or The Mayor
City of Victoria: www.victoria.ca
Email: mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca
Mayor: 250-361-2000

Re-zoning Application 1201 Fort Street /1050 Pentrelew Place

Dear Mayor and Council:

Please be informed that I am against the above Rezoning Application because:

[X]
I am dismayed by the massing of the development, its size, the number of buildings, the height
of the buildings, and the overall density.
[X ]
I am concerned about the number of heritage trees that will be destroyed by the size of this
development. A smaller development would allow more of these trees to survive the amount of blasting
needed for this development and thrive in direct sunshine, not the shadows of tall buildings.
[X]
The current proposal does not adhere to the Official Community Plan which must be amended
to allow the rezoning. This proposal seeks to maximize the ‘anticipated’ floor space ratio (FSR) of the
smallest portion of the property (28%) by extending it over the residential portion (72%), arriving at a
stated FSR of 1.29 The combined FSR should be much less, and the amount of new floor space created
much closer to the 6,253 square meters allowed by the rezoning.
[X]
The numerous variances requested to bolster the rezoning application (and increase the floor
space to 10,219 square meters) are not supportable, and no hardship has been shown by the developer to
consider allowing any of these variances.
[X]
The two multi-family buildings, up to 6 storeys in height, are too high for Rockland and exceed
in height all multi-family buildings in Rockland, along the Linden corridor, and along the Fort Street
Heritage corridor.
[X]
I am concerned about the increased traffic and parking caused by this proposal . If this
development goes forward as proposed where will patrons for the Langham Court Theatre & the AGGV
park?
[X]
I am concerned that the City is not looking after its own best interests by allowing this
development to go forward without adequate income from Community Amenity
Contributions and Density Bonuses gathered on developments in other BC municipalities. Where will
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the money come from to pay for the community amenities demanded by these new residents for parks,
community centres, transportation infrastructure, fire halls, emergency services, etc?
[X]
I encourage you to insist that this proposal comply with the two directives given by Council to
the developer October 26, 2017 to “revise the density, massing, height and setbacks of the building to the
south” and to demonstrate how the condominium on Fort “enhances the heritage character of the Fort
Street corridor.”
[X]
Since 2012, Victoria has vastly overshot its Official Community Plan target for
building condo units, but has failed significantly to meet its target for building ground-oriented
housing like townhomes or single family dwellings. Council has no mandate to rezone the
southern portion of 1201 Fort property for condos, which is currently designated for much
needed ground-oriented housing.
[X]
I am troubled by the inadequate component of affordable housing in the proposal, nor
is it built to LEED standards. We do not need to build more of what we already have - too many
expensive condominiums.
[

]

Name: PATRICE SNOPKOWSKI Date: APRIL 8, 2018

Address: 3-1009 SOUTHGATE ST.

Email Address:

Telephone:
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Lacey Maxwell
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Rob Reid
April 9, 2018 11:30 AM
Lisa Helps (Mayor); Victoria Mayor and Council
1201 Fort Street Development

To Mayor and Council,
As a business owner a few blocks away from this project I would like to make two points for your consideration in voting
to disallow, or approve the present plans by Abstract Developments.
More residential is desirable on empty lots close to our downtown core especially when there is a empty building
left on the site.
We are fortunate that a local developer would take on such a project, especially one like Abstract who has
been working for two years to refine the plans, and get input so it would be approved. Having taken a look at the various
aspects there seems to now to be a balance between the amount of housing, and the green space for the area
surrounding
the site.
It has been two years in getting this final plans together with City and local resident input.
My key point to be stated too is that I do not believe Thursday night is the time to debate this project.
There is has been adequate time for the mayor and councillors to study, review, and discuss this with community.
It is not effective use of the time to then to start learning the pros and cons of the plans awaiting approval.
Council and mayor should of had enough time to discuss concerns with any community members by that point.
The format needs to be reviewed for such projects.
Lets hope that the present format does not kill a positive development for the Fort St area.
Thank you,
Rob Reid
1200 Vancouver St.
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Lacey Maxwell
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

webforms@victoria.ca
April 9, 2018 12:18 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
1201 Fort St - How to save Victoria's single family neighbourhoods

From: Steven Hurst
Email :
Reference : http://www.victoria.ca/EN/main/city/mayor-council-committees/contact-mayor-council.html
Daytime Phone :
I've written to you before about this project and projects in Fairfield.
Looking into the future, and at what's happening in other jurisdictions (ie Vancouver), the only way to save single family
neighbourhoods in Victoria is to aggressively promote density everywhere else. Especially on the edges of those single
family neighbourhoods.
If one lives on 1/5th of an acre, in a single family home, within a 15 minute walk of downtown (like those around 1201
Fort) one should really be actively promoting density everywhere else in order to preserve their neighbourhood.
Otherwise their neighbourhood will risk losing many of the qualities historically enjoyed there.
I live in Fairfield, close to Cook Street Village. So it's a single family neighbourhood, close to downtown. We still have
quite a few kids close by (including ours) and they play road hockey and basketball in the street - even though they are
many different ages. However, they are growing up and some have already left. For these neighbourhoods to continue to
work there needs to be some turnover and the empty bedrooms refilled with new families. For this to happen there must
be options in/near the neighbourhood to entice empty-nesters out of their single family homes. There must also be a
relatively normal real estate market.
Multiple bids and rapid price escalation typically cause existing home owners to stay put for fear of being forced into quick
decisions or sub-standard results. But this just contributes to even lower listings and bigger price jumps.
Higher density development around these single family neighbourhoods is the only solution. It provides options for those
already in the neighbourhood and will potentially create some single family home listings for new families to come to
Rockland.
And if it doesn't happen, there will eventually be great pressure to do away with single family zoning altogether - just like
the West side of the City of Vancouver - and these neighbourhoods will really be changed.
And of course - more housing close to downtown provides all kinds of other benefits (less traffic, more health with walking
and cycling, less carbon emissions, more customers for businesses).
As a resident in a single family dwelling within walking distance to downtown I fully support more housing density around
our neighbourhoods in order to save the character of our neighbourhoods. It's the only way.
I support the proposed development at 1201 Fort St.
Thanks.
Steven Hurst
1152 Leonard St.

IMPORTANT NOTICE: This message is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed, and
may contain information that is privileged, confidential and exempt from disclosure under applicable law.If the reader of
this message is not the intended recipient,or the employee or agent responsible for delivering the message to the
intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this communication is strictly
1

prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify The City of Victoria immediately by email at
publicservice@victoria.ca. Thank you.
IP Address: 184.66.240.55
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Lacey Maxwell
From:
Sent:
To:

Svetlana Sokolova
April 9, 2018 11:03 AM
Victoria Mayor and Council

Dear Mayor and Council:

Please be informed that I am against the above Rezoning Application because:

[ x]
I am dismayed by the massing of the development, its size, the number of buildings, the height of the
buildings, and the overall density.
[ x]
I am concerned about the number of heritage trees that will be destroyed by the size of this development. A
smaller development would allow more of these trees to survive the amount of blasting needed for this development and
thrive in direct sunshine, not the shadows of tall buildings.
[ x ]
The current proposal does not adhere to the Official Community Plan which must be amended to allow
the rezoning. This proposal seeks to maximize the ‘anticipated’ floor space ratio (FSR) of the smallest portion of the
property (28%) by extending it over the residential portion (72%), arriving at a stated FSR of 1.29 The combined FSR
should be much less, and the amount of new floor space created much closer to the 6,253 square meters allowed by the
rezoning.
[ x]
The numerous variances requested to bolster the rezoning application (and increase the floor space to 10,219
square meters) are not supportable, and no hardship has been shown by the developer to consider allowing any of these
variances.
[ x]
The two multi-family buildings, up to 6 storeys in height, are too high for Rockland and exceed in height all
multi-family buildings in Rockland, along the Linden corridor, and along the Fort Street Heritage corridor.
[ x ]
I am concerned about the increased traffic and parking caused by this proposal . If this development goes
forward as proposed where will patrons for the Langham Court Theatre & the AGGV park?
[ x]
I am concerned that the City is not looking after its own best interests by allowing this development to go
forward without adequate income from Community Amenity Contributions and Density Bonuses gathered on
developments in other BC municipalities. Where will the money come from to pay for the community amenities
demanded by these new residents for parks, community centres, transportation infrastructure, fire halls, emergency
services, etc?
[x ]
I encourage you to insist that this proposal comply with the two directives given by Council to the developer
October 26, 2017 to “revise the density, massing, height and setbacks of the building to the south” and to demonstrate
how the condominium on Fort “enhances the heritage character of the Fort Street corridor.”
[ x]
Since 2012, Victoria has vastly overshot its Official Community Plan target for building condo units,
but has failed significantly to meet its target for building ground-oriented housing like townhomes or single
1

family dwellings. Council has no mandate to rezone the southern portion of 1201 Fort property for condos, which
is currently designated for much needed ground-oriented housing.
[ x]
I am troubled by the inadequate component of affordable housing in the proposal, nor is it built to
LEED standards. We do not need to build more of what we already have - too many expensive condominiums.
[

Name:
Sokolova

Address:

Svetlana
Date:

09.04.2018

305-520 Dunedin St.

Email Address:

Telephone:

-Svetlana Sokolova
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Cities for Everyone supports more affordable
housing and transportation, in order to provide
security, freedom and opportunity for people
with all incomes and abilities
www.citiesforeveryone.org

Victoria Mayor and City Council
mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca
Victoria City Hall
9 April 2018
Re: 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place
Dear Victoria Mayor and Council,
Cities for Everyone endorses the development proposed at 1201 Fort Street and 1050
Pentrelew Place as a way to increase housing supply and efficient transportation.
As a member of City of Victoria’s Official Community Plan (OCP) Citizen’s Advisory Committee in
2009-2011, and Victoria’s Housing Affordability Task Force in 2015-2016, I can report that this
project is eminently consistent with both the spirit and the letter of these two official
documents. These documents commit Victoria to create 13,500 additional apartments and
2,700 ground-floor housing units during the next two decades, to efficiently accommodate at
least 20,000 additional residents within convenient walking distance of major activity centers,
including more townhouses and apartments located along arterial and secondary arterial roads.
This project is exactly the type of infill our Task Force envisioned.
Abundant research indicates that residents of compact housing in walkable areas consume less
land, own fewer motor vehicles, drive less, rely more on non-auto travel modes, and spend
more on local goods and services than they would living in sprawled and automobiledependent areas. This provides many direct benefits to those households and indirect benefits
to communities including improved health and safety, increased economic opportunity, more
local economic development, and environmental protection.
Let me respond to three objections I’ve heard about this project.
1. Excessive size. It is true that six stories it more than what currently exists, but that is the
nature of urban growth, if we are to accommodate more people, larger buildings must
replace smaller buildings. The six stores are very appropriate on Fort Street, a major
arterial, and are not in the neighborhood. If this building is too tall, then so is
Creighderich Castle, which actually is within the neighborhood and generates far more
daily vehicle trips than this project ever will.

Affordability = Security, Freedom and Opportunity

Cities For Everyone
2. Unaffordability. Although the units in this project will not initially be affordable to lowand moderate-income households, they will contribute to the City’s overall affordability
through what urban economists call “filtering,” which means that increasing higher
priced housing supply allows some households to move out of lower-priced units, and
because depreciates in value over time, so mid-priced housing becomes future
affordable supply.
3. Displaces greenspace and generates traffic. Infill development often does require
cutting down trees and paving over lawns, and may increase vehicle trips on a street,
but these local impacts are generally offset many times over by reductions in regional
land consumption and vehicle traffic that would occur if those households instead
located in conventional automobile-dependent urban fringe housing. As a result,
compact infill housing is considered the most sustainable development option overall.

For these reasons, Cities for Everyone supports the proposed development at 1201 Fort Street
and 1050 Pentrelew Place, and other infill housing projects that help meet the city’s targets for
increasing the supply of housing within walking distance of services and activities.

Sincerely,

Todd Litman
Cities for Everyone

Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Anna Cal
Tuesday, April 10, 2018 6:21 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
1201 Fort, a different version, correction

Hello
I oppose this development, as these upscale condos are not suited for
families.
This property is perfect for families. Close to schools and
hospitals,conservatory of music, grocery stores.We crave young families in
our area. That’s why we've asked the applicant to build stacked townhouses
in place of building B.
It is cheaper and the best option for a couple with a child, because it feel
like a house.Every family has it’s own door, so families are close to
the Nature and to the neighbours.
It would fit in to existing character of the area and create a better transition
from existing single family houses to the building A
Anna Cal

1

2

What do you think about this kind of housing in your neighbourhood?

FUTURE HOUSING TYPES: INTRODUCTION
The City of Victoria is working with residents to explore new kinds of housing to accommodate new and
future residents in neighbourhoods. As a part of this process, the City is gathering public feedback to help
answer the question:

WHAT HOUSING FORMS ARE BEST SUITED TO EACH OF VICTORIA’S NEIGHBOURHOODS?

CONSIDERATIONS
Review the panels to find out about
each housing option, including:
ta description of the housing form;
ta character sketch;
ta list of possible pros and cons; and
tprecedent images.

GIVING YOUR FEEDBACK
There are two ways to provide feedback on each of
these housing forms:
First, rate which housing forms you would prefer in
your neighbourhood using sticky dots. Then, use
sticky notes to tell us why you answered that way.
The feedback received today will be summarized and
reported back to the community, and then used to
develop housing options for your neighbourhood.

FUTURE HOUSING

victoria.ca/neighbourhoodplans

What do you think about this kind of housing in your neighbourhood?

MAIN HOUSE + SECONDARY SUITE + GARDEN SUITE
The City of Victoria is working with residents to explore new kinds of housing to accommodate new and future
residents in neighbourhoods. Tell us what you think.
OVERVIEW
9

This is a single-detached dwelling with a secondary
suite and a detached garden suite. The secondary
suite is typically a basement suite. Garden suites
are sometimes referred to as a carriage or laneway
house, however they do not require a lane.

1

8

2

7
3

6

5
4

PROS

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

CONS

LEGEND

t
t
t
t
t
t

t Potential to increase the value of single-detatched
homes
t Does not provide as many units by area as other forms
t Design will depend on the particular site, however
future considerations would include privacy, proximity
to neighbouring development, sunlight access, careful
site planning, and more

t
t
t
t
t

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

Can be achieved on a single lot
Can provide incentive to keep original home
Suite provides a mortgage helper
Maintains character of a single-detached streetscape
Provides more ground-oriented rental opportunities
Size of main house provides family-friendly housing

Reduces green space in existing neighbourhoods
May require on-street parking
Small suites may not be family friendly
Does not provide more ownership opportunities
Low sustainability performance compared to other
forms

Main house
Secondary suite path
Secondary suite entry + patio
Garden suite outdoor space
Windows oriented for privacy
Garden suite
Garden suite path entry
Main house parking
Garden + secondary suite parking

ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLES

Garden Suite

Garden Suite

View of Main House and Secondary Suite from Garden Suite

Garden Suite

HOW APPROPRIATE WOULD THIS HOUSING FORM BE FOR YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD?
Use a sticky dot to rate this housing form.

Not at All
Appropriate

Somewhat
Inappropriate

Neutral

Somewhat
Appropriate

Very Appropriate

Use sticky notes to tell us why you answered that way.

FUTURE HOUSING

victoria.ca/neighbourhoodplans

Photo credits:
#3 Small Works
#4 Lane Fab

What do you think about this kind of housing in your neighbourhood?

DUPLEX + SECONDARY SUITE
The City of Victoria is working with residents to explore new kinds of housing to accommodate new and future
residents in neighbourhoods. Tell us what you think.
OVERVIEW
This is a duplex with two primary units and one or
two secondary rental suites. The secondary suites are
typically basement suites.

6

5

1

1

2
3

4

PROS

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

CONS

LEGEND

t
t
t
t
t
t
t
t

t Potential to increase the value of duplexes
t Privacy and proximity to adjacent developments
t Does not provide as many units by area as other
forms

t Generally does not support retention of the existing
house
t Parking requirements on site reduce green space

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Suite provides a mortgage helper
Can be achieved on a single lot
Parking is achieved on site
Size of duplex provides family-friendly housing
Can provide incentive to keep original home
Maintains character of a single-detatched streetscape
Provides more ownership opportunities
Provides more ground-oriented rental opportunities

Duplex entries
Secondary suite entry
Duplex parking access
On-street parking for secondary suites
Duplex parking
Shared outdoor space

ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLES

View from the street.

View from the side street, rear.

View from the street.

HOW APPROPRIATE WOULD THIS HOUSING FORM BE FOR YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD?
Use a sticky dot to rate this housing form.

Not at All
Appropriate

Somewhat
Inappropriate

Neutral

Somewhat
Appropriate

Very Appropriate

Use sticky notes to tell us why you answered that way.

FUTURE HOUSING

victoria.ca/neighbourhoodplans

Photo credits:
1 http://plexdevelopments.ca/
3 Flickr user: PNWRA

What do you think about this kind of housing in your neighbourhood?

MAIN HOUSE + TWO SECONDARY SUITES
The City of Victoria is working with residents to explore new kinds of housing to accommodate new and future
residents in neighbourhoods. Tell us what you think.
OVERVIEW
This is a single-detached dwelling with two secondary
rental suites. This could take a variety of forms
including a basement suite and an attic suite, or two
basement suites. The ownerhip is maintained under a
single title.

7
6
2

5

1
4
3

8

PROS

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

CONS

t
t
t
t
t
t

t Potential to increase the value of single-detatched
homes
t Does not provide as many units by area as other
forms

t
t
t
t

Provides a mortgage helper
Can be achieved on a single lot
Can provide incentive to keep original home
Maintains character of a single-detatched streetscape
Provides more ground-oriented rental opportunities
Size of main house provides family-friendly housing

LEGEND

May require on-street parking
Small suites may not be family-friendly
Does not provide more ownership opportunities
Low sustainability performance compared to
other forms

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Vehicle access to on-site parking
Main house and upper level suite entrances
Lower suite entry and semi-private patio
Garden suite
Main house suite
Upper suite
Shared yard
On-street parking for suites

ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLES

View from the street.

View from the street.

View from the front yard.

HOW APPROPRIATE WOULD THIS HOUSING FORM BE FOR YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD?
Use a sticky dot to rate this housing form.

Not at All
Appropriate

Somewhat
Inappropriate

Neutral

Somewhat
Appropriate

Very Appropriate

Use sticky notes to tell us why you answered that way.

FUTURE HOUSING

victoria.ca/neighbourhoodplans
Photo credits: 2 PNWRA

What do you think about this kind of housing in your neighbourhood?

SMALL LOT MAIN HOUSE + SECONDARY SUITE
The City of Victoria is working with residents to explore new kinds of housing to accommodate new and future
residents in neighbourhoods. Tell us what you think.
OVERVIEW
A “Small Lot House” refers to a minimum lot size of
260m2 and a minimum width of 10m. Conventional
house lots for Victoria are 460m2 on average. Small
lots in Victoria may not actually be ‘small’ compared
to other municipalities. Typical lots in Vancouver are
10m wide and 360m2. In Portland, a typical small lot
in 150m2 and 11m wide. Narrower lots follow specific
design criteria.

4

3
1

Currently secondary suites are not permitted on small
lots.

2

5

PROS

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

CONS

LEGEND

t
t
t
t
t
t

t Potential to increase the value of single-detatched
homes

t May require on-street parking
t Small suites may not be family-friendly
t Suite does not provide more ownership opportunities

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Provides a mortgage helper
Can be achieved on a single lot
Size of main house provides family-friendly housing
Can provide incentive to keep original home
Maintains character of a single-detatched streetscape
Provides more ground-oriented rental opportunities

Main house entry
Secondary suite entry and patio
Main house parking
Shared rear yard
On-street parking for secondary suite

ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLES

View from the rear yard.

View from the rear yard.

View from the side showing secondary suite pedestrian access.

HOW APPROPRIATE WOULD THIS HOUSING FORM BE FOR YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD?
Use a sticky dot to rate this housing form.

Not at All
Appropriate

Somewhat
Inappropriate

Neutral

Somewhat
Appropriate

Very Appropriate

Use sticky notes to tell us why you answered that way.

FUTURE HOUSING

victoria.ca/neighbourhoodplans

Photo credit:
1 Small Works.ca
2 Dessins Drummond
3 Alan James

What do you think about this kind of housing in your neighbourhood?

TOWNHOUSE: UP / DOWN
The City of Victoria is working with residents to explore new kinds of housing to accommodate new and future
residents in neighbourhoods. Tell us what you think.
OVERVIEW
Townhouses come in many shapes and sizes. “Up/
down” townhouses have upper level and lower level
units. In addition to sharing walls with neighbours,
each unit would also share either a ceiling or floor.
Each unit would have a private front entrance
with access to the street. This housing type could
include co-housing. Up/down townhouses are
typically higher than side-by-side townhouses.

4

5

The sketch illustrates consolidated lots, with up/
down townhouses organized around a central
courtyard and underground structured parking.

2

3
1

PROS

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

CONS

LEGEND

t Parking is achieved on site
t Provides more housing on less area, which
contributes to compact communities
t Provides family-friendly housing
t Provides more ownership opportunities
t High sustainability performance compared to
other models

t Zoning cannot mandate tenure.
t Design will depend on the particular site, however
future considerations would include privacy,
proximity to neighbouring development, sunlight
access, careful site planning, and more
t Requires careful design to maintain character of
single-detached streetscape

t Does not provide a mortgage helper
neighbourhoods
t Generally requires more than one lot to be
consolidated
t Generally does not support retention of the
existing house
t Parking requirements on site could reduce green
space

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Ground level unit entry
Upper level unit entry
Pathway to side yard facing units
Interior courtyard
Access to underground structured parking

ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLES

Front/side angle view.

Front/side angle view.

Front/side angle view.

In this example a heritage school house was converted into townhouses. Photos show the front (left) and side
(right). The school house was lifted to allow for additional units below.

HOW APPROPRIATE WOULD THIS HOUSING FORM BE FOR YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD?
Use a sticky dot to rate this housing form.

Not at All
Appropriate

Somewhat
Inappropriate

Neutral

Somewhat
Appropriate

Very Appropriate

Use sticky notes to tell us why you answered that way.

FUTURE HOUSING

victoria.ca/neighbourhoodplans

Photo credits:
1 Gellers World Travel
3 Brookfield Homes

What do you think about this kind of housing in your neighbourhood?

TOWNHOUSE: SIDE-BY-SIDE
The City of Victoria is working with residents to explore new kinds of housing to accommodate new and future
residents in neighbourhoods. Tell us what you think.
OVERVIEW
Townhouses come in many shapes and sizes. “Sideby-Side” townhouses are organized one adjacent
to the next, with shared walls between neighbours.
Each unit has a private front entrance with access
to the street. This housing type could include cohousing.
4

The sketch illustrates consolidated lots, townhouses
organized around a central parking area, and the
entrance facing the side yard.

