
ATTACHMENT I 

Lacey Maxwell 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Mary Davies 
February 27, 2018 2:36 PM 
Victoria Mayor and Council 
Concerns Regarding Development Application REZ00619 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

I am writing today in regards to Development Application REZ00619 for the properties located at 1717 - 1720 
Farifield Rd. which I have been told is going before the advisory design panel tomorrow. 

As a neighbour of this property (I reside at 1615 Fairfield Rd) I would like to voice my concerns and request 
that you reject the application being presented to your for the proposed development on this property. 

My concerns as a resident of this neighbourhood for 15 years and as a resident that resides within the 
immediate area of this development are as follows: 

1 - It looks to be the intent of the developer to use the public park (Hollywood Park) as yard space for the 
residents of the new development as this was brought up in a meeting I attended with the developer presenting 
the plans late last year. At the time they were suggesting the development be not in need of yard space and 
suggested not including a barrier between the development and the public park to allow for it's residents to use 
the space as their outside space instead. While this is a neighbourhood park, it is not a yard for developers to 
sell to their buyers. 

2 - With the heights being proposed I have serious concern for the potential for excessive sunlight blocking and 
shadowing onto the lots on Earle St. behind this development. 

3 - As the lot is sloped, the height of the building on the north side is much higher than that on the south. I have 
concerns with what this will do for the view of those facing South on Earle St. and beyond to the north. 

4 - As a resident that lives directly across from Hollywood Park, I am aware with the major lack of parking that 
is available to those who live in the area, those who work at the Fairfield Plaza and those who use Hollywood 
Park (for example this past summer there was a very large baseball tournament held there). As residents of this 
area we are constantly faced with a lack of parking so I would be very concerned if this development doesn't 
allocate enough onsite parking to handle the increase in density as there is literally not enough parking on the 
street as is. 

5 - In the event that the developer will be including an onsite parking lot (under or above ground) I ask you to 
consider where the light from the parking lot will cast? Many parking lots (like the one you find on the comer 
of Fairfield and Arnold) are lit throughout the night, casting bright light into neighbouring homes all throughout 
the night. , 

6 - One of the things that I love about this neighbourhood is how it looks and feels when I walk down the street. 
We love our quiet neighbourhood that is filled with a wonderful mix of people from all different walks of life. 
What really brings us all to this area is it's low key, quiet, family feel. I strongly feel that the proposed building 
type does not fit in with the surrounding neighbourhood at all and would encourage a mass change to the 
housing type in this immediate area. 
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7 - Lastly, as a renter that has lived in ray current home for 10 years, I have real concerns for what this type o 
development is encouraging in the way of reasonably priced rental housing availability for families. As you 
know, these new developments are built very high end and with the intent to sell to those with very high 
incomes. While I understand that this is a very desirable neighbourhood and that developers want to do all they 
can to make the most money possible, I also know that there is an increasing shortage of family rental housing 
available and that is very much due to developers purchasing rental homes to develop high density high end 
condos like the ones being proposed for 1717-1720 Fairfield Rd. If all "affordable" (I use that term loosely 
here) rental housing is replaced by high end condos, where do families like mine go? And just so you know, at 
the meeting where the developer was presenting, they kept using the word "affordable" in regards to their units 
but when asked just how much these units would sell for they said the starting price would likely be at about 
$750,000.00 ... that is not affordable and 1 would say it isn't even close to "attainable" which is what they then 
chose to switch their wording to. 

I hope you will consider the full impact of this development on not only it's immediate neighbours but also on 
the neighbourhood and city as a whole. 

Thanks for your time. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Davies 
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From: 
Sent: March 13, 2018 10:13 AM 
To: Alec Johnston <aiohnston(5)victoria.ca> 
Subject: 1712 Fairfield Road. 

https://tender.victoria.ca/tempestprod/ourcitv/Prospero/Details.aspx?folderNumber=REZ0061 
8 

Dear Alec: 

I see from the development application that the developer has applied for a 3 story 
building. This is not a good fit for the Gonzales Neighbourhood the development should 
be limited to 2 stories. The Gonzales Neighbourhood group is not against the 
densification of Fairfield Road but believe it should not go over 2 stories. The 2 story 
limit is a much better fit for the neighbourhood and allows for "gentle densification". The 
Gonzales Neighbourhood group will be discussing the 1712 Fairfield proposal at 
tonight's meeting. 

Nic Humphreys 
167 Passmore Street 
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Lacey Maxwell 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Paul Jorjorian and Hannah Mitchell 
March 13, 2018 1:46 PM 
Victoria Mayor and Council 
Fw: 1712-20 Fairfield Rd 

Dear Mayor and Council, I am forwarding you a note that I sent to staff regarding the below development. Thank you for 
your consideration. Paul Jorjorian 

From: Paul Jorjorian and Hannah Mitchell 
Sent: Tuesday, March 13, 2018 11:06 AM 
To: a1ohnston@victoria.ca 
Subject: 1712-20 Fairfield Rd 

Mr. Johnston, I am writing to ask that the new development at 1712-20 Fairfield Rd be limited to two stories. Already the 
multi-story development at the corner of Arnold and Fairfield Rd. is glaringly out of place, especially given that it abuts the 
Ross Bay Villa. How ironic that such a building was allowed next to a heritage site. Allowing more of these multi-story 
developments will denigrate the character of this neighbor that we treasure. 

Paul Jorjorian 
188A St. Charles St. 
Victoria BC V8S 3M7 

Virus-free, www.avq.com 
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10 April 2018 

SUBJECT: REZONING DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION REZ00619 

Dear Mayor and Council: 

I am writing to you about the rezoning development proposal for 1712 - 1720 Fairfield Road (REZ00618). It is my contention 
that the proposal does not display merit, and is seriously at variance to the current traditional residential land use of that location 
and surrounding area and from the existing regulatory zoning bylaws. The application should not be approved as submitted. 

To assess the degree of variance that is proposed by the applicant I have compared the applicant's plan specifications to a 
range of existing regulatory zoning bylaws that are applicable in Gonzales and Fairfield: R1-G Single Detached Dwelling, R-2 
Attached Dwelling (Duplex), R-J Low Density Attached Dwelling (Rowhouses), and R-K Medium Density Attached Dwelling 
(Townhouses). The table of comparison is at the end of this petition. In particular the proposal's variances are as follows: 

• The proposal's Floor Space Ratio is 59% greater than the maximum density of the existing zones. 
• The proposed Site Coverage is 25% greater than the norm in Gonzales, even with the discovery of 200 m2 from the original 

to the revised proposal. 
• The Open Site Space is mostly occupied by the concrete entrance to the parkade and insufficient private usable amount 

available for family living in the front and back of the dwelling units. 
• The Building Fleiqht exceeds the highest maximum of 8.5 m by 2.2 m, a 26% variance. 
• The Number of Storeys of 3 exceeds the tallest apartments buildings in the area which have 2 storeys with basement 

apartments. 
• The Minimum Site Area is insufficient for this proposal. R-J requires 5272 m2 and R-K requires 8930 m2. The proposal only 

has 2307 m2 for 19 dwelling units leaving 121.4 m2 (1306.7 SF) per unit. This is the primary reason there is insufficient 
open space for front and rear yards in keeping with the function of a traditional residential nature of the neighbourhood. 

• R-J and R-K both limit the Number of Dwelling Units per dwelling block to 4. The proposal of three dwelling blocks exceeds 
this by 7 dwelling units (Block 1 by 2, Block 2 by 2, Block 3 by 3) or 58% above the maximum requirement. 

• The proposed Front Yard Setback (south) is only 3.0 m. The minimum requirement of R-K Townhouses shall not be less 
than 7.5 m, a 60% variance. 

• The Side Yard Setback (west) of Block 2 is actually the rear of the block with main windows looking onto the Hollywood Park 
tennis courts and should be a minimum of 7.5 m from the Park boundary and Park trees, not 3.0 m, a variance of 60%. 
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• The Rear Yard Setback (north) of Block 3 with main windows looking onto adjacent houses should be a minimum of 7.5 m 
from the interior lot line, not 6.1 m, a 19% variance. 

• The Third Floor Area of Blocks 1 and 2 should not exist as the proposal exceeds the Number of Storeys. If it is allowed to 
proceed then it must comply with R-K Townhouse requirement to be less than or equal to 60% of the second storey. 

• Proposed Parking is short by 7.5 spaces, a 26% shortfall. 

The proposed development will threaten the attainment of the OCP strategic direction for Gonzales and Fairfield, to maintain and 
enhance neighbourhood character including the heritage character of buildings (Montague Court and businesses), landscapes 
(Hollywood Park) and streetscapes (views of Fairfield, Lillian and Wildwood) of the traditional residential neighbourhood. This 
development proposal as presented is not an incremental variation from the intended character of the Gonzales and Fairfield 
neighbourhood. Approval of such a high density proposal would entrench an inappropriate use of land in the neighbourhood. 

According to the OCP Design Guidelines for Multi-use Residential a new development should be compatible with and improve 
the character of established areas (1.1). The design's architectural approach should provide unity and coherence in relation to 
existing place character and patterns of development (1.1.1). It clearly does not even attempt to accomplish this. Where a new 
development is directly abutting lands in a different Development Permit Area such as Hollywood Park and the remaining 
detached dwellings to the north and east of the property, the design should provide a transition between areas in ways that 
respond to established form and character (OCP 1.2). Form in Gonzales includes space for front and rear yards for families 
which this proposal does not have for each of the townhouse dwelling units nor even between the three blocks. Character in 
Gonzales requires low height dwellings and more greenery that accompanies low density of land use. 

As new residential development this proposal should respect the character of established areas and building variety through the 
form and massing of housing (OCP 1.5). There is no development in Gonzales of such high density as proposed, and the 
design does not respect the traditional designs of neighbouring detached residential dwellings nor the heritage structure located 
across the street from these lots. The proposal for this multi-unit residential development directly abuts the residential buildings 
to the east and north which are lower and smaller in scale and should provide a transition in its form and massing to lower-
density building form (OCP 1.6.1) and be designed to address privacy, particularly for portions of the development abutting the 
side yards of adjacent single-family dwellings (OCP 1,6.2). The proponent's plan does not provide for any of this, and does not 
address privacy for users of Hollywood Park to which the proposal abuts. 

I wonder why the City's Parks Department did not consider the opportunity under its Parks Acquisition Strategy (OCP 9.2) to 
purchase part or all of the proponent's consolidated lots for expansion of Hollywood Park for community benefit (9.2.5) and to 
accommodate the residential growth of being in proximity to the Fairfield Plaza, a designated urban village (9.2.6). 
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And in case the legislative requirement for municipal staff and elected members to follow regulatory zoning bylaws is considered 
insufficient, the City of Victoria Committee of the Whole meeting of 22 February 2018 agreed with residents and made it clear 
that multiple rows of townhouses will not be acceptable for the Fairfield and Gonzales Neighbourhood Plans. 

There is also an apparent conflict of interest about this application. A co-owner of the proponent, Ryan Goodman, was until very 
recently a member of the City directed working group. Witnesses have stated that this placement afforded the proponent the 
opportunity to be instrumental in incorporating development parameters in the draft Gonzales Neighbourhood that enable a land 
use of this type where none existed before. 

In conclusion this application REZ00618 for rezoning the properties at 1712 and 1720 Fairfield Road should not be approved as 
submitted. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Sharpe 
1592 Earle Place 
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Notes on 1712 - 1720 Fairfield Road Proposal 

Application for rezoning from detached dwelling R1-G to comprehensive district CD-name to be determined. 

Examples of other comprehensive districts are: 
• CD-1 Selkirk Comprehensive District 
• CD-4 Fairfield Block Comprehensive District 
• CD-7 Cook Street Village Comprehensive District 

A property comprising 2307 m2 does not qualify for a Comprehensive District designation. 

For comparison R-2 Attached Dwelling, R-J Low Density Attached Dwelling, and R-K 11 Fairfield Townhouse 
District / R-K Medium Density Attached Dwelling zoning requirements have been used. 

The proposal is described in the proponent's letter as an "urban village" with a "small-scale village 
atmosphere." The proposal is for three attached dwellings on the lot. Each dwelling has the following 
proposed number of dwelling units within each: Block 1=6, Block 2 = 6 and Block 3 = 7, for a total of 19 
dwelling units (original proposal 17). 

Original Proposal Revised Proposal 
2 bedroom townhouses XO X 7 
3 bedroom townhouses X 5 X 6 
4 bedroom townhouses X 2 XO 
3 bedroom duplexes X 5 X 3 
2 bedroom duplexes X 5 X 3 
Total No. of Dwelling Units 17 19 
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ZONING 
REQUIREMENTS 
AND PROPOSAL 

R1-G Single 
Detached 
Dwelling 

R-2 Attached 
Dwelling 
(Duplex) 

R-J Low 
Density 

Attached 
Dwelling 

(Rowhouse) 

R-K11 
Fairfield 

Townhouse 
District / R-K 

Medium 
Density 
Attached 
Dwelling 

(Townhouse) 

Original 
Proposal 

Revised 
Proposal 

Floor Space Ratio 
maximum (max) 

0.5:1 (since 
June 2017) 

0.5:1 (since 
June 2017) 

0.6:1 0.94:1 0.94:1 

Site Coverage max 30% 40% 40% 33% 45% of 2250 
m2 

39% of 2451 
m2 

Open Site Space 
minimum (min) 

50% of lot and 
50% of front 

yard 

30% of lot and 
33% of rear 

yard 

55% 50% 

Building Height 7.6 m 
24.93 ft 

7.6 m 8.5 m 
(7.5m 

Rockland) 

8.5 m 10.7 m 
35.1 ft 

10.7 m 

No. of Stories max 2 stories or 1 
1/4 w/ 

basement 

2 stories or 
1 1/2 w/ 

basement 

3 w/ basement 
/parkade 

3 w/basement 
/parkade 

Minimum Site Area 460 m2 Greater of 555 
m2 or 

# of dwelling 
units x 277.5 

m2[2,987 SF] 

Greater of 
555m2 or# 

dwelling units 
(19 X 277.5m 
= 5,272,5 m2) 

Greater of 
555m2 or # 

dwelling units 
(19X185 m2 

1 1 9 9 1  S F ]  =  8 9 3 0  

m2) 

2387.4 m2 

(*17= 140.4 
m2) 

2307 m2 

(*19= 121.42 
m2 [1.307SF]) 

Minimum Site Width 15m 15m Greater of 
15m or# 

dwelling units 
(19 X 7.5m = 

18 m 48.34 m 46.77 m 
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142 m) 
No, of Dwellings on 
a lot 

1 1 Any number Any number 3 3 

No. of units per 
Dwelling max 

2 2 4 4 Block 1 = 6 
Block 2 = 5 
Block 3 = 6 

Block 1 = 6 
Block 2 = 6 
Block 3 = 7 

SETBACKS 
Front yard min 
Blocks 1 and 2 
(Fairfield) 

7.5 m 
24.61 ft 

Lessor of 7.5 m 
or the average 
of the actual 
setbacks of the 
buildings on 
the lots 
abutting the 
sides of the 
lotD 

7.5 m 7.5 m 3.0 m 
9.84 ft 

3.0 m 

Rear yard min Block 
3 (north) 

9.1 m or 30% 
of site depth 
whichever is 

greater 
[west 61.99m 
= 18.60m/61ff] 

10.7 m or 35% 
of lot depth 

whichever is 
greater [west 

61.99 m = 
21.70m/72ffl 

7.5 m 7.5 m with 
main windows 

Block 3 

6.1 m 
20 ft 

Block 3 

6.1 m 

Rear yard min Block 
2 (labeled as Side 
yard west) 

9.1 m 
29.86 ft 

10.7 m 
35.1 ft 

2.7 m 
8.86 ft 

3.0 m 

Side yard west min 
(actually rear yard of 
Block 2, which 
should be 9.1 m) 

1.5 m or 15% 
of lot width 

whichever is 
greater 

[width south 

1.5 m or 10% 
of lot width 

whichever is 
greater [width 
south 48.34 m 

7.5 m Block 1 
2.5 m Block 2 

2.5 m blank 
wall Block 3 
7.5 m living 

room Block 2 

2.7 m 3.0 m 
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For interior lot lines 48.34m = 7.25 
m] 

= 4.83 m] 

Side yard east min 
(parkade 2 lane 
entry & exit) 

3.9 m 
12.8 ft 

3.0 m 
9.84 

7.5 m 2.5 m blank 
wall Block 1 & 

3 

10.1 m 
7.0 m 

22.97 ft 

8.0 m 
5.8 m 

19.03 ft 
Combined side 
yards min 

5.4 m 4.5 m - 12.8 m 10.4 m 

Distance between 
any two attached 
dwellings min 

5 m 5 m 4.79m Bk 1 & 2 
4.18m Bk 1 & 3 

6 m Bk 2 & 3 
5.41 m Bk 1 & 

2 
Third floor area < 60% of any 

other storey 
below 

100% of 2nd 

floor Bk 1 & 2 
100% of 2nd 

floor Bk 1 & 2 

Vehicle parking 
spaces 

1 per dwelling 
unit 

2 1.4 per 
dwelling unit 

subject to 
strata (X 19 = 

26.6) 

1.5 per 
dwelling unit (x 

19 = 28.5) 

20 21 
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10 April 2018 

SUBJECT: REZONING DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION REZ00619 

Dear Mayor and Council: 

I am writing to you about the rezoning development proposal for 1712 - 1720 Fairfield Road (REZ00618). It is my contention 
that the proposal does not display merit, and is seriously at variance to the current traditional residential land use of that location 
and surrounding area and from the existing regulatory zoning bylaws. The application should not be approved as submitted. 

To assess the degree of variance that is proposed by the applicant I have compared the applicant's plan specifications to a 
range of existing regulatory zoning bylaws that are applicable in Gonzales and Fairfield: R1-G Single Detached Dwelling, R-2 
Attached Dwelling (Duplex), R-J Low Density Attached Dwelling (Rowhouses), and R-K Medium Density Attached Dwelling 
(Townhouses). The table of comparison is at the end of this petition. In particular the proposal's variances are as follows: 

• The proposal's Floor Space Ratio is 59% greater than the maximum density of the existing zones. 
• The proposed Site Coverage is 25% greater than the norm in Gonzales, even with the discovery of 200 m2 from the original 

to the revised proposal. 
• The Open Site Space is mostly occupied by the concrete entrance to the parkade and insufficient private usable amount 

available for family living in the front and back of the dwelling units. 
• The Building Height exceeds the highest maximum of 8.5 m by 2.2 m, a 26% variance. 
• The Number of Storeys of 3 exceeds the tallest apartments buildings in the area which have 2 storeys with basement 

apartments. 
• The Minimum Site Area is insufficient for this proposal. R-J requires 5272 m2 and R-K requires 8930 m2. The proposal only 

has 2307 m2 for 19 dwelling units leaving 121.4 m2 (1306.7 SF) per unit. This is the primary reason there is insufficient 
open space for front and rear yards in keeping with the function of a traditional residential nature of the neighbourhood. 

• R-J and R-K both limit the Number of Dwelling Units per dwelling block to 4. The proposal of three dwelling blocks exceeds 
this by 7 dwelling units (Block 1 by 2, Block 2 by 2, Block 3 by 3) or 58% above the maximum requirement. 

• The proposed Front Yard Setback (south) is only 3.0 m. The minimum requirement of R-K Townhouses shall not be less 
than 7.5 m, a 60% variance. 

• The Side Yard Setback (west) of Block 2 is actually the rear of the block with main windows looking onto the Hollywood Park 
tennis courts and should be a minimum of 7.5 m from the Park boundary and Park trees, not 3.0 m, a variance of 60%. 
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• The Rear Yard Setback (north) of Block 3 with main windows looking onto adjacent houses should be a minimum of 7.5 m 
from the interior lot line, not 6.1 m, a 19% variance. 

• The Third Floor Area of Blocks 1 and 2 should not exist as the proposal exceeds the Number of Storeys. If it is allowed to 
proceed then it must comply with R-K Townhouse requirement to be less than or equal to 60% of the second storey. 

• Proposed Parking is short by 7.5 spaces, a 26% shortfall. 

The proposed development will threaten the attainment of the OCP strategic direction for Gonzales and Fairfield, to maintain and 
enhance neighbourhood character including the heritage character of buildings (Montague Court and businesses), landscapes 
(Hollywood Park) and streetscapes (views of Fairfield, Lillian and Wildwood) of the traditional residential neighbourhood. This 
development proposal as presented is not an incremental variation from the intended character of the Gonzales and Fairfield 
neighbourhood. Approval of such a high density proposal would entrench an inappropriate use of land in the neighbourhood. 

According to the OCP Design Guidelines for Multi-use Residential a new development should be compatible with and improve 
the character of established areas (1.1). The design's architectural approach should provide unity and coherence in relation to 
existing place character and patterns of development (1.1.1). It clearly does not even attempt to accomplish this. Where a new 
development is directly abutting lands in a different Development Permit Area such as Hollywood Park and the remaining 
detached dwellings to the north and east of the property, the design should provide a transition between areas in ways that 
respond to established form and character (OCP 1.2). Form in Gonzales includes space for front and rear yards for families 
which this proposal does not have for each of the townhouse dwelling units nor even between the three blocks. Character in 
Gonzales requires low height dwellings and more greenery that accompanies low density of land use. 

As new residential development this proposal should respect the character of established areas and building variety through the 
form and massing of housing (OCP 1.5). There is no development in Gonzales of such high density as proposed, and the 
design does not respect the traditional designs of neighbouring detached residential dwellings nor the heritage structure located 
across the street from these lots. The proposal for this multi-unit residential development directly abuts the residential buildings 
to the east and north which are lower and smaller in scale and should provide a transition in its form and massing to lower-
density building form (OCP 1.6.1) and be designed to address privacy, particularly for portions of the development abutting the 
side yards of adjacent single-family dwellings (OCP 1.6.2). The proponent's plan does not provide for any of this, and does not 
address privacy for users of Hollywood Park to which the proposal abuts. 

I wonder why the City's Parks Department did not consider the opportunity under its Parks Acquisition Strategy (OCP 9.2) to 
purchase part or all of the proponent's consolidated lots for expansion of Hollywood Park for community benefit (9.2.5) and to 
accommodate the residential growth of being in proximity to the Fairfield Plaza, a designated urban village (9.2.6). 
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And in case the legislative requirement for municipal staff and elected members to follow regulatory zoning bylaws is considered 
insufficient, the City of Victoria Committee of the Whole meeting of 22 February 2018 agreed with residents and made it clear 
that multiple rows of townhouses will not be acceptable for the Fairfield and Gonzales Neighbourhood Plans. 

There is also an apparent conflict of interest about this application. A co-owner of the proponent, Ryan Goodman, was until very 
recently a member of the City directed working group. Witnesses have stated that this placement afforded the proponent the 
opportunity to be instrumental in incorporating development parameters in the draft Gonzales Neighbourhood that enable a land 
use of this type where none existed before. 

In conclusion this application REZ00618 for rezoning the properties at 1712 and 1720 Fairfield Road should not be approved as 
submitted. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Sharpe 
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Notes on 1712 - 1720 Fairfield Road Proposal 

Application for rezoning from detached dwelling R1-G to comprehensive district CD-name to be determined. 

Examples of other comprehensive districts are: 
• CD-1 Selkirk Comprehensive District 
• CD-4 Fairfield Block Comprehensive District 
• CD-7 Cook Street Village Comprehensive District 

A property comprising 2307 m2 does not qualify for a Comprehensive District designation. 

For comparison R-2 Attached Dwelling, R-J Low Density Attached Dwelling, and R-K 11 Fairfield Townhouse 
District / R-K Medium Density Attached Dwelling zoning requirements have been used. 

The proposal is described in the proponent's letter as an "urban village" with a "small-scale village 
atmosphere." The proposal is for three attached dwellings on the lot. Each dwelling has the following 
proposed number of dwelling units within each: Block 1=6, Block 2 = 6 and Block 3 = 7, for a total of 19 
dwelling units (original proposal 17). 

Original Proposal Revised Proposal 
2 bedroom townhouses XO X 7 
3 bedroom townhouses X 5 X 6 
4 bedroom townhouses X 2 XO 
3 bedroom duplexes X 5 X 3 
2 bedroom duplexes X 5 X 3 
Total No. of Dwelling Units 17 19 
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ZONING 
REQUIREMENTS 
AND PROPOSAL 

R1-G Single 
Detached 
Dwelling 

R-2 Attached 
Dwelling 
(Duplex) 

R-J Low 
Density 

Attached 
Dwelling 

(Rowhouse) 

R-K11 
Fairfield 

Townhouse 
District / R-K 

Medium 
Density 
Attached 
Dwelling 

(Townhouse) 

Original 
Proposal 

Revised 
Proposal 

Floor Space Ratio 
maximum (max) 

0.5:1 (since 
June 2017) 

0.5:1 (since 
June 2017) 

0.6:1 0.94:1 0.94:1 

Site Coverage max 30 % 40% 40% 33% 45% of 2250 
m2 

39% of 2451 
m2 

Open Site Space 
minimum (min) 

50% of lot and 
50% of front 

yard 

30% of lot and 
33% of rear 

yard 

55% 50% 

Building Height 7.6 m 
24.93 ft 

7.6 m 8.5 m 
(7.5m 

Rockland) 

8.5 m 10.7 m 
35.1 ft 

10.7 m 

No. of Stories max 2 stories or 1 
14 w/ 

basement 

2 stories or 
1 14 w/ 

basement 

3 w/ basement 
/parkade 

3 w/basement 
/parkade 

Minimum Site Area 460 m2 Greater of 555 
m2 or 

# of dwelling 
units x 277.5 

m2[2,987 SF) 

Greater of 
555m2 or# 

dwelling units 
(19 X 277.5m 
= 5,272,5 m2) 

Greater of 
555m2or # 

dwelling units 
(19 X 185 m2 

[1991 SF] - 3 030 

m2) 

2387.4 m2 

(- 17= 140.4 
m2) 

2307 m2 

(-19= 121.42 
m2 [1.307SF]) 

Minimum Site Width 15 m 15 m Greater of 
15m or# 

dwelling units 
(19 X 7.5m = 

18 m 48.34 m 46.77 m 
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142 m) 
No, of Dwellings on 
a lot 

1 1 Any number Any number 3 3 

No. of units per 
Dwelling max 

2 2 4 4 Block 1 = 6 
Block 2 = 5 
Block 3 = 6 

Block 1 = 6 
Block 2 = 6 
Block 3 = 7 

SETBACKS 
Front yard min 
Blocks 1 and 2 
(Fairfield) 

7.5 m 
24.61 ft 

Lessor of 7.5 m 
or the average 
of the actual 
setbacks of the 
buildings on 
the lots 
abutting the 
sides of the 
lota 

7.5 m 7.5 m 3.0 m 
9.84 ft 

3.0 m 

Rear yard min Block 
3 (north) 

9.1 m or 30% 
of site depth 
whichever is 

greater 
[west 61.99m 
= 18.60m/61ff] 

10.7 m or 35% 
of lot depth 

whichever is 
greater [west 

61.99 m = 
21.70m/72ftl 

7.5 m 7.5 m with 
main windows 

Block 3 

6.1 m 
20 ft 

Block 3 

6.1 m 

Rear yard min Block 
2 (labeled as Side 
yard west) 

9.1 m 
29.86 ft 

10.7 m 
35.1 ft 

2.7 m 
8.86 ft 

3.0 m 

Side yard west min 
(actually rear yard of 
Block 2, which 
should be 9.1 m) 

1.5 m or 15% 
of lot width 

whichever is 
greater 

[width south 

1.5 m or 10% 
of lot width 

whichever is 
greater [width 
south 48.34 m 

7.5 m Block 1 
2.5 m Block 2 

2.5 m blank 
wall Block 3 
7.5 m living 

room Block 2 

2.7 m 3.0 m 

6 



( 

For interior lot lines 48.34m = 7.25 
m] 

= 4.83 m] 

Side yard east min 
(parkade 2 lane 
entry & exit) 

3.9 m 
12.8 ft 

3.0 m 
9.84 

7.5 m 2.5 m blank 
wall Block 1 & 

3 

10.1 m 
7.0 m 

22.97 ft 

8.0 m 
5.8 m 

19.03 ft 
Combined side 
yards min 

5.4 m 4.5 m -
- 12.8 m 10.4 m 

Distance between 
any two attached 
dwellings min 

5 m 5 m 4.79m Bk 1 & 2 
4.18m Bk 1 & 3 

6 m Bk 2 & 3 
5.41 m Bk 1 & 

2 
Third floor area < 60% of any 

other storey 
below 

100% of 2nd 

floor Bk 1 & 2 
100% of 2nd 

floor Bk 1 & 2 

Vehicle parking 
spaces 

1 per dwelling 
unit 

2 1.4 per 
dwelling unit 

subject to 
strata ( X 19 = 

26.6) 

1.5 per 
dwelling unit (x 

19 = 28.5) 

20 21 
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Monica Dhawan 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dan Blatchford 
Tuesday, May 15, 2018 6:26 PM 
Victoria Mayor and Council 
I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Dan Blatchford 

3950 Rainbow Street 

Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca 



r r 

Monica Dhawan 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Denis Farling 
Tuesday, June 26, 2018 5:23 PM 
Victoria Mayor and Council 
I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Denis Farling 

#110-1655 Begbie Street 

Sent from toAryze.ca, talk@talktoarvze.ca 



( 

Monica Dhawan 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Madelynn Sherwood <noreply@123formbuilder.io> 
Wednesday, August 01, 2018 1:34 PM 
Victoria Mayor and Council 
I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Madelynn Sherwood 

202-2710 Grosvenor Road 

Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca 

l 

mailto:noreply@123formbuilder.io
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Monica Dhawan 

From: webforms@victoria.ca 
Sent: Sunday, August 12, 2018 3:29 PM 
To: Victoria Mayor and Council 
Subject: Mayor and Council email 

From: michael owen 
Email : ^ 
Referenc^TttpsT/ww^wictoria.ca/EN/rnain/city/mayor-council-committees/councillors.html 
Daytime Phone :l 
I am opposed to tn^Jevelopment on Fairfield rd. by Rhodo development. I agree with what the Gonzales Neighbourhood 
Association has said in its objection to this development. I am not against infill and small developments but this 
development is to big. its too big next to a park. No mention of low income housing. The developer is interested in profit 
and not interested in the quality of live that we,the people of Gonzales, cherish so much. I recommend that you all vote 
against this development and recommend a more agreeable development for the people of Gonzales 

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 
prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify The City of Victoria immediately by email at 
publicservice@victoria.ca. Thank you. 

l 

mailto:publicservice@victoria.ca
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Monica Dhawan 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

1 am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Clifford Childs 

240 cook street 

Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca 

( 
\ 

Clifford Childs <noreply@123formbuilder.io> 
Wednesday, August 15, 2018 6:28 PM 
Victoria Mayor and Council 
I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road 

l 

mailto:noreply@123formbuilder.io


Monica Dhawan 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Paul Brewster <noreply@123formbuilder.io> 
Wednesday, August 15, 2018 10:23 AM 
Victoria Mayor and Council 
I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Paul Brewster 

555 Niagara Street 

Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca 

mailto:noreply@123formbuilder.io


Monica Dhawan 

( (' 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Sarah Mari <noreply@123formbuilder.io> 
Saturday, September 08, 2018 8:21 PM 
Victoria Mayor and Council 
I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Sarah Mari 

1605 Foul Bay Road 

Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca 

l 

mailto:noreply@123formbuilder.io
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Monica Dhawan 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Anthony Maguire <noreply@123formbuilder.io> 
Thursday, September 13, 2018 4:08 PM 
Victoria Mayor and Council 
I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Anthony Maguire 

353 Linden Avenue, Victoria, BC 

Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca 

t 

mailto:noreply@123formbuilder.io
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Lucas De Amaral 

Victoria Mayor and Council 
September 5, 2018 11:43 AM 
Public Hearings 
FW: Mayor and Council email FW: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield 
Road 

Hi Pamela, 

See below. 

Sincerely, 

Lucas 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

From: Victoria Mayor and Council 
Sent: September 5, 2018 11:40 AM 
To: Councillors <Councillors@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Mayor and Council email FW: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road 

Good afternoon, 

Please see below for a form-style email submission in support of the development proposal at 1712 /1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Lucas de Amaral 
Correspondence Coordinator 
Mayor / City Manager's Office 
City of Victoria 
1 Centennial Square, Victoria BC V8W 1P6 

E jt 1 
w VICTORIA '—B 

From: Molly Vermeulen <noreply(o>123formbuilder.io> 
Sent: September 4, 2018 12:45 PM 
To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mavorandcouncil(5)victoria.ca> 
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Molly Vermeulen 

1510 Edgemont rd 

Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoarvze.ca 
l 

mailto:Councillors@victoria.ca
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Monica Dhawan 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Paula Grayton <noreply@123formbuilder.io> 
Wednesday, October 03, 2018 9:42 AM 
Victoria Mayor and Council 
I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Paula Grayton 

8336 Edgevalley Drive 

Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca 

mailto:noreply@123formbuilder.io
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Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Taylor Bridges <••• 
Friday, August 10, 2018 1:44 PM 
Lisa Helps (Mayor) 
Rhodo Development Gonzalese 

Hello Mayor Helps, 

I urge you to please reconsider allowing the designs to move forward on the Rhodo Project. I have zero issue with the 
number of units they are planning to build but I take great issue in the aesthetics of the building. It does not fit the 
character and charm of our area. As someone who lives around the corner from there and frequent the park, we will 
have to look at that on a daily basis. When are we going to start preserving the character of Gonzales and stop these 
modern buildings from ruining that? I am a 32 year old who in no way wants nothing to change but I think there are 
much better designs out there that can't fit into the character of the surrounding 1920's buildings. 

Taylor Bridges 

l 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Anna King <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 4:23 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Anna King 
 
320-770 Fisgard St 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Chris Huzzey 

Sent: November 21, 2018 3:00 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: The Rhodo Development

This proposed development on Fairfield Drive does NOT fit into the Fairfield neighborhood.  
 
The majority of Fairfield is made up of character homes and this modern boxy look would not be a good fit architecturally.  
 
We are residents of Fairfield and the increased congestion that this structure would provide is not needed in our already 
‘busy’ neighborhood. The 17 units would provide extra congestion which is already evident on Fairfield Drive.  
 
Please do not accept this development which also extends onto Hollywood Park which is the only green space around 
this area. We need to keep it more private and quiet which is the flavour of the existing surroundings.  
 
Thank-you kindly.  
Christine & Reid Huzzey.  
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Lucas De Amaral

From: David Berry 

Sent: November 21, 2018 2:45 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: Fairfield Rhodo Development

Hi, 

 

I currently reside in a house on Chandler street that I purchased in early 2017. I am emailing concerning the 

new development proposal alongside Hollywood Park. As a young homeowner, I understand the importance of 

more housing in the community. The Rhodo development appears to be exactly what this city needs in order to 

keep housing attainable for young people like myself. To sustain the youthful, thriving community that Victoria 

and Fairfield are, I feel that projects like this high density, attractive, low impact development are of great 

importance. As a member of the neighborhood, residing just a block away from the site, I hope that the city 

allows this project to proceed. 

 

Sincerely, 

David Berry 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Diane Hughes 

Sent: November 21, 2018 2:49 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: Proposed Rhodo Development

Dear Councillors, 
I am writing to ask you to reject the current design proposal for the Rhodo townhouse development at 1712 and 1720 
Fairfield Road . 
I STRONGLY urge you to vote to send the current proposal " back to the drawing board" and ask the developers to 
resubmit a design which honours the existing zoning regulations especially building height and front yard setback.  
I would also like to see a building design which is more in keeping with the character of the Gonzales Fairfield 
neighbourhood. 
Finally, I think that 10 townhouses rather than the 17 proposed, would be a far more appropriate number, given the size 
of the parcel of land. 
Sincerely, 
Diane Hughes. 
344 Richmond Ave , 
Victoria  
 
 
Sent from my iPad 



November	21st,	2018	

Dear	Mayor	and	Council	(City	of	Victoria),

Re:	URGENT:	For	immediate	consideraFon	COTW	Thursday	November	22nd	2018
Wri$en	request	that	the	FGCA	CALUC	is	reques4ng	a	2nd	CALUC	mee4ng	re:	
Rezoning	Applica4on	No	00618		for	1712	&	1720	Fairfield	Road	and	
Development	Permit	with	Variance	Applica4on	No	00098	for	1712	&	1720	
Fairfield	Road.

The	criteria	for	a	2nd	CALUC	meeFng	has	been	met.	(The	first	CALUC	meeFng	was	
held	August	17th,	2017)

“If	changes	are	made	that	fall	into	the	following	categories	a	2nd	community	
meeFng	is	required	at	the	expense	of	the	applicant.”(1)
• a	change	in	use	(Not	applicable.)
• an	increase	in	height	(Applicable.	From	10.7m	to	11.45m.)
• an	increase	in	the	density	of	floor	space	raFo	(FSR)	(Not	applicable.)
• a	reducFon	in	the	setbacks	or	increase	in	site	coverage	equal	to	or	greater	

than	20%	(Applicable.)
• 	-44%	reducFon	in	front	setback
• 	-32%	reducFon	in	west	setback,
• 	-Site	coverage	increased	from	45%	to	60%	a	relaFve	increase	of	33%

These	are	significant	changes;	yet,	best	to	our	knowledge,	the	planning	
department	did	not	no4fy	us	of	these	significant	changes.

“The	Area	Planner	will	no4fy	the	Community	AssociaFon	Land	Use	Commibee	
(CALUC)
and	the	proponent	if	a	second	meeFng	is	triggered.”

Procedures	for	Processing	ApplicaFons	
Community	AssociaFon	Land	Use	Commibee	(CALUC)
City	of	Victoria
P	4	of	7

The	plan	that	was	presented	to	the	community	in	August	17th,	2017	CALUC	
meeFng	has	significantly	changed	as	per	criteria	for	a	need	for	2nd	CALUC	
meeFng.		To	the	best	of	our	knowledge,	the	FGCA	CALUC	did	not	receive	any	



noFficaFon	about	these	significant	changes	in	the	plans,	because	if	we	had,	we	
would	have	immediately	requested	a	2nd	CALUC	meeFng	as	this	clearly	benefits	
both	the	developer	and	the	community.		We	are	now	requesFng	a	2nd	CALUC	
meeFng	and	believe	that	a	beber	plan	by	the	developer	could	be	achieved	with	
more	neighbourhood	feedback.

Sincerely,
FGCA	CALUC

(1)	“Community	AssociaFon	Land	Use	Commibee	Plan	Amendment,	Rezoning,	
Variance,	Temporary	Use	Permit	and	Liquor	License	ApplicaFons,	City	of	Victoria,	
approved	by	Council	December	8,	2016
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Gwen Gaddes 

Sent: November 21, 2018 11:59 AM

To: Councillors

Cc: Lisa Helps (Mayor)

Subject: Rhodo development project Fairfield Rd

Importance: High

Hello Councillors, Mayor Helps. 

 

I am sending a brief note to request that you good folks direct more thought, discussion and effort 

toward this Fairfield Road development during the hearing on November 22, 2018. 

 

We have been residents of this neighbourhood since January 1998. 

We did attend the Developer’s initial presentation to the community.    

Many details were not transparent at that time. 

 

I understand there will be a loss of several dozen mature trees.   

This is concerning esthetically and environmentally. 

 

The City’s zoning standards are being significantly challenged by the Developer.   

Residents’ front doors will open onto the sidewalk.  Okay for big cities like Vancouver, not for the 

Gonzales neighbourhood. 

 

The stark, institutional and box-like design of the structure is quite out of character with the existing 

neighbourhood buildings. 

One hopes you would petition the Developer for a softer, staggered-storied design that would flow 

rather than battle Hollywood Park’s greenspace. 

 

Please consider a re-design. 

Kind regards, 

 

Gwen Gaddes 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Paul Jorjorian and Hannah Mitchell 

Sent: November 21, 2018 2:41 PM

To: Councillors

Cc:

 at Hollywood Park, Fairfield

Dear City Council: I’m writing to express my concerns about the proposed Rhodo Development next to Hollywood Park 

in Fairfield. I feel that the project is too massive for the existing lots and that the proposed buildings will dwarf the older 

buildings across the street. The proposed townhomes are monolithic and flat-roofed, they are not in sync with the 

surrounding architecture, and they are also over the allowed 2-storey maximum height.  

I also have concerns about the congestion in my neighbourhood if 17 new units are built in that location. I understand 

there won’t be enough parking for the inhabitants of the development. I live on St. Charles Street below Fairfield Road 

and already have difficulty making a left turn onto Fairfield Road due to the steady traffic there. Putting so many units, 

people and their cars into the lots next to Hollywood Park is going to make turning left onto Fairfield and parking on 

Fairfield, for those using the park, even harder. I think that there should only be as many units in the Rhodo 

development as can be accommodated with off-street parking. 

I also object to the plan to cut down 51 trees for this development. We are losing trees in Victoria at a rapid rate due to 

all the new construction. I strongly object to the Rhodo developers removing such a large number of trees.  

While I agree that more housing, and more affordable housing, is needed in Victoria and Fairfield, I am not happy with 

the current Rhodo proposal and hope that you will send this project back to the drawing board. New development 

should complement and enhance existing neighbourhoods, not compromise them. 

 

Sincerely, 

Hannah Mitchell 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Janice and Kevin 
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 11:02 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: FW:  Rhodo Development 1712/1720 Fairfield. Road

Please find my earlier email. 
 

From: Janice and Kevin    
Sent: November 20, 2018 1:20 PM 
To: 'councillors@victoria.ca' <councillors@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Rhodo Development 1712/1720 Fairfield. Road 
 
As a gateway into Gonzales, the neighborhood around Hollywood Park is unique; green filled, open and welcoming. The 
proposed “Rhodo” development by Aryze on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road would have a significant impact, detracting from 
the experience of those living here for decades to come. Some of the main issues with the proposal are:  
• There will be virtually no front yard on Fairfield. Rather than the proposed 5 ½ feet, the front setback should be 

a minimum of 25 feet to be consistent with other properties and what is permitted under the existing zoning. 
• The front of the building is too high and overpowering. Though the building is technically 2 ½ stories, the reality 

is the front face on Fairfield is 3 stories high. The side of the building facing Fairfield should be no higher that 2 
stories, with a building height limited to 25 feet as permitted under the existing zoning.  

• The rear yard is too narrow. The 20 feet setback should be a minimum of 30 feet (from all structures) and at 
least 30% of the site depth to achieve city standards.    

• The public’s use of the park must be protected. An adequate buffer such as a tall hedge or fence is essential. 
• There is not enough parking for owners and guests. The number of parking stalls is reduced to 22 spaces from 

the required 26 spaces under the new City parking requirements. Why would the City create new parking 
requirements and then grant a major variance in a location that already has parking congestion?  

• The design is ill suited for its location and does not enhance or integrate with neighbourhood character. The 
proposed buildings are congested on the site. Most concerning is the 3‐story wall face bordering the sidewalk 
along Fairfield.  

 
The draft Gonzales Neighbour Plan for rezoning for townhouses (summer 2018) distributed by the City stated the 
template for all townhouse developments is a minimum 20‐foot front setback, 30‐foot (or at least 25% of lot depth) rear 
setback and 30% to 40% site coverage including auxiliary buildings (this project proposes 60%).  The project is nowhere 
close to achieving these purported standards.   
 
Most of us recognize that increased density is a reality. However, there is nothing appealing about this project and it will 
ultimately detract from, not enhance our neighbourhood. Rather than presenting a showcase for densification, the 
proposal creates a dangerous precedent for future land use in our neighbourhood.   
 
It is challenging to have any level of confidence in meaningful community input on land use with the recent experiences 
around the Gonzales Neighborhood Planning process. Now we are facing a situation where a developer is trying to 
maximize every square foot of a site by eroding reasonable standards. We trust City Council will value the views of 
neighbors/residents of Gonzales and move forward towards declining the application by Aryze for 1712/1720 Fairfield 
Road.  
 
