
ATTACHMENT H 

CITY OF 
VICTORIA 

Committee of the Whole Report 
For the Meeting of April 6, 2017 

To: Committee of the Whole Date: March-23,2017 

From: Jonathan Tinney, Director, Sustainable Planning and Community Development 

S bi t- Rezon'n9 Application No. 00525 for 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew 
J " Place and associated Official Community Plan Amendment 

RECOMMENDATION 

1. That Council refer the application back to staff to work with the applicant to address the 
following: 
a. Siting and design of the five-storey multi-unit residential building and the nearest 

townhouse building (buildings B and C) to improve the building-to-building relationship, 
to address liveability concerns and ensure a sensitive transition to the lower density area 
to the south of the subject site 

b. Removal of the roof decks on the townhouse units 
c. Alternate alignment and/or widening and refining the design of the public pathway 

connecting Pentrelew Place and Fort Street. 

2. That Council direct staff to bring the application back to Committee of the Whole once these 
issues have been addressed. 

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY 

In accordance with Section 479 of the Local Government Act, Council may regulate within a 
zone the use of land, buildings and other structures, the density of the use of the land, building 
and other structures, the siting, size and dimensions of buildings and other structures, as well 
as, the uses that are permitted on the land and the location of uses on the land and within 
buildings and other structures. 

In accordance with Section 483 of the Local Government Act, Council may enter into a Housing 
Agreement which may include terms agreed to by the owner regarding the occupancy of the 
housing units and provided such agreement does not vary the use of the density of the land 
from that permitted under the zoning bylaw. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The purpose of this report is to present Council with information, analysis and recommendations 
for an Official Community Plan Amendment Application and Rezoning Application for the 
property located at 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place. The proposal is to rezone from 
the R3-AM2 Zone, Mid-Rise Multiple Dwelling District and the R1-B Zone, Single Family 
Dwelling District, to a new site specific zone in order to increase the density and allow for the 
construction of a six-storey multi-unit residential building, a five-storey multi-unit residential 
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building and twelve townhouses at this location. 

The following points were considered in assessing this application: 
• the proposal is consistent with the Official Community Plan (OCP) Urban Residential, 

which envisions density up to 1.2:1 floor space ratio (FSR) with potential bonus density 
up to a total of approximately 2:1 FSR in strategic locations for the advancement of plan 
objectives 

• the application meets the objectives of the Placemaking Policies, Parks and Recreation 
Policies and the Land Management and Development Policies in the OCP which support 
density towards the upper end of the scale in Urban Residential designated areas that 
significantly advance the plan objectives and are adjacent to arterial or secondary 
arterial roads 

• consistent with the City's Density Bonus Policy, a land lift analysis was prepared to 
determine if the proposal could support a community amenity contribution and it was 
determined that the increase in land value is insufficient to support a community amenity 
contribution 

• the proposed development has been sited to retain the majority of the trees on site 
including several large Garry Oaks and other Bylaw protected trees; however, shifting 
the location of the multi-unit residential buildings triggers the requirement for an OCP 
amendment. 

BACKGROUND 

Description of Proposal 

This Rezoning Application is to rezone from the R3-AM2 Zone, Mid-Rise Multiple Dwelling 
District, and the R1-B Zone, Single Family Dwelling District, to a new site specific zone in order 
to increase the density and allow for the construction of a six-storey multi-unit residential 
building, a five-storey multi-unit residential building and twelve townhouses at this location. 

The following changes from the standard R3-AM2 Zone are being proposed and would be 
accommodated in the new zone: 

• increasing the maximum density from 1.2:1 to 1.38:1 
• adding attached dwellings as a permitted use. 

Additionally, a number of variances from the standard R3-AM-2 Zone are being proposed and 
will be discussed in relation to the concurrent Development Permit with Variances Application. 

The request to amend the Official Community Plan, 2012 (OCP) is necessary in order to change 
the designation of the south portion of 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew from the Traditional 
Residential to the Urban Residential urban place designation to provide consistency with the 
north portion of 1201 Fort Street which is currently designated as Urban Residential. The OCP 
Amendment includes a request to extend the boundary of Development Permit Area 7B (HC): 
Corridors Heritage to include the south portion of 1201 Fort Street, consistent with the north 
portion of 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place. 

Affordable Housing Impacts 

The applicant proposes the creation of 93 new residential units which would increase the overall 
supply of housing in the area. A Housing Agreement is also being proposed which would 
ensure that future Strata Bylaws could not prohibit the rental of units 

Committee of the Whole Report 
Rezoning Application No. 00525 

March 23, 2017 
Page 2 of 8 



Sustai nability Features 

The applicant has identified a number of sustainability features which will be reviewed in 
association with the concurrent Development Permit Application for these properties. 

Active Transportation Impacts 

The applicant has identified a number of measures to support active transportation, which will 
be reviewed in association with the concurrent Development Permit Application for these 
properties. 

Public Realm Improvements 

The following public realm improvements are proposed in association with this Rezoning 
. Application: 

• new boulevard bump-outs along Pentrelew Place and Fort Street 
• enhanced boulevard plantings and street trees 
• a T8m wide public pathway connecting Pentrelew Place to Fort Street and associated 

wayfinding signage, lighting and landscaping. 

These public realm improvements would be secured with a Section 219 covenant, prior to 
Council giving final consideration of the proposed Zoning Regulation Bylaw Amendment. 

Land Use Context 

The area is characterized by a mixture of residential buildings ranging from two-storey single-
family dwellings to four-storey multi-unit residential buildings. The subject site is adjacent to a 
four-storey multi-unit residential building to the east along Fort Street and a two-storey heritage 
designated house to the west along Fort Street. Between Linden Avenue and Ormond Street, 
across from the subject site, are several heritage designated houses. These heritage houses 
has been converted to professional office use and other commercial uses. To the southwest of 
the site, fronting Linden Avenue and backing onto the subject site, are two four-storey multi-unit 
residential buildings. To the south of the property and to the east across Pentrelew Place are 
single-family dwellings. The Art Gallery of Greater Victoria is located one block east of the 
subject site along Wilspencer Place. 

Existing Site Development and Development Potential 

1201 Fort Street is presently developed as a Church. The site has two zones that apply to it, 
with the north portion (Area A on the attached map) fronting onto Fort Street in the R3-AM2 
Zone, Mid-Rise Multiple Dwelling District, and the south portion (Area B on the attached map) in 
the R1-B Zone, Single Family Dwelling District. 

Under the current R3-AM2 Zone, Area A could be subdivided from the parent parcel and 
developed as a four-storey multi-unit residential building with a floor space ratio (FSR) of 1.2:1. 
The R3-AM2 Zone also includes a bonus density provision that increases the maximum FSR up 
to 1.6:1 for projects that provide enclosed parking and maintain 50% of the site as open-site 
space. 

Under the current R1-B Zone, the south portion (larger part of Area B on the attached map) of 
1201 Fort Street could be subdivided into seven lots; however, three of the lots would be 
panhandle lots and subject to Council approval under Development Permit Area 15B: Intensive 
Residential - Panhandle Lot. If panhandle lots were not proposed, the southern portion of the 
site could be subdivided into five deep lots while meeting the minimum 15m lot width specified 
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in the R1-B Zone. Each of the lots could be developed as a single-family dwelling with a 
secondary suite. 

1050 Pentrelew is presently developed as a single-family dwelling. Under the current R1-B 
Zone it could be redeveloped as a single-family dwelling with a secondary suite. 

Under the existing zone, trees located within the building envelope could be removed subject to 
an approved Tree Permit. Protected trees that are removed must be replaced at a ratio of 2:1 
on site, as per the Tree Preservation Bylaw. 

Data Table 

The following data table compares the proposal with the existing R3-AM2 Zone and R1-B Zone, 
as well as, the OCP policy for the Urban Residential and Traditional Residential urban place 
designations. An asterisk is used to identify where the proposal is less stringent than the R3-
AM2 Zone. 

Zoning 
Criteria . ' Proposal?:. 

Zonistandard 
J" R34|M2 r ; 

Ajrea-A 

Zone Standard 
, R1-B . 

Area'B 

OCP 
Urban 
Res.' 

• ocp 9 
Traditio-! 

nal Res. 
Site area 

(m2)-
' minimum 

7850.00 920.00 
460.00 

(standard lot) 
600.00 (panhandle lot) 

N/A N/A 

Number 
of units -
maximum 

93 N/A 
16 (8 single-family 

dwelling and 8 secondary 
suites) 

N/A N/A 

Density 
(Floor 
Space 
Ratio) -

maximum 

1.38:1 1.6:1 N/A 
2.0:1 (Area A) 

'1.00:1 (Area B) 
1.29:1 (Combined) 

Total floor 
area (m2) 

maximum 

10833.00* 
3573.30 (Area A) 
2580.00 (Area B) 

6153.30 (Combined) 

4466.60 (Area A) 
5639.80 (Area B) 

10106.40 (Combined) 

Storeys -
maximum 

6* (Building A) 
5* (Building B) 

3 (Buildings C, D 
and E) 

4 
2 (standard lot) 

1 (panhandle lot) 
6 3 

Height 
(m)-

maximum 

21.40* (Building A) 
18.00* (Building B) 
10.23 (Building C) 
10.74 (Building D) 
10.73 (Building E) 

12.00 7.60 (standard lot) 
5.00 (panhandle lot) 

N/A N/A 

Roof 
decks 

Yes (Townhouses: 
Buildings C, D and 

E) 
N/A No N/A N/A 

Lot width 
(m)-

minimum 
95.00 N/A 15.00 (standard lot) 

18.00 (panhandle lot) 
N/A N/A 
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./-.I':'." 
- •;«* ,7;; 

• Zonfrig 
Criteria 

i . 
Proposal. 

Zone Standard 
. M3-M2 f 

, Area^A • : 

Zone=Standard 
'p\: ,KiwB 

Area;B4 

=•-. • 
. OOP : 
Urban 
Res. 

•- OPP 
fraditip-1 

nal Res:> 
Site 

coverage 
%-

maximum 

47.8* 40% 40.00 (standard lot) 
25.00 (panhandle lot) N/A N/A 

Landscap 
-ed Area 

%- 52.2 . 50% N/A N/A N/A 

minimum 
Setbacks 

(m)-
minimum: 

Front 
(Fort St.) 
Rear 
(south) 

Side (west) 

3.78* (Building A) 

4.67* (Building B) 

2.3* (Building A) 
0.00* (Building B) 

1 

10.50 

9.00 (Building B) 

10.70 (Building A) 
9.00 (Building B) 

7.50 (standard lot) 
4.00 (panhandle lot) 
7.50 (standard lot) 

4.00 (panhandle lot) 

1.50 (standard lot) 
4.00 (panhandle lot) 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Side 
(Pentrelew 

PI) . 