1

3
2

PROS

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

CONS

LEGEND

t Can be achieved on a single wide, large lot
t Parking is achieved on site
t Provides more housing on less area, which
contributes to compact communities
t Provides family-friendly housing
t Provides more ownership opportunities
t High sustainability performance compared to
other models

t Parking in rear is accessed through the shared internal
courtyard.
t Zoning cannot mandate tenure.
t Design will depend on the particular site, however
future considerations would include privacy,
proximity to neighbouring development, sunlight
access, careful site planning, and more
t Requires careful design to maintain character of
single-detached streetscape

t
t
t
t

1. Front lot unit entries and yards
2. Vehicular access
3. Pedestrian path and to rear lot units, and
landscape edge to adjacent development
4. Centrally located tuck-under parking

Does not provide a mortgage helper
Reduces green space in existing neighbourhoods
Often requires consolidation of two lots
Generally does not support retention of the existing
house

ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLES

View from the sidewalk.

View from the lane.

View from the front of entrance and from the corner.

HOW APPROPRIATE WOULD THIS HOUSING FORM BE FOR YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD?
Use a sticky dot to rate this housing form.

Not at All
Appropriate

Somewhat
Inappropriate

Neutral

Somewhat
Appropriate

Very Appropriate

Use sticky notes to tell us why you answered that way.

FUTURE HOUSING

victoria.ca/neighbourhoodplans

Photo credits:
1 Montgomery County Planning Commission
2 /\ \/\/ \/
3 PNWRA

What do you think about this kind of housing in your neighbourhood?

TOWNHOUSE + SECONDARY SUITE
The City of Victoria is working with residents to explore new kinds of housing to accommodate new and future
residents in neighbourhoods. Tell us what you think.
OVERVIEW
Townhouses come in many shapes and sizes. Each
townhouse unit includes a secondary suite. Much like
in side-by-side townhouses, units will share walls with
neighbours and share a ceiling or floor with the rental
tenant. Each unit would have a private front entrance
with access to the street. This housing type could
include co-housing.

5
2
1

The sketch illustrates a single lot with two
townhouses, and parking off of the lane. The
secondary suite is typically the lower suite, as
illustrated.

3

4

PROS

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

CONS

LEGEND

t Provides a mortgage helper
t Parking is achieved on site
t Provides more housing on less area, which
contributes to compact communities
t Provides family-friendly housing
t Provides more ownership opportunities
t Provides more ground-oriented rental opportunities
t High sustainability performance compared to other
models

t Zoning cannot mandate tenure.
t Design will depend on the particular site, however
future considerations would include privacy,
proximity to neighbouring development, sunlight
access, careful site planning, and more
t Requires careful design to maintain character of
single-detached streetscape

t Generally requires more than one lot to be
consolidated
t Generally does not support retention of the existing
house
t Parking requirements on-site could reduce green
space

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Townhouse entry
Townhouse balcony
Secondary suite entry
Shared townhouse and secondary suite front yard
Rear parking access

ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLES

3 bedroom townhomes, each with a 1 bedroom rental suite.

Townhomes with secondary rental suites. View of the primary unit from the sidewalk and the entry to the rental
unit.

A typical secondary suite in a townhome with steps to the entrance
off of the street.

HOW APPROPRIATE WOULD THIS HOUSING FORM BE FOR YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD?
Use a sticky dot to rate this housing form.

Not at All
Appropriate

Somewhat
Inappropriate

Neutral

Somewhat
Appropriate

Very Appropriate

Use sticky notes to tell us why you answered that way.

FUTURE HOUSING

victoria.ca/neighbourhoodplans

Photo credit:
2,3,4 rew.ca

What do you think about this kind of housing in your neighbourhood?

TOWNHOUSE + LOCK-OFF SUITE
The City of Victoria is working with residents to explore new kinds of housing to accommodate new and future
residents in neighbourhoods. Tell us what you think.
OVERVIEW
Townhouses come in many shapes and sizes. A
townhouse with a lock-off suite shares the same front
door as the main townhouse unit, but has a separate suite
within. From the street this type of unit would look the
same as a typical townhouse. This housing type could
include co-housing.

1

The sketch illustrates the end units in section.
4

3

2

PROS

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

CONS

LEGEND

t Provides a mortgage helper
t Parking is achieved on site
t Provides more housing on less area, which contributes
to compact communities
t Provides family-friendly housing
t Can provide incentive to keep original home
t Provides more ownership opportunities
t Provides more ground-oriented rental opportunities
t High sustainability performance compared to other
models

t Zoning cannot mandate tenure.
t Design will depend on the particular site, however future
considerations would include privacy, proximity to
neighbouring development, sunlight access, careful site
planning, and more
t Requires careful design to maintain character of singledetached streetscape

t Generally requires more than one lot to be consolidated
t Generally does not support retention of the existing
house
t Parking requirements on site could reduce green space

1.
2.
3.
4.

Upper unit entrance and porch
Lower unit entrance and semi-private patio
Lock-off suite interior door
Vehicle access to parking

ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLES

View from the street.

Corner view.

View from the sidewalk.

View from the street.

HOW APPROPRIATE WOULD THIS HOUSING FORM BE FOR YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD?
Use a sticky dot to rate this housing form.

Not at All
Appropriate

Somewhat
Inappropriate

Neutral

Somewhat
Appropriate

Very Appropriate

Use sticky notes to tell us why you answered that way.

FUTURE HOUSING

victoria.ca/neighbourhoodplans

Photo Credit:
1 La Citta Vita
2 Montgomery County Planning Commission

What do you think about this kind of housing in your neighbourhood?

ROW HOUSING (FEE SIMPLE TOWNHOUSES)
The City of Victoria is working with residents to explore new kinds of housing to accommodate new and future
residents in neighbourhoods. Tell us what you think.
OVERVIEW
Row houses come in many shapes and sizes. Row
houses, or fee simple townhouses, have no strata
council and no monthly maintenance fee. Each unit
operates independently in terms of finances and
maintenance.
Row houses are organized one adjacent to the next,
with shared walls between neighbours. Each unit has
a private front entrance with access to the street. This
housing type could include co-housing.

3

1
2

The sketch illustrates street fronting rowhomes on
consolidated lots, with parking in the front.

PROS

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

CONS

LEGEND

t Parking is achieved on site
t Provides more housing on less area, which contributes
to compact communities
t Provides family-friendly housing
t Provides more ownership opportunities
t High sustainability performance compared to other
models

t Design will depend on the particular site, however future
considerations would include privacy, proximity to
neighbouring development, sunlight access, careful site
planning, and more
t Requires careful design to maintain character of singledetached streetscape

t
t
t
t
t

1. Main Entry
2. Parking
3. Private rear yard

Does not provide a mortgage helper
Generally requires more than one lot to be consolidated
Generally does not support retention of the existing house
Does not provide ground-oriented rental opportunities
Where no lane exists, rowhouses would require front yard parking
with access from the street, which creates interruptions to the
pedestrian experience along the sidewalk and reduces green
space. Back yard parking is possible where lanes are present.

ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLES

A row house on a block with no lane.

Street view (left) and sidewalk view (right).

Rear view.

Street view of row houses on a block with a lane.

HOW APPROPRIATE WOULD THIS HOUSING FORM BE FOR YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD?
Use a sticky dot to rate this housing form.

Not at All
Appropriate

Somewhat
Inappropriate

Neutral

Somewhat
Appropriate

Very Appropriate

Use sticky notes to tell us why you answered that way.

FUTURE HOUSING

victoria.ca/neighbourhoodplans

Photo Credits:
1 Van Courier
3 La Citta vita
4 Gellers World Travel

What do you think about this kind of housing in your neighbourhood?

COURTYARD HOUSING
The City of Victoria is working with residents to explore new kinds of housing to accommodate new and future
residents in neighbourhoods. Tell us what you think.
OVERVIEW
Courtyard housing is comprised of small singledetatched homes developed in a cluster to share
open space and parking access. From the street
these would look like small homes on narrow lots.
Small private patios can also be incorporated for
each unit. This type of housing could include cohousing.

2

1

5

4
3

PROS

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

CONS

LEGEND

t
t
t
t

t Design will depend on the particular site, however future
considerations would include privacy, proximity to
neighbouring development, sunlight access, careful site
planning, and more

t
t
t
t
t
t
t

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Parking is achieved on site
Provides family-friendly housing
Maintains character of a single-detatched streetscape
Provides more ownership opportunities

Does not provide a mortgage helper
Generally requires more than one lot to be consolidated
Does not provide as many units by area as other forms
Generally does not support retention of the existing house
Does not provide ground-oriented rental opportunities
Low sustainability performance compared to other forms
Parking requirements on site may reduce green space

Stand-alone homes
Parking
Front lot pedestrian entry
Vehicular access
Rear lot pedestrian entry

ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLES

Internal pedestrian access.

Internal shared outdoor space.

View from the street.

View from courtyard.

View from courtyard.

HOW APPROPRIATE WOULD THIS HOUSING FORM BE FOR YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD?
Use a sticky dot to rate this housing form.

Not at All
Appropriate

Somewhat
Inappropriate

Neutral

Somewhat
Appropriate

Very Appropriate

Use sticky notes to tell us why you answered that way.

FUTURE HOUSING

victoria.ca/neighbourhoodplans

Photo Credits:
1,2 U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development
3 Gellers World Travel
4, 5 The Ottawa Citizen

What do you think about this kind of housing in your neighbourhood?

HOUSE CONVERSIONS
The City of Victoria is working with residents to explore new kinds of housing to accommodate new and future
residents in neighbourhoods. Tell us what you think.
OVERVIEW
A house conversion is when an older home is split
into multiple suites. They can be owned by a single
owner with the new suites being rented out, or they
can be owned under a strata title like a townhouse.
House conversions allow for more housing units to
be included on the lot while maintaining the original
structure. A common way of converting a house is
to lift it, building a new foundation with units below.
This is a strategy used to bring make heritage homes
more affordable.

4

3
2
1

PROS

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

CONS

LEGEND

t Can provide a mortgage helper
t Can be achieved on a single lot
t Can provide family-friendly housing, depending on the
size of units
t Can provide incentive to keep original home
t Maintains character of a single-detatched streetscape
t Can provide more ownership opportunities
t Can provide more ground-oriented rental
opportunities

t Potential to increase the value of single-detatched homes
t Design will depend on the particular site, however future
considerations would include privacy, proximity to
neighbouring development, sunlight access, careful site
planning, and more

t May require on-street parking
t Does not provide as many units by area as other
forms
t Low sustainability performance compared to other
forms
t Parking requirements on site may reduce green
space

1. Vehicle access to on-site parking
2. New lower suite entry and semi-private patio
3. Original home entry and new upper suite
entrances and front verandah
4. Shared yard

ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLES

Birds eye view from street

View from street.

View from corner. Corner lot with a lane.

Sidewalk view.

HOW APPROPRIATE WOULD THIS HOUSING FORM BE FOR YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD?
Use a sticky dot to rate this housing form.

Not at All
Appropriate

Somewhat
Inappropriate

Neutral

Somewhat
Appropriate

Very Appropriate

Use sticky notes to tell us why you answered that way.

FUTURE HOUSING

victoria.ca/neighbourhoodplans
Photo credit:
2. 4 Joe Mabel

What do you think about this kind of housing in your neighbourhood?

HOUSEPLEX
The City of Victoria is working with residents to explore new kinds of housing to accommodate new and future
residents in neighbourhoods. Tell us what you think.
OVERVIEW
A houseplex is a new home split into multiple suites.
They can be owned by a single owner with the suites
being rented, or they can be owned under strata like
a townhouse. Houseplexes allow for multiple housing
units to be included in a structure that looks like a singledetached house, or fits with a single-detached character.
While Victoria already has many older homes converted
into multiple suites, the houseplex option refers to new
homes that are built with this purpose in mind. There are
many possible design approaches.
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1

3
2

PROS

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

CONS

LEGEND

t
t
t
t
t

t Design will depend on the particular site, however
future considerations would include privacy,
proximity to neighbouring development, sunlight
access, careful site planning, and more
t Some on-street parking may be needed for
residents.

t Does not provide as many units by area as other forms
t Generally does not support retention of the existing
house
t Low sustainability performance compared to other
forms
t Parking requirements on site may reduce green space

1.
2.
3.
4.

Maintains character of a single-detatched streetscape
Potential to provide a mortgage helper
Can be achieved on a single lot
Parking is achieved on site
Can provide family-friendly housing, depending on the
size of units
t Provides more ownership opportunities
t Provides more ground-oriented rental opportunities
t Common lot widths of 15 metres that are difficult to
accommodate townhouses, can easily accommodate a
houseplex.

Private entrances
Pedestrian access
Vehicle access
Rear yard parking

ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLES

Triplex with rear parking.

Fourplex with rear parking.

Corner lot multiplex with a lane. View of the side and rear.

Multiplex with rear parking.

HOW APPROPRIATE WOULD THIS HOUSING FORM BE FOR YOUR NEIGHBOURHOOD?
Use a sticky dot to rate this housing form.

Not at All
Appropriate

Somewhat
Inappropriate

Neutral

Use sticky notes to tell us why you answered that way.

FUTURE HOUSING

victoria.ca/neighbourhoodplans

Somewhat
Appropriate

Very Appropriate

Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Anthony Danda <
>
Tuesday, April 10, 2018 2:01 PM
Lisa Helps (Mayor); Pam Madoff (Councillor); Chris Coleman (Councillor); Jeremy
Loveday (Councillor); Ben Isitt (Councillor); Geoff Young (Councillor); Charlayne
Thornton-Joe (Councillor); Marianne Alto (Councillor); Margaret Lucas (Councillor)
Victoria Mayor and Council
My alternative vision for 1201 Fort / 1050 Pentrelew Place
Display Boards Draft 2 v4_8.5x11.pdf

Dear Mayor and Councillors:
Thank you again for taking the time to meet with me and various neighbours over the past two weeks. I really appreciate
the engagement.
Following up on the common theme of compromise and my alternative vision for the property, I would like to share with
you what I gave to the applicant early in the application process and discussed in with him one‐to‐to as well as included
in letters to you before previous committees of the whole. Unfortunately these suggestions were never reflected in any
proposals by the applicant. If so I think we could have saved the applicant, neighbours, you and taxpayers time and
money and ended up with a well‐regarded compromise that would have satisfied the majority of citizens. Why were
these housing typess not considered a viable compromise for this unique site?
The following screen shots are from the attached City of Victoria Future Housing Types deck. I believe these housing
forms are very well suited for the southern R1‐B part of the lot because they provide a better transition to Pentrelew’s
traditional residential character and still increases density substantially over single‐family homes. There would have also
been an opportunity to retain truly usable greenspace and existing trees. The city even lists the benefits of these
housing forms as providing family‐friendly housing and maintaining character of a single‐detached streetscape. Aren’t
these strategic goals in addition to density?
And the following is in the OCP, page 34 – 35, which indicates that these housing forms of up to three storeys, would
have been perfectly acceptable: 6.1.5 Traditional Residential consists primarily of residential and accessory uses in a
wide range of primarily ground‐oriented building forms including single, duplexes, townhouses and row‐houses, house
conversions, and low‐rise multi‐unit residential and mixed‐use buildings up to three storeys in height located along
arterial and secondary arterial roads.
Kind regards,
Anthony Danda.
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Letter of Support For Abstract Project – 1201 Fort Street & 1050
Pentrelew Place
I submit this letter in support of the Abstract Developments Application to
Victoria City Council.
Though I reside in James Bay, I present this as an expression of my regard for
the vitality of Victoria and our effort to ensure its growth. Many counter‐posed
positions exist in this city regarding affordable housing, economic inequity, and
their link to competing positions on Victoria’s urban culture and city development. I
am not an inveterate supporter of construction regardless of location and impact on
neighbourhoods. I have lived previously in places in which any type of building
development was not merely prevalent but the norm. I deplored that approach, as I
would here.
However, a proposed development such as Abstract’s that amends its plans
in response to suggestions and criticisms, development that architecturally beckons
to established and newly arrived residents; a development that fits with the best
intentions of, and realistic assessments in, the city’s Housing Strategy, is the kind of
urban advance Victoria’s City Council should endorse.
I moved to Victoria because I was attracted to the steady rhythms of this
city ‐ gentle and reassuring, energetic and promising. We should ensure both by
supporting the variety of housing the future population of Victoria will need.
I might oppose some development requests placed before you in the future,
but the Abstract plan for Fort Street and Pentrelew Place responds to the city’s plans
and identified needs. It is a well designed enterprise that complements the arterial
life of Fort Street but will not invade or obliterate Rockland neighbourhood culture.
Sincerely,
Alan Segal
#4, 118 St. Lawrence Street
Victoria

Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Barry Giffen
Tuesday, April 10, 2018 10:01 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
barret Heffel
Abstract Development Proposal -1201 Fort Street
April 9 2018 letter of reference 1201 Fort st. Abstract proposal.docx

Mayor and City Council of the City of Victoria
We am writing to provide our support for the proposal by Abstract Development to develop the property located at
1201 Fort Street. We have written on at least two other occasions to support this project and would have appreciated
the opportunity to discuss this with Council. However, as we were unable to determine the projected meeting time, we
have commitments that take us away from Victoria the week of April 9 – 13. However, if you would consider out input
valuable to the overall comment from the public on this process, our son Barrett Heffel, has volunteered to present our
letter to your public meeting on April 12. Barrett is a full time resident of the Rockland Neighborhood and understands
and agrees with the position we have taken in our letter of support.
We are attaching the letter that we would like to be considered in the fabric of public comment on this project.
Thank you for consideration of our input, we are sorry we cannot attend the meeting but we would appreciate you
allowing Barrett to read our letter to the public meeting.
Barry and Gail Giffen
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April 9, 2018

#7, 1770 Rockland Ave

City Council, City of Victoria

Victoria, B.C.

REFERENCE: ABSTRACT DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL – 1201 Fort Street
We are writing once again to provide support to the above noted project. We have read a lot of the
background information that has been provided by the Rockland Neighborhood Association, and I am concerned
that projects that will enhance the Rockland Neighborhood are being discouraged because they require
“change”. In April of 2017, my wife and I arranged to meet with the Abstract Development Project team to walk
through the area to gain an understanding of the intent of the proposal. We had experienced a very positive
relationship with Abstract Developments as they helped us restore our Historic Home ‐the Biggerstaff Wilson
home. We had read that a change in land use was being proposed, and we wondered how the ‘change’ was
going to be implemented. Being reasonably new to Victoria, we understood that only so much land was
available for residential properties and that there would be considerable pressure from both sides of the
argument when it came to changing the approach to land use. We learned that land is a scare resource in the
City, and it seemed that everyone agreed that all parcels would be maximized in terms of use to meet the needs
of the City. However, we also note that we had been attracted to Victoria because of the ‘historic’ nature of the
city, and that fact was an important characteristic worth preserving. The current use of the property in question
is what we would consider underutilized. It is a nice open space but with very little benefit to the general public.
The size of the parcel clearly could be utilized to house a much larger population, and if done in an attractive
approach it could satisfy most of the needs of the City.
The Abstract Development proposal as we understand it was originally designed to integrate multiple story
buildings into an attractive location. Our tour of the site illustrated that the plan was to enhance the use of the
existing trees to attempt to capture the character of the Rockland area. Gary Oaks were to be highlighted in a
grove type environment surrounded by pathways to allow the influx of occupants to appreciate the gentle
character that is Rockland. The proposed density of new homes is definitely an increase from the existing use.
However, the City of Victoria has been dealing with a shortage of residential accommodation since we moved
here 7 years ago. Our original tour included an explanation of consultations with the existing neighbors, and
how those discussions had caused Abstract to adjust their original plans to accommodate those neighbors that
would be directly impacted by the development.
Since, our original tour, we have read that there has been considerable resistance to the proposed development
coming from the Rockland Neighborhood Association. We had belonged to that organization for a few years,
but have become frustrated with some of their concerns about dealing with ‘change’. We believe that the
Abstract Developments proposal for 1201 Fort Street will benefit the common good, without dramatically
impacting the Rockland Neighborhood. This development will provide additional housing that is needed in
Victoria. We also believe that the Proposal contributes to a reasonable transition from commercial/multi family
land use heading from the downtown area to the primarily residential land use to the east of the 1201 Fort
Street site. The design of this Proposed Development will help manage the transition to be benefit of neighbors
and future occupants. In summary, in reviewing the ‘big picture’ as residents of Victoria, we believe this
Proposed Development, has been designed to ‘fit’ in the Rockland neighborhood. It will use the natural tree
cover and differences in terrain to allow Abstract to ensure that residential accommodation is provided of a high
standard of residential living at a cost‐ effective price. This can only be considered a positive opportunity for the
City of Victoria to meet some of it’s population pressures without jeopardizing the atmosphere and character of
the City’s residential fabric.
Gail and Barry Giffen

April 3rd 2018
Dear Mayor and Council,

I am reaching out to you today to express my support for Abstract Development’s proposal at
1201 Fort Street. I am currently splitting my time between Vancouver and Victoria, looking for
opportunities to bring my young family back to Victoria where I grew up.
I am familiar with the 1201 Fort St site and thinking about it logically, is an excellent location for
density to be added to one of our established neighbourhoods. It’s located along a major arterial
road, within walking distance of the Downtown core. Not only does it present an excellent
opportunity for my family to find new housing that will suit our needs, the project offers an array
of housing options that would seem to suit downsizing Rockland residents that wish to stay in
the community.
I truly enjoyed my childhood in Victoria and want to share that same experience with my family.
I’m not looking to move to the suburbs and spend my time commuting and contributing to
congestion problems. The development at 1201 Fort St is smart densification and creates
opportunities for families to live a more sustainable life within close proximity to services
enabling a live, work, play lifestyle. In addition, I think it will be fantastic to see more residents in
the neighbourhood supporting the growing number of businesses along Fort Street as well as a
beautiful new building in this forgotten location.
Obviously we will never satisfy everyone in our City with regard to design, but it is my opinion
that this is a great looking project, that Abstract has modified to try and satisfy the directly
impacted neighbours. In the end it will refresh an abandoned church site and provide substantial
benefits to the community by way of the retention of mature trees and the creation of a new
public walkway.
I hope that Council will have the foresight to support this project, as it represents exactly what
Rockland and the broader community needs in order to support the growth the community is
experiencing. We can choose to put our head in the sand and let Langford and the Highlands take
the growth or we can stand up for what is right and support projects that strive for something
greater in our community. I strongly encourage you to support this project.

Kind Regards,

Brian Gregg
Brian Gregg

Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Curtis Hobson <
>
Tuesday, April 10, 2018 2:12 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
Abstract Development Application for 1201 Fort Street

Dear Mayor and Council;
I will make this short.
As a homeowner, or potential homeowner, I investigate and enquire about what acceptable land uses are permitted in the
direct area of my home, or potential home. If I knew that a 21 metre high building was an 'acceptable land use' in my
direct or potential neighbourhood, I would not purchase property in that area because I would not want to live in an area
that dense.
If the entire area's zoning was to change, I would have input on that change through municipal process/es. A spot
rezoning, except in extremely exceptional circumstances is not what citizens expect from their elected officials. People like
certainty for the most expensive purchase they will ever make, their home and property.
A 75% variance, for height is not a minor matter. This is an almost doubling of height. To approve this variance is
unacceptable. It offers the developer a great profit and all of the costs are externalized on to the area surrounding this
development.
Mr. Miller purchased this property knowing what the acceptable uses were under the current zoning and he should have
considered his options before purchasing this property. He can afford accountants and actuaries. If it was not viable for
him under the existing zoning, he should have not bought the property. By granting his application, you are granting a
rezoning windfall and profit for Mr. Miller while the area is radically changed by your spot rezoning. Please have Mr.
Miller make his case for a lack of 'viability' under the existing zoning. There is a process to change zoning and yes, You
owe this to your citizenry.