Janice Linton and Kevin Warren 
356 Robertson Street 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Jackson Leidenfrost <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 8:45 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Jackson Leidenfrost 
 
1905 Wooden Road 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Kim Fenton 

Sent: November 21, 2018 2:07 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: Rhodo development next to Hollywood Park

To all concerned, 
 
As a home owner and resident of the Gonzales neighbourhood, I would like to express my desire for council to reject the 
current design of this project.  I do feel this property is an acceptable and welcomed site for a townhouse project, 
however, the current proposal is completely out of touch with its surroundings and requires considerable changes to the 
City’s own zoning standards which are in place to protect our community.   
 
First, the renderings appear to look more like a county jail or government office building rather than the “upscale housing” 
Aryze was aiming for, and certainly not congruent with our unique neighbourhood.  In addition to this, I have concerns 
regarding the many variances that have been requested.  Front yard setback and height are an issue with a building of 
this size.  I think of walking through Yaletown in Vancouver which has many of these similar structures.  None of them 
feel as stark, uncomfortable, and uninviting as this.  The proposed structure would be less imposing if it followed the 
current allowance of 25 ft height and adhered to the 24.5 ft setback.  The height and front yard setback would not be so 
much of a concern if the the actual building was designed differently and had a feel more appropriate to our community.  
Of course there is also a huge concern about what the impact this housing unit is going to have on Hollywood Park.  
Should there be a buffer zone?  A clear marking of where private and public property meet? Also, this is not a designated 
dog park, nor should it become one once 17 families move in.     
 
Lastly, I will briefly touch on parking.  I feel the city needs to look at requiring residential parking passes in this area, 
especially if we are bringing in this number of housing units.  With this project proposal, Margaret Jenkins Elementary 
School, day-care and a church - we are stretched to the parking limit.  When there is construction all of the workers park 
here also and it has an impact. 
 
Thank-you for considering my thoughts, 
 
Kim Fenton 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Lindsay C 
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 10:05 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: 1712&1729 Fairfield Road—Rezoning Application

Dear Council, 
>  
> As a resident at 1611 Fairfield I’m writing to voice my support for the redevelopment of 1712&1720 Fairfield Road. I’ve 
been following the application with interest and appreciate the design, character and density of the proposed 
development. 
>  
> I recognize that Victoria is in the midst of a housing crisis, particularly for families. Any ground oriented housing that 
includes a mix of unit typologies is desperately needed. The park next door will benefit from more overlook by new 
neighbours and the recent investment in new playground equipment will be much appreciated. I support bold action by 
Council in approving this type of infill development in my neighbourhood.  
>  
> Additional density makes sense in this area. It is well served by transit and local services are within easy walking 
distance. I look forward to welcoming new families and neighbours to our little corner of the world and hope that you will 
see fit to approve this development. 
>  
> Sincerely, 
>  
> Lindsay Chase 
> 1611 Fairfield Road 
>  
> Sent from my iPhone 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Malcolm Smith < >
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 8:29 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Rhodo Development on Fairfield Road - Full support for project....

Your worship and council, 
 
I write to support unreservedly this proposed project that I understand is up for consideration tomorrow, November 22, 
2018.  My young family lives in Fairfield/Gonzales a few blocks from this proposed project. 
 
Growth and increased density in Fairfield are inevitable.  With the proposed Rhodo development, moderate increase in 
density is married to progressive and top level architecture that will blend in beautifully with a portion of Fairfield that 
clearly already contemplates higher density.  The blocks of Fairfield between Foul Bay and Cook already represent 
predominantly commercial, institutional, and higher density rental apartments.  
 

 This townhouse model with underground parking is the best way to accomplish increased density development 
model as it creates a vibrant lively and safe street scap. It sure beats apartment buildings and surface parking. 
Townhouses have front doors on the street and provide “eyes on the street”. 

 There is an opportunity for this project to illustrate what thoughtful top‐shelf design can do in Victoria.  I 
understand that the architects who have designed Rhodo recently won the Lieutenant Governor’s medal for 
architecture within the province this year. 

 Density within Fairfield makes housing accessible to a younger generation that is currently shut out of this part 
of Victoria’s housing market. Baby boomers have been serving their own generational interests for a very long, 
its time they considered the very thin opportunities for the young within Fairfield. 

 Density is much more sustainable in terms of energy consumption and land use. 
 
As an employer downtown, I am keenly aware of the frustrations of my young employees who are priced out of much of 
Victoria real estate. 
 
The proposed Rhodo project fills this gap. 
 
I support this project without reservation. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Malcolm J.C. Smith 
MacMinn & Company 
Barristers & Solicitors 
3rd Floor  ‐ 754 Broughton Street 
Victoria, BC 

 
 

www.macminnco.com 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: susan matthews 

Sent: November 21, 2018 12:02 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: Re: Rhodo Plan for 1712 1720 Fairfield road...

Hello there! I am writing to you to voice my displeasure about the plan for the new 
Rhodo plan for 1712-1720 Fairfield road. This wasn't what was originally proposed and 
this plan does not fit in with our ideas of the direction that Fairfield and Gonzales 
districts should be going in. The following is just not acceptable. 


 



 

  There will be virtually no front yard for the units on Fairfield Road — the front 
setback will be 5.5' (1.68 m) whereas the current minimum is 24.5’ (7.5 m).  
  
  The 3-storey building facing Fairfield will be 38’ (12 m) high, the current maximum is 
25' (7.6 m). The development is 3 stories on Fairfield Road, even though it is classified 
as a 2 ½ story because of the area of the 3rd floor and the slope of the land. 
  
  This development will create a 3-storey, 38' wall, 5 ½ feet from the front property 
line. The applicable bylaw states that "No part of any building shall be closer than 19.6 
ft (6 m) from the street frontage" and "the average distance of the walls of 
a building facing the  street frontage shall be not less than 24.6 ft. (7.5 m)."  

  
  Currently, a rear yard should 30' (9.1 m) or at least 30% of the site depth (so for the 
Rhodo 60' on the  west side), the Rhodo is asking for a rear setback of 20' (6.1 
m). There is no delineation between the minimal patio space and the townhouses 
facing Hollywoood Park. Aryze's own materials (distributed on November 8th) highlight 
this feature as follows:  Along the Hollywood Park side of the site, homes give on 
to outdoor patios with steps down to the park." 

  
  The building footprint will take up 60% of the total site whereas the current maximum 
allowed 30%.  
  
  The number of parking stalls will be to 22 spaces (Aryze's application wrongly 
indicates that 22 spaces is the minimum required; City staff have confirmed that 26 are 
in fact required). 
  
  Over 50 Trees will be cut down by the park to accommodate the development. 
Yours truly, 
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Patrick and Susan Matthews 

1633 Pinewood avenue 

Victoria BC. 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Sheryl Meredith 
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 1:54 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Support for the Rhodo Townhouse Project

Importance: High

 
Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you because I support a future looking Victoria with amenity rich, diverse, inclusive neighbourhoods that 
have housing options for everyone. I believe that well designed infill housing will strengthen our neighbourhoods, 
provide for a broader range of housing types / tenures and create a vibrant public realm.  
 
Specifically, we support the Rhodo townhouse project currently under Council review. It contributes well-designed 
housing while preserving the village lifestyle we enjoy in Victoria, increasing affordable options for seniors and 
young families and enhancing the natural beauty of our town.  

Sincerely, 

Sheryl Meredith 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Tom White 
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 7:24 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Rhodo development proposed by Aryze

Please stop this proposed building! 
 
Tom White 
321 Robertson Street 
Victoria 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Bob June 
Sent: Thursday, November 22, 2018 8:16 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Cc: Marianne Alto (Councillor); Ben Isitt (Councillor); Charlayne Thornton-Joe (Councillor); 

Lisa Helps (Mayor); Geoff Young (Councillor); Laurel Collins (Councillor); Sharmarke 
Dubow (Councillor); Sarah Potts  (Councillor); Jeremy Loveday (Councillor)

Subject: re1712/20 Fairfield Road Rezoning - 2nd CALUC Meeting & Advisory Design Panel

Mayor and Council: 
 
With apparent changes in height, density and set backs this project meets the requirements for a second CALUC 
community meeting which seems to have been ignored. 
 
It is also important that if you move ahead today you comprehensively review and address the multitude of concerns of 
this project raised by the Advisory Design Panel at their Mar 28/18 meeting. 
 
Bob June 
1310 Manor Road 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Jordan Milne <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Thursday, November 22, 2018 6:18 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Jordan Milne 
 
1278 Gladstone Ave. 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Linda Pucci 
Sent: Thursday, November 22, 2018 5:09 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Rhodo Development

 
 
 
 
============ Forwarded message ============ 
From : Linda Pucci  
To : "councillors"<councillors@victoria.ca> 
Date : Wed, 21 Nov 2018 17:38:43 -0800 
Subject : Rhodo Development 
============ Forwarded message ============ 

I reject the current design & request a design that respects the exisiting zoning  
 
Linda  
202 St Charles  
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Monica Dhawan

From: F D'Ambrosio, Architect AIBC FRAIC <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Friday, November 23, 2018 1:40 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

F D'Ambrosio, Architect AIBC FRAIC 
 
2960 Jutland Road 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Morrie Baillie <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Friday, November 23, 2018 12:00 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Morrie Baillie 
 
1804 Quamichan Street 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Murray Nunns <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Friday, November 23, 2018 5:53 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Murray Nunns 
 
5789 Brookhill Road Victoria 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Kerstin Greiner

Sent: November 21, 2018 8:18 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: Rhodo development

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

As a long time resident of Fairfield, I strongly oppose the Rhodo development .  How is cutting 51 tree down 

good for our environment/climate change,which I understood was important to this mayor. This design is not 

respectful of the existing neighbourhood. 

Hollywood park needs to have a adequate buffer and visual barrier to this development. 

There are zoning standards and this project proposes to significantly exceed a number of those limits. 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Lindsay C 

Sent: November 21, 2018 9:48 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: 1712&1729 Fairfield

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Dear Council, 
 
As a resident at 1611 Fairfield I’m writing to voice my support for the redevelopment at 1712&1720 Fairfield Road. I’ve 
been following the application with interest and appreciate the design, character and density of the proposed 
development. 
 
I recognize that Victoria is in the midst of a housing crisis, particularly for families. Any ground oriented housing that 
includes a mix of unit typologies is desperately needed. The park next door will benefit from more overlook by new 
neighbours and the recent investment in new playground equipment will be much appreciated. I support bold action by 
Council in approving this type of infill development in my neighbourhood.  
 
I look forward to welcoming new residents to our little corner of the world and hope that you will see fit to approve this 
development. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Lindsay Chase 
1611 Fairfield Road 
 
Sent from my iPhone 



1

Lucas De Amaral

From: L Maasch 

Sent: November 22, 2018 6:44 AM

To: Councillors

Subject: Rhodo Development

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Hi - I am a homeowner,  living on Robertson Street for 18+ years. 

I live a 1/2 block down from the proposed project. Here are my opinions about this development: 

 

This project does not fit our neighbourhood vison, zoning  or plan. It needs to be re-worked. I am not opposed 

to a townhouse going in - just the way this one is planned. 

 

Hollywood Park would be very negatively impacted. I ahve used it almost daily for over 18 years. I know it 

well. It would be left a mess. There is no real place built into the Rhodo project for the residents to be outside 

Except for the park. The Rhodo project needs it's own green space. 

51 Trees will be cut - Really ? How can you let this go through?  

This project , as it now sits, will destroy my park . I have grandchildren using the swings, my kids played 

soccer and baseball there and we walk it often with our dog. We use it. 

 

And finally, Not Enough Parking for the people in the townhouse:  Years ago, we had to designate our 300 

block Residential Parking Only as many staff  from the Nursing Home and Thrifty's were parking on our street. 

We often could not park on in front of our homes.  What will 17 more homes add to  the parking problem? 

Contrary to some councillor's opinion,  families living on this block have at least 1 car. Renters and Owners all 

have cars. The project needs more parking spaces.  

 

Please - send this project back to the developer and have it re-worked to fit into My wonderful Gonzales 

Neighbourhood. 

 

Thank you- 

Linda Maasch 

311 Robertson St. 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Linda Pucci 

Sent: November 21, 2018 5:39 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: Rhodo Development

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

I reject the current design & request a design that respects the exisiting zoning 
 
Linda 
202 St Charles 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Ricki Goltzman 

Sent: November 21, 2018 10:28 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: Rhodo Development Proposal

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

To the Members of Victoria City Council: 
 
I am a longtime resident of Fairfield and live at 109 Wildwood Avenue very near the proposed Rhodo Development.  
 
The major setback reductions, increased floor space ratio and excessive building heights are all a consequence of a 
project which is simply too large for its site. In effect,  Aryze Development Construction  is attempting to rewrite the zoning 
bylaw for this parcel of land. Spot zoning should not be permitted. 
 
While I support thoughtful development projects,  I strongly oppose the proposed Rhodo development.  
 
It is Victoria City Council’s responsibility to protect Victoria neighbourhoods and ensure they don’t turn into a developers 
paradise where unsightly overdevelopment is permitted that permanently scars the landscape. 
 
I implore council members to  do the right thing and vote a resounding NO! 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Ricki Goltzman 
Concerned Fairfield Resident. 
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Noraye Fjeldstad

From: Colleen Mycroft
Sent: Friday, November 30, 2018 8:47 AM
To: Noraye Fjeldstad; Alison Meyer
Subject: Fwd: Feedback re Rhodo development proposal - 1712-1720 Fairfield Road

 

Colleen Mycroft 
Manager of Executive Operations 
Mayor & City Manager Office 
City of Victoria 
 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Laurel Collins (Councillor)" <lcollins@victoria.ca> 
Date: November 30, 2018 at 2:01:05 AM PST 
To:  

> 
Cc: Colleen Mycroft <cmycroft@victoria.ca>, Jocelyn Jenkyns <JJenkyns@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Re: Feedback re Rhodo development proposal - 1712-1720 Fairfield Road 

Hi Tim,  
 
Thanks so much for this.  
 
Warmly,  
 
Laurel  
 
Laurel Collins 
Victoria City Councillor 
Email: lcollins@victoria.ca / Cel. 778-977-0977 
www.Facebook.com/CollinsLaurel 
Twitter: @laurel_bc 
  

From: Timothy Stonhouse  > 
Sent: Tuesday, November 27, 2018 9:50 AM 
To: Laurel Collins (Councillor); Tim Stonhouse 
Cc: councillers@victoria.ca 
Subject: Feedback re Rhodo development proposal ‐ 1712‐1720 Fairfield Road  
  

Myself and my wife currently reside at 1616 Earle Street a property that we have owned for over 
twenty years.  When we were looking for property in the mid-nineties one of our considerations 
was the character of the neighbourhood.  We were drawn to the Fairfield area because of its 
mature feel,  not flashy but understated with a touch of history. Most of the homes are well 



2

looked after and the people are friendly.  Being over fifty years old, this area has been very well 
maintained striving not to push modernity into a historical area. 
 
It is for this reason that my wife and I am very concerned about the above mentioned 
project.  While I endorse that the village concept (as set out in the glossy four page document 
provided to the residents) the execution fails to deliver on the stated purpose largely based on the 
overly modern design.  I have been to many historical cities on the eastern seaboard as well as 
Europe and the village concept (if developed properly) could become a model for future 
developments in Victoria.   
 
My main concerns are the design features and the type of materials proposed in the project.  As 
currently designed the project does not "fit into" the neighbourhood but would significantly alter 
the area.  Approval of such a project would set a very dangerous precedent and would change the 
quaint, historical appeal of this area of Victoria.  I talked to the man handing out the glossy 
brochures and asked him  why he feels people are drawn to Victoria.  His response was, " 
Because of the historical feel of Victoria." In Victoria we have something that people come to 
experience - why should we destroy one of the features that makes our city so attractive?  
 
I have enclosed a number of attachments (including photographs) which may be of some 
assistance in your deliberations.  Two sets of photos show developments in the Victoria area that 
have a historical feel but achieve many of the features proposed by the developers.  The final set 
of photos show a development in rural Ontario where it was important to maintain the historical 
feel of the project. 
 
I thank you for your considerations of my submissions.  I can be reached by email or cell phone 
at 1616 Earle Street.  
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--  
Timothy A. Stonhouse 
Barrister & Solicitor 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Therese Gerein 

Sent: November 21, 2018 6:16 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: Rhodo development in Fairfield

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Victoria Mayor and Councillors: 
 
 I am writing to ask that you reject the proposed Rhodo development on Fairfield Road.  I feel that this proposal 
has not been well thought out and focuses on profit for the developer as opposed to what will be a long lasting benefit to 
the community. 
 
 I am extremely puzzled as to why several zoning standards are being either ignored or blatantly disregarded such 
as set back, height, removal of trees and particularly fewer parking spaces.  In addition, the very box-like appearance of 
this proposed building is very out of character for Fairfield where most of our homes are very different in architecture and 
fit into the scale of the buildings around them. 
 
 This proposal has the following issues: 
 
 -  too many units (more profit for the developer instead of more room for each); 
 -  too little setback to the sidewalk; 
 -  too few parking places; 
 -  unpleasant appearance; 
 -  too tall 
 -  relies too much on access to Hollywood Park instead of providing enough green space on site. 
 
 If any private home owner tried to get away with even one or two infractions to City standards we’d hear about it 
in a hurry!  Why is Council allowing a developer this kind of latitude and ignoring the public right to enjoy the 
neighbourhood?  Fairfield seems to be on the radar for developers who see it as a great neighbourhood - BEFORE they 
get approval to do what they like to it!  It would seem that if Council allows this proposal, along with a few others in the 
wings, Fairfield will no longer be seen as a great place to move to but a great place to move from.  The ink is hardly dry 
on the election ballots and we’re already seeing inroads into the enjoyment of our community. 
 
 Please respect our right to enjoy our neighbourhood and vote against this Rhodo proposal. 
 
 Thank you,  Thérèse Gerein, 370 Stannard Avenue 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: wregan 

Sent: November 21, 2018 4:00 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: development proposal for 1712 & 1720 Fairfield

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

   The proposal is for 2.5 stories and very little backyard space. The developer seems to thing that the proximaty to the 
park would some how substitute for this. The number of trees to be cut down is extreme. The design is definetly not in 
keeping with the neighbourhood.  I'm strongly opposed to this development as it stands.  Wayne Regan home owner 360 
Stannard Ave.  Thank You. 
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Monica Dhawan

From: adam Gilmer <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 12:56 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

adam Gilmer 
 
421 Dundas St 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: ian hoar <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 12:58 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

ian hoar 
 
114 Rendall St. V8V 2E2 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Patrick Czyz 

Sent: December 12, 2018 6:01 AM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Cc: planandzone@fairfieldcommunity.ca; Councillors; DJ Chez

Subject: Aryze Developement at 1712 & 1720 Fairfield Road

 

Hello Mayor & Councillors... 

 

My name is Patrick Czyz and my wife and I have lived at 1693 Earle street for the past 23 years,  just a few 

houses up from the new proposed Rhodo development by Aryze adjacent to Hollywood Park. 

 

I will be away Thursday December 13th for the Community Meeting and would like to register my concerns 

via this email.  

 

While I do not object to thoughtful development and logical "densification" in our Gonzales neighbourhood,   I 

do object to this development's design for the following reasons: 

 

•       The design does not come close to fitting the character of the Gonzales 
neighborhood.  To me it appears similar to campus housing you would see at 
UBC or SFU. 
  

•       I object to how this Aryze development's plan is completely open to Hollywood 
park without a fence or some prominent landscaping to denote the park from this 
private property. 
  

•       I object to how close the front entrance of many of the town-homes are to the 
sidewalk and Fairfield road and I am also worried about the height as the 
majority of homes in our neighbourhood are not taller than 2 stories. 

 

Please  Mayor, Councillors and City Planning Staff ask yourselves "Would you want something so starkly 

out of character developed where you live? " 

 

Sincerely, 

Patrick Czyz 
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Monica Dhawan

From:
Sent: Saturday, December 15, 2018 3:19 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Cc:
Subject: Rhodo Development Proposal - Resident Feedback

Dear Mayor and Council, 
I attended and participated in the Community Meeting to review the proposed Development at 1712 and 1720 Fairfield 
Road, Victoria, on December 13, 2018. The CALUC is submitting a summary of this meeting to you, and below are my 
individual views on this proposal. I had a formal invitation to the meeting as I live within 100 metres of the proposed 
development site. The proponent is seeking a site‐specific zone for this development, and I understand that City staff are 
recommending this. 
 
I have a number of comments to you, for your consideration. For ease of any subsequent communication, I have 
numbered my comments below, in no order of priority. 
 

1. The proposal is to build 17 new houses on a piece of property consisting of only 2 single‐family dwellings. While 
this is not by itself a reason for rejection, it is a proposed development to increase densification by an order of 
magnitude that far exceeds the so‐called “gentle densification” term used by the Mayor. Gentle implies gradual 
or not severe. I would describe an increase from 2 to 6 or 8 as “gentle”. I would not use the term to describe an 
increase from 2 to 16 as “gentle”. I would describe this as over‐crowding or cramming as many homes as 
possible into a given space, at the same time breaking the guideline on open space on the lot. 

2. The only way to achieve this number of townhouses is to ignore the planning guidelines for the neighbourhood, 
and exceed most of those guidelines. This proposal exceeds the planning guidelines for floor space ratio, 
number of storeys, number of parking stalls, setbacks on all four sides. 

3. It also blatantly fails the stated planning guideline to treat the boundary between a development and a City park 
as a transition area. The design guidelines state: “The design and placement of buildings and landscape should 
establish a sensitive transition to adjacent parks.” and “For new development adjacent to parks and larger public 
outdoor open spaces, design should clearly delineating private from public spaces, to avoid “privatizing” of 
public space.” 
However, the proposed building on the Park side presents what attendees at the meeting referred to as a 
“bunker”. There is absolutely no transition. It looks as though the building’s back yard is the park itself. The 
developer’s reasoning for this was, in my view, quite offensive. He said that the planning requirements for a 
transition were not as good for the neighbourhood as their solution of providing “eyes on the park” and “social 
oversight” to detect illegal activities and report them to the police. I live within earshot of that area. In the past 
there has been illegal activity, probably involving drug use. The City made an excellent move, by installing street 
lighting. I have heard no problems since that time. The developer is inventing a reason to be used to justify this 
type of development. It is not an acceptable boundary between the development and the Park, and would 
significantly diminish the experience of park users. 

4. The proposal states the number of storeys as 2 to 2.5 storeys. This is simply not what is reflected in the 
developer’s plan. The pictures provided by the developer clearly show 3 storeys. The actual words used in the 
developer’s presentation were precisely “third floor”. This factor in itself should be grounds for rejection of the 
proposal. 

5. The entire block defined by Fairfield, St Charles, and Earle is composed of 1 and 2 story buildings. Three storeys 
does not complement the neighbourhood. Further down Fairfield Road, at the intersection with Arnold shows 
the impact of a 4‐storey apartment building being developed in a 1 and 2‐story neighbourhood, with a gigantic 
green wall built immediately adjacent to the Ross Bay Villa. This is an insulting eyesore to the Fairfield 
neighbourhood, and this must not be repeated in Gonzales. 
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6. The immediately adjacent Hollywood Park is heavily used by young people and families in particular, with Little 
League baseball using the park in the summer, even hosting province‐wide tournaments as recently as this year. 
The park has public parking on Fairfield Road and Earle Street, which are often fully used. Earle Street often has 
park users parking in the Residential Only parking areas. The addition of this proposed development, with a 
number of parking stalls on the property less than the development guideline, will further exacerbate the local 
parking situation. 

7. My understanding is that the development guidelines prohibit double‐row townhouse buildings within a certain 
property size. The developer appears to have circumvented this guideline by making the two main buildings not 
quite parallel, and rubbed salt into the wound by adding a third building across one end of the lot, resulting in a 
tringle of three buildings which, together, comprise 85% of the lot size, which exceeds planning guidelines. 

8. This is supported by reduced setbacks on all sides. The developer justifies the reduced setback on the Fairfield 
Road side by claiming that it complements the reduced setback directly across the street. This “creates” a 
“node” which is typical of English country villages. I was born and raised in England, and I find this claim to be 
inaccurate and offensive. It is more likely to create a “canyon” filled by heavy traffic and increased parking 
congestion. 

9. Planning guidelines state “to preserve and maintain, to the extent possible, neighbourhood features, such as 
trees, fences, gardens, and rock outcrops” and should address concern about continued loss of tree canopy in 
Gonzales. 
However, the proposal appears to claim a minimal impact on existing trees by claiming the number of protected 
trees to be cut down being only one. Discussion with a number of residents at the meeting included claims of 
calls to the City that indicated over 50 tree would be cut down. I assume this is because they are not of 
“protected” status. The developer claims that over 70 new trees will be planted, but the layout of the plan 
shows how little space is available for this, and that only very small trees would thrive, given the minimal 
setbacks and space between the buildings. This is a disturbing feature of the proposal. 

10. The developer’s literature makes many claims. It purports to be modelled on an English beach village, a typical 
English village, or a small English town. It purports to be based on terrace houses in London and Bath. The 
famous Bath town house terraces are extravagantly large homes for the landed gentry, and are fronted by 50 
metres of pristine lawns. Their sales literature is full of whimsey, but is misleading and lacking in substance. By 
themselves, these are not reasons to reject the proposal. I would imagine they exist to mask the underlying 
approach of trying to force too many houses on to this lot. 

 
I am really disappointed that the City planners appear to have bought into this lack of substance, and appear to be 
supporting the proposal as it stands. Creating a single site‐specific zone seems fundamentally flawed to me, and can only 
generate problems in the future, for example in the case of the 4‐storey monstrosity allowed by the City at Fairfield and 
Arnold. 
 
The proposal contains many exceptions to planning standards and guidelines. It provides nothing in return except a very 
high number of homes. These home are not “affordable” homes, even by the Mayor’s calculations. The developer did 
NOT deny the claim that the eventual sale price would exceed $800,000 per unit, and is out of reach of new and young 
buyers, which they claim the neighbourhood needs. 
 
Mayor and Council – I am not against increased densification. I support increased densification in a truly “gentle” way. 
These two properties could, I would imagine, sustain 6 to 8 units quite comfortably, while maintaining the character of 
the neighbourhood. Just take a look at the town house development at the corner of Foul Bay and Chandler, very close 
by. It fits in. it blends in. It complements the neighbourhood. It does not scream an insult to the neighbourhood, which is 
what the Rhodo proposal does for many different reasons. 
 
In summary, I would reject this proposal, and ask why it has managed to get this far in the development process. It 
appears to me that the neighbourhood planning guidelines are not used by the City as guidelines, but rather as a starting 
point for developer negotiations for exemptions. The proponent has put a significant amount of effort into this proposal, 
which should be recognised, but the proponent expectations should be communicated much more effectively by the 
City. I have communicated this concern to Mayor and Council before. 
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Graham Whitehead 
1689 Earle Street 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: candi barber 

Sent: December 4, 2018 6:37 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: Rhodo Development in Fairfield

To whom it may concern, 

 

I am writing to inquire about the proposed development.  Apparently you were considering the proposal on 

Nov. 22.  Has there been any type of decision made?  I think the idea of more housing in the area is wonderful 

but this proposed development really is horrible.  I have lived here in Fairfield for nearly 15 years.  We 

definitely need to come up with something MUCH more in keeping with the character of the 

neighborhood.  Just my thoughts.   

 

Thanks so much, 

Candi Barber 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Mark Kiddell < >
Sent: Tuesday, February 19, 2019 6:01 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: RE: Support for new townhome development - Gonzales.

To Mayor and Council, 
 
I live in Gonzales, just down the street from the proposed “Rhodo” project on Fairfield Road. Both my wife and I see this 
as a great fit to the neighborhood, as our kids are almost out of our house, and we would love to downsize to a 
townhome like this in the neighborhood. In hearing about some of the opposition to the project, we find it totally odd 
how a group of residents declare new housing as a detriment to the neighborhood. We see it as totally opposite, and 
that we should be welcoming people to neighborhoods like ours and bringing in new families, and expanding the tax 
base. I work in clean energy developer, and see many tools we require to solve our climate change issues, but 
developing infill housing is one of the most important of our time. 
 
As Council reviews this project, reject the negative noise, and vote for creative ways to add more new families to this 
very livable, beautiful neighborhood, using new energy efficient technologies in the building of new developments in our 
community like the Rhodo projects proposes to do. 
 
Regards, 
 
Mark & Tassawan Kiddell 
325 Richmond Ave. 
Victoria, BC 
V5A 3Y2. 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Scott Pilecki <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Friday, February 22, 2019 9:46 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Scott Pilecki 
 
2 - 1871 Fern Street, Victoria BC, V8R 4K4 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  



February 25, 2019 
 
Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
Re: Proposed Rhodo Development at 1712 and 1720 Fairfield Road 
	
We would like to bring to your attention the need to amend the Official Community Plan 
(“OCP”) for any proposed development, such as the proposed Rhodo development, that 
exceeds two storeys within areas designated as Traditional Residential in the OCP, 
which includes 1712 and 1720 Fairfield Road.  Alternatively, the applicant should revise 
its application to be consistent with the OCP (i.e. propose buildings not exceeding two 
storeys), which would address one of the many concerns raised by local residents about 
having new development fit within the existing character of the Gonzales neighbourhood.  
 
The key provision at issue is in relation to the Built Form in the Traditional Residential 
area in section 6.3, Figure 8 of the Land Management and Development section of the 
OCP (page 39), excerpted below: 
 

 
 
The below table illustrates the distinction between certain phrases used in Figure 8.  The 
first column provides examples of the use of a specific or exact threshold for certain 
factors, whereas the second column provides examples of a more flexible criteria used 
in relation to other factors: 
 

Specific Criteria Flexible Criteria 
“up to two storeys”  
(Traditional Residential, Built Form) 
(Small Urban Village, Built Form) 

“up to approximately 1:1” 
(Traditional Residential, Density) 

“up to three storeys” 
(Urban Residential, Built Form) 

“up to approximately five storeys” 
(Core Historic, Built Form) 

 “generally ranging up to 1:1” 
(Core Historic, Density) 

 
The ordinary meaning of “up to” is that it specifies a maximum.  This is different than the 
other phrases used elsewhere in Figure 8 indicating more flexible criteria as identified in 
the second column.  The more flexible phrases indicate that the specified criteria can be 
generally or approximately exceeded.  By only using the phrase “up to” a certain storey 
in the Built Form column, the OCP appears to recognize the particular importance of 
height to the character of a particular designated area.  This recognition warranted 
setting a maximum number of stories in those areas.  
 
We understand that City staff have relied on the following statement in section 6.3 of the 
OCP as supporting an interpretation of “up to” as not setting an upper limit in relation to 
the: 

While the designations described in policy 6.1 and Figure 8 establish the 
general pattern of land use, it is the Zoning Bylaw that regulates the specific 
uses and density of development that are permitted to occur on the land. 



Within each designation, there will be a range of uses, densities and built 
forms. Decisions about the use, density and scale of building for an individual 
site will be based on site-specific evaluations of proposed developments in 
relation to the site, block and local area context…(emphasis added). 

The statement regarding Figure 8 establishing the “general pattern of land use” such that 
there is a “range” of built forms needs to be reasonably read together with the wording 
used in the criteria set out in Figure 8.  For example, in the context of the Built Form 
within Traditional Residential areas, buildings could include those that are one storey, 
1.5 storeys, or two storeys.  With respect to buildings in the Core Historic area, buildings 
could include those that are five stories and those that somewhat exceed five storeys 
(e.g. 5.5 storeys).  However, where the term “up to” is used in Figure 8, without qualifiers 
such as “approximately” or “generally”, it clearly specifies an upper limit. Interpreting 
the Built Form criteria in the Traditional Residential area of “up to two storeys” as 
permitting a building of 2.5 storeys is an unreasonable interpretation of section 
6.3.    
 
The importance of being consistent with the OCP is highlighted in section 884(2) of the 
Local Government Act:  
 

884(2) All bylaws enacted ... by a council ... after the adoption of 
(a) an official community plan 
... 
must be consistent with the relevant plan. 

 
The 2012 BC Supreme Court case Sevin v. Prince George (City), 2012 BCSC 1236, 
demonstrates what could happen if a proposed development is inconsistent with the 
OCP and council does not first amend the OCP.  In that case, City staff forwarded a 
report to council, along with a recommendation that council approve an application to 
amend a Zoning Bylaw to allow the development of a particular proposed recovery 
facility in an area designated Rural and Agriculture. The key question before the Court 
was whether the Amendment Bylaw was consistent with the land use provisions of the 
OCP (para. 107).  The court considered the following principle: 
 

[90] Deference must be shown to council’s decision to pass the 
Amendment Bylaw as long as that decision is reasonable in the context 
of the requirements of s. 884(2) of the Local Government Act. 

 
The Court referred to the following statement in Central Saanich Society v. Central 
Saanich (District), 2011 BCSC 491:  
 

[42] This does not empower council to misinterpret the Official 
Community Plan but it does suggest that the court ought not to 
interfere with any reasonable interpretation consistent with the OCP. 

 
In the Sevin v. Prince George case, the Court made the following conclusion about the 
consistency of the amended bylaw with the OCP: 
 

[133] It is my interpretation that the Amendment Bylaw is not consistent 
with the OCP and the declaration must be made as sought by the 
petitioner that the City of Prince George Zoning Bylaw No. 7850, 



Amendment Bylaw No. 8362, 2001, is invalid and quashed because it 
is inconsistent with the OCP of the City, contrary to the provisions of s. 
884(2)(a) of the Local Government Act, R.S.B.C. 1996, c. 323. 
 
[134] In my view in order to authorize this recovery facility on this site 
City Council will be required to amend the OCP.  

 
Thus, it is our view that should the applicant wish to proceed with the Rhodo project as 
currently proposed, it should make an application for an amendment to the OCP.  
Alternatively, and in our view the better option, the applicant should consider making 
revisions to its current proposal to be consistent with section 6.3 of the OCP (i.e. 
buildings with a maximum height of two storeys).  Such an option would address one of 
the many concerns raised by local residents about the lack of suitability of the current 
Rhodo proposal in relation to the existing character of the Gonzales neighbourhood.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Debbie & John Wells 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Karen Ayers <
Sent: Tuesday, February 26, 2019 9:40 AM
To: Councillors
Cc: planandzone@fairfieldcommunity.ca; Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: RE: Feb 28th COTW-  1712/1720 Fairfield

Dear Mayor and Council: 
 
The first CALUC meeting on this townhouse development was held in August 2017.  The neighbourhood expressed 
concerns about the density, height and encroachment on Hollywood Park.  Subsequent to the August CALUC and input 
from neighbours, the developer increased the density and building height, decreased open site space, and eliminated 
fencing that provided some buffer to the park.  As a result of those changes, a second neighbourhood meeting was 
required by the CALUC rules. 
 
At the second CALUC meeting, held on December 13, 2018, an even greater number of neighbours again expressed 
significant concerns about the density, height and encroachment on Hollywood Park.  No changes were made by the 
developer to respond to neighbourhood concerns. 
 
City Council was successful in achieving a balanced approach to infill development for other developments, including 
1745 Rockland and 515 Foul Bay Road.  Please direct the applicant to make meaningful changes that address concerns 
about the usurping of Hollywood park for private use and enjoyment, and the overdevelopment of this site. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Karen Ayers 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Virginia Errick < >
Sent: Tuesday, February 26, 2019 5:25 PM
To: Councillors
Cc: CALUC chair; Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Feb 28, COTW - 1712&1720 Fairfield 

 
 
 
Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
Rhodo is an over-built development proposal at Market Prices. It gives only a small sum 
for those under-housed, while making maximum profit for the developer. This luxury condo 

will not increase diversity in our neighbourhood and the argument of affordability 
else-where is not a good one. 
 
The development takes away from the neighbourhood by being too close to the sidewalk, 
the park and imposing on neighbours. Rhodo is massive and too tall, and is without 
modification to concerns when it was shown at the CALUC Meeting in December.  
 

In the current proposal the developer has removed the landscape 
map which shows all the bushes and trees which are on the 
property. They now say 2 bylaw trees will be removed. But they will 
also be removing all the other trees and bushes and blasting the 
property corner to corner for underground parking. This could easily 
endanger trees in the Park and other adjacent properties.  
 
The developer is presumptuous enough to encroach on Hollywood Park with a block of 

buildings less than 2 m away. Currently there is a chain-link fence separating the Public 
Park from the proposed development next to it. They have designed a 

landscape stairway feature, leading right into this fence. If 
the city removes this fence, does this make their concrete courtyard 
a public space? Why would we allow the privatization of our public 
park? 
 

Please, ask the developer to go back and make changes which 
respond to neighbourhood needs and concerns. 
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Thank you for your consideration, 
Virginia Errick  
 
 
 



February 25, 2019 
 
Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
Re: Proposed Rhodo Development at 1712 and 1720 Fairfield Road 
	
We would like to bring to your attention the need to amend the Official Community Plan 
(“OCP”) for any proposed development, such as the proposed Rhodo development, that 
exceeds two storeys within areas designated as Traditional Residential in the OCP, 
which includes 1712 and 1720 Fairfield Road.  Alternatively, the applicant should revise 
its application to be consistent with the OCP (i.e. propose buildings not exceeding two 
storeys), which would address one of the many concerns raised by local residents about 
having new development fit within the existing character of the Gonzales neighbourhood.  
 
The key provision at issue is in relation to the Built Form in the Traditional Residential 
area in section 6.3, Figure 8 of the Land Management and Development section of the 
OCP (page 39), excerpted below: 
 

 
 
The below table illustrates the distinction between certain phrases used in Figure 8.  The 
first column provides examples of the use of a specific or exact threshold for certain 
factors, whereas the second column provides examples of a more flexible criteria used 
in relation to other factors: 
 

Specific Criteria Flexible Criteria 
“up to two storeys”  
(Traditional Residential, Built Form) 
(Small Urban Village, Built Form) 

“up to approximately 1:1” 
(Traditional Residential, Density) 

“up to three storeys” 
(Urban Residential, Built Form) 

“up to approximately five storeys” 
(Core Historic, Built Form) 

 “generally ranging up to 1:1” 
(Core Historic, Density) 

 
The ordinary meaning of “up to” is that it specifies a maximum.  This is different than the 
other phrases used elsewhere in Figure 8 indicating more flexible criteria as identified in 
the second column.  The more flexible phrases indicate that the specified criteria can be 
generally or approximately exceeded.  By only using the phrase “up to” a certain storey 
in the Built Form column, the OCP appears to recognize the particular importance of 
height to the character of a particular designated area.  This recognition warranted 
setting a maximum number of stories in those areas.  
 
We understand that City staff have relied on the following statement in section 6.3 of the 
OCP as supporting an interpretation of “up to” as not setting an upper limit in relation to 
the: 

While the designations described in policy 6.1 and Figure 8 establish the 
general pattern of land use, it is the Zoning Bylaw that regulates the specific 
uses and density of development that are permitted to occur on the land. 



Within each designation, there will be a range of uses, densities and built 
forms. Decisions about the use, density and scale of building for an individual 
site will be based on site-specific evaluations of proposed developments in 
relation to the site, block and local area context…(emphasis added). 

The statement regarding Figure 8 establishing the “general pattern of land use” such that 
there is a “range” of built forms needs to be reasonably read together with the wording 
used in the criteria set out in Figure 8.  For example, in the context of the Built Form 
within Traditional Residential areas, buildings could include those that are one storey, 
1.5 storeys, or two storeys.  With respect to buildings in the Core Historic area, buildings 
could include those that are five stories and those that somewhat exceed five storeys 
(e.g. 5.5 storeys).  However, where the term “up to” is used in Figure 8, without qualifiers 
such as “approximately” or “generally”, it clearly specifies an upper limit. Interpreting 
the Built Form criteria in the Traditional Residential area of “up to two storeys” as 
permitting a building of 2.5 storeys is an unreasonable interpretation of section 
6.3.    
 
The importance of being consistent with the OCP is highlighted in section 884(2) of the 
Local Government Act:  
 

884(2) All bylaws enacted ... by a council ... after the adoption of 
(a) an official community plan 
... 
must be consistent with the relevant plan. 

 
The 2012 BC Supreme Court case Sevin v. Prince George (City), 2012 BCSC 1236, 
demonstrates what could happen if a proposed development is inconsistent with the 
OCP and council does not first amend the OCP.  In that case, City staff forwarded a 
report to council, along with a recommendation that council approve an application to 
amend a Zoning Bylaw to allow the development of a particular proposed recovery 
facility in an area designated Rural and Agriculture. The key question before the Court 
was whether the Amendment Bylaw was consistent with the land use provisions of the 
OCP (para. 107).  The court considered the following principle: 
 

[90] Deference must be shown to council’s decision to pass the 
Amendment Bylaw as long as that decision is reasonable in the context 
of the requirements of s. 884(2) of the Local Government Act. 

 
The Court referred to the following statement in Central Saanich Society v. Central 
Saanich (District), 2011 BCSC 491:  
 

[42] This does not empower council to misinterpret the Official 
Community Plan but it does suggest that the court ought not to 
interfere with any reasonable interpretation consistent with the OCP. 

 
In the Sevin v. Prince George case, the Court made the following conclusion about the 
consistency of the amended bylaw with the OCP: 
 

[133] It is my interpretation that the Amendment Bylaw is not consistent 
with the OCP and the declaration must be made as sought by the 
petitioner that the City of Prince George Zoning Bylaw No. 7850, 



Amendment Bylaw No. 8362, 2001, is invalid and quashed because it 
is inconsistent with the OCP of the City, contrary to the provisions of s. 
884(2)(a) of the Local Government Act, R.S.B.C. 1996, c. 323. 
 
[134] In my view in order to authorize this recovery facility on this site 
City Council will be required to amend the OCP.  

 
Thus, it is our view that should the applicant wish to proceed with the Rhodo project as 
currently proposed, it should make an application for an amendment to the OCP.  
Alternatively, and in our view the better option, the applicant should consider making 
revisions to its current proposal to be consistent with section 6.3 of the OCP (i.e. 
buildings with a maximum height of two storeys).  Such an option would address one of 
the many concerns raised by local residents about the lack of suitability of the current 
Rhodo proposal in relation to the existing character of the Gonzales neighbourhood.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Debbie & John Wells 
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Lacey Maxwell

From: Mary Davies 
Sent: February 27, 2018 2:36 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Concerns Regarding Development Application REZ00619

Dear Mayor and Council, 

I am writing today in regards to Development Application REZ00619 for the properties located at 1717 - 1720 
Farifield Rd. which I have been told is going before the advisory design panel tomorrow.  
 
As a neighbour of this property (I reside at 1615 Fairfield Rd) I would like to voice my concerns and request 
that you reject the application being presented to your for the proposed development on this property. 
 
My concerns as a resident of this neighbourhood for 15 years and as a resident that resides within the 
immediate area of this development are as follows: 

1 - It looks to be the intent of the developer to use the public park (Hollywood Park) as yard space for the 
residents of the new development as this was brought up in a meeting I attended with the developer presenting 
the plans late last year. At the time they were suggesting the development be not in need of yard space and 
suggested not including a barrier between the development and the public park to allow for it's residents to use 
the space as their outside space instead. While this is a neighbourhood park, it is not a yard for developers to 
sell to their buyers. 

2 - With the heights being proposed I have serious concern for the potential for excessive sunlight blocking and 
shadowing onto the lots on Earle St.  behind this development. 

3 - As the lot is sloped, the height of the building on the north side is much higher than that on the south. I have 
concerns with what this will do for the view of those facing South on Earle St. and beyond to the north. 

4 - As a resident that lives directly across from Hollywood Park, I am aware with the major lack of parking that 
is available to those who live in the area, those who work at the Fairfield Plaza and those who use Hollywood 
Park (for example this past summer there was a very large baseball tournament held there). As residents of this 
area we are constantly faced with a lack of parking so I would be very concerned if this development doesn't 
allocate enough onsite parking to handle the increase in density as there is literally not enough parking on the 
street as is. 

5 - In the event that the developer will be including an onsite parking lot (under or above ground) I ask you to 
consider where the light from the parking lot will cast? Many parking lots (like the one you find on the corner 
of Fairfield and Arnold) are lit throughout the night, casting bright light into neighbouring homes all throughout 
the night. 

