
Mayor Helps and Council 
City of Victoria 
No.1 Centennial Square 
Victoria, BC    V8W 1P6 

September 30th, 2019 

Re: Abstract Developments – Rezoning for 1010 Fort Street – Revised Application 

Dear Mayor Helps and Council, 

The DRA LUC reviewed the drawings for the proposed building and hosted a CALUC meeting on 
July 16th 2019 for the above‐mentioned application. This was the second public meeting for this 
application; the first held April 9th, 2018. The CALUC meeting notice was mailed to 1309 
recipients. Thirty‐three people registered their attendance at the door. 

Based on the information presented by the applicant the purpose of the Rezoning is to create a 
12‐storey, 55 unit market rental building with ground floor commercial space fronting Fort 
Street. Seven parking spaces would be provided as part of the application. The application 
requests significant variances for both setbacks and parking. The applicant stated that due to 
time constraints the 10 affordable units originally committed for the project at 1201 Fort would 
no longer be included in this application. 

Comments and concerns raised at the Land Use Committee public meeting are as follows: 
• All attendees who spoke at the public meeting (except one) expressed concerns

regarding the inappropriateness of the proposed height, density and lack of parking
proposed for the building and how these would negatively effect what is one of
Victoria’s most historic and attractive streetscapes.

• Many speakers were surprised that the OCP has designated heights and densities for
this area that are in direct conflict with its designation as a Heritage Corridor.

• Concerns were voiced about the certain destruction of Antique Row if developments
such as this one are permitted to proceed. Buildings of the scale of the Mosaic or 1026
Fort would fit in with Antique Row and are preferred.

• Attendees expressed concerns that this property is too small to support a building of
this height and is too narrow to support adequate parking for the proposal.

• It was suggested that if development were to proceed in any form, it should include the
neighbouring property.
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• The owners of the Jukebox expressed concerns regarding the impacts on the Jukebox.
The applicant did not provide a shadow study at the public meeting.

• Most attendees expressed strong concerns regarding the lack of parking in the local
area and cited three other applications in the local area that were also seeking
substantial parking variances.

• It was stated that a significant number of residents in this building would own cars and
without onsite parking, they would compete with the limited, local residential and
commercial supply of on‐street parking.

• Attendees from the adjacent residential areas to the south reiterated concerns from the
first CALUC meeting that they are experiencing parking pressure on their residential
streets from workers and residents from the nearby higher density areas who are
seeking parking in their neighbourhood. It was noted that if they were to apply for a
suite in their houses, City regulations would require them to provide parking.

• Two attendees that live near the Abstract Black and White project stated similar
concerns that Abstract “was not a good neighbour and needs to literally clean up its act.
Garbage is everywhere and the yelling at 5:30 in the morning is intolerable”. This
nuisance has gone on for several years (three years for the Black and White) with no
adequate response from Abstract.

• Attendees were generally not critical of the aesthetics of the building but stated that it
was not appropriate for this location due to excess height, density and inadequate
parking.

• One attendee supported the proposal as presented. No other attendees spoke in
support of the application.

Comments and concerns raised by the Land Use Committee are as follows; 
• During the OCP and DCAP updates in 2012, the DRA expressed concerns regarding the

potential destruction of Antique Row without adequate protections for maintaining the
existing form and heritage character of Fort Street. Planning staff provided assurances
that the Heritage Corridor would be protected by the Development Permit Guidelines.

• The OCP describes the objectives of Development Permit Area 7B (DPA 7B): Fort Street
Heritage Corridor as:

o “To conserve heritage value, special character and the significant historic
buildings, features and characteristics of this area.”

o “To achieve a more cohesive design, and enhanced appearance, along arterial
streets through high‐quality architecture, landscape and urban design
responsive to its historic context through sensitive and innovative
interventions.”

• This application does not respond to nor comply with the basic required objectives of
DPA 7B.

• A shadow study must be provided at the public meeting if it is also a requirement of the
City’s application package.

• The proposed building plans show side yard setbacks that do not comply with DCAP.
This is a source of significant community concern. “Precedence” is widely cited by
developers as justification for variances, so a compelling rationale to support any
variance needs to be established. In this case, there has been no compelling argument
offered in support of a variance.