Curtis Hobson
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3690 Doncaster Drive
Victoria, B.C.
V8P 3W6
April 10, 2018
Mayor and Council
Victoria, B.C.
Dear Madame/Sir:
I am writing to you to express our support for the Abstract Developments project at
1201 Fort St. in Victoria.
My husband and I are pleased to see that developments such as these are addressing
needs similar to ours. We currently reside in a single family home and with our
children grown, have different needs for space. We renovated and improved our
spacious home with a large garden and the developed but unused basement will be
better used by a larger family - perhaps even two families.
A smaller footprint is what we were looking for, within a walk able community. We
still want enough room for children and grand children to visit, but a smaller home
to make room for more time walking, volunteering and visiting is very appealing. A
smaller space made sense for us and we have purchased an Abstract condo
currently being built in Oak Bay.
Our research took us to many developments, some thoughtfully planned, some not
so much. Our search eventually took us to Abstract’s offices and we quickly realized
the Abstract approach was exactly what we were looking for. It helped that we
knew what we were looking for, and that Abstract’s vision of the project matched
what we visualized. Their focus on detail without losing sight of the larger picture
in the community became apparent very quickly. The thoughtful application of
design, the practical solutions to community connection, the awareness of
environmental concerns are some of the features that drew us to this development
which is similar in principles to the Fort Street project.
I don’t think we’re alone in our quest for continuing commitment to a lovely
community, but wanting to take up a bit less space and use fewer resources. This
builder and your decisions will have made that possible for many. Thank you.
Dayle Bruce and Norm Mallalieu

Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Drew Meikle <
Tuesday, April 10, 2018 8:33 AM
Victoria Mayor and Council
Pentrelew Development

To Whom It May Concern:
I am writing to express my concerns about the proposed development on the old Truth Centre site. I urge you to take
seriously the concerns of local residents and turn down this proposal without significant changes. There is no rush other
than the eagerness of the developer. Take your time and examine what you are giving up and why.
I have watched Vancouver since Expo 86 when the mayor announced that his city would become “world class.” In the
ensuing thirty years, we have seen neighbourhoods sacrificed for the good of developers time and time
again. Throughout the city, established neighbourhoods have been bulldozed for five or six storey soulless condo
buildings. There is not a new neighbourhood of condos, whether it be Yaletown or South Cambie, that has any of the
charm and community of what was destroyed.
Please learn two lessons from Vancouver’s experience. First, a city is not a developers’ playground. It is a collection of
tight neigbourhood clusters with schools and parks and playgrounds and shopping. Your job is to serve these unique
areas and do what you can to preserve their unique character. Can you name one neighbourhood of anonymous
modern condo buildings which have the warmth and coherence of the Fort Street and Pentrelew neighbourhood? They
don’t exist.
Second, and just as important, please DO NOT BELIEVE THE GRAND LIE spread by Vancouver planners and
developers: the more condos and townhouses we build, the cheaper they will be. Examine Vancouver’s experience.
They have built thousands upon thousands and the prices have still soared. A one bedroom on the west side is at least
half a million dollars. The forces which govern price are not simply a matter of supply. You won’t be helping affordability
by approving this project.
I wonder if Victoria council has an addiction problem? I think some of you, like your counterparts in Vancouver, are
addicted to the endless tax revenue such projects will bring in. You gleefully imagine what you can do with all that
money. But if the essence of the city is lost just to raise cash, you have lost what makes Victoria the grand small city it
has been for a hundred years.
Make a list of what gives Victoria its uniqueness. Near the top would be livability of each of the neighbourhoods from
James Bay to Gordon Head. Nowhere do you have the ugly condensed urban jungle you have many areas such as
Richmond or Surrey.
To avoid such a fate you have to listen to the residents who know their neighbourhoods, who know the unique features
which make their part of the city so livable.
Victoria is at a crossroads. It can follow Vancouver’s high speed drive toward wall‐to‐wall condos and townhouses, or
you can celebrate the way of life people of Victoria cherish.
Victoria is an anachronism, to be sure. The gardens, the trees, the quaint houses, the safety, even the bad drivers, all
add up to what makes Victoria
Victoria.
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You have to protect this. It is in your power to do so. Please don’t succumb to the pressure of developers or the lure of
tax dollars. So much more is at stake.
Sincerely,

Drew Meikle (

)
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Amanda Ferguson
From:
Subject:

Public Hearings
FW: Zoning Amendment bylaw (No.1140) No. 18-015 Development Permit Application
# 00035

From: Doris Schulz
Sent: April 10, 2018 8:51 AM
To: Public Hearings <PublicHearings@victoria.ca>
Subject: Zoning Amendment bylaw (No.1140) No. 18‐015 Development Permit Application # 00035
Mayor and City Council Members,
The proposed development on 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place, is once again the City of Victoria’s idea of
improving the neighbourhood, when it is actually putting more pressure on the neighbourhood as a whole. These large
developments impact the neighbours with more vehicular traffic, despite the fact that council and developers are under
the impression that these new residents will not have a car. Personally, I have a car and I live in the James Bay
community, and I do walk to my downtown activities, however, I have it to use, as will these new residents, who will
also walk downtown.
Increasing the height for Building A and Building B, is another flaw of City Council, by allowing these height increases in
new builds. Please remember that Victoria is not Vancouver, which loves TALL buildings. Victoria is or was a unique city,
which is slowly being eroded by this councils short sightedness.
Please reconsider this proposal, by decreasing it’s size and height, as it is one of many that are slowly changing the face
of our unique charm of Victoria.
Regards,
Doris Schulz
404‐525 Rithet Street
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Eileen Harper <
>
Tuesday, April 10, 2018 3:33 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
Support of Abstract Developments - Upper Fort Street Development

To: mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca
Dear Mayor and Council,
I am writing, as a long‐term resident of Greater Victoria, and owner of a beautiful condominium located at the Maddison
at Richmond Avenue and Oak Bay Avenue that was built by Abstract Developments.
I am writing in support of the upcoming project on Upper Fort Street. In our experience, Abstract Development has
gone to great lengths to ensure they build high quality, beautiful developments, and that they engage with the
surrounding community in a meaningful way to ensure what they what they build is sensitive to the surroundings – both
socially and environmentally.
We wish Abstract well as they continue to work to build your trust and to ensure the new development receives the
permits it requires in order to proceed.
All our best,
Eileen
On behalf of Eileen and Ian Harper

Eileen Harper, BSc CPHR
Founder
Victoria, BC

www.tallsky.ca
This message (including any attachments) may contain confidential, proprietary, privileged and/or private information.
The information is intended to be for the use of the individual or entity designated above. If you are not the intended
recipient of this message, please notify the sender immediately, and delete the message and any attachments. Any
disclosure, reproduction, distribution or other use of this message or any attachments by an individual or entity other
than the intended recipient is prohibited.
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April 10th 2018
55 Gorge Road East
Victoria
B.C.
V9A1L1
Mayor and Council
City of Victoria
1 Centennial Square
Victoria, BC, V8W1P6
RE: 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place Zoning Application.
Dear Mayor and Council,
I understand that the multi family residential proposal at 1201 Fort St/ Pentrelew Place to be
a high density build that has been carefully designed to very good environmentally conscious
standard. Victoria needs high density housing built to good environmental standards.
What Victoria also needs is affordable housing. I believe the proposed development fulfils
both criteria.
I am 26 and as a young person living in Victoria, the idea of a stable, affordable home seems
like a far off dream. Whilst I wish that the proposed development would include a greater
number of affordable rental units, I believe that this case sets good precedent and can pave
the way for CACs in the form of affordable units to become a common occurrence when a
market development is proposed.
I hope you approve this proposal
Yours respectfully,
Flossie Baker

Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Gloria Back <
>
Tuesday, April 10, 2018 1:46 PM
Lisa Helps (Mayor); Victoria Mayor and Council; Geoff Young (Councillor); Margaret
Lucas (Councillor); Ben Isitt (Councillor); Jeremy Loveday (Councillor); Pam Madoff
(Councillor); Chris Coleman (Councillor); Charlayne Thornton-Joe (Councillor); Marianne
Alto (Councillor)
Council meeting April 12: Public Hearing for Re-zoning Application 1201 Fort Street
/1050 Pentrelew Place

Dear Mayor and Council:
I am against the above Rezoning Application because:
 The massing of the development, its size, the number of buildings, the height of the buildings,
and the overall density is too overwhelming and aggressive for a property bordering on the
residential, ground oriented buildings on Pentrelew
 The two multi-family buildings, up to 6 storeys in height, are too high for Rockland and exceed
in height all multi-family buildings in Rockland, along the Linden corridor, and along the Fort
Street Heritage corridor.
 I encourage you to insist that this proposal comply with the two directives given by Council to
the developer October 26, 2017 to revise the density, massing, height and setbacks of the building
to the south and to demonstrate how the condominium on Fort enhances the heritage character of
the Fort Street corridor.
 Finally, I am dismayed by the number of variances included for this rezoning application, and
also the request for an amendment to the Official Community Plan. This final point alone should
give pause to Mayor and Council about the appropriateness of this application.
I respectfully urge you to turn down this application.
Name: Gloria Back
Address: 1005 Joan Crescent
Email Address:
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April 8, 2018

240 Wildwood Ave, Victoria BC V8S3W3

Mayor and Council,
City Hall, 1 Centennial Square
Victoria, BC V8W 1P6
We are writing to express strong support for Abstract Development’s proposal for
1201 Fort Street. It will result in many new housing units which are close enough to be
walkable to the city centre, on a major road with excellent bus service.
While it’s great to see so much housing being built in Victoria’s city centre, we are not
interesting in living in a tiny condo in a high-rise building in the downtown core. We want to live
in a development like 1201 Fort Street, which will allow us to remain in a neighbourhood when
it is time to downsize from our single-family home. That is our current situation, living in a 100
year old single family home in Fairfield. It is for the same for many people we know.
A writer to the Times Colonist last year wrote an interesting letter asking: “Why is it so difficult
to add housing in our region?” I agree with his conclusion – it is primarily opposition to infill
development that local markets demand.
There are many who oppose this – or any – development, anywhere. Those folks don’t want
more neighbours, they’d prefer low density and they don’t want big trees removed. If the
existing very large homes throughout Rockland were being built now, they would be seen as
“over-development”. Undoubtedly many large trees would have had to be cut down to make
way for their large homes, yet there are now mature trees all over Rockland. The Abstract
development will enhance the Fort Street corridor, provide a park-like transition from the
nearby neighbourhood to Fort, and be an architectural asset to the City.
It is the prospect of change that frightens people, but without change, we block creativity, stifle
innovation and freeze ourselves in the past. The project proposed at 1201 Fort Street is what
we need in Victoria to meet the full range of future housing demand.

Graham and Jean Dragushan

Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jacinthe Grenier <
Tuesday, April 10, 2018 7:21 PM
publichearings@victoria.ca; Victoria Mayor and Council
1203 Fort Street - I am strongly for to the proposed development

Dear Mayor and Council,
My name is Jaz (Jacinthe) Grenier. I am a resident at 1024 Pentrelew Place.
I am one of many individuals in favour of this development. The way the opposition has operated was very successful in
creating reluctance and preventing collaboration in coming up with alternatives. I urge City Council to keep this in mind
when faced with the strong opposition. There are many silent residents who see the benefit of proceeding with Abstract
Development as presented.
Contrary to my neighbours, I choose to look at this initiative as a step towards a bigger plan, one that supports
growth. According to the 2016 census conducted by Statistic Canada, Victoria metropolitan area growth rate was above
the national growth rate of 5.0%.
My primary reason for being in favour of this development is that is supports the need for additional housing in close
proximity to the city core, creating favorable density, that aligns well with the city’s recent infrastructure changes such
as the development of bike lanes. There is a growing technology sector that is bringing new residents to the city. I
believe that many would favor living where they work rather than commuting the Colwood crawl to commute to
work. To support the growth, all neighbourhood communities must do their share in providing solutions. This project
is one that the Rockland community should embrace and support. Indeed this development brings change which may
not always be immediately embraced by all. That is a normal reaction and we must not shy away from opposing views
but view the resistance as an opportunity to bring everyone together in coming up with solutions.
I strongly believe that the neighbourhood communities of the city of Victoria must work together towards a solution to
the growing need of housing in the city. Change is upon us and we must face this fact. It is a normal reaction for
neighbourhoods to want status quo and not face the reality of the growth the city has experienced. The City of Victoria
is responsible for the management of this change within its neighbourhoods and I would urge the city to take the
initiative of building a strong community from all walks of life that works with the city to attain its goals of supporting
growth.
We moved to Victoria in 2010 at a time when housing was not an issue but at the same time the city was faced with
challenges with economic sustainability, with a lot of businesses moving away from the downtown core. We saw
businesses shutting down, moving to Uptown. The current council faced this challenge and did a great job at reviving
our beautiful city, one that I am extremely proud to be part of. However, with economic growth comes the need for
additional infrastructure, such as housing.
When I first heard of the sale of the Truth Centre to a developer, I became concerned of what would be built in our
neighbourhood. However, upon hearing the site had been purchased by Abstract Development, I felt appeased because
of the great reputation this developer has with building quality homes. Unfortunately, my neighbours did not take the
reputation of this developer into consideration and decided to focus their energy on preventing any development on
that site, no matter what is proposed.
The reality is that 1201 Fort Street is an ideal location for the proposed development. The site will be developed,
whether it is by Abstract Development or some other developer, should the current proposed development be
rejected. I strongly believe that Abstract Development has made numerous efforts through consultations with the
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neighbourhood to come to a good middle ground. The current group opposed of this plan has not made any
concessions and despite the numerous modifications made to their plan, Abstract Development continues to face strong
opposition that in my opinion is unrealistic.
I am extremely concerned that efforts, joined by some of the current city councillors, and the Rockland Neighbourhood
Association, to prevent this development from moving forward will do more harm if this project is not approved. It will
also help set a precedence that will be a step backwards for the city to continue its efforts towards supporting the
continuing growth.
I urge the city to approve this project and work with the Rockland community to adapt to this change by addressing
issues that are fundamental. Because of the focus of the opposition, many fundamental issues have not been heard nor
addressed, such as traffic pattern changes. The city needs to take a close look at these issues and ensure that a strategy
is in place to support this project. The proposed development is placing most of the traffic on Fort Street. However, the
increase in residences close to Pentrelew Place will create an impact that needs to be reviewed. Pentrelew Place has a
wide circle similar to a “roundabout” however, traffic is both ways with only 1 stop sign at Willspencer Road. Some
suggestions for the city to consider would be:




Enforce speed reduction by adding speed bumps at various strategic locations
Add stop or yield signs before entering the circle
Limiting parking to 24-hour residential only

In closing, I first wish to commend the City Council for your tremendous efforts in addressing the growth of our city. This
development is in line with supporting this growth and I therefore urge City Council to listen not only to the strong vocal
opinions of those opposed but also consider the silent majority who are in favor of this project.

Regards,
Jacinthe (Jaz) Grenier
1024 Pentrelew Place
Victoria, BC. V8V 4J6
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

fern & jamie h <
Tuesday, April 10, 2018 9:41 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council; Jonathan Tinney; Margaret Lucas (Councillor); cthorntonjoe@victroria.ca; zoning@victoria.ca; Ben Isitt (Councillor); Chris Coleman (Councillor);
Geoff Young (Councillor); Jeremy Loveday (Councillor); Marianne Alto (Councillor);
Lacey Maxwell; Lisa Helps (Mayor); Pam Madoff (Councillor)
1201 Fort and 1050 Pentrelew PL
1201 Fort- Concerns with the Proposal.pptx

Mayor, Councillors and staff,
I wrote to you last April and October expressing concern with the development at 1201 Fort street and
although the the latest proposal takes the total number of units down to 83 units, but the majority of
concerns remain: high buildings, too many units, a four story building on traditional residential land
and a plan that doesn't respect the OCP vision for this neighborhood.
In preparation for the public hearing on the 12th of April, I have updated the attached powerpoint
slide deck that explains the problem from my point of view. I support the majority of residents (based
on the public meetings I have attended) in asking you to give a clear message to this
developer. There are compromise options available, but we have seen no compromise from the
developer except where you clearly directed it and even there, the modifications are limited.
As our elected council, we rely on you to look closely at the original zoning to see that the property
under consideration is really three parcels. One third is on Fort street and the other two pieces are on
Pentrelew Place. Those two pieces (about 72% of the property) are clearly identified in the OCP as
traditional residential. The proponent wishes to put a four story apartment building, 9 town-homes
and part of a six story building on property that is clearly marked as traditional residential and zoned
single family dwelling.
There is a compromise in allowing something substantive to be build on the Fort Street portion of the
property and perhaps even in allowing that building to encroach slightly onto the southern portion, but
there is no justification for a second four story apartment building on the southern portion, or overheight townhouses. You have a legally defensible vision in the OCP and zoning, but it is up to you to
enforce it. If you allow an apartment on this southern piece of property that faces Pentrelew Place,
clearly contrary to the OCP and zoning, the whole concept of having a city vision that residents can
understand, buy into and support becomes meaningless.
This development does not provide any help to housing issues in Victoria, nor any significant benefit
to the community. During community meetings, the developer has acknowledged that even the least
expensive of the units would not be affordable for young families and lower income Victorians. These
are high-end units that will attract affluent buyers. Given the consistently large number of units
proposed without compromise, it appears that the proposal under consideration is solely profit driven.
I ask that you reject this proposal and provide clear direction to the proponent to find a reasonable
compromise that respects the current zoning and OCP. I have been asked by the Rockland
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Neighborhood Association to present these slides to you (on April 12th) on their behalf and will also
apply to do that.
Jamie

Jamie Hammond
Residents 1000 Pentrelew Place
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Mayor and Council
City Hall, 1 Centennial Square
Victoria, BC
V8W 1P6

April 9th, 2018

Dear Mayor and Council,
We are writing in support of the residents concerned about the Re-zoning
Application for 1201 Fort Street /1050 Pentrelew Place.
Although the property is well-located for a housing development, we agree with
nearby residents' concerns about the size and scale of the proposed
development, as well as the developer's apparent disinterest in preserving
heritage trees and adequately-sized green space areas around the development.
It is of prime importance for mayor and council to consider the character and
housing make-up of the area surrounding any proposed new development, and
to support only those developer's proposals which aim to integrate well into the
area and to preserve the character of cherished locations such as the Truth
Centre property/Fort Street heritage corridor. This proposal in its present form
is not one that does either.
Of particular concern is the fact that this proposal seems to be much the same
as various other Abstract developments downtown - although token
concessions to so-called 'affordable housing' are made (although in this case,
not even on location in this development), the bulk of the developments are
large buildings filled with condominiums that a majority of people would not
find to be truly affordable. Also, it seems an entirely well-founded concern that
such a substantial density increase in this area would put undue strain on the
area's infrastructure, amenities, and parking.
The lack of substantial shifts in the developer's proposal to date seem to
indicate a desire to push through their vision at any cost. Since you are the
stewards of our city, we ask you: please do not support the re-zoning variances
requested. Instead, support measures that will require the developer to take
seriously the concerns of those who live in and cherish this neighbourhood, so
that the development that is completed can be one worthy of this special
heritage Fort Street Corridor of which so many of us (residents of the area and
also those who live in other areas) treasure so much.
Sincerely,
Kiiri Michelsen
Liova Bueno

Re-zoning Application 1201 Fort Street /1050 Pentrelew Place
Dear Mayor and Council:
Please be informed that I am against the above Rezoning Application because:
[√]
I am dismayed by the massing of the development, its size, the number of buildings,
the height of the buildings, and the overall density.
[√]
I am concerned about the number of heritage trees that will be destroyed by the size of
this development. A smaller development would allow more of these trees to survive the amount
of blasting needed for this development and thrive in direct sunshine, not the shadows of tall
buildings.
[√]
The current proposal does not adhere to the Official Community Plan which must be
amended to allow the rezoning. This proposal seeks to maximize the ‘anticipated’ floor space
ratio (FSR) of the smallest portion of the property (28%) by extending it over the residential portion
(72%), arriving at a stated FSR of 1.29 The combined FSR should be much less, and the amount of
new floor space created much closer to the 6,253 square meters allowed by the rezoning.
[ √ ]
The numerous variances requested to bolster the rezoning application (and increase
the floor space to 10,219 square meters) are not supportable, and no hardship has been shown by
the developer to consider allowing any of these variances.
[ √ ]
The two multi-family buildings, up to 6 storeys in height, are too high for Rockland
and exceed in height all multi-family buildings in Rockland, along the Linden corridor, and along
the Fort Street Heritage corridor.
[ √ ]
I am concerned about the increased traffic and parking caused by this proposal . If
this development goes forward as proposed where will patrons for the Langham Court Theatre &
the AGGV park?
[ √ ]
I am concerned that the City is not looking after its own best interests by allowing this
development to go forward without adequate income from Community Amenity
Contributions and Density Bonuses gathered on developments in other BC municipalities. Where
will the money come from to pay for the community amenities demanded by these new residents
for parks, community centres, transportation infrastructure, fire halls, emergency services, etc?
[ √ ]
I encourage you to insist that this proposal comply with the two directives given by
Council to the developer October 26, 2017 to “revise the density, massing, height and setbacks of
the building to the south” and to demonstrate how the condominium on Fort “enhances the
heritage character of the Fort Street corridor.”
[ √ ]
Since 2012, Victoria has vastly overshot its Official Community Plan target
for building condo units, but has failed significantly to meet its target for
building ground-oriented housing like townhomes or single family dwellings. Council
has no mandate to rezone the southern portion of 1201 Fort property for condos,
which is currently designated for much needed ground-oriented housing.

[ √ ]
I am troubled by the inadequate component of affordable housing in the
proposal, nor is it built to LEED standards. We do not need to build more of what we
already have - too many expensive condominiums.

Name:
Date:
Address:

Kiiri Michelsen, Liova Bueno
April 10th, 2018
1-7675 East Saanich Rd.

Email Address:

Telephone:

Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:

Lynnette Kissoon
Tuesday, April 10, 2018 10:25 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council; Lisa Helps (Mayor); Pam Madoff (Councillor); Chris
Coleman (Councillor); Charlayne Thornton-Joe (Councillor); Geoff Young (Councillor);
Jeremy Loveday (Councillor); Margaret Lucas (Councillor); Ben Isitt (Councillor);
Marianne Alto (Councillor)
Jonathan Tinney; Alec Johnston; Alison Meyer
Please return Abstract Development's proposal for 1201 Fort Street and 1050
Pentrelew Place

Cc:
Subject:

Dear Mayor and Council,
Re: 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place development application from Abstract Developments

Once again I ask you to reject the above proposal for the former Truth Centre site for the following
reasons.
Reason 1: The direction from Mayor and Council after the October 26th, 2017 Committee of the Whole meeting in
which the second submission of the development proposal for the Truth Centre site was reviewed, is shown below:

(image taken from Alec Johnston’s presentation to the CotW on Dec. 14, 2017)
Councillors Isitt, Young, Coleman, Loveday, Madoff (5 out of 9 Councillors) all spoke to the inadequate revisions to
Building B. Meaning a majority of the Councillors have addressed the inadequacy of the proposal in revising Building B
and the applicant did not comply.
Additionally Councillor Madoff addressed a letter from the applicant saying that if “this is not approved we are going to
go back with the same sort of passion and commitment to come up with another plan”.
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I ask that you do not approve this current version of the proposal so that the applicant can produce another plan, not
the same plan he shared with the community 2 years ago.