6 - One of the things that I love about this neighbourhood is how it looks and feels when I walk down the street. 
We love our quiet neighbourhood that is filled with a wonderful mix of people from all different walks of life. 
What really brings us all to this area is it's low key, quiet, family feel. I strongly feel that the proposed building 
type does not fit in with the surrounding neighbourhood at all and would encourage a mass change to the 
housing type in this immediate area.  
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7 - Lastly, as a renter that has lived in my current home for 10 years, I have real concerns for what this type o 
development is encouraging in the way of reasonably priced rental housing availability for families. As you 
know, these new developments are built very high end and with the intent to sell to those with very high 
incomes. While I understand that this is a very desirable neighbourhood and that developers want to do all they 
can to make the most money possible, I also know that there is an increasing shortage of family rental housing 
available and that is very much due to developers purchasing rental homes to develop high density high end 
condos like the ones being proposed for 1717-1720 Fairfield Rd. If all "affordable" (I use that term loosely 
here) rental housing is replaced by high end condos, where do families like mine go? And just so you know, at 
the meeting where the developer was presenting, they kept using the word "affordable" in regards to their units 
but when asked just how much these units would sell for they said the starting price would likely be at about 
$750,000.00 ... that is not affordable and I would say it isn't even close to "attainable" which is what they then 
chose to switch their wording to.  

I hope you will consider the full impact of this development on not only it's immediate neighbours but also on 
the neighbourhood and city as a whole. 

Thanks for your time. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Davies 

  

  



From:    >  
Sent: March 13, 2018 10:13 AM 
To: Alec Johnston <ajohnston@victoria.ca> 
Subject: 1712 Fairfield Road. 

 
https://tender.victoria.ca/tempestprod/ourcity/Prospero/Details.aspx?folderNumber=REZ0061
8 
  
Dear Alec: 
  
I see from the development application that the developer has applied for a 3 story 
building.  This is not a good fit for the Gonzales Neighbourhood the development should 
be limited to 2 stories.  The Gonzales Neighbourhood group is not against the 
densification of Fairfield Road but believe it should not go over 2 stories.  The 2 story 
limit is a much better fit for the neighbourhood and allows for “gentle densification”.  The 
Gonzales Neighbourhood group will be discussing the 1712 Fairfield proposal at 
tonight's meeting. 
  
Nic Humphreys 
167 Passmore Street 
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Lacey Maxwell

From: Paul Jorjorian and Hannah Mitchell 
Sent: March 13, 2018 1:46 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Fw: 1712-20 Fairfield Rd

Dear Mayor and Council, I am forwarding you a note that I sent to staff regarding the below development. Thank you for 
your consideration. Paul Jorjorian 
  
From: Paul Jorjorian and Hannah Mitchell  
Sent: Tuesday, March 13, 2018 11:06 AM 
To: ajohnston@victoria.ca  
Subject: 1712-20 Fairfield Rd 
  
Mr. Johnston, I am writing to ask that the new development at 1712-20 Fairfield Rd be limited to two stories. Already the 
multi-story development at the corner of Arnold and Fairfield Rd. is glaringly out of place, especially given that it abuts the 
Ross Bay Villa. How ironic that such a building was allowed next to a heritage site. Allowing more of these multi-story 
developments will denigrate the character of this neighbor that we treasure.  
  
Paul Jorjorian  
188A St. Charles St.  
Victoria BC V8S 3M7 
 

 

Virus-free. www.avg.com  
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10 April 2018 
 
SUBJECT: REZONING DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION REZ00619 
 
Dear Mayor and Council: 
 
I am writing to you about the rezoning development proposal for 1712 – 1720 Fairfield Road (REZ00618).  It is my contention 
that the proposal does not display merit, and is seriously at variance to the current traditional residential land use of that location 
and surrounding area and from the existing regulatory zoning bylaws.  The application should not be approved as submitted. 
 
To assess the degree of variance that is proposed by the applicant I have compared the applicant’s plan specifications to a 
range of existing regulatory zoning bylaws that are applicable in Gonzales and Fairfield: R1-G Single Detached Dwelling, R-2 
Attached Dwelling (Duplex), R-J Low Density Attached Dwelling (Rowhouses), and R-K Medium Density Attached Dwelling 
(Townhouses).  The table of comparison is at the end of this petition.  In particular the proposal’s variances are as follows: 
 
 The proposal’s Floor Space Ratio is 59% greater than the maximum density of the existing zones.  
 The proposed Site Coverage is 25% greater than the norm in Gonzales, even with the discovery of 200 m2 from the original 

to the revised proposal.   
 The Open Site Space is mostly occupied by the concrete entrance to the parkade and insufficient private usable amount 

available for family living in the front and back of the dwelling units. 
 The Building Height exceeds the highest maximum of 8.5 m by 2.2 m, a 26% variance. 
 The Number of Storeys of 3 exceeds the tallest apartments buildings in the area which have 2 storeys with basement 

apartments. 
 The Minimum Site Area is insufficient for this proposal.  R-J requires 5272 m2 and R-K requires 8930 m2.  The proposal only 

has 2307 m2 for 19 dwelling units leaving 121.4 m2 (1306.7 SF) per unit.  This is the primary reason there is insufficient 
open space for front and rear yards in keeping with the function of a traditional residential nature of the neighbourhood. 

 R-J and R-K both limit the Number of Dwelling Units per dwelling block to 4.  The proposal of three dwelling blocks exceeds 
this by 7 dwelling units (Block 1 by 2, Block 2 by 2, Block 3 by 3) or 58% above the maximum requirement. 

 The proposed Front Yard Setback (south) is only 3.0 m.  The minimum requirement of R-K Townhouses shall not be less 
than 7.5 m, a 60% variance. 

 The Side Yard Setback (west) of Block 2 is actually the rear of the block with main windows looking onto the Hollywood Park 
tennis courts and should be a minimum of 7.5 m from the Park boundary and Park trees, not 3.0 m, a variance of 60%. 
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 The Rear Yard Setback (north) of Block 3 with main windows looking onto adjacent houses should be a minimum of 7.5 m 
from the interior lot line, not 6.1 m, a 19% variance. 

 The Third Floor Area of Blocks 1 and 2 should not exist as the proposal exceeds the Number of Storeys.  If it is allowed to 
proceed then it must comply with R-K Townhouse requirement to be less than or equal to 60% of the second storey. 

 Proposed Parking is short by 7.5 spaces, a 26% shortfall. 
 
The proposed development will threaten the attainment of the OCP strategic direction for Gonzales and Fairfield, to maintain and 
enhance neighbourhood character including the heritage character of buildings (Montague Court and businesses), landscapes 
(Hollywood Park) and streetscapes (views of Fairfield, Lillian and Wildwood) of the traditional residential neighbourhood.  This 
development proposal as presented is not an incremental variation from the intended character of the Gonzales and Fairfield 
neighbourhood.  Approval of such a high density proposal would entrench an inappropriate use of land in the neighbourhood. 
 
According to the OCP Design Guidelines for Multi-use Residential a new development should be compatible with and improve 
the character of established areas (1.1).  The design’s architectural approach should provide unity and coherence in relation to 
existing place character and patterns of development (1.1.1).  It clearly does not even attempt to accomplish this. Where a new 
development is directly abutting lands in a different Development Permit Area such as Hollywood Park and the remaining 
detached dwellings to the north and east of the property, the design should provide a transition between areas in ways that 
respond to established form and character (OCP 1.2).  Form in Gonzales includes space for front and rear yards for families 
which this proposal does not have for each of the townhouse dwelling units nor even between the three blocks.  Character in 
Gonzales requires low height dwellings and more greenery that accompanies low density of land use. 
 
As new residential development this proposal should respect the character of established areas and building variety through the 
form and massing of housing (OCP 1.5).  There is no development in Gonzales of such high density as proposed, and the 
design does not respect the traditional designs of neighbouring detached residential dwellings nor the heritage structure located 
across the street from these lots.  The proposal for this multi-unit residential development directly abuts the residential buildings 
to the east and north which are lower and smaller in scale and should provide a transition in its form and massing to lower-
density building form (OCP 1.6.1) and be designed to address privacy, particularly for portions of the development abutting the 
side yards of adjacent single-family dwellings (OCP 1.6.2).  The proponent’s plan does not provide for any of this, and does not 
address privacy for users of Hollywood Park to which the proposal abuts. 
 
I wonder why the City’s Parks Department did not consider the opportunity under its Parks Acquisition Strategy (OCP 9.2) to 
purchase part or all of the proponent’s consolidated lots for expansion of Hollywood Park for community benefit (9.2.5) and to 
accommodate the residential growth of being in proximity to the Fairfield Plaza, a designated urban village (9.2.6). 
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And in case the legislative requirement for municipal staff and elected members to follow regulatory zoning bylaws is considered 
insufficient, the City of Victoria Committee of the Whole meeting of 22 February 2018 agreed with residents and made it clear 
that multiple rows of townhouses will not be acceptable for the Fairfield and Gonzales Neighbourhood Plans. 
 
There is also an apparent conflict of interest about this application.  A co-owner of the proponent, Ryan Goodman, was until very 
recently a member of the City directed working group.  Witnesses have stated that this placement afforded the proponent the 
opportunity to be instrumental in incorporating development parameters in the draft Gonzales Neighbourhood that enable a land 
use of this type where none existed before. 
 
In conclusion this application REZ00618 for rezoning the properties at 1712 and 1720 Fairfield Road should not be approved as 
submitted. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Michael Sharpe 
1592 Earle Place 
mrsharpe@shaw.ca 
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Notes on 1712 – 1720 Fairfield Road Proposal 

 
Application for rezoning from detached dwelling R1-G to comprehensive district CD-name to be determined. 
 
Examples of other comprehensive districts are: 

 CD-1 Selkirk Comprehensive District 
 CD-4 Fairfield Block Comprehensive District 
 CD-7 Cook Street Village Comprehensive District 

 
A property comprising 2307 m2 does not qualify for a Comprehensive District designation. 
 
For comparison R-2 Attached Dwelling, R-J Low Density Attached Dwelling, and R-K 11 Fairfield Townhouse 
District / R-K Medium Density Attached Dwelling zoning requirements have been used. 
 
 
The proposal is described in the proponent’s letter as an “urban village” with a “small-scale village 
atmosphere.”  The proposal is for three attached dwellings on the lot.  Each dwelling has the following 
proposed number of dwelling units within each: Block 1 = 6, Block 2 = 6 and Block 3 = 7, for a total of 19 
dwelling units (original proposal 17). 
 
 Original Proposal Revised Proposal 
2 bedroom townhouses X 0 X 7 
3 bedroom townhouses X 5 X 6 
4 bedroom townhouses X 2 X 0 
3 bedroom duplexes X 5 X 3 
2 bedroom duplexes X 5 X 3 
Total No. of Dwelling Units 17 19 
 



	 5

 
ZONING 

REQUIREMENTS 
AND PROPOSAL 

R1-G Single 
Detached 
Dwelling 

R-2 Attached 
Dwelling 
(Duplex) 

R-J Low 
Density 

Attached 
Dwelling 

(Rowhouse) 

R-K 11 
Fairfield 

Townhouse 
District / R-K 

Medium 
Density 

Attached 
Dwelling 

(Townhouse) 

Original 
Proposal 

Revised 
Proposal 

Floor Space Ratio 
maximum (max) 

0.5:1 (since 
June 2017) 

0.5:1 (since 
June 2017) 

- 0.6:1 0.94:1 0.94:1 

Site Coverage max 30 % 40% 40% 33% 45% of 2250 
m2  

39% of 2451 
m2 

Open Site Space 
minimum (min) 

50% of lot and 
50% of front 

yard 

30% of lot and 
33% of rear 

yard 

- - 55% 50% 

Building Height 7.6 m 
24.93 ft 

7.6 m 8.5 m 
(7.5m 

Rockland) 

8.5 m 10.7 m 
35.1 ft 

10.7 m 

No. of Stories max 2 stories or 1 
½ w/ 

basement 

2 stories or  
1 ½ w/ 

basement 

- - 3 w/ basement 
/parkade 

3 w/basement 
/parkade 

Minimum Site Area 460 m2 Greater of 555 
m2 or  

# of dwelling 
units x 277.5 

m2[2,987 SF] 

 Greater of 
555m2 or # 

dwelling units  
(19 X 277.5m 
= 5,272,5 m2) 

Greater of 
555m2 or # 

dwelling units 
(19 X 185 m2 

[1991SF] = 8,930 
m2) 

2387.4 m2  
(÷ 17 = 140.4 

m2) 

2307 m2 
(÷ 19 = 121.42 

m2 [1,307SF]) 

Minimum Site Width 15 m 15 m Greater of 
15m or # 

dwelling units 
(19 X 7.5m = 

18 m 48.34 m 46.77 m 
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142 m) 
No, of Dwellings on 
a lot 

1 1 Any number Any number 3 3 

No. of units per 
Dwelling max 

2 2 4 4 Block 1 = 6 
Block 2 = 5 
Block 3 = 6 

Block 1 = 6 
Block 2 = 6 
Block 3 = 7 

SETBACKS       
Front yard min 
Blocks 1 and 2 
(Fairfield) 

7.5 m 
24.61 ft 

Lessor of 7.5 m 

or the average 

of the actual 

setbacks of the 

buildings on 

the lots 

abutting the 

sides of the 

lot�  

7.5 m 7.5 m 3.0 m 
9.84 ft 

3.0 m 

Rear yard min Block 
3 (north) 

9.1 m or 30% 
of site depth 
whichever is 

greater 
[west 61.99m 
= 18.60m/61ft]

10.7 m or 35% 
of lot depth 
whichever is 
greater [west 

61.99 m = 
21.70m/72 ft] 

7.5 m 7.5 m with 
main windows 

Block 3 
 
 

6.1 m 
20 ft 

Block 3 

6.1 m 

Rear yard min Block 
2 (labeled as Side 
yard west) 

9.1 m 
29.86 ft 

10.7 m 
35.1 ft 

  2.7 m 
8.86 ft 

3.0 m 

Side yard west min 
(actually rear yard of 
Block 2, which 
should be 9.1 m) 
 

1.5 m or 15% 
of lot width 

whichever is 
greater 

[width south 

1.5 m or 10%  
of lot width 

whichever is 
greater [width 
south 48.34 m 

7.5 m Block 1 
2.5 m Block 2 

2.5 m blank 
wall Block 3 
7.5 m living 

room Block 2 

2.7 m 3.0 m 
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For interior lot lines 48.34m = 7.25 
m] 

= 4.83 m] 

Side yard east min 
(parkade  2 lane 
entry & exit) 

3.9 m 
12.8 ft 

3.0 m 
9.84 

7.5 m 2.5 m blank 
wall Block 1 & 

3 

10.1 m 
7.0 m 

22.97 ft 

8.0 m 
5.8 m 

19.03 ft 
Combined side 
yards min 

5.4 m 4.5 m - - 12.8 m 10.4 m 

Distance between 
any two attached 
dwellings min 

- - 5 m 5 m 4.79m Bk 1 & 2
4.18m Bk 1 & 3

6 m Bk 2 & 3 
5.41 m Bk 1 & 

2 
Third floor area - - - ≤ 60% of any 

other storey 
below 

100% of 2nd 
floor Bk 1 & 2 

100% of 2nd 
floor Bk 1 & 2 

       
Vehicle parking 
spaces 

1 per dwelling 
unit 

2 1.4 per 
dwelling unit 

subject to 
strata ( X 19 = 

26.6) 

1.5 per 
dwelling unit (x 

19 = 28.5) 

20 21 
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10 April 2018 
 
SUBJECT: REZONING DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION REZ00619 
 
Dear Mayor and Council: 
 
I am writing to you about the rezoning development proposal for 1712 – 1720 Fairfield Road (REZ00618).  It is my contention 
that the proposal does not display merit, and is seriously at variance to the current traditional residential land use of that location 
and surrounding area and from the existing regulatory zoning bylaws.  The application should not be approved as submitted. 
 
To assess the degree of variance that is proposed by the applicant I have compared the applicant’s plan specifications to a 
range of existing regulatory zoning bylaws that are applicable in Gonzales and Fairfield: R1-G Single Detached Dwelling, R-2 
Attached Dwelling (Duplex), R-J Low Density Attached Dwelling (Rowhouses), and R-K Medium Density Attached Dwelling 
(Townhouses).  The table of comparison is at the end of this petition.  In particular the proposal’s variances are as follows: 
 
 The proposal’s Floor Space Ratio is 59% greater than the maximum density of the existing zones.  
 The proposed Site Coverage is 25% greater than the norm in Gonzales, even with the discovery of 200 m2 from the original 

to the revised proposal.   
 The Open Site Space is mostly occupied by the concrete entrance to the parkade and insufficient private usable amount 

available for family living in the front and back of the dwelling units. 
 The Building Height exceeds the highest maximum of 8.5 m by 2.2 m, a 26% variance. 
 The Number of Storeys of 3 exceeds the tallest apartments buildings in the area which have 2 storeys with basement 

apartments. 
 The Minimum Site Area is insufficient for this proposal.  R-J requires 5272 m2 and R-K requires 8930 m2.  The proposal only 

has 2307 m2 for 19 dwelling units leaving 121.4 m2 (1306.7 SF) per unit.  This is the primary reason there is insufficient 
open space for front and rear yards in keeping with the function of a traditional residential nature of the neighbourhood. 

 R-J and R-K both limit the Number of Dwelling Units per dwelling block to 4.  The proposal of three dwelling blocks exceeds 
this by 7 dwelling units (Block 1 by 2, Block 2 by 2, Block 3 by 3) or 58% above the maximum requirement. 

 The proposed Front Yard Setback (south) is only 3.0 m.  The minimum requirement of R-K Townhouses shall not be less 
than 7.5 m, a 60% variance. 

 The Side Yard Setback (west) of Block 2 is actually the rear of the block with main windows looking onto the Hollywood Park 
tennis courts and should be a minimum of 7.5 m from the Park boundary and Park trees, not 3.0 m, a variance of 60%. 
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 The Rear Yard Setback (north) of Block 3 with main windows looking onto adjacent houses should be a minimum of 7.5 m 
from the interior lot line, not 6.1 m, a 19% variance. 

 The Third Floor Area of Blocks 1 and 2 should not exist as the proposal exceeds the Number of Storeys.  If it is allowed to 
proceed then it must comply with R-K Townhouse requirement to be less than or equal to 60% of the second storey. 

 Proposed Parking is short by 7.5 spaces, a 26% shortfall. 
 
The proposed development will threaten the attainment of the OCP strategic direction for Gonzales and Fairfield, to maintain and 
enhance neighbourhood character including the heritage character of buildings (Montague Court and businesses), landscapes 
(Hollywood Park) and streetscapes (views of Fairfield, Lillian and Wildwood) of the traditional residential neighbourhood.  This 
development proposal as presented is not an incremental variation from the intended character of the Gonzales and Fairfield 
neighbourhood.  Approval of such a high density proposal would entrench an inappropriate use of land in the neighbourhood. 
 
According to the OCP Design Guidelines for Multi-use Residential a new development should be compatible with and improve 
the character of established areas (1.1).  The design’s architectural approach should provide unity and coherence in relation to 
existing place character and patterns of development (1.1.1).  It clearly does not even attempt to accomplish this. Where a new 
development is directly abutting lands in a different Development Permit Area such as Hollywood Park and the remaining 
detached dwellings to the north and east of the property, the design should provide a transition between areas in ways that 
respond to established form and character (OCP 1.2).  Form in Gonzales includes space for front and rear yards for families 
which this proposal does not have for each of the townhouse dwelling units nor even between the three blocks.  Character in 
Gonzales requires low height dwellings and more greenery that accompanies low density of land use. 
 
As new residential development this proposal should respect the character of established areas and building variety through the 
form and massing of housing (OCP 1.5).  There is no development in Gonzales of such high density as proposed, and the 
design does not respect the traditional designs of neighbouring detached residential dwellings nor the heritage structure located 
across the street from these lots.  The proposal for this multi-unit residential development directly abuts the residential buildings 
to the east and north which are lower and smaller in scale and should provide a transition in its form and massing to lower-
density building form (OCP 1.6.1) and be designed to address privacy, particularly for portions of the development abutting the 
side yards of adjacent single-family dwellings (OCP 1.6.2).  The proponent’s plan does not provide for any of this, and does not 
address privacy for users of Hollywood Park to which the proposal abuts. 
 
I wonder why the City’s Parks Department did not consider the opportunity under its Parks Acquisition Strategy (OCP 9.2) to 
purchase part or all of the proponent’s consolidated lots for expansion of Hollywood Park for community benefit (9.2.5) and to 
accommodate the residential growth of being in proximity to the Fairfield Plaza, a designated urban village (9.2.6). 
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And in case the legislative requirement for municipal staff and elected members to follow regulatory zoning bylaws is considered 
insufficient, the City of Victoria Committee of the Whole meeting of 22 February 2018 agreed with residents and made it clear 
that multiple rows of townhouses will not be acceptable for the Fairfield and Gonzales Neighbourhood Plans. 
 
There is also an apparent conflict of interest about this application.  A co-owner of the proponent, Ryan Goodman, was until very 
recently a member of the City directed working group.  Witnesses have stated that this placement afforded the proponent the 
opportunity to be instrumental in incorporating development parameters in the draft Gonzales Neighbourhood that enable a land 
use of this type where none existed before. 
 
In conclusion this application REZ00618 for rezoning the properties at 1712 and 1720 Fairfield Road should not be approved as 
submitted. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Michael Sharpe 
1592 Earle Place 
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Notes on 1712 – 1720 Fairfield Road Proposal 

 
Application for rezoning from detached dwelling R1-G to comprehensive district CD-name to be determined. 
 
Examples of other comprehensive districts are: 

 CD-1 Selkirk Comprehensive District 
 CD-4 Fairfield Block Comprehensive District 
 CD-7 Cook Street Village Comprehensive District 

 
A property comprising 2307 m2 does not qualify for a Comprehensive District designation. 
 
For comparison R-2 Attached Dwelling, R-J Low Density Attached Dwelling, and R-K 11 Fairfield Townhouse 
District / R-K Medium Density Attached Dwelling zoning requirements have been used. 
 
 
The proposal is described in the proponent’s letter as an “urban village” with a “small-scale village 
atmosphere.”  The proposal is for three attached dwellings on the lot.  Each dwelling has the following 
proposed number of dwelling units within each: Block 1 = 6, Block 2 = 6 and Block 3 = 7, for a total of 19 
dwelling units (original proposal 17). 
 
 Original Proposal Revised Proposal 
2 bedroom townhouses X 0 X 7 
3 bedroom townhouses X 5 X 6 
4 bedroom townhouses X 2 X 0 
3 bedroom duplexes X 5 X 3 
2 bedroom duplexes X 5 X 3 
Total No. of Dwelling Units 17 19 
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ZONING 

REQUIREMENTS 
AND PROPOSAL 

R1-G Single 
Detached 
Dwelling 

R-2 Attached 
Dwelling 
(Duplex) 

R-J Low 
Density 

Attached 
Dwelling 

(Rowhouse) 

R-K 11 
Fairfield 

Townhouse 
District / R-K 

Medium 
Density 

Attached 
Dwelling 

(Townhouse) 

Original 
Proposal 

Revised 
Proposal 

Floor Space Ratio 
maximum (max) 

0.5:1 (since 
June 2017) 

0.5:1 (since 
June 2017) 

- 0.6:1 0.94:1 0.94:1 

Site Coverage max 30 % 40% 40% 33% 45% of 2250 
m2  

39% of 2451 
m2 

Open Site Space 
minimum (min) 

50% of lot and 
50% of front 

yard 

30% of lot and 
33% of rear 

yard 

- - 55% 50% 

Building Height 7.6 m 
24.93 ft 

7.6 m 8.5 m 
(7.5m 

Rockland) 

8.5 m 10.7 m 
35.1 ft 

10.7 m 

No. of Stories max 2 stories or 1 
½ w/ 

basement 

2 stories or  
1 ½ w/ 

basement 

- - 3 w/ basement 
/parkade 

3 w/basement 
/parkade 

Minimum Site Area 460 m2 Greater of 555 
m2 or  

# of dwelling 
units x 277.5 

m2[2,987 SF] 

 Greater of 
555m2 or # 

dwelling units  
(19 X 277.5m 
= 5,272,5 m2) 

Greater of 
555m2 or # 

dwelling units 
(19 X 185 m2 

[1991SF] = 8,930 
m2) 

2387.4 m2  
(÷ 17 = 140.4 

m2) 

2307 m2 
(÷ 19 = 121.42 

m2 [1,307SF]) 

Minimum Site Width 15 m 15 m Greater of 
15m or # 

dwelling units 
(19 X 7.5m = 

18 m 48.34 m 46.77 m 
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142 m) 
No, of Dwellings on 
a lot 

1 1 Any number Any number 3 3 

No. of units per 
Dwelling max 

2 2 4 4 Block 1 = 6 
Block 2 = 5 
Block 3 = 6 

Block 1 = 6 
Block 2 = 6 
Block 3 = 7 

SETBACKS       
Front yard min 
Blocks 1 and 2 
(Fairfield) 

7.5 m 
24.61 ft 

Lessor of 7.5 m 

or the average 

of the actual 

setbacks of the 

buildings on 

the lots 

abutting the 

sides of the 

lot�  

7.5 m 7.5 m 3.0 m 
9.84 ft 

3.0 m 

Rear yard min Block 
3 (north) 

9.1 m or 30% 
of site depth 
whichever is 

greater 
[west 61.99m 
= 18.60m/61ft]

10.7 m or 35% 
of lot depth 
whichever is 
greater [west 

61.99 m = 
21.70m/72 ft] 

7.5 m 7.5 m with 
main windows 

Block 3 
 
 

6.1 m 
20 ft 

Block 3 

6.1 m 

Rear yard min Block 
2 (labeled as Side 
yard west) 

9.1 m 
29.86 ft 

10.7 m 
35.1 ft 

  2.7 m 
8.86 ft 

3.0 m 

Side yard west min 
(actually rear yard of 
Block 2, which 
should be 9.1 m) 
 

1.5 m or 15% 
of lot width 

whichever is 
greater 

[width south 

1.5 m or 10%  
of lot width 

whichever is 
greater [width 
south 48.34 m 

7.5 m Block 1 
2.5 m Block 2 

2.5 m blank 
wall Block 3 
7.5 m living 

room Block 2 

2.7 m 3.0 m 
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For interior lot lines 48.34m = 7.25 
m] 

= 4.83 m] 

Side yard east min 
(parkade  2 lane 
entry & exit) 

3.9 m 
12.8 ft 

3.0 m 
9.84 

7.5 m 2.5 m blank 
wall Block 1 & 

3 

10.1 m 
7.0 m 

22.97 ft 

8.0 m 
5.8 m 

19.03 ft 
Combined side 
yards min 

5.4 m 4.5 m - - 12.8 m 10.4 m 

Distance between 
any two attached 
dwellings min 

- - 5 m 5 m 4.79m Bk 1 & 2
4.18m Bk 1 & 3

6 m Bk 2 & 3 
5.41 m Bk 1 & 

2 
Third floor area - - - ≤ 60% of any 

other storey 
below 

100% of 2nd 
floor Bk 1 & 2 

100% of 2nd 
floor Bk 1 & 2 

       
Vehicle parking 
spaces 

1 per dwelling 
unit 

2 1.4 per 
dwelling unit 

subject to 
strata ( X 19 = 

26.6) 

1.5 per 
dwelling unit (x 

19 = 28.5) 

20 21 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Dan Blatchford 
Sent: Tuesday, May 15, 2018 6:26 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Dan Blatchford 
 
3950 Rainbow Street 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Denis Farling <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Tuesday, June 26, 2018 5:23 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Denis Farling 
 
#110-1655 Begbie Street 
 
Sent from toAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Madelynn Sherwood <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Wednesday, August 01, 2018 1:34 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Madelynn Sherwood 
 
202-2710 Grosvenor Road 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Noraye Fjeldstad

From: Taylor Bridges <taylor.victoria.bridges@gmail.com>

Sent: August 10, 2018 1:44 PM

To: Lisa Helps (Mayor)

Subject: Rhodo Development Gonzalese

Hello Mayor Helps, 

 

I urge you to please reconsider allowing the designs to move forward on the Rhodo Project. I have zero issue with the 

number of units they are planning to build but I take great issue in the aesthetics of the building. It does not fit the 

character and charm of our area. As someone who lives around the corner from there and frequent the park, we will 

have to look at that on a daily basis. When are we going to start preserving the character of Gonzales and stop these 

modern buildings from ruining that? I am a 32 year old who in no way wants nothing to change but I think there are 

much better designs out there that can’t fit into the character of the surrounding 1920’s buildings. 

 

Taylor Bridges 
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Monica Dhawan

From: webforms@victoria.ca
Sent: Sunday, August 12, 2018 3:29 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Mayor and Council email

From: michael owen 
Email :  
Reference : https://www.victoria.ca/EN/main/city/mayor-council-committees/councillors.html 
Daytime Phone :  
I am opposed to the development on Fairfield rd. by Rhodo development. I agree with what the Gonzales Neighbourhood 
Association has said in its objection to  this development. I am not against infill and small developments but this 
development is to big. its too big next to a park. No mention of low income housing. The developer is interested in profit 
and not interested in the quality of live that we,the people of Gonzales, cherish so much. I recommend that you all vote 
against this development and recommend a more agreeable development for the people of Gonzales 
 
 
 
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 
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: 24.69.155.108 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Clifford Childs <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 6:28 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Clifford Childs 
 
240 cook street 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Paul Brewster <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Wednesday, August 15, 2018 10:23 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Paul Brewster 
 
555 Niagara Street 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  



1

Monica Dhawan

From: Sarah Mari <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Saturday, September 08, 2018 8:21 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Sarah Mari 
 
1605 Foul Bay Road 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Anthony Maguire <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Thursday, September 13, 2018 4:08 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Anthony Maguire 
 
353 Linden Avenue, Victoria, BC 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Victoria Mayor and Council

Sent: September 5, 2018 11:43 AM

To: Public Hearings

Subject: FW: Mayor and Council email FW: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield 

Road

Hi Pamela, 
 
See below. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Lucas 
 

From: Victoria Mayor and Council  

Sent: September 5, 2018 11:40 AM 

To: Councillors <Councillors@victoria.ca> 

Subject: Mayor and Council email FW: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road 

 
Good afternoon, 
 
Please see below for a form-style email submission in support of the development proposal at 1712 / 1720 Fairfield Road. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Lucas de Amaral 
Correspondence Coordinator 
Mayor / City Manager’s Office 
City of Victoria 
1 Centennial Square, Victoria BC  V8W 1P6   

 

 
 
 

From: Molly Vermeulen <noreply@123formbuilder.io>  

Sent: September 4, 2018 12:45 PM 

To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca> 

Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road 

 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

 

I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Molly Vermeulen 

 

1510 Edgemont rd 

 

Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Paula Grayton <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Wednesday, October 03, 2018 9:42 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Paula Grayton 
 
8336 Edgevalley Drive 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Js lappiere <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Saturday, November 10, 2018 9:11 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Js lappiere 
 
543 fairfield 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Agneta Roberts <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Sunday, November 11, 2018 12:31 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Agneta Roberts 
 
175 Barkley Terrace 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Daniel <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Tuesday, November 13, 2018 10:27 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Daniel 
 
1052 Clare st 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Victoria <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Tuesday, November 13, 2018 4:42 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Victoria 
 
414 - 100 Saghalie Rd 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Andrew Coopersmith <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2018 10:35 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Andrew Coopersmith 
 
1687 Poplar Avenue, Victoria, BC 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Daniel Davies <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2018 10:37 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Daniel Davies 
 
152 Olive Street 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Emilee MacInnes <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2018 1:06 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Emilee MacInnes 
 
3940 Raymond St S 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Elizabeth Milder <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2018 7:20 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Elizabeth Milder 
 
1430 Ryan Street 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Katelyn Clouthier <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2018 3:08 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Katelyn Clouthier 
 
209-2025 oak bay avenue 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Kim Thorsen <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2018 9:39 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Kim Thorsen 
 
1620 Earle St. 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Owen <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2018 2:49 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Owen 
 
528 Pandora avenue 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Vic wells <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2018 3:16 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Vic wells 
 
2453 McNeill ave 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Dave Coopersmith <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2018 8:31 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Dave Coopersmith 
 
1704 Hollywood Crescent 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Eddie Yang < >
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2018 9:51 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: 1712/1720 Fairfield Road Development

 

Dear Mayor & Council, 

As a homeowner of Gonzales, I am in full support of additional housing diversity as proposed by ARYZE Developments 17 
unit townhouse project. This is the kind of additional housing our neighbourhood needs and I would encourage Council 
to ignore minority neighbourhood activists and focus on the benefits of good density.  

We look forward to your deliberations on the matter. 

Sincerely, 

Eddie Yang 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Sarah Murray <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2018 10:46 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Sarah Murray 
 
921 foul bay road 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Ash Peters < >
Sent: Friday, November 16, 2018 6:12 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Fairfield Townhomes - Aryze

Victoria Council, 
 
My name is Ash and my wife and I are expecting our first child which means we are starting to consider our 
next housing choices. We have been saving for a home as we live in a basement suite in VicWest. We've 
checked out places at the Railyards and other condos but find ourselves moving towards a townhouse. We 
follow ARYZE on Insta and saw this project coming before Council and its the kind of housing we need more 
of in Victoria. 
 
Thanks for your time, 
 
Ash & Alex Peters 
#3 - 1140 Arthur Currie Lane, 
Victoria BC 
V9A7H3 
--  
...Ash Peters 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Janet Land 

Sent: November 14, 2018 1:19 PM

To: Councillors

Cc:

Subject: Proposed development at 1712 and 1720 Fairfield Rd

Dear Councillors, 
 
  I recently received some promotional material from Aryze Purdy Group with information about their proposed Rhodo 
Development. My first thought when looking at the photo on the front page was how much it resembled a development 
that I passed by the other day on Hillside near Blanchard in what is quite a commercial area. The photos of the Rhodo 
townhouses presents a picture of buildings that stand out as very different from the surrounding area of single family 
homes with landscaped yards. Even the apartment buildings on the other side of Fairfield Rd have a more residential look 
to them.  The Rhodo development looks more like a downtown building. 
 The developers present this as a medium density development and the city has talked about proposing “gentle density” 
however replacing 2 single family homes with 18(?) 3-4 bedroom townhouses is not in my view anywhere near a medium 
or gentle density increase. I don’t feel that this increase in density is warranted or should be allowed in Gonzales.  
  While the developers present the buildings as having lovely grounds the green space depicted is actually Hollywood 
Park. It appears to suggest that the vegetative boundary that currently exists on the east side of the Park would be 
cleared to provide easy entry to the “Mews” and essentially become the back yard of the new residents. Hollywood Park  
is a public park for all the people of the neighbourhood/city and I object to it being usurped by a developer to serve as 
green space for high density housing and masking the loss of single family homes with landscaped yards.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Janet Land 
1638 Earle St 
Victoria,BC 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Katrina Summers <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Friday, November 16, 2018 6:44 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Katrina Summers 
 
490 Vancouver Street, 11 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Stéphanie Lefebvre <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Friday, November 16, 2018 8:21 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Stéphanie Lefebvre 
 
431-435 Simcoe St, Victoria BC V8v4t3 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Adam Carlson <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Saturday, November 17, 2018 5:07 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Adam Carlson 
 
1515 Keating cross rd, Central Saanich 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Karen Sidhu

Subject: FW: Rhodo project - 1712 & 1720 Fairfield road

From: Taylor Bridges < > 
Sent: Saturday, November 17, 2018 12:36 PM 
To: Councillors 
Subject: Rhodo project ‐ 1712 & 1720 Fairfield road  
  

Hello,  
 
I wanted to reach out to you about the proposal being put forth to you on November 22nd for your 
consideration.  
 
I live one street over from this project and frequently use Hollywood park and that area of Fairfield Road. I am 
adamantly opposed to this particular development. I believe in housing diversity that fits the character and 
charm of the neighbourhood. I also support housing diversity that gives more than it takes. This project is going 
to take alot away from the community including Hollywood park.  
 
Hollywood park is so important to my family as we use it at least 3-4 times a week for my young kids. I do not 
want to see it overtaken by this development. The park will become these units back yard as there is not enough 
green space within the development. 
 
My issues include: 
 
The number of trees to be cut down 
Rezoning bylaws not being followed in regards to the height of the storey (2.5 storey instead of the bylaw of 2), 
front yard setback ( 5.5 ft vs required 24.5ft) and 22 parking spots instead of the required 26. 
 
These have a huge impact on the neighbourhood and I hope that you will consider this before you vote. I think 
having a development there would be great but one that follows the required bylaws. They should not be getting 
any variances that have such a major impact on the road, park and other neighbors. 
 
 
Taylor Bridges 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Catherine < >
Sent: Saturday, November 17, 2018 1:43 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Fwd: Vote NO for proposed rhodo development

 
 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Catherine < > 
Date: November 17, 2018 at 1:31:55 PM PST 
To: councillors@victoria.ca 
Subject: Vote NO for proposed rhodo development 

Dear Mayor and council, 
 
We are Gonzales residents and we are deeply concerned with the current rhodo development 
proposal.  Gonzales is a historic family neighbourhood and much of its current charm comes 
from its heritage homes and thoughtful construction.  This new development is NOT in keeping 
with the current Gonzales neighbourhood, and NOT in keeping with our current R1-G zoning 
(single family dwelling district) and sets a dangerous precedent going forward.  The zoning 
should be respected.  The building style does not suit the neighbourhood, the set backs of 5.5ft 
are not appropriate, there is not enough parking allocated (only 22 spots), many mature trees will 
be cut down, and the public neighbourhood park will be negatively impacted.  This building 
development will in no way improve housing affordability as the units will be priced at a 
premium.  I really don’t see how this development project is a benefit to anyone except the 
developer’s wallet.  In order to represent the community, we hope you will help our concerns be 
heard.  More effort must go into redesigning this project in order to be in keeping with the 
neighbourhood and respecting current bylaws in regards to setbacks and height.  Thank you in 
advance for your thoughtful consideration.  Please feel free to contact me to discuss this further. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Catherine McCartney 
(A concerned Gonzales resident) 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Daniel Mari <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Saturday, November 17, 2018 11:10 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Daniel Mari 
 
3338 Whittier ave 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Karen Sidhu

Subject: FW: 1712/1720 Fairfield Rezoning

From: Gillian Ellis < > 
Sent: Saturday, November 17, 2018 11:52 PM 
To: Councillors 
Subject: 1712/1720 Fairfield Rezoning  
  

Dear Mayor and Council,  
I am writing to express my concern about the proposed development of 17 townhouses on two single family 
house lots on Fairfield Road.  
The extraordinary decrease in set back, the enormous increase in height from what is allowed in the official 
community plan on property that is adjacent to a park is indefensible.  
And where are all these people going to park? In that area we have a sports field, a park, an animal hospital, a 
care home for the elderly, an elementary school and just up the hill one more block, another care home and a 
major tourist attraction known as Abkhazi Gardens! Fairfield Road is already choc a bloc with cars. And this is 
supposed to be a family neighbourhood?  
 
I had thought that you had heard enough from Gonzalez residents in the past few months to understand that we 
are not going to sit idly by and watch our neighbourhood destroyed.  
Why do we have a plan at all if developers and council can ignore it at will?  
Sincerely,  
Gill Ellis  
 
Sent from my iPad  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Isla Dewar < >
Sent: Saturday, November 17, 2018 4:11 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: The Proposed Rhodo Development

Dear Mayor and Council Members, 
 
It has come to my attention that there is a proposed townhouse project near where I live in Fairfield. I have 
viewed the proposal and would like to politely voice my opinion and concerns for the project before anything 
is decided.  
 
I am Strongly against the Rhodo development proposal. Firstly because the Hollywood park is a public 
neighbourhood space for all to enjoy. The proposal plans to take away from that community feel, the Rhodo 
development will make the park feel like a private area. Hollywood park is a place where, yearly, little league 
baseball games are held and other sporting events, particularly for children, bringing people from all over our 
community together. If this area seemed more like private property this would most definitely hurt the special, 
unique feeling we have going on in this area. 
 
Another Reason I am against the proposal is because it goes against limitations of new developments in this 
area. The height of the Rhodo development is a 37.6 ft/2.5 storey instead of the maximum height of 25 ft/2 
storey. If this monster development happens they will not even be building the required 26 parking spot area, 
they will be building 22 parking spots, not only does the building not work in this area if they build it they are 
not even building enough parking for the users, so there really is no point building the development at all. 51 
trees will be cut down which I absolutely do not think is the way to go, this special town of Victoria is a 
natural and beautiful place and while the 51 trees might not sound like too much, it truly is and will 
negatively impact this area greatly and the people who live in it. the city also has zoning standards which limit 
the negative impact to neighbours and our community, this development proposes to significantly exceed the 
legal standards of this area. 
 
Lastly The development really doesn't work in this neighbourhood, there is no other way to say it, It just 
doesn't work. This small neighbourhood is special and amazingly unique, building a large townhouse 
development is just going to hurt this beautiful place. Fairfield, especially this part of it, is meant to be a bit 
old fashioned a bit more natural than the city. The building development is a rectangular, clean cut, 
modern mess. This building doesn't work in this neighbourhood. This building is out of character 
compared to the small unique houses surrounding it.  
 
This message is coming from my heart. This area is special and I don't want something like this to ruin it. I have 
been growing up here with my family and the people in this community. I think I can say that the majority of 
people here DO NOT WANT THIS. People on my street were outraged when they learned a small modern 
house (a miniature version of the Rhodo development) was being built on our street, if they were upset with that 
how do you think people feel about this? It will drastically change the area, and people will NOT be happy. 
 
I strongly urge you to please decline this first proposal and find something that works better. Think of 
what it will do. I actually live right in this neighbourhood, not even a block away from where the development 
is proposed to be this will ruin this special place for everybody.  
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These opinions and concerns are coming from a young individual who wants the best for everyone 
involved. I understand that there needs to be more housing but please consider, is this the best option? This is 
a special place for my Family and I and we don't want to see it's lovely charm extinguished.  
 
Do you want to see this unique neighbourhood changed into a boring line of townhouses, all exactly the 
same, like so many places all over the world knocked down for larger developments? Is this what we as a 
community want for this area? It will affect this place and this community in a negative way. So please, 
rethink this. Is this what we want? Is this what You want? 
 
Sincerely and with great respect, 
Isla Dewar 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Karen Ayers < >
Sent: Saturday, November 17, 2018 4:46 PM
To: Councillors
Cc: Alec Johnston; Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: 1712 & 1720 Fairfield Rezoning - Nov 22nd COTW

Dear Mayor and Council: 
 
I am writing to voice my strong opposition to the infill development as currently proposed for 1712/1720 Fairfield Road.
 
Townhouses are supportable on this site.  The Gonzales neighbourhood planning process has identified the need for 
more varied forms of housing, the site is on a transit route and is close to shopping and other services. 
 
Wholly unsupportable is the proposed: 
 
Height/Massing 

 proposed height is more than 50% above what is permitted under current zoning 

 neighbouring homes adjacent to and across the street (Montague Court) are generally one to one and a half 
storeys, and will be dwarfed by the height and (as described in the Advisory Design Panel comments) 
"monolithic massing" of the proposed buildings 

 
Setbacks 

 the setbacks are insufficient, particularly when combined with the 3 storey facade that will tower over Fairfield 
Road/sidewalks, and over Hollywood Park 

 proposed setback for the block adjacent to Fairfield Road is 1.68 metres (5.5 feet) rather than the required 7.5 
metre (24.7 feet) setback 

 the minimal setbacks provide no room for plantings to soften the mass and height of the buildings  
 
Density 

 17 townhouses is too dense for the site (currently 2 single family homes) 

 site coverage requested is 50% higher than current zoning permits 

 proposed density results in insufficient breathing room between the 3 buildings, lack of open site and green 
space, and multiple variances required in order to cram 3 large buildings onto the site 

 
Encroachment on Hollywood Park 

 the development will tower over the park, and with no proposed separation or transition, usurps public space 
for private use and enjoyment 

 
Design 

 the strong urban architectural design is appropriate for downtown, but is not respectful of our residential 
neighbourhood; as described in the Advisory Design Panel comments, it is an "urban solution in a residential 
area". 