1.86* (Buildings C 
& E to stairs) 

2.20* (Building E to 
building) 

5.12 (Building C) 
5.37 (Building D) 
5.37 (Building E) 

3.50 (standard lot) 
4.00 (panhandle lot) 

N/A N/A 

Parking 
(minimum) 123* 

113 (multi-unit residential) 
18 (townhouses) 
131 (combined) 

N/A N/A 

Visitor 
parking 

(minimum) 
9* 12 (10% of total parking) N/A N/A 

Bicycle 
parking 
stalls 

(minimum) 
Class 1 

Bicycle 
parking 
stalls 

(minimum) 
Class 1 

81 (multi-unit 
residential) 

12 (townhouses) 

81 (multi- unit residential) 
12 (townhouses) N/A N/A 

Class 2 
2 - 6  space 

racks | 
2 - 6  space racks 

Community Consultation 

Consistent with the Community Association Land Use Committee (CALUC) Procedures for 
Processing Rezoning and Variances Applications, the applicant has consulted the Rockland 
Neighbourhood Association CALUC at a Community Meeting held on January 12, 2017. A 
summary of the meeting is attached to the report. The applicant has also hosted several 
independent community consultation events, which are described in the applicant's letter to 
Mayor and Council. 
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ANALYSIS 

Official Community Plan 

The OCP identifies the northern portion of 1201 Fort as being located in the Urban Residential 
urban place designation, which envisions floor space ratios generally up to 1.2:1 FSR with 
increased density up to approximately 2:1 FSR. Policy 6.23 of the OCP notes that applications 
seeking density towards the upper-end of the scale will generally be supported when the 
proposal significantly advances Plan objectives and are located adjacent to an arterial or 
secondary arterial road; in this instance, the property is located on Fort Street, which is 
classified as a secondary arterial road. The OCP notes that within each designation, decisions 
about density and building scale for individual sites will be based on site-specific evaluations in 
relation to the site, block- and local area context, and will include consideration of consistency 
with all relevant policies within the. OCP and local area plans. 

The OCP encourages a range of housing types, forms and tenures across the City; the proposal 
would provide approximately 81 new multi-unit residential dwellings in a combination of one and 
two-bedroom units, and 12 three-bedroom townhouses fronting Pentrelew Place. These new 
units would contribute towards the housing need for the home ownership end of the housing 
spectrum. Although no rental units are proposed, staff are recommending a Housing 
Agreement to ensure that future strata bylaws could not prohibit strata owners from renting units 
to non-owners. 

The proposal supports the OCP vision for Rockland by retaining the majority of the large trees 
on site, which contributes to the City's urban forest, as well as, enhancing the Fort Street 
corridor which defines the northern boundary of the neighbourhood. In terms of advancing the 
OCP's strategic direction for Rockland, the proposal supports greenway connections by 
providing a public pathway connecting Fort Street and Pentrelew Place. A Statutory-Right-of-
Way on the west side of the site is also proposed and would provide for a future pathway 
connection. The location of this future connection is generally consistent with the conceptual 
alignment of the Pemberton Trail, as identified in the OCP. 

Local Government Act (LGA) Section 475 requires a Council to provide one or more 
opportunities it considers appropriate for consultation with persons, organizations and 
authorities it considers will be affected by an amendment to the OCP. Consistent with Section 
475 of the LGA, Council must further consider whether consultation should be early and 
ongoing. This statutory obligation is in addition to the public hearing requirements. In this 
instance, all owners and occupiers within a 200m radius of the site have been notified and 
invited to participate in a Community Association Land Use Committee (CALUC) Community 
Meeting. Staff recommend that following revisions to address staff's concerns and a 
subsequent Committee of the Whole meeting, additional consultation opportunities should 
include a mailed notice of the proposed OCP amendment to all owners and occupiers of land 
within a 200m radius of the site and posting a notice on the City's website inviting affected 
persons, organizations and authorities to ask questions of staff and provide written or verbal 
comments to Council for their consideration. 

The OCP Amendment Application will change the Urban Place Designation of the south portion 
of 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place from Traditional Residential to Urban Residential, 
and amend the boundary of Development Permit Area 7B (HC): Corridors Heritage to include 
the south portion of 1201 Fort Street. Given the surrounding area is characterized by low and 
medium density residential development, the consultation that has occurred to date and 
additional consultation opportunities proposed at this stage in the process is recommended as 
adequate. Consultation with specific authorities under Section 475 of the LGA is not 
recommended as necessary. 
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Council must specifically consider whether consultation with the Capital Regional District Board; 
Councils of Oak Bay, Esquimalt and Saanich; the Songhees and Esquimalt First Nations; the 
School District Board and the provincial and federal governments and their agencies is 
required. However, further consultation is not recommended as necessary due to the nature of 
this amendment. 

Staff will provide the recommended wording for Council's consideration in a subsequent report 
to Committee of the Whole if Council chooses to refer the application back to staff or if Council 
chooses the alternate recommendation, the required wording with respect to consultation on the 
OCP Amendments is provided in this report. 

After first reading of the OCP Amendment Bylaw, Council is also required to consider the OCP 
Amendments in conjunction with the City's Financial Plan, the Capital Regional District Liquid 
Waste Management Plan and the Capital District Solid Waste Management Plan. This proposal 
will have no impact on any of these plans. 

Local Area Plans 

The proposal is inconsistent with the Rockland Neighbourhood Plan 1987 policy that 
discourages any changes to the boundary of the current apartment zoning in the 
neighbourhood; however, given the large site size and the site constraints presented by the 
large mature trees, a more comprehensively planned site that requires a shift in the current 
zoning boundaries is supportable. The Neighbourhood Plan also encourages new apartment 
development along Fort Street to relate in scale to the residential properties to the south. 
Subject to revisions to address staff concerns with regards to the design and liveability, the 
townhouses proposed along Pentrelew Place will provide a transition in scale between the multi-
unit residential buildings and the existing single-family homes to the east and southeast of the 
site. 

The proposed public pathway and retention and enhancement of the Garry Oak ecosystem is 
consistent with the Neighbourhood Plan policy related to the retention of private green space as 
the amount of park space in the Rqckland Neighbourhood is below City standards. 

Density Bonus Policy 

Under the City of Victoria's Density Bonus Policy, the value of a Community Amenity 
Contribution (CAC) from a rezoning that requires an OCP amendment is negotiated based on 
an independent land lift analysis. Coriolis Consulting Corp. was retained by the'City of Victoria 
to analyze the financial performance of the proposed project and to estimate the change in 
property value associated with the proposed rezoning. The analysis indicates that the value of 
the subject site will not increase due to the proposed rezoning application and recommends that 
the proposed public pathway be considered a community amenity contribution from the project. 
A summary of the analysis is attached to the report. 

Tree Preservation Bylaw 

A number of mature trees, many of which are Bylaw protected, are located on the site. The 
proposed buildings have been sited and designed to retain the majority of the trees. The 
applicant has provided an arborist report that provides further details on measures to mitigate 
the impact on the trees. In addition, the application includes the planting of 16 bylaw 
replacement trees and a total of 71 new trees planted on site and in the adjacent road Right-of-
Way. 
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CONCLUSIONS 

The proposal is generally consistent with the OCP as it relates to low-rise, multi-unit residential 
development within Urban Residential areas; however, Staff recommend that Council refer the 
application back to staff to work with the applicant on site planning, transition and building 
design refinements. 

ALTERNATE MOTION 

That Council decline Rezoning Application No. 00525 for the property located at 1201 Fort 
Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place. 

List of Attachments: 
• Subject Map - Appendix 1 
• Aerial Map - Appendix 2 
• Area Map - Appendix 3 
• Plans date stamped February 3, 2017 - Appendix 4 
• Letter from applicant to Mayor and Council dated March 20, 2017, February 2, 2017 

November 29, 2016 and September 27, 2016 - Appendix 5 
• Community Association Land Use Committee Comments - Appendix 6 
• Arborist Report dated November 24, 2016 - Appendix 7 
• Summary of Land Lift Analysis dated January 26, 2017 - Appendix 8 
• Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design Evaluation date stamped November 

29, 2016-Appendix 9 
• Correspondence - Appendix 10 

Date: 
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CITY OF 
VICTORIA 

Committee of the Whole Report 
For the Meeting of April 6, 2017 

To: Committee of the Whole Date: March 23,2017 

From: Jonathan Tinney, Director, Sustainable Planning and Community Development 

_ f- Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00035 for 1201 Fort 
^ Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place 

RECOMMENDATION 

1. That Council refer the application back to staff to work with the applicant to address the 
following: 
a. window placement and exterior design of the multi-unit residential buildings 

(Buildings A and B) 
b. exterior materials and colour 
c. the items identified in the concurrent rezoning application where there is overlap with 

the Development Permit Application. 

2. That Council direct staff to bring the application back to Committee of the Whole once 
these issues are addressed. 

LEGISLATIVE AUTHORITY 

In accordance'with Section 489 of the Local Government Act, Council may issue a Development 
Permit in accordance with the applicable guidelines specified in the Community Plan. A 
Development Permit may vary or supplement the Zoning Regulation Bylaw but may not vary the 
use or density of the land from that specified in the Bylaw. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The purpose of this report is to present Council with information, analysis and recommendations 
for a Development Permit Application for the property located at 1201 Fort Street and 1050 
Pentrelew Place. The proposal is to construct a six-storey multi-unit residential building, a five-
storey multi-unit residential building and twelve townhouses. The variances are related to 
height, site coverage, setbacks and parking. 

The following points were considered in assessing this application: 
• a portion of the site is subject to the guidelines currently contained in Development 

Permit Area 7B (HC): Corridors Heritage, and an Official Community Plan Amendment 
Application is associated with this application which proposes to extend the boundary of 
DPA 7B (HC) to include the south portion of the subject site 
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• the application is inconsistent with the objectives for Development Permit Area 7B (HC), 
which encourage buildings that enhance the heritage character of the Fort Street 
corridor 

• the application is inconsistent with the Buildings, Signs and Awnings Advisory Design 
Guidelines with respect to materials, colour and fenestration pattern 

• subject to the revisions outlined in the staff recommendation for Rezoning Application 
No. 00525, the proposed height and setback variances may be supportable based on 
architectural interventions and mitigation measures. They may also be considered 
supportable given the application's consistency with other policies and regulations (Tree 
Bylaw, Highway Access Bylaw) 

• the proposed roof decks are not supportable based on the potential impacts they may 
have on neighbouring properties 

• the proposed parking variance is supportable based on anticipated parking demand at 
this location. 