Reason 2: In her February 2, 2018 Victoria News: Mayor’s message (see p. 6), Mayor Helps refers to the Conde Naste
Reader’s Choice selection of Victoria as the second best small city to visit in the world because of the experiential
experience they have hiking, visiting breweries and whale watching.
Over‐development is depleting the breathing space of our city which over 3 million tourists visit a year. They do not
come to see inappropriate and over‐sized luxury condo developments that replace urban forests.
According to Mayor Helps Victoria is a “small scale compact community, on Indigenous land with strong indigenous
presence where we share the values of environmental sustainability, stewarding natural assets, community, connection,
smart growth and prosperity. “
Abstract Development's proposal does:








NOT respect the urban forest on Indigenous land
NOT promote environmental sustainability or stewarding of natural assets
NOT respect the community’s input into making the development less massive, lower in height and less
damaging to the natural environment
NOT reflect smart growth because it is too dense and the number of units does NOT reflect the
breathability of the surrounding neighbourhood
NOT respect the OCP in most of its goals
NOT consider that luxury condos drive the unit prices of housing and other types of residences up which
is NOT good for the broader public
NOT provide adequate income-appropriate housing options for families (Millennials will likely one day want to
have families)

But it does:




demand too many variances for a project that does NOT support the great good for Victorians
represent is the developer’s chance to prosper financially
promote developing unnecessary luxury condos

This proposal does not support the Mayor’s vision of Victoria as a sustainable small scale city because it will deplete
the environment of healthy trees, breathable land for people to live, and a historical urban forest archive that over 3
million tourists would enjoy.

Reason 3: Rockland has not had the opportunity to consult with the City Planners regarding changes to policies for
Rockland's Local Area Plan (LAP) part of the OCP. As our elected officials you have to honour the IAP2 Policy in Victoria's
Public Engagement Framework as the consultation process to use and not to use any Governmental Hierarchical
Decisions for the 1202 Fort Street proposal. Council is responsible for answering to all policies which must be followed
and not disregarded.

The applicant is attempting to use the Downtown Large Urban Village Radius as his excuse to blatantly disregard the
legal planning process or the Committee of the Whole's directives. The Downtown's LAP is not Rockland's
LAP!!! Without Rockland's LAP in place there is no policy in place to address the Downtown's Large Urban Radius
therefore the applicant’s argument is without merit and goes against policy.
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So once again, I ask that Mayor and Council instruct the applicant to follow the Committee
of the Whole directives and come up with a better plan. Please reject this proposal and ask
for a more respectful development that benefits everyone.
Thank you,
Lynnette M. Kissoon
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Tuesday, April 10, 2018 9:41 AM
Victoria Mayor and Council
1201 Fort Street development

Dear Mayor and Council,
I am writing to inform you of my support for the development at 1201 Fort Street. I would like to attend the meeting on
Thursday to have my voice heard but I am coaching my sons little league baseball game with Beacon Hill Little League.
As a Rockland resident since 2006, I would like the mayor and council to know that I think this is exactly the type of
development necessary to increase the densification of the areas in close proximity to the downtown area. This
property currently houses no one and is with 800 meters of the downtown core. I applaud the city’s movement toward
desification of the urban core for many reasons which I am sure you are all aware of.
When looking at the proposal by Abstract Developments, I see this as improvement to my neighbourhood. That block of
Fort Street is full of multi‐story apartment buildings and the townhouses on the Rockland side of the development tie in
nicely with Pentlerew street. As someone who likes to walk and bike downtown from my house on Bywood place, I am
happy to see the developer has maintained the path between Pentlerew and Fort street. From what I have seen of the
drawings and what this developer has done in the city, (Village Walk, Villa Rosa, The Maddison, etc,), are all beautiful
looking buildings which have added to the city’s overall architectural appeal. I see this new development no differently
as a continued improvement to making Victoria the beautiful city that it is.
Speaking professionally as an arborist, I applaud the developer for their efforts to maintain as many of the trees as
possible, specifically the Garry Oaks. The Sequoiadendron on site has had previous poor pruning done to it, and while
these trees appear old due to their massive trunks, they are typically much younger than their appearance leads you to
believe. Land development is tough on mature trees, I think the development has achieved a good balance of
maintaining the existing trees while planting significantly more trees than are currently on the site.
In conclusion, I urge the council to not be swayed by nimbyism and stay the course of the Official Community Plan, that
this property should house as many families as possible in close to the economic center of our city, where they can live
and work within walking or biking distance to downtown.
Thank you for the opportunity to voice my opinion.
Sincerely,
Michael Cowan
1524 Bywood Place
Victoria BC
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Mary Doody Jones
Tuesday, April 10, 2018 8:41 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
Pam Madoff (Councillor); Margaret Lucas (Councillor); Geoff Young (Councillor); Ben
Isitt (Councillor); Marianne Alto (Councillor); Jeremy Loveday (Councillor); Chris
Coleman (Councillor); Lisa Helps (Mayor); Charlayne Thornton-Joe (Councillor)
Three urgent main points re "Pentrelew"

To Councillors and Mayor
1) Please do not give in to completely bullying tactics ; if you do now, then every proposal will become totally
aggressive. Teachers know that not stopping someone from bullying leads to class chaos and complete
unhappiness.
There should not have been a hearing allowed until the developer had met the last two conditions. One
alternative to finish the problem is to reject this more-than- -overbearing plan.
He argues that this site, (like many other historic ones in Rockland) is affected by the 400 metres of another
neighbourhood's Large Urban.Village [Not allowed to happen]!. You can easily win. Rockland has a right to its
own LAP and Victoria has signed on to several documents and should be following the policies:
IAP2 Core Policy; Government Act, Provincial Growth Strategist Act, Regional Growth Strategies.
Please: 1) follow policy; 2) stand up to to a bully; and 3) save what is precious to many people from different
neighbourhoods.
3) There are so many things wrong, each one with reason enough to turn it down, which will be addressed by
others. Very likely you are aware of, at least, some of them: e.g. the density, going against the Urban Forest,
giving away $32 million in exchange for $250, 000 etc.
3) We have had a mature, treed garden from the 1870s, saved in the 1980s. I was writing "Heritage
Update", for the Fairfield Community Newspaper The Observer, when the Truth Centre people wanted to
demolish the large three-storey Crease House. This site has links back to the time when the Fort opened up,
with streets painted by Sarah Crease
Mrs. Smillie wanted to demolish the house and heritage supporters wanted to save it, when she suddenly died,
It's hard to appose a ghost.
The Truth Centre people offered a choice: If they had to keep the house, they would cover the grounds with
buildings (ironic now!) ; If they could build on the house site, they would keep the grounds and trees.
Councillor Janet Baird thought it would be hard to remove the stucco, so the garden retention won..
Truth Centre had the opportunity of 3 x more space than they rebuilt. on the footprint, which could be applied
now to a new building in traditional style alluding to the past.
A heart-breaking discovery was made when preparations began. The stucco was done in a primitive method,
perhaps on a wire, and it came off very easily with everything intact underneath .
A devastating moment and a sacrifice which should be respected today by keeping the wonderful trees, so much
more needed for sustainability now.
I plead with you do the right thing.
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Mary Doody Jones
Dip. of Cultural Conservation
Heritage Advocate since 1976
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mary Douglas Hunt
>
Tuesday, April 10, 2018 2:45 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
Fwd: Richard Branson’s daughter on how businesses can profit with purpose | Fox
Business Video

To Mayor in Council: The proposal on 1201 Fort Street is simply too big. Mike Miller of Abstract successfully wooed half of
Oak Bay Council to get his way to build another 'too big' project here, The Bowker. Look for him to bring his developer
friends to your meeting on April 12th, where they will cheer each other on with their staff and friends. Mike Miller has
destroyed a neighbourhood in Oak Bay and caused a great deal of angst in our community. All for the almighty dollar.

Every developer needs to be given a copy of this book. Especially Mike Miller...Mary Douglas Hunt Oak Bay
View a short clip... http://video.foxbusiness.com/v/5756317189001/?#sp=show-clips
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Geanine and Neil
Tuesday, April 10, 2018 2:57 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
Public Hearing Letter for 1201 Fort/1050 Pentrelew

April 10, 2018

Dear Mayor and Council,

Re: 1201 Fort/1050 Pentrelew

I’m tired of all the greed that’s driving development in Victoria. The City is becoming the home and
playground of the rich. Downtown is a giant construction zone and over-development is encroaching
on our neighbourhoods outside of the urban core. The OCP should be our blue print for
development for the good of all residents, but it’s not. Victoria residents helped to create the
OCP to provide guidance on land use, population growth and heritage preservation to name some of
the most important matters in this legal document. To constantly amend it, to hand out site specific
zones like Halloween candy and variances in even larger quantities that make even aspirational
zoning changes pale in comparison, is to disrespect the OCP and all of us who believe in a fair and
democratic process.



The proposal for 1201 Fort/1050 Pentrelew doesn’t conform to the OCP. And to request
variances that allow extra height over and above aspirational zoning is unacceptable: Building
A - 12 m. to 21.42 with requested variance above newly sought zoning and; Building B – 12 m.
to 15.2 m with requested variance above newly sought zoning . On top of these variances, 8
more variances are requested by the applicant.

A fair and democratic process that engages residents has not been my experience of either the City’s
planning process or the developer’s neighbourhood consultations. Neighbours have been called
uncompromising when it’s the applicant who has ignored community input and even the directives
issued by Council in October 2017 when you did not approve the applicant’s plans. And even though
the developer has made a big deal out of his community consultations, I can tell you that as a
Fernwood resident living bout 40 metres from the site, my neighbours and I have never been
consulted by the developer. And when the Director of Development Services speaks in favour of that
same developer’s proposal at another municipality’s public hearing (The Bowker in Oak Bay), any
hope of neighbours being heard goes out the window. Does this look like evidence of compromise?
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 May 2016: A 6 storey, a 4 storey and 8 – 10 townhomes (this via our Rockland neighbours who
were invited to the initial presentation.) Total built area: 10,816 sq.m.
 January 2018: A 6 storey, a 4 storey and 9 townhomes. Total built area: 10,262 sq m.

Condo building in Victoria is also well beyond OCP targets. Yellow Sheet Analytics data has proven
this to be the case. Because Development Services claims not to track building completions (don’t
they require occupancy permits?), my wife, Geanine Robey, undertook her own research and shared
it with all of you without comment (except for
thanks from the Mayor.) Using OCP Annual Reviews, Citified, Jonathan Tinney’s August 2017 TC
editorial, Capital Homes and TC articles, she ball-parked a figure of 13,905 occupant spaces that will
have been built between 2011 – 2020.

 13,905 occupant spaces by 2020/20,000 increase in population by 2041 (as per OCP) is 70% of
the City’s population growth target for the 30 year period, 2011 - 2041. Too much, too fast! We
do not need an additional 86 luxury units at 1201 Fort or anywhere else, especially when it
means destroying an urban forest

Another problem is that the residential building boom is worsening affordability. The tired, worn out
mantra we’re hearing from City Hall to “build more supply for affordability” has proven to be
false. Prices are continuing to rise in Victoria both for owned and rented properties. Here’s some
evidence of why addressing supply alone doesn’t work:

 A 2017 Vancouver study has shown that in Metro Vancouver, increasing housing supply is
hindering affordability. And, that the neighbourhoods with the greatest increase in condo
supply have also experienced the greatest increase in price http://www.vancourier.com/news/isincreasing-housing-supply-hindering-metro-vancouver-affordability-1.23068138

 An SFU planner and academic has demonstrated that the affordability problem is not a
question of supply but rather the type of housing that is being supplied for a wealthy
demographic. https://www.theglobeandmail.com/real-estate/vancouver/vancouver-housing-supplyisnt-the-issue-affordability-is-data-shows/article31794288/

 UBCM’s ‘A Housing Strategy for BC’ has also debunked the supply myth. It further states that
investor demand and speculation are among the most significant factors in price
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increases. Then why were Mayor Helps and the Director of Planning, Jonathan Tinney, guest
speakers at the Victoria Real Estate Expo?
http://www.ubcm.ca/assets/Whats~New/UBCM%20Housing%20Strategy.pdf

What we do need is more rental housing geared to local incomes, not more luxury units anywhere.
Luxury housing fuels rental price increases and encourages gentrification and renovictions. Already,
next door to us, a rooming house was purchased a few years back by a business that managed to get
the zoning changed and a large house full of low income tenants all lost their homes. And just around
the corner, another owner with 2 low rent suites in a single family home proposed to us, with the help
of her planning consultant, to build 4 townhomes with underground parking, a spa and a coffee
shop. The gentrification will continue and so will the loss of affordable housing units if developments
such as 1201 Fort are built.

Neil Osborne (Fernwood neighbour across the street from 1201 Fort)
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Patricia Kidd
Tuesday, April 10, 2018 1:35 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
please reject current 1201 Fort Street-Abstract plan

Dear Mayor and Council,
In the matter of the public meeting regarding the design of Abstract Development for 1201 Fort Street I BEG
and URGE you to refuse the current design.
Although the design has been presented as being in keeping with the community plan and with the existing
character of the neighbourhood, this is empty rhetoric. The actual drawings prove otherwise.
The plans prove that there has been no substantial attempt to address valid and documented concerns for the
security of green space, ecological habitat, and community health. Promises to replace full-grown trees amount
to bushes whose growth will be severely stunted by being planted in pots which are 2’ deep. They will never
replace the current benefits to the climate and air quality created by the 31 trees (some of them irreplaceable)
which will be destroyed.
No substantive attempt has been made to address the serious changes which will be made to the water table and
to the replacement of open ground by concrete. This could lead to flooding of houses in the neighbourhood
already in existence.
There have been NO attempts to make any of this huge development affordable to anyone of a middling
income or age below retirement. Are we really a city which seeks only to attract the wealthy?
The development is too large for it to exist comfortably within the existing infrastructure. Traffic problems,
water problems, sewage problems etc. will result if the existing plan is accepted as it stands.
Please turn down this application and prove that you are cognizant of your civic responsibility to maintain the
well-being of our present and future beautiful and liveable city according to the voices of the majority of your
electorate.
Sincerely,
Patricia Kidd, M.A., Cultural Historian
Doctoral Candidate, History, UVic
(home) 1025 Moss Street
Victoria B.C. Canada
V8V 4P2
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Paula McGahon <
>
Tuesday, April 10, 2018 8:03 AM
Victoria Mayor and Council; Pam Madoff (Councillor)
1201 Fort Street and Penteldrew rezoning.

Dear Mayor and Council,
There is something that has been worrying me for quite a while now. As a person involved in the business
sector for over 30 years, I know that developers such as Mike Miller do not make decisions without a certain
degree of certainty. For example Mr. Miller paid 7 million dollars for the Truth Center lot, which was partially
zoned low rise residential and two thirds single family lots.
It appears to me that Mr Miller must have been given assurances in advance of making this substantial
investment that he would get the rezoning he required without any problems: That the inevitable community
protests would be ignored. My question is.... Who is giving him these assurances? Surely it has to be someone
from City Hall.
We are told that City Hall does not concern themselves about the amount of profit made by the developer. Some
outside experts have calculated that Mr. Miller will have a $32 million dollar profit on this development. Holy
Hannah. If even half of that figure is correct we should be looking seriously at City Hall's involvement in this
development.
My other issue is that the city is not supplying enough row homes for the community. Instead of rezoning twothirds of the lot as multi residential housing, there should have been 20 row homes, or more, on the part of the
site that is zoned for single-family occupancy. This site would be perfect for raising a young family in a row
home.
The density of the new development will overwhelm the existing community. There are 49 residences currently
on Penteldrew. With the addition of over 80 new residences the current community will be overwhelmed. I
thought that "gentle" density was the goal of development in Fairfield. This proposed development is about as
"gentle" as a sledgehammer.
This doesn't even address the parking issues, the traffic issues and the fact that these are "mini" rental
apartments that will not even be affordable to people who earn less than $45,000 per year.
A person earning $45,000 and paying 20% in taxes will have $36,000 take home pay. "New build" rentals are
charging $30 per sq.ft. ...so that a 1 bedroom apartment of 550 sq ft. will cost $16,500 per year or 45% of that
person's take home income. Hardly affordable.
Council has indicated that the reason that they have approved many of these developments in the downtown
core and nearby, is that they need rental housing immediately. There are almost 3,000 rental units that will be
available within 2 years. Mayor and Council have stated that this current generation will have to bring up their
families in small apartments as opposed to single family dwellings. To quote the Mayor " people in Europe have
been doing this for Generations"
Is this what we aspire to as living standards for young families in the 21st century Canada? The Dickensonian
standards of the Working Poor in the tenements of London, Glasgow, Paris, and Rome. I have visited the
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Iveagh Buildings in Dublin, some of the worst tenements in Europe, and I sincerely hope that Mayor and
Council are not aspiring to this level of living standards for young Canadian families.
I do hope that the mayor and Council will take into consideration when making the decision to rezone the
Penteldrew property as an Urban Village, the impact on both the community and on future generations. At the
very least we should be providing townhouses and row houses for our young families.
Yours truly,
Paula McGahon.
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Pam Rogers <
Tuesday, April 10, 2018 8:41 AM
Victoria Mayor and Council
1201 Fort St. Abstract Development

>

April 9, 2018
Mayor & City Council
1 Centennial Square
Victoria, BC
V8W-1P6
I am writing this to give full support to Abstract Development's proposed
development at 1201 Fort Street.
This development is of great interest to my husband & myself. We are retired
& presently have a condo downtown where we spend a large portion of our
time. We also have a home up Island and plan to sell both in the near future to
purchase a larger strata or condo unit in a quieter area away from downtown.
This development suits our needs perfectly! It is on a bus route, close to
services & shopping, and the developer has included some lovely green space
areas. Abstract has an excellent reputation for high quality homes.
With the growing number of "baby boomers" retiring and wishing to downsize,
strata developments like this are a necessity. And when they are as high quality
& aesthetically pleasing as this one, they deserve approval.
Sincerely,
Pam Rogers
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Lacey Maxwell
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Roger Watkiss
April 10, 2018 6:11 AM
publichearings@victoria.ca; Victoria Mayor and Council
Re: Rezoning Application No. 00525, Development Permit with Variances Application
No. 00035, and Associated Official Community Plan Amendment for 1201 Fort Street
and 1050 Pentrelew Place.

Dear Mayor and Council Members:
We support the development of this project and request that you vote for its approval.
The project is an excellent example of thoughtful urban densification along a major arterial roadway of a property located close to the
edge of downtown. The project will set the bar high for other developments of this nature:


Over 50% green space with 125 retained/new trees and rain planters and gardens.



A landscaped public pathway through the property (to be maintained by the owners) connecting to the Pemberton trail.



95 bike storage spaces with onsite repair facilities, and access to the Fort Street bike lanes.



All material vehicular traffic via the Fort Street underground parkade entrance (i.e. not using residential streets).


Vertical transition from 6 stories along Fort Street to 2 stories along Pentrelew Place, and a setback of 38 feet from the
closest adjacent single-family home.


Significant setbacks of the upper floors of both building A and building B.



Community meeting space that can also serve as a gathering place for the broader community.



Exterior finish materials reflective of Rockland design elements.



A broad range of unit sizes and types, including patio homes and larger 2 bedroom + den units suitable for families.



10 units of affordable housing delivered and made available.

In summary, we view this as positive growth that will benefit both the local and broader community. We understand that change is
difficult in established residential communities, but over time current residents will appreciate:

More homeowners enhances community vitality and provides a refreshed source of volunteers and organizers for local
amenities, such as the Art Gallery.

New residents want to live in Rockland for the same reason they do – peaceful living close to downtown, with nearby
access to walking paths and bike trails.

The development will create a noise buffer to the increasing traffic on Fort Street, but at the same time ensure prime
access to transit and bikeways.

That neighbors on balconies and terraces don’t spend their time peering down on adjacent properties, but rather
enjoying the outdoors just like they do!

That the value of nearby properties will increase, and that the assessment base of the City will increase significantly
(which is good for everyone).
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For all of the above reasons, we support this project proceeding and ask you to vote for positive growth in the best long term interests
of the City.
Sincerely,
Roger and Ulli Watkiss
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Teri Arcand <
>
Tuesday, April 10, 2018 7:43 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
1201 Fort Street Application

Dear Mayor and Council:
Please accept this email as an indication of support for the above application. My support is based on the following
considerations:
I have been a resident in BC (South Surrey and Vancouver) for all my adult life. I have enjoyed the privilege of having a
strong and diverse community to enjoy while raising a family, running a business for 35 years and now recently retired.
Over these years I have witnessed the effects of change and the value of supporting the changes that forge forward to
embrace the new realities.
I see the Abstract proposal for 1201 Fort St. as an opportunity to respond to a definite ‘need’ within a community and a
city. Significant consideration is demonstrated in this proposal as a blended approach respecting the flavour of the
established neighbour hood style. This development will appeal and offer an option to those requiring a ’smaller’ footprint
outside of what the Victoria downtown core offers. The objective to preserve the cherished feel of the neighbourhood
strongly extends to the attributes of nature in preserving the Garry Oaks and working the building footprints to not only
retain where possible, the existing trees, but also grow the future ‘green’ canopy with additional ones. The welcoming
public access path is particularly appealing in my view.
It signals a ‘good neighbour’ message in tune with why a neighbourhood is intrinsically valued beyond its aesthetics with a
sense of openness and retained value of what was. Regardless of view towards the short term or long term enhancement
of a great neighbourhood this project offers a sincere community minded focus to support both.
Victoria is not only a charming city, it also speaks loudly in its model of livability (which is internationally recognized).
Nature is its doorstep, forward thinking and vision its future. I have chosen to relocate from Vancouver to Victoria for these
reasons and more. It is my hope that ‘pockets of progress’ will be supported and thrive in my new city. I look forward to
soon being a citizen.
Respectfully,
Teri Arcand
3522 West 17th Avenue
Vancouver,
BC
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Vivian and Angelo
Tuesday, April 10, 2018 2:33 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
1201 Fort Street

Abstract Development on Fort Street and Pentrelew

I recently visited the AGGV and realized that Abstract Development’s “1201 Fort Street” was going to go in just down the
street from it. The proposed development is very large, larger than the existing apartment building on the corner of Fort
and Pentrelew.
Driving up Fort Street, I tried to visualize what the new building would look like, and realized that it would make a very
crowded skyline. Right now it is rather pleasant to drive Fort Street out of the downtown, but the proposed development
would bring the downtown right out to the old Truth Centre. It signals an end to the atmosphere that used to make Victoria
so livable.
I realize that there is a housing crisis in the Greater Victoria area. However, what is needed is housing for young
professionals and rental housing for people on a limited budget. I doubt that this high-end development will provide that.
I visited the Abstract Developments website, but was frustrated by the lack of a clear view of what the overall development
would look like. I wondered where the 4 storey apartment would fit. Any trees left? Lots of concrete.
My husband and I had originally thought that when the time came to downsize, we would move into Victoria from Saanich.
We are rethinking our plans, and will probably stay out in Saanich, where development seems to be on a more human
scale.
Yes, there is a need for infill and higher density housing in Victoria, but this development is out of keeping with the
character of the area.
Vivian Coppola
4062 Licorice Lane
V8X 0A2
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

William Bergen
Tuesday, April 10, 2018 9:39 AM
Victoria Mayor and Council
1201 Fort Street Development Project

Dear Mayor and Council
I would like to offer my support for this project development in the Rockland neighbourhood. The style, size and location
is perfect for retired seniors, small families and young professionals that want to live close to the downtown core but not
right in it.
As a retired senior, the larger units provide a great transition in space from the traditional family home as well as a
location that is peaceful and convenient.
As past chair of the South Island Prosperity Project, i wholly endorse this application, its the way forward for our thriving
community.
- Bill
William (Bill) Bergen
460 Tuscan Lane, Victoria
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Art Hamilton <
>
Wednesday, April 11, 2018 11:07 AM
Victoria Mayor and Council
Opposition to proposed 1201 Fort Street development

Dear Mayor and Council;
Please consider these points and vote against the development proposed for 1201 Fort Street:
The massing, density and size of the proposed development is too much. This is what the community objects to (not to
development, per se). The development is a behemoth thrust into a community of traditional residential homes.
The developer has ignored the efforts of citizens and the request of council to reduce the disproportionate size and
impact of the development. Our council should not reward such intransigence with approval to proceed. To do would
go against every notion of fair behaviour that characterizes a civil society.
Several hundred people oppose the development as presented. Their communications range from eloquent, to
reasoned, to emotional, to angry. Whatever the adjective, their objections are heartfelt; they deserve to be heeded.
It is the zoning attached to any land in the city that gives a community the confidence that their lives, their homes and
their community will not be disrupted or diminished. Why is the city of Victoria so ready to alter established
zoning? With respect to the land in question, city council is entirely within its rights to permit no changes to zoning or
variances whatsoever. I urge our councillors to do precisely this and reject any such changes.