 
I would respectfully urge Council to direct the applicant to: 

 eliminate the second/"double" row of townhouses; a single row or small l‐shaped development would be 
appropriate for the site, and the scale of this neighbourhood 

 reduce the height/# of storeys to 2 storeys (consistent with the Official Community Plan, current Gonzales 
Neighbourhood Plan and zoning) 
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 increase setbacks (7.5 metres minimum to Fairfield Road) 

 provide a more appropriate and sensitive transition to Hollywood Park, and 

 consider a design that better fits with and respects the Gonzales residential neighbourhood. 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Karen Ayers 
613 Foul Bay Road 
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Karen Sidhu

Subject: FW: Proposed Rhodo Development next tho Hollywood Park

From: Randy Kaneen  > 
Sent: Saturday, November 17, 2018 1:35 PM 
To: Councillors 
Subject: Proposed Rhodo Development next tho Hollywood Park  
  

 
 
Dear Mayor and Councillors 
 
I write this note to highlight some concerns I have with this development. I live at 242 Wildwood and am not a 
Nimby (not in my backyard) type. Having said that, I do feel that the preservation of neighbourhoods is 
important but in balance with the obvious infill (densification) that will happen over years.  I believe this one 
exceeds that balance.  It will have immediate and, what I judge to be, serious negative impacts on those 
adjoining this proposed development. (The height and densification proposal goes considerably beyond what 
has been allowed in the past.) One can see numerous examples of larger units on Fairfield and I feel these 
styles, while changing the nature of the neighbourhood are generally quite acceptable. 
 
The impact on Wildwood Avenue will mostly be around parking. Every single street within a very large radius 
around the park and the shopping plaza have 'residential only' parking signs. Wildwood is the only one I know 
of that does not. Much of the spill-over, either from owners or visitors will, by necessity park on Wildwood. So, 
I believe the requested variance from 26 to 22 parking spots should be rejected.  
 
While on that topic I can say that years ago we, on Wildwood, did not consider a petition that requested 
'residential only' signs be posted....(currently all that is required is x percentage of people requesting it and it is 
automatically conferred without consideration to the surrounding usages)... the general thought was about the 
parents who bring their kids and the sports equipment to the games. They come from a wide geography and 
require parking. On tournament times and even some general game days, Wildwood is completely jammed The 
park is exceptional and highly utilized.  So, are we going to be faced with having to request a 'residential only' 
designation? If this development is approved, it looks as if there will be no other choice. 
 
In summary, I ask that you do not approve the current proposal. It is not the 'balanced' densification one should 
expect and will negatively impact in a variety of ways, including those outlined above. 
 
Yours respectfully 
 
 
 
R.Kaneen 

Author: In Search of 
Sticks 
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Karen Sidhu

Subject: FW: Rhodo development

  

From: Maria Lesperance  > 
Sent: Saturday, November 17, 2018 6:58 PM 
To: Councillors 
Subject: Rhodo development  
  

Dear Council,  
 
I would like to write in to provide my support for the proposed Rhodo development. As a longtime resident of 
the Hollywood crescent area I support this project and the plan to increase density in our neighbourhood. I 
would love to see more young families able to live in this beautiful part of Victoria and feel that the townhouses 
proposed are excellent form of housing for them.  
 
Thank you,  
 
Dr. Maria Lesperance  
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Karen Sidhu

Subject: FW: Vote NO for proposed rhodo development

 
  

From: Catherine  > 
Sent: Saturday, November 17, 2018 1:31 PM 
To: Councillors 
Subject: Vote NO for proposed rhodo development  
  

Dear Mayor and council,  
 
We are Gonzales residents and we are deeply concerned with the current rhodo development proposal. 
Gonzales is a historic family neighbourhood and much of its current charm comes from its heritage homes and 
thoughtful construction. This new development is NOT in keeping with the current Gonzales neighbourhood, 
and NOT in keeping with our current R1-G zoning (single family dwelling district) and sets a dangerous 
precedent going forward. The zoning should be respected. The building style does not suit the neighbourhood, 
the set backs of 5.5ft are not appropriate, there is not enough parking allocated (only 22 spots), many mature 
trees will be cut down, and the public neighbourhood park will be negatively impacted. This building 
development will in no way improve housing affordability as the units will be priced at a premium. I really 
don’t see how this development project is a benefit to anyone except the developer’s wallet. In order to 
represent the community, we hope you will help our concerns be heard. More effort must go into redesigning 
this project in order to be in keeping with the neighbourhood and respecting current bylaws in regards to 
setbacks and height. Thank you in advance for your thoughtful consideration. Please feel free to contact me to 
discuss this further.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Catherine McCartney  
(A concerned Gonzales resident)  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Natasha Clark <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Saturday, November 17, 2018 5:30 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Natasha Clark 
 
584e Michigan St 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Peter Davis <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Saturday, November 17, 2018 7:20 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Peter Davis 
 
2-1290 Richardson St. 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Ryan Nicoll < >
Sent: Saturday, November 17, 2018 9:59 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Support for Aryze Rhodo at 1712 / 1721 Fairfield road

To the City of Victoria Mayor and Council: 
 
I am writing to you to express my enthusiastic support of Aryze's proposed project at 1712-1721 Fairfield Road 
("Rhodo"). The area around Fairfield Plaza has great potential to be so much more as a walkable village center, 
much like the popular Cook street village. 
 
However, I fear Fairfield Plaza will fail to do so without more density; it is a very car-centric strip mall at the 
moment. Furthermore, the housing supply for families is critically low in the region. This project offers an 
immense number of options for housing taking the place of only a few existing detached housing plots. On top 
of this, it is adjacent to Hollywood Park, which is ideal for families. 
 
I have lived in Victoria my whole life. I went to school at UVIC. I started my own engineering company over 
10 years ago headquartered here in town and have several employees in the region. 
 
Now, my wife and I are raising a family here. We have a 2 year old toddler living in downtown Victoria. There 
is a gap in housing options between a 2 bedroom apartment and a house. For example, there are hardly any 3 
bedroom apartments and few townhouses available for families. 
 
Not everyone values or wants a detached house as the ultimate family housing option. This project provides an 
excellent design as-is that will provide many new options for families. The area around Hollywood Park and 
Fairfield Plaza is a region that an excellent candidate for further density. Projects like this are needed to reduce 
the strain on housing supply. It is badly needed and it looks like an excellent project. I hope you will see the 
value in this and hopefully more like it will follow. 
 
Best regards, 
 
-Ryan Nicoll 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Sean McCartney < >
Sent: Saturday, November 17, 2018 1:39 PM
To: Councillors; Victoria Mayor and Council; Marianne Alto (Councillor); Laurel Collins 

(Councillor); Sharmarke Dubow (Councillor); Jeremy Loveday (Councillor); Sarah Potts  
(Councillor); Charlayne Thornton-Joe (Councillor); Geoff Young (Councillor)

Subject: Reject Rhodo Development Proposal

To the Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing to strongly request that council reject the current proposal for the Rhodo Development next to 
Hollywood Park.  
 
I have serious concerns about the proposed development: 
* non-compliance with current R1-G zoning  
- for height - more than 2 storeys 
- for setback - unit entries 5 feet from sidewalk 
* negative impact to neighbours and community - lack of hedging/buffer from park 
* design that is in stark contrast to existing buildings and neighbourhood 'character' 
* loss of trees and green space 
* lack of community input and consultation 
 
To put it simply, this is an unacceptable proposal that our community is not supporting. I know you will be 
hearing similar concerns from a number of other residents.  
 
I urge you to review the proposal and only approve a project that complies with current zoning and the desires 
of the residents of this family neighbourhood. 
 
Regards, 
 
Sean McCartney 
(350 Robertson St.) 
 



1

Monica Dhawan

From: Sherrie <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Saturday, November 17, 2018 5:35 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Sherrie 
 
802-838 Broughton St,Victoria 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  



Dear Mayor and Council,                              November 16th, 2018

re: Rezoning and Development - #REZ00618 & DPV00098

The development proposal for 1712 & 1720 Fairfield Rd is too 
large for its site. The overly tall and massive buildings encroach on the 
sidewalks and Hollywood Park. Having multiple residential doors 
opening directly to the street as if they were commercial spaces is not 
consistent with the neighbourhood ambiance.

Our Parks become increasingly important Public Places as our 
City grows. Families living in apartments and condos with no yards, 
trees or gardens, need green space. Hollywood Park is not an asset 
which we want to give away to private developers. There needs to be 
separation between private back yard patios and the park’s tennis 
courts.

The loss of mature trees and bushes on these properties will be 
significant and the development may endanger trees in adjacent 
properties including Hollywood Park.

The encroachment on public property is too great. The 
development does not comply with the specifications in the OCP nor 
the spirit of gentle density which the Gonzales neighbourhood 
accepts. The Park and the streetscape needs to be preserved and the 
plans reworked.

Thank you for your attention,
Virginia Errick
615 Foul Bay Rd.
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Katie Lauriston

From: Lynn 

Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 11:05 AM

To: Katie Lauriston

Subject: Fwd: CALUC Letter re Conflict of Interest

Attachments: FGCA_CALUC_Letter_1712_1720 Fairfield Rd.pdf

 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 

From: Lynn  

Date: Sun, 18 Nov 2018 at 15:15 

Subject: Fwd: CALUC Letter re Conflict of Interest 

To: councillors <councillors@victoria.ca> 

 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

 

Further to my e-mail earlier today, I have attached a May 2018 letter from the Fairfield Gonzales Community 

Association CALUC to Council regarding the conflict of interest of one of the co-owners of Aryze in the 

neighbourhood planning process while also pursuing rezoning of the properties at 1720 & 1712 Fairfield 

Road.  Here are some excerpts from that letter that I would like to highlight as it relates to my own 

observations, and would urge you to adopt the specific recommendations of CALUC: 

 

Specifically Mr. Ryan Goodman, a co owner of Aryze was a committee member of the Gonzales 
Working Group helping with the creation on of the Gonzales Neighbourhood Plan at the same time 
he was seeking rezoning for the properties: 1712/1720 Fairfield Road in the Gonzales 
Neighbourhood. 

  
  The potential rezoning of this property could possibly bring a substantial financial gain for Mr. 
Goodman. This is at least an appearance of conflict of interest, in this case financial conflict. It is most 
important to avoid conflicts of interest, or the appearance of a conflict, to maintain confidence in 
municipal government.   
 

 

  In April 2018, City Planning Staff and The Gonzales Working Group, finally, (why did it take so 
long?) took the necessary steps to remove Mr. Goodman from the working group.        However, this is 
too late, as the appearance of conflict of interest or a conflict of interest was not prevented.   
 

  It is most important to avoid conflict of interest or the appearance of a conflict of interest, to 
maintain or help regain confidence in the City of Victoria planning and rezoning processes.  
 

Therefore:  
Recommendations:  
 



2

1. The rezoning process for the “Rhodo” property be started again, right from the beginning due to Mr. 
Goodman silng on the Gonzales Working Group during the Fme his company was seeking (and 
continues to seek) a rezoning application for 1712 and 1720 Fairfield Rd.  
 

 2. For Future City of Victoria Working Groups, Committees, etc. There is a need for the City of 
Victoria to have more stringent rules to avoid the conflicts and the appearance of a conflict, in order to 
maintain confidence in the political system. Future City of Victoria committees such as Advisory 
Groups, Panels, Boards etc. should specifically prohibit anyone with an active development permit 
application from participating in City committees that would result in a personal or company 
financial gain or at bare minimum a recusal when discussion on the area of potential conflict where 
the financial gain could be made.  

 

Sincerely, 
 
Lynn Phillips 

 



This	le(er	was	delivered	to	Mayor	Help	and	Council,	&	Jocelyn	Jenkyns,	City	Manager	on	May	
15th,	2018.

Rezoning	ApplicaFon	1712	Fairfield	Rd	and	1720	Fairfield	Rd	Victoria	BC	(Folder	Number	
REZ00618).		The	“Rhodo”	POSSIBILITY	OF	CONFLICT	OF	INTEREST

Dear	Mayor	Helps	and	Council,	and	Ms.	Jocelyn	Jenkyns,	City	Manager,

Re:	Possibility	of	Conflict	of	Interest,	Mr.	Ryan	Goodman,	Aryze	Development	Company,	Rhodo	
Rezoning	ApplicaFon,	Gonzales	Neighbourhood	Plan	Rezoning	ApplicaFon	1712/1720	Fairfield	
Road.

This	is	a	supplemental	le(er	to	be	added	to	the	the	Fairfield	Gonzales	CALUC	Report	submi(ed	
in	August	2017.	Re:	Rezoning	ApplicaFon	1712/1720	Fairfield	Road,	Victoria	BC

Summary:
It	has	come	to	our	a(enFon	that	there	is	an	appearance	of	conflict	of	interest	with:	Rezoning	
ApplicaFon	1712	Fairfield	Rd	and	1720	Fairfield	Rd	Victoria	BC	(Folder	Number	REZ00618),	
known	as	the	“Rhodo”.	Specifically	Mr.	Ryan	Goodman,	a	co	owner	of	Aryze	was	a	commi(ee	
member	of	the	Gonzales	Working	Group	helping	with	the	creaFon	of	the	Gonzales	
Neighbourhood	Plan	at	the	same	Fme	he	was	seeking	rezoning	for	the	properFes:	1712/1720	
Fairfield	Road	in	the	Gonzales	Neighbourhood.	
The	potenFal	rezoning	of	this	property	could	possibly	bring	a	substanFal	financial	gain	for	Mr.	
Goodman.	This	is	at	least	an	appearance	of	conflict	of	interest,	in	this	case	financial	conflict.	It	is	
most	important	to	avoid	conflicts	of	interest,	or	the	appearance	of	a	conflict,	to	maintain	
confidence	in	municipal	government.

DefiniFon	of	Conflict	of	Interest:
h(ps://www.uvic.ca/vpacademic/assets/docs/COIexamples.pdf

Conflicts	of	interest	are	not	always	obvious.	A	conflict	of	interest	is	any	situaFon	that	might	

cause	an	imparFal	observer	to	reasonably	quesFon	whether	your	acFons	are	influenced	by	

consideraFons	of	private	interest.	“Private	interest”	can	include	financial	interests,	interests	

related	to	your	personal	relaFonships,	or	interests	related	to	your	other	outside	acFviFes.	

The	Aryze	website	describes	Mr.	Goodman’s	job	posiFon:		“co-owns	ARYZE	and	helps	manage	
the	business	and	development	efforts	across	Victoria.”
	h(p://aryze.ca/company/		

Aryze	currently	has	a	rezoning	applicaFon	at	the	City	of	Victoria	called	the	Rhodo,	located	at	
1712/1720		Fairfield	Rd	in	the	neighbourhood	of	Gonzales	while	the	drajing	of	a	new	Gonzales	
Neighbourhood	Plan	is	taking	place.
h(p://aryze.ca/property/rhodo/

Mr.	Goodman	volunteered	and	parFcipated	on	first	the	joint	Fairfield	Gonzales	Working	Group	
for	the	development	of	the	Neighbourhood	Plans	and	then	conFnued	volunteering	on	the	

https://www.uvic.ca/vpacademic/assets/docs/COIexamples.pdf
http://aryze.ca/company/
http://aryze.ca/property/rhodo/


Gonzales	Working	Group	while	his	company	was	pursuing	a	rezoning	applicaFon	for	1712/1720	
Fairfield	Road.
h(p://aryze.ca/property/rhodo/		
In	April	2018,	City	Planning	Staff	and	The	Gonzales	Working	Group,	finally,	(why	did	it	take	so	
long?)	took	the	necessary	steps	to	remove	Mr.	Goodman	from	the	working	group.		However,	
this	is	too	late,	as	the	appearance	of	conflict	of	interest	or	a	conflict	of	interest	was	not	
prevented.

It	is	most	important	to	avoid	conflict	of	interest	or	the	appearance	of	a	conflict	of	interest,	to	
maintain	or	help	regain	confidence	in	the	City	of	Victoria	planning	and	rezoning	processes.	
Therefore:	

RecommendaFons:
1.	The	rezoning	process	for	the	“Rhodo”	property	be	started	again,	right	from	the	beginning	due	
to	Mr.	Goodman	silng	on	the	Gonzales	Working	Group	during	the	Fme	his	company	was	
seeking	(and	conFnues	to	seek)	a	rezoning	applicaFon	for	1712	and	1720	Fairfield	Rd.	

2.	For	Future	City	of	Victoria	Working	Groups,	Commi(ees,	etc.	There	is	a	need	for	the	City	of	
Victoria	to	have	more	stringent	rules	to	avoid	the	conflicts	and	the	appearance	of	a	conflict,	in	
order	to	maintain	confidence	in	the	poliFcal	system.	Future	City	of	Victoria	commi(ees	such	as	
Advisory	Groups,	Panels,	Boards	etc.	should	specifically	prohibit	anyone	with	an	acFve	
development	permit	applicaFon	from	parFcipaFng	in	City	commi(ees	that	would	result	in	a	
personal	or	company	financial	gain	or	at	bare	minimum	a	recusal	when	discussion	on	the	area	
of	potenFal	conflict	where	the	financial	gain	could	be	made.

Sincerely,
FGCA	CALUC

http://aryze.ca/property/rhodo/
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Katie Lauriston

From: Lynn 

Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 11:04 AM

To: Katie Lauriston

Subject: Fwd: Rhodo/Aryze/Purdy Group

 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 

From: Lynn  

Date: Sun, 18 Nov 2018 at 09:33 

Subject: Rhodo/Aryze/Purdy Group 

To: councillors <councillors@victoria.ca> 

 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

 

I am writing to you to express my thoughts and perspectives, as a concerned Gonzales resident, about the 

new Rhodo development proposal (1712 & 1720 Fairfield Road) and the behaviour of Aryze and Purdy Group 

(Luke Mari). 

 

I am distressed to see that this company has started another spam, social media campaign – soliciting the 

online community to simply add their name, e-mail and street address, to auto fill an email letter of support for 

the Rhodo development, with very little information provided about the development, and regardless of where 

the person lives or whether they have a financial stake in the project. How does this approach support 

meaningful dialogue, particularly with those who will be most impacted by the project?   

It is clear that this company has invested a lot of money into developing this project, and is aggressively 

promoting it through multiple avenues, including through a paid Facebook “sign here” campaign.  This 

developer has also accused many community members expressing concerns about the project as being 

“NIMBYs.”  It is clear that a primary driver for the developer is to maximize its profits, rather than carefully 

considering how to meaningfully address and minimize negative impacts to the existing community.   

However, as elected representatives with a decision-making role regarding this development, I urge you to 

properly balance and consider all relevant factors when deciding whether this proposal should proceed or not 

on November 22nd.  

Please consider that the Rhodo development will be intrusive to immediate neighbours, the neighbourhood 

and Hollywood Park. It does not fit in with the aesthetic and character of the neighbourhood. It will leave the 

park and area in shadow and will destroy over 50 trees to do it. It does not provide enough parking which will 

impact neighbours and those using the park as many of them come from out of town and other areas of the city 

for games, to play tennis to visit the hospital, Gonzales Beach, Dallas Road and the cemetery. The developer 

has designed the townhouses in a way that uses the park as its own backyard and public streets as its parking 

lot so that they do not have to meet the mandated zoning requirements.  

The developer appears to be promoting this project as supporting increased housing, but these luxury 

townhomes will not contribute to affordable housing in Victoria.  Based on data from Statistics Canada, 
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even with 10% down, 94% of the households of Victoria who don't ALREADY own a home in Victoria will 

not be able to afford to live in these units and will not qualify for a mortgage.  

 

To meet the objective of increasing affordable housing, I respectfully ask that you consider alternative 

proposals. For example:  

Existing Lot 1 - valued according to BC Assessment at $800,000. Almost 7,000 sq ft with 1,400 house. 

Two families, in a collaborative home buying arrangement, can purchase the property together, have it raised 

and renovated and converted to a duplex with City support. Renovation costs equal approximately $300k. The 

result would be 2 homes on an almost 7000 square-foot lot, with two 1400 ft.² units with private yard space 

each, $550k per unit.  

Existing Lot 2, almost 19,000 ft.² - valued according to BC Assessment at $1,166,000.  

Build a 7-unit attractive townhouse with an appropriate character with a footprint in the range of 6,000 ft.². 32% 

of the lot space. 11,200 - 12,000 ft.² total. Building cost of ~$250 per square foot, which would be 

approximately $2.8 million. The total cost with land would be under $4 Million.  

If the developer sells each unit for $1.1 million each they would make approximately $7.7 million on the deal, 

basically a 100% profit.  

The result would be, seven unaffordable units and 2 affordable units. In contrast, the current proposal would 

provide no affordable units and 17 unaffordable (luxury) units.  

  

One final concern I would like to raise is that the developer’s employees are attending community 

gatherings/discussions, expressing their support for the development and his/her ability to afford specifically a 

unit in this townhouse development, without first disclosing his/her connection to the developer.  This occurred 

at a “meet and greet” at the Fairfield Community Centre and the speaker was subsequently discovered by 

community members to be an employee of Luke Mari.  This has added to the mistrust in the community with 

respect to the integrity or the developer. I think it is only ethical that anyone who has a financial, business, 

employee or personal relationship with the developer, should disclose that relationship if speaking at a 

community gathering about the development, and particularly when communicating with Mayor and 

Council.  To not enforce this would create mistrust with the community, and a belief that decisions being made 

by Council are not fairly made.   

 

Thank you, 

Lynn Phillips 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Anna Cal 
Sent: Sunday, November 18, 2018 9:41 PM
To: Lisa Helps (Mayor); Ben Isitt (Councillor); Geoff Young (Councillor); Sharmarke Dubow 

(Councillor); Sarah Potts  (Councillor); Laurel Collins (Councillor); Marianne Alto 
(Councillor); Jeremy Loveday (Councillor); Charlayne Thornton-Joe (Councillor); Victoria 
Mayor and Council; Councillors

Subject: 1712 Fairfield proposal

Hello Dear Councillors, 
 
Please do not be mislead by Aryze’s artistic rendition. 
 
The abundance of trees and attractive tree shades on the buildings help to make this tall grey wall look acceptable. 
 
I include my rendition of what it will look like without the trees or the shade that they provide, during the long 
months of winter.  
 
The cold, characterless walls will dominate the street. With this construction the character of the neighbourhood will 
change profoundly - with or without the trees. 
 
In the Gonzales neighbourhood, mature trees enhance the liveability and character of the neighbourhood. In Aryze’s 
rendition, trees are used to hide bad design and a multitude of architectural sins, chiefly height, overcrowding, and 
the warehouse character of this proposal.  
 
Please ask yourself these questions. 
 
What does this complex have to do with its surroundings? 
 
Is it the right balance between innovation and preservation? 
 
What is the affordability component?  
 
How much will the community get in exchange for yet another rezoning?  
 
Why should the beauty of the public park be compromised?  
 
Why should 50 trees be cut down? 
 
I strongly urge you not to advance this proposal to the public meeting. 
 
Thank you. 
Anna Cal  
1059 Pentrelew 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Andrew Willmott <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Sunday, November 18, 2018 9:56 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Andrew Willmott 
 
56 Apache Crescent, Leduc AB, but moving back to Victoria (my home) and this is exactly the kind of home I 
want 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: D NILSEN < >
Sent: Sunday, November 18, 2018 10:59 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Proposed Rhodo Development on Fairfield Road

 
Good morning!  I am a resident of Fairfield/Gonzales, living on Robertson Street just around the corner from Hollywood 
Park. 
 
Respectfully, I want to express my concern about the proposed Rhodo development in my neighbourhood: 
 
- it is very unattractive, and more importantly, completely out of character with the neighbourhood; 
- in a number of respects, the plan is contrary to current by-laws (e.g., set backs, height, parking), and it appears that site-
specific zoning will need to be requested.  If granted, this will mean a large development  
shoe-horned into Fairfield Road and butting up against the street and park; 
- change is not a problem for me.  But of all the design choices that are available to respect this neighbourhood (not to 
mention the fact that this is not affordable housing) I am gob-smacked at the design choice that was made. 
 
Please send the developer back to the drawing board. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Deborah Nilsen 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Elyce Henry <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Sunday, November 18, 2018 11:18 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Elyce Henry 
 
105 1765 Oak Bay Ave 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  



1

Monica Dhawan

From: Jesse Campbell <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Sunday, November 18, 2018 11:34 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Jesse Campbell 
 
241 Cook Street, Victoria, BC 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: webforms@victoria.ca
Sent: Sunday, November 18, 2018 10:44 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Please do not support 1712/1720 Fairfield Road (Rhodo)

From: Jenni Woodcock 
Email :  
Reference : 
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.victoria.ca%2FEN%2Fmain%2Fcity%2Fmayor-
council-committees%2Fcontact-mayor-
council.html&amp;data=02%7C01%7Cmayorandcouncil%40victoria.ca%7C0fc45c1e659c48949a3708d64d85dadf%7Cd7
098116c6e84d2a89eedb15b6c23375%7C0%7C0%7C636781634628464922&amp;sdata=AP7kSshtSxCmMXNjxfCUUgH
QUglReE1GZP%2FXDGlmMo0%3D&amp;reserved=0 
Daytime Phone : Not provided 
Please do not support 1712/1720 Fairfield Road (Rhodo) 
 
Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to tell you that I DO NOT support construction of the Rhodo -the  
development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road.   Please do NOT let it go ahead.   
They are greenwashing and using research into affordable housing (which they are not 
providing) to support their profits.  Please acknowledge and review the research by the Gonzales Neighbourhood 
Association and do not let developers have a say in neighbourhood plans.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jenni Woodcock 
(Renter of Fairfield) 
 
 
 
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 
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: 70.67.234.247 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Kevin Morin <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Sunday, November 18, 2018 9:34 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Kevin Morin 
 
6-797 Tyee rd 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  



1

Monica Dhawan

From: Lynda Liinamaa < >
Sent: Sunday, November 18, 2018 12:55 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Re 1712/1720 Fairfield Road Rezoning

Dear Mayor and Council, 
I have many issues concerning this proposed development. They include the proposed height, diminished set 
backs  and the fact that 17 townhouses are too many for the property size as well as loss of green space. This 
development might work in downtown Victoria but find in unsuitable for this space.  Hopefully council will 
recall that the proposed new community plan for Fairfield/Gonzales was not approved by the previous council 
so why would the present council approve this unsuitable project at this time.  
 
Respectfully submitted  
Lynda Liinamaa 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Mike Colwill < >
Sent: Sunday, November 18, 2018 10:38 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Support for Fairfield Townhouses

Victoria City Council, 
  
As the owner of 1733 Fairfield Road, I am directly across the street from the proposed townhouses at 1712 Fairfield 
Road. With that in mind I am very supportive to see new housing being built in this neighbourhood. We were 
disappointed to see the original densification proposals in the neighbourhood plan get removed and ultimately the plan 
delayed. This neighbourhood has been asleep for too long and needs diverse housing options to stay current and 
vibrant.  
  
We ask that you ignore the negativity from a small group of Gonzales residents as myself and the neighbours I know, 
strongly welcome quality projects like this. 
  
Thank you for your time, 
  
Michael and Jessica Colwill 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Michael Colwill < >
Sent: Sunday, November 18, 2018 10:27 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Support for Fairfield Townhouses

Mayor and Council, 
  
Thank you for the opportunity to have our voices heard as you consider the proposal for the townhouses on Fairfield 
Road next to Hollywood Park. We have discussed this proposal with some of our neighbours as we own the property 
across the street from the project at 1735 Fairfield Road. We are in total support of new townhouses as this kind of 
housing that most young families can afford since housing has gotten so expensive. We love our neighbourhood and see 
this as a very positive addition so please approve this project. 
  
Thank you, 
  
Michael and Jessica Colwill 











DOES THE PROPOSED RHODO DEVELOPMENT NEXT TO 

HOLLYWOOD PARK FIT IN THIS NEIGHBOURHOOD? 

Mayor & Council will be considering this proposal on November 22nd 

 

A 17-home townhouse project is proposed for 

1712 & 1720 Fairfield Road 

 Units face Hollywood Park with minimal outdoor 
patio, and treating the park as its private yard 

 51 trees will be cut down 

 Height of 37.6 ft/2.5 storey instead of the 
maximum 25 ft/2 storey allowed 

 Units that face Fairfield have entries that open 
almost onto the sidewalk (front yard setback of 5.5 
ft vs. the required 24.5 ft) 

 Rectangular design is out of character and in stark 
contrast to existing buildings in the vicinity and the 
natural landscape of the adjacent park 

 Only 22 parking spots instead of the required 26 

Please write to council to reject the current design of this project and request that the developer 

consider a design that respects existing zoning, particularly in a location next to an important 

neighbourhood park. Write to Council at councillors@victoria.ca 

 

 

Concerns 

 The park is an important public space and is 
used regularly by locals as well as visitors from 
throughout BC attending little league or other 
sporting events; development must not 
“privatize” this public space.  

 The ecology of this park, along with users’ 
experience, would  be better protected by 
having an adequate buffer of 30 ft+ and a 
visual barrier to the development such as a tall 
hedge. 

 Although the City's has zoning standards to 
limit the negative impact to neighbours and 
the community, this development proposes to 
significantly exceed a number of those limits. 

 Preserving the tree canopy is important not just 
for esthetics but also to address climate change. 

Having more housing diversity is important, but so is protecting 
neighbourhood parks for everyone’s use and maintaining the 
character of this unique neighbouhood.  If you think more 
effort should go into the redesign this project, please write to 
Council at councillors@victoria.ca before November 22nd.    

For more information and/or to sign-up for email updates, please go to  www.gonzalesna.ca 

 

mailto:councillors@victoria.ca
mailto:councillors@victoria.ca
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Monica Dhawan

From: Michael Muret < >
Sent: Sunday, November 18, 2018 7:15 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Rhodo Development 1712/1720 Fairfield.  Opposed.
Attachments: image.png; Rhodo Flyer Draft v.4.pdf; ARYZE Handout November 2018  copy.pdf

 
Dear mayor and council, 
 
I am very much opposed to the proposed Rhodo development proposal at 1712 Fairfield Road.  It requires 
major variances to the existing zoning laws in Fairfield. 
 
 
I would be in favour of any alternate design that respects all of the existing zoning laws, the Garry Oaks, and 
the character of Fairfield.  The rest of the neighbourhood have no problem respecting those basic tenets of what 
it means to be a resident here. 
 
 
Thanks for your attention. 
 
 
 
  
--------------------------------------------  
Michael Muret  
1987 Fairfield Road 

 
 

 
 

From: Gonzales Neighbourhood Association <gonzalesneighbours@gmail.com> 
Date: November 18, 2018 at 2:49:19 PM PST 
To: Gonzales Neighbourhood Association <gonzalesneighbours@gmail.com> 
Subject: Fwd: Rhodo Development 1712/1720 Fairfield. 

 
Dear Neighbours, 
  
Please see the attached flyer regarding the Rhodo development which is going to be 
discussed by Council on November 22nd (not a public meeting). We have a few 
serious concerns about this development which will be 17 Townhouses adjacent to 
Hollywood Park.  
  
We strongly urge you to contact your elected representatives by email 
at councillors@victoria.ca as soon as possible to express your thoughts on this 



2

proposal. The developer has already begun an aggressive campaign to influence 
council. 
 

 
 
 

  There will be virtually no front yard for the units on Fairfield Road — the front 
setback will be 5.5' (1.68 m) whereas the current minimum is 24.5’ (7.5 m).  

  
  The 3-storey building facing Fairfield will be 38’ (12 m) high, the current 
maximum is 25' (7.6 m). The development is 3 stories on Fairfield Road, even 
though it is classified as a 2 ½ story because of the area of the 3rd floor and the 
slope of the land. 

  
  This development will create a 3-storey, 38' wall, 5 ½ feet from the front 
property line. The applicable bylaw states that "No part of any building 
shall be closer than 19.6 ft (6 m) from the street frontage" and "the average 
distance of the walls of a building facing the  street frontage shall be not less than 
24.6 ft. (7.5 m)."  

  
  Currently, a rear yard should 30' (9.1 m) or at least 30% of the site depth (so for 
the Rhodo 60' on the  west side), the Rhodo is asking for a rear setback of 20' 
(6.1 m). There is no delineation between the minimal patio space and the 
townhouses facing Hollywoood Park. Aryze's own materials (distributed on 
November 8th) highlight this feature as follows:  Along the Hollywood Park 
side of the site, homes give on to outdoor patios with steps down to the 
park." 

  
  The building footprint will take up 60% of the total site whereas the current 
maximum allowed 30%.  

  
  The number of parking stalls will be to 22 spaces (Aryze's application wrongly 
indicates that 22 spaces is the minimum required; City staff have confirmed that 
26 are in fact required). 

  
  Over 50 Trees will be cut down by the park to accommodate the development. 

Thank you, 
 
GNA 
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Karen Sidhu

Subject: FW: Rhodo Development and Gonzales Neighbours

From: Warren Magnusson  > 
Sent: Sunday, November 18, 2018 8:43 AM 
To: Councillors 
Subject: Rhodo Development and Gonzales Neighbours  
  

Councillors: 
 
I am writing in response to the Rhodo development proposal and the campaign against it being waged by the 
so-called “Gonzales Neighbourhood Association”. 
  
I do not have strong opinions about the development proposal, but I do resent the efforts of this “Association” 
to present itself as the voice of the neighbourhood. It represents one strand of opinion within the 
neighbourhood, a strand associated with the group that suffered a massive defeat in the recent municipal 
elections. Their views should be treated with caution. 
  
I live at the corner of Robertson Street and Lillian Road, just a few houses from the old Montague Court 
development. My family and I have been here since 1982. I used to take my daughter to the Hollywood Park 
playground, and now I take my grandson there when he comes to visit. I know the neighbourhood well. The 
GNA activists mostly seem to be recent arrivals in the neighbourhood who bought into it when it was in the 
process of transformation from a predominantly working class area – as it was when my wife and I moved in: 
almost everyone around us was on a low income and had been in the neighbourhood for decades – into a 
slightly cheaper version of South Oak Bay, home to professionals and businesspeople who can afford million-
dollar homes. If Council is concerned about preserving – or, more accurately, restoring – the original character 
of the neighbourhood, it should be thinking about ways and means of encouraging affordable housing here. I 
don’t know exactly what that might involve, but resisting townhouse/apartment developments simply because 
they are townhouse/apartment developments is not part of it. 
  
The questions I would be asking the developer are these: How will this development improve the supply of 
affordable housing in the Gonzales neighbourhood? What is the public benefit in offering you, the developer, 
profitable zoning concessions? What is the monetary value to you of the concessions you are asking for? How 
do you mean to share those profits with the wider community? 
 
Warren Magnusson 
Professor Emeritus 
Department of Political Science 
University of Victoria 
 
304 Robertson Street 
Victoria BC Canada V8S 3X7 
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Monica Dhawan

From: webforms@victoria.ca
Sent: Sunday, November 18, 2018 3:21 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Mayor and Council email

From: Nakira Woodcock 
Email :  
Reference :  
Daytime Phone : Not provided 
Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
It is absolutely unacceptable to have a developer building in our neighbourhood in the name of poverty reduction. The 
developer, Aryze, is a profit driven corporation that exists to make money by buying and selling properties. Its goal of 
profit will not forward the development of low income housing but, instead, do the opposite. My family runs a non-profit 
organisation and any construction of affordable housing needs to be made on the same premise. Please reject the 
construction of the Rhodo development at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 
 
Sincerely, 
Nakira Woodcock 
(Born and raised in, and current resident of, Fairfield) 
 
 
 
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 
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: 154.5.210.176 
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Monica Dhawan

From: webforms@victoria.ca
Sent: Sunday, November 18, 2018 7:24 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: E.2 1712 - 1720 Fairfield Road - Rezoning Application No. 00618 and Development 

Application (Gonzales)

From: Ryan Herriot 
Email :  
Reference : 
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.victoria.ca%2FEN%2Fmain%2Fcity%2Fmayor-
council-committees%2Fcontact-mayor-
council.html&amp;data=02%7C01%7Cmayorandcouncil%40victoria.ca%7C6c77b82b2c9443218b1a08d64dce6b66%7Cd
7098116c6e84d2a89eedb15b6c23375%7C0%7C0%7C636781946296043476&amp;sdata=vY35nz3SbASa46byeulOs1J
hnRwz0ddWRYGqf51wdZA%3D&amp;reserved=0 
Daytime Phone : Not provided 
Hi, 
 
I am writing in regards to your agenda item E2 for your committee of the whole on November 22. 
 
I am a resident of the Gonzales neighbourhood.  I am a renter.  I have a partner and a small child.  My partner and I are 
both well- educated, employed professionals.  Nevertheless, we are the sort of family who has no hope of ever owning a 
single family home in Victoria.  The sort of family many of you campaigned for in your recent election (congratulations!). 
 
You will no doubt be aware of a rather small but active group of concerned citizens who style themselves as the 
"Gonzales Neighbourhood Association."  Let me assure you that this group does not speak for all, or even most, of the 
residents of the neighbourhood.  They are the sort of folks - bless their hearts - who fear change of all sorts.  They are the 
sort of folks who are prone to dissemination of misinformation.  They are the sort of folks who cannot see that their desire 
to keep the neighbourhood almost exclusively zoned for single family dwellings is a major obstacle to affordability in our 
city, condemning as it does many young families like mine to live in other municipalities and commute by car. 
 
This group is particularly prone to producing flyers with sensationalist tones and obfuscating arguments.  A recent gem 
that was hand-delivered to some houses in Gonzales complains that the proposed townhouses would have "minimal 
outdoor patio, and treating the park as its private yard" (sic).  It goes on to express frustration at various minor zoning 
variances the project would require. 
 
Gonzales, along with other Victoria neighbourhoods, MUST change.   
We must densify our residential spaces with a variety of affordable options.  New townhouses are far from the only 
ingredient needed, but at present Gonzales is so incredibly dominated by single-family dwellings that this project 
represents a sorely-needed step in the right direction. 
 
I strongly urge you to approve the motion and recommend this application be forwarded to a public hearing. 
 
 
 
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 
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: 24.69.160.202 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Adam Carlson < >
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 11:21 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Victoria Housing - Fairfield Rd. 

Good Morning Victoria Council, 
  
I am writing to you about the proposed Fairfield Road townhouses by Aryze, known as Rhodo. I follow them online as 
they espouse the housing values that I share. I wanted to reach‐out and give you some incite which I hope will help you 
in your decision‐making. I was born and raised in Victoria and started a family near where my parents and in‐laws lived 
which was great for childcare! Sadly, when we had our second child and outgrew our living arrangement, we looked for 
housing in Victoria since I work downtown. We couldn’t find any family housing in our price‐range,  so we ultimately had 
to move to Central Saanich where we bought a townhouse. Instead of walking or biking to work, I’m now another car on 
the road as a peninsula commuter.  
 
My eldest daughter also attended Margaret Jenkins elementary school from K to 3. While there were several factors 
which led to her being placed in a different school, if we had had the option to live nearby, this may have swayed the 
decision factor.  
  
We need to start thinking about housing as a regional issue and providing more of it so people like me who were born 
and raised in Victoria can actually live here. Appreciate your consideration.  
  
Adam Carlson 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Bob June < >
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 12:28 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: re: 1712/1720 Fairfield Road - Unsupportable

Mayor and Council: 
 
The proposed development for 1712/1720 is unsupportable as proposed. The Aryze project ignores the guidelines of the 
OCP and the well being of it's neighbors. 
 
The height and massing is inappropriate for a Traditional Residential area. Fairfield road is a collector, not a arterial road 
justifying up to three storeys. 
 
Aryze proposes to double the amount of site coverage from 30 to 60%.  
Much of the remaining open space is hard scaped. 
 
Aryze proposes to increase the building height by 50 % over the current R1-G zoning. 7.6 m./24.9 ft. to 11.5 m./37.5 ft.. 
 
Aryze has not produced a shading study indicating the seasonal impact on the Hollywood Park or the neighbors on Earle 
Street. The Earle St.  
neighbors will loose the privacy of their rear yards with block 3 looming over them with its set back reduced by 3 m./10 ft..
 
As the artists renderings show the project privatizes the Hollywood Park by building patio's within the prescribed set back.
 
The 5 ft 6 in./1.7 m. setback along Fairfield of Block 2 are inappropriate for a traditional residential neighborhood. 
 
A price tag of approximately $750,000.00 does not create affordable housing; the only option that might justify some 
increase in density in a traditional residential neighborhood. 
 
The proposed development is Ugly, Ugly, Ugly. It in no way compliments the traditional residential look and feel of 
Gonzales. 
 
Bob June 
1310 Manor Road 
Victoria 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Carrie Fuzi < >
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 10:41 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Re 1712 Fairfield Rd, Rhodo by Aryze Developments

To Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing in opposition to the design of the proposed development. It does not fit into the character of the 
surroundings. It needs major changes. The developer should work with the neighbourhood for approval.  
 
Thank you, 
Carrie Fuzi 
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Noraye Fjeldstad

From: Carol Maier < >

Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 10:54 AM

To: Community Planning email inquiries; Engineering Email inquiry; Engagement; 

Development Services email inquiries; Laurel Collins (Councillor); Victoria Mayor and 

Council; Sharmarke Dubow (Councillor); Ben Isitt (Councillor); Jeremy Loveday 

(Councillor); Sarah Potts  (Councillor); Charlayne Thornton6Joe (Councillor); Geoff Young 

(Councillor); Alec Johnston; Katie Lauriston

Cc: chuck.thomspon@cbc.ca;  marc.pichette@radio6canada.ca; Murray.Rankin@parl.gc.ca; 

cfax.news@bellmedia.ca;   dsenick@timescolonist.com ; bmackenzie@timescolonist.com 

; dkloster@timescolonist.com ; islandnews@ctv.ca

Subject: Say "NO" to the Rhodo development (or any future projects like it) in Fairfield/Gonzales. 

Letter to Victoria Board of Variance.

Dear Board of Variance,   

 

Re: rezoning and development of 1712 and 1720 Fairfield Rd.: “A cautionary tale of deceit, corruption and 

mismanagement” in 2018, Victoria, BC. (that will be the headline in a few years if you approve the rezoning applications 

to be decided on November 22/18) 

 

I am a long-time resident of Victoria (30yrs); a hardworking taxpayer; an “average joe”.  I write from the heart.  I do not 

have a degree in public administration, city planning, or “politics”.  I am not trying to make my fortune as a “developer” 

or real estate agent.  For the purposes of this letter, I am simply a citizen of this beautiful city, Victoria, with a stake in 

how this city is changing, and the impact these changes will have on my lifestyle, and those of future residents. 

 

Until recently I have been proud to call Victoria home, but my heart is heavy now.  The future of this city looks 

tragic.  For 3 or 4 years I have been seeing, experiencing and barely enduring the anarchy and left-wing political agenda 

being imposed upon me by (well meaning but pathetically misguided) civic representatives (who generally do not 

represent my interests).  Victoria has largely become an anarchists’ domain of filth, chaos, corruption, and petty political 

correctness because of evangelistic neophyte hippies (totally unqualified to run a city).    

 

Today, I write this letter to contribute my voice on November 22nd/18 at the “Committee of the Whole” meeting so 

that I can help protect this city now and for the future from ugly high-density over-developments.  I know that many of 

my neighbors have written letters too.  We “letter writers” speak for those hardworking, tax paying “average joes” who 

are too busy (or too afraid) to write letters to city hall.  Most people do not have time to “get involved”.  As a semi-

retired person I have the luxury to be able to pay attention to the workings of this city.  When I was working full-time I 

did not.  We are alarmed, frustrated and overwhelmed by what is going on and we NEED to stop the madness. 

 

Stopping the “Rhodo project” is priority number one.  To be clear, the Gonzales Neighborhood Association has an 

accepted Neighborhood Plan that we do not wish to deviate from.  It allows for “gentle” and sensible 

development.  Where has common sense gone (squashed by political correctness)? 

 

The political correctness paradigm makes hypocrites and zombies of us all.  On the one hand “anything goes”.  We are 

supposed to embrace and celebrate our differences.  But political correctness is a kind of tyrannical irony because on the 

other hand, we must edit or conceal our beliefs if they are considered “conservative” or old fashioned or not “weird 

enough”.  Therefore, my speaking out against something that is “radical” will probably be dismissed.  Please hear me.  I 

am standing on guard for the rights and freedoms of the average person in the neighborhood who deserves to live a 

normal quiet conservative lifestyle.  I’ll be criticized as being old-fashioned and not in-step with the times, but we ALL 

have rights and responsibilities. It seems that the younger generation, on balance, know their rights but have never been 
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taught their responsibilities. That is a hopeless feeling for me, especially when the neophytes find themselves in 

positions of power and suddenly think they are inventing the wheel.   