BACKGROUND 

Description of Proposal 

The proposal is to construct a six-storey multi-unit residential building, a five-storey multi-unit 
residential building and twelve townhouses. Specific details include: 

Multi-unit Residential: (Buildings A and B) 
• a six-storey multi-unit residential building fronting onto Fort Street (Building A) 
• a five-storey multi-unit residential building situated in the interior of the site with primary 

pedestrian access from Pentrelew Place (Building B) 
• one level of underground parking accessed from Fort Street, which also provides access 

to a secure bicycle storage area with 47 Class 1 parking stalls 
• a driveway from Pentrelew Place provides access to three visitor surface parking stalls, 

16 at-grade parking spots enclosed at the ground level of Building B, and a secure 
bicycle storage room with 34 Class 1 parking stalls 

• private balconies for all units above the ground floor with metal picket rails for the lower 
two storeys and glass guardrails for the upper storeys 

• private patios and separate at-grade access for all ground floor units 
• fagade articulation through offset windows and balconies 
• white painted textured acrylic stucco as the primary cladding material 
• natural stone cladding for the ground floor 
• western red cedar soffits and facia 
• terracotta vertical louvres and aluminium frame for the balcony screens 
• textured composite panels for patio walls 
• exposed steel columns painted grey. 

Townhouses (Buildings C, D and E) 
• three townhouse buildings of four units each fronting onto Pentrelew Place (Buildings 

C,D and E) 
• underground two-car garages for the townhouses are accessed from Fort Street 
• rooftop decks with stair and elevator access for each townhouse unit 
• individual private patios with planting at the rear of each townhouse unit 
• white painted textured acrylic stucco as the primary cladding, material . 
• stone veneer for the base of the buildings and chimneys. 
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The proposed variances are related to: 
• increasing the maximum height for Buildings A and B 
• increasing the maximum site coverage 
• reducing the minimum front, rear and side yard setbacks 
• reducing the minimum number of vehicle parking stalls. 

Sustainability Features 

As indicated in the applicant's letter dated September 27, 2016 the following sustainability 
features are associated with this application: 

• landscaping that enhances the ecology of the Garry Oak tree stand through better 
rainwater retention, use of native species and planting of juvenile Garry Oaks 

• secure and easy access bike storage facilities. 

Active Transportation Impacts 

The application proposes the following features which support active transportation: 
• 81 Class 1 bicycle parking stalls 
• 12 Class 2 bicycle parking stalls. 

Public Realm Improvements 

Proposed public realm improvements are discussed in association with the concurrent Rezoning 
Application associated with this property. 

Advisory Design Panel 

The application was referred to the Advisory Design Panel (ADP) on January 11, 2017. The 
Panel was asked to comment on the following aspects of the proposal: 

• architectural expression of Buildings. A and B as it relates to the Guidelines and the 
context within Development Permit Are 7B (HC) 

• architectural expression of Building A as it relates to Fort Street and any opportunities to 
enhance the pedestrian experience and improve the building's relationship with the 
street 

• townhouse siting and design to alleviate pinch points at the north and south corner units 
• public pathway improvements, specifically the alignment, CPTED considerations, 

landscaping and wayfinding. 

The minutes from the meeting are attached for reference and the following motion was carried 
(unanimous): 

"That the Advisory Design Panel recommend to Council Development Permit Application 
No. 000525 for 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place be approved with 
recommendations as proposed: Review the townhouse elevation, design and layout to 
alleviate the pinch point between Buildings B &C." 

in response to the ADP recommendation, the applicant provided a letter of rationale for the 
proposed design and additional figures to illustrate the privacy mitigation measures. The letter 
is attached to this report. In addition, staff have concerns with the overall architectural 
expression and site planning as it relates to the low density residential context to the south of 
the site. 
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ANALYSIS 

Development Permit Area and Design Guidelines 

The north portion of 1201 Fort and 1050 Pentrelew are designated under Development Permit 
Area 7B (HC): Corridors Heritage within the Official Community Plan 2012 (OCP). As part of 
this application, the Applicant has requested an amendment to the OCP to extend the boundary 
of DPA 7B (HC) to apply to the entire site. The objectives of this designation include: 

• To conserve the heritage value, special character and the significant historic buildings, 
features and characteristics of this area 

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

Given the property is located in a Heritage Conservation Area, the project's overall fit within the 
heritage context is important and is a consideration noted in the analysis. Design guidelines that 
apply to properties within DPA 7B (HC) that are outside of the Downtown Core and are not 
heritage registered or designated are the Advisory Design Guidelines for Building, Signs and 
Awnings and the Guidelines for Fences, Gates and Shutters. As noted below, the application 
would benefit from design revisions to ensure it is consistent with the guidelines and the 
objectives for DPA 7B (HC). 

Advisory Design Guidelines for Buildings, Signs and Awnings 

These guidelines state that an acceptable application will include consideration of an attractive 
streetscape and that the architecture and landscaping of.the immediate area be identified and 
acknowledged. In evaluating a design, particular emphasis is placed on the solution to these 
general aspects: design approach, relevancy of expression, context, pedestrian access, 
massing, scale, roofline, street relationship and landscape plan. 

As stated in the applicant's letter, one of the principle design objectives is to preserve the 
mature trees and the character they lend to the site. To this end, the buildings are situated and 
designed to serve as a backdrop to the existing tree canopy, a feature that adds to the special 
character of the Fort Street Corridor. Although this concept aligns with the guidelines, the 
overall architectural expression could be more sympathetic to the historic context along this 
section of the Fort Street Corridor, which includes several heritage designated houses clustered 
between Linden Avenue and Ormond Street. Specifically, the choice of white acrylic stucco as 
the predominant cladding material and the placement of the windows in the multi-unit residential 
buildings is of particular concern to staff. 

Additionally, although the tree canopy has been utilized to help mitigate potential privacy 
impacts and to reduce the perception of the massing,, the development should also provide an 
appropriate transition to lower density building forms through variation in massing and height, 
and potentially further stepping back some upper storeys. 

The proposed townhouses along Pentrelew Place provide a sensitive transitional form between, 
the proposed multi-unit residential buildings and the adjacent lower density development across 
the street; however, the three blocks of townhouses do not provide sufficient breathing room at 
the north or south end of the site, adjacentthe public pathway and Building B, respectively. The 
proposal would benefit from design revisions to address these pinch points and improve the 
transition to the south along Pentrelew Place. 
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Guidelines for Fences, Gates and Shutters 

These guidelines state that fences, gates and shutters must complement the character of the 
street and not result in a fortress-like appearance, must integrate with building design, 
architectural finishes and materials for a cohesive effect, and not be the dominant feature of the 
building fagade. The Application is consistent with these guidelines. 

Regulatory Considerations 

The R3-AM2 Zone, Mid-Rise Multiple Dwelling District, is being proposed as a base zone to 
create a new zone with a maximum density allowance of 1.38:1 FSR and allow attached 
dwellings as a permitted use; as a result, a number of variances related to height, setbacks, site 
coverage and parking are proposed as part of this application. This approach is recommended 
to ensure that reduced siting requirements are not entrenched in a new custom zone and that 
any future alternative development proposals would need to apply to Council to achieve these, 
or different variances. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The proposal for two multi-unit residential buildings and 12 townhouse units is generally 
consistent with the OCP and the objective of Development Permit Area 7B (HC); however, 
several design revisions are recommended to ensure the proposal is more fully consistent with 
the applicable guidelines. Staff recommend for Council's consideration that the application be 
referred back to staff to work with the applicant on site planning, transition and design 
refinements. 

ALTERNATE MOTION 

That Council decline Development Permit with Variances Application No. 00035 for the property 
located at 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place. 

Date: <VVrrd/\^Ljp^ 

List of Attachments 
• Subject Map - Appendix 1 
• Aerial Map - Appendix 2 
• Plans date stamped February 3, 2017 - Appendix 4 
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• Letter from applicant to Mayor and Council dated March 20,2017, February 2, 2017 
November 29, 2016 and September 27, 2016 - Appendix 5 

• Community Association Land Use Committee Comments — Appendix 6 
• Arborist Report dated November 24, 2016 - Appendix 7 
o Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design Evaluation date stamped November 

29, 2016-Appendix9 
• Correspondence-Appendix 10 
« Advisory Design Panel Report dated January 4, 2017 - Appendix 11 
• Advisory Design Panel Minutes from January 11, 2017 meeting - Appendix 12 
« Letter from applicant to staff in response to Advisory Design Panel recommendation -

Appendix 13 
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RAIN WATER MANAGEMENT NOTES 

water collected from building roofs, as well as runoff 
from indicated hardscape (driveway) areas flow to the 
rain gardens located throughout the site. 

The rain gardens are sized such that the bottom of the 
rain garden is 5% of the impervious area (as per City of 
Victoria Stcrmwater Guidelines). 

Rain gardens will be designed with underdrains and a 
high capacity overflow drain that will be connected to 
the onsite piped drainage system. 

Permeable paving areas will be used to manage 
driveway, where drainage towards rain gardens is not 
feasible. 
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Boulevard Shrubs 
Viburnum davidll 
Abella x grandlllora 'Pre 

2-Quercus garryana 

Gorry Oak landscape. Retained Garry Oaks in lawn and clusters of camas. Succession planting with 
Garry Oak trees. Native shrubs such as snowberry. Oregon grape and Pacific wax myrtle enhance 
screening between adjacent condo building. 
Rain gardens planted with plant material adapted to wet winter and dry summer conditions. Mix of 
juncus. slough sedge, midwinter fire dogwood in the bottom and evergreen ornamentals on the upper 
planting zone. 
Naturalized planting along west property line includes snowberry. mahonia. salal. and red flowering 

Inner courtyard landscape graded to create small rises between access path and first floor patios. 
Katsura trees ore sited between balcony bump outs and patios. Plant material is adapted to site 
conditions and includes Privot Honeysuckle. Rhododendrons. Little Princess Spirea. Cisfus. and 
perennials. 
Townhouse entries are separated by a structural wall and terraced planters. The planting area between 
the building and the sidewalk allows for the installation of medium sized trees including Japanese 
Snowbell, Japanese Maple, and Cornus Kousa. Plantings will be ornamental with Glacier Azaleas. 
Cistus, English Weeping Yew and a mix of perennials and hardy grasses. 
Pentrelew streetscape planted with Garry Oak trees with a groundcover planting of David V 
and White Abelia. 
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March 20, 2017 

City of Victoria 
No. 1 Centennial Square 
Victoria, BCV8W 1P6 

APPENDIX 5 

A B S T R A C T  301-V06 Cook Street 
Victoria, BC V8V 3Z9 

T 250 883 5579 T 250 995 8611 
abstracrdevelopnnents.cor-! 