Regards,
Art Hamilton
1035 Moss Street
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Chris Douglas <
Wednesday, April 11, 2018 5:33 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council; Jocelyn Jenkyns
1201 Fort Street proposal

April 11, 2018
Dear Mayor and Council,
Re: 1201 Fort / 1050 Pentrelew Place

Basic Facts you already know
By this time you have been saturated with information about all the ways this proposal for 1201 Fort Street is
a bad idea:
 At 6 stories, 4 stories, and 9 townhomes, it’s too high, too massive, and too big. It’s too much
added density at this site. That the applicant has to ask for 10 variances, even after the rezoning, tells
you how out of place this maximalist proposal is for the site.
 It ignores the Fort Street Heritage Corridor on which the site sits prominently.
 It proposes to build a 6 storey and a 4 storey condo building on land designated as traditional
residential, and without adequate transition.
 Since 2012, the City has overshot its Official Community Plan target for building condo units, but
has failed significantly to meet its target for building ground‐oriented housing. Council has no mandate
to rezone the southern portion of 1201 Fort property, which is perfect for the much needed ground‐
oriented housing in the form of multi‐unit Houseplexes and / or Courtyard Housing.
 It destroys too much of the park‐like space, including trees, at the current Truth Center.
In summary, it’s too big, and it’s a bad fit with the OCP, the Local Area Plan, and the Heritage Corridor. I don’t
think you need anyone to repeat these basic facts ad nauseum. Instead, I want to back up and ask the
question, with David Byrne, “How did we get here?”

How did we get here?
We’ve been discussing this proposal with the applicant, City and with one another for 2 years. In that time,
almost nothing has changed, and we’ve made almost no progress toward a compromise. In Appendix A to this
letter is a table prepared by Kam Lidder showing the square feet, height, and number of buildings from the
applicant’s initial consultation with the community on June 28th, 2016, to the proposal being considered today.
Almost nothing has changed for two years:
May 2016 ‐ 10,816 square metres, 6 storey building, 4 storey building and 8‐10 townhouses presented
to residents without design feature
April 2018 ‐ 10,262 square metres, 6 storey building, 4 storey building and 9 townhouses
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Same as it ever was. For two years the applicant has ignored the almost universal requests of the surrounding
neighbors to reduce the height, massing, and number of units of the proposal, and for two years the applicant
has largely ignored us.
Council now has a taste of the intransigence of the applicant. In reaction to the poor fit of the proposal to the
site and the lack of transition from condo buildings to traditional family housing, Council declined the
application at the to October 26, 2017 Committee of the Whole Meeting. You instructed the applicant to
address the "density, massing, [and] height" of the rear building. And you instructed the applicant to
demonstrate how the proposal enhances the “heritage character” of the Fort Street Heritage Corridor. But the
applicant refuses to heed your directions. You’ve instructed him to further reduce the height of the rear
building to bring him closer to a compromise with the neighborhood, and the applicant simply declines.
That gives you a good taste of what it’s been like to meet with the applicant in a series of public forums over
the last two years, voicing our concerns that this project is too big for the site. The applicant naturally wants to
sell more units and make more money, and so the applicant has ignored any requests that change that bottom
line – unless absolutely forced to by Council. And at this point, the applicant is calling your bluff. He thinks you
don’t mean what you said.

Why can’t we compromise?
If compromise is made nigh‐impossible because of the intransigence of the applicant, what might have helped
force a solution to bring the two sides closer together? A robust Planning Department is probably the answer
in other municipalities. But we don’t have that. As I’ve written previously to you, your Development Services
department seems to have greenlit this proposal at every stage, not raising or anticipating objections to the
way it is a poor fit with the OCP, the Local Area Plan, the neighborhood, or the Heritage Corridor. It has even
actively withheld information on how the applicant decided not to address Council’s directive about the height
of building B. Only when Ben Isitt actively questioned the Development Services department was the
information about the applicant’s intransigence forthcoming.
So, if we’re trying to figure out why a compromise has been so difficult, part of the answer lies in the City
Hall’s Developer Services department. Your department never interpreted the OCP or the Local Area Plan in a
way that would support or even anticipate neighbor concerns. At every step of the way, Development Services
seems to have been an ally of and advocate for the applicant.
The applicant also has the impression that the OCP is moot and that Council will be willing to spot‐rezone to
accommodate his desires. That’s what this applicant told us when this process started two years ago. He’s not
wrong. Developers are rushing to get a piece of Victoria’s Condomania cash cow, which depends on Council
being willing to spot‐rezone extremely liberally, and then to grant all kinds of variances in addition. It’s like a
gold rush.
This is not my beautiful house: the Upward Redistribution of Wealth
What contributes to the current gold rush atmosphere is Development Services’ unwillingness to bring
Victoria’s outmoded Community Amenity Contribution and Density Bonus policies into line with other BC
municipalities. Local activist Doug Curran, who has extensive experience in development affairs of
municipalities the size of Victoria, has written to you a letter explaining what a normal municipality of this size
would recoup from a proposed development of this size in order to adequately compensate the municipality
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for the additional costs of the development – that the new residents will expect things like parks, community
centers, bicycle lanes, and public transit.
Following his lead, Don Cal has conservatively calculated (in his letter to you of April 8th, 2018, which is
Appendix B here) that a normal municipality would be getting $531,598.00 in CACs and $2,041,530.00 as a
Density Bonus, totalling $2.57 million. This magnitude of rezoning and variances essentially allows the
applicant to build ‘more land’ – in this case, floors.
At an early meeting, the applicant, perhaps in a moment of unguarded candor, informed us that in a project of
this size, the cost of land has to be 10% of the final selling price. With the cost of the Truth Centre Property
known to be $7.1 million and the addition of 1050 Pentrelew at, say $750,000 to $850,000, the cost of land is
about $8 million. This suggests a price in the range of $80 million. And, he said he was aiming for 20% profit
margin on this project.
Now, current condo prices in Victoria go for $750 ‐ $1000 per square foot, and this proposal would result in
approx. 108,320 square feet, yielding a total estimated sale price of $81 million. Very likely more, given the
townhomes and penthouses on buildings A and B. Assuming that the applicant is a capable businessman who
is going to achieve his goal, this puts about $ 16 million in his pocket, after costs.
What does the City, and the neighborhood, get from this vastly increased profit for the applicant? Two
benches and a garbage can, and a path, now narrowed, that the public has been welcome to freely use since
the early 1980s. (Well, it was more than a path that was freely available; we were invited to use the entire
green space as a park, as well as use the buildings as a community center. I taught my daughter to ride a bike
in this park.) Perhaps out of a sense of shame, the applicant has thrown in a promise of $250,000 to help the
City’s affordable housing needs. You’ll notice that this is just 10% of the calculated CACs and DBs that would
be required elsewhere.
As Ben Isitt put it, it’s “windfall profits” for the applicant. Lots of developers are looking to cash in on the
current gold rush in Victoria’s wild west before we come to our senses and require that they don’t just take
from the City, but that they give back their fair share too. To solve Victoria’s housing crisis, we’re eventually
going to need more income‐assisted housing. I am okay paying more for this in taxes. But not while developers
make out like bandits, escaping the true costs of their projects by leaving the bills to taxpayers.
And so this project represents a kind of public looting, this upward redistribution of wealth. We’re being asked
to convert publicly‐enjoyed park‐like space, and suffer buildings that are too high and big for the site, the
destruction of many of the mature trees and greenspace, and architecture that detracts from the interesting
Fort Street heritage corridor. We’ll also have to foot the bill, as taxpayers, for all the additional municipal
amenities the new owners will expect.

My God. What have we done?
We agree to more density. Our community knows this site is going to be developed. But we are asking for a
compromise, for the applicant to meet us halfway. To build something beautiful, contextual, appropriately
massed, that saves greenspace and trees, and to put back into the community some of the financial rewards
he is receiving as a way of compensating the neighborhood and the community for the additional costs of the
things the new citizens will expect.

3

A compromise shouldn’t be this hard. Build the condo on Fort, preserve some trees and greenspace, and solve
the panhandle problem at the back by building a set of multi‐unit Houseplexes and / or Courtyard Housing
that speak to the rich architectural heritage of what’s virtually across the street – the Art Gallery of Greater
Victoria – in a way that would enhance the Fort Street Heritage Corridor. We have suggested this alternative
for over a year. It is an alternative outlined by the City of Victoria’s own report and questionnaire for the
public, “FUTURE HOUSING TYPES: INTRODUCTION.” I append as Appendix C to this letter the two pages from
this report on Houseplexes and Courtyard Housing. These alternatives are a compromise, and they would
help meet the OCP’s target of building more ground‐oriented housing – instead of the more unnecessary
luxury condo units, which the City has overbuilt in terms of the OCP’s targets.
It shouldn’t be difficult to reach this compromise. But we don’t have such a compromise before us. We have a
big demand on the neighborhood and the City. We have an applicant who outright refuses to address
Council’s concerns about the height of Building B, and the Heritage Corridor. But as Pam Madoff observed in
the December 14th Committee of the Whole meeting, the applicant has stated in a letter his willingness to “to
go back with the same sort of passion and commitment to come up with another plan” if this is rejected.
So it’s time to change course. And then we can find a compromise in which the applicant wins, the
neighborhood wins, and the City wins. Council can force a win‐win‐win. Please do it.
Best regards,

Chris Douglas
1025 Pentrelew Place
Appendix A:
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CAPITAL REGION SOCIAL JUSTICE ACTION
COMMITTEE
c/o 3130 Frechette Street, Victoria, BC, V8P 4N5
Tel: 1-250-595 -8430 cell: 1-250-589-8430 E-mail: moltobene@telus.net
April 10, 2018

mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca

Mayor and Council
City of Victoria
1 Centennial Square
Victoria, BC, V8W1P6
RE:

1201 FORT STREET AND 1050 PENTRELEW PLACE REZONING
APPLICATION

Dear Mayor and Council,
The Capital Region Social Justice Action Committee works on First Nations issues, the
environment and helping and housing the poor.
We are informed of the multi family residential proposal at 1201 Fort Street/1050
Pentrelew Place in Victoria which provides for the careful and sustainable use and
redevelopment of the site in consideration of the future generations of Victorians. The
applicant proposes a voluntary community amenity contribution of 10 affordable rental
houses off site.
This application provides for the protection of our Earth at the local municipal level,
through environmentally responsible development. It assists and helps the poor of our
community through the provision of affordable housing units; all as expressed by Pope
Francis in ‘Laudato Si - In Care of Our Common Home’.
We support this application for the reasons stated. Council of the City of Victoria is
encouraged to approve the application forthwith. We look forward to your approval and
thank you for looking after the planet and the poor in our community.
Respectfully submitted,

_______________________________________

Joseph A. Calenda, MCIP, (Rtd.), DTM
ON BEHALF OF CRSJAC

Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Don Cal <
>
Wednesday, April 11, 2018 4:34 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
1201 Fort Street / 1050 Pentrelew Place
PastedGraphic-1.pdf; PastedGraphic-2.pdf

Dear Mayor and Council,
Enclosed you will find the recent advertisement for a small condo unit on Fort Street at Cook in a building that you
may recognize. While it does not yet exist, nor is it ready for occupancy, one unit is again for sale. The price has
increased by 28.6% in this short time.
First price before building appeared from advertisement: $279,9000.00
New price of similar unit size before building is finished $359,900.00 This is an Increase of $80,000.00 (28.6 %)
Of course, the long list of characteristics in the advertisement demonstrates that this housing was built for luxury,
and does not cater to the bottom two quintiles of the population where demand for housing is the greatest. The reality
of price escalation in the marketplace is further destroying affordability. A nuance that the proponents for the 1201
Fort Street proposal refuse to consider in their unwavering belief in the 1950’s solution of building more units to
lessen price. Or, the one I like best is that that luxury housing built now will become affordable housing in the future
– well, long into the future, maybe, some thirty to forty years from now, as long as no one bothers to maintain and
update their investment.
The most prevalent reason why condos keep rising in price is the low cost of money and its easy availability to
many. It is simple to flip condos for a profit well beyond the cost of money. It is also easy to earn money from
renting them out at market rates when all units are 100% rentable – a guaranteed income stream. Because the price
point for condominiums is lower than other housing, it is easier to get in the game of investing and renting. This is
enhanced by the collective nature of condo communities, in that there are other neighbours close by who can monitor
renters and control costs for common areas. Investors, of whatever stripe, form a large part of the market to buy
condominiums. And, this tends to increase the price when sold, and the escalation in price when re-sold, which is
often more frequently than houses.
By contrast, it takes a lot more management time and expertise and, not to mention, risk when buying a house or
townhouse and rent it out. The initial investment is higher and the market rates for rental income are lower
compared to the capital cost. People who buy houses and townhouses tend to live in them; investors are largely
absent.
The 1201 Fort Street emphasizes condominiums that feed the market demand for investment products to buy and
flip. It is a desired product to buy and rent, both long term and short term. By way of comparison, there are only 9
townhouses in the development, a little over 10% by volume of units.
The 1201Fort Street proposal builds on the Black and White development, and like it, will emphasize luxury
features to command a higher price level. Like it, the proposal before you requests that the normal rules be
suspended, or it is better to say, disrupted, to allow its birth. The condominiums, which are 100% rentable will be
bought and sold before occupancy, raising the general price level for all future occupants. And, like it, it emphasizes
the one type of housing of which we have too much (condominiums) and does not take advantage of its property size
to bring to market more of what we lack: ground-oriented, multi-family housing
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Please vote against this proposal.
hank you.
Don Cal
1059 Pentrelew Place

MLS® #: 374091 - 512-1033 Cook St - Victoria BC V8V 3K9 - $359,900
Jr. 1 Bedroom home available! Black and White by Abstract Developments is a boutique collection of
residences in Victoria’s vibrant Upper Fort District, where Fort Street meets Cook Street. This truly modern
vision is a redefinition of the timeless, and the creation of a new mode of contemporary living in Victoria. With
gravity defying architecture and elegant interiors, our Jr. 1 Bedroom offers 527 sq.ft. of sophisticated living
space. This intelligently designed home features premium integrated appliances with gas ranges, quartz
countertops, hardwood flooring and cabinetry. A deluxe spa like bathroom with rain shower, heated floors and
more. Extend living to the outdoors with your private open-air balcony.
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Don Cal <
>
Wednesday, April 11, 2018 5:05 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
1201 Fort Street / 1050 Pentrelew Place

Close is not Good Enough
Dear Mayor and Council,
The Black and White Building is the development that the applicant secured just outside of the
extended downtown. It is six storeys in height. All the trees surrounding the former building were cutdown. You can see the number, height and size of the trees that the developer envisions will adorn the
building when built. Trees have become decoration. Contrast this structure with the office building
across the street that actually has setbacks and greenery on its own land. It is not so overbearing. This
Black and White Building is just outside the area where six storeys is welcome. It was supportable
because it was so close to the newly expanded downtown core.
The major justification for the 1201 Fort Street proposal is that it is so close to downtown. In essence, it
is close to his last successful beachhead. Well, being close are the rules for two activities. If this
application proposal were a game of horseshoes, then the proponents should lose, because it is not
close enough to warrant the size, height and massing of this proposal. The other activity is very
dangerous, indeed. If this were a war, and the applicant threw a grenade to disrupt an establish
community, and then establish another “beachhead” on which to develop his vision of the OCP,
everyone would lose, except the applicant. And, disruption is what this proposal brings with it.
First, you destroy all the trees. But, a good tactic to secure local acceptance is to save five bylawprotected trees to use as a lever to make other demands. Then, you establish control over the territory
by changing all the rules, the culture, if you will. We are asked to amend the OCP. We are asked to
change the zoning based on an overly aggressive and myopic interpretation of one aspect of the OCP
(density) without any balance espoused by this complex document. We are asked to increase the size of
the two multi-storey buildings by very large percentages and expand their footprints by reducing
setbacks. We are asked to look the other way when the resultant buildings are pushed deeply into the
far larger residential zone (larger by almost three times.) We are supposed to believe that all of this
does not establish any precedent. We are supposed to believe that this will not establish another
beachhead from which to launch another disruptive proposal further up the street, or along another
corridor. In all of this, the City Staff, our quisling defenders are in support.
1201 Fort Street lies on a corridor, but, it is a secondary arterial corridor, a small detail that is often
omitted. And, it is part of the heritage corridor, another detail that neither the applicant, nor City Staff,
consider worth discussion.
It is also said to be strategic and thereby warrants an aggressive floor space ratio of 2:1, but the
explanation for this strategic value is specious, at best. The real strategic value of this property argues
against the height, size, massing and FSR that is proposed. The strategic value of this property is its
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size of nearly 2 acres, the mature tree canopy, a legacy of the last 140 years. Its location defines it as
the gateway marking a unique residential zone and the heritage corridor. This all suggests caution in
design and implementation. Yet, we see the opposite of caution.
I urge you, as Rockland’s elected representatives, to follow the advice of the Rockland Neighbourhood
Association, and decline this proposal. Close is not good enough.

Thank you,

Don Cal
1059 Pentrelew Place
www.Pentrelew.com
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Doug Woodall <
Wednesday, April 11, 2018 1:49 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
Rezoning Application 1201 Fort St./ 1050 Pentrelew

To:
Mayor and Council, City of Victoria
From: Douglas Woodall (co-owner)
1011 Moss Street, Victoria
See: Letter to City Planner in your materials dated Feb. 14, 2018
I wish to re-affirm briefly but strongly that I am opposed to the proposed OCP rezoning application that you
will consider today. My reasons are detailed in the correspondence noted above, so I will not repeat them.
In addition, I submit that this tract of land with its exceptional green space and established trees are a natural
addition to our urban forest and deserve to be protected by removal or destruction of the root system. Urban
forest protection is a positive contribution to neighbourhood development.
I submit that the site may be suitable for housing which is much smaller in scale, and possibly on slab. I have
attached photos of other small house/lane developments on Redfern St. as examples:
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Further, I have enclosed one photo of the multiple townhouse unit on Granite Street to demonstrate smaller,
non-high rise housing with setbacks that are so much more respectful of privacy for owners and neighbours than
the townhouses proposed for Pentrelew.
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I urge you to reject the application until the Rockland community has an opportunity to review its
neighbourhood plan and community plan.

Respectfully,
D Woodall
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

To:

Doug Woodall <
>
Wednesday, April 11, 2018 1:27 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
Rezoning Application 1201 Fort St./ 1050 Pentrelew

Mayor and Council, City of Victoria

From: Douglas Woodall (co-owner)
1011 Moss Street, Victoria
See:

Letter to City Planner in your materials dated Feb. 14, 2018

I wish to re-affirm briefly but strongly that I am opposed to the proposed OCP

1

11 April 2018
Your Worship Lisa Helps and Councillors of the City of Victoria
As a former member of The Truth Centre, I have been watching with interest as how this sacred
site would be transformed for the continued benefit of this great city. I have no doubt that many
neighbours have walked those grounds and enjoyed the serenity it offered.
I support the proposed development at 1201 Fort because I believe it honours the past, the
neighbourhood and will greatly contribute to the liveability of the downtown area. Despite the
awkward lot shape, the developer has taken great care to create new residences to meet the needs of a
variety of future residents. I believe only a developer could have the vision to design the fit that we now
see proposed by Abstract. Unlike individual land owners, Abstract is being held to a higher standard and
duty of care by surrounding neighbours whom they have engaged in the process. I am sure that once the
site is finished, people will take comfort in the efforts to make this feel like traditional residential versus
the alternative of “one offs” that are popping up with only the current owner in mind.
I feel that that the public access to connect Pemberton trail and provide a more pleasant
walkway to Fort St through the private land is an incredible commitment to the legacy of The Truth
Centre. As before, the neighbourhood can continue to wander through the tranquil spaces to enjoy the
rain gardens and courtyards. This site has historically been a place for all ages to come together and feel
gratitude, peace, joy and community.
For the future residents of this progressive development I see the best possible alternative
revealing itself and creating the environment for a multi-generational and supportive community.
Consider those who are not aware of the need to speak in favour of this project when this is exactly
what they need and want. People like the empty nesters of Broadmead who no longer need a large
house and have tired of the convoluted roadways to get home. The young professional couple who
works downtown and wants to be able to walk to work and bike for pleasure. They are part of the
reason for growing number of downtown eateries, fitness studios, coffee shops and events because
commuting is not their issue. They have opted out of car ownership and use Modo. The family with
young children who has out grown their apartment and saved enough money to buy a townhouse which
is close enough to a school that the kids can walk there safely on their own. Perhaps as important, are
our ageing boomers who want and need social affiliation to thrive. They can give up the car, walk to
grocery shopping, the arts and the many shops and restaurants. Gosh there is even a dentist next door.
As they age, they will not do as well in the highrise apartments that are just a few blocks away. The
unstated benefit of this development is the potential for cross generation support and the kind of caring
community that comes with the moderate sized apartments and common spaces. Think about it. A
young mother will have a “grandparent” who would be delighted to engage with their young child. An
older person who needs someone to notice they are alone on holidays or need a little help with errands.
As an expert in Change Management I know the 17% of a group will be strongly resistant to
change even if their concerns are addressed. It is the other 83% that need to be considered, silent as
they may be now. I urge you to vote to approve this plan for them.
Sincerely,
Gina Donaldson

April 11th 2018

Dear Mayor and Council,

I am writing to you today to send my full support for Abstract Development’s 1201 Fort Street
Proposal.
Having lived in Cook St. Village for years, I feel that this development will continue to enhance
the vibrancy of our community. Smart density along a major transit corridor should be a
celebrated win for the businesses along Fort St. and those within Cook St. Village.
As a born and raised citizen of Victoria, I have noticed a limited supply of family oriented housing
within reasonable walking distance to urban centres and services. As a young entrepreneur living
with my husband and young son, I find it ever more important to be able to live in a vibrant
community that allows us to access services quickly. A proposal that places family sized homes
within walking distance of all necessities is what Victoria should be looking for. To support the
future success of businesses within our urban villages we must allow people to move into the
area where they can add to the vibrant nature of these locations.
Abstract, in my opinion, continues to build remarkable homes with the upmost respect for the
surrounding community and I believe the 1201 Fort St proposal is no exception.
Again, I am strongly encouraging council to support this project. It is unfortunate that I will be
unable to attend the public hearing on this matter, but I trust that this letter will be put forth as
a sign of solidarity with what I believe is appropriate development in our community.