• It is essential that the Local Area Planner from the City attend the CALUC meetings.
There was a clear need for clarification on multiple policy issues at the public meeting
that were not satisfactorily addressed by the applicant. This information gap reduced



transparency which, in turn, generated feelings of distrust and confusion. The DRA can 
not be made responsible for clarifying complex policies. 

• The application is seeking a significant parking variance from the requirements of
Schedule C. Schedule C has very recently been updated to reflect data collected to
establish minimum levels of parking necessary for all residential buildings, including
those located in the core area. Under the proposed Schedule C, this application is
required to provide approximately 25 parking stalls. This application only proposes 7
(previous plans dated May 3, 2019 proposed 15). The DRA fully supports the evidence‐
based recommendations of Schedule C and encourages Council not to vary the
requirements as set out, regardless of anecdotal rationalizations.

The DRA LUC has received a number of emails (attached) stating concerns about this 
application. Parking and the appropriateness of the proposed height and density on Fort Street 
form the majority of these concerns.  

During the 2012 public consultation process for the OCP, the proposed policy guidelines for 
density and height for the Fort Street corridor were not supported by the DRA LUC. Staff stated 
that the special “features and characteristics” of the area would be preserved by the DPA 7B 
“Heritage Corridor” designation in the OCP and through DCAP Design Guidelines. This appears to 
be in doubt. To avoid the destruction of Antique Row, the DRA had recommended that the OCP 
be refined to eliminate an abrupt transition from the proposed 20m height on the south side of 
Fort Street to 45m on the north side. Instead, we requested both sides of Fort Street in this 
block maintain a six‐storey height limit with a corresponding density and have the height 
transition take place midblock between Fort and View Streets.  

Despite the City of Victoria’s commitment to the IAP2 process of “Involve” for both the OCP and 
DCAP engagement process and staff assurances that the character of Fort Street would be 
preserved, policies were enacted that do not clearly prescribe that objective. These concerns 
regarding the treatment of Fort Street by the OCP density and height guidelines and what 
appears to be unenforced policies of DPA 7B were loudly echoed by the attendees at this CALUC 
meeting. 

Public feedback not to support this application or others like it in this location has been 
consistently expressed over the two public meetings held for this application. The OCP states 
objectives to retain the features and character for this area within DPA 7B. Council can limit the 
size of this project to what the public considers appropriate by declining to grant the variances 
requested for parking and setbacks. We trust Council will respond accordingly in their 
deliberations to the concerns clearly brought forward by the public on this particular 
application. 

Sincerely, 

Ian Sutherland 
Chair Land Use Committee Downtown Residents Association 
cc COV Planning  



Mayor Helps and Council 
City of Victoria 
No.1 Centennial Square 
Victoria, BC 
V8W 1P6 

April 26, 2018 

Re: Abstract Developments – Rezoning for 1010 Fort Street 

Dear Mayor Helps and Council, 

The DRA LUC has reviewed the drawings for the proposed building and hosted a 
CALUC meeting on 9 April 2018 for the above-mentioned application. Twenty-one 
people registered their attendance at the door. 

Based on the information presented by the applicant the purpose of the Rezoning is to 
create a 9-storey, 56 unit market rental building with ground floor commercial space 
fronting Fort Street. The CALUC meeting notice was mailed to 687 recipients. The notice 
represented that 10 parking spaces would be provided as part of the application. At the 
community meeting the ten parking spaces was amended to zero parking. The applicant 
represented that ten “affordable” units would be committed to as part of this application. 

Comments and concerns raised at the Land Use Committee public meeting and by 
committee members are as follows; 

• The majority of attendees strongly expressed concerns regarding the height and
lack of side-yard setbacks proposed for the building and how these would
negatively affect what is now one of Victoria’s most historic and attractive
streetscapes. Several people stated that this proposed building is too high and
wide for the local area. It was also noted that this building, as proposed, would be
the first in a potential “solid wall” of buildings that could be built up to 14 stories
high along the north side of Fort Street shadowing and creating livability issues
for neighbours.

• The owners of the Jukebox expressed concerns regarding the impacts on the
Jukebox because the applicant’s presentation appeared to not fully address the
interaction and proximity of the two buildings.