 

Canadians are losing their collective minds.  Here’s a recent example of how political correctness confuses people.  I 

commented to a stranger in Hollywood Park yesterday that her dog was beautiful, said stranger replied, “I never know 

how to respond to that comment.”.   She was baffled (bordering on offended); perhaps looking for a hidden 

meaning?  Indeed, we live in strange and complicated times.  In the world I lived in, just a few short years ago, a simple 

compliment usually received a simple “thank you”.  Sigh.   

 

Back to the point of this letter.  We/You simply must reject the rezoning applications #REZ00618 & DPV00098.   In 

general, I am fed up with the willy nilly rezoning approvals, and the look-the-other-way strategy that bylaw enforcement 

has been taking for the past 4 years to accommodate “high density” housing (and political correctness).   

 

I have been directly negatively impacted by a high density rental next to me.  The landlord is an absentee “slum lord” 

who doesn’t care what is going on at what is supposed to be a single-family dwelling with one legal suite (which 

miraculously became “legal” after I complained to bylaw about all the garbage that was accumulating at the home and 

the subsequent rat problem).  The tenants, of course, don’t care.  There are “parking wars” all the time because the 

landlord is renting out, not 2, but 3 separate spaces with THREE SEPARATE KITCHENS, and everyone has at least 2 cars 

(plus visitors/Airbnb guests).  There are 5 to 10 cars associated with that house at anyone time.  There is no good excuse 

for this, but the landlord has found a loop hole (i.e. is a friend of Lisa Helps) so that he can continue to rent out that third 

space and the city is turning a blind-eye. 

 

With that in mind, I am especially concerned about the precedent that the proposed Rhodo slum sets if it gets 

approved.  If we let Aryze and the Purdy Group get away with these unreasonable zoning changes then there is no 

stopping the next one, and the next one and so on.  Andrea Hudson (dept. of Sustainable housing/development) is 

dead wrong in her report, dated November 8, 2018, that the Rhodo development is “generally consistent with the 

Gonzales Neighbourhood Community Plan”.  Nope.  Not true in the slightest!   

 

Further, the developers, Aryze and the apparently powerful, corrupt and sneaky Purdy Group (represented by Luke Mari 

who consistently lies on facebook/social media, and illegally collects email addresses from people through some kind of 

“survey”, and who misrepresents his interests) should be stopped!!  Luke Mari sat on a special committee on housing 

issues which gave him direct access to information, and influence over, the city planners, politicians, and advocates of 

high-density affordable housing.    Luke Mari and his consortium of wealthy investors should be immediately 

disqualified from doing any business in this city because what he did and is doing is the very definition of 

corruption.  Luke Mari is playing a game of bait and switch.  Scratch below the surface and you’ll find a business man 

representing a consortium of investors that Luke must answer to at the end of the proverbial day.  This development is 

NOT “affordable housing”.  Each townhouse will cost over a million dollars.  And he’s drumming up support for is 

project from people who have no business weighing in on how this neighborhood should be developed.   

 

Fun Fact:  I talked to a realtor about my property this past summer.  My lot is about 10, 000 sq. ft.  We discussed the 

difference between garden suites and secondary suites etc.  She suggested I apply to have my lot rezoned for duplexing 

before I decide to sell, if I decide to sell.  When I inquired at city hall about duplex zoning, I learned that my lot is just shy 

of the minimum lot size for duplex zoning.  It was maybe 5 sq. metres too small.  When I asked about going to the board 

of variance I was denied even trying for duplex zoning.  I’m still scratching my head over that one.  There are many 

duplexes on Richardson St. on lots similar in size or smaller than mine.  I am exasperated by the random zoning and 

double standards in Victoria.  I’m sick of the haphazard, thoughtless and disrespectful approach that city hall is taking to 

“average joes” who “play by the rules”.  I’m a law-abiding citizen which seems to have put me at a disadvantage.  

 

In summary: 

1. There is NO way that any development in this neighborhood should exceed site coverage more than the 

current 30% (Aryze is asking for a site coverage of 60% and a height variance double what is currently 

acceptable!) 
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2. The set back from the street should be maintained at 25’ 

3. NO mature trees should be cut down to accommodate high density housing – ever (this makes me the 

saddest… it is the worst thing we can start doing in this city) 

4. The aesthetic of the townhouse complex should be in keeping with that of the rest of the neighborhood (the 

proposed townhouse complex looks like a concrete jail or a “project” in Toronto at Jane and Finch – see 

picture) 

5. Any development beside Hollywood Park should be required to put up a solid barrier between the 

development and Hollywood Park because there is no way the residents of the luxury million-dollar slum 

should develop feelings that it is “their back yard”.  Luke Mari is promoting the park as “their back yard”!  It is 

public space for goodness sake.  How can he get away with this?  If the townhouse residents buy in with a 

sense of entitlement (and special access to the park) there will be no shortage of animosity in the 

neighborhood.  The townhouse owners should have to access the park through the existing entrances like the 

rest of us and share the park like the rest of us.  

6. The development MUST be able to accommodate ample parking for the homeowners and their visitors, off 

street, so that it does not impact the neighbors.  There are enough parking wars going on all over this city 

because of the influx of people/cars.  It is ridiculous to think that people who buy million-dollar properties 

won’t have cars.  Luke is trying to promote the development as “walkable” but that is not realistic.   

 

I say NO to ALL high density housing in Fairfield/Gonzales; definitely NO to the Rhodo rezoning applications.  I live, 

work and pay tax in this neighborhood.  I want my interests considered at the Committee of the Whole meeting on 

November 22, 2018, especially above others who do NOT live in this neighborhood.  

 

Thank you.   

Sincerely, Carol Maier 

 

The townhouses behind the crime scene tape at the notorious Jane and Finch Project in Toronto look remarkably 

similar to the ones Aryze wants to build in Fairfield.   

 
 



4

 



1

Monica Dhawan

From: Carter <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 7:09 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Carter 
 
550 quadra 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Noraye Fjeldstad

From: Jocelyn Jenkyns

Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 5:27 AM

To: Chris Coates; Christine Havelka; Colleen Mycroft; Noraye Fjeldstad

Subject: Fwd: feedback on development proposal REZ00618

For Thursday 

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Laurel Collins (Councillor)" <lcollins@victoria.ca> 
Date: November 20, 2018 at 5:11:55 AM PST 
To: "Victor V. Ramraj" < > 
Cc: Colleen Mycroft <cmycroft@victoria.ca>, Jocelyn Jenkyns <JJenkyns@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Re: feedback on development proposal REZ00618 

Hello Victor, 
 
Thank you so much for your email. I appreciate you taking the time to share your comments and 
concerns. I’ve also forwarded your email to City staff so it will be included in all the 
correspondence we have received and will be considering regarding this rezoning. I look forward 
to Thursday’s meeting where we will discuss this application.   
 
Thanks again, 
 
Laurel 
 
Laurel Collins 
Victoria City Councillor 
Email:   

 
Twitter:  
  

From: Victor V. Ramraj > 
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 9:47 PM 
To: Councillors 
Subject: feedback on development proposal REZ00618  
  

Dear Victoria Councillors,  
 
I am a resident of the City of Victoria and I live the the Gonzales neighborhood, approximately 
1.2 km from the Rhodo project on Fairfield Road according to Google maps. I have been 
corresponding with some members of the Gonzales Neighbourhood Association, who have 
expressed some concerns about this project.  
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I am writing to inform you that their views do not reflect my own; I am strongly in favour of 
the project.  
 
I have reviewed the latest revised plans on the City of Victoria's development tracker. This is 
clearly a well-conceived project. It makes good use of land space and the plans for foliage 
around the property and rooftop planters is impressive.  
 
My main concern about this project is a larger concern that I have about new projects in Victoria, 
which is that they are not sufficiently dense. In the interests of sustainability and sustainable 
cities, I would strongly urge city council to allow for taller buildings with more common and 
commercial space. These in-fill develops, especially on main road such as Fairfield Road, 
present an opportunity to prevent urban sprawl. I would much prefer 4, 5, or 6 story buildings, 
designed thoughtfully with attention paid to rooftop parks and gardens, and green architecture, 
than lower builds that do not create enough housing a push Victoria's growing population into 
the suburbs, which commuting time is greater and a growing population uses more cars.  
 
Please, new city councillors, increase the density of our neighbourhoods and reduce commute 
times and the need for cars. I would like to ensure that our neighbours are walkable and that 
basic services (banks, grocery stores, cafes, post offices, pharmacies) are all in walking distance. 
This is a model I've seen in the most livable and sustainable European cities, and it can be done 
in a way that makes communities even more livable. I feel that in this recent election, the voice 
of those of us who support thoughtfully planned densification has not been heard. 
 
I realize it will take time for these larger policy shifts to take hold. The Intergovernmental Panel 
on Climate Change is calling for urgent action to keep to the 1.5 degree limit on warming. We 
will never be able to achieve this target if we don't radically change the way we think about new 
developments and take densification seriously. As far as this particular project is concerned, if 
anything, I would have preferred a taller development with more units.  But it's too late for that 
now. So leaving aside this larger policy concern, this is a well-conceived project; it has my full 
support. It is at least a step in the right direction. 
 
Sincerely, 
Victor V. Ramraj 
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Noraye Fjeldstad

From: Jocelyn Jenkyns

Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 5:29 AM

To: Chris Coates; Noraye Fjeldstad; Colleen Mycroft; Christine Havelka

Subject: Fwd: Townhouse Devopment on Fairfield

For Thursday  

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Laurel Collins (Councillor)" <lcollins@victoria.ca> 
Date: November 20, 2018 at 5:21:58 AM PST 
To: Colleen Mycroft <cmycroft@victoria.ca>, Jocelyn Jenkyns <JJenkyns@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Fwd: Townhouse Devopment on Fairfield 

 
 
Laurel Collins 
Victoria City Councillor 
Email: lcollins@victoria.ca / Cel. 778-977-0977 
www.Facebook.com/CollinsLaurel 
Twitter: @laurel_bc 

From: Laurel Collins (Councillor) 
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 5:19:08 AM 
To: joannlawson 
Subject: Re: Townhouse Devopment on Fairfield  
  
Hello Jo-Ann, 
 
Thank you so much for your email. I appreciate you taking the time to share your concerns. I’ve 
also forwarded your email to City staff so it will be included in all the correspondence we have 
received and will be considering regarding this rezoning. I look forward to Thursday’s meeting 
where we will discuss this application.   
 
Thanks again, 
 
Laurel 
 
 
Laurel Collins 
Victoria City Councillor 
Email: lcollins@victoria.ca / Cel. 778-977-0977 
www.Facebook.com/CollinsLaurel 
Twitter: @laurel_bc 
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From: joannlawson < > 
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 5:48 PM 
To: Councillors 
Subject: Townhouse Devopment on Fairfield  
  

I am in receipt of an email from the Gonzales Neighborhood Association, the content of which 
concerns me greatly.  
 
This proposed development requires fairly  significant variances in order to accommodate the 
construction as per the proposed plans.  
 
I strongly object to the development of this plan as proposed.  There is not enough green 
space  allocated for the number of town houses on the lot itself, but rather seems to rely on the 
park as supplying front or backyard space.  
 
There is not enough parking to accommodate the number of townhouses including guest 
parking.   There is already a strain on parking in this area with the use of the park, & street 
parking needs to accommodate the community using the park. 
 
The architecture if the plan itself doesn't fit in with the Neighborhood.   Modern can still have 
style that is compatible with the neighborhood. 
 
Individual residences seem to have a harsher variance process than developers.  I believe 
developers need to  be held accountable to the bylaw requirements in the same way as the city 
holds individuals.   The requested front & back yard setbacks do not provide enough space 
green.    I do not want to see another developer building that is as close to the sidewalk as the 
condo building on the corner of Richmond & Oak Bay Ave.   There is no acceptable reason to 
give developers variances that do away with or drastically shrink the front yard bylaws for 
acceptable frontage.    
 
Jo-Ann Lawson  
848 Bank st. 
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Noraye Fjeldstad

From: Jocelyn Jenkyns

Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 5:28 AM

To: Chris Coates; Christine Havelka; Colleen Mycroft; Noraye Fjeldstad

Subject: Fwd: 1712 and 1720 Fairfield

For Thursday  

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Laurel Collins (Councillor)" <lcollins@victoria.ca> 
Date: November 20, 2018 at 5:13:17 AM PST 
To: Ruth McIver < > 
Cc: Colleen Mycroft <cmycroft@victoria.ca>, Jocelyn Jenkyns <JJenkyns@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Re: 1712 and 1720 Fairfield 

Hello Ruth, 
 
Thank you so much for your email. I appreciate you taking the time to share your concerns. I’ve 
also forwarded your email to City staff so it will be included in all the correspondence we have 
received and will be considering regarding this rezoning. I look forward to Thursday’s meeting 
where we will discuss this application.   
 
Thanks again, 
 
Laurel 
 
Laurel Collins 
Victoria City Councillor 
Email: lcollins@victoria.ca / Cel. 778-977-0977 
www.Facebook.com/CollinsLaurel 
Twitter: @laurel_bc 
  

From: Ruth McIver < > 
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 9:13 PM 
To: Councillors 
Subject: 1712 and 1720 Fairfield  
  

Like so many of my neighbors I am very concerned about the proposed development on Fairfield 
Avenue.  
 
There is no way 17 homes should replace two. We Can't Stop development however we can put 
realistic guidelines in place for now and the future. 
 
The townhouse are 2 high and situated to close together.  
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Parking and road congestion will become major issues. 
 
The park is a beautiful green space.   Looking at towering townhouses will take away the beauty 
of this special place. 
 
Please reject the current plan.  The developer needs to come up with a more suitable design that 
enhances the neighborhood rather than detracts.  
 
Ruth McIver  
Resident of Gonzales  
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Noraye Fjeldstad

From: Jocelyn Jenkyns

Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 5:27 AM

To: Chris Coates; Christine Havelka; Colleen Mycroft; Noraye Fjeldstad

Subject: Fwd: 1712 & 1720 Fairfield Road

For Thursday  

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Laurel Collins (Councillor)" <lcollins@victoria.ca> 
Date: November 20, 2018 at 5:12:39 AM PST 
To: Daphne Schober < > 
Cc: Colleen Mycroft <cmycroft@victoria.ca>, Jocelyn Jenkyns <JJenkyns@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Re: 1712 & 1720 Fairfield Road 

Hello Daphne, 
 
Thank you so much for your email. I appreciate you taking the time to share your concerns. I’ve 
also forwarded your email to City staff so it will be included in all the correspondence we have 
received and will be considering regarding this rezoning. I look forward to Thursday’s meeting 
where we will discuss this application.   
 
Thanks again, 
 
Laurel 
 
Laurel Collins 
Victoria City Councillor 
Email: lcollins@victoria.ca / Cel. 778-977-0977 
www.Facebook.com/CollinsLaurel 
Twitter: @laurel_bc 
  

From: Daphne Schober < t> 
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 9:16 PM 
To: Councillors 
Subject: 1712 & 1720 Fairfield Road  
  

Dear Mayor and Council,  
 

I am writing to let the council know of my concern about the Rhodo Development 
proposed for 1712 and 1720 Fairfield Road.  I believe that what is planned is far too 
large for the size of the property and is completely inappropriate for our area. Putting 
three large building where these two residence have stood  would require variances 
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for site coverage, set back and height. Surely town houses could be built more suitable 
to the Gonzales area. 
 

I would ask Council to send this plan back to the developer for some major changes. 
 

Sincerely, 
 

Daphne Schober 



1

Noraye Fjeldstad

From: Jocelyn Jenkyns

Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 5:28 AM

To: Chris Coates; Christine Havelka; Colleen Mycroft; Noraye Fjeldstad

Subject: Fwd: 1712/1720 Fairfield Avenue

For Thursday  

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Laurel Collins (Councillor)" <lcollins@victoria.ca> 
Date: November 20, 2018 at 5:15:45 AM PST 
To: Jim Jordan < > 
Cc: Colleen Mycroft <cmycroft@victoria.ca>, Jocelyn Jenkyns <JJenkyns@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Re: 1712/1720 Fairfield Avenue 

Hello Jim, 
 
Thank you so much for your email. I appreciate you taking the time to share your concerns. I’ve 
also forwarded your email to City staff so it will be included in all the correspondence we have 
received and will be considering regarding this rezoning. I look forward to Thursday’s meeting 
where we will discuss this application.   
 
Thanks again, 
 
Laurel 
 
Laurel Collins 
Victoria City Councillor 
Email: lcollins@victoria.ca / Cel. 778-977-0977 
www.Facebook.com/CollinsLaurel 
Twitter: @laurel_bc 
  

From: Jim Jordan < > 
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 7:59 PM 
To: Councillors 
Subject: 1712/1720 Fairfield Avenue  
  

Good Evening, 
 
I think that this project should be rejected. It looks like a monstrosity in the artists's conception 
from Fairfield Avenue and also from Hollywood Park. 17 townhouses  
crammed into the space of 2 houses is not gentle density when viewed adjacent to Montague 
Court across the street (1-1/2 storeys vs. what is essentially 3 storeys,  
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squeezed up against Fairfield Avenue. I am especially incensed with the cutting down of  ~50 
trees to make way for this development, which are important in countering  
climate change. The roof treatment along Hollywood Park is out of place in a natural park 
setting, surrounded by trees, visited by people from all over the province for  
baseball tournaments and provincials. 
 
The project should be redesigned to respect existing zoning esp. with regard to setbacks on 
Fairfield Avenue and Hollywood Park as well as height, building footprint/site area and  
parking. I would envision a more conventional row or court of townhouse clusters similar to 
Montague Court in height, and spaced to blend in with the existing neighbourhood. 
 
Thanks 
Jim Jordan 
Tel:  
Email:  
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Noraye Fjeldstad

From: Jocelyn Jenkyns

Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 5:29 AM

To: Chris Coates; Christine Havelka; Colleen Mycroft; Noraye Fjeldstad

Subject: Fwd: The Proposed "Rhodo" Development (1712 + 1720 Fairfield Rd)

For Thursday  

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Laurel Collins (Councillor)" <lcollins@victoria.ca> 
Date: November 20, 2018 at 5:17:03 AM PST 
To: Matt Hansen < > 
Cc: Colleen Mycroft <cmycroft@victoria.ca>, Jocelyn Jenkyns <JJenkyns@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Re: The Proposed "Rhodo" Development (1712 + 1720 Fairfield Rd) 

Hello Matt, 
 
Thank you so much for your email. I appreciate you taking the time to share your concerns. I’ve 
also forwarded your email to City staff so it will be included in all the correspondence we have 
received and will be considering regarding this rezoning. I look forward to Thursday’s meeting 
where we will discuss this application.   
 
Thanks again, 
 
Laurel 
 
 
Laurel Collins 
Victoria City Councillor 
Email: lcollins@victoria.ca / Cel. 778-977-0977 
www.Facebook.com/CollinsLaurel 
Twitter: @laurel_bc 
  

From: Matt Hansen < > 
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 7:57 PM 
To: Councillors 
Subject: Re: The Proposed "Rhodo" Development (1712 + 1720 Fairfield Rd)  
  

To whom it may concern,  
 
I am a homeowner a couple of blocks away from this proposed development and am writhing to 
give my opinion on this matter. Although I appreciate and admire the men attempting to follow 
through with this development, it seems to me the whole thing is just too much. It's too big, the 
design is unfitting, and the dense population will most certainly overflow into the Hollywood 
park taking over as a backyard for the proposed 17 townhomes.  
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I’m all for a similar development on a smaller scale with a more suitable design but 
unfortunately I’m sorry to say the current proposal just doesn’t work in my opinion.  
 
Thanks for your time and consideration to my thoughts.  
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Noraye Fjeldstad

From: Jocelyn Jenkyns

Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 5:29 AM

To: Noraye Fjeldstad; Colleen Mycroft; Christine Havelka; Chris Coates

Subject: Fwd: Rhodo development

For Thursday  

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Laurel Collins (Councillor)" <lcollins@victoria.ca> 
Date: November 20, 2018 at 5:22:12 AM PST 
To: Colleen Mycroft <cmycroft@victoria.ca>, Jocelyn Jenkyns <JJenkyns@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Fwd: Rhodo development 

 
 
Laurel Collins 
Victoria City Councillor 
Email: lcollins@victoria.ca / Cel. 778-977-0977 
www.Facebook.com/CollinsLaurel 
Twitter: @laurel_bc 

From: Laurel Collins (Councillor) 
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 5:20:30 AM 
To:  
Subject: Re: Rhodo development  
  
Hello Michael, 
 
Thank you so much for your email. I appreciate you taking the time to share your concerns. I’ve 
also forwarded your email to City staff so it will be included in all the correspondence we have 
received and will be considering regarding this rezoning. I look forward to Thursday’s meeting 
where we will discuss this application.   
 
Thanks again, 
 
Laurel 
 
 
Laurel Collins 
Victoria City Councillor 
Email: lcollins@victoria.ca / Cel. 778-977-0977 
www.Facebook.com/CollinsLaurel 
Twitter: @laurel_bc 
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From:  
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 4:24 PM 
To: Councillors 
Subject: Rhodo development  
  

Dear Councillors, 
I and our group are strongly opposed to the Rhodo development proposed for the area 
adjacent to Hollywood Park. It is very much out of sync with the ambience of the area and does 
not fully comply with local regulations. 
Sincerely. 
Dr. Michael Lewis. 
Chairman: Fairfield Voters Group. 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Katherine Davies <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 4:39 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Katherine Davies 
 
152 Olive Street; Fairfield 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: kurt filan <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 8:48 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

kurt filan 
 
2235 Harlow Dr. victoria Bc 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: LYNNE PARTEL < >
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 11:26 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Proposed Rhododendron development

Hello 
 
I am writing to support the development of the Rhodo townhouse project on Fairfield road as I understand the proposal is 
to be presented to Council shortly 
 
My husband and I are very interested in purchasing in this development as it appears to be sensitively planned and may 
provide affordable accommodation for us close to the Nursing home where our Mother resides and in a walkable 
neighborhood 
 
Thank you for your consideration  
 
Lynne Partel 

 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Mike Farley <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 7:39 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Mike Farley 
 
1-1554 Gladstone ave 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Mike Fenger <
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 4:08 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council; Councillors
Cc: Alec Johnston
Subject: 1712 & 1720 Fairfield Rezoning - Nov 22nd COTW
Attachments: ARYZE Handout November 2018 copy.pdf

Dear Mayor and Council: 
 
We live near the proposed development and have reviewed the ARYZE handout and understand a decision will be made 
on this on Nov 22nd.  Please do not accept this proposal as it is.  
 
It is not appropriate as it does not at all fit with the character what is currently carrying the ambience of this 
neighbourhood.  The proposed development is too massive too high, has insufficient setbacks, we are unclear about 
parking.  It will looks to use too much like a concrete bunker strongly contrasting with nicer looking older well 
maintained homes.  The project simply overwhelms the site as none of features give a nod to the older adjacent 
homes.  The entire length of Fairfield there is nothing that looks like this in existence.   It is not as the proponent states 
giving shape to Fairfield community values it is flying in the face of them.  
 
We support the concerns raised by our neighbor and which we restate below.  We support suggested as suggested 
ammendents, lower density, lower height, greater setbacks and basic changes in design to fit with not clash with the 
current housing in Fairfield.  
 
Townhouses are supportable on this site.  The Gonzales neighbourhood planning process has identified the need for 
more varied forms of housing, the site is on a transit route and is close to shopping and other services. 
 
Wholly unsupportable is the proposed project developed by ARZYE: 
 
Height/Massing 

 proposed height is more than 50% above what is permitted under current zoning 

 neighbouring homes adjacent to and across the street (Montague Court) are generally one to one and a half 
storeys, and will be dwarfed by the height and (as described in the Advisory Design Panel comments) 
"monolithic massing" of the proposed buildings 

 
Setbacks 

 the setbacks are insufficient, particularly when combined with the 3 storey facade that will tower over Fairfield 
Road/sidewalks, and over Hollywood Park 

 proposed setback for the block adjacent to Fairfield Road is 1.68 metres (5.5 feet) rather than the required 7.5 
metre (24.7 feet) setback 

 the minimal setbacks provide no room for plantings to soften the mass and height of the buildings  
 
Density 

 17 townhouses is too dense for the site (currently 2 single family homes) 

 site coverage requested is 50% higher than current zoning permits 

 proposed density results in insufficient breathing room between the 3 buildings, lack of open site and green 
space, and multiple variances required in order to cram 3 large buildings onto the site 

 
Encroachment on Hollywood Park 
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 the development will tower over the park, and with no proposed separation or transition, usurps public space 
for private use and enjoyment 

 
Design 

 the strong urban architectural design is appropriate for downtown, but is not respectful of our residential 
neighbourhood; as described in the Advisory Design Panel comments, it is an "urban solution in a residential 
area". 

 
I would respectfully urge Council to direct the applicant to: 

 eliminate the second/"double" row of townhouses; a single row or small l‐shaped development would be 
appropriate for the site, and the scale of this neighbourhood 

 reduce the height/# of storeys to 2 storeys (consistent with the Official Community Plan, current Gonzales 
Neighbourhood Plan and zoning) 

 increase setbacks (7.5 metres minimum to Fairfield Road) 

 provide a more appropriate and sensitive transition to Hollywood Park, and 

 consider a design that better fits with and respects the Gonzales residential neighbourhood. 
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
Mike Fenger and Valerie Hignett 511 Foul Bay Road. 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Rob Garant <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 10:14 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Rob Garant 
 
1047 Tillicum Rd 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Rita Isaac 
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 9:08 PM
To: Ben Isitt (Councillor)
Cc: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Rhodo Development

Dear Mr. Isitt,  
 
I am writing in regard to the Aryze Rhodo Development plans being proposed to the Council of the Whole on Thursday, 
November 22.  
 
I understand that there has been a vigorous Facebook campaign by Aryze encouraging support of their development 
plans.  
 
I am writing to record my opposition and my family's opposition to these plans, which we feel need to go back to the 
drawing board.  
 
I do not oppose more density in that location, but the immensity of the development does not fit in this area and the design 
characteristics also do not fit the surrounding area. It will be a horrible, unconscionable shame to lose so many mature 
trees to accommodate the size of this project. There is no indication in the plans that there will be a buffer between this 
development and the beautiful public park that is constantly in use by tennis, softball, baseball and T-ball players, by 
children and families playing in the park and having picnics, and by those who walk through the park on a daily basis. My 
family lives three blocks from this gorgeous park - my son plays tennis there regularly. I walk my dog there at least four 
times a week.  
 
Aryze assisted the Together Victoria slate by supporting their website and twitter tools. You and councillor Loveday often 
have coffee at the Aryze development at Fairfield and Irving, near the proposed development. I don't know if I should think 
that there could be a conflict of interest in the votes for the Aryze Rhodo development at the Council of the Whole.  
 
I respectfully ask that the Aryze proposals for the Rhodo project, as they are presently, be rejected, so that they can be 
redrafted to better suit the characteristics of this beautiful neighbourhood (respecting the integrity of Hollywood Park), and 
to also follow a more "gentle density" approach.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Rita Isaac 
348 Stannard Avenue   
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Monica Dhawan

From: Shobhna <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 4:23 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Shobhna 
 
North Park 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Siddharth <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 4:24 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Siddharth 
 
Uvic 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Tristan Story <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 10:15 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Tristan Story 
 
6 - 920 Caledonia Avenue, Victoria, bc 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Vinit Jain <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 4:21 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Vinit Jain 
 
North Park 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Anna Cal 

Sent: November 20, 2018 2:27 PM

To: Laurel Collins (Councillor); Sharmarke Dubow (Councillor); Ben Isitt (Councillor); Sarah 

Potts  (Councillor); Jeremy Loveday (Councillor); Charlayne Thornton-Joe (Councillor); 

Lisa Helps (Mayor); Marianne Alto (Councillor)

Subject: ARYZE

Dear councillors, 

Please do not buy into this tired  argument again. 

Please do not destroy neighbourhoods for the vague promise of affordability happening, may be, in 50 years 

from now. 

Please require affordability now, right now, right on the premises of every new development that asks for 

rezoning. 

Please, no more luxury developments. We do not need it. 

Anna Cal 

 

https://twitter.com/TalktoARYZE/status/1064958872203386880 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Anthony Danda 

Sent: November 20, 2018 9:35 AM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council; Lisa Helps (Mayor); Marianne Alto (Councillor); Laurel 

Collins (Councillor); Sharmarke Dubow (Councillor); Ben Isitt (Councillor); Jeremy 

Loveday (Councillor); Sarah Potts  (Councillor); Charlayne Thornton-Joe (Councillor); 

Geoff Young (Councillor)

Subject: Rezoning application for 1712 / 1720 Fairfield

Dear Mayor and Council: 

 

I oppose the application for 1712 / 1720 Fairfield for the following reasons: 

 

• Current zoning is for 30% site coverage. The applicant is proposing 60%. That increase is completely 

unnecessary. 

• Current building height zoning is 7.6 m to the mid point of the roof and they are proposing 11.45 m with a flat 

roof.  Again, this increase is unnecessary and out of character with the neighbourhood. 

• Current zoning for front yard set back is 7.5 m and they are proposing 1.68 m. Again, completely out of 

character with the neighbourhood.  

• The OCP calls for 3 storeys on arterial and secondary arterial roads. Fairfield Road is neither. It is classified as a 

collector, which is lower than a secondary arterial. 

• This development will create a 3-storey, 38' wall, 5 ½ feet from the front property line. The applicable 

bylaw states that "No part of any building shall be closer than 19.6 ft (6 m) from the street frontage" and 

"the average distance of the walls of a building facing the  street frontage shall be not less than 24.6 ft. (7.5 

m)." I see no justification for not following bylaw. 

• The number of parking stalls will be to 22 spaces (Aryze's application wrongly indicates that 22 spaces is the 

minimum required; City staff have confirmed that 26 are in fact required). 

• Over 50 trees will be cut down by the park to accommodate the development. 

 

In general, I continue to struggle with the city’s approach to development: 

 

• What happened to the independent party that was to facilitate discussions between the applicant and the 

community to prevent the amount of iterations reaching the CotW and public hearing? 

• What is the delay on updating the CAC policy? How much more rezoning will the city approve before ensuring 

developers are contributing an appropriate amount to compensate citizens for increased density? We’re not 

reinventing the wheel.  It shouldn’t take this long to update such a critical policy. 

• Why does Victoria have so many zones?  Why can’t you just follow the OCP? 

• The loss of the city’s tree canopy is dire. The tree bylaw needs updating to reflect the true value of a tree.  And it 

is not ‘greener’ to cut down mature trees and replace them with smaller ones.  I’d invite you to visit the 

development next to Moss Rock for an idea of a developer’s green strategy.  Sick, pathetic trees and shrubs that 

will never grow to what was once there. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Anthony Danda 

 

1075 Pentrelew Place 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Adam 

Sent: November 18, 2018 8:11 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: Fw: Rhodo Development 1712/1720 Fairfield.

Councillors: 

 

Why is a proposal such as this even being considered, when it requires so many variances from what the 

accepted bylaws for residential development in this area allow for?  

 

Case in point, the following are only the highlights of what the developer is asking for: 

• Requesting 5.5 foot setbacks where the minimum required is nearly 5 times that; 

• Requesting building heights more than 1.5 times the maximum height allowed; and  

• Building on double the lot's maximum footprint allowed (60% vs 30%). 

Our bylaws have been enacted as both a shield and a sword for our community - as a shield, they are to 

protect the character of existing neighborhoods, and as a sword, they are to prevent developers from running 

rough-shod over existing standards for the sole purpose of reaping a higher return on their investment than 

would occur otherwise. 

 

Development is an ongoing necessity, but our bylaws should not be treated as lightly as this proposal would 

do. Our community means much more to the people who live here than this over-reaching development ever 

could. 

 
Thank you in advance for your consideration of the above. 

 
Adam Erickson 

 
-----------------------------------------------------------  
Adam Erickson                            

 

 

From: Gonzales Neighbourhood Association <  

Date: November 18, 2018 at 2:49:19 PM PST 

To: Gonzales Neighbourhood Association  

Subject: Fwd: Rhodo Development 1712/1720 Fairfield. 

 

Dear Neighbours, 
  
Please see the attached flyer regarding the Rhodo development which is going to be 
discussed by Council on November 22nd (not a public meeting). We have a few 
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serious concerns about this development which will be 17 Townhouses adjacent to 
Hollywood Park.  
  
We strongly urge you to contact your elected representatives by email 
at councillors@victoria.ca as soon as possible to express your thoughts on this 
proposal. The developer has already begun an aggressive campaign to influence 
council. 
 

 

 

 

 
 

  There will be virtually no front yard for the units on Fairfield Road — the front 
setback will be 5.5' (1.68 m) whereas the current minimum is 24.5’ (7.5 m).  

  
  The 3-storey building facing Fairfield will be 38’ (12 m) high, the current 
maximum is 25' (7.6 m). The development is 3 stories on Fairfield Road, even 
though it is classified as a 2 ½ story because of the area of the 3rd floor and the 
slope of the land. 

  
  This development will create a 3-storey, 38' wall, 5 ½ feet from the front 
property line. The applicable bylaw states that "No part of any building 
shall be closer than 19.6 ft (6 m) from the street frontage" and "the average 
distance of the walls of a building facing the  street frontage shall be not less 
than 24.6 ft. (7.5 m)."  

  
  Currently, a rear yard should 30' (9.1 m) or at least 30% of the site depth (so 
for the Rhodo 60' on the  west side), the Rhodo is asking for a rear setback of 20' 
(6.1 m). There is no delineation between the minimal patio space and the 
townhouses facing Hollywoood Park. Aryze's own materials (distributed on 
November 8th) highlight this feature as follows:  Along the Hollywood Park 
side of the site, homes give on to outdoor patios with steps down to the 
park." 
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  The building footprint will take up 60% of the total site whereas the current 
maximum allowed 30%.  

  
  The number of parking stalls will be to 22 spaces (Aryze's application wrongly 
indicates that 22 spaces is the minimum required; City staff have confirmed that 
26 are in fact required). 

  
  Over 50 Trees will be cut down by the park to accommodate the development. 

Thank you, 
 

GNA 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Amanda Harby

Sent: November 19, 2018 7:44 AM

To: Councillors

Subject: Rhodo development - Fairfield

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Rhodo Development - 1712 and 1720 Fairfield - for consideration on November 22, 2018 

November 18, 2018 

 

Dear Mayor and Councillors: 

 

The 17-home Townhouse Project proposed at the above addresses has a number of issues that must be 

considered, amended and re-drafted if the project application is to go ahead: 

 

It is a very large development on two building lots. 

- it needs to be smaller in size, i.e. 

  - less units 

 - only 2 stories not 2.5 stories 

- it needs to be set-back further from Fairfeld Road 

 - the cherry trees need to be protected on the boulevard.   

 - Large trees should be considered for the complex to provide for urban forest renewal and ambience 

that fits with the neighbourhood and the adjacent public park. 

- it needs to fit into the architectural setting of Gonzales Neighbourhood and therefore, it should be redesigned 

and referred to the City's Heritage Advisory Committee for review, as well as the Gonzales Neighbourhood. 

- the property line between the complex and Hollywood park should include a Hedge or a line of Trees to 

preserve the park's integrity and not expose private yards to public areas and conversely, public areas to private 

yards. 

 

 

Other considerations for the Developer and the City are: 

 

- available child-care within the complex for home-owners 

- enough plug-ins on site for e-bikes and e-cars in the underground garage 

- incentives for units/homeowners NOT to have cars:  car share, bus passes, bicycles, walking, etc.  Street 

parking is at a premium at this location because of the park, (ball games etc) and because Thrifty’s employees 

park along Fairfield. We need to look at lowering the carbon footprint in new ways and these types of 

incentives should built into any development within the City of Victoria. 

 

 

Thanks for your consideration. 

 

Amanda Harby 

920 Wilmer  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Alison Sadler 
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 8:48 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Rhodo development proposed by Aryze

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing to express my concern for the upcoming proposal of the Rhodo development. I live in the immediate area and 
am NOT in favour of the proposal. The proposed development does not suit the neighbourhood at all. I am pro affordable 
housing, but this proposed new development is NOT affordable to many as the price point is incredibly high.  
 
Thank you, 
 
Alison Sadler 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Bob June 

Sent: November 20, 2018 4:39 PM

To: Marianne Alto (Councillor); Ben Isitt (Councillor); Charlayne Thornton-Joe (Councillor); 

Lisa Helps (Mayor); Geoff Young (Councillor); Laurel Collins (Councillor); Sharmarke 

Dubow (Councillor); Sarah Potts  (Councillor); Jeremy Loveday (Councillor)

Cc: gkmuir; SUSANNE RAUTIO

Subject: re 1712/1720 Fairfield Road Correction

Good Afternoon Councilors: 
 
The CoTW Report for 1712/1720 Fairfield Road is incorrect. 
 
It is important to note Fairfield Road is designated as a Collector in the OCP Urban Place Guidelines. It is Not Arterial or 
Secondary Arterial. 
 
Therefore the generous forms, character, uses and FSR of up 1:1 of Arterial and Secondary Arterial are Not applicable. 
 
The Traditional Residential form of up to two storeys, houses with front and rear yards oriented to the street, ground 
oriented residential including single, duplex and attached dwellings are applicable. 
 
Bob June 
Victoria 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Barb McLauchlan 

Sent: November 19, 2018 11:25 AM

To: Councillors

Subject: Rhodo development 1712/1720 Fairfield

Hello Councillors, 

This proposal needs to be reworked as it is taking up 

way too much space and is going to interfere with the 

neighborhood.  

The proposal is too big, too close to the street and the park.  

This is not the right place for a building of this size, and if 

you were familiar with the neighborhood, you would know that it  

is not the place for a 17 unit condo. 

Please reject this proposal and perhaps the developer can build 

something half this size with the required setbacks or build it  

somewhere else.  Thank you for your consideration. 

 

Barb McLauchlan 

 



DOES THE PROPOSED RHODO DEVELOPMENT NEXT TO 

HOLLYWOOD PARK FIT IN THIS NEIGHBOURHOOD? 

Mayor & Council will be considering this proposal on November 22nd 

 

A 17-home townhouse project is proposed for 

1712 & 1720 Fairfield Road 

 Units face Hollywood Park with minimal outdoor 
patio, and treating the park as its private yard 

 51 trees will be cut down 

 Height of 37.6 ft/2.5 storey instead of the 
maximum 25 ft/2 storey allowed 

 Units that face Fairfield have entries that open 
almost onto the sidewalk (front yard setback of 5.5 
ft vs. the required 24.5 ft) 

 Rectangular design is out of character and in stark 
contrast to existing buildings in the vicinity and the 
natural landscape of the adjacent park 

 Only 22 parking spots instead of the required 26 

Please write to council to reject the current design of this project and request that the developer 

consider a design that respects existing zoning, particularly in a location next to an important 

neighbourhood park. Write to Council at councillors@victoria.ca 

 

 

Concerns 

 The park is an important public space and is 
used regularly by locals as well as visitors from 
throughout BC attending little league or other 
sporting events; development must not 
“privatize” this public space.  

 The ecology of this park, along with users’ 
experience, would  be better protected by 
having an adequate buffer of 30 ft+ and a 
visual barrier to the development such as a tall 
hedge. 

 Although the City's has zoning standards to 
limit the negative impact to neighbours and 
the community, this development proposes to 
significantly exceed a number of those limits. 

 Preserving the tree canopy is important not just 
for esthetics but also to address climate change. 

Having more housing diversity is important, but so is protecting 
neighbourhood parks for everyone’s use and maintaining the 
character of this unique neighbouhood.  If you think more 
effort should go into the redesign this project, please write to 
Council at councillors@victoria.ca before November 22nd.    

For more information and/or to sign-up for email updates, please go to  www.gonzalesna.ca 

 

mailto:councillors@victoria.ca
mailto:councillors@victoria.ca
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Brandon Shelley 

Sent: November 18, 2018 2:55 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: Re: “Rhodo” development, 1712/1720 Fairfield.

Attachments: Rhodo Flyer Draft v.4.pdf; ARYZE Handout November 2018 copy.pdf

Hello, I strongly oppose this development as presented in the attached.  
 
- Not enough parking to accommodate residents and guests, as well as existing neighbours. 
- Far too many desperately needed trees being cut down. 
- Massive buildings will destroy the look and feel of the park and neighbourhood. 
- Fairfield and surrounding streets cannot support this much increased traffic. Drivers are already stupid enough 
when it comes to crosswalks and speeding along Fairfield; we don’t need more traffic, and we need safer 
crosswalks and better driver education before it should even be considered. 
- What about sewage and other infrastructure? Will the city invest in improving in the area? Doubtful. And doubtful 
that anyone will invest in the infrastructure before these developments go up. 
 
Brandon Shelley 

 
302 Irving Rd. 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Carol Armstrong BA RMT

Sent: November 20, 2018 6:30 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: Please review RHODO development

Dear Councillors, 
 
While I support the need for affordable housing I strongly object to the proposed Rhodo development. It will neither be 
affordable to many people, and the box shaped unidimensional design is completely out of character to the surrounding 
neighbourhood buildings. 
 
It does not adhere to current zoning bylaws, particularly with regards to height, and setbacks, and according to the 
drawing material sent out by Aryze, appears to have no visible boundary with the adjacent public park. In addition I 
understand that more than 50 trees will be cut down in this process, which seems like a large assault on our environment, 
particularly when we should be protecting green spaces, tree canopies and the animal species that rely on them, not 
adding to their demise. It has a domino effect. 
 
It is also unclear to me how this will impact the tennis courts at Hollywood park - I would appreciate clarification. 
 
The proposed front setbacks from the street of 5.5 ft vs 24.5 ft currently required by zoning in combination with the 
proposed 37.6 ft height will create an imposing, overshadowing structure that will dominate the skyline in a 
neighbourhood characterised by lower height buildings. An extra 11.6 ft of height is equivalent to a full storey in the 
surrounding homes. Simply put, it is too high and does not fit in this neighbourhood. In addition, this will negatively affect 
adjacent backyard gardens, reducing available hours of sunlight for growth of food. 
 
The neighbourhood already struggles with demands for on-street parking due to current densification. Having fewer 
parking spots within the Rhodo than required by bylaw potentially magnifies on-street parking needs in the vicinity. 
 
I would be in favour of a design that is more in character with the surrounding neighbourhood, while taking into 
consideration the concerns expressed above. 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
Carol Armstrong 
 
307 Beechwood Avenue 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Catherine 

Sent: November 17, 2018 1:30 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: Vote NO for proposed rhodo development

Dear Mayor and council, 
 
We are Gonzales residents and we are deeply concerned with the current rhodo development proposal.  Gonzales is a 
historic family neighbourhood and much of its current charm comes from its heritage homes and thoughtful construction.  
This new development is NOT in keeping with the current Gonzales neighbourhood, and NOT in keeping with our current 
R1-G zoning (single family dwelling district) and sets a dangerous precedent going forward.  The zoning should be 
respected.  The building style does not suit the neighbourhood, the set backs of 5.5ft are not appropriate, there is not 
enough parking allocated (only 22 spots), many mature trees will be cut down, and the public neighbourhood park will be 
negatively impacted.  This building development will in no way improve housing affordability as the units will be priced at 
a premium.  I really don’t see how this development project is a benefit to anyone except the developer’s wallet.  In order 
to represent the community, we hope you will help our concerns be heard.  More effort must go into redesigning this 
project in order to be in keeping with the neighbourhood and respecting current bylaws in regards to setbacks and height.  
Thank you in advance for your thoughtful consideration.  Please feel free to contact me to discuss this further. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Catherine McCartney 
(A concerned Gonzales resident) 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Chantal Meagher >
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 2:12 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Cc: Geoff Young (Councillor); Marianne Alto (Councillor); Ben Isitt (Councillor); Jeremy 

Loveday (Councillor); Charlayne Thornton-Joe (Councillor); Laurel Collins (Councillor); 
Sharmarke Dubow (Councillor); Sarah Potts  (Councillor)

Subject: Proposed Rhodo Development 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Councillors: 
 
Congratulations on your recent election.  I look forward to seeing the direction in which you and your 
colleagues will lead Victoria over the coming years. 
 