Kind Regards,

Heather Oliver

Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Joseph <
Wednesday, April 11, 2018 7:50 AM
Victoria Mayor and Council
PUBLIC HEARING - APRIL 12, 2018 - 1201 FORT STREET
HOUSING AND SOCIAL JUSTICE IN THE CRD Letter - Municipalities FINAL Apr
2018.pdf

Good morning Mayor and Council,
The attached letter from Bishop Gary Gordon is being sent to the CRD and the 13 member municipalities including
Victoria. The letter addresses Housing and Social Justice in the CRD. While it was not prepared to specifically respond to the
proposed development at 1201 Fort Street it does recommend that you work with the investment community and developers
to provide for affordable housing and respond to the needs of the poor in our community. It encourages you to use bonus
density zoning as a means to provide community amenities; in this case 10 affordable rental units proposed off site the
development. As such we ask you to consider this letter as part of the public hearing for 1201 Fort Street. We recommend
you approve the application as it responds to the needs of the poor in our community and provides environmentally
responsible development consistent with the OCP at 1201 Fort Street. Thank you.
Joe
Joseph A. Calenda, MCIP (Rtd), DTM
Molto Bene Enterprises
3130 Frechette Street
Victoria, BC, V8P 4N5
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jackie Krismer
>
Wednesday, April 11, 2018 9:53 AM
Victoria Mayor and Council
1201 Fort Street Proposal

I am so disappointed to see that the only thing that matters in the development plans for the city and specifically the
former Truth Cente site is money. The proposed development does not meet the needs of the population of Victoria. The
traffic problem everybody complains about can be directly related to the fact that there is no affordable housing within
reasonable distance of the business centres downtown.
The Rockland area is an important part of what makes Victoria an attractive city. Do not allow it to be desecrated. Has
anyone seriously thought about the impact of the is development on the near by residents? The construction will go on for
years just like the one at Fort and Cook which has disrupted traffic for months at a time. Miller and Co. offer the argument
that Fort is a very convenient through street. Not so!! A one way street (compromised for months during the proposed
construction ) will not turn all resident into bikers or walkers. Think of the number of cars trying to get to a west -moving
street in the mornings having to somehow get across Fort to do so.
The proposed development is simply too big for this neighbourhood. There is no respect for the ambience of this area.
The worst problem facing workers in this city is the lack of affordable housing. Where is your concern for that problem?
Please listen to the people who live here, not just the big money.
Jacqueline Krismer
102-1039 Linden Ave.
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Attention: Mayor and Council, October 23, 2017
“You break it, you buy it” - A phrase made even more famous by
former Secretary of State, Colin Powell.
According to Councilor Pam Madoff, in twenty years, Victoria will be home to the wealthy and
disenfranchised. According to Mayor Helps, you are currently ‘batting cleanup’ which I imagine is the
explanation for errors made by the previous Mayor’s and council.
Rental Vacancy Rates (in October)

2013 - 2.8%

2014 - 1.5%

2015 - 0.6%

2016 - 0.5%

In 2014, average rents for a 1 bedroom was $849 and $1,095 for a two bedroom. In 2014, Condo
average rents for 2 bedrooms were 18% higher than purpose built rentals. I would imagine the condo
rental rates of 2016 are even higher and we all should know how insane current rental rates are. Mayor
Helps response is that we’re building more purpose built rental. However, the purpose-built rentals are
targeting the higher end user. For example, (Renx) Hudson Walk 2 lists a One-bedroom rent as $1,480,
2-bedroom rents as $1,945 - an increase of 74% for an average one bedroom.
Congratulations, you own this problem that you created. “Victoria is place where affluent Canadians go
to retire”.
Lisa Helps – on council since 2011
Ben Isitt – on council since 2011
Jeremy Loveday – elected 2014
Margaret Lucas – elected 2014
Marianne Alto – on council since 2010 by-election

Geoff Young – on council since 2005
Charlayne Thornton-Joe – on council since 2002 (or ?)
Chris Coleman - on council since 2002 (or ?)
Pam Madoff – on council since 2002 (or ?)

Under your watch, you have:
• increased rental vacancy rates by 82% since 2013
• approved higher end purpose built rentals which push up rental rates across Victoria
• approved condo projects of primarily bachelors and 1 bedrooms units which push up real estate
prices and condo rental rates
• eliminated green space and allowed demolishes of historical architecture
Sadly, the data does exist with regards to what has been done to our tree cover, parks or urban forests
as those aren’t priorities for the City of Victoria. I imagine they have also declined rather than increased.
As someone who is not wealthy, affluent, or a child of a wealthy, affluent Victoria resident, I am
extremely disappointed in you, my elected officials. There is a disregard for community concerns,
community engagement and increased attitude of ‘Mayor & council know best’. You were elected to
meet the needs of the residents of Victoria, not the desires developers who are building luxury
homes/condos who are moving here to retire.
I ask you, once again, to say No to 1201 Fort St and other developers who disregard the needs of
residents of Victoria.
Kam Lidder - Resident of Victoria since Nov 2008

Geanine Robey 1119 Ormond Street, Victoria, BC V8V 4J9

October 22, 2017
Dear Mayor & Council,
Re: Abstract Developments’ 3rd proposal for 1201 Fort/1050 Pentrelew
I am writing regarding Abstract’s proposal for 1201 Fort/1050
Pentrelew. Quite simply, it’s my assertion that the City of Victoria
cannot demonstrate the need for any further development at this time,
let alone dramatically increase densification where it’s not allowed
according to the OCP. I, on the other hand, can show that residential
construction has not only kept pace, but exceeded population growth
from 2011 – 2016 and that the city is now heavily over-developing.
I will also address with this letter the issue of housing stock diversity as
well as affordability given that these two issues are at the forefront of
so many employers and home seekers’ concerns.
Housing under-supply or over-supply? – I have been documenting all
information from Planning Services (Tinney’s Aug 20th TC OpEd, and his
emails to me and various neighbours, vs. public data and my own
research on multi-family housing builds (primarily condos) in the City of
Victoria. I have had to do my own research because Mr. Tinney asserts
that the city does not track housing completions! (The open data site
on the city’s website shows records of every type of permit imaginable,
except occupancy permits.) I can’t imagine why this vital information is
supposedly not tracked and how the city can properly advise Mayor
and Council regarding housing needs if building completions aren’t
being tracked. (My data, in an email attachment to this letter, has been
largely sourced from the Times Colonist, Citified and Douglas
Magazine.)

Yet Jonathan Tinney has no compunction about stating that the housing
supply is insufficient for the increase in population from 2011 – 2016
(Census data cites 5775 new residents) to present.
His August 20th OpEd headline in the Times Colonist read: ‘Supply key to
housing affordability challenge.’ But his numbers don’t make sense. The
city has not only kept pace with population growth but exceeded it and
is on the verge of over-building. Allow me to make my case:

(Note: Mr. Tinney reported here http://www.timescolonist.com/opinion/oped/comment-supply-key-to-housing-affordability-challenge-1.22012156 that
640 units were completed in 2015, not 965 as above. He also said that 940
units were built in 2016.) Adding those numbers, I get 3,747 units x 1.8
occupants/unit (City of Victoria’s multiplier) for a total of 6,744.6 occupant
spaces. Given that the population increase in the Census data (2011 – 2016)
was 5,775 new residents (not Tinney’s OpEd figure of 1300/year),
construction in the City of Victoria has exceeded population growth from
2011 – 2016. To summarize:

5,775 new residents (Census data: 2011-2016)
2,807 units completed 2011-2015) + 940 in 2016 = 3,747 units x 1.8 =
6,745 occupant spaces constructed, 2011 – 2016
Next, I turned my attention to 2017 and beyond with respect to the City of
Victoria’s development plans.
Mr. Tinney’s stats (from OpEd): 2006 units under construction; 2,237 units in
the planning/approvals stage. My research shows this is inaccurate. On the
attached Excel spreadsheet you will find developments listed by name with
completion dates as reported from the previously aforementioned sources. I
imagine there are more condo developments I’ve missed and my data
excludes multiplexes, suites, carriage houses, infill housing and single family
homes, therefore, one can assume my numbers are on the low side.
2017
817 units x 1.8 occupants/unit = 1,470 occupant spaces
2018
1,358 units x 1.8 occupants/unit = 2,444 occupant spaces
2019
1,130 units x 1.8 occupants/unit = 2,034 occupant spaces
2020
446 units x 1.8 occupants/unit = 803 occupant spaces
Approved with unknown completion date:
227 units x 1.8 occupants/unit = 409 occupant spaces
Total multi-residential units: 3,978 x 1.8 = 7,160 occupant spaces
Proposed 2,189 units x 1.8 occupants/unit = 3,940 occupant spaces
6,745 occupant spaces (2011 – 2016)
+ 7,160 occupant spaces (2017 – 2020 + )
13,905 occupant spaces (2011 – 2020 +)
Add to that the proposed 2,189 units (itemized on my spreadsheet) x 1.8
occupants/unit for a total of 3,940 occupant spaces and the current and the
impending volume of new construction is even more staggering.

In participating in the development of the 2012 OCP, which has the “highest
legal status of all plans” (pg 13), Victorians agreed to accommodate a
population increase of 20,000 by 2041. Looking at the entire city:
13,905 occupant spaces by 2020/20,000 projected population growth by
2041 = 70% of occupancy spaces for 20,000 residents will have been
constructed in approximately 10 years!
At that rate of growth, Victoria would see a further 27,810 units
constructed between 2021 and 2041 for a total of:
13,905 + 27,810 = 41,715 new occupant spaces (2011 - 2041) largely in
condominiums. Add to that number other varieties of construction as
previously mentioned, and the city would be building to accommodate at
least 50,000 more people. This is not what was planned for in the OCP.

There is absolutely no social license for construction taking place at this scale
therefore, a dramatic increase in density at 1201 Fort/1050 Pentrelew that’s
zoned ‘ Traditional Residential’ for roughly two-thirds of the site, is entirely
unwarranted.

Abstract has attempted to justify their request for an OCP amendment by
citing their tree retention efforts. Fortunately, at the April 6 COTW, Alison
Meyer addressed that ruse when she clarified that the amendment was
intended to “shift density and increase it beyond what R1-B zoning allows.”
Abstract has even planned for a portion of their proposed 6 storey building in
the R3-AM2 zone to also fall within the R1-B zone.
Housing diversity vs. condos, condos and more condos
Another variable to consider regarding the housing supply is diversity. As per
the 2016 OCP Annual Review, the “OCP encourages a wide range of housing
types to support a diverse, inclusive and multi-generational community.”
Abstract’s proposal for 1201 Fort Street does not meet these requirements.
More luxury condos and townhomes for the wealthy are not needed.
Families and other working-age adults will be excluded.

Rockland and Fernwood neighbours are not opposed to development of
1201 Fort, but are overwhelmingly against Abstract’s plans. A community
letter was sent to Mike Miller and copied to Mayor and Council on May 7th in
which the immediate neighbours laid out our vision for the property. This

was done to counter Miller’s assertion that neighbours were divided in their
vision for the property’s development.
For the south portion of the site, family friendly houseplexes are envisioned
by the neighbours. Personally, I think that there can be no justification for
underground parking and only minimal above ground parking allowed
instead given that 1201 Fort is in a walkable neighbourhood on a transit
corridor. (Abstract’s argument for densification.) Excluding parking for 127
cars would also vastly reduce the price of these homes, spare the sequoias
and other by-law protected trees, save mature trees from eventually dying as
a result of extensive blasting, impingement on, and disturbance to, their root
zones (from underground parking), and changes in the water table to which
established trees do not respond favourably.
As per City of Victoria’s ‘Future Housing Types: Introduction’

A village of 2 storey houseplexes on the southern portion of the site
consisting of any of the above varieties would also be unattractive to
investors. Family houseplexes are not good ‘lock and leave’ candidates.
Yet city staff are promoting instead, housing that’s attractive to investors
(i.e., 100% rentability) for 1201 Fort. This is a huge mistake. The CHOA
(Condominium Homeowners of BC) have data that demonstrates that
buildings with rental restrictions have the lowest vacancy rates and provide
stable, affordable housing to both owners and tenants as well as having the
lowest sales turnovers and the lowest use for short-term accommodations.
Affordable housing vs. more luxury units
Given that a 2 bedroom regular unit in Abstract’s Black and White (at Fort
and Cook -- which will have zero landscaping) was listed much earlier in the
year at $799K and a 2 bedroom penthouse (#3) was priced at $1.5 million in
the same building, prices for 1201 Fort Street which will have green space,
will undoubtedly be substantially higher. Especially the 3- storey ultra-luxury
townhomes proposed for Pentrelew with media rooms, roof top decks and
underground parking garages for 2 vehicles. Given Abstract’s top prices for
1033 Cook condos, these townhomes homes will definitely cost well in
excess of the $1.5 million condo ticket price.

The 2016 OCP Annual Review reported that Victoria has “exceeded targets
for regional share of new housing” yet we know from the survey released in
August re: employee recruitment that the type of housing being built is not
meeting local needs.
Source: Capital Region Housing Data Book and Gap Analysis 2015

Even so-called “below market” units , e.g., the ‘Vivid’ approved for 849
Johnson with prices ranging from $275K - $550K, is inaccessible to most
Victorians. To qualify to purchase, prospective buyers must earn less than
$150K yet the most recent Vital Signs report shows that only 5% of the
population earns in excess of $100K. Who then are the luxury builds at 1201
Fort St. for if below market housing is now for the city’s top income earners?
More luxury housing stock will only serve to exacerbate our housing crisis.
Furthermore, planning services’ recommendation for a CAC of 10 affordable
units outside of Victoria (where lower income earners belong?) and a
meaningless penalty of $25k per unit if the developer fails to deliver in time
amounts to little more than a drop in the bucket for Abstract. A penalty of
$250k will likely be less than half the purchase price for a single 1 bedroom
unit.
In closing, I ask you to quash Abstract’s proposal for 1201 Fort/1050
Pentrelew as it would contribute to unwarranted over-development and fail
to provide needed varieties of housing at income-appropriate prices for local
residents.
Sincerely,
Geanine Robey

January 13, 2017
Attention: Mayor and Council, City Manager, Director of Planning

1201 Fort St Community Meeting a Farce
I am writing this letter after spending a sleepless night replaying the events from last night’s meeting,
this last year and the very unsettling feeling that as a resident of the Victoria, I do not count. I struggled
to purchase my home here in 2010 and it is takes work to keep a roof over my head. It is very
disheartening to know that my ability to look out my window or enjoy the sunshine and my property is
less important than the city’s plan to densify at all costs and observe the city’s own bylaws and
procedures. Thank you for taking away my sense of belonging; the very thing that people want.
Mayor Helps has noted that she doesn’t like ‘us’ vs ‘them’ attitudes between developers and residents.
The sad thing is this has been fostered by a series of events created by your Director of Planning and the
complete lack of action by the part of Mayor and Council. If this is how you view citizen engagement,
then all of you deserve a failing a grade. For the second time in under two years, you are ignoring the
concerns of immediate neighours for development. The first one being the Art Gallery and now 1201
Fort St.
Last nights (January 12th) meeting was to be the ‘Community Meeting’ for the 200m of residents due to
the proposed development, land use change which also requires an amendment to the OCP. It had been
noted earlier that there were issues with the notices and venue location’s seating capacity. There were
over 1,100 letters mailed out to residents and the venue fire safety limit was reached prior to the
meeting start time of 6:30pm. After announcing the meeting could not be held there, the RNA CALUC
chair announced that the venue would be moved to the Fernwood Community Centre, however space
was not available until 7pm. I don’t recall last night’s temperature but it was below freezing. The venue
would not allow people to wait inside as they had problems with transients in the neighbourhood, so
people had to mill around outside in the cold.
At the venue itself, they had to set up seating while trying to start the meeting. There were no
microphones which made hearing the presenters or the community a challenge. Abstract did not have
any story boards of their plans or the actual plans themselves available for anyone to look at. The
rushed to get through their presentation as they wanted time people to ask questions before their
arborist had to leave at 8pm. For many people this was the first they had even heard of this rezoning
and it was a presentation on fast forward essentially.
Many attendees had not been invited by the city even though they live within 100m, and it was only
due to neighbor’s promotion they knew of the meeting. The meeting did not start until 45minutes after
the start time. In fact, it should have been cancelled by the Neighbourhood Association at 6:30pm for
reasons I won’t go into this letter as that’s a separate matter.
For your reference, I have included a timeframe of the ‘engagements’ that were held with Abstract with
the Pentrelew and Wilspencer neighbours and some Fort St condo areas, numbering less than 30 people
in most cases. (Invitation emails or meeting notices can be provided upon request.)

Early April

Notification

April 21st, 2016
May 18th, 2016

Meeting #1
Meeting #2

June 28th, 2016

Meeting #3

July 28th, 2016
Between Jun 28th –
August 28th

Meeting #4

October 11th, 2016

Meeting #5

Neighbours receive letters about Abstract’s
purchase
Initial meeting at Oak Bay offices
Mtg where architects Cascadia introduced, initial
plan ideas drawn out on paper of two large
condos and 8-10 townhomes.
Storyboards presented of 3 design ideas, all
variations of the same scale, height & massing
Design, Materials & Style discussion
Abstract purchases immediate neighbor’s
property 1050 pentrelew and adds to
development
Formal Design Presentation

Abstract submitted their initial application to the city on September 27th and a revised application on
November 29th. A process which violates the city’s Land Use Procedures Bylaw signed by Mayor Helps
and Chris Coats on March 24th, 2016, however planning informed us that changing process is subject to
the discretion of the Director of Planning.
When a project of this massive scale is proposed where it affects two neighbhourhood associations, the
community meeting is vitally important and that did not take place until January 12th, 2017. Estimates
are that there were between 150-200 people were in attendance. People who could not hear and who
did not have a chance to be heard due the fiasco with the venue. One of the questions asked was why the
council members for Rockland and Fernwood were not present.
If you actually care about citizen engagement, I would strongly encourage you to advise the planning
department to hold a proper community with the plans, room capacity and sound system to allow
residents input into the project before this project proceeds any further. The developer has already
shown a disregard for the neighbourhood, I expect better from our elected officials and the staff who
are paid by our tax dollars.
I would like note that the city planner, Alec Johnston, did an admirable job considering it was his bosses
that were making decisions about this file and he was the person sent to explain upon their behalf.
I would strongly encourage the Rockland and Fernwood council liaisons to be in attendance at this
meeting, as it is very poor optics that a meeting was held when they could not attend.
Regards,

Kam Lidder
1252 Wilspencer Place
Cc: RNA CALUC, Alec Johnston

April 11, 2018
I have a loop of Here We Go Again, or the Temptations “same old song, but a different tune” playing in
my head.
Once again, writing letters to Mayor and Council about a proposal that violates the OCP. A process that
has not followed the city’s own bylaw signed by Mayor Helps and Chris Coates on March 24, 2016. A
rezoning process that completely abuses the citizen engagement process.
According to the mayor, “a government has the responsibility to measure and report on their activities.
The government must also have the courage to course correct if the policies they’re unleashing create
unintended negative consequences.” - April 2018
This government does not measure housing built, nor report publicly or be held accountable on housing
related activities. This government’s planning department’s focus (as stated by Jonathan Tinney) is to
move proposals forward for approval. This doesn’t seem to be in the best interests of those who pay their
salaries. A planning department that does no planning and yet only reacts to every proposal put in front of
them. A planning department that recommends plans for approval with material information missing. Can
we say blue bridge or bike lanes? Be aware that as mayor and council, you are responsible for approving
projects with missing information. The applicant submitted a plan missing key material information
and yet the planning department has recommended this plan and development permit be
approved? How many other development applications missing key material information have also
been approved?
This government has refused to implement a Rockland area plan for years and now plans to implement
policies that affect this area without engaging those that live here. A clear violation of the
IAP2CoreValues which the city agreed to follow. Although this seems to be standard operating
procedures these days by many employed on behalf of the city.
Which brings us to this public hearing. A proposal that more people oppose than favor which is in direct
contradiction to your council voting records to date about applications submitted for this property.
A public hearing about OCP amendments to rezone an entire property when less than 1/3 of this property
fronts Fort St. The other 2/3 of the property and 1050 Pentrelew (which has a rental house with two
suites) from traditional residential to Urban Residential and a newly created zone. Yet, we’re only going
to invite people within 100 metres to this public hearing on the latest iteration of this proposal rather than
the 200m that an OCP amendment requires. Is that the letter versus the spirit of the law approach?
How exactly does this property in Rockland fall into a development appropriate for downtown when its
outside the downtown boundaries? How exactly is 1201 Fort St considered an Urban Village? OCP pg 35
6.1.8 “Large Urban Village consists of low to mid-rise mixed use buildings that accommodate ground
level commercial, offices, community services, visitor accommodations, and multi-unit residential
apartments, with a public realm characterized by wide sidewalks, regularly spaced street tree planting
and buildings set close to the street frontage anchored by a full service grocery store or equivalent
combination of food retail uses, serving either as a local rapid or frequent transit hub.”
Clearly the planning department is thinking of another area of town because this doesn’t describe this
location of Rockland. Perhaps the planning department might consider a field trip to visit the 1201 Fort St
and 1050 Pentrelew lots or even use Google Maps. The OCP pg 17 map clearly shows this property in
Rockland as Remainder of the City. OCP pg 17 – “Remainder of the city - 10% of population growth and

approximately 2,000 new people by 2041.” This refers to the entire city of Victoria – NOT two lots within
Rockland.
Planning or Mayor and Council cannot unilaterally make these changes without the participation
of Rockland residents.
The bylaw protected OCP that indicates that Victoria already has the zoning capacity to meet housing
demand (pg 25). Which begs the question why are constantly seeking to amend the OCP and creating
even more site-specific zones when we already have more than 800? Is there a planning prize for most
zones within a city? Staff bonuses for every new zone appoved?
Interestingly the OCP recommends increasing capacity for ground-oriented housing and apartments – not
luxury condos. The housing development plans approved do not meet the needs of the residents of this
city where average income is ~$40,000 and the median household income is ~$58,000. Is that the fault of
the developers, staffing or mayor and council?
It’s fascinating that Mayor Helps is of the opinion that there is no requirement for affordable housing to
be included in this proposal and we should be thankful that the applicant may consider building them in
the future on another project or pay a $250,000 fine if he doesn’t. Sadly, we’re all worried about the
decisions she’s making for this city and the good in 30-50 years if this is her viewpoint and voting record.
George Affleck @george_affleck - City Staff report that on average we are building 500+/yr more units in
Vancouver than required for new residents. Yet prices continue to skyrocket. Vision spent 10yrs focusing
policies on wrong problem. It’s not supply. It cost of living + building/retaining real HOMES. #vanpoli
12:42 AM - 1 Apr 2018
“We must start by developing policies and managing the city so developers are encouraged to build
homes versus commodities. (And by developer I don’t mean the big guys – let’s spread the net to include
co-housing groups, co-op groups, churches, individuals etc.) Several city reports have pointed out that
towers are not providing the “units” that will be occupied or affordable. But row houses and town houses
could be … (affordable being relative these days). Affleck Oct 2017

Although we can follow Vancouver’s model and address this issue ten years later rather than
acknowledging NOW that the wrong types of projects are being approved.
The applicant is playing the same old song again with this proposal. In May 2016, they introduced the
idea of a six storey building, a four storey building and 8-10 town homes. They’ve worked on refining
that idea since then. What you see as compromise on his part is a change from total residential floor area
of 10,810 proposed in Sept 2016 to 10,282 square proposed today. I’m attaching previous letters that I’ve
written about this project that detail timelines and abuse of process. I’m also including an attachment
from another resident who did the homework on how we’re over-building in the city of Victoria.
The 2016 census revealed 9,843 empty homes in the Victoria metro area while Victoria proper accounts
for 3,450 unoccupied homes. Maybe some innovative policies to open these homes up could be a
solution. Or how about creating incentives for people holding vacant commercial property within
downtown to sell and have those converted to homes? How about tax breaks for residents who add suites
or garden suites to homes? How about policies that don’t promote investment in real estate but build
communities so that people can live, work and play in Victoria?
Other questions you should consider include:

•

•
•
•
•
•

•

•

The applicant plans to build a single-family home on a 2-acre lot for himself and perhaps
subdivide to four lots for family members in the future. Yet, this community has to accept 83
homes on a property of the same size?
How can Oak Bay turn down a project that affects one Garry Oak and yet Victoria council isn’t
turning down proposals that destroy Urban Forests with more than one bylaw protected tree?
How exactly will this proposal meet the needs of current residents, as opposed to future residents
or investors?
Why not require developers to build more ground oriented two or three-bedroom units in every
proposal?
Why not require affordable housing in every proposal?
If other developers can purchase lots for more than $1million and build duplexes or triplexes on
them, how is it that this developer who purchased residential lots for the equivalent of $500,000
per lot on this property is unable to turn a profit unless it is high end condos?
How is it that other cities can build unique and innovative architecture utilizing existing building
foundations and yet this applicant is unable to do so? There are two almost three-story buildings
on 1201 Fort St that somehow managed to be built while preserving the green space. This would
require less concrete and less dirt taken to a landfill which is better for this city and our planet.
Why not truly be a bold and forward-looking city and require a proposals that are also bold,
innovative and with unique architecture suitable to Victoria neighbourhoods?