Attn: Mayor and Members of Council 

Re: Neighbourhood Meeting Held on February 22, 2017 
Rezoning and Development Permit Application for 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place 

Dear Mayor and Members of Council, 

This letter is provided as an update to the community engagement process we have undertaken to-date in regards 
to the Rezoning and Development Permit Application for 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place. A formal 
Community (CALUC) Meeting was held on January 12, 2015. While this meeting was well attended, we ran into 
some logistical challenges due to the unforeseen positive response to the meeting invite. As a result, we decided to 
host another neighbourhood meeting and an invite was mailed through Canada Post to all residents with a 300m 
radius of the centre of the 1201 Fort property. In total there were 1880 invites mailed and the invite was also sent 
to the President of the Rockland Land Use Committee. 

The following two pages provide what was included in the mail-out, which includes a letter describing our rationale 
for having a second meeting. This meeting marked the 16th time we have engaged and met with either the 
neighbours or the Rockland Land Use Committee. 

Sincerely, 

Sam Ganong 
Vice President, Development 

Enclosed: 
1} Neighbourhood Meeting Letter 
2) Neighbourhood Meeting invite 



5 5  A B S T R A C T  301-1106 Cook Street T 250 883 55/9 F 250 995 8611 
Victoria. BC V8V 3Z9 abstractdeveiopments.com 

February 10, 2017 

Dear Neighbour of 1201 Fort Street, 

Since our Community Meeting held on January 12th we have had a chance to reflect on how the overall 
meeting went. We realize that we clearly did not anticipate the level of interest in this meeting, and as a result, 
we failed in our responsibility. For this, we sincerely apologize. We strive to live and work by a set of core 
principles which guide us in every decision we make, and we fell short on this evening. 

As a result, we would like to invite you to another Neighbourhood Meeting. This time, we will have the 
appropriate visual and audio equipment, and the meeting will be structured to give everyone an opportunity 
to speak and be heard. In addition, we will have ready to present some additional information, studies and 
visual media that was previously requested by the local residents. There are some strong opinions, and 
unfortunately inaccurate information circulated within the community and all we ask is that you come to this 
meeting with an open mind, and an interest in learning the facts about our proposal. 

While we have received a wide range of feedback thus far, we respect that you may feel there are unresolved 
challenges with the current proposal, possibly in terms of the proposed height, density, parking, traffic, or the 
number of new people that may be living in the neighbourhood. We know that the redevelopment of this 
property will result in a large change to your neighbourhood compared to the existing conditions you have 
enjoyed for so many years. We take this responsibility very seriously. We are working hard to balance the 
feedback from neighbours, the constraints of the site, and the needs of the region. 

Sincerely, 

Mike Miller, 

President & Founder 



PLEASE JOIN US 
Where: 

Grace Lutheran Church 
1273 Fort St, Victoria, BCV8V3L4 

'Limited parking available on-site 

When: 

Doors open at 6:30 prn 
Starting at 7:00 pm 

Wednesday, February 22. 

* Light snacks and refreshments will be served 

8 

CWafc ftctc 

C" K( H. rcQ 

If you are unable to attend, please email us directly and we will make time to accommodate you 
personally. Please send email to 1201@abstractdevelopments.com 
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02 February 2017 

City of Victoria 

No.1 Centennial Square 

Victoria BC 

V8W1P6 

Attn.: Mayor & Council 

Re: REVISED 1201 Fort Street ReZoning & Development Permit Application 

Cascadia Architects, on behalf of Abstract Developments Inc., is pleased to submit this revised application for 

ReZoning and Development Permit for 1201 Fort Street in Victoria. 

The revisions reflect the current stage of design development of the project, add drawing clarity, and include some 

technical corrections. 

These revisions can be summarized as follows: 

1. Two additional site analysis diagrams have been added to the site analysis page. The diagrams show where 

livings spaces will be located and their proximity to the open spaces and adjacent buildings. 

2. The phasing strategy has been modified based on feedback from the construction team. 

3. A new site plan drawing was added which consolidated the necessary information required by the re-zoning 

application. 

4. In consultation with the arborist, the parkade was modified under building B, adding 

9 additional parking stalls, bring the total parking count to 123. The unit 

5. A discrepancy in the forecourt paving area between the landscape drawings and 

the architectural drawings has been synchronized. 

6. A shadow study showing the existing site conditions as well as the proposed 

conditions has been added. 

7. The height of building A has been raised to better reflect the technical requirements 

of its construction of the floor and roof construction. 

8. Zebra Design modified the town house design by increasing the ground floor den 

and decreasing the rear landing size by 1.2m. This increased the overall floor area 

by 45 sq m and changed the FSR from 1.381 to 1.387. Refer to the letter issued by 

Zebra for further information. 

9. Murdoch de Greef Inc. modified the landscape package for increase technical 

accuracy. Please refer to the letter they issued for further details. 

10. An additional letter from Sam Ganong, Vice President of Abstract Developments is 

included to provide additional site analysis. 
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Canada 

T 250 590 3223 

F 250 590 3226 

www.cascadiaarchitects.ca 

office@cascadiaarchitects.ca 

A Corporate Partnership 

Principals 

GREGORY DAMANT 
Architect AIBC, LEED AP 

PETER JOHANNKNECHT 
Architect AIBC. LEED AP. 
Interior Architect AKNW Germany 



The team has carefully reviewed the City's technical review and input related to the previous design, and worked to 

more clearly present the information for the consideration of staff and council. The changes are bubbled and itemized 

in the drawing sets as requested. If you have any questions or require further clarification of any part of the 

application, please do not hesitate to contact our office. 

Sincerely, 

CASCADIA ARCHITECTS INC. 

Peter Johannknecht, Architect AIBC, LEED AP Gregory Damant, Architect AIBC LEED AP 

Principal Principal 

CASCADIA ARCHITECTS 
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File No: 116.18 

The City of Victoria 
No.l Centennial Square 
Victoria BC 
V8W 1P6 

Attention: Mayor & Council February 1, 2017 

Re: Rezoninq & Development Permit Application Revisions 
1201 Fort Street 

The proposed Landscape Plans have been updated to reflect recent data corrections and minor adjustments to 
the plan. We discovered there were some technical errors with the previously submitted plant schedules. These 
have now been corrected. The design remains the same and the following items have been updated: 

• Public Walkway widened adjacent to Fort Street Entrance 
• Townhome back (upper) patio adjustment 
• Protected Root Zone-Drawn as a diameter not radius 
• Arbutus tree status (very small arbutus added to protected tree list) 

• Replacement Tree List 

• Plant List - Trees 

The following descriptions provide a brief explanation for each of the above points. 

Public Walkway, Fort Street Entrance Adjustment (Bubbled Area 1) 

The entrance threshold to the public walkway at the Fort Street end has been widened to better address 
pedestrian desire lines across the Fort Street frontage of the site. 

Townhome Back (upper) Patio Adjustment (Bubbled Areas 2) 

The back (upper) patio size has been adjusted to reflect recent changes to the Town House Architecture. 

Protected Root Zone (PRZ) Adjustment (Bubbled Area 3) 

Upon further clarification with the project Arborist the PRZ of existing trees to be retained has been revised to 
correctly reflect radii in meters. This has been re-plotted on LI.02 Tree Retention and Removal Plan. The 
building and landscape designs have always been designed using the correct PRZ. The original drawings show 
PRZ as a diameter. New drawings show it drawn as a radius. For example, if the PRZ was 5m, in our original 
drawings it is drawn as a 5m diameter (2.5m radius) offset while the new drawings (Feb. 2, 2017) are drawn as 
5m radius. 

Tree Status Update (Bubbled Areas 4) 

Upon further investigation, the tree status of tree 'No Tag 9' (3cm DBH Arbutus tree) has been corrected to 
'Bylaw Protected'. Total Bylaw Protected Trees Removed has now been revised to 8, (previously 7). 



www.mdidesign.ca 

Replacement Tree List Update (Bubbled Areas 5) 

In response to Bubbled Area 2, the Replacement Tree List has been updated. Two (2) previously proposed Acer 
rubrum 'Bowhall' trees have been identified as Replacement Trees and have been coordinated onto the Legend 
and Plan. Total number of Replacement Trees has been revised to 16, (previously 14). 

Proposed Tree List Update (Bubbled Areas 6) 

The Plant List has been updated to capture actual proposed tree numbers. This was previously incorrect due to a 
technical error. Total number of proposed trees is 71, (not 66). This has also been coordinated onto our LI.02 
Tree Retention and Removal Plan. 

Best regards, 

Scott Murdoch 

Registered Landscape Architect 

Cc: 

Environmental Planning Rain Water Management Landscape Design 

Page 2 of 2 
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29 November 2016 

City of Victoria 

No.1 Centennial Square 

Victoria BC 

V8W1P6 

Attn.: Mayor & Council 

Re: REVISED 1201 Fort Street ReZoning & Development Permit Application 

Cascadia Architects, on behalf of Abstract Developments Inc., is pleased to submit this revised application for 

ReZoning and Development Permit for 1201 Fort Street in Victoria. 

The revisions are made in response to comments received from City staff that were generated during the technical 

review of the application, and can be summarized as follows: 

1. Abstract Developments is currently working with the City to complete a land lift analysis as required, and to 

prepare the Housing Agreement. 

2. Nine rendered views of the project have been added to the application material to assist Staff in their review, 

as requested. 

3. Murdoch and deGreef Landscape Architects have coordinated with the arbourist, Talbot MacKenzie to 

prepare a tree retention plan that summarizes the trees on site that are intended to be preserved and those 

that will be removed as part of the development. This information is submitted as part of the landscape 

drawing package and in the Arbourist's report. 

4. The SRW for the public pathway from Fort Street to Pentrelew has been widened 

to 2.4m to make it more visible and a natural or intuitive choice for pedestrians to 

use. The path entry from Fort Street has been enlarged to be more visible, and 

relocated to join with the building entrance path, in order to strengthen Building A's 

'front door' presence at the same time. The Pentrelew entry point was reviewed, 

relative to it's location north / south along the Pentrelew frontage. It was determined, 

based on site analysis that the current location remains the best location, both in 

terms of the space available and pedestrian comfort on the pathway as it passes 

between buildings to reach Pentrelew, and in terms of the direct visual and intuitive 

connection to Wilspencer place and the Art Gallery. Graphic analysis diagrams 

supporting this rationale have been included in the application set on drawing A004-

M. 

5. Concurrent with the removal of the townhouse parking lane, an internal non-public 

pedestrian pathway that mimics the location and off-site connectivity orientation of 

the Pemberton Greenway has been added. 

6. A shadow study analysis is now included in the drawing set. 
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7. Abstract Developments has commissioned a CEPTED analysis for submission with this revised application 

set. 