The purpose of this letter is to address the proposed Rhodo development in particular, but my questions are also 
much broader in scope.  With apologies for the length of this message, I ask you to persevere to the end, as I 
have three very specific questions relating to rezoning and affordability that I am asking each of you to address.
 
The proposed development at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road would amount to an increase in density of 6-8 times 
that permitted in the current zoning.  It proposes height, site coverage, and massing that would dwarf anything 
in the community.  It would require the removal of over 50 mature trees.  And I've not seen any reference to 
community amenities that would be provided to compensate the community for the significant allowances the 
developer is seeking.  As currently proposed, I respectfully request that Council reject this proposal. 
 
Another luxury development is very likely to further exacerbate the affordability crisis.  In the public hearings 
regarding 1201 Fort Street, we heard many comments about the need for more housing, and how that 
development would lead through some sort of alchemy to more affordable housing.  Before even breaking 
ground, these units are now listed from $735,000 for a 2 bedroom unit to $3 million for a penthouse.   
 
The 1201 Fort Street development, which contributes no real amenities to the community, and will result in the 
loss of many significant trees, will succeed in only further pushing up property prices in the city.  It constitutes a 
windfall to the developer at the cost of the community.  It is also likely to further exacerbate the affordable 
housing crisis.  The proposed Rhodo development ticks all of these boxes, as well. 
 
According to affordability nexus studies, the creation of luxury units requires creation of approximately 20-40% 
affordable units to prevent the exacerbation of a housing affordability crisis.  According to this rubric, the 1201 
Fort development should therefore have required the creation of at least 18, and up to 35 affordable units.  It did 
not.  I beg Council to not make this same mistake again.  
 
As the stewards of this city, I believe you have a responsibility to the people of Victoria to ensure that we do not 
go down the development road and resulting affordability crisis that Vancouver has travelled.  At the start of 
your term, and before the spot rezoning frenzy begins again, I am asking each of you to advise your positions on 
the following: 
 
1.  based on what criteria would you support a developer's application for spot rezoning in a residential 
area?  What extent of increased massing or tree loss or density increase would give you pause? 
 



2

2.  If you agree to rezoning to allow greater density, or greater height, or reduced setbacks, or removal of trees, 
or any other variances that are inconsistent with existing zoning or the provisions of a LAP, what amenity 
contributions will you demand from the developer in the form of  

a) compensation for increased costs to the city,  
b) amelioration of detrimental impact on the neighbourhood itself, and  
c) creation of affordable housing at a level commensurate with the increased demand these new units will 
generate?   

 
3.  What is your plan to address the crisis of affordable housing?  On what scientific basis does it rely?  Is it 
sufficiently robust to address the increased demands generated by the current boom in luxury housing?   
 
I am aware that the issue of development, housing and density is complex, challenging and often divisive.  On 
the one hand, your decisions have the power to create new housing that will benefit many people.  On the other 
hand, injudicious use of this power can also have a profound negative impact on the nature of neighbourhoods, 
and the enjoyment of property by those who currently call a place home.  For many, these homes represent the 
sum total of their life savings, and their investment - both financial and emotional - in family and home.   
 
It  is easy to dismiss concerns about development as 'NIMBY', but the use of labels can be dangerous and 
dehumanizing.  Concerns about many of these development proposals arise from a natural impulse to protect 
one's home and family, and as a response to  having the rules of the game arbitrarily changed for the benefit of a 
few.  Do not assume that objections to extravant development proposals also constitute opposition to creation of 
affordable housing, or to increased densification.  I believe you will find that less grasping and more balanced 
proposals would be met with far less pushback, and would ultimately be of much greater benefit to the city. 
 
Thank you for your attention.  I look forward to your response, and wish you all the best in this challenging job.
 
Best, 
Chantal Meagher  
1347 Rockland Avenue 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: C Person 

Sent: November 17, 2018 1:37 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: No to rhodo development

Mayor and Council, 

 

We are Gonzales residents and we are deeply concerned with the current rhodo development 

proposal.  Gonzales is a historic family neighbourhood and much of its current charm comes from its 

heritage homes and thoughtful construction.  This new development is NOT in keeping with the 

current Gonzales neighbourhood, and NOT in keeping with our current R1-G zoning (single family 

dwelling district) and sets a dangerous precedent going forward.  The zoning should be respected.  The 

building style does not suit the neighbourhood, the set backs of 5.5ft are not appropriate, there is not 

enough parking allocated (only 22 spots), many mature trees will be cut down, and the public 

neighbourhood park will be negatively impacted.  This building development will in no way improve 

housing affordability as the units will be priced at a premium.  We really don’t see how this 

development project is a benefit to anyone except the developer’s wallet.  In order to represent the 

community, we hope you will help our concerns be heard.  More effort must go into redesigning this 

project in order to be in keeping with the neighbourhood and respecting current bylaws in regards to 

setbacks and height. 

 

C. Person 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Chris Regehr 

Sent: November 18, 2018 8:43 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: Rhode Development by Hollywood Park

Re: Rhode development by Hollywood park 

 

I live at 1647 Ross st 

 

I believe that the design of this complex needs to be rethought. It involves cutting down over 50 trees, I'd out 

ivy character with the neighborhood, is truly class to the sidewalk, and lacks adequate parking. And this is not 

in any way suitable housing. I'm not impressed. 

 

Kind regards, 

Chris Regehr 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: C S 

Sent: November 18, 2018 3:29 PM

To: Councillors

Cc: gonzelesna@shaw.ca

Subject: Vehement Objection to Proposed Rhodo Development next to Hollywood Park

To City Councillors, 

 

I would like to express my vehement objections to the proposed Rhodo development next to the Hollywood 

Park.  

 

I find it ludicrous that as a home owner, living within four blocks of the proposed development, that I had to 

pay over a $1000 for a registered surveyor to survey my house to make sure I was within the 25 ft bylaw for 

building height in order to be allowed to add living space in my existing attic.  I had to do this for a building 

permit even though I would have done the renovations without changing the overall height of the building.  I 

have also had bylaw officers show up to ensure my new fence was within bylaw limits (it was!).  

 

I understand that the bylaws are there to ensure modifications and renovations fit within the character of the 

neighbourhood. That is why I have objections to allow the proposed development go ahead, breaking 

fundamental bylaws for the area such as overall height of the building, number of stories, and setback from 

the property line.  How can the city on one hand, enforce the bylaws for individual home owners to preserve 

the character of a neighbourhood, while allowing developers to get away with variations that run completely 

counter to the character of the area?   

 

You can already see where the enforcement of the bylaws, in particular the maximum height restriction, has 

driven the architecture of most new houses in the neighbourhood.  The new houses tend to be flat roofed two 

story glass houses that maximize floor space for the restricted height but don't fit within the overall 

neighbourhood character.  They are however still required to meet the bylaws! 

 

I strongly request that the proposed development by sent back for redesign to fit within the current bylaws of 

the city, the same as individual home owners and taxpayers are required to do.   

 

I will not get into the other factors such as proximity to the park itself, parking, tree preservation etc. as I am 

sure you will receive other input on these factors.  

 

Thank you  

 

C. Shawcross 

205 St Charles Street 

Victoria, BC, V8S 3M8 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Candice Wheeler <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 9:12 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Candice Wheeler 
 
2804 cook st 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Donna Ruppel 

Sent: November 18, 2018 3:43 PM

To: Councillors; Lisa Helps (Mayor)

Subject: 1712 & 1720 Fairfield Rezoning - Nov 22nd COTW

 

Dear Mayor and councillors  

I am forwarding the following letter to you in reference to the 2712 and 1720 proposed development.  

As a resident of Gonzales I feel it expresses my concerns and also the facts of the situation we are once more facing with 

Aryze.  

Donna Ruppel 

3-118 Robertson Street  

 

 
 
  

 

 

  

Dear Mayor and Councillors  

I am writing to voice my strong opposition to the infill development as currently proposed for 
1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

  

Townhouses are supportable on this site.  The Gonzales neighbourhood planning process 
has identified the need for more varied forms of housing, the site is on a transit route and is 
close to shopping and other services. 

  

Wholly unsupportable is the proposed: 

  

Height/Massing 

•         proposed height is more than 50% above what is permitted under current zoning 

•         neighbouring homes adjacent to and across the street (Montague Court) are generally 
one to one and a half storeys, and will be dwarfed by the height and (as described in the 
Advisory Design Panel comments) "monolithic massing" of the proposed buildings 

  

Setbacks 
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•         the setbacks are insufficient, particularly when combined with the 3 storey facade that 
will tower over Fairfield Road/sidewalks, and over Hollywood Park 

•         proposed setback for the block adjacent to Fairfield Road is 1.68 metres (5.5 feet) rather 
than the required 7.5 metre (24.7 feet) setback 

•         the minimal setbacks provide no room for plantings to soften the mass and height of the 
buildings  

  

Density 

•         17 townhouses is too dense for the site (currently 2 single family homes) 

•         site coverage requested is 50% higher than current zoning permits 

•         proposed density results in insufficient breathing room between the 3 buildings, lack of 
open site and green space, and multiple variances required in order to cram 3 large 
buildings onto the site 

  

Encroachment on Hollywood Park 

•         the development will tower over the park, and with no proposed separation or 
transition, usurps public space for private use and enjoyment 

  

Design 

•         the strong urban architectural design is appropriate for downtown, but is not respectful 
of our residential neighbourhood; as described in the Advisory Design Panel comments, 
it is an "urban solution in a residential area". 

  

I would respectfully urge Council to direct the applicant to: 

•         eliminate the second/"double" row of townhouses; a single row or small l-
shaped development would be appropriate for the site, and the scale of this 
neighbourhood 

•         reduce the height/# of storeys to 2 storeys (consistent with the Official 
Community Plan, current Gonzales Neighbourhood Plan and zoning) 

•         increase setbacks (7.5 metres minimum to Fairfield Road) 

•         provide a more appropriate and sensitive transition to Hollywood Park, and 

•         consider a design that better fits with and respects the Gonzales residential 
neighbourhood. 

  

Thank you for your consideration. 

  

Karen Ayers 
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613 Foul Bay Road 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Daphne Schober 

Sent: November 19, 2018 9:17 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: 1712 & 1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 

I am writing to let the council know of my concern about the Rhodo Development proposed for 

1712 and 1720 Fairfield Road.  I believe that what is planned is far too large for the size of the 

property and is completely inappropriate for our area. Putting three large building where these two 

residence have stood  would require variances for site coverage, set back and height. Surely town 

houses could be built more suitable to the Gonzales area. 
 

I would ask Council to send this plan back to the developer for some major changes. 
 

Sincerely, 
 

Daphne Schober 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Daphne Wass 

Sent: November 19, 2018 1:12 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: opposed to Rhodo development at 1712/1720 Fairfield

To whom it may concern 
 
I am alarmed  to read about the proposed development at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road next to Hollywood Park, which is not 
in keeping with the neighbourhood and allows for a building footprint which will take up 60% of the total site and take 
away from the "greenspace. I am upset and opposed to this development being allowed to  take out more that 50 trees. 
 
It does not seem reasonable to allow  for this development to essentially treat the adjacent public park as "it's backyard" 
and not maintain greenspace within the development. 
 
I urge  you to consult with the neighbourhood and revise this development so it is more in keeping with the ambiance and 
character of the existing neighbourhood. 
 
When is the neighbourhood going to be able to voice their concerns about this proposal? 
 
Respectfully 
 
Daphne Wass 
 
954 Bank Street 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: DAVID WILKS 

Sent: November 21, 2018 7:45 AM

To: Councillors

Subject: Rhode development on Fairfield road

Council members 
I would like to voice my objections to the proposed “Rhodo” development on Fairfield Rd.  The proposed buildings are 
way too tall and too close to the sidewalk on Fairfield Rd.  The artists depiction of the proposed buildings shows a edifice 
that looks more like a commercial office building than a welcoming home.  The design is totally out of sync with the 
surrounding houses and the site coverage is very dense.  I also think that there should be some screening of that patios 
that will apparently open onto the tennis courts.  What’s with the tennis courts not being shown on the site drawings of the 
proposed development?  Does the developer know something that we don’t know or is it just wishful thinking on his part 
that the tennis courts were not there.  This development definitely gets a thumbs down from me. 
Linda Park ( a resident of the Gonzales neighbourhood) 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Elizabeth McKall <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 7:51 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Elizabeth McKall 
 
161 Bushby St, Victoria 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Francisca Waring 

Sent: November 18, 2018 4:12 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: Townhouse development 1712 and 1720 Fairfield Rd

 
Hi, 
 
My family and I reside at 1730 Fairfield rd and are writing to express our concerns around the proposed development on 
1712 and 1720 Fairfield Rd.  We are not in support of this development due to concerns around what will happen to the 
park in that it is a public space that will be used/considered private space to town house owners, the trees that will be cut 
down, concerns with street parking, increased traffic as Fairfield is busy and people already drive faster than the limit, we 
understand the developers are are exceeding height requirement, and will not have enough parking.  While I know 
housing is an issue in this city, this project will not be helping those families living in poverty to find affordable housing.  It 
will only continue to widen the gap between social economic classes.   
 
Thanks for your time and consideration. 
 
Francis and Gerald 
Sent from my iPhone 



This	le(er	was	delivered	to	Mayor	Help	and	Council,	&	Jocelyn	Jenkyns,	City	Manager	on	May	
15th,	2018.

Rezoning	ApplicaFon	1712	Fairfield	Rd	and	1720	Fairfield	Rd	Victoria	BC	(Folder	Number	
REZ00618).		The	“Rhodo”	POSSIBILITY	OF	CONFLICT	OF	INTEREST

Dear	Mayor	Helps	and	Council,	and	Ms.	Jocelyn	Jenkyns,	City	Manager,

Re:	Possibility	of	Conflict	of	Interest,	Mr.	Ryan	Goodman,	Aryze	Development	Company,	Rhodo	
Rezoning	ApplicaFon,	Gonzales	Neighbourhood	Plan	Rezoning	ApplicaFon	1712/1720	Fairfield	
Road.

This	is	a	supplemental	le(er	to	be	added	to	the	the	Fairfield	Gonzales	CALUC	Report	submi(ed	
in	August	2017.	Re:	Rezoning	ApplicaFon	1712/1720	Fairfield	Road,	Victoria	BC

Summary:
It	has	come	to	our	a(enFon	that	there	is	an	appearance	of	conflict	of	interest	with:	Rezoning	
ApplicaFon	1712	Fairfield	Rd	and	1720	Fairfield	Rd	Victoria	BC	(Folder	Number	REZ00618),	
known	as	the	“Rhodo”.	Specifically	Mr.	Ryan	Goodman,	a	co	owner	of	Aryze	was	a	commi(ee	
member	of	the	Gonzales	Working	Group	helping	with	the	creaFon	of	the	Gonzales	
Neighbourhood	Plan	at	the	same	Fme	he	was	seeking	rezoning	for	the	properFes:	1712/1720	
Fairfield	Road	in	the	Gonzales	Neighbourhood.	
The	potenFal	rezoning	of	this	property	could	possibly	bring	a	substanFal	financial	gain	for	Mr.	
Goodman.	This	is	at	least	an	appearance	of	conflict	of	interest,	in	this	case	financial	conflict.	It	is	
most	important	to	avoid	conflicts	of	interest,	or	the	appearance	of	a	conflict,	to	maintain	
confidence	in	municipal	government.

DefiniFon	of	Conflict	of	Interest:
h(ps://www.uvic.ca/vpacademic/assets/docs/COIexamples.pdf

Conflicts	of	interest	are	not	always	obvious.	A	conflict	of	interest	is	any	situaFon	that	might	

cause	an	imparFal	observer	to	reasonably	quesFon	whether	your	acFons	are	influenced	by	

consideraFons	of	private	interest.	“Private	interest”	can	include	financial	interests,	interests	

related	to	your	personal	relaFonships,	or	interests	related	to	your	other	outside	acFviFes.	

The	Aryze	website	describes	Mr.	Goodman’s	job	posiFon:		“co-owns	ARYZE	and	helps	manage	
the	business	and	development	efforts	across	Victoria.”
	h(p://aryze.ca/company/		

Aryze	currently	has	a	rezoning	applicaFon	at	the	City	of	Victoria	called	the	Rhodo,	located	at	
1712/1720		Fairfield	Rd	in	the	neighbourhood	of	Gonzales	while	the	drajing	of	a	new	Gonzales	
Neighbourhood	Plan	is	taking	place.
h(p://aryze.ca/property/rhodo/

Mr.	Goodman	volunteered	and	parFcipated	on	first	the	joint	Fairfield	Gonzales	Working	Group	
for	the	development	of	the	Neighbourhood	Plans	and	then	conFnued	volunteering	on	the	

https://www.uvic.ca/vpacademic/assets/docs/COIexamples.pdf
http://aryze.ca/company/
http://aryze.ca/property/rhodo/


Gonzales	Working	Group	while	his	company	was	pursuing	a	rezoning	applicaFon	for	1712/1720	
Fairfield	Road.
h(p://aryze.ca/property/rhodo/		
In	April	2018,	City	Planning	Staff	and	The	Gonzales	Working	Group,	finally,	(why	did	it	take	so	
long?)	took	the	necessary	steps	to	remove	Mr.	Goodman	from	the	working	group.		However,	
this	is	too	late,	as	the	appearance	of	conflict	of	interest	or	a	conflict	of	interest	was	not	
prevented.

It	is	most	important	to	avoid	conflict	of	interest	or	the	appearance	of	a	conflict	of	interest,	to	
maintain	or	help	regain	confidence	in	the	City	of	Victoria	planning	and	rezoning	processes.	
Therefore:	

RecommendaFons:
1.	The	rezoning	process	for	the	“Rhodo”	property	be	started	again,	right	from	the	beginning	due	
to	Mr.	Goodman	silng	on	the	Gonzales	Working	Group	during	the	Fme	his	company	was	
seeking	(and	conFnues	to	seek)	a	rezoning	applicaFon	for	1712	and	1720	Fairfield	Rd.	

2.	For	Future	City	of	Victoria	Working	Groups,	Commi(ees,	etc.	There	is	a	need	for	the	City	of	
Victoria	to	have	more	stringent	rules	to	avoid	the	conflicts	and	the	appearance	of	a	conflict,	in	
order	to	maintain	confidence	in	the	poliFcal	system.	Future	City	of	Victoria	commi(ees	such	as	
Advisory	Groups,	Panels,	Boards	etc.	should	specifically	prohibit	anyone	with	an	acFve	
development	permit	applicaFon	from	parFcipaFng	in	City	commi(ees	that	would	result	in	a	
personal	or	company	financial	gain	or	at	bare	minimum	a	recusal	when	discussion	on	the	area	
of	potenFal	conflict	where	the	financial	gain	could	be	made.

Sincerely,
FGCA	CALUC

http://aryze.ca/property/rhodo/


1

Lucas De Amaral

From: Gillian Ellis 

Sent: November 17, 2018 11:52 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: 1712/1720 Fairfield Rezoning

Dear Mayor and Council, 
I am writing to express my concern about the proposed development of 17 townhouses on two single family house lots on 
Fairfield Road.  
The extraordinary decrease in set back, the enormous increase in height from what is allowed in the official community 
plan on property that is adjacent to a park is indefensible. 
And where are all these people going to park? In that area we have a sports field, a park, an animal hospital, a care home 
for the elderly, an elementary school and just up the hill one more block, another care home and a major tourist attraction 
known as Abkhazi Gardens! Fairfield Road is already choc a bloc with cars. And this is supposed to be a family 
neighbourhood? 
 
I had thought that you had heard enough from Gonzalez residents in the past few months to understand that we are not 
going to sit idly by and watch our neighbourhood destroyed.  
Why do we have a plan at all if developers and council can ignore it at will? 
Sincerely, 
Gill Ellis 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Monica Dhawan

From:
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 12:21 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Proposed Development of 1712 and 1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Councillors, 
I understand you are meeting to discuss the proposal to redevelop the two properties at 1712 and 1720 Fairfield Road. 
I would respectfully ask that you take into consideration my comments as a nearby resident as you discuss this proposal.
My property backs on to the back yards of houses on Fairfield Road.  It does not directly share boundaries with 1712 and 
1720, but it is very close, and directly impacts my close neighbours. 
 
My family has spent a lot of time in Hollywood Park in the eighteen years we have lived here; we have participated in 
community events on a number of occasions; we have taken visitors from out of town to the Park; and we regularly walk 
through the park to enjoy its tree and facilities. 
 
We feel that this proposed development will significantly impact the character, usage and enjoyment of the park, which 
is a very heavily‐used and well loved park for the Fairfield and Gonzalez neighbourhoods.  The park welcomes visitors for 
provincial sporting events, and promotes Victoria and our neighbourhood at the same time. 
 
The plan involves cutting down 51 trees, which goes directly against the City plans, and the neighbourhood planning that 
I have had the chance to participate in.  I see no justification for this, and I see no equivalent benefits from the 
developer, other than cramming in a greater number of new residents. 
 
The plan does not follow the City planning requirement to respect a neighbouring park, with a transition between the 
two.  In this particular case, the pictures shown by the developer show almost a solid wall immediately next to the park 
itself, with minute furniture that makes the park appear to be the new property’s back yard.  The height proposed 
exceeds the maximum allowed by 2.5 feet. These combine to alienate park users, again with nothing from the developer 
to mitigate this, other than increased density.  I find this unacceptable. 
 
The “pictures” manufactured by the developer, some of which I have only just seen in the last few days, mis‐represent 
the final product.  This corresponds with the flowery language used in their marketing material, which is simply intended 
to mislead.  I was born and raised in England.  I heard and read the developer’s claims that the development is in the 
spirit of an English village.  That’s pure nonsense.  In their written material they also compare their development with 
the terrace houses in Bath, England.  This not only contradicts the previous assertion, but is blatantly false.  The Bath 
terrace houses, which are an architectural gem, are huge townhouses built for extremely wealthy people, and they have 
an enormous expanse of lawn immediately in from of them, to provide a natural barrier with “ordinary” people.  Please 
do not be misled by the developer’s claims. 
 
The developer’s claims of creating a “node” with the buildings on the other side of Fairfield Road are again nonsense, 
and smack of a seedy used‐car salesman desperate to sell a poor vehicle to an unsuspecting customer.  I would suggest a 
“tunnel” is more appropriate, as properties on the two sides of the road will have no real relationship.  Their “pictures” 
show how close their font doors are to the sidewalk. 
 
The developer’s claims are an insult to the immediate neighbours, and to the neighbourhood in general.  Their objective 
is to maximize the number of units it can possibly hold, and whatever City planning parameters can be bypassed, and 
they have nothing of substance to offer in return.  Even the number of parking spaces is less than City requirements. 
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Hollywood Park is a City treasure, enjoyed by Victorians and visitors for decades.  We can not allow commercial interests 
to take this from us.  Replacing two single‐family dwellings with units for seventeen families simply does not work.  The 
Mayor’s whimsical definition of “gentle densification” is not only meaningless and confusing to local residents, but it is 
an open invitation to developers whose only objective is to maximize profits. 
 
Mayor and Council, by all means allow an increased density on these two properties, which can be supported, but not at 
such a great cost, with no return to the community.  Please reject this proposal, but consider proposals that support and 
enhance the community. 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
Graham Whitehead 
1689 Earle Street 
Victoria, V8S1N4 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Guy Whitman < >
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 5:14 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Proposed Rhodo development, 1712/1720 Fairfield Rd.

I am writing to express strong opposition to the Rhodo townhouse development which I understand will come before 
Council next week.   I have three main concerns: 
 

1. The set‐backs are much too short, so that the building fronting Fairfield Rd. is almost sitting on the sidewalk, or 
rather looming over it.   The side facing Hollywood Park has the same problem.  This is the result of too much 
density; there are just too many units in the proposal. 

2. Aesthetically, not to put too fine a point on it, the proposed buildings are ugly.   They look like huge concrete 
blocks designed by Stalin in the 1950’s, very much out of character with the neighbourhood. 

3. 51 trees will be destroyed to construct such a high‐density project.    We can ill‐afford to lose so large a part of 
our urban forest. 

 
In short, the project does not fit the neighbourhood, and should be re‐designed with fewer units and reasonable set‐
backs.   There is no good reason for ignoring all existing zoning requirements when none of these units, by any stretch, 
could be described as “affordable” or will help the people who really need decent housing and can’t afford it. 
 
Guy Whitman, 1950 Fairfield Place, Victoria 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Helen 

To: Councillors

Subject: Rhodo Project on Fairfield Road

Good morning Councillors. 

 

I am a resident of Gonzales and live on St. Charles St. very close to Hollywood Park/Fairfield Road.  

 

I am writing to voice my strong encouragement to each one of you to please give further, measured 

consideration to the Rhodo Project at 1712 & 1720 Fairfield Road that is now before you.  

 

Providing for increased density does not have to compromise the larger neighbourhood's onging sense of 

community. Neighbourhood is a strong part of the mandate put forward by and for our city:  How this goal is 

accomplished is the challenge before you. Considerations must include the look and feel of buildings and 

vegetation, and their impact on the neighbourhood.  

 

The current Rhodo Project proposal, if allowed, would be an out-of-sync design with the neighbourhood 

because of it's rectangular face looming 15 ft. higher than the peaked roof surrounding houses, and it's being 

much closer to the street with a 5.5 ft. setback rather than the 24.5 ft. of the houses.  An additional aspect is 

that the development is predominantly inward focused, hindering larger community interaction -- something 

neighbours around here enjoy and foster. 

 

I am also concerned about the lack of buffer between the private Rhodo Project and the public Hollywood 

Park. Whereas other homes around the Park have enclosed back yards, where even the presence of a discreet 

gate from their yard onto the Park has been in question from time to time over the years, it appears that the 

Rhodo residents, on the other hand, will be extended the privelege of using the Park as their personal yard 

because the developer is not providing adequate private space within the development.  It appears that trees 

and bushes are being removed at the boundary to facilitate this. Please re-think this aspect of the plan. It is 

not community minded.  

 

Parking, of course, is also a large issue. Currently, folks along Fairfield have clearly marked Residents Only 

Parking signage on parts of the street. Yet, even now many have ongoing problems finding parking. This is 

often attributed to folks who work at the nearby businesses, as well as those who come to enjoy the park as a 

family unit or a larger group or event. I have been advised that the Rhodo developement is not providing 

adequate on-site parking. Again, please think about this impact on Hollywood Park and the neighbourhood.  

 

You have important decisions to make.  

Thank you for your time.  

Sincerely, 

H. Allan 

192 St. Charles St. 

 

Sent from my BlackBerry 10 smartphone on the TELUS network. 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Heather Cottrell <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 3:58 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Heather Cottrell 
 
7-775 central Spur road, Victoria 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Lucas De Amaral

From:

Sent: November 18, 2018 12:51 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: 1712-1720 Fairfield Road development

Dear Mayor Helps and City of Victoria Councillors, 

 

Please don’t pass the current design of the proposed townhouses on this part of Fairfield. The design doesn’t fit into the 

neighbourhood or at the very least it should have a larger setback at the front of more than 5.5 feet. Isn’t the required 

setback 25 feet? 

 

I’m not against parts of the development but it should go back to the drawing board for further design considerations. 

 

Kind regards, 

 

Heather Keenan 

1825 Lillian Road 

Victoria, BC V8S 1L5 



To:  Mayor Lisa Helps and Council     Nov 20, 2018 

 
From:  Howard Waldner 
 
 
 
Letter in Support of Development Proposal at 1712 - 1720, Fairfield Road, Victoria   
 
 
I am writing to provide you with a letter of support in respect of the development proposal that will be 
heard by Council’s committee of the whole on November 22th 2018. 
 
I have been a resident of Victoria for many years, a resident of Rockland for over 12 years, and  someone 
who is only too aware of some of the challenges and barriers involved in recruiting young professional 
families into our city because of a lack of affordable and proximate housing to our hospitals, and other 
industries. 
 
As a long time resident of Fairfield and Rockland, I believe this proposed development to provide 
additional multi-family housing units in the Fairfield / Rockland area of Victoria is to be commended. I 
believe in recent years, there has been, a growing sense of entitlement exhibited by a small number of 
community individuals and  “activists” in this community, whose sole aim, is to prevent the creation of 
multi family and more density of housing in this neighbourhood. It is my understanding that this 
development is in accordance with the approved community plan and as such should be welcomed by 
council, and as such should be supported. 
 
There is both an existing and growing need for this type of modern and attractive multi unit family 
accommodation in this area and the areas close to the Royal Jubilee Hospital.  I believe that the provision 
of the proposed townhomes, will offer a much needed and practical option for our young professional 
staff and their families, who are either working at the hospital or contemplating a move to work in our 
city at this location. Multi-family 2, 3 and 4 bedroom townhomes such as this in the area surrounding the 
hospital is extremely limited, and often simply not available to many of our more clinical and other staff 
members. As a result, many choose to live and work elsewhere.  The provision of the townhouse options 
proposed, which are with easy walking or cycling distance, is particularly important for staff who are 
required to work a combination of day and night shift duties.  
 
I commend council for seeking to provide higher density and so more affordable housing options such as 
this in Victoria, and so allowing families to live and work in our local community, as opposed to having to 
consider living and working in another city, or locate some distance away from work in greater Victoria, 
such as in the western communities. and incurring significant travel and related stress. 
 
 Sincerely 

 

Howard Waldner  

 
Howard Waldner  
Formerly 1580 Despard Avenue, Rockland, and 1753 Gonzales Avenue in Rockland  
Now 305- 405 Quebec Street, Victoria, BC V8V 4Z2 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Itsmejoannab 

Sent: November 18, 2018 3:47 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: Rhodo Development concerns

I have looked at the proposed “Rhodo” development plans and have some serious concerns.   
 
I live and own a home less than 2 blocks away and Fairfield Road along Hollywood park is a corridor I travel along daily - 
often walking to the grocery store or when I am heading downtown. 
 
First, I am not opposed to townhouse developments in the proposed properties but what Azyre has put forward in their 
plans looks awful and in no way suits own neighbourhood.  I have seen many other townhouse developments ( for 
example along Shelbourne Street) and they look appealing and feel like they fit in neighbourhood - with comfortable 
setbacks and pleasing “home” like designs.  What Azyre is proposing and the lack of setbacks will, in my opinion, be 
unsightly and overbearing and in no way suits our lovely community.  I would say their density is also overzealous and 
needs to be revisited too. 
 
I feel very strongly that our building bylaws need to be adhered to and the developer needs to design their developments 
accordingly.  Their extra profits should not come at the expense of ruing the feel and culture of a neighbourhood. 
 
Sincerely, 
Joanna Betts 
 
 
Sent from my iPhone with my “iThumbs” so please excuse typos! 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: jimboom1948 

Sent: November 20, 2018 3:55 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: Re townhouses at 1712 and 1720 Fairfield Road

 

 

The this project doesn't fit into the exciting neighbourhood . The density is too large . I live in the area on Earle 

Place brought up our children at Holywood park. Now bring my grand children . 

 
Sent from my Galaxy Tab® S2 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Jerry Farley <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 7:59 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Jerry Farley 
 
3451 Carter Drive, Victoria Bc 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Jim Jordan 

Sent: November 19, 2018 8:00 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: 1712/1720 Fairfield Avenue

Good Evening, 

 

I think that this project should be rejected. It looks like a monstrosity in the artists's conception from Fairfield 

Avenue and also from Hollywood Park. 17 townhouses  

crammed into the space of 2 houses is not gentle density when viewed adjacent to Montague Court across 

the street (1-1/2 storeys vs. what is essentially 3 storeys,  

squeezed up against Fairfield Avenue. I am especially incensed with the cutting down of  ~50 trees to make 

way for this development, which are important in countering  

climate change. The roof treatment along Hollywood Park is out of place in a natural park setting, surrounded 

by trees, visited by people from all over the province for  

baseball tournaments and provincials. 

 

The project should be redesigned to respect existing zoning esp. with regard to setbacks on Fairfield Avenue 

and Hollywood Park as well as height, building footprint/site area and  

parking. I would envision a more conventional row or court of townhouse clusters similar to Montague Court 

in height, and spaced to blend in with the existing neighbourhood. 

 

Thanks 

Jim Jordan 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: joannlawson 

Sent: November 19, 2018 5:49 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: Townhouse Devopment on Fairfield

I am in receipt of an email from the Gonzales Neighborhood Association, the content of which concerns me 

greatly. 

 

This proposed development requires fairly  significant variances in order to accommodate the construction as 

per the proposed plans.  

 

I strongly object to the development of this plan as proposed.  There is not enough green space  allocated for 

the number of town houses on the lot itself, but rather seems to rely on the park as supplying front or backyard 

space.  

 

There is not enough parking to accommodate the number of townhouses including guest parking.   There is 

already a strain on parking in this area with the use of the park, & street parking needs to accommodate the 

community using the park. 

 

The architecture if the plan itself doesn't fit in with the Neighborhood.   Modern can still have style that is 

compatible with the neighborhood. 

 

Individual residences seem to have a harsher variance process than developers.  I believe developers need to  be 

held accountable to the bylaw requirements in the same way as the city holds individuals.   The requested front 

& back yard setbacks do not provide enough space green.    I do not want to see another developer building that 

is as close to the sidewalk as the condo building on the corner of Richmond & Oak Bay Ave.   There is no 

acceptable reason to give developers variances that do away with or drastically shrink the front yard bylaws for 

acceptable frontage.    

 

Jo-Ann Lawson  

848 Bank st. 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Janice and Kevin

Sent: November 20, 2018 1:20 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: Rhodo Development 1712/1720 Fairfield. Road

As a gateway into Gonzales, the neighborhood around Hollywood Park is unique; green filled, open and welcoming. The 

proposed “Rhodo” development by Aryze on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road would have a significant impact, detracting from 

the experience of those living here for decades to come. Some of the main issues with the proposal are:  

• There will be virtually no front yard on Fairfield. Rather than the proposed 5 ½ feet, the front setback should be 

a minimum of 25 feet to be consistent with other properties and what is permitted under the existing zoning. 

• The front of the building is too high and overpowering. Though the building is technically 2 ½ stories, the reality 

is the front face on Fairfield is 3 stories high. The side of the building facing Fairfield should be no higher that 2 

stories, with a building height limited to 25 feet as permitted under the existing zoning.  

• The rear yard is too narrow. The 20 feet setback should be a minimum of 30 feet (from all structures) and at 

least 30% of the site depth to achieve city standards.    

• The public’s use of the park must be protected. An adequate buffer such as a tall hedge or fence is essential. 

• There is not enough parking for owners and guests. The number of parking stalls is reduced to 22 spaces from 

the required 26 spaces under the new City parking requirements. Why would the City create new parking 

requirements and then grant a major variance in a location that already has parking congestion?  

• The design is ill suited for its location and does not enhance or integrate with neighbourhood character. The 

proposed buildings are congested on the site. Most concerning is the 3-story wall face bordering the sidewalk 

along Fairfield.  

 

The draft Gonzales Neighbour Plan for rezoning for townhouses (summer 2018) distributed by the City stated the 

template for all townhouse developments is a minimum 20-foot front setback, 30-foot (or at least 25% of lot depth) rear 

setback and 30% to 40% site coverage including auxiliary buildings (this project proposes 60%).  The project is nowhere 

close to achieving these purported standards.   

 

Most of us recognize that increased density is a reality. However, there is nothing appealing about this project and it will 

ultimately detract from, not enhance our neighbourhood. Rather than presenting a showcase for densification, the 

proposal creates a dangerous precedent for future land use in our neighbourhood.   

 

It is challenging to have any level of confidence in meaningful community input on land use with the recent experiences 

around the Gonzales Neighborhood Planning process. Now we are facing a situation where a developer is trying to 

maximize every square foot of a site by eroding reasonable standards. We trust City Council will value the views of 

neighbors/residents of Gonzales and move forward towards declining the application by Aryze for 1712/1720 Fairfield 

Road.  

 

Janice Linton and Kevin Warren 

356 Robertson Street 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Jason Niles <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 4:29 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Jason Niles 
 
131 Menzies Street 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Katie Armitage <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 1:17 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Katie Armitage 
 
1631 Richardson Street 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Karen Ayers 

Sent: November 20, 2018 2:08 PM

To: Councillors

Cc:

Subject: CALUC Meeting -  1712/1720 Fairfield

Dear Mayor and Council: 

 

The CALUC meeting and report on this townhouse development was completed in August, 2017.  Since that time the 

development proposal has changed substantially, such that the proposal the CALUC and neighbourhood commented on 

is not what has been submitted to Council for consideration on November 22nd. 

 

By way of example, the proposal presented at the CALUC meeting had a 3 metre setback to Fairfield Road - that setback 

has now been reduced to 1.68 metres.  The fencing that separated the row of townhouses adjacent to and therefore 

provided some buffer to Hollywood Park has been eliminated.  The site coverage has increased (from 45% to 60%), the 

open site space decreased and building height increased.   

 

The purpose of having a CALUC meeting is to inform the neighbours and to provide them with the opportunity to 

comment on a proposed development.  Given these substantive changes, I would ask that Council consider directing 

this current application, with any changes made as a result of Council feedback  provided on November 22nd, be 

submitted to the CALUC for a community meeting.  The Gonzales neighbourhood should have opportunity to comment 

on what is now being proposed to be built in our neighbourhood, and Council should have the benefit of those 

comments prior to making a decision. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Karen Ayers 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Ken Godwin 

Sent: November 20, 2018 8:15 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: Rhodo development

We live at the upper 200 block of Beechwood.  We do you not like the development proposed on Fairfield called "Rhodo".  
The proposal does not adhere to four separate requirements of the bylaws.  Does this indicate that the developer has 
been assured prior to purchase that such a design, flouting  byelaws to such an extent, would be approved by council? If 
this development is allowed would this be the precedent for rezoning to accommodate developers for future 
developments? 
One concern also includes the ready access that residents of Rhodo (owners and renters) will have to the park to the 
extent that they may treat it and consider it as their own. 
Mr. & Mrs. K Godwin 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Laurie Farley <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 6:41 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Laurie Farley 
 
3451 Carter Drive Victoria BC V8P 4V1 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Lynn 

Sent: November 18, 2018 3:16 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: Fwd: CALUC Letter re Conflict of Interest

Attachments: FGCA_CALUC_Letter_1712_1720 Fairfield Rd.pdf

Dear Mayor and Council, 

 

Further to my e-mail earlier today, I have attached a May 2018 letter from the Fairfield Gonzales Community 

Association CALUC to Council regarding the conflict of interest of one of the co-owners of Aryze in the 

neighbourhood planning process while also pursuing rezoning of the properties at 1720 & 1712 Fairfield 

Road.  Here are some excerpts from that letter that I would like to highlight as it relates to my own 

observations, and would urge you to adopt the specific recommendations of CALUC: 

 

Specifically Mr. Ryan Goodman, a co owner of Aryze was a committee member of the Gonzales 
Working Group helping with the creation on of the Gonzales Neighbourhood Plan at the same time 
he was seeking rezoning for the properties: 1712/1720 Fairfield Road in the Gonzales 
Neighbourhood. 

  
  The potential rezoning of this property could possibly bring a substantial financial gain for Mr. 
Goodman. This is at least an appearance of conflict of interest, in this case financial conflict. It is most 
important to avoid conflicts of interest, or the appearance of a conflict, to maintain confidence in 
municipal government.   
 

 

  In April 2018, City Planning Staff and The Gonzales Working Group, finally, (why did it take so 
long?) took the necessary steps to remove Mr. Goodman from the working group.        However, this is 
too late, as the appearance of conflict of interest or a conflict of interest was not prevented.   
 

  It is most important to avoid conflict of interest or the appearance of a conflict of interest, to 
maintain or help regain confidence in the City of Victoria planning and rezoning processes.  
 

Therefore:  
Recommendations:  
 

1. The rezoning process for the “Rhodo” property be started again, right from the beginning due to 
Mr. Goodman silng on the Gonzales Working Group during the Fme his company was seeking (and 
continues to seek) a rezoning application for 1712 and 1720 Fairfield Rd.  
 

 2. For Future City of Victoria Working Groups, Committees, etc. There is a need for the City of 
Victoria to have more stringent rules to avoid the conflicts and the appearance of a conflict, in order 
to maintain confidence in the political system. Future City of Victoria committees such as Advisory 
Groups, Panels, Boards etc. should specifically prohibit anyone with an active development permit 
application from participating in City committees that would result in a personal or company 
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financial gain or at bare minimum a recusal when discussion on the area of potential conflict where 
the financial gain could be made.  

 

Sincerely, 
 
Lynn Phillips 

(  
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Lynn 

Sent: November 18, 2018 9:33 AM

To: Councillors

Subject: Rhodo/Aryze/Purdy Group

Dear Mayor and Council, 

 

I am writing to you to express my thoughts and perspectives, as a concerned Gonzales resident, about the 

new Rhodo development proposal (1712 & 1720 Fairfield Road) and the behaviour of Aryze and Purdy Group 

(Luke Mari). 

 

I am distressed to see that this company has started another spam, social media campaign – soliciting the 

online community to simply add their name, e-mail and street address, to auto fill an email letter of support for 

the Rhodo development, with very little information provided about the development, and regardless of where 

the person lives or whether they have a financial stake in the project. How does this approach support 

meaningful dialogue, particularly with those who will be most impacted by the project?   

It is clear that this company has invested a lot of money into developing this project, and is aggressively 

promoting it through multiple avenues, including through a paid Facebook “sign here” campaign.  This 

developer has also accused many community members expressing concerns about the project as being 

“NIMBYs.”  It is clear that a primary driver for the developer is to maximize its profits, rather than carefully 

considering how to meaningfully address and minimize negative impacts to the existing community.   

However, as elected representatives with a decision-making role regarding this development, I urge you to 

properly balance and consider all relevant factors when deciding whether this proposal should proceed or not 

on November 22nd.  

Please consider that the Rhodo development will be intrusive to immediate neighbours, the neighbourhood 

and Hollywood Park. It does not fit in with the aesthetic and character of the neighbourhood. It will leave the 

park and area in shadow and will destroy over 50 trees to do it. It does not provide enough parking which will 

impact neighbours and those using the park as many of them come from out of town and other areas of the 

city for games, to play tennis to visit the hospital, Gonzales Beach, Dallas Road and the cemetery. The 

developer has designed the townhouses in a way that uses the park as its own backyard and public streets as 

its parking lot so that they do not have to meet the mandated zoning requirements.  

The developer appears to be promoting this project as supporting increased housing, but these luxury 

townhomes will not contribute to affordable housing in Victoria.  Based on data from Statistics Canada, 

even with 10% down, 94% of the households of Victoria who don't ALREADY own a home in Victoria will 

not be able to afford to live in these units and will not qualify for a mortgage.  

 

To meet the objective of increasing affordable housing, I respectfully ask that you consider alternative 

proposals. For example:  

Existing Lot 1 - valued according to BC Assessment at $800,000. Almost 7,000 sq ft with 1,400 house. 
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Two families, in a collaborative home buying arrangement, can purchase the property together, have it raised 

and renovated and converted to a duplex with City support. Renovation costs equal approximately $300k. The 

result would be 2 homes on an almost 7000 square-foot lot, with two 1400 ft.² units with private yard space 

each, $550k per unit.  

Existing Lot 2, almost 19,000 ft.² - valued according to BC Assessment at $1,166,000.  

Build a 7-unit attractive townhouse with an appropriate character with a footprint in the range of 6,000 ft.². 32% 

of the lot space. 11,200 - 12,000 ft.² total. Building cost of ~$250 per square foot, which would be 

approximately $2.8 million. The total cost with land would be under $4 Million.  

If the developer sells each unit for $1.1 million each they would make approximately $7.7 million on the deal, 

basically a 100% profit.  

The result would be, seven unaffordable units and 2 affordable units. In contrast, the current proposal would 

provide no affordable units and 17 unaffordable (luxury) units.  