You can continue approving projects that build the wrong kind of housing, destroy urban forests and
violate citizen engagement processes. Or you can expect more of city staff and developers who want to
build in Victoria and start by saying NO to this proposal.
Kam Lidder
1252 Wilspencer Place

April 9, 2018
Dear Mayor Helps and Members of Victoria Council,
I am writing to express my support for the rezoning and development proposal for 1201
Fort Street.
Having watched the evolution of the project over the past several years I am impressed
and satisfied with the collaborative efforts that have been made by the Sustainable
Planning and Development Department and the architects, designers, landscape designers
and other consultants involved with the project.
I am a lifetime resident of the Fernwood neighbourhood and have frequently been on Fort
Street, Moss Street and the Rockland area on bike, on foot and by car throughout my life.
I am a firm believer in the necessity of residential density to prevent urban sprawl. Near
many beautiful heritage buildings, this proposal is very appropriately located at the edge
of a busy corridor close to the urban core, with mixed density and commercial/residential
use surrounding it. Positioned amongst numerous other multi-family residential buildings
and transitioning to smaller single family dwellings, I strongly feel that the project is neither
out of place nor scale. Victoria is not the only city which has to blend historic buildings with
modern; my opinion is that it provides a very pleasing and interesting aesthetic to see past
and present combined.
The proposal also provides an open public green space which I personally am excited about
as a pedestrian and cyclist. I believe that the pathway will invite civic enjoyment of the
grounds, and I am grateful for the protection of the beautiful Garry Oaks which have been
achieved by the project designers. I look forward to being able to pass through the site
from Fort Street to Pentrelew Place.
Of course we know that Victoria is in the midst of a housing crisis unlike any we’ve really
faced before; the 83 new homes that this project promises are hugely valuable in
addressing that need. The housing proposed will provide not only homes of different types
that will be suitable for a wide variety of family and household types, but I understand that
10 on-site affordable housing units are also being legally bound into the approval
conditions as well. This is awesome. As an advocate for affordable housing I am extremely
pleased by that.
I hope that the merits and suitability of the project are clearly seen by mayor and Council,
and that the rezoning can proceed to provide (attractive!) new housing urgently required
in Victoria.
Sincerely,

Kristin Scott

Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Leah LaFontaine <l
Wednesday, April 11, 2018 10:19 AM
Victoria Mayor and Council
Abstract developments

>

Dear Mayor Helps and Council,
I am writing about the project located at 1201 Fort St. I’ve met with the
developer a couple times to discuss the project in detail have the following
comments about the re-design and the community engagement process that I’ve
been involved in:
1. The developer has done a great job in listening to the requests of the
neighbourhood and surrounding areas to set building B further back and
retaining the trees on the south property line. This helps creates a great
transition into the traditional neighbourhood.
2. The developer has done a great job in listening to the neighbourhood in an
attempt to save as many trees as possible on the site, especially the Garry
Oak cluster on Fort St. Understanding that they’ve now designed the
building to accommodate this, the variances actually seem to be of great
value to the neighbourhood.
3. The fact that the developer has worked with the neighbourhood and the
city to push the majority of the traffic for the underground parkade onto
Fort St is a massive win for the community. Having all the parking access
off of Penterlew would be a drastic problem for those residences.
Putting tasteful developments in the right locations, on major transit, vehicle,
pedestrian and cycle routes, like this one, is exactly what Victoria needs to do to
continue to be the beautiful town that it is.
Leah LaFontaine
538 Pandora Ave.
Sincerely,
Leah LaFontaine
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

MoxiesVi
>
Wednesday, April 11, 2018 1:45 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
1201 Fort-Abstract Development

Dear Mayor and Council,
My name is Lindsey Wilson and I am the owner of Moxies on Yates St here in Victoria. Unfortunately having a young
family with small children I am unable to attend the Public Hearing so I am writing to speak in favour of the development
located at 1201 Fort St.
As described and shown to me, this development is tastefully designed in keeping the heritage nature of Fort St and the
Rockland, Fairfield and Fernwood neighbourhoods which it borders. By creating more attainable options, like
condominiums and town homes, this application is going to create many more options for people to move to, or down
size in the community that they want to live in. Therefore, supporting me and my family over here at our business
located just a jaunt down the street!
Sincerely,

Mr. Lindsey Wilson
Franchisee
Victoria BC
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Margo Foster <
>
Wednesday, April 11, 2018 10:58 AM
Victoria Mayor and Council
1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place - public hearing 12 April 2018

11 April 2018
Re: 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place, public hearing 12 April 2018
Dear Mayor Helps and Council,
I understand you will hold a public hearing tomorrow evening to consider a development proposal and
associated rezoning request in relation to the parcel of land at 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place in
Rockland. I write to express opposition to the proposal.
The project as proposed appears to represent a significant change when compared with the density, height,
and character of the surrounding homes and green spaces. I understand that a significant number of the
immediate neighbours to the subject property are not opposed to any development or increase in density at
the site, but are concerned about the scale of the current proposed development, including removal of
heritage trees. I echo their concerns. Development should not come at the expense of community.
I know each of you understands the importance of a neighbourhood. Deciding where to put down roots is one
of the most significant choices we make, involving substantial investment and sacrifice. I know you will have
many considerations to balance in any decision on the matter, but I urge you to carefully consider the impacts
the development as currently proposed will have on the character of the existing neighbourhood and quality
of life of those neighbours. These are families who have worked hard to be able to live in a neighbourhood
prized for its historic character and green space. How any development is implemented, and your decisions in
relation to it, have the potential to significantly impact their lives.
Thank‐you for considering my concerns,
Margo Foster

5 Price Bay Lane
Victoria, BC, V9B 1V5
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Micayla <
>
Wednesday, April 11, 2018 10:21 AM
Victoria Mayor and Council
Support for Abstract Development

Hi,
I had intended to come to the public hearing tonight and speak in support of Abstract Developments current proposal on
upper Fort St. I am unable to attend as my daughter is unwell, but please accept this brief note in lieu.
I own The London Chef in the 900 block of Fort St. We have been located there for 7 plus years. The development of Fort
St has been happening before our very eyes. With each new project comes an increased vitality in the neighbourhood,
and and uptick in foot traffic. This is hugely beneficial to our business, and I imagine to the businesses around us.
I have been familiar with Abstract Developments projects for a long time, and have always appreciated their thoughtful
design, quality construction, and contribution to the communities they are built in. I have been pleased to have so many
of their current and upcoming projects within a stones throw of The London Chef.
I appreciate that there are various perspectives to take into account when considering new developments, but did want to
offer mine as a local business owner who benefits from an increased density in the area.
Please do not hesitate to contact me if I can offer any further insight. Wishing you a smooth public hearing this evening,
and hoping for a favourable outcome for this project.

-Micayla Hayes
The London Chef
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Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

nancy lane macgregor
Wednesday, April 11, 2018 9:42 AM
Victoria Mayor and Council
1201 Fort St

Dear Mayor and Council
I would like to talk with you about heritage. This proposed development is on a Heritage Corridor. So what is Heritage?
The OCP says it has character, requires conservation and is of value for it’s historic, cultural, aesthetic, scientific or
educational worth, and it is Bylaw Protected.
When you enter through the historic gates at 1201 Fort St. you are inside a small but threatened living Heritage Urban
Forest. People have walked through this forest for decades, leaving the noise and pressures of city life and work, feeling
at home among the big trees, Giant Sequoias, Garry Oaks and others. There are 10 species here at the western edge of
a treed corridor that extends over the glacial rock known as Rockland. Without this tree cover this “windy place”,
Lekwungen, would be much hotter in our increasingly warm summers and in winter the wind’s velocity would be fierce.
There are 9 Garry Oaks just inside the gate, their age unknown since this part of the property has never been built on.
They grow slowly out of the rock, they are Bylaw Protected and they are at risk.
The developer might say: We are only cutting down one Garry Oak, just a Variance to move Bldg. A closer to Fort St by
4 meters, to give it more presence. And the second Variance, to reduce the west setback for Bldg. A on the property line
with a Heritage house, by 4.7 meters. But trees have Critical Root Zones, and 5 Garry Oaks are at risk, including the one
on the property line. That leaves 3 Garry Oaks, near the sidewalk, if they survive blasting and construction. The
arborist’s report states re: Underground Parking Excavation that “If it is found that large structural roots must be
pruned…it may be necessary to remove additional trees to eliminate any risk associated with them.” Garry Oaks are
indigenous to this area and are a threatened species. A development in Oak Bay was denied when one large Garry Oak
was at risk; another at 515 Foul Bay Road with a Garry Oak meadow, and by the Variance Board when Garry Oaks at
Gonzales Hill Regional Park were threatened. The Tree Preservation Bylaw is weak. We ask you to protect and preserve
these 9 Garry Oak trees.
In this forest are 2 Giant Sequoias that would be cut down. These magnificent trees have historic importance, planted
from seed in the 1860’s by the Attorney General of the Colony of BC, E.G. Alston. They are 150 years old, their height
figures prominently in the neighbourhood. Their mature form can be seen in a photograph from 1903 of Sarah Crease,
artist, mother and wife of Henry Crease , Attorney General of BC and Supreme Court Judge who ushered this province
into Confederation. They were planted at the same time as the two at the AGGV and at the gates of Government House
according to archival papers.
These trees and 8 other species in this small, interconnected Heritage forest along Fort St are 24 in number. 16 are
bylaw protected. 10 trees would be cut down and 11 have Critical Root Zones at risk. The destruction of a Heritage
Urban Forest is unacceptable.
We know that mature trees sequester carbon, clean the air of pollutants, absorb rain into their roots and groundwater,
cool cities and conserve energy used to heat homes. School children know about climate change. What example will this
Council present to children from three schools who cross at Fort and Moss. Will they be asking “Why are they cutting
down the forest?” When over 100 cars can pull out of the underground parking lot on any given day, will these children be
at risk? And when over 10,000 sq. meters of concrete is poured for giant condominiums that their parents can’t afford,
what will they think of your decision today? These three - deforestation, transportation and concrete production, are
responsible for 20%, 13% and 4% respectively of all the causes of global warming. We can’t wait until April 25th to set
goals for Climate Change Action by 2050. We need you to act today.
This city needs housing for families, seniors and working people with low and medium incomes. These condominiums
where one bedroom will cost $4-$500,000, 2 bedrooms for $1 million and a penthouse for $2 million with underground
private garages are being built for the investor market. Short term rentals will drive rents up, not provide needed housing.
Repeating the mistakes of Toronto and Vancouver does not make us “a city coming of age”. Ten units of low and medium
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income housing at a cost of $25,000 per unit from the developer because they are smaller and easier to build is not worth
negotiating.
People with low and medium incomes should expect to have affordable rent and not to have to live on untreed streets,
in high-rise ghettos outside of neighbourhoods, at busy intersections, on the edge of industrial areas or above a fire hall.
This is not the way to build an equitable society. We can and must do better.
One and a half acres of Traditional Residential zoning is ample room for a small mixed and inclusive housing initiative.
Ground oriented buildings such as townhouses, duplexes for families and seniors, renters and owners is possible. A
reasonable density increase will find a welcoming community.
We reject this proposal because of it’s massive and unaffordable 86 units, built for the investor market, short term
rentals and crippling mortgages for a small space supplanted by AirBnB for those who slip past the income test.
We reject the request for Heritage designation. West Coasters know the difference between a Garry Oak and a
concrete column with fake brick overlay.
We invite you to require of the developer reasonable and innovative density on the Traditional Residential Zoning area.
And we ask that you protect, conserve and steward the Heritage Urban Forest on the Fort St corridor for future
generations.
Thank you.
Nancy Lane Macgregor
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April 11, 2018

mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca

Mayor and Council
City of Victoria
1 Centennial Square
Victoria, BC, V8W1P6
RE:

1201 FORT STREET AND 1050 PENTRELEW PLACE REZONING
APPLICATION

Dear Mayor and Council,
Mayor Lisa Helps, Councillor Marianne Alto Councillor Chris Coleman Councillor Ben
IsittCouncillor Jeremy LovedayCouncillor Margaret Lucas Councillor Pamela Madoff
Councillor Charlayne Thornton-Joe Councillor Geoff Young

As an owner of residential property within the City of Victoria ( 1014 Rockland) I wish
to support the development proposed for t he 1201 Fort Street multi family residential
property , primarily because it has included 10 proposed units to accommodate affordable
rent options .
I continue to be deeply concerned about the lack of affordable rental housing options in our
community. As a refugee sponsor I have personal had to look for below market rent
accommodations on two separate occasions during the last 18 months, and this has involved
great difficulty.
My own adult children who were renters in the Fairfield Area have had to leave the area
to find housing when they had their first child, due to lack of available affordable rental
accommodations in the area.
I am a ware that the city of Victoria committed in 2017 to live up to the principals of the
Earth Charter. “One of the key principles in the charter details the need for citizens

and governments to .accept with the right to own, manage, and use natural resources
comes the duty to prevent environmental harm and to protect the rights of people. “
I also support this development because it is incorporating the need to build and
develop this property with sensitivity to the local environment and best building
practices for environmental sustainability .
Approval of projects such as this provides precedents for other developers to create
projects that incorporate inclusive and environmentally sustainable housing policies
and practices .
Respectfully

Patricia Sanders, MSW

Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sheilagh <s
>
Wednesday, April 11, 2018 5:53 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
1241 Fort Street

Dear Mayor and Council,
Tomorrow night, April 12, you have a big decision to make. You will face an organized, vocal and single minded group of
residents who wish their lovely neighbourhood to remain untouched by the growth and change that is occurring in many
other parts of the city.
As a long time resident of South Fairfield, I can understand their wishes. I watch, with some concern, the changing face
of my neighbourhood as older housing stock is being torn down and replaced, often, with new construction designed at
the maximum footprint for the lot. However, I also understand change is inevitable based on a number of forces including
market demand, location desirability and demographics. All of our neighbourhoods can be expected to share the impact
of such change.
I have spent some time reading the development process for 1241 Fort Street. It appears the developer has worked with
the City and responded to concerns re density and scale for that piece of property. Fort Street is home to some beautiful
and important heritage architecture. New and heritage can mix together when done sensitively. In addition, Fort Street,
where the larger buildings would be built, is a thoroughfare, not a quiet residential street.
Thank you for the thought and care you put into your decision.
Sheilagh McIvor
107 Wellington Avenue
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April 11, 2018
Mayor and Council,
City Hall, 1 Centennial Square
Victoria, BC V8W 1P6

I am writing this letter to show my strong support for Abstract Development’s
proposal at 1201 Fort street. This development will bring forth an addition to the
Rockland area that has many benefits.
Victoria is experiencing an extreme shortage of housing on all levels. The low
inventory on the real estate market has driven up prices to an unaffordable level for so
many Victoria residents, and other Canadians who wish to move to the area. This
development will bring key inventory to the market that will not only aid in housing
demand, but also give older Victoria land owners a great opportunity to downsize. I
know for myself, living in Victoria and having many friends with families whom are
struggling with the ever-increasing prices of housing that it is difficult to watch.
I looked over the proposed plans for the property and I think that the enhancements
that Abstract wants to make are absolutely fantastic. Lots of added trees with a lot of
green space. I have noticed a trend lately of developments using every last square foot
of a lot for the building itself, and not leaving any green space or garden area for
residents to enjoy. This development goes against the trend of over development and
really focuses on enhancing the area. Also, this location is great for walking and
cycling anywhere downtown… so residents would have every reason to fully utilize
all of the lovely cycling infrastructure being added to the capital region.
The benefits of this project are great, and I don’t see it as being an opportunity to pass
up. Thank you.

Best regards,
Sean D. Rogers

Dear City of Victoria Staff and City Councillors,
We are happy to offer our support to the development that Abstract is
proposing at 1201 Fort st. We have lived in Fairfield for 12 years and operate
a business on Fort Street for the past 27 years and are in favour of creating a
thriving neighborhood and a healthy Downtown that includes more
homeowners. We also lived across from the proposed development (1234 Fort
Street) where our family member (until recently) owned a condo. This area
has many apartment buildings and condos, some new, some old, some nice,
some not so much, and we feel the type of building that Abstract is known for
will be a worthy addition to the mix on Fort Street. Although we live in the
area and our children go to school nearby (Sir James Douglas and Central
Middle School) our home will not be directly impacted by the size or scope of
the development but we can attest to the quality of workmanship,
professionalism and strong reputation for outstanding design that Abstract is
known for. We were fortunate enough to have our home renovated top to
bottom by Abstract and throughout the process they were professional and
courteous in dealing with us, with the many tradespeople, the neighbors and
also with obtaining permits and variances with the City of Victoria. We feel
confident that Mike Miller and his team at Abstract Developments will deliver
a high quality end product that is consistent with all of their work. One that
enhances the neighborhood and leaves a lasting legacy of beauty for future
developments to follow.
Thank you so much for your time.
Sincerely,
Andrea and Jordan Minter
1327 Clover Ave
Victoria, BC

Input on Proposed Development of #1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place
Public Meeting - Thursday April, 12 2018

From:
Doug and Hilary Harley
#204 – 1039 Linden Avenue
There are other residents of the area who have voiced their opposition to this
development and have based those objections on the loss of a green space and mature
trees, the density of the housing proposed and the effect of this on the traffic in
Pentrelew Place and we agree with all those points and would support the refusal of the
proposed change of zoning and density on those grounds alone.
As residents of 1039 Linden Avenue we would like to concentrate on the effect of the
development on our home. Building B will be very close to the rear of our parking lot
and it is proposed that it will be of an increased height of 15.20 metres. (Revised plan
submitted on 19 Jan 2018) I also understand from those proposals that the setback on
the west side is to reduced, which will bring the building closer to our property line.
Abstract have provided a drawing on page A003-M of their revised plans – View 2 –
which purports to show how the building will look from 1039. This drawing does not
provide an adequate picture of the true impact - it is from an elevation that seems to be
at about the highest part of our building and is at an angle across our parking lot - it
does not show what the residents of the units that will be opposite the building will really
face.
With the steep incline of Fort Street at this point the current church building, which is in
my estimate about the equivalent of a two storeys at its highest point, is already at the
level of the second floor of our building so a 4 storey condo across the back of our
property will be the equivalent of a 6 storey building when viewed from our perspective.
I would suggest that it will loom over our property and block the sunlight from this east
facing part of the building. The photographs in the attached pages are provided to
illustrate this point but is any members care to see the impact for themselves we would
welcome a visit.
We would urge the council to respect the zoning that was allocated to this site under the
OCP and not allow a development of this density in an existing residential area of much
lower density. There are still a plethora of underdeveloped and vacant sites in areas of
the city that have zoning for denser developments. We are sure you will agree that
single family dwellings are needed in Victoria so why lose a site that already has that
zoning.

1) Existing view from 204 – 1039 Linden Avenue

2) View from first floor rec room – 1039 Linden Avenue

3) View from rear entrance of 1039 Linden

4) View from rear of parking lot showing the slope of the site – the unit on the left is
#204 (above the blue car).