8. Concurrent with the removal of the townhouse parking lane the decision to eliminate the subdivision of the 

townhouse site has been made. 

9. The most significant change to the proposal is that, as requested by City staff, the parking lane for the 

townhouses has been eliminated and replaced with townhouse patio spaces and expanded internal 

greenspace for the site. Several other changes result from this decision: 

a. The number of townhouses has been increased from 10 to 12. 

b. Townhouse garages are now accessed via the underground parking level and entrance from Fort 

Street, eliminating the lane access driveway from Pentrelew. As a result, only 19 parking spaces 

(3 visitor and 16 resident spaces under building B) are accessed from Pentrelew Place. The 

underground parking level has also been reconfigured in order to make the new expanded layout 

more efficient and an additional exit stair has been added from the parkade at the east end of 

Building A to address exit distances from the new townhouse parkade area. 

c. The site has been regraded and internal raingardens reconfigured, with Building A being raised 

approximately 300mm and Building B raised approximately 600mm, in order to accommodate the 

underground connection to the townhouse garages. The raingarden changes are illustrated in the 

Landscape drawings. 

d. Internal pedestrian connections and links east / west and north / south have been strengthened as 

illustrated in the Landscape drawings. 

10. Zebra Design has updated the townhouse plans to make entrance porch areas more visible and to add rear 

patio spaces and gardens. The townhouses have also been lowered. Zebra has submitted a separate letter 

outlining these changes in more detail and describing how they address City comments regarding a more 

active rear edge and positive street relationship for the townhouses. 

11. A sectional drawing 3/A401M describing the spacing relationship between building B and the condominium 

on Linden Street has been added. Additionally a rendered view, taken from a fourth floor unit at the NE 

corner of 1039 Linden forms part of the information submitted here. This rendering illustrates the proximity, 

relative height of Building B, as well as the views through the site that the two-building design is able to 

maintain, and the green roof of the carport for 1039 Linden which Abstract has agreed to provide for the 

mutual benefit of both properties. 

12. Further to item 11, the 16 under-building parking spots along the west edge of Building B is opposite a 

covered carport at 1039 Linden. This parking will be covered by a terrace patio for the second-floor units 

above, which will include landscape planters as guardrails and for privacy. The terrace is roughly level with 

the roof of the carport, which will have a new extensive green roof to expand the effect of landscaped 

element of the terrace across the property line, to the benefit of both properties. This is best described in 

View 3 on A003M which shows the terrace planters, the green roof, and the screen wall which will hide the 

building B parking from view for the 1039 Linden property. Part of this design involves elimination of the 

typical 0.6m setback of that parking from the property, as that would create an unusable void space with no 

benefit. 

13. The Fort Street frontage has been revised in several ways to increase the project's presence and 

pedestrian-friendliness on Fort Street, with the objective of increasing the use and integration of the park 

space with the building entry sequence. The intended result is to create a gracious experience of the building 

frontage that clearly draws the public realm onto the site. The following changes have been made: 

CASCADIA ARCHITECTS 



a. The Building A lobby has been pulled out from the floorplate and now sits as a pavilion addressing 

the street via a projected canopy, and the park space via a second access pathway. The height of 

the lobby has been increased to 3.8m (12'-6") to clearly identify it as the front door, and the 

pathways now encircle one of the specimen Garry Oak trees, literally wrapping it in as an 

experiential part of the arrival sequence. 

b. The pedestrian entrance and SRW pathway through the park have been collected to meet Fort 

Street and a mini-plaza in front of the entrance lobby of Building A. The objective of this change is 

to give a clearer line-of-sight along the park path for pedestrians walking up Fort, and make it a 

more visible and natural choice of direction. This also brings the public closer to the Building A 

entrance, giving it more presence on Fort Street. Bicycle parking for Building A is now located at 

the lobby access ramp to the park path as well, increasing the integration of the park space and 

building circulation. 

c. The parkade ramp is now screened from the pedestrian entrance and park area by a wall and 

landscaping, and it has been moved as far as possible to the west to consolidate it with the adjacent 

property driveway as a vehicle zone while maximizing the site frontage devoted to the park and 

pedestrian circulation paths. This has the additional visual effect of grounding the overhanging 

wing above the parkade ramp. 

d. Balconies at the third and fourth floor units 301 and 401 have been re-oriented to face Fort Street, 

and the penthouse level has increased glazing above the stucco on the east wall of 601 and the 

corridor. 

14. Visitor parking at the Fort Street vehicle entrance has been removed as requested. 

15. Boulevard treatments have been updated to reflect Parks comments, as indicated on the landscape 

drawings. 

In preparing these revisions the team has carefully considered the City's comments and input related to the previous 

design, and tried to balance City objectives with the feedback received from the community during the consultation 

process. The changes are bubbled and itemized in the drawing sets as requested. If you have any questions or 

require further clarification of any part of the application please do not hesitate to contact our office. 

Sincerely, 

CASCADIA ARCHITECTS INC. 

Peter Johannknecht, Architect AIBC, LEED AP 

Principal 

Gregory Damant, Architect AIBC LEED AP 

Principal 

CASCADIA ARCHITECTS 
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File No: 116.18 

The City of Victoria 
No.l Centennial Square 
Victoria BC 
V8W 1P6 

Attention: Mayor & Council November 29, 2016 

Re: Rezoninq & Development Permit Application Revisions 
1201 Fort Street 

The landscape design has been modified with the recent changes to the building and circulation program. The 
main areas affect by the changes are as follows: 

• Moving townhouse access and parking into underground parkade; 
• Modify vehicle and pedestrian access to the building off Fort Street; 

• Realign and widen path between Fort St. and Pentrelew Place; 
• Created mid-property path for future Pemberton Greenway; and, 

• Modifications to the stormwater management plan. 

The following description is in addition to the information provided in our previous letter from September 26, 

2016. 

Underground Parkade and Townhouses (Bubbled Areas 4 + 5) 

Moving the lane and vehicle access has created a significant landscape opportunity between the townhouse and 
the condo building. At-grade patios have been added to each townhouse. These will provide access to the site 
open space through a path system the connects to Fort St. and Pentrelew Place as well as the future Pemberton 
Trail Greenway. This design change has resulted in more at grade open space, reduced impervious area, and 
improved physical and visual access to the sites inner open space (a positive CEPTD design intervention). 

Fort Street Entrances (Bubbled Area 2) 

The vehicle and pedestrian access off Fort Street was adjusted to provide better access to the buildings main 
entrance. The main pedestrian entrance has been brought closer to Fort Street and the walkway is a straight 
route to the door. An accessible walkway has been designed adjacent to the large retained oak. The garry oak 
lawn has been brought right to the front door and is framed by large seating steps. 

Fort St. and Pentrelew Place Walkway Connection (Bubbled Areas 3 + partially 2) 

The alignment, width, and material of the pathway have been improved access through the site. The 
realignment improves visual access and provides a more direct route through the site. Making path 1.8m wide 
(previously 1.5m) and concrete (previously compacted trail blend gravel) will improve access for all users and 
create a more durable walking surface. 

Murdoch 
deGreeff^ 



www.mdidesign.ca 

Pemberton Trail Greenway (Bubbled Area 5) 

A concrete unit paver path (1.8m wide) has been added that will form part of the future Pemberton Trail 
Greenway path. The path extends through the site and can be extended in the future with the redevelopment 
of the western adjacent properties. 

Water Management (Full Site) 

Rain gardens and rain planters have been integrated into the design to manage runoff from the buildings on the 
site. The changes behind the townhouses has meant a change in the overall stormwater management plan. The 
large rain gardens in the inner triangle landscape have been significantly reduced as of result of grading and slab 
conditions. Water from the townhouse roofs will be managed by smaller rain gardens located in the landscape 
at the front of the units. Some water to go to the two smaller rain gardens in the inner triangle space. 

Regional Growth Strategy / OCP Goals and Objectives: 

As described, this proposed project design encompasses following goals and priorities of the Regional Growth 
Strategy and the City's Official Community Plan (OCP): 

• Increase Transportation Choice: In addition to bicycle parking facilities, pedestrian paths have been 
integrated into the plan to accommodate access for residents to the various street frontages. Paths 
connect Building B with Fort Street and Pentrelew Place. A public pedestrian path also connects Fort 
Street with Pentrelew Place which supports the strategic directions for the neighbourhood by creating 
pedestrian connections between the residential neighbourhood and Fort Street frontage. The addition 
of the mid-site walkway will enable future expansion and connection of the Pemberton Trail Greenway. 

In preparing this rezoning and development permit application package, the team has carefully considered the 
relevant OCP objectives and DP Area Design Guidelines. The design enhances linkages within the community, 
enhances ecological values, and provides a landscape that integrates with the surrounding neighbourhood. 

If you have any questions or require further clarification, please feel free to contact our office. 

Best regards, 

Scott Murdoch 

Registered Landscape Architect 

Cc: 

Environmental Planning Rain Water Management Landscape Design 
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CASCADIA ARCHITECTS 

27 September 2016 

City of Victoria 

No.1 Centennial Square 

Victoria BC 

V8W 1P6 

Attn.: Mayor & Council 

Received 
City of Victoria 

SEP L1 2016 
Fiarming & Development Department 

Development Services Division 

Re: 1201 Fort Street Rezoning & Development Permit Application 

Cascadia Architects, on behaif of Abstract Developments Inc., is pleased to submit this application for Rezoning and 

Development Permit for 1201 Fort Street in Victoria. The requested development permit, encompassing 2 

condominium buildings and 10 townhouses on the nearly 2-acre parcel draws heavily on the site's unique 

characteristics for its planning, building arrangement and architectural expression. 

This application is the culmination of a 6 month neighbourhood consultation and design deveiopment process that 

has included 8 separate community engagements in addition to many one-on-one meetings with the property's 

neighbours, in preparing this application Abstract's design team (Cascadia Architects, Murdoch and de Greef 

Landscape Architects, and Zebra Design) has also received preliminary input from City planning and engineering 

staff, and specialist consultants including certified arbourists, and civil and geotechnicai engineers. 

The 1201 Fort property is uniquely characterized by its established stand of mature trees, including several significant 

Garry Oaks. This pocket of urban forest is a significant community amenity, lending a distinct 

atmosphere to the area and providing the neighborhood with a park-like outdoor room and 

an informal pedestrian mid-block connection from Fort in towards the Art Gallery of Greater 

Victoria and the neighbourhood generally. As described in this letter and the proposal 

drawings, preservation of the trees and the character they lend to the site, as well as the 

public pedestrian connection through the site, are central tenants of the design rationale. 