  

One final concern I would like to raise is that the developer’s employees are attending community 

gatherings/discussions, expressing their support for the development and his/her ability to afford specifically a 

unit in this townhouse development, without first disclosing his/her connection to the developer.  This occurred 

at a “meet and greet” at the Fairfield Community Centre and the speaker was subsequently discovered by 

community members to be an employee of Luke Mari.  This has added to the mistrust in the community with 

respect to the integrity or the developer. I think it is only ethical that anyone who has a financial, business, 

employee or personal relationship with the developer, should disclose that relationship if speaking at a 

community gathering about the development, and particularly when communicating with Mayor and 

Council.  To not enforce this would create mistrust with the community, and a belief that decisions being made 

by Council are not fairly made.   

 

Thank you, 

Lynn Phillips 
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Monica Dhawan

From:
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 9:07 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Proposed Development at 1712 & 1720 Fairfield Road

The proposed “ Rhodo” development at the above noted location is scheduled to be considered by the 
Committee of the whole on Thursday November 22nd. 
  
In this regard, I wish to voice my strong objection to the proposal as currently presented . 
  
In my view, the developer is exploiting the adjacent PUBLIC park and trying to utilize “public” park space for 
his residences instead of providing adequate private open space on the subject site. 
The proposed development also results in the removal of a significant number of trees contrary to the intent 
of the Urban Forest Management Plan and results in the loss of an important landscape buffer between 
private property and the open , and heavily used, public park. 
  
The proposed development is out of character with the surrounding area in terms of form and scale and does 
not reflect design characteristics of adjacent buildings nearby. 
  
While the proposal provides 17 units , none of these will end up being “affordable housing” for families and on 
the contrary will likely increase housing costs in the area. 
In concert with the “gentle density” principles that Council is aware of and agreed with, this development site 
would be better utilized by building duplex dwellings with suites. 
Such a development would better suit families as there would be more opportunity for private yard spaces 
both front and back and the units would likely be far more affordable in “duplex” form than what is proposed 
here.  I would suggest that the site would likely be able to accommodate at least 12 units AND be able to 
provide needed outdoor space without relying on ( and negatively impacting on)the adjacent public park.  I 
use that park frequently, as do many residents in and around the area, and this development will significantly 
impact the ambience of this open space . 
  
In conclusion, I would again reiterate my strong objection to the proposed development in its current form . I 
believe the proposal needs to go back to the drawing board to better respect the design principles of gentle 
density, better respect the surrounding area in terms of scale, built  form and design and better respect the 
adjacent PUBLIC park space. 
  
Respectfully submitted, 
Lynne Rippon 
1538 Brooke Street 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: therittenhouse 

Sent: November 19, 2018 9:55 AM

To: Councillors

Subject: Proposed development of 1712 & 1720 Fairfield Rd

I am not in favour of this development: 
 

It does not follow zoning standards, really density, height, setback from Fairfield Rd. It is too big 

too much for this area. 
 

There is not sufficient owner/visitor parking. There is current pressure on parking from employees 

working at the nearby plaza, current residents and accommodating the great events at the park.. 
 

I don't understand the direct access to the Hollywood Park and it's impact.   How was this direct 

access obtained? 

 

The boxy design is not pleasing to the eye. 
 

Let's have development within zoning and appropriate to our little village. 
 

Sincerely 

Laurence Rittenhouse 

225 Wildwood Ave               

 

 

 
Sent from my Samsung Galaxy Tab® S 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: lynne shields

Sent: November 19, 2018 10:57 AM

To: Councillors

Subject: townhouse proposal 1712 and 1720 Fairfield Rd.

To all the councilors: 

In considering this proposal, please refer back to our existing community plan for Gonzales (2002).  This plan, 

initiated and guided by city council and a city planner, with extensive input, feedback, and ultimately approval 

by the residents of Gonzales, has very specific guidelines for any new development in our neighbourhood.  

This proposal does not at all fit into the character of this neighbourhood.  This is a thriving, settled, 

established community of families who cherish our gardens, trees, and parks.  If you read our neighbourhood 

plan you will get a sense of who we are.  You may not know that, since that plan was approved, our density has 

increased by 20%.  And it happened in a relatively organic way that suits the neighbourhood. 

However, this plan has often been ignored by council as developers have been allowed to tear down affordable 

houses to replace them with houses that do not fit the zoning guidelines or the character of the neighbourhood 

and are generally sold for at least two or three times the cost of the house that was removed.  Also, at least one 

duplex that was in very good shape was allowed to be torn down and replaced by a large single family home 

(contrary to the city's desire for densification). 

Densification can be promoted in parts of the city that need revitalization, and in places where trees are not 

needing to be taken down. 

Please continue to work for more 'affordable housing'.  This term 'affordable housing'  is a very relatively new 

term.  There have always been houses that only the rich could afford, and the rest was just housing for the 

general population. 

This term now ASSUMES that the majority of housing being built on 'spec', is NOT affordable for most 

people.  We need to move beyond this mentality.  I hope this council will begin to turn things around.  We need 

real homes for real families. 

Sincerely, 

Lynne Shields  362 Richmond Avenue 

, 



1

Karen Sidhu

Subject: FW: Rhodo development

From:   
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 4:24 PM 
To: Councillors 
Subject: Rhodo development  
  

Dear Councillors, 
I and our group are strongly opposed to the Rhodo development proposed for the area adjacent to Hollywood 
Park. It is very much out of sync with the ambience of the area and does not fully comply with local 
regulations. 
Sincerely. 
Dr. Michael Lewis. 
Chairman: Fairfield Voters Group. 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Mary Davies 
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 1:14 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council; Councillors; Sharmarke Dubow (Councillor); Laurel Collins 

(Councillor); Jeremy Loveday (Councillor); Ben Isitt (Councillor); Marianne Alto 
(Councillor); Charlayne Thornton-Joe (Councillor); Geoff Young (Councillor); Lisa Helps 
(Mayor); Sarah Potts  (Councillor)

Subject: Rhodo Development - Additional information regarding pricing

Hello Mayor and Council, 

I apologize that I didn't include the screenshots below where Aryze states the pricing for these units that I 
mention in the email I sent shortly ago with the subject line "Rhodo Development at 1712-1720 Fairfield Road" 
(A copy of that email it is included with this email). 
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Again, as noted in my email regarding this property, I recognize my math was off a bit on this conversation, the 
numbers should have been $880,000 - $990,000 ... you'll also note that the average townhome cost of $727,000 
is significantly below their price of $880,000 - $990,000. As an additional note, when Aryze hosted a 
community meeting on this project going back over a year ago they at that time referred to these as "affordable" 
townhomes and when pressed for pricing at that point said they would likely start at $800,000 ... it seems they 
are increasing that number now. 
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Thanks again for considering this information in addition to my other concerns outlined below which you may 
have already read by the time you get to this email :) 
 
Sincerely, 
Mary Davies 
 
 
 
 
Email I sent earlier - Subject: "Rhodo Development at 1712-1720 Fairfield Road" 
>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>>> 
 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

As a resident that lives at 1615 Fairfield Rd the proposed development by Aryze at 1712 - 1720 Fairfield Rd 
named "Rhodo" is very concerning to me. Please see below a list of reasons why I cannot support this 
development in any way. 

The price point that Aryze has noted is that they would be aiming for 10%-20% below the going rate for a new 
build single family home in the area -  this means that the going price for a unit in this development would be 
around $880,000 to $990,000 (please note in my earlier email that I sent in regards to Aryze I noticed my math 
was was off a bit, I apologize for the confusion). I do not believe that more million (or close to million) dollar 
homes is what this city or my neighbourhood needs ... especially when it's not a singl family home but rather a 
townhouse that has no yard. I don't know what the price per square foot would be on this development (and I 
suggest you ask the developer that question) but I assume it would set a new high for price per square foot in the 
neighbourhood. Gentrification is a major concern and as this area already boasts such high prices, something 
like this will only push them higher. As someone who has lived in a rental home in the neighbourhood for close 
to 15 years I will say that developments like this will encourage owners to sell older rental houses to developers 
... I don't blame them, their home is an investment, but is that what you want to encourage?  

Next a major concern I have is the fact that Aryze (despite community feedback at a meeting I was at when they 
presented this to the community) is wanting to sell our public Hollywood Park as a recreational space for this 
development. You can see a great example of that on their website as shown below  
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Another concern is parking. I am unsure of their parking plans but I assure you there is no room for on street 
parking as things stand today. Our street being so close to Fairfield Plaza has become the staff parking for that 
plaza, additionally being that the park hosts not only regular baseball and soccer games they also host major 
tournaments throughout the year. As a long time resident on this block I will say that parking is already very 
stressed and there is literally no room on the street to add any more cars. 



9

Next I would like to address how the look of this development in no ways fits the neighbourhood and the 
surrounding homes. It sticks out like a sore thumb and does not add any value to the overall feel of this 
neighbourhood, something that most of the long term residents I've chatted with very much cherish and wish to 
preserve. 

I am very concerned with the number of trees that would be removed if this development were to be approved. 
As a city that is environmentally aware I can't believe that the amount of green space that would be lost here is 
even up for consideration. One of the major perks to yard space is they actually help with drainage and the 
overall health of the environment around it. If this development is built we will be losing a very large chunk of 
what is currently a very green space. 

The set back from the street is another issue I'd like to bring up. It is clear in yet another image from the website 
that this development intends to use public city space as their own green space/yard. They are needing to do this 
as they have not created any yard space in either the front or the rear of these units from what I can see. Please 
see the image below  

 

Further on that subject on their website they state "The project is organized around a central courtyard to which 
all pedestrian routes lead." Please see the image below 
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Last but not least, this development does not adhere to the current Gonzales neighbourhood plan. I am sure I 
don't need to outline all of the ways that it doesn't fit as you have access to that document yourselves.  

I hope that you will be listening more to residents in this neighbourhood as opposed to those from other parts of 
the city or from outside of the city. Aryze has had 5 ads running on facebook asking people to send their form 
email to you to show support of the development, I assure you many of those will not be from people who 
actually live here. 

Please see below the 7 ads that I found on Facebook requesting that people fill out their form email 
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Thanks for taking the time to consider my concerns. I urge you to deny the application put forth to you from 
Aryze for the Rhodo development. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Davies 

 

 



1

Monica Dhawan

From: Mary Davies < >
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 12:04 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council; Councillors
Cc: Lisa Helps (Mayor); Ben Isitt (Councillor); Jeremy Loveday (Councillor); Geoff Young 

(Councillor); Marianne Alto (Councillor); Laurel Collins (Councillor); Sarah Potts  
(Councillor); Sharmarke Dubow (Councillor); Charlayne Thornton-Joe (Councillor)

Subject: Rhodo Development at 1712-1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 

As a resident that lives at 1615 Fairfield Rd the proposed development by Aryze at 1712 - 1720 Fairfield Rd 
named "Rhodo" is very concerning to me. Please see below a list of reasons why I cannot support this 
development in any way. 

The price point that Aryze has noted is that they would be aiming for 10%-20% below the going rate for a new 
build single family home in the area -  this means that the going price for a unit in this development would be 
around $880,000 to $990,000 (please note in my earlier email that I sent in regards to Aryze I noticed my math 
was was off a bit, I apologize for the confusion). I do not believe that more million (or close to million) dollar 
homes is what this city or my neighbourhood needs ... especially when it's not a singl family home but rather a 
townhouse that has no yard. I don't know what the price per square foot would be on this development (and I 
suggest you ask the developer that question) but I assume it would set a new high for price per square foot in the 
neighbourhood. Gentrification is a major concern and as this area already boasts such high prices, something 
like this will only push them higher. As someone who has lived in a rental home in the neighbourhood for close 
to 15 years I will say that developments like this will encourage owners to sell older rental houses to developers 
... I don't blame them, their home is an investment, but is that what you want to encourage?  

Next a major concern I have is the fact that Aryze (despite community feedback at a meeting I was at when they 
presented this to the community) is wanting to sell our public Hollywood Park as a recreational space for this 
development. You can see a great example of that on their website as shown below  
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Another concern is parking. I am unsure of their parking plans but I assure you there is no room for on street 
parking as things stand today. Our street being so close to Fairfield Plaza has become the staff parking for that 
plaza, additionally being that the park hosts not only regular baseball and soccer games they also host major 
tournaments throughout the year. As a long time resident on this block I will say that parking is already very 
stressed and there is literally no room on the street to add any more cars. 
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Next I would like to address how the look of this development in no ways fits the neighbourhood and the 
surrounding homes. It sticks out like a sore thumb and does not add any value to the overall feel of this 
neighbourhood, something that most of the long term residents I've chatted with very much cherish and wish to 
preserve. 

I am very concerned with the number of trees that would be removed if this development were to be approved. 
As a city that is environmentally aware I can't believe that the amount of green space that would be lost here is 
even up for consideration. One of the major perks to yard space is they actually help with drainage and the 
overall health of the environment around it. If this development is built we will be losing a very large chunk of 
what is currently a very green space. 

The set back from the street is another issue I'd like to bring up. It is clear in yet another image from the website 
that this development intends to use public city space as their own green space/yard. They are needing to do this 
as they have not created any yard space in either the front or the rear of these units from what I can see. Please 
see the image below  

 

Further on that subject on their website they state "The project is organized around a central courtyard to which 
all pedestrian routes lead." Please see the image below 
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Last but not least, this development does not adhere to the current Gonzales neighbourhood plan. I am sure I 
don't need to outline all of the ways that it doesn't fit as you have access to that document yourselves.  

I hope that you will be listening more to residents in this neighbourhood as opposed to those from other parts of 
the city or from outside of the city. Aryze has had 5 ads running on facebook asking people to send their form 
email to you to show support of the development, I assure you many of those will not be from people who 
actually live here. 

Please see below the 7 ads that I found on Facebook requesting that people fill out their form email 
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Thanks for taking the time to consider my concerns. I urge you to deny the application put forth to you from 
Aryze for the Rhodo development. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Davies 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Mike Fenger 

Sent: November 19, 2018 4:08 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council; Councillors

Cc: Alec Johnston

Subject: 1712 & 1720 Fairfield Rezoning - Nov 22nd COTW

Attachments: ARYZE Handout November 2018 copy.pdf

Dear Mayor and Council: 

 

We live near the proposed development and have reviewed the ARYZE handout and understand a decision will be made 

on this on Nov 22nd.  Please do not accept this proposal as it is.  

 

It is not appropriate as it does not at all fit with the character what is currently carrying the ambience of this 

neighbourhood.  The proposed development is too massive too high, has insufficient setbacks, we are unclear about 

parking.  It will looks to use too much like a concrete bunker strongly contrasting with nicer looking older well 

maintained homes.  The project simply overwhelms the site as none of features give a nod to the older adjacent 

homes.  The entire length of Fairfield there is nothing that looks like this in existence.   It is not as the proponent states 

giving shape to Fairfield community values it is flying in the face of them.  

 

We support the concerns raised by our neighbor and which we restate below.  We support suggested as suggested 

ammendents, lower density, lower height, greater setbacks and basic changes in design to fit with not clash with the 

current housing in Fairfield.  

 

Townhouses are supportable on this site.  The Gonzales neighbourhood planning process has identified the need for 

more varied forms of housing, the site is on a transit route and is close to shopping and other services. 

 

Wholly unsupportable is the proposed project developed by ARZYE: 

 

Height/Massing 

• proposed height is more than 50% above what is permitted under current zoning 

• neighbouring homes adjacent to and across the street (Montague Court) are generally one to one and a half 

storeys, and will be dwarfed by the height and (as described in the Advisory Design Panel comments) 

"monolithic massing" of the proposed buildings 

 

Setbacks 

• the setbacks are insufficient, particularly when combined with the 3 storey facade that will tower over Fairfield 

Road/sidewalks, and over Hollywood Park 

• proposed setback for the block adjacent to Fairfield Road is 1.68 metres (5.5 feet) rather than the required 7.5 

metre (24.7 feet) setback 

• the minimal setbacks provide no room for plantings to soften the mass and height of the buildings  

 

Density 

• 17 townhouses is too dense for the site (currently 2 single family homes) 

• site coverage requested is 50% higher than current zoning permits 

• proposed density results in insufficient breathing room between the 3 buildings, lack of open site and green 

space, and multiple variances required in order to cram 3 large buildings onto the site 

 

Encroachment on Hollywood Park 
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• the development will tower over the park, and with no proposed separation or transition, usurps public space 

for private use and enjoyment 

 

Design 

• the strong urban architectural design is appropriate for downtown, but is not respectful of our residential 

neighbourhood; as described in the Advisory Design Panel comments, it is an "urban solution in a residential 

area". 

 

I would respectfully urge Council to direct the applicant to: 

• eliminate the second/"double" row of townhouses; a single row or small l-shaped development would be 

appropriate for the site, and the scale of this neighbourhood 

• reduce the height/# of storeys to 2 storeys (consistent with the Official Community Plan, current Gonzales 

Neighbourhood Plan and zoning) 

• increase setbacks (7.5 metres minimum to Fairfield Road) 

• provide a more appropriate and sensitive transition to Hollywood Park, and 

• consider a design that better fits with and respects the Gonzales residential neighbourhood. 

 

Thank you for your time. 

 

Mike Fenger and Valerie Hignett 511 Foul Bay Road. 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Monique Genton 

Sent: November 18, 2018 6:39 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: 1712 and 172 Fairfield Rd at Hollywood Park

Hello Councillors,  

 

I am writing to express my opposition to the plan for development near Hollywood Park.  As a volunteer 

working hard to preserve our green spaces and Garry Oak meadows in Gonzales, I am particularly disheartened 

to see such a development.  Specifically, I’m opposed to: 

 

1.  The loss any mature tree canopy which is essential for the wellbeing of birds, pollinators, and 

humans.  Mature trees provide shelter and shade—cooler temperatures–and protect the soil and the street from 

erosion.  The importance of contiguous green corridors for threatened populations of birds, wildlife, and 

pollinators can not be overstated.   The choice of generic, low-maintenance, evergreen plantings are ill-

considered, and foreign to our Garry oak ecosystem. 

 

2. The  Vancouver/Richmond-style, tall continuous wall of development, so close to the street, creates the 

feeling of a tunnel, with a lot of shade, loss of privacy, loss of interest, uninviting to walkers and cyclists--not in 

keeping with the green community theme of our Gonzales neighbourhood.  

 

3. That style of living is not ideal for young families or older citizens.  I looked at many of them in the 

Vancouver area when I was looking for a home in that region.  Much of the square footage is taken up by 

staircases.  Every neighbourhood in Vancouver that has this style of building has been diminished in loss of 

light, architectural heritage, community feel, and green space.  

 

4. They soon look dated.  Take a drive down Oak Street in Vancouver.  I used to live in the area.  Now it is 

lifeless, with token, evergreen shrubs—all the mature trees and gardens are gone.  It is cold and uninteresting. 

The sidewalk is shaded.  Sound from traffic reverberates off the buildings.  See photos attached.   

 

Kindly reconsider your plans and offer us something in keeping with the spirit of our Gonzales community.  

 

Thank you,  

 

Monique 

 

Monique Genton, MFA, RTMR 

1947 Brighton Avenue 

Victoria, B.C.  V8S 2E1 

 

 

These photos are all from the Oak St area in Vancouver: 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Matt Hansen 

Sent: November 19, 2018 7:58 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: Re: The Proposed "Rhodo" Development (1712 + 1720 Fairfield Rd)

To whom it may concern, 
 
I am a homeowner a couple of blocks away from this proposed development and am writhing to give my opinion on this 
matter. Although I appreciate and admire the men attempting to follow through with this development, it seems to me the 
whole thing is just too much. It's too big, the design is unfitting, and the dense population will most certainly overflow into 
the Hollywood park taking over as a backyard for the proposed 17 townhomes. 
 
I’m all for a similar development on a smaller scale with a more suitable design but unfortunately I’m sorry to say the 
current proposal just doesn’t work in my opinion. 
 
Thanks for your time and consideration to my thoughts.  
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Lucas De Amaral

From:

 AM

To: Councillors

Subject: Re: proposed Fairfield Townhome project

Re:  1712 - 1720 Fairfield Road:: Rhodo townhome development 
 
Dear councillor members, 
Thank you for the opportunity for me to share my views on the proposed 17 unit townhome development on Fairfield 
road. 
 
Firstly,  I am in full support of more diversity in  our neighbourhood and the opportunity for more affordable housing for all 
age groups and income levels.  We certainly need to look at our future housing differently from the typical detached one 
family home.  However, I have a number of concerns about this project.  I think the key word is balance, or lack thereof.   
 
Changes need to reflect the character of the existing neighbourhood.  This proposal fails this on so many accounts. 
 
- Units on Fairfield are much too close to the road.  Our zoning limits require 24.5 feet for good reason.  The proposed 5.5 
feet is extremely  inadequate.   
 
-17 units in this small space is much too many.  Visually it would not be in keeping with the character of the 
neighbourhood and would be a strain and safety consideration on the already overburdened traffic demand of this area ( 
Hollywood Park, the commercial area across from it, Glengarry Hospital up the road and the extremely congested corner 
of Lilian, Wildwood  and Fairfield.) 
 
- Lack of parking spaces.  Why would we agree to less spaces than zoning regulations.  Parking is extremely limited in 
this area due to the needs of Hollywood Park and the workers (and shoppers) from the Thrifty’s plaza.  Almost all side 
roads (with the exception of Wildwood) are zoned for residents.  Where would all the extra parking needs go? 
 
-Hollywood Park is a treasure.  It is constantly in use.  The tree buffer surrounding the park is necessary to maintain the 
park-like setting as well as provide a buffer for the surrounding homes.  In this age of climate change I would expect us to 
be planting more trees, not designing projects that would see the bulk of trees in the park’s  surrounding area and 
neighbourhood cut down.    
 
Please consider the above  points and work towards accepting a project that balances housing needs and neighbourhood 
protection.  I’m sure a project with considerably less units can still be a very viable investment opportunity for the 
developers without having such a detrimental effect on the neighbouring community. 
 
Thank you, 
Maureen Lennie 
Fairfield neighbour (Wildwood Ave.) 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Maria Lesperance 

Sent: November 17, 2018 6:59 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: Rhodo development

Dear Council, 
 
I would like to write in to provide my support for the proposed Rhodo development. As a longtime resident of the 
Hollywood crescent area I support this project and the plan to increase density in our neighbourhood. I would love to see 
more young families able to live in this beautiful part of Victoria and feel that the townhouses proposed are excellent form 
of housing for them. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Dr. Maria Lesperance  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Michael Marshall <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 11:01 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Michael Marshall 
 
3558 Keeling Place, Cobble Hill, BC 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Michael Muirhead 

Sent: November 21, 2018 9:45 AM

To: Councillors

Cc: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Hello, 
 
Imagine, if you will, two single family lots in a leafy green residential neighbourhood.  Now imagine all the green is gone.  
Buildings and concrete cover most of the site, with little to no green or open space.  A 40 foot high wall in one solid block 
fronts these lots , a mere five and a half feet from the sidewalk.  One could almost reach out and touch the wall (or ring 
the doorbells) without ever leaving the sidewalk.  That is the Rhodo development. 
  
I am 24 years old, and a resident of Gonzales.  As a young person that aspires to remain in this neighbourhood, I support 
appropriate and respectful infill.  The Rhodo proposal is neither appropriate nor respectful.  It is too dense for the site and 
the buildings too high, with the facades facing the street and the park the equivalent height of a 4 storey condo building.   
The design is strongly urban, and does not compliment or respect the existing residential neighbourhood.  While Aryze 
refuses to say what these new units would sell for, one can expect it to be upwards of $800 or $900K, which will do 
nothing to increase affordability. 
  
Infill development should reflect a balance between the need for more, and more diverse housing, with respect for the 
existing form and character of the neighbourhood, and the green and open space that makes this neighbourhood and City 
one in which people want to live.  This proposal does not even come close to balancing those interests.  Please say a 
resounding no to this development. 
  
Thank you. 
  
Michael Muirhead 
Foul Bay Road 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Matthew Powell 
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 9:36 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Rodo Development

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing to you to express my disapproval of the many variances being considered with the new Rhodo 
development proposal (1712 & 1720 Fairfield Road).  I do not agree that the mayor and council should decide what 
variances should be approved.  They should listen to the people who are most dearly affected by the variances 
which are those in the residences within 400 meters of the proposed site.  

Variances are exceptions to the land use and they need to be agreed on by those most affected. This is what 
neighbourhoods want. The ability to control what variances are allowed that they feel negatively affect their 
enjoyment of their property and living environment.  It should not be up to the city to force this on the residences that 
elected them.  It is a failure of the reason we voted for you to represent us.  If you are not advocates for supporting 
the population of Victoria, you are not representing us appropriately. Supporting developers by giving granting them 
massive and numerous variances is representing commercial organizations and not the residents of your city. 

Sincerely, 

Matthew Powell 
Victoria, BC 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Michelle Schille 

Sent: November 21, 2018 9:40 AM

To: Councillors

Subject: Rhodo Development 1712/1720 Fairfield Rd.

To whom it may concern, 

  

I am a homeowner a couple of blocks away from this proposed development and am writing to give my opinion on this 

matter. It seems to me that the development is too large and is breaking the setback and height criteria already set for 

the zoning.   The design is unfitting, and the dense population will most certainly overflow into the Hollywood park 

taking over as a backyard for the proposed 17 townhomes. 

  

I am fine with a smaller, more suitable design that meets the zoning criteria, but am definitely against the current 

proposal. 

  

Thanks for your time and consideration. 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Sharpe 

Sent: November 19, 2018 10:07 AM

To: Councillors

Subject: REZONING OPTIONSFOR 12 LIVING UNITS AT 1712 - 1720 FAIRFIELD ROAD

A viable option for the 3 city lots at this location is three duplexes with suites on each lot (2 duplexes each with a 
secondary suite X 3 lots = 12 units).  The Fairfield Plaza Neighbourhood Group Collaborative Community Plan 
encourages this option. 
 
That will increase housing from the current 2 to 12 units using an option that is a very accepted form of traditional housing 
in Gonzales and Fairfield. 
 
Sincerely, 
Michael Sharpe 
1592 Earle Place 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Norman Fiege 

Sent: November 20, 2018 8:03 AM

To: Councillors

Cc: Susanne Rautio

Subject: Rhodo developement

Dear Mayor and councillors 
 
I object to the current iteration of the Rhodo developement on these grounds. 
1. The design is large and ugly. It does not fit the heritage character of the neighborhood. The developer says the design 
reflects the character of an English country village. From the street it looks more like a maximum security prison. 
2. It does not address affordability. Housing for the wealthy. 
3. It requires the removal of 52 trees. 
4. It threatens gentrification of the neighborhood. 
5. It does not conform to 2002 Gonzales Community Plan. I object to the area planners report suggesting that it conforms 
to the OCP as that is not the plan currently in effect for our area. 
6. I object to the developer using a busy city park as the backyard for his design. The site itself has no green space. 
7. It increases the site density by 850%  8. There has been poor engagement of the community by the developer and our 
local caluc. 
    
 This will not be an asset to the community or the city and only benefits the developer and the few wealthy who can afford 
it. 
  I do not object to all developement. But, this needs to be redesigned. 
 
Cheers Norm Fiege 
resident of Gonzales 
 
 
 
 
 
 



1

Lucas De Amaral

From: Patrick Czyz 

Sent: November 20, 2018 6:19 AM

To: Councillors

Subject: 1712 & 1720 Fairfield Road Development Concerns

Hello Councillors... 

 

My name is Patrick Czyz and my wife and I live at 1693 Earle street just a few houses up from Hollywood park 

and the new proposed Rhodo development by Aryze. 

 

While I do not object to thoughtful development and logical "densification" I do object to this development for 

the following reasons: 

• The architecture and design is horrible in my opinion and does not come close to fitting the character of 

the Gonzales neighborhood.   To me it appears similar to campus housing you would see at UBC or 

SFU. 

•  

• I object to how this Ayrze development is completely open to Hollywood park without a fence or some 

prominent landscaping to denote the park from this private property. 

•  

• I object to how close the entrance to many of the town-homes are to the sidewalk and Fairfield road. 

Please Councillors ask yourselves would you want something so stark and out of character developed where 

you live? 

 

Sincerely, 

Patrick Czyz 



I have a few questions, please.  

Will the tennis courts and the public restroom remain in the park?  
The pictures presented for the Rhodo Development have removed 
them from Hollywood Park.  As the tennis courts are in constant use 
from spring to fall, and in the winter when possible, this would be a 
big loss for the neighbourhood.   Also, the residents of Rhodo facing 
the courts will be in very close proximity.  The noise of the constant 
tennis balls would probably drive them to distraction.  Just how far it 
is from the front doors to the tall wire tennis courts fences? 

The public rest rooms have been removed from the pictures also.  
Their necessity for the Park is unquestionable as they do, to some 
extent, stop the children from using the bushes.  In other words, they 
cannot be removed. 

As far as site drainage, do they still plan on the rain water from the 
whole site draining into the back neighbours yards?  The proposed 
building site sits 5 metres above the houses on Earle Street (by the 
Victoria Contour Map).  There are already problems with black mould 
in the rental house directly behind one of the proposed buildings (this 
house is two east from Earle Street exit for Hollywood Park).  The 
house right next to this park exit has also experienced water 
problems in the basement.  The western end of Earle Street is 
basically a drained bog bottom.  The area is a path for the run-off from 
Gonzales Observatory heading to the Empress Hotel.  I’ve been told 
that it was historically used as a bird hunting area by the indigenous 
natives.  Though the swamp was drained, all the runoff still follows 
the old stream bed.  Many back yards as well as the part of Hollywood 
Park facing Earle Street are soggy all winter and late into the spring.  I 
believe the water table is right at the surface at that time.  The 
underground streams shift the earth.  Our back yard sinks into new 
ripples constantly.  It is wonderful for gardening but I’m not sure just 
how deep the peat goes.  We sit on an area that is prime area for 
earthquake amplification.  The city’s geological hazard maps show 
this area is 2C- 01, hazard unit F.  Also, removing more trees from the 
drainage path (stream) would make the area much more unstable.  



We live at 1632 Earle Street, directly north of the Park.  This house is 
built, and lived in by my father-in-law, who has lived here for over 60 
years.  My husband was raised in this house.  We are all well aware of 
the water problems here.   A neighbour three houses east, put a small 
above-ground addition in his back yard a few years ago.  The city 
insisted that he add a sump pump at his expense due to the high 
water table. 

The sewer drain on Earle has just been replaced because it sagged in 
the middle section and required frequent attention from the city for 
backing up.  The road sinks and cracks.  The sidewalk has sunken, 
more in some areas than others.  While fun for the skateboarders, 
wheelchairs have problems.  I believe the underground streams are at 
work all along the road.  Perhaps a major drainage plan should be 
made for the whole area?  

If:
-the development plan went ahead with covering 60% of their lot with 
buildings and cement and

-relied on natural water catchment and not sewer water removal and

-then there were 50 trees removed from the area, ending a large 
volume in water retention and

-then the down-slope properties may become destabilized by 
increased water flow

-would the projects planners be liable for damages to the existing 
houses, or would the city? 

I fear that we would be facing a flooding event in the central/western 
Earle Street/Chandler Street neighbourhood, at least a dozen houses 
will be effected.  And so, we think we must insist on a geotechnical 
and structural consultant to be paid to evaluate and monitor potential 
damage to all structures on surrounding properties. 

Otherwise, I feel the development should be held to existing bylaws.  



The list of exemptions requested goes beyond the acceptable range 
to be a good fit to this community.
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Lucas De Amaral

From: therittenhouse 

Sent: November 20, 2018 9:42 AM

To: Councillors

Subject: Proposed development for 1712 & 1720 Fairfield Road

This is a village and a community.   Please consider designs that have some integrity and respect for the area 

and its architecture.  The structures are to high, to close to the sidewalk and create a Stalin era look.  You need 

to do much better than this.  

 

Pauline Rittenhouse 

 

 
Sent from my Samsung Galaxy Tab® S 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Pamela Ubeda 

Sent: November 19, 2018 9:53 AM

To: Councillors

Subject: Rhodo Development

Good Morning, 

 

I am writing to express non-support for the proposed project, as currently designed, on Fairfield road. 

 

As a neighbour and fellow Architect, I have been following this project closely. Since the project was proposed 

(and before that, as I was privy to the plans Aryze, the original Architect, and investors had prior to it being 

made public) I have reviewed all minutes as well as the literature put out by the developer and investor. I have 

also listened to the community feedback.  

 

In the past, I have not provided feedback to the City for projects as I am fully aware that there is a very well 

tested and specific set of procedures in place that has worked quite well for rezoning and DP. However, on this 

occasion, and given the recent discussions around the Gonzales neighbourhood plan, I feel it is my duty to 

provide input from both a professional perspective, who is used to working with developers, as well as a 

neighbour perspective, who has lived in Gonzales for 13 years and Victoria my whole life, minus 5 years of 

Grad school in Vancouver. 

 

I know Advisory Design Panel reviewed it (for a second time) as of March 2018 and I believe, based on 

experience in the industry, that their decision to approve it to move to committee of the whole “with 

considerations” was due to them not wanting to block contemporary architecture moving forward in Victoria, 

however, they were clearly concerned with very important architectural appropriateness and relationship to the 

neighbourhood plan and OCP with comments such as: 

 

- the appropriateness of the urban typology of NY, UK, etc fitting in a residential area  

- lack of fit within the neighbourhood and OCP in regards to density, height, form and character, 

appropriateness of materials and for our climate 

- lack of consideration of the pedestrian experience on Fairfield, of which there is extensive foot traffic being at 

a bus stop and by park, hospital and school  

- the monolithic massing of an unprecedented 3 stories on Fairfield. 

 

As much as I want to see, and be involved in “good”, “contemporary” Architecture in Victoria, coming from 

the contemporary school of Architecture in Vancouver myself, I would disagree with some of the panels 

comments regarding the “precedent setting” and “architectural merit" of the architecture, comments by those 

which obviously didn’t grow up in Victoria. 

 

To elaborate on the “precedent” typology of the Architecture, we have seen, and I have grown up with, this 

typology since they 70’s. This is not a new invention. Nor has it historically been a successful (or safe) one. 

One only has to go to Gordon Head (Pinewood Estates on Larchwood) or Blanshard and Hillside to see how 

these typologies have played out in Victoria. (photos attached). Adding a third story to this typology, without 

overhangs, on a small site would create for dank, dark and unwelcoming courtyard experience 9 months of the 

year, not an “urban pass through on the way to the park/grocery store vibrant community" as shown by 

inaccurate renderings. 
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I understand the urge to densify this lot and to use a typology such as this. It’s an awkward site that isn’t quote 

big enough for this typology but not big enough to cram four expensive single family houses on that would sell 

well for top dollar. They can get more money going for the typology they have suggested rather than do what 

Zebra did on Dallas road, creating four appropriately sized, single family houses at market value. They need 

numbers to make the profit they want to make on this one and four isn’t enough. 

 

I won’t even enter into the very well known literature the developer previously put out regarding an opportunity 

for “affordable housing in Gonzales”. Everyone has seen through that one to the point that they have now 

removed it from their rhetoric. From a neighbour perspective, this has not faired well for the developers 

reputation and their “Talk to Aryze” program has not been well received.  

 

My final concern, and I believe the main reason this project hasn’t been successful enough for anyone to finally 

pass it, is that this is a Vancouver based investor and Architect. They don’t understand the local nuances to 

create a project that can succeed. The neighbours see it, my fellow Architect peers see it, and now that the 

Neighbourhood draft for Gonzales is off the table, I hope that Council also sees it. 

 

Thank you for your time. 

 

 

Sincerely, 
 
Pamela Úbeda | Architect.AIBC 
Coast + Beam Architecture 
 
 
 

 

 
 
 
Website | Facebook | Instagram | LinkedIn 
 

 
Important: This communication is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may be privileged and confidential. If you are not an 
intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately and permanently delete this e-mail and any attachments.  
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Ron 

Sent: November 18, 2018 9:19 AM

To: Councillors

Subject: Rhodo Development application/1712 and 1720 Fairfield Rd.

As a resident of the Gonzales neighbourhood please accept this email as our unconditional and full support for 

this proposal. I can't think of a better option given the need and requests for additional housing especially in the 

Gonzales/Fairfield Neighbourhood. 

 

This development is perfect given the location and type to allow young families to come here and add great 

value to to our local community. The proposed development is next to a park that is under-utilized and what a 

safe option for children associated with the families that would purchase and live in these units. It is along a 

transit corridor and the neighbourhood is completely walkable and great for cycling fo work or play. There is a 

school within a minutes walk and precedence set already relative to multi unit housing across the street and in 

the immediate area albeit older and not conducive to families.  With this location and type there would be less 

of a reliance on young families to own one of more vehicles given other options for transportation and this 

works perfectly with the neighbourhood and world we all would like to live in. 

 

I feel that any rejection to this proposal would be irresponsible and contrary to the need and requests for 

housing. The Rhodo development also provides options for older residents who wish to downsize, pass their 

existing homes along to their children to raise their families and be able to have an option to stay in their 

community where they have raised their families and continue to add value to the community in other ways. 

 

I urge you to approve this project and stop the community from being filled with unaffordable options and an 

"elite" demographic with little if any investment in the future that communities need relative to young families 

and all that they offer. 

 

Sincerely 

 

Ron and Pam Vermeulen 

438 Queen Anne Heights 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Robert Berry 

Sent: November 20, 2018 12:19 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: Fwd: Rhodo Development 1712/1720 Fairfield.

Attachments: Rhodo Flyer Draft v.4.pdf; ARYZE Handout November 2018 copy.pdf

Hi,  

 

I am a Gonzalez resident and support this project. When I hear "neighborhood character" I think families, 
and homes. This meets the needs of current and future residents of Victoria. It allows young families to live 

closer to the city center.  

 

Rob  

 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 

From: Gonzales Neighbourhood Association 

Date: Tue., Nov. 20, 2018, 11:58 a.m. 

Subject: Fwd: Rhodo Development 1712/1720 Fairfield. 

 

We appologize if you did not receive this notice when originally sent out. 

 

Thank you, 

 

Dear Neighbours, 
  
Please see the attached flyer regarding the Rhodo development which is going to be discussed by 
Council on November 22nd (not a public meeting). We have a few serious concerns about this 
development which will be 17 Townhouses adjacent to Hollywood Park.  
  
We strongly urge you to contact your elected representatives by email at councillors@victoria.ca as 
soon as possible to express your thoughts on this proposal. The developer has already begun an 
aggressive campaign to influence council. 
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  There will be virtually no front yard for the units on Fairfield Road — the front setback will be 
5.5' (1.68 m) whereas the current minimum is 24.5’ (7.5 m).  

  
  The 3-storey building facing Fairfield will be 38’ (12 m) high, the current maximum is 25' (7.6 
m). The development is 3 stories on Fairfield Road, even though it is classified as a 2 ½ story 
because of the area of the 3rd floor and the slope of the land. 

  
  This development will create a 3-storey, 38' wall, 5 ½ feet from the front property line. The 
applicable bylaw states that "No part of any building shall be closer than 19.6 ft (6 m) from the 
street frontage" and "the average distance of the walls of a building facing the  street frontage 
shall be not less than 24.6 ft. (7.5 m)."  

  
  Currently, a rear yard should 30' (9.1 m) or at least 30% of the site depth (so for the Rhodo 
60' on the  west side), the Rhodo is asking for a rear setback of 20' (6.1 m). There is no 
delineation between the minimal patio space and the townhouses facing Hollywoood Park. 
Aryze's own materials (distributed on November 8th) highlight this feature as follows:  Along 
the Hollywood Park side of the site, homes give on to outdoor patios with steps down 
to the park." 

  
  The building footprint will take up 60% of the total site whereas the current maximum 
allowed 30%.  

  
  The number of parking stalls will be to 22 spaces (Aryze's application wrongly indicates that 
22 spaces is the minimum required; City staff have confirmed that 26 are in fact required). 

  
  Over 50 Trees will be cut down by the park to accommodate the development. 

 

Thank you, 
 

GNA 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Randy Kaneen 

Sent: November 17, 2018 1:36 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: Proposed Rhodo Development next tho Hollywood Park

 

 

Dear Mayor and Councillors 

 

I write this note to highlight some concerns I have with this development. I live at 242 Wildwood and am not a 

Nimby (not in my backyard) type. Having said that, I do feel that the preservation of neighbourhoods is 

important but in balance with the obvious infill (densification) that will happen over years.  I believe this one 

exceeds that balance.  It will have immediate and, what I judge to be, serious negative impacts on those 

adjoining this proposed development. (The height and densification proposal goes considerably beyond what 

has been allowed in the past.) One can see numerous examples of larger units on Fairfield and I feel these 

styles, while changing the nature of the neighbourhood are generally quite acceptable. 

 

The impact on Wildwood Avenue will mostly be around parking. Every single street within a very large radius 

around the park and the shopping plaza have 'residential only' parking signs. Wildwood is the only one I know 

of that does not. Much of the spill-over, either from owners or visitors will, by necessity park on Wildwood. So, 

I believe the requested variance from 26 to 22 parking spots should be rejected.  

 

While on that topic I can say that years ago we, on Wildwood, did not consider a petition that requested 

'residential only' signs be posted....(currently all that is required is x percentage of people requesting it and it is 

automatically conferred without consideration to the surrounding usages)... the general thought was about the 

parents who bring their kids and the sports equipment to the games. They come from a wide geography and 

require parking. On tournament times and even some general game days, Wildwood is completely jammed The 

park is exceptional and highly utilized.  So, are we going to be faced with having to request a 'residential only' 

designation? If this development is approved, it looks as if there will be no other choice. 

 

In summary, I ask that you do not approve the current proposal. It is not the 'balanced' densification one should 

expect and will negatively impact in a variety of ways, including those outlined above. 

 

Yours respectfully 

 

 

 

R.Kaneen 

Author: In Search of 

Sticks 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Rachel Mason 

Sent: November 19, 2018 10:43 AM

To: Councillors

Subject: Gonzales Development

Hi there.  I am a resident of Fairfield/Gonzales and I live very near Hollywood Park.  I received a flyer from the 

Gonzales Neighbourhood Association asking residents to email you to state opposition to the Rhodo 

development near Hollywood Park.   

 

I cannot speak to whether this specific development is a good idea, but I wanted to let you know that I do not 

support the Neighbourhood Association's apparent opposition to any kind of change in our neighbourhood.  I 

also have seen evidence that their materials are misleading and focused on problems rather than solutions.  I 

love my neighbourhood as it is, and I also feel that some change is needed to increase affordability and 

diversity.  I would like my children to have an opportunity to live in this neighbourhood when they are students 

and young adults.  I would like to see more diversity amongst the families who live here, and I would like my 

friends who are renters to be able to stay here.  I would like to see more opportunities for families to bring in 

rental income that both allows them to live here and creates space for renters.   

 

I appreciate the efforts that council is taking generally in Victoria to increase affordable housing, and I think 

such efforts are needed in my neighbourhood.  If that involves a few minor changes to zoning in strategic areas 

(such as along Fairfield Road) in the interest of increasing affordability and diversity, I am OK with that 

change.  I also see no problem with sharing Hollywood Park with more people--there is plenty of space to 

enjoy.  I have friends whose homes back right onto the park and they do use the park as a backyard, and it is 

lovely to see their children running free at the park knowing the safety of home is close by. I don't see how 

development that is adjacent to the park would negatively impact the park in any way.   

 

Due to the propaganda sent out by the Gonzales neighbrohood association, I am concerned that council may 

feel that all residents in our neighbourhood are opposed to any kind of development that could shift the status 

quo.  So I would like to let you know that is not the case.  While it is important to me to maintain the character 

of our neighbourhood, including many open green spaces, single family homes, trees and foliage, and minimal 

commercial space or apartment buildings, I also feel the commitment to this type of environment needs to be 

balanced with reasonable efforts to increase affordability and diversity.   

 

As I mentioned, I am not an expert on development and therefore I can't speak to the merits and challenges of 

the proposed Rhodo opposition, therefore I am not taking a stance for or against this specific 

development.  However, I would like to generally encourage council to move forward with any efforts to 

increase affordability and diversity, and I would like you to know that myself and many other residents of my 

neighbourhood support this philosophy.   