1715 Government Street Victoria, BC V8W 1Z4
Mayor Lisa Helps and Council
City of Victoria
No.1 Centennial Square
Victoria, BC
V8W 1P6
April 11, 2018
Re: Amenity Transfer from 1201 Fort Street to 1010 Fort Street
Dear Mayor Helps and Council,
On April 9, the DRA LUC hosted a CALUC meeting for 1010 Fort Street. The Applicant outlined a proposal
for a 53 unit, nine storey building which would include 10 “affordable” units. The applicant is seeking to
provide no parking for this proposal.
At this CALUC meeting the provision of 10 affordable units on this site was promoted to the attendees. It
was not disclosed to the attendees that the 10 “affordable” units proposed at 1010 Fort Street were also
promised as an amenity contribution to leverage Council approval for a completely different application
500 metres distant at 1201 Fort Street in the Rockland neighbourhood. No other form of amenity was
offered for the 1010 Fort Street application and this lack of disclosure regarding the proposed amenity
tests the validity of the CALUC meeting.
The DRALUC strongly objects to Council considering amenity transfers tied to projects that are subject to
concurrent re-rezoning applications. This situation clearly demonstrates the potential conflict by
proposing an amenity for one site and not disclosing that is actually a commitment made at another while
at the same time fettering Council’s discretion obligating one rezoning in order to serve the commitments
made on another. Council and the Community must be able to review each proposal as independent
projects and make assessments based entirely on their own merits.
Sincerely,

Ian Sutherland
Chair Land Use Committee
Downtown Residents Association

April 9, 2018
To City of Victoria Mayor and Council
Re: Abstract Developments 1201 Fort Street Development
I am pleased to write this letter of support for the proposed new development at 1201 Fort Street.
My wife and I own a house in Oak Bay and plan to downsize in about 10 years. We saw very little
possibility of doing so while staying in our charming neighborhood. We love Oak Bay, so when The
Bowker development became available we found our solution.
I was originally opposed to The Bowker because of the amount of guest parking and the building’s
maximum height. They reduced the number of units, showing a balance between profitability and
impact. Abstract Developments are local to Victoria and are assiduous in their planning and execution.
The Madison, Village Walk, and Black and White all show their expertise at tailoring unique buildings,
fitted to their surroundings, as interesting as they are well-built.
We have purchased a unit to rent while we continue living in our home. Providing a much needed rental
unit in Oak Bay while we wait to retire is a bonus. Abstract Developments are building homes with
amenities that people like us are looking for, particularly as we age. This includes a shared electric
vehicle, shared electric bike usage and bike storage. I am looking forward to the Secret Garden, which
should complement the numerous trees that will be on the property.
The entire Abstract team is professional, courteous, and a dream to work with. They are always available
for questions and have informed us of progress through the sales and initial building stages to date.
Everyone I met from the company is dedicated to positively adding to the Victoria area and focused on
uncompromising quality.
My wife and I are excited to see our new home and are pleased that the Oak Bay council decided to
approve this amazing development. I hope that the City of Victoria approves this development and gives
others in similar situations such as ours, an opportunity to continue to live in this great city long after we
have decided to sell our single family homes.

Sincerely,
James D. Argue,
2574 Cavendish Avenue, Oak Bay, BC

Amanda Ferguson
From:
Subject:

Public Hearings
FW: 1203 Fort Street - I am strongly for to the proposed development

From: Jacinthe Grenier
Sent: April 10, 2018 7:21 PM
To: Public Hearings <PublicHearings@victoria.ca>; Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca>
Subject: 1203 Fort Street ‐ I am strongly for to the proposed development

Dear Mayor and Council,
My name is Jaz (Jacinthe) Grenier. I am a resident at 1024 Pentrelew Place.
I am one of many individuals in favour of this development. The way the opposition has operated was very successful in
creating reluctance and preventing collaboration in coming up with alternatives. I urge City Council to keep this in mind
when faced with the strong opposition. There are many silent residents who see the benefit of proceeding with
Abstract Development as presented.
Contrary to my neighbours, I choose to look at this initiative as a step towards a bigger plan, one that supports
growth. According to the 2016 census conducted by Statistic Canada, Victoria metropolitan area growth rate was above
the national growth rate of 5.0%.
My primary reason for being in favour of this development is that is supports the need for additional housing in close
proximity to the city core, creating favorable density, that aligns well with the city’s recent infrastructure changes such
as the development of bike lanes. There is a growing technology sector that is bringing new residents to the city. I
believe that many would favor living where they work rather than commuting the Colwood crawl to commute to
work. To support the growth, all neighbourhood communities must do their share in providing solutions. This project
is one that the Rockland community should embrace and support. Indeed this development brings change which may
not always be immediately embraced by all. That is a normal reaction and we must not shy away from opposing views
but view the resistance as an opportunity to bring everyone together in coming up with solutions.
I strongly believe that the neighbourhood communities of the city of Victoria must work together towards a solution to
the growing need of housing in the city. Change is upon us and we must face this fact. It is a normal reaction for
neighbourhoods to want status quo and not face the reality of the growth the city has experienced. The City of Victoria
is responsible for the management of this change within its neighbourhoods and I would urge the city to take the
initiative of building a strong community from all walks of life that works with the city to attain its goals of supporting
growth.
We moved to Victoria in 2010 at a time when housing was not an issue but at the same time the city was faced with
challenges with economic sustainability, with a lot of businesses moving away from the downtown core. We saw
businesses shutting down, moving to Uptown. The current council faced this challenge and did a great job at reviving
our beautiful city, one that I am extremely proud to be part of. However, with economic growth comes the need for
additional infrastructure, such as housing.
When I first heard of the sale of the Truth Centre to a developer, I became concerned of what would be built in our
neighbourhood. However, upon hearing the site had been purchased by Abstract Development, I felt appeased because
of the great reputation this developer has with building quality homes. Unfortunately, my neighbours did not take the
reputation of this developer into consideration and decided to focus their energy on preventing any development on
that site, no matter what is proposed.
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The reality is that 1201 Fort Street is an ideal location for the proposed development. The site will be developed,
whether it is by Abstract Development or some other developer, should the current proposed development be
rejected. I strongly believe that Abstract Development has made numerous efforts through consultations with the
neighbourhood to come to a good middle ground. The current group opposed of this plan has not made any
concessions and despite the numerous modifications made to their plan, Abstract Development continues to face
strong opposition that in my opinion is unrealistic.
I am extremely concerned that efforts, joined by some of the current city councillors, and the Rockland Neighbourhood
Association, to prevent this development from moving forward will do more harm if this project is not approved. It will
also help set a precedence that will be a step backwards for the city to continue its efforts towards supporting the
continuing growth.
I urge the city to approve this project and work with the Rockland community to adapt to this change by addressing
issues that are fundamental. Because of the focus of the opposition, many fundamental issues have not been heard nor
addressed, such as traffic pattern changes. The city needs to take a close look at these issues and ensure that a strategy
is in place to support this project. The proposed development is placing most of the traffic on Fort Street. However, the
increase in residences close to Pentrelew Place will create an impact that needs to be reviewed. Pentrelew Place has a
wide circle similar to a “roundabout” however, traffic is both ways with only 1 stop sign at Willspencer Road. Some
suggestions for the city to consider would be:




Enforce speed reduction by adding speed bumps at various strategic locations
Add stop or yield signs before entering the circle
Limiting parking to 24-hour residential only

In closing, I first wish to commend the City Council for your tremendous efforts in addressing the growth of our city. This
development is in line with supporting this growth and I therefore urge City Council to listen not only to the strong vocal
opinions of those opposed but also consider the silent majority who are in favor of this project.

Regards,
Jacinthe (Jaz) Grenier
1024 Pentrelew Place
Victoria, BC. V8V 4J6
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Mishelle Martin
1760 Denman Street
Victoria BC, V8R1Y4

April 12, 2018

Dear Mayor and Council,
I am writing to support the proposed development at 1201 Fort St. The proposal has retained much of
the natural beauty, green space and adding almost 75 trees to the property above and beyond what is
currently there.
I urge you to listen to your staff and planning department and their recommendation of this development.
As the planning staff are the subject matter experts, council should be taking their queues from these
highly educated professionals specializing in these types of applications.
I appreciate your consideration of this request.

Sincerely,

Mishelle Martin

Monica Pinch (nee Roelofsen)
#308 – 3724 Harriet Rd.
Victoria B.C. V8Z 3T2
City of Victoria
1 Centennial Square
Victoria B.C. V8W 1P6

April 10, 2018

Re: 1201 Fort St/1050 Pentrelew Pl. Development
I would like to take this opportunity to submit my history and feedback regarding the above development.
My family and I, one of 5 children ranging in age from 1‐6 years old, emigrated from The Netherlands
in May 1951.
Our 2nd residence was a move from View Royal to 1015 Joan Crescent where we resided from 1954‐1961.
I have nothing but great memories of our Rockland community… lots of children… never short of green spaces,
which still remain today. We played baseball on the grounds of the Dunsmuir Castle… congregated on lawns
and in backyards to play hide and go seek and tag… played hoop rolling, lacrosse and cycling on the streets…
picnics on the grounds of the Government House…found pop bottles to cash in for jaw breakers and bubble
gum at the Oak Bay junction ….and plenty of babysitting jobs.
Neighbourhoods were very different in the 50s and 60s. Victoria was more like a village, where we walked to
town, school, Beacon Hill Park and many events. I didn’t appreciate it then, but recognize now, that we need
to embrace and protect all our many outdoor spaces, parks and trails.
The Rockland district still remains very rich in green spaces as I have observed in two recent extensive walks.
In order to preserve them…we need to build up… not out.
Fast forward 5+ decades into the 21st century, my family spans 4 generations (ranging in age from
12‐101years young) currently living in Greater Victoria….as do many other families.
Where will our children, grandchildren and aging population live?
Generation X will conceivably be the last generation to dream of owning a detached home.
According to the 2011‐16 census, Oak Bay’s population has decreased 1.06% ,

Langford’s population has increased 20.9%, the City of Victoria has increased 7.2%
and Canada has increased 5%.
Oak Bay is also experiencing a similar reaction from neighbours, to planned affordable
housing to be built adjacent to Oak Bay First United Church, a 114 year old landmark.
I have to be honest. The development period will not be fun. I have experienced it firsthand,
living directly north of the rise of Uptown and directly south of 4 complexes, including
a 7 storey residential hospital next door. Our community has gained a park, great amenities,
housing for more than 400 residents and jobs I have yet to tally.
It is important to remain positive and keep the lines of communication open between developers
and city council who are your elected representatives. We all love Victoria and will work together
for the best outcome.
Some comments to concerns, as presented in media articles.
1. Loss of the use of a park, view of a ‘prayer garden’ and wildlife.
Victoria has a wealth of wild life and natural areas. We just need to go beyond our boundaries.
2. Loss of valuable trees and native plants.
This is a very valid concern as it gives the neighbours a sense of privacy and familiarity and will
soften the overall visual appeal. Trees are also vital to all living creatures.
I have confidence that both the developers and Victoria City Council will give this great attention.
I would suggest that a knowledgeable arborist thoroughly determine the health of the trees
and how to best protect them throughout construction, and share that information.
3. Density and Height…unfortunately a necessity.
Suggested option ‘village of multiplex family homes’.
How affordable would this be on this property in the Rockland Heritage district, that is
valued @ $7,000,000.00?

4. ‘Traditional neighbourhood’ and ‘heritage corridor’ needs to be redefined.
Homes in the immediate area surrounding the Government House have been well maintained but
those on lower Craigdarroch Rd. and Joan Cres. show definite signs of neglect, no doubt due to
increasing cost of maintainenance and general upkeep. Many homes accommodate 3 generations or
have been converted into units with no space for vehicles. Over the years, home owners have
subdivided to accommodate more houses built with no resemblance to the ‘historic style’.
We would all like to preserve unique neighbourhoods in many Victoria communities such as Fernwood,
James Bay, Oak Bay, Vic West and Esquimalt all have stories to tell…but at what cost and what end
result?
I encourage you to look beyond the walls and introduce your new neighbours and yourselves, to
beautiful South Victoria, from the Government House …to and endless shores of our waterfront.
In conclusion, I suggest that the Heritage District officially extends from the Fort St entrance, up to, and
including the Government House. This historic area is encompassed by the Rockland Community.
My number one priority would be that a knowledgeable arborist will determine the health of the
designated protected trees and follow up throughout construction to guarantee the best outcome.
We all expect healthy developments that complement our neighbourhoods while also accommodating
the needs of a growing population.

I look forward to following the progress as will many locals and visitors to our Great City.
Thank you for giving me this opportunity.
Monica Pinch

Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Nicole Bartosinski
Thursday, April 12, 2018 11:14 AM
Victoria Mayor and Council
fort st and 1050 pentrelew place

Please have the developers follow the directives.
april.12.2018
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Amanda Ferguson
From:
Subject:

Public Hearings
FW: Rezoning Application No. 00525, Development Permit with Variances Application
No. 00035, and Associated Official Community Plan Amendment for 1201 Fort Street
and 1050 Pentrelew Place.

From: Roger Watkiss
Sent: April 10, 2018 6:11 AM
To: Public Hearings <PublicHearings@victoria.ca>; Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca>
Subject: Re: Rezoning Application No. 00525, Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00035, and
Associated Official Community Plan Amendment for 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place.
Dear Mayor and Council Members:
We support the development of this project and request that you vote for its approval.
The project is an excellent example of thoughtful urban densification along a major arterial roadway of a property located
close to the edge of downtown. The project will set the bar high for other developments of this nature:


Over 50% green space with 125 retained/new trees and rain planters and gardens.


A landscaped public pathway through the property (to be maintained by the owners) connecting to the
Pemberton trail.


95 bike storage spaces with onsite repair facilities, and access to the Fort Street bike lanes.


All material vehicular traffic via the Fort Street underground parkade entrance (i.e. not using residential
streets).

Vertical transition from 6 stories along Fort Street to 2 stories along Pentrelew Place, and a setback of 38
feet from the closest adjacent single-family home.


Significant setbacks of the upper floors of both building A and building B.



Community meeting space that can also serve as a gathering place for the broader community.



Exterior finish materials reflective of Rockland design elements.


A broad range of unit sizes and types, including patio homes and larger 2 bedroom + den units suitable for
families.


10 units of affordable housing delivered and made available.

In summary, we view this as positive growth that will benefit both the local and broader community. We understand that
change is difficult in established residential communities, but over time current residents will appreciate:

More homeowners enhances community vitality and provides a refreshed source of volunteers and
organizers for local amenities, such as the Art Gallery.

New residents want to live in Rockland for the same reason they do – peaceful living close to downtown, with
nearby access to walking paths and bike trails.
1


The development will create a noise buffer to the increasing traffic on Fort Street, but at the same time
ensure prime access to transit and bikeways.

That neighbors on balconies and terraces don’t spend their time peering down on adjacent properties, but
rather enjoying the outdoors just like they do!

That the value of nearby properties will increase, and that the assessment base of the City will increase
significantly (which is good for everyone).
For all of the above reasons, we support this project proceeding and ask you to vote for positive growth in the best long
term interests of the City.
Sincerely,
Roger and Ulli Watkiss
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Community Builders…
Building Communities

April 10, 2018
Mayor and Council
City of Victoria
1 Centennial Square
Victoria BC V8W 1P6
Dear Mayor Helps and Council,
Re: Rezoning Application for 1201 Fort St and 1050 Pentrelew Place
As an association, we are concerned Public Hearings for housing projects are often dominated by small,
vocal anti-development groups. They demand low density, significant green space, trees and affordable
housing. The problem is the numbers don’t work.
Low density, affordable housing with plenty of green space is not financially viable in the core with some
of the highest land prices in North America. There is a fundamental economic principle at play. Green
space is a cost, and must be paid for, usually via density. This is in addition to the many taxes and fees
required by government.
Developers undertake extensive community consultations and modify their projects at great expense
trying to accommodate demands. If the Planning Department determines reasonable efforts and changes
have been made, a public hearing is recommended. This is the case for 1201 Fort St and 1050
Pentrelew Place.
The developer has created 50% green space, reduced townhomes from 12 to 9, as well as condo units
from 94 to 83, and committed 10 affordable units in a nearby project. However, it appears these changes
are insufficient for the anti-development voices, some of whom now say they “don’t want anything.”
We hope common sense will prevail and Council will recognize the overall community’s need for
housing. Anti-development groups must not be able to undermine housing projects simply because they
are organized and vocal. The result will be less housing, an eroding property tax base, and a bleak future
for generations to come.
I attended a consultation meeting for this project and noted the vast majority of those opposing were
older property owners, many of whom had little knowledge of development and a viable business model.
However, a unique voice of reason from a young woman renting, expressed her generation’s need for
more market housing.
I trust your decision on this project will reflect housing for our community, rather than the entrenched
interests of those prepared to deny homes, which they presently enjoy, to future generations.
Sincerely,

Casey Edge
Executive Director
#1–3690 Carey Road, Victoria, BC V8Z 4C2 ● Tel: 250.383.5044 ● Fax: 250.383.9423
Twitter: @VicBuilders ● www.vrba.ca ● www.careawards.ca

●

Email: admin@vrba.ca

Monica Dhawan
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Steve Campbell <
Thursday, April 12, 2018 12:10 PM
Victoria Mayor and Council
Letter of support

>

To whom it may concern,
My name is Steve Campbell I am owner of Charge Fitness in Victoria BC at 1031 Fort street. I feel that my
business would benefit from the proposed project and wanted to write this letter in support of the Abstract
development at 1201 Fort street.
I am concerned however that the proposed development at 1010 Fort street will not have adequate parking and I
do not support that aspect of that development as my business will suffer as the result. I do not support any
developments that have no parking in Harris Green. Charge Fitness opened our doors February 5th and I chose
Harris green due to the charm and character this location offers as well as the parking, which is the last area in
Victoria which is accessible from Oak Bay, Cordova Bay, James Bay ect. If you take away our parking, which
is already compromised with this bike lane out in front, we will loose those clients. Fort street is now down to
two lanes in front, will it be shut down to one lane for construction of 1010 Fort? Lets keep this area charming,
every city needs a downtown area accessible from the surrounding communities. We rely on the accessibility of
this area, if you take that away all of our businesses will suffer and may have to close our doors. Please let me
know of any upcoming meetings regarding the development of Fort Street. At a bare minimum people need to
park!
Thanks,
Steve

1

April 11, 2018

City of Victoria
1 Centennial Square
Victoria, BC V8W 1P6

Greater Victoria’s
Pedestrian Advocacy
Organization

Re: 1201 Fort St Public Hearing April 12th

To Whom it May Concern:
Walk On, Victoria supports approval of the 1201 Fort Street development, because it will provide a
critical missing link in the Pemberton Trail.
Joseph Despard Pemberton developed Rockland as the first subdivision in British Columbia. Up to 10
acre lots were then infilled as the years went by. What we’re left with as a result, are extremely long and
isolated North/South blocks defined by Fort St and Rockland Ave, with almost no access between these
blocks. The Pemberton Trail was conceived to connect them. Victoria City Council adopted the trail as
part of their Greenways Plan in 2004. Oak Bay adopted the trail the following year, renamed the
Centennial Trail, and completed their section in 2006.
The Pemberton Trail connects the David Foster Walkway in the Inner Habour through Rockland, past the
Art Gallery and Craigdarroch Castle, over the top near the Water Tower to Willows and Anderson Hill
Parks, past the Observatory, to Foul Bay and along the waterfront back to town.
Progress in Victoria has been slow. There are currently six missing links In Rockland. Some are properties
currently under development, including 1201 Fort Street. If this project is approved, it will connect
Craigdarroch via Purcell Place, a critical missing link.
Sincerely,
Arielle Guetta
Chair, Walk On, Victoria

walkonvictoria.org
info@walkonvictoria.org

Dear City of Victoria Staff and City Councillors,
We are happy to offer our support to the development that Abstract is
proposing at 1201 Fort st. We have lived in Fairfield for 12 years and operate
a business on Fort Street for the past 27 years and are in favour of creating a
thriving neighborhood and a healthy Downtown that includes more
homeowners. We also lived across from the proposed development (1234 Fort
Street) where our family member (until recently) owned a condo. This area
has many apartment buildings and condos, some new, some old, some nice,
some not so much, and we feel the type of building that Abstract is known for
will be a worthy addition to the mix on Fort Street. Although we live in the
area and our children go to school nearby (Sir James Douglas and Central
Middle School) our home will not be directly impacted by the size or scope of
the development but we can attest to the quality of workmanship,
professionalism and strong reputation for outstanding design that Abstract is
known for. We were fortunate enough to have our home renovated top to
bottom by Abstract and throughout the process they were professional and
courteous in dealing with us, with the many tradespeople, the neighbors and
also with obtaining permits and variances with the City of Victoria We feel
confident that Mike Miller and his team at Abstract Developments will deliver
a high quality end product that is consistent with all of their work. One that
enhances the neighborhood and leaves a lasting legacy of beauty for future
developments to follow.
Thank you so much for your time.
Sincerely,
Andrea and Jordan Minter
1327 Clover Ave
Victoria, BC

To Mayor, Council and others of concern,

I am writing this letter to support the proposed redevelopment project at 1201 Fort st.
After reviewing the plans and drawings, I feel that this project keeps within the current
aesthetics of the Rockland/Harris Green neighbourhood, while looking towards the
future development of Victoria as a city.
With the proximity of this site to downtown, development is an inevitable reality.
It seems that Abstract has taken many of the neighbours’ concerns into the planning
stages and presented a finished project that places these concerns at the forefront of
the development. The consideration taken to the maintenance of old growth trees and
the addition of more trees provides a continuity to the current park-like feel of the
property, along with the choices to recess the building back from its Fort street property
line, as well as providing a public path to allow everyone to enjoy the urban green
space.
As a cafe owner on the 1000 block of Fort street, I am happy to see responsibly planned
projects providing more density in the area. Upper Fort is becoming a great little
neighbourhood in its own right and projects like this help to continue to perpetuate that
forward. The proposed affordable housing offered on the block is a welcome addition as
well—especially since it provides options for those working in industries such as ours.
As a business, we strive to offer an inclusive neighbourhood space for all to enjoy and,
with increased residential density, we can continue down that path, expanding our hours
and helping to add a vibrancy to the area.

Thank you for your time,

Jon Perkins

April 11, 2018
BY EMAIL to: ccoates@victoria.ca
Mr. Chris Coates
City Clerk, Corporate Services
City of Victoria
1 Centennial Square
Victoria, BC V8W 1P6
Re: eclipse 360’s December 13, 2017 email to City Council regarding support for
1201 Fort Street and allegations re: the Rockland Neighborhood Association
Dear Mr. Coates,
It is with alarm that we have just been provided a copy of an email prepared by
Ms. Jenny Marshall dated December 13, 2017, sent from her official email address and
business entitled eclipse 360° to Victoria City Council on the topic of 1201 Fort Street.
In her email to council that I see is posted on the City of Victoria website, Ms. Marshall
indicates her and her company’s support for the development of 1201 Fort Street, which is
of course perfectly within any citizen or company’s right to do. She indicates that she has
attended the community engagement sessions and that she believes the development will
be a “stunning addition to our City”.
Ms. Marshall, however, does not stop there with her support for the project, as she then
decides to make some very serious allegations about the conduct of the Rockland
Neighborhood Association (RNA). She sites “intimidation and bullying at every stage of the
process” by what she purports to be undertaken by members of the RNA.
As a member of the Board of Directors for the past five years and, as of February 2018 the
current President, I find these claims troubling. The RNA strives to balance and represent
the predominant views expressed by its membership on community related issues like land
use, the importance of maintaining heritage related values, proposed new development,
and safety related issues such as traffic and crime.
Moreover, the RNA is not a civic elected position but an association of non-paid residents of
Rockland and volunteers who come together to represent Rockland residents in ensuring
that the Official Community Plan is adhered to. The Association attempts to work
collaboratively with the City and others like the Victoria Police on important community
related issues. For example, we have a long history of an effective and collaborative
working relationship with our City Councillor in our effort to support the community of