In terms of built context, the site is a transitional zone. To the west and north it is bordered 

by 4 storey condominium buildings that are part of the multi-storey fabric of downtown that 

reaches up Fort Street, Rockland Street, and aiong Linden Avenue. To the east, across the 

Pentrelew, the single family character and grain of Rockland begins, in-filling around the 

larger institutional sites of the AGGV, Centra! Middle School, and Craigdarroch Castle. This 

is the second design rationale of the project - to arrange new development on the site to 

transition smoothly to the existing context as much as possible. 

i 060 Meares Street 
Victoria BC V8V3J6 
Canada 

T 250 590 3223 

F 250 590 3226 

www.cascadiaarchitects.ca 

office@cascadiaarchitects.ca 

A Corporate Partnership 

Principals 

GREGORY DAMANT 
Architect AIBC, LEED AP 

PETER JOHANNKNECHT 
Architect AIBC, LEED AP, 
Interior Architect AKNW Germany 



Neighbourhood Consultation 

As mentioned previously, through the development of the scheme neighbouring residents have been regularly 

consulted both individually and on 8 occasions in collective meetings as the site planning, massing, and architectural 

expression were developed. Abstract's consultation process included: 

• Initial door-to-door introductions, starting April 10,n. 

=> Two introductory meetings prior to the start of planning work with both local neighbours and adjacent 

residents in the condominium buildings. (April 21st and May 10th) 

» An interactive site analysis and planning charrette with Cascadia Architects and local residents. (May 18th) 

• A review of preliminary massing options with Cascadia and local neighbours / adjacent condominium 

residents to explain the primary design concepts resulting from the site analysis. (June 20th, June 21st, June 

28th) 

• An interactive 'open house' session allowing 1-on-1 discussions looking at precedent imagery and 

preferences around materiality, detailing, and landscape elements and design. (July 28th) 

• A review of the application package, scheduled in advance for October 11th. 

The feedback from neighbours included consistent references around: 

• The concern to preserve the treed, leafy character of the site and the pedestrian access through the site. 

• Concerns about any increase in traffic and parking volume on Pentrelew Place. 

• The concern about abrupt transition in height from small scale residential to larger condominium buildings 

and a preference for stepped building height / stepped-back upper floors. 

• Preference for natural materials such as wood and stone with lighter and warmer tones and textures. 

Abstract has committed to undertake additional meetings prior to presentation of the project to Council, including a 

formal CALUC meeting presentation. 

These sessions and the resulting feedback have been primary influences on the development of the project siting, 

massing and architectural expression, as described below. 

Land use/zoning change 

Currently, the North portion of 1201 Fort Street is zoned R3-AM-2 and the South Portion is zoned R1-B Single Family 

Lot. Conceptually this is a straightforward approach that places density along the Fort Street corridor, and integrates 

with the single family neighbourhood that starts on Pentrelew Avenue. However the zoned density, as noted in the 

OCP, underutilizes the opportunity of this site, and any development that conforms to the R3-AM2 zoning will 

unavoidably result in the complete removal of the mature trees. 

By contrast, the OCP calls for an increase to these existing density allowances where the Plan objectives are 

advanced, but treats the site with a similar broad brush stroke. It also locates the density on the Fort Street corridor, 

where the R3-AM-1 portion is designated as Urban Residential with a built form of mid-rise buildings up to 6 storeys 

and FSR of up to 2:1. The south portion of the site is designated as Traditional Residential, with an FSR of 

approximately 1:1 and built form of multi-unit structures up to three storeys on arterial / secondary arterial roads, with 

ground oriented buildings elsewhere. 

The 2:1 FSR target is repeated in Development Permit Area 7B, which calls for medium density building forms as 

per the Urban Residential designation on the northern portion of the site. 

Based on these OCP and DPA targets, the project has been developed to an overall density based on a proportional 

blend of these figures. The weighted average results is an FSR at 1.37:1 for the overall site, and based on the 
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feedback received at the community engagement meetings, the design team has arranged that density in a manner 

that responds to the natural constraints and built context of the site itself, in order to preserve its natural character 

and value. 

OCR Goals and Objectives: 

In addition to the community consultation, the design team has worked to fulfill the goals and priorities of the City's 

Official Community Plan (OCP) in developing the proposal, which is to build 2 condominium buildings arranged at 

the north and west edges of the site and 10 townhouses along the east street frontage of Pentrelew Place. The 

primary design initiatives can be summarized as follows: 

• Keep urban settlement compact: Although the overall FSR proposed for the project is relatively modest at 

1.37:1, reflecting the transitional context of building densities around the site, the master site plan does 

contribute a meaningful amount of in-fill housing stock within walking distance of services, amenities and the 

City's downtown core. This type of development is required to accommodate growth in the region without 

contributing to vehicle-dependent urban sprawl at the periphery. This objective is also reflected in the OCP's 

Land Management and Development Section. 

• Protect Regional Green and Blue Space: The proposal challenges the existing zoning restrictions which are 

insensitive to the on-site reality of the mature stands of trees, and instead arranges a custom building massing 

to preserve that community amenity. Although this approach will technically require an OCP amendment, it is 

a more accurate reflection of the spirit of the OCP to preserve green space and the character of that space, as 

stated in the OCP Environment Section, which calls specifically for the preservation of Garry Oak ecosystems 

and the support of healthy ecosystems in general in the urban forest of private and public green spaces. 

Furthermore, the two larger buildings are located adjacent to the existing multi-storey neighbours, and shaped 

to use the bare areas of the site. They will share a new central green space and laneway with the 10 townhouse 

units which, by their positioning along Pentrelew, buffer the smaller built-scale context to the east. Together 

with the trees, they soften the edges of the site and screen the new condominiums. 

• Increase Transportation Choice: By placing new residential density in direct proximity to transit routes, and 

within cycling and walking distance of downtown, new development can increase transportation choice and 

relieve vehicle dependence. The popular Walk Score website rates 1201 Fort as a "Walker's Paradise" with an 

overall score of 92; a transit score of 70 (10 bus routes within one half of a kilometer); and a cycling score of 

100 due to the bike lane on Fort Street. Victoria's OCP calls for promotion of such choices in the Transportation 

and Mobility Section, stating the objective that "Victorians [canj move freely and efficiently via a safe, integrated 

and convenient network of public transit, bike routes, and supportive inviting pedestrian realm in preference to 

driving alone." 

« Place making; As called for by the OCP, the project seeks to preserve and enhance the sense of the site's 

unique identify. This is accomplished by the mechanism of design, whereby the massing of the buildings are 

threaded amongst the existing trees, utilizing the previously built-upon areas and with reference to the scale of 

the proximate neighbouring buildings. For example, the 10 townhouses are two-storeys in height on Pentrelew, 

and are positioned to face the existing one- and two-family residences on Pentrelew, creating a step in height 

and scale between the 5 and 6 story multi-family buildings beyond. Additionally the upper storeys of both condo 

buildings are set back from the south and east, to create penthouse roof decks and reduce the apparent height 

of the buildings when viewed from off-site. These efforts moderate the visibility of the condominium buildings 

from the neighborhood to the east, preserving the street and pedestrian scale environment along Pentrelew 
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Place. Public access through the site is also maintained by provision of a pedestrian path that formalizes the 

link from Pentrelew to Fort Street through the preserved green space, 

o Housing: The larger building facing Fort Street will have 47 units with a mix of 1 bedroom, 2 bedrooms and 3 

bedroom .units, some containing dens, while others boast large sun decks. The southern building is designed 

for 34 units with one and two bedroom units. The provision of different housing types, including townhouses 

and condominiums, in this transition zone between the urban and traditional residential areas reflects the OCP 

goal to give residents housing choices within the City. 

« Infrastructure: Rainwater resources are carefully managed with collection, diversion, and re-use, and recycling 

as detailed in the separate letter provided by Murdoch and de Greef landscape architects. 

Additionally, the project responds to several relevant priorities laid out in Development Permit Area 7B (HC): 

Heritage Corridor (Fort Street): 

• Public realm improvements to connect residential area to pedestrian and cyclist corridors are provided via 

creation of the new dedicated pathway. 

• Low to medium density multi-family dwellings 3(d) are provided in an appropriately blended FSR by the strategic 

placement of buildings on site. 

• The desire for enhanced appearance of the corridor through sensitive innovative interventions 4(c) of high 

quality architecture, landscape and urban design are reflected by the response to trees as an important physical 

constraint and central driver of the project concept. 

• The prioritization of enhanced pedestrian and cyclist corridors 4(d) with human scaled urban design is reflected 

in the shared-space design of the laneway, and the provision of at-grade secure bicycle storage for building B. 

Description of Proposal 

Architecturally, the condominium buildings take their cue from the concept of the forest landscape, using a vertical 

transition of facade treatments that recall the understorey and canopy of the forest. In this case, steel columns and 

picket railings respond to the context of surrounding tree trunks, creating screens of privacy for lower level 

residences, while at the upper levels a canopy of large decks and expansive glass take advantage of the views & 

light to the east, south, and west. The building materials are natural and muted, intended to serve as a back-drop to 

the natural tree canopy. The light, textured stucco will receive dappled light through the trees to the north, south, and 

west, changing its apparent depth and colour through the day and seasons. The windows have also been carefully 

arranged to reflect the more random patterning of light and shadow, solid and void that characterizes the branches 

and leaves of a tree canopy. The condominium building top floors are set back to reduce the apparent height of the 

structures, when viewed from adjacent sites, and one meter deep planters are provided on the west facing deck over 

the parking structure of the south condo building to permit the establishment of trees that will help to green the visually 

shared space of the rear yard parking areas of the buildings on Linden Street. All of these measures also reflect the 

input of neighbouring residents as listed above. 

The design concepts for the landscape and townhouses are described in more detail in separate letters provided by 

Murdoch and de Greef and Zebra Design as the respective designers of those components. 

Transportation & Infrastructure 

« The project will include underground parking accessed from Fort Street as well as under-building parking at the 

main level of the south condo building. Each townhouse will include a two-car garage accessed via the laneway, 

and there are a total of 9 at-grade, on-site visitor parking stalls as well. The Fort Street access has been 
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negotiated in order to preserve the significant trees at the south end of the site, where an underground parkade 

entrance would typically be located, but has the additional benefit to the neighbourhood of reducing vehicle traffic 

on Pentrelew. This was a primary concern of the neighbours on Pentrelew. 

• The project is well situated and fully serviced by City of Victoria infrastructure. Schools, parks and recreation 

facilities are all located within walking distance of the site. In addition, the nearby work and shopping opportunities 

available downtown make this site suitable for an increased population density. 

« This population will be well serviced with regard to transportation options, including immediate proximity to major 

Transit routes on both Fort and Cook Streets as well as vehicle and bicycle parking and storage provisions. 