 

Many thanks,  

 

Rachel Mason 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Ruth McIver 

Sent: November 19, 2018 9:13 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: 1712 and 1720 Fairfield

Like so many of my neighbors I am very concerned about the proposed development on Fairfield Avenue. 

 

There is no way 17 homes should replace two. We Can't Stop development however we can put realistic 

guidelines in place for now and the future. 

 

The townhouse are 2 high and situated to close together.  

 

Parking and road congestion will become major issues. 

 

The park is a beautiful green space.   Looking at towering townhouses will take away the beauty of this special 

place. 

 

Please reject the current plan.  The developer needs to come up with a more suitable design that enhances the 

neighborhood rather than detracts.  

 

Ruth McIver  

Resident of Gonzales  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Ray McKall <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 10:19 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Ray McKall 
 
161 Bushby Street 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Lucas De Amaral

From: ronald willson 

Sent: November 19, 2018 6:03 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: Proposed Rhodo Development Next to Hollywood Park

I would like to register my strong objection to the proposed development.  If approved in anything like its present form it 
would represent a travesty of city planning.  If there is to be densification in the neighbourhood it should be accompanied 
by expansion of this much used park to accommodate an increased population. The sad irony is that this massive project 
would occupy some of the very land needed for that purpose.  Instead the development seeks to appropriate the park as 
its own backyard.  Ideally the city should do a land exchange or exercise its right of eminent domain.  A scaled-down 
project elsewhere in the neighbourhood would be far more preferable for both present and future residents. 
 
Ron Willson 
1564 Earle Place 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Stan Benjamin 

Sent: November 21, 2018 9:07 AM

To: Councillors

Subject: PROPOSED RHODO DEVELOPMENT PROJECT ON FAIRFIELD ROAD

Comments on the proposed Rhodo Development Project 

 

Many representatives of the community are seriously concerned with this proposal, and we share these concerns.  For the 

following reasons, we urge the Council not to approve the Rhodo Development Project as presently proposed:   
 

1. In general, we do not think this is a good project for the community, not so much because of the density 

proposed, but rather because of its planning and design.  It does not fit well into the either character of the 

community, or the design guidelines that have been proposed for it.  More specifically: 
 

2. Design Quality: The character of the design and its construction materials are not in harmony with the more 

historic nature of  housing in the community: that of rich front facades of wood or stucco, often with 

gracious  front porches and stairs; cantilevered bay windows of small panes; highly pitched roof with prominent 

detailing.  This surprises me as I have seen the developers other projects that are much richer in such details.  In 

the meeting we attended, the developer said that he wanted to have a contemporary design for the building, but 

there are many examples of town houses of the sort being proposed that are contemporary and yet much more in 

keeping with the character of the community.  Instead, this proposal presents a stark, 50’s/60’s institutional look. 
 

3. Over Height: It is understood that the proposed buildings are above the 25ft allowable.  If they are to be allowed 

to exceed this limit, this should only be allowed if the excess is for steeply pitched roofs, not the shallow 

unsightly roofs now being proposed in order to gain upper story square footage. 
 

4. Exceeding Allowed Setback: The proposed front yards of 5ft along Fairfield crowd the street and are well under 

the current setback requirement of 24.5ft.  They neither make for lively, usable front yards or particularly nice 

entrances for future owners/tenants.  They do not allow scope for the future owners/tenants to add individual 

touches and richness (identity) to their otherwise identical units. 
 

5. Park Impingement, Privacy, Security: As for the proposed units facing the public space of the park, there 

should be a clear distinction between the private development and the park.  For the future owners/tenants, there 

should be a visual and perhaps physical barrier to provide them sufficient privacy and security.  For the frequent 

public users of the park, they should be protected from the development intruding into their public spaces, as well 

as usurping its uses.  
 

Again, for all of the above reasons, we would like to recommend a serious rethink and redesign of the proposed project. 
 

Sincerely,  
 

Stan and Patty Benjamin 

363 Robertson Street 

Victoria  

 

 

 

Stan Benjamin 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Susan Kainer 
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 10:23 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Rezoning Application: Rhodo Development 1712/1720 Fairfield Rd  COTW: Thursday 

November 23rd 2018

 

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
Re: Park Exploitation. Proposed Rhodo Development 1712/1720 Fairfield Rd.  COTW Thursday Nov 22, 
2018 
 
This application needs to be rejected because the developer plans are exploiting the adjacent park to increase the 
mass of the buildings and significantly decrease setbacks.  Incredibly, the developer is justifying the increased 
mass because of the park. This application will significantly diminish park users enjoyment of the park.  (Right 
now there is a line of trees  which are to be replaced by a line of really awful, ugly buildings very close to the 
park's edge, therefore encroaching with urban landscape.)  
 
Victoria Parks should not be exploited like this. The City of Victoria has at least 3 planning policy 
documents (1. Official Community Plan, 2. Parks and Open Spaces Master Plan, 3. Urban Forest Master 
Plan) which state the importance of parks, the need for additional parks and the need for parks to 
provide respite from the urban landscape. 
 
2.2.3 Develop areas in the parks and open spaces system that encourage mental restoration and relaxation. 
Parks offer an important respite from the urban landscape and provide opportunities for people to connect 
with nature and relax. 
P77 Chapter 5, Vision, City of Victoria Parks + Open Spaces Master Plan 
 
This application for rezoning-1712/1720 is not honouring the park policies of the OCP, Parks and Open Spaces 
Master Plan or the Urban Forest Master Plan.  It deserves to be rejected on this alone. 
 
Sincerely, 
Susan Kainer 
1565 Brooke St 
Victoria, BC 
 
This e-mail and its attachments may be confidential and are intended solely for the use of the individual to 
whom it is addressed.  
 
As I am a member of the FGCA CALUC, any views or opinions expressed are solely mine and do not represent 
those of the FGCA CALUC. 
 
If you are not the intended recipient of this e-mail and its attachments, you must take no action based upon 
them, nor must you copy or show them to anyone. Please contact the sender if you believe you have received 
this e-mail in error. 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Sandra Meadow

Sent: November 19, 2018 12:58 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: proposed Aryze Rhodo development in Gonzales

Dear Council Members, 

 

I am a resident of Gonzales, and I would like to voice my support for Aryze’s proposed Rhodo development near 

Hollywood Park. I strongly support increased density in Victoria, including in the Gonzales neighbourhood, as an 

important factor in sustainability. The artist renditions look beautiful and this will add greatly to the neighbourhood. In 

fact, I wish the project were 4-5 stories high, and included commercial space. 

 

I hope the approval process will be successful. Thank you for considering my input. 

 

Best wishes, 

Sandra Meadow 

1940 Runnymede Avenue 



1

Lucas De Amaral

From: shawn robins 

Sent: November 19, 2018 11:47 AM

To: Councillors

Subject: Proposed Rhodo Development in Fairfield 

As a long time Fairfield resident and homeowner I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed Rhodo 
townhouse development on Fairfield Road. As currently proposed the development will not be consistent with the 
community aesthetic and will require relaxation of too many existing development restrictions in order to be feasible. Back 
to the drawing board for this one and O do not buy for a second that this will create affordable housing for families. Please 
reject this application.  
 
Shawn Robins 

 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Steve Stevenson <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 11:04 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Steve Stevenson 
 
161 BELLAMY LINK 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  



1

Monica Dhawan

From: Sharon Waldner <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 3:53 PM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Sharon Waldner 
 
1579 Montgomery Ave , Rockland, Victoria, BC 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Taylor Bridges 

Sent: November 17, 2018 12:36 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: Rhodo project - 1712 & 1720 Fairfield road

Hello, 

 

I wanted to reach out to you about the proposal being put forth to you on November 22nd for your 

consideration.  

 

I live one street over from this project and frequently use Hollywood park and that area of Fairfield Road. I am 

adamantly opposed to this particular development. I believe in housing diversity that fits the character and 

charm of the neighbourhood. I also support housing diversity that gives more than it takes. This project is going 

to take alot away from the community including Hollywood park.  

 

Hollywood park is so important to my family as we use it at least 3-4 times a week for my young kids. I do not 

want to see it overtaken by this development. The park will become these units back yard as there is not enough 

green space within the development. 

 

My issues include: 

 

The number of trees to be cut down 

Rezoning bylaws not being followed in regards to the height of the storey (2.5 storey instead of the bylaw of 2), 

front yard setback ( 5.5 ft vs required 24.5ft) and 22 parking spots instead of the required 26. 

 

These have a huge impact on the neighbourhood and I hope that you will consider this before you vote. I think 

having a development there would be great but one that follows the required bylaws. They should not be getting 

any variances that have such a major impact on the road, park and other neighbors. 

 

 

Taylor Bridges 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Tyler Cust <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 8:56 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Tyler Cust 
 
2804 Cook St 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Vittorio Cheli 
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 11:40 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: 1712/1720 Fairfield Road: Rhodo

Dear Mayor & Council, 
 
Please accept this letter as a statement of support for Aryze Development’s proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield 
Road.  Innovative, vibrant and architecturally interesting projects that fit into the neighbourhood while expanding 
density – projects like Rhodo – are just what Fairfield needs.  I am a long‐time (10+ years) resident of Fairfield and our 
neighbourhood’s major arteries (i.e., Fairfield Road, Cook Street, Dallas Road, etc.) are exactly where we should be 
putting multi‐family developments like Rhodo.  We need developments like Rhodo to help support area businesses: 
indeed, a lack of density may help to explain the high turnover of business in Cook Street Village, for example. 
 
If I can also pre‐empt those councillors who are insisting that every development, large or small, have an affordability 
aspect to it: I don’t think that it is appropriate in cases of highly sought after neighbourhoods with high land values like 
Fairfield that every development have affordable units.  It is easy to believe that developers will pick up the tab for the 
City’s lack of forward thinking and myopic urban planning over the decades; however, the reality is that affordability and 
amenity payments will be absorbed in the cost of building and reflected in the price of other units, ensuring that only 
the very wealthy will be able to afford any unit.  More likely is that developers will pull up stakes and focus on other 
municipalities with more reasonable requirements.  This will only harm the diversity and affordability that I know is 
important to this council and my fellow neighbours. 
 
We need housing all along the housing spectrum and any addition to the housing supply will necessarily free up other, 
more affordable units as citizens become more upwardly mobile.  Please consider your civic duty and approve Rhodo as 
proposed. 
 
Thank you. 
 
 
Vittorio F. Cheli 
1‐1124 May Street 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Victor V. Ramraj 

Sent: November 19, 2018 9:47 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: feedback on development proposal REZ00618

Dear Victoria Councillors, 

 

I am a resident of the City of Victoria and I live the the Gonzales neighborhood, approximately 1.2 km from the 

Rhodo project on Fairfield Road according to Google maps. I have been corresponding with some members of 

the Gonzales Neighbourhood Association, who have expressed some concerns about this project.  

 

I am writing to inform you that their views do not reflect my own; I am strongly in favour of the project.  

 

I have reviewed the latest revised plans on the City of Victoria's development tracker. This is clearly a well-

conceived project. It makes good use of land space and the plans for foliage around the property and rooftop 

planters is impressive.  

 

My main concern about this project is a larger concern that I have about new projects in Victoria, which is that 

they are not sufficiently dense. In the interests of sustainability and sustainable cities, I would strongly urge city 

council to allow for taller buildings with more common and commercial space. These in-fill develops, 

especially on main road such as Fairfield Road, present an opportunity to prevent urban sprawl. I would much 

prefer 4, 5, or 6 story buildings, designed thoughtfully with attention paid to rooftop parks and gardens, and 

green architecture, than lower builds that do not create enough housing a push Victoria's growing population 

into the suburbs, which commuting time is greater and a growing population uses more cars.  

 

Please, new city councillors, increase the density of our neighbourhoods and reduce commute times and the 

need for cars. I would like to ensure that our neighbours are walkable and that basic services (banks, grocery 

stores, cafes, post offices, pharmacies) are all in walking distance. This is a model I've seen in the most livable 

and sustainable European cities, and it can be done in a way that makes communities even more livable. I feel 

that in this recent election, the voice of those of us who support thoughtfully planned densification has not been 

heard. 

 

I realize it will take time for these larger policy shifts to take hold. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 

Change is calling for urgent action to keep to the 1.5 degree limit on warming. We will never be able to achieve 

this target if we don't radically change the way we think about new developments and take densification 

seriously. As far as this particular project is concerned, if anything, I would have preferred a taller development 

with more units.  But it's too late for that now. So leaving aside this larger policy concern, this is a well-

conceived project; it has my full support. It is at least a step in the right direction. 

 

Sincerely, 

Victor V. Ramraj 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Warren Magnusson 

Sent: November 18, 2018 8:43 AM

To: Councillors

Subject: Rhodo Development and Gonzales Neighbours

Councillors: 

 

I am writing in response to the Rhodo development proposal and the campaign against it being waged by the 

so-called “Gonzales Neighbourhood Association”. 

  

I do not have strong opinions about the development proposal, but I do resent the efforts of this 

“Association” to present itself as the voice of the neighbourhood. It represents one strand of opinion within 

the neighbourhood, a strand associated with the group that suffered a massive defeat in the recent municipal 

elections. Their views should be treated with caution. 

  

I live at the corner of Robertson Street and Lillian Road, just a few houses from the old Montague Court 

development. My family and I have been here since 1982. I used to take my daughter to the Hollywood Park 

playground, and now I take my grandson there when he comes to visit. I know the neighbourhood well. The 

GNA activists mostly seem to be recent arrivals in the neighbourhood who bought into it when it was in the 

process of transformation from a predominantly working class area – as it was when my wife and I moved in: 

almost everyone around us was on a low income and had been in the neighbourhood for decades – into a 

slightly cheaper version of South Oak Bay, home to professionals and businesspeople who can afford million-

dollar homes. If Council is concerned about preserving – or, more accurately, restoring – the original character 

of the neighbourhood, it should be thinking about ways and means of encouraging affordable housing here. I 

don’t know exactly what that might involve, but resisting townhouse/apartment developments simply 

because they are townhouse/apartment developments is not part of it. 

  

The questions I would be asking the developer are these: How will this development improve the supply of 

affordable housing in the Gonzales neighbourhood? What is the public benefit in offering you, the developer, 

profitable zoning concessions? What is the monetary value to you of the concessions you are asking for? How 

do you mean to share those profits with the wider community? 

 
Warren Magnusson 

Professor Emeritus 

Department of Political Science 
University of Victoria 

 
304 Robertson Street 

Victoria BC Canada V8S 3X7 

250-595-8735 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: William Rimmer 

Sent: November 19, 2018 11:28 AM

To: Councillors

Subject: Rhodo Development 1712/1720 Fairfield

1. Out of scale for this site. I don’t like it  .   

• virtually no front yard for the units on Fairfield Road — the front setback  5.5' (1.68 m) whereas 

the current minimum is 24.5’ (7.5 m). §   

• this development will create a 3-storey, 38' wall, 5 ½ feet from the front property line. The 
applicable bylaw states that "No part of any building shall be closer than 19.6 ft (6 m) from the 
street frontage" and "the average distance of the walls of a building facing the  street frontage 
shall be not less than 24.6 ft. (7.5 m)."  

•  There is no delineation between the minimal patio space and the townhouses facing Hollywood 

Park.  It therefore in effect uses open park space to enhance the market value of those units to the 

detriment of a PUBLIC park  Per  Aryze - Along the Hollywood Park side of the site, homes 
give on to outdoor patios with steps down to the park. 

• The building footprint will take up 60% of the total site whereas the current maximum 
allowed 30%. 

• The number of parking stalls will be to 22 spaces (Aryze's application wrongly indicates that 
22 spaces is the minimum required; City staff have confirmed that 26 are in fact required) 
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Lucas De Amaral

From: Will Smith 

Sent: November 19, 2018 2:06 PM

To: Councillors

Subject: Proposed Rhodo Development

I have been a homeowner of 372 St. Charles Street for over 40 years and having just read the information on the 

proposed Rhodo Development next to Hollywood Park.  I AM TOTALLY AGAINST this proposal.  I have seen the old 

proposal on the sign next to the tennis courts and affected proprieties on my daily walks.  This revised proposal is 

shocking. I coached T-ball, minor baseball and little league at Holloywood Park when raising my family for over 10 

years.  I currently take my grandchildren to this busy play area when they are visiting in town.  The park has a very 

peaceful, quiet atmosphere to it, even more when ball season is over.  A 17 home townhouse project is out of character 

for this very unique area.  The removal of 51 trees is unacceptable.  There is no extra parking in the area with Thrify 

Store employees utilizing the area south of the park on Fairfield Rd.  There is not enough parking when the Little League 

season is on especially on Saturdays and Sundays. 

I am very disappointed that a developer can even THINK of presenting a revised proposal like this.   

Bill Smith 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Telus 
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 10:30 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Rhode development by Aryze

As a home owner on Richmond ave.  I oppose this development.  



From: Chez DJ [mailto:   
Sent: November 21, 2018 10:30 AM 
To: Councillors <Councillors@victoria.ca> 
Cc: Alec Johnston <ajohnston@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Proposed Rhodo Development at 1712 & 1720 Fairfield Road 
 
Dear Mayor and Council, 
  
We are Gonzales residents, living next to Hollywood Park, and would like to bring to your attention how the 

proposed Rhodo development at 1712 & 1720 Fairfield Road does not, in our view, align with the following 

relevant plans and guidelines: 
1. Official Community Plan 
2. Gonzales Neighbourhood Plan 
3. Design Guidelines 

 

1)    Official Community Plan 
The Official Community Plan describes the significance of neighbourhood parks in this way:  

“Parks, open spaces and both indoor and outdoor recreational facilities are critical components of a complete 

community…They help to improve the livability of densely developed areas, enable active lifestyles and personal 

health, provide spaces for respite and contemplation, highlight historic and cultural landscapes, and provide indoor 

and outdoor gathering places. Many parks and open spaces also play an important role in providing animal and 

plant habitat and maintaining ecosystem services.” 

Goal 9(A) states “Victoria is an active community where everyone enjoys convenient access to community parks, 

open spaces, facilities, amenities and programs close to where they live.”  Being located adjacent to a 

neighbourhood park is an important factor when considering new buildings, and are to consider these OCP 

objectives: 
 8 (a)  That urban design at every scale from sites to local areas is responsive to Victoria’s geographic 

context and existing pattern of development, achieves excellence, and creates memorable places. 
 8 (b) That the views from the public realm of existing landmarks are maintained, and that new landmarks 

are introduced to enhance the visual identity and appearance of Victoria and to improve wayfinding 

around the city. 
 8 (c) That new buildings and features contribute to the sense of place in development permit areas and 

heritage conservation areas through sensitive and innovative responses to existing form and character. 
 8 (d) That social vibrancy is fostered and strengthened through human scale design of buildings, 

streetscapes and public spaces. 
 8 (f) That the built environment is beautified and softened through natural features in the public realm. 

Given that the Rhodo development is located next to a neighbourhood park, the above objectives are not being met 

with the current design.  The current "green" view on the east side of the park is not maintained, the design is not 

responsive to the existing form and character of other buildings in the vicinity, and the lack of a sufficient buffer to 

the park will significantly detract from the experience of other users of this park. 

2)    Gonzales Neighbourhood Plan 

The current Gonzales Neighbourhood Community Plan (2002) requires consideration of “the fit of new houses with 

the size and character of existing houses in the neighbourhood” (3.3.2), and that builders are “to preserve and 

maintain, to the extent possible, neighbourhood features, such as trees, fences, gardens, and rock outcrops” 

(3.3.11), and encourages builders to “consider the existing character of the site, as well as that of neighbouring 

properties, in the design of new houses” (3.3.12).  

Aryze describes the Rhodo project as follows:  "Following the urban design concept precedent of a small country 

town, the project is conceived as a small beach village."  Examples of this housing type are cited from New York 

City (US) and Bath (UK).  There does not appear to have been any consideration of the fit of this development with 

mailto:Councillors@victoria.ca
mailto:ajohnston@victoria.ca
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https:%2F%2Fwww.victoria.ca%2Fassets%2FDepartments%2FPlanning~Development%2FCommunity~Planning%2FOCP%2FReplaced%2FOCP_whole_book_Oct4-2018-web.pdf&data=02%7C01%7C%7Cc185969a95b14830ff9608d64fe2d639%7Cd7098116c6e84d2a89eedb15b6c23375%7C0%7C0%7C636784232998533352&sdata=%2Bbt9UUjPYQq8okq2LjF41ehHaUdzyTYyb3RGYC1RBJk%3D&reserved=0
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https:%2F%2Fwww.victoria.ca%2Fassets%2FDepartments%2FPlanning~Development%2FDevelopment~Services%2FDocuments%2Fneighbourhoods-gonzales-plan.pdf&data=02%7C01%7C%7Cc185969a95b14830ff9608d64fe2d639%7Cd7098116c6e84d2a89eedb15b6c23375%7C0%7C0%7C636784232998543362&sdata=but%2Fr1%2B724SL%2FZTfQRWvLcb4AcwGRAWieTfrUVuBzy0%3D&reserved=0
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Faryze.ca%2Fproject%2Frhodo%2F&data=02%7C01%7C%7Cc185969a95b14830ff9608d64fe2d639%7Cd7098116c6e84d2a89eedb15b6c23375%7C0%7C0%7C636784232998553371&sdata=ciGCpvJpYB65sTVHO70uxr6T8Xz0lu0FPWkZ%2FKbQN60%3D&reserved=0


existing houses in this particular neighbourhood.  Given the loss of 52 trees and garden space, it also not apparent 

whether consideration was given to preserving and maintaining trees and gardens. 

We note that the Gonzales neighbourhood is described in the proposed Gonzales Neighbourhood Community 

Plan (2018) as “special because of the quiet, tree-lined streets, diverse and attractive detached houses with gardens, 

a variety of park spaces...The community wants these features maintained as they contribute to a feeling of 

wholeness for the neighbourhood.”  One of the guiding principles is "Maintain neighbourhood character of green, 

landscaped front and back yards with tree-lined streets" (5.1.1).  

3)    Design Guidelines 

During the neighbourhood planning process this past year, Council agreed that the new Gonzales Neighbourhood 

Plan needs to strengthen the language with regard to green space and tree preservation, anticipating forthcoming 

updates to the Tree Preservation Bylaw and implementation of the Urban Forest Master Plan (see March 15, 

2018 Council Motion).  Residents worked with City staff in developing such language to be added to the 

2018 Design Guidelines for Attached Residential Development, which includes these statements at page 7:   

a. The design and placement of buildings and landscape should establish a sensitive transition to adjacent 

parks, trails, open spaces, and natural areas, considering a landscaped edge; respect the root zones of 

adjacent trees; and minimize impacts on ecologically sensitive areas and natural features. 
b. For new development adjacent to parks and larger public outdoor open spaces, design should clearly 

delineating private from public spaces, to avoid “privatizing” of public space. 

The Rhodo development is not consistent with these guidelines.  There is no delineation between the minimal patio 

space of the townhouses facing Hollywood Park and the park itself.  Aryze's materials highlight this feature as 

follows: "Along the Hollywood Park side of the site, homes give on to outdoor patios with steps down to the park." 

Over the last several months, City staff continue to indicate that there has not yet been any progress on the Tree 

Preservation Bylaw and Urban Forest Master Plan, progress that was anticipated by Council in March.  Would 

proceeding with such development, where there is no effective plan or strategy in place to better protect trees and 

urban forests, circumvent the development and implementation of such strategies in the near future?  

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. 

Sincerely, 
Debbie & John Wells 
 
  

 

https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https:%2F%2Fwww.victoria.ca%2Fassets%2FDepartments%2FPlanning~Development%2FCommunity~Planning%2FLocal~Area~Planning%2FFairfield~Gonzales%2FGonzales%2FRevised%2520Gonzales%2520NP%2520July%25202018.pdf&data=02%7C01%7C%7Cc185969a95b14830ff9608d64fe2d639%7Cd7098116c6e84d2a89eedb15b6c23375%7C0%7C0%7C636784232998553371&sdata=z2R%2BwfRvZx86V3Jez8r7d4FyDnLUXu5wI%2BYlckJc1oE%3D&reserved=0
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https:%2F%2Fwww.victoria.ca%2Fassets%2FDepartments%2FPlanning~Development%2FCommunity~Planning%2FLocal~Area~Planning%2FFairfield~Gonzales%2FGonzales%2FRevised%2520Gonzales%2520NP%2520July%25202018.pdf&data=02%7C01%7C%7Cc185969a95b14830ff9608d64fe2d639%7Cd7098116c6e84d2a89eedb15b6c23375%7C0%7C0%7C636784232998553371&sdata=z2R%2BwfRvZx86V3Jez8r7d4FyDnLUXu5wI%2BYlckJc1oE%3D&reserved=0
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https:%2F%2Fwww.victoria.ca%2Fassets%2FDepartments%2FPlanning~Development%2FCommunity~Planning%2FLocal~Area~Planning%2FFairfield~Gonzales%2FGonzales%2FRevised%2520Gonzales%2520NP%2520July%25202018.pdf&data=02%7C01%7C%7Cc185969a95b14830ff9608d64fe2d639%7Cd7098116c6e84d2a89eedb15b6c23375%7C0%7C0%7C636784232998563381&sdata=BVQT36kASWkV7VwYrVBWqfiF4nQdKHIeaMQ81Nx8blY%3D&reserved=0
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https:%2F%2Fwww.victoria.ca%2Fassets%2FDepartments%2FPlanning~Development%2FCommunity~Planning%2FLocal~Area~Planning%2FFairfield~Gonzales%2FGonzales%2FCouncil%2520Motions%2520Gonzales.pdf&data=02%7C01%7C%7Cc185969a95b14830ff9608d64fe2d639%7Cd7098116c6e84d2a89eedb15b6c23375%7C0%7C0%7C636784232998573381&sdata=UjLhi%2FOPDTTiPz42kc%2BvBAwCU4pgGvLS6Uoem567j44%3D&reserved=0
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https:%2F%2Fwww.victoria.ca%2Fassets%2FDepartments%2FPlanning~Development%2FCommunity~Planning%2FLocal~Area~Planning%2FFairfield~Gonzales%2FGonzales%2FCouncil%2520Motions%2520Gonzales.pdf&data=02%7C01%7C%7Cc185969a95b14830ff9608d64fe2d639%7Cd7098116c6e84d2a89eedb15b6c23375%7C0%7C0%7C636784232998573381&sdata=UjLhi%2FOPDTTiPz42kc%2BvBAwCU4pgGvLS6Uoem567j44%3D&reserved=0
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https:%2F%2Fwww.victoria.ca%2Fassets%2FDepartments%2FPlanning~Development%2FCommunity~Planning%2FLocal~Area~Planning%2FFairfield~Gonzales%2FGonzales%2FAttached%2520dwelling%2520guidelines_%2520Gonzales%2520additions%2520May%25208.pdf&data=02%7C01%7C%7Cc185969a95b14830ff9608d64fe2d639%7Cd7098116c6e84d2a89eedb15b6c23375%7C0%7C0%7C636784232998573381&sdata=nfe7ud8UFwkN9B%2FkLNZkKwO80ilJ29gJPzTYVuwhcJo%3D&reserved=0
https://na01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2Faryze.ca%2Fproject%2Frhodo%2F&data=02%7C01%7C%7Cc185969a95b14830ff9608d64fe2d639%7Cd7098116c6e84d2a89eedb15b6c23375%7C0%7C0%7C636784232998583386&sdata=Ev0WgaZrDoj%2FmXnXVBX6j%2Buze8YLe%2BQC3PJDGZCdIEc%3D&reserved=0
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Monica Dhawan

From: Dave Davies 
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 10:16 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Cc: Mary Davies
Subject: Rhodo Development (Nov 22nd Hearing)

Hello mayor and council. 

I live at 1615 Fairfield, right across from the park that Aryze is planning to use as a 
backyard.  Here's what they wrote on their site: 

"Along the Hollywood Park side of the site, units give on to outdoor patios with steps 
down to the park. " 

This is of course, contrary to what "they heard" if they were listening at the meetings where the citizens 
conveyed a strong desire for a fence to separate the property from the park.  Lovely picture though: 

Setting aside that developers shouldn't be able to use public land as part of their developments and that being a 
park, this would also likely result in balls from said park ending up on private property - it's not my only 
concern.  Far from it. 
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You'll already have an email from Mary Davies outlining many of the objections, most of which revolve around 
the impact on the neighbourhood.  The unit doesn't fit, their drawings aren't accurate (where's the tennis court?)

And they'll simply require variances and allowances that are too far outside what's acceptable, with setbacks all 
but eliminated (again, this is according to their own drawings and statements) a density that's too high for the 
area and certainly for the residents of it when they discover that, yes - they need a fence and no, there is no yard.

Obviously you can put me personally in the "no" column for this development as it stands. 

What the neighbourhood needs is single family homes, absolutely - but 17 units won't fit on that space and we 
need homes that are priced for the folks who are here as well as those coming in from the likes of 
Vancouver.  This fits the latter but not the former from what little they've disclosed about what the pricing will 
be.   

Happy to answer any questions you might have about additional reasons I object but this should get the ball 
rolling and I'm sure you've got enough emails to go through on both sides. 

I would only add - I'd pay closer attention to emails those that have actual text - I could easily create a form like 
the one Aryze is using: 
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And obliterate it with auto form fills or take out targeted Facebook ads as they've done, just flooding you with a 
useless waste of time. More importantly, you have no context. Why? Why is the question that needs to be 
answered here. Why do people support or oppose the development? 

Again - as always, let me know if you have any questions. 

Regards. 

Dave Davies 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Dan Quigley < >
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 11:58 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: 1712 and 1720 Fairfield Road Rezoning application

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing to you to demonstrate my support for the rezoning application for the properties noted above. 
 
 It is my belief that we need to diversify our housing strategies in the city in order to accomodate an increase of 
persons who wish to live in the inner city, in affordable housing units. In saying that ,we also must be cognizant 
of site density. I have noted that this project is well below the site density regulations. I also find that the idea of 
building an underground parking lot to keep vehicles off our streets is brilliant. 
 
Mayor and Council I strongly urge you to allow this rezoning application. 
 
Thank you for your consideration . 
 
D R Quigley 
 
1461 Richardson Ave 
 
Victoria BC 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Dan Quigley <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 11:38 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Dan Quigley 
 
1461 Richardson Ave 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Gregory Manzon 
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 8:55 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Victoria development

Mayor and Council, 
 
My wife and I live in Fairfield and are dual income professional household that are currently renting a duplex. We love this 
part of town and when we think about having kids soon, dream about staying in this neighbourhood. We first met ARYZE 
through the Cook Street car free day and found their projects to be the kind of urban homes we could see ourselves in. 
When we saw that the Fairfield Road townhouses were coming to Council, we felt compelled to voice our support for this 
kind of housing.  
 
As a professional couple wanting to stay in Victoria, this is the kind of housing we need and therefore strongly approve of 
this project. 
 
 
Thanks, 
 
Greg & Carly Manzon 
McClure Street  
 
Gregory Manzon 
Sent from my iPhone  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Gareth Evans <noreply@123formbuilder.io>
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 12:47 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: I want to support the project on 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
I am writing you to show my support for the development proposal at 1712/1720 Fairfield Road. 

Sincerely, 

Gareth Evans 
 
759 Yates st 
 
Sent from TalktoAryze.ca, talk@talktoaryze.ca  
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Monica Dhawan

From: Helen 
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 10:36 AM
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: Fw: Rhodo Project on Fairfield Road

 
 
Sent from my BlackBerry 10 smartphone on the TELUS network. 

From: Helen  
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 12:43 PM 
To: City of Victoria 
Subject: Rhodo Project on Fairfield Road 
 
Good morning Councillors. 
 
I am a resident of Gonzales and live on St. Charles St. very close to Hollywood Park/Fairfield Road.  
 
I am writing to voice my strong encouragement to each one of you to please give further, measured 
consideration to the Rhodo Project at 1712 & 1720 Fairfield Road that is now before you.  
 
Providing for increased density does not have to compromise the larger neighbourhood's onging sense of 
community. Neighbourhood is a strong part of the mandate put forward by and for our city:  How this goal is 
accomplished is the challenge before you. Considerations must include the look and feel of buildings and 
vegetation, and their impact on the neighbourhood.  
 
The current Rhodo Project proposal, if allowed, would be an out-of-sync design with the neighbourhood 
because of it's rectangular face looming 15 ft. higher than the peaked roof surrounding houses, and it's being 
much closer to the street with a 5.5 ft. setback rather than the 24.5 ft. of the houses.  An additional aspect is that 
the development is predominantly inward focused, hindering larger community interaction -- something 
neighbours around here enjoy and foster. 
 
I am also concerned about the lack of buffer between the private Rhodo Project and the public Hollywood Park. 
Whereas other homes around the Park have enclosed back yards, where even the presence of a discreet gate 
from their yard onto the Park has been in question from time to time over the years, it appears that the Rhodo 
residents, on the other hand, will be extended the privelege of using the Park as their personal yard because the 
developer is not providing adequate private space within the development.  It appears that trees and bushes are 
being removed at the boundary to facilitate this. Please re-think this aspect of the plan. It is not community 
minded.  
 
Parking, of course, is also a large issue. Currently, folks along Fairfield have clearly marked Residents Only 
Parking signage on parts of the street. Yet, even now many have ongoing problems finding parking. This is 
often attributed to folks who work at the nearby businesses, as well as those who come to enjoy the park as a 
family unit or a larger group or event. I have been advised that the Rhodo developement is not providing 
adequate on-site parking. Again, please think about this impact on Hollywood Park and the neighbourhood.  
 
You have important decisions to make.  
Thank you for your time.  
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Sincerely, 
H. Allan 
192 St. Charles St. 
 
Sent from my BlackBerry 10 smartphone on the TELUS network. 
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Monica Dhawan

From: Michael Muirhead 
Sent: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 9:45 AM
To: Councillors
Cc: Victoria Mayor and Council
Subject: 1712/1720 Fairfield Road

Hello, 
 
Imagine, if you will, two single family lots in a leafy green residential neighbourhood.  Now imagine all the green is gone.  
Buildings and concrete cover most of the site, with little to no green or open space.  A 40 foot high wall in one solid block 
fronts these lots , a mere five and a half feet from the sidewalk.  One could almost reach out and touch the wall (or ring 
the doorbells) without ever leaving the sidewalk.  That is the Rhodo development. 
  
I am 24 years old, and a resident of Gonzales.  As a young person that aspires to remain in this neighbourhood, I support 
appropriate and respectful infill.  The Rhodo proposal is neither appropriate nor respectful.  It is too dense for the site and 
the buildings too high, with the facades facing the street and the park the equivalent height of a 4 storey condo building.   
The design is strongly urban, and does not compliment or respect the existing residential neighbourhood.  While Aryze 
refuses to say what these new units would sell for, one can expect it to be upwards of $800 or $900K, which will do 
nothing to increase affordability. 
  
Infill development should reflect a balance between the need for more, and more diverse housing, with respect for the 
existing form and character of the neighbourhood, and the green and open space that makes this neighbourhood and City 
one in which people want to live.  This proposal does not even come close to balancing those interests.  Please say a 
resounding no to this development. 
  
Thank you. 
  
Michael Muirhead 
Foul Bay Road 



Fairfield Gonzales Community Association Land Use Committee 

Report: 1712 + 1720 Fairfield Road Community Meeting 

Rezoning from R1-G to a Townhouse Zone 

Applicant is Luke Mari on behalf of Aryze Developments 

 

The meeting was held on August 17th 7:00PM at the Fairfield Gonzales Place 

Attended by approximately 30 people 

Chair: David Biltek 

 Robin Jones recused herself, as she lives within the 100 meters of the site. 

Summary 

 The Gonzales neighbourhood is about to begin a transition from an area 
dominated by single family houses to one where townhouses and residential 
development of higher densities is encouraged. (Of course, if the new LAP is 
adopted.) This transition is and will cause concerns among residents, as the notes 
below suggest. How Council implements the new plan will be of critical 
importance to its acceptance. Density is NOT so much the issue, but as always, 
Density IS a Design issue. The concerns raised at the community meeting were 
mostly design matters. Dealing effectively with DESIGN will result in a happier 
neighbourhood. To the credit of the applicant they have had numerous meetings, 
open houses etc. with neighbours and have changed their plans many times based 
on those comments. 

The Principal Topics 

1. Character There were some comments about the structures not 
respecting the existing character of the surrounding neighbourhood. 

2. Footprint  There was one mention of the scale or size of the 
buildings, being larger than others in the area. 

3. Height of building…may affect privacy for the four of five 
residences which back onto the development, and there will be some 



shadows cast, particularly in the winter. The reports conducted for 
the developer confirm that in the winter the properties to the north 
will be in the shadow of the new development 

4. Parking. There is always some concern about parking and there was 
with this development as well, although the developer pointed out that 
on street parking would increase due to the removal of one driveway. 
However, there are peak times in the year when the baseball diamonds 
to the west host tournaments which do attract a large number of people 
and cars which park throughout the neighbourhood. 

5. Density and change to the local plans. The scale, scope and density 
of this project is new to Gonzales and there was some concern at the 
meeting that this is simply the first of many more to come and that is 
causing some worry among some people who presently rent properties 
in the immediate area. They are concerned with what they termed 
“gentrification”, which could result in their presently rented dwelling 
units being removed or renovated resulting in a loss of their home 
and/or increased rents. 

6. Encroachment into Hollywood Park. Concern expressed about the 
distance from the building on westside of the tennis courts was too 
close. There was a clear feeling that should be a barrier between the 
two but what size, and material was not determined. Recommendation 
that the Parks Department examine this application for development 
and add their recommendations, comments and suggestions as 
Hollywood Park will be neighbours to this new development 

 



November	21st,	2018	

Dear	Mayor	and	Council	(City	of	Victoria),

Re:	URGENT:	For	immediate	consideraFon	COTW	Thursday	November	22nd	2018
Wri$en	request	that	the	FGCA	CALUC	is	reques4ng	a	2nd	CALUC	mee4ng	re:	
Rezoning	Applica4on	No	00618		for	1712	&	1720	Fairfield	Road	and	
Development	Permit	with	Variance	Applica4on	No	00098	for	1712	&	1720	
Fairfield	Road.

The	criteria	for	a	2nd	CALUC	meeFng	has	been	met.	(The	first	CALUC	meeFng	was	
held	August	17th,	2017)

“If	changes	are	made	that	fall	into	the	following	categories	a	2nd	community	
meeFng	is	required	at	the	expense	of	the	applicant.”(1)
• a	change	in	use	(Not	applicable.)
• an	increase	in	height	(Applicable.	From	10.7m	to	11.45m.)
• an	increase	in	the	density	of	floor	space	raFo	(FSR)	(Not	applicable.)
• a	reducFon	in	the	setbacks	or	increase	in	site	coverage	equal	to	or	greater	

than	20%	(Applicable.)
• 	-44%	reducFon	in	front	setback
• 	-32%	reducFon	in	west	setback,
• 	-Site	coverage	increased	from	45%	to	60%	a	relaFve	increase	of	33%

These	are	significant	changes;	yet,	best	to	our	knowledge,	the	planning	
department	did	not	no4fy	us	of	these	significant	changes.

“The	Area	Planner	will	no4fy	the	Community	AssociaFon	Land	Use	Commibee	
(CALUC)
and	the	proponent	if	a	second	meeFng	is	triggered.”

Procedures	for	Processing	ApplicaFons	
Community	AssociaFon	Land	Use	Commibee	(CALUC)
City	of	Victoria
P	4	of	7

The	plan	that	was	presented	to	the	community	in	August	17th,	2017	CALUC	
meeFng	has	significantly	changed	as	per	criteria	for	a	need	for	2nd	CALUC	
meeFng.		To	the	best	of	our	knowledge,	the	FGCA	CALUC	did	not	receive	any	



noFficaFon	about	these	significant	changes	in	the	plans,	because	if	we	had,	we	
would	have	immediately	requested	a	2nd	CALUC	meeFng	as	this	clearly	benefits	
both	the	developer	and	the	community.		We	are	now	requesFng	a	2nd	CALUC	
meeFng	and	believe	that	a	beber	plan	by	the	developer	could	be	achieved	with	
more	neighbourhood	feedback.

Sincerely,
FGCA	CALUC

(1)	“Community	AssociaFon	Land	Use	Commibee	Plan	Amendment,	Rezoning,	
Variance,	Temporary	Use	Permit	and	Liquor	License	ApplicaFons,	City	of	Victoria,	
approved	by	Council	December	8,	2016
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Karen Sidhu

Subject: FW: Mayor and Council email RE: feedback on development proposal REZ00618

  
  
From: Victor V. Ramraj < >  
Sent: November 19, 2018 9:47 PM 
To: Councillors <Councillors@victoria.ca> 
Subject: feedback on development proposal REZ00618 
  
Dear Victoria Councillors, 
  
I am a resident of the City of Victoria and I live the the Gonzales neighborhood, approximately 1.2 km from the 
Rhodo project on Fairfield Road according to Google maps. I have been corresponding with some members of 
the Gonzales Neighbourhood Association, who have expressed some concerns about this project.  
  
I am writing to inform you that their views do not reflect my own; I am strongly in favour of the project.  
  
I have reviewed the latest revised plans on the City of Victoria's development tracker. This is clearly a well-
conceived project. It makes good use of land space and the plans for foliage around the property and rooftop 
planters is impressive.  
  
My main concern about this project is a larger concern that I have about new projects in Victoria, which is that 
they are not sufficiently dense. In the interests of sustainability and sustainable cities, I would strongly urge city 
council to allow for taller buildings with more common and commercial space. These in-fill develops, 
especially on main roads such as Fairfield Road, present an opportunity to prevent urban sprawl. I would much 
prefer 4, 5, or 6 story buildings, designed thoughtfully with attention paid to rooftop parks and gardens, and 
green architecture, than lower builds that do not create enough housing and push Victoria's growing population 
into the suburbs, where commuting time is greater and a growing population uses more cars.  
  
Please, new city councillors, increase the density of our neighbourhoods and reduce commute times and the 
need for cars. I would like to ensure that our neighbours are walkable and that basic services (banks, grocery 
stores, cafes, post offices, pharmacies) are all in walking distance. This is a model I've seen in the most livable 
and sustainable European cities, and it can be done in a way that makes communities even more livable. I feel 
that in this recent election, the voice of those of us who support thoughtfully planned densification has not been 
heard. 
  
I realize it will take time for these larger policy shifts to take hold. The Intergovernmental Panel on Climate 
Change is calling for urgent action to keep to the 1.5 degree limit on warming. We will never be able to achieve 
this target if we don't radically change the way we think about new developments and take densification 
seriously. As far as this particular project is concerned, if anything, I would have preferred a taller development 
with more units.  But it's too late for that now. So leaving aside this larger policy concern, this is a well-
conceived project; it has my full support. It is at least a step in the right direction. 
  
Sincerely, 
Victor V. Ramraj 



Tuesday, November 20, 2018 at 5:22:59 PM Pacific Standard Time

Page 1 of 1

Subject: 1712/20 Fairfield Road (Rhodo): Revised Amenity Contribu?on
Date: Monday, November 19, 2018 at 9:24:48 AM Pacific Standard Time
From: Luke Mari
To: Victoria Mayor and Council
CC: Alec Johnston, 'Ryan Goodman'

Good Morning Mayor and Council,
 
In advance of your considera?on of our applica?on this coming November 22, we are wri?ng for a change in
direc?on for our voluntary amenity contribu?on. Originally, we had been working with the CRD on the
delivery of some affordable housing with another concurrent applica?on for a 65 unit rental building near
Quadra Village. Our proposal was to quan?fy the below market offering and apply it to our full market, Rhodo
townhouse project. We are s?ll fully commi_ed to the rental project and partnership with the CRD however
the ?ming of the project is now out of step with our Rhodo project.
 
As a company, we are devoted to diverse housing op?ons which include market and below market ownership
and rentals. With that in mind, we’d like to voluntarily offer the Official Community Plan bonus density
provision of $5 per square foot to be applied to our 0.85FSR which results in a contribu?on to the Victoria
Affordable Housing Fund of $112,080.
 
We thank you for your ?me and considera?on,
 
Luke
 
--
Luke Mari (MCIP/RPP)

Director of Development
Purdey Group
LMari@purdeygroup.com
250-881-6077

mailto:LMari@purdeygroup.com
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