• Most attendees expressed strong concerns regarding the lack of parking in the
local area and that a building without onsite parking would exacerbate the
problem. It was stated that a significant number of residents in this building would



own cars and without onsite parking, they would compete with the limited, local 
residential and commercial supply of on-street parking.  

• Attendees from the adjacent residential areas to the south stated that bylaws
require any development of their low density properties to provide off street
parking facilities so why would zero parking be acceptable for this application.
They are also experiencing parking pressure on their residential streets from
workers and residents from the nearby higher density areas seeking parking in
their neighbourhood.

• Attendees expressed concern regarding impacts that lengthy construction
periods would have on local businesses making their ongoing viability a
challenge.

• Attendees referenced that the removal of garbage across the bike lanes would
likely conflict with the bike lanes and perhaps result in additional parking loss on
Fort Street.

• The applicant cited the existing zoning on the property and two projects nearby
with no parking to justify the zero parking proposed for this application. It was
pointed out that the two example buildings were not comparable as the Mosaic
building was an existing building converted to residential in 1999 and had no
capacity to supply parking and the Sawyer Building has yet to be constructed.

• Attendees were critical of the aesthetics of the building.
• While one attendee supported the use of height to mitigate urban sprawl no

attendees spoke in direct support of the application

The proposed building plans show no side yard setbacks which was the source of 
significant community concern. This appears to contravene of DCAP guidelines that 
require a minimum of 3.0m for side yard setbacks. 

Subsequent to the Community meeting it was learned that the 10 “affordable” housing 
units promoted at the CALUC meeting for this project were actually a commitment made 
to leverage Council approval for another project 500 meters distant at 1201 Fort Street in 
the Rockland neighbourhood. No other type of amenity was offered for the 1010 Fort 
Street application. The DRA LUC strongly objects to Council considering amenity 
transfers tied to projects that are subject to concurrent/subsequent re-zoning 
applications. This situation clearly demonstrates the potential conflict by proposing an 
amenity for one site and not disclosing that it is actually a commitment made for another 
while at the same time fettering Council’s discretion; obligating one rezoning to serve the 
commitments of another. 

Many hundreds of commercially available parking stalls in the Downtown have been lost 
to development in recent history eliminating substantial amounts of long and short term 
parking opportunities for existing residents and businesses as well as customers and 
visitors. A thorough review of the City’s Off-Street Parking requirements and draft 
amendments to the existing off-street parking regulation, Schedule C, is nearing 
completion. Data collected during this process has indicated that minimum levels of 
parking are necessary for all residential buildings, including those located in the core 
area. Under the proposed Schedule C, this application would need to provide over 25 
parking stalls. This includes reduced parking requirements allowed for the affordable 
units. The DRA fully supports the evidence-based recommendations of the draft 
Schedule C as proposed and encourages Council not to vary the requirements as set 
out, regardless of rationalizations such as adverse soil conditions or small site size.  



During the public consultation process for the DCAP held several years ago, the 
proposed policy guidelines for density and height for the Fort Street corridor adopted 
within the current DCAP were not supported by the DRA LUC as they were considered 
contradictory to the “Heritage Corridor” designation and promoted much too abrupt a 
transition from the proposed 20m height on the south side of Fort Street to 45m on the 
north side. The DRA LUC suggested both sides of Fort St in this block maintain a 20m 
height limit with a corresponding density and have the height transition only take place 
on buildings fronting View Street. Despite the City of Victoria’s commitment to the IAP2 
process of “Involve” for this DCAP engagement process, staff chose to not respond to 
this input from the DRA. In any case, these concerns raised by the DRA during the 
DCAP engagement process were echoed by a substantial majority of attendees at this 
CALUC meeting. 

The DRA has taken the lead over the past decade in supporting densification in the Core 
area. This support however is not unconditional. Council should be aware that there are 
outstanding public concerns with several provisions of the DCAP and while we wait 
patiently for the upcoming review to address those concerns, we trust Council will 
respond accordingly in their deliberations to the concerns clearly brought forward by the 
public on this particular application. 

Sincerely, 

Ian Sutherland 
Chair Land Use Committee 
Downtown Residents Association 

cc COV Planning 