• The proposal provides for 6 bicycle racks at each building entrance as well as 81 secure Class A bicycle lockers 

and 110 vehicle parking stalls. Further amenities related to transportation are described in the Project Amenities. 

Project benefits and amenities 

The neighborhood will benefit from the transformation of a large underutilized institutional site into a vibrant 

community consisting of townhouses and condominiums within a site design characterized by generous natural 

spaces and walkways. In the proposal is a statutory right of way for a dedicated pedestrian path connecting the Fort 

street corridor to the neighbourhood of Rockland, including the Art Gallery of Greater Victoria. Both Fort Street and 

Pentrelew Place receive new landscaped street boulevard bulbs that include trees to give a sense of shelter for the 

pedestrian from moving traffic. Additional amenities include: 

• A secure at-grade bicycle storage room is provided as part of Building B, to reflect the priority of cycling as 

alternative transportation, and in acknowledgement that in this location, a substantial percentage of the 

purchasers will choose to forgo a car in favour of walking and cycling options. 

« A natural play-setting, with climbable elements and creative topography, is to be created in the landscape 

adjacent to the common room of Building A to provide families with an area dedicated to outdoor play for children. 

• A concern of the neighborhood was the dangerous intersection of Pentrelew and Wilspencer. The project 

therefore includes a proposal to add a traffic calming street bulb, which reduces the overall width of the otherwise 

oversized intersection, in order to create a more safe and pleasant pedestrian experience. 

Safety and security 

The creation of a resident population is the primary factor in creating a safe pedestrian environment, through the 

placement of 'eyes on the street', and in this design all areas of the site are overlooked in good proximity by multiple 

dwelling units. All pathways through the site will be lit with low-height fixtures to provide comfortable, but functional 

illumination levels without glare. The laneway is designed in the spirit of a 'shared street' with textured paving and 

rumble strips to calm traffic, and a canopy of trees to lend the character of a traditional laneway, and, as traffic for 

the site is dispersed between three entrances the lane will service only the ten townhomes, preserving a more friendly 

and pedestrian-safe park-like area at the center of the site. 

Green building features 

The primary investment of this project in green building features revolves around the landscape. In addition to placing 

new homes in a walkable setting, the project utilizes the brownfield areas of the site while maintaining the mature 

landscape. Furthermore, the landscape treatment for the site is designed to improve the amount of rainwater 

infiltrated on the site compared to the current condition. This will help to support the natural ecology of the site and 

the health of the Garry Oaks on the site. New juvenile Garry Oaks are included in the planting plan, in order to 

perpetuate the meadow into the future as well. 
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The easy-access bicycle facilities will also help to promote a healthy lifestyle. 

In preparing this rezoning and development permit application package the team has carefully considered the 

relevant OCP objectives and DP Area Design Guidelines. The design fills an underutilized site with a customized 

development that is appropriate to the site and proposes a bold and distinctive architecture that responds to the 

unique character of the location. We believe it will strengthen the connection of this neighbourhood to downtown and 

improve pedestrian access to the AGGV. We look forward to presenting the project to Council. If you have any 

questions or require further clarification of any part of this application please do not hesitate to contact our office. 

Sincerely, 

CASCADIA ARCHITECTS INC 

Peter Johannknecht, Architect AIBC, LEED AP 

Principal 

Gregory Damant, Architect AIBC LEED AP 

Principal 
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ZEBRADESIGN 

September 25, 2016 

#1 Centennial Square 
Victoria, B.C. 
V8W 1P6 

SEP L 7 2018 
Manning & Deveiuprtiant Department 

Development Services Division 

Site Specific Development Permit for 1201 Fort Street - Pentrelew Rd. Townhouses, 10 Units 

Dear Mayor Helps and Members of Council /City of Victoria Planning Department, 

As part of the larger development proposal headed by Cascadia Architects Inc. and Abstract 
Developments, and in collaboration with both, Zebra Design has designed ten townhomes to 
complement the other aspects of the proposal. Landscape designers Murdoch deGreef Inc. have 
elaborated a landscape plan that coordinates and ties together the living environment and 
green spaces with the building designs. 

This townhouse project is uniquely positioned at an interesting junction between downtown, 
Harris Green and Rockland, an urban residential area close to down town and village areas. The 
townhomes are intended to transition between the adjacent existing and proposed multi-unit 
residential buildings and the detached houses in the area, especially on Pentrelew Place. 
Multiple public engagement sessions were held, and neighbour feedback collected was 
integrated into our design. 

The townhomes themselves are oriented towards Pentrelew Place with covered front entries 
and landscape elements for each unit. Currently Pentrelew is somewhat unappealing on this 
side of the street, with limited interest and residential character. The proposed two four-unit 
buildings and one two-unit building are in scale with the other nearby single family homes on 
and nearthe Pentrelew circle. The siting and front elevations of the buildings articulate with the 
curvature of the road and a landscaped laneway and common area at the rear provides a shared 
use hardscape with trees, plantings and rainwater management features. This rear area also 
provides access to the lower level garages of each unit, creating a very pedestrian friendly street 
presence on Pentrelew. Building massing has been distributed to minimize shadowing impact on 
nearby residences. . 

Recessed and elevated front stoops, each with its own planter, distinguish the primary 
entrances to the homes and provide a degree of separation from the street in a semi-private 
area, while retaining a connection to the public realm. Grass areas, shrubs and trees as well as 
the planted boulevard bump outs will provide green areas on the Pentrelew side of the 
buildings. As well as connecting pedestrian paths across the site, the landscape plan provides 
immediately accessible green space with diverse plantings and features, and invites connectivity 
between residents. 

Zebra Design & Interiors Group Inc. • ! 161 Newport Avenue, Victoria BC V8S 5E6 
Phone: (250) 360-2144 Fax' (250) 360-2115 

Email: info@zebragroup.ca Website: www.zebragroup.ca 



Situated in a rich historical neighborhood within walking distance of downtown and other village 
areas, the architectural styles of the area are diverse. We have attempted to be responsive to 
the mixed character of the community by designing townhomes that speakto a single family 
residential scale. In the public engagement sessions, the neighbours expressed desire for: the 
design to be residential in nature, reflecting the Pentrelew character; an affinity for stone and 
wood materials; sloping roofs; having steps up to the main entrances and/or a stoop along 
Pentrelew; the use light and warm materials. 

Traditional forms and architectural elements such as peaked roofs and stone chimneys have 
been incorporated in the design of the townhomes. Conversely the contemporary exterior 
treatments, glazing shapes, roofing materials and modern stonework define the townhomes 
with a style and finishes that complement the proposed condominium buildings behind. Steeply 
pitched, asymmetrical gables on the front elevations provide a roofline rhythm punctuated with 
alternate roof details that frame the drive aisle access to the rear of the buildings. 

A variety of roof forms clad in standing seam metal, and cantilevered areas on the building faces 
provide additional profile and add visual interest to the fronts of the homes. Horizontal wood 
siding on the boxed out areas references the wood of the front entry doors but will be 
highlighted with accent colours for additional visual texture. These relate to the other natural 
exterior materials of metal, glass, and stone. Narrow window trim and numerous large square 
windows aid a clean, up-to-date look while allowing plenty of natural light into the dwellings. 
Narrow trimmed glass deck railings also maximize the entry of daylight into the homes. 

Residences have been designed to be adaptable for future accessibility and aging in place 
features such as space for elevators in all units and level entry through the garages. Individual 
balconies at the rear of each unit also allow direct access to usable private outdoor space. To 
further enrich residents' lifestyles and enjoyment of the outdoors and their homes, roof decks 
have been designed for all units. These roof deck areas are set well back from the edges of the 
buildings to minimize overlook into private yards and to prevent uninterrupted sight lines to and 
from the street level. Landscape screening features may be established for privacy between the 
separate roof deck areas. 

The units have been designed with connection to the neighbourhood in mind, as part of a 
walkable, active development that encourages neighbour interaction. Nearby green spaces and 
proximity to schools, medical centres, groceries and retail, the waterfront and downtown 
amenities and entertainment are also part of this dynamic environment. The location of the 
project would provide residents with opportunities to meet day to day needs close to home via 
self-propelled means, transit or personal vehicle, as well as being well located for outdoor 
recreational activities and active lifestyles. The three bedroom design of the dwellings is very 
adaptable, especially well-suited for families. 

We respectfully submit our portion of the project proposal and hope that the values we are 
trying to include in this proposal have been made clear. 

Sincerely, 

Rus Collins 

Zebra Design & Interiors Group Inc. *1161 Newport Avenue, Victoria BC V8S 5E6 
Phone: (250) 360-2144 Fax' (250) 360-2115 

Email: info@zebragroup.ca Website: www.zebragroup.ca 
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File No: 116.06 iktcaived 
City of Victoria 

The City of Victoria 
No.l Centennial Square 
Victoria BC 
V8W 1P6 Itanning a Development Department 

Development Services Division 

SEP 1 7 201" 

Attention: Mayor & Council September 26, 2016 

Re: Rezoninq & Development Permit Application 
1201 Fort Street 

Murdoch de Greeff, in collaboration with the Abstract Development design team (Cascadia Architects, Murdoch 
de Greeff Landscape Architects, and Zebra Design) has developed the landscape plans for the site. The project is 
situated at 1201 Fort Street, on a previously developed site. The site connects to Pentreiew Place to the east 
and supports an extensive number of mature native trees including Garry Oaks, Douglas Firs, and Arbutus. 

Landscape Description 
An integrated design approach has been taken for the site in efforts to retain trees, manage rainwater on site 
and create an urban landscape that functions for building residents and the community. A significant amount of 
effort has gone into retaining many of the significant and bylaw protected trees on site. An arborist was brought 
on early in the planning phase to review trees and building locations. The building and parking garage footprints 
were adjusted to accommodate the large tree canopies and root systems. The driveway and parking layout 
were modified to avoid sensitive areas and parking spaces kept to a minimum to avoid impacting tree roots. In 
addition, paving within protected root zones will use permeable pavers as a means to minimize impacts. Low 
impact development strategies such as building on existing disturbed land, were used to reduce the impact to 
tree roots and conserve trees. There are 42 trees on the site of which 19 are bylaw protected. A total of 6 
bylaw protected trees will be removed from the site. These will be replaced with 11 Garry Oaks planted on site 
and 7 Garry Oaks planted in the new City boulevard. The addition of young Garry Oak trees as successional 
plants will benefit this grove of trees and ensure there are replacement trees as this grove ages. An additional 
44 trees will be planted around the site. Overall trees are replaced at a ratio of just under 3:1 (new to removed). 

The site has been graded to create opportunities to manage rainwater and to create separation for residents 
with the development. For example, a rolling landform is created between Buildings A and B to create 
separation between people walking in the landscape and resident's patios. This grading also helps create more 
soil volume needed for the trees planted on top of the parking structure below. A small wall separates the 
townhome lane from Building B landscape and patios. The landscape buffer and the grade change will mean 
that vehicles in the lane will not be visible from people sitting on their patios in Building B. The grade change 
also creates an opportunity to manage rainwater on site. 

Water Management 
Rain gardens and rain planters have been integrated into the design to manage runoff from the buildings and 
driveways on the site. These rainwater features will clean and slow the delivery of stormwaterto the City's 
storm drain. The facilities have been sized using the City of Victoria's new Stormwater Utility: Rainwater 
Management Standards. The site is roughly 7,850 m2. Roofs and driveways make up roughly 4,430 m2 of site 
area or 56 % of the site. Rainwater runoff from these surfaces will be conveyed to rain gardens and planters 
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• The desire for enhanced appearance of the corridor through sensitive innovative interventions 4(c) of 
high quality architecture, landscape and urban design are reflected by the response to trees as an 
important physical constraint and central driver of the project concept. 

• The prioritization of enhanced pedestrian and cyclist corridors 4(d) with human scaled urban design is 
reflected in the shared-space design of the laneway, and the streetscape provision of landscaped traffic 
bulges planted with Garry Oak trees. 

Landscape Benefits and Amenities 

Key landscape benefits and amenities for the project include: 

• Outdoor residential amenity space with sloped lawn and naturalized play space. The paving pattern of 
the patio and paths provide creative play opportunities as do the large boulders placed in the landscape; 

• The amenity space contains and outdoor fireplace and BBQ and will have outdoor seating and tables; 
• Enhanced streetscapes on Fort St. and Pentrelew Place enhance the urban forest and calm traffic. The 

road width on Pentrelew is wide for a residential street. The landscape traffic bulges will soften and 
green the streetscape and create a safer pedestrian environment; 

• The Garry Oak grass/meadow area adjacent to Fort Street will be enhanced with native shrubs and 
trees. The intent is to rejuvenate that stand structure of this grove of oaks provide successional trees as 
the grove ages; 

• Integrated rainwater management will clean and slow stormwater delivery to the city's storm drain 
network. It will also help support the local urban forest by mimicking and enhancing the natural 
hydrological processes of the site including providing water for site trees; and, 

• The public path provides access from Pentrelew to Fort Street for the neighbourhood. This will help to 
create a more walkable and livable community. 

In preparing this rezoning and development permit application package, the team has carefully considered the 
relevant OCP objectives and DP Area Design Guidelines. The design enhances linkages within the community, 
enhances ecological values, and provides a landscape that integrates with the surrounding neighbourhood. 

If you have any questions or require further clarification, please feel free to contact our office. 

Best regards, 

Scott Murdoch 

Registered Landscape Architect 

Cc: 

Environmental Planning Rain Water Management Landscape Design 
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APPENDIX 6 
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ROCKLAND NEIGHBOURHOOD ASSOCIATION 

Re: 1201 Fort/1050 Pentrelew January 12, 2017, Community Meeting 

Though the proposal presented offered to save the Garry Oaks on the site, the unequivocal 

consensus at the Community Meeting was that the plan as presented is flawed in its proposal of 

FSR or density for the site. Simply put, it is too large, too high, too crowded. There was clear 

agreement that the six-storey condominium fronting on Fort Street was too tall and that nothing 

justified the maximum height allowed under the OCP Urban Residential criteria for strategic 

locations. This site is well outside the OCP Core Residential area and far from the Stadacona 

Large Urban Village. The 5-storey condominium to the south is located in an OCP Traditional 

Residential 3-storey area; again, it is too massive. The 12 townhouses along Pentrelew, at 10 or 

11 meters in height, greatly exceed both the height proposed in the current Rl-B zoning of 7.6 

m. and the three-storey limit in the OCP Traditional Residential. They in no way meet with the 

expectations of the neighbours. 

Following are the themes of the meeting as they were first presented, rather than in priority of 

issue: 

The first area of concern revolved around the realistic preservation of the trees on site, 

considering the amount of blasting that would be required for the proposed underground 

parking. Assurance was given that a tree preservation plan would be developed and that 

current blasting techniques would prevent damage to the root zones. Additional concerns about 

site hydrology disruption from blasting and the long-term detriment to tree survival, and the 

staging of construction equipment and supplies on site were also raised. Hydrology appears not 

to have been considered. Site staging should protect the retained trees from compaction issues. 

These concerns are expected to be addressed in the arborist's report, which will be part of the 

package for the COTW. Concern was raised about the loss of two giant, historically significant, 

Sequoia, which would be a direct result of the proposed building footprint. There was significant 

concern that this site is the only substantial green space between Wharf and Richmond, and 

that the city should be working toward preserving it for the public. 

The loss of green space and the number of people who will be residing on site were interlinked 

issues with many. Abstract roughly calculates the increase in density/people at 137. Many 

neighbours consider this to be a gross underestimation. Also, it was voiced by many that the 

limits to massing and site coverage, and the protection of trees and habitat, were being 

sacrificed to fulfill some extrapolations from the OCP, and that the project did not fulfill either 

the Rockland Strategic Direction of the OCP or the Rockland Neighbourhood Plan in preservation 

of the Rockland character. 

Blasting was a reiterated concern because of its potential for structural damage to adjacent 

buildings and contents and the general disruption the ongoing noise would cause. It was 

suggested that, if the project is to go ahead, a pre-blast survey and blasting be supervised by a P. 



Eng. as is done in West Vancouver, with criteria set for vibration limits and air overpressures 
that are constantly monitored. 

Parking and traffic issues was another major concern. There was general disappointment 

expressed over a situation in which plans could reach the point of a community meeting with no 

traffic or parking studies to review. The fact that they would not be available until the COTW 

was not well received, and the attendees clearly felt that they should be able to have an 

informed discussion now. The constriction of Fort Street with parking and bike lanes, and its 

increasing speed were concerns. Accessing underground parking with the existing road speed on 

Fort was an issue, as was the danger of merging traffic leaving the site. There was concern 

expressed about the school crossing at Moss and whether the school district had been 

consulted. 

Residential street parking on site, on Pentrelew and Willspencer Place in particular, and in the 

area in general is at times already in very short supply. In the recent rezoning of the AGGV, 

parking concerns were discussed at length. An agreement was to be made with Langham Court 

Theatre not to hold events on the same evening as the AGGV to alleviate the residential parking 

issue as part of the rezoning. Further, an agreement was supposed to be in place to allow the 

AGGV to access event parking on the Truth Center site. This off-street parking is now gone, to 

the detriment of the area and the concern of the residents. 

To date, there seems to be little or no discussion of the cumulative effect of the OCP build out 

along the Fort Street corridor for parking and what it will mean for the residential side streets. 

As with the AGGV rezoning, lack of foresight is negatively impacting neighbourhoods. 

Parking on site was quoted as a 1.3:1 ratio, 121 spaces. This is well short of the near 150 spaces 

required under Schedule C and the 142 in the new Summary of Proposed Rates. There will be 7 

visitor parking spaces on the site; again, this is significantly below the 10%/13 sites of Schedule C 

or the Summary. The lack of visitor parking will seriously impact neighbours in an area already 

busy with daytime downtown park-and-walkers, and evening gallery and theatre goers. 

The height of the townhouses and the addition of roof top patios were concerns. The 

townhouses were labeled "The Great Wall of Pentrelew." At 10 or 11 m., which remains unclear, 

they are much taller than the houses of the immediate neighbours in their Rl-B zone height of 

7.6 m. If the project is to proceed, it is obvious the neighbours expect the townhouses to 

conform to Rl-B. 

Rooftop decks were recently removed from the Rl-A/B zoning, and both the RNA and the 

neighbours objected to their resurfacing in these townhouses. While these decks are internal 

facing, they pave the way for other developers, literally down the street, to include them in 

proposals. Further, there is a question as to whether the mechanical rooms servicing the 

elevators to these decks are included in the height calculations and whether this might account 

for the discrepancy in the townhouse heights. 

A concern was raised about the remains of church members which were scattered in the Prayer 

Garden and how Abstract plans to proceed. No answer was provided, except that the Truth 



Centre is being consulted. An Archeological Significant Site survey and site preparation is to be 

recommended. 

There were questions as to how this project improves the neighbourhood and what benefit the 

neighbourhood would receive from this project and the substantial increase in density. The 

retention of seven Garry Oaks is commendable but seems merely an opportunity to propose 

buildings which significantly exceed standards in the area. The proposed walkway diagonally 

from Fort to Pentrelew through the property replaces an existing, if unofficial, short cut. The 

neighbours do not see that this proposal offers any improvement to their neighbourhood. 

It should be noted that the Design Guidelines for Attached and Semi Attached Dwellings in 

Rockland calls for a building to be built to environmental and energy efficient standards (e.g. 

LEED™). In addition, the Rezoning Information includes extensive information on Green Building 

and Green Building Indicators, yet none of this was referred to in Abstract's presentation. Cook 

and Oliphant, Dockside Green and other area projects are being built to LEED™ standards. Why 

is this not being proposed for Rockland? 

In conclusion, although there was some indication of potential acceptance of a smaller scale 

project that complements the neighbourhood and supports the goals of the OCP, serious 
concerns regarding the height, mass, and density of this proposal dominated the community 

meeting. • 

Bob June, Land Use Committee Chair 

Rockland Neighbourhood Association 



APPENDIX 7 

Talbot Mackenzie & Associates 
Consulting Arborists 

November 24, 2016 

Abstract Developments Inc. 
301-1106 Cook St 
Victoria, BC V8V 3Z9 

Attention: Sam Ganong 

Assignment: To tag and inventory the existing tree resource on the above-mentioned 
property. Review the proposed construction plans and identify those trees that are suitable 
to retain given their species, their existing health and structural condition and the 
proposed impacts. Provide a tree retention and construction damage mitigation plan for 
those trees deemed suitable to retain. 

Methodology: All the bylaw protected trees on the property were tagged with a 
numbered metal tag and the tree locations are shown on the attached site sketch. 
Information such as tree species, size (dbh), crown spread, critical root zone (crz), health 
and structural condition, relative tolerance to construction impacts and general remarks 
and recommendations was recorded in the attached tree resource spreadsheet. 

Observations: The property is well treed, with a mixture of native and non-native mature 
tree species. For the most part, the tree resource is in general good health with many of 
the structural and health concerns that we often find with trees in the urban environment 
including: deadwood, end weight and decay associated with old pruning wounds. Most of 
these concerns can be addressed using standard pruning practices. As part of the 
inventory, we tagged 42 trees on the property, 22 of which are protected by the City of 
Victoria tree bylaw. The proposal we have reviewed has the potential to retain 21 of the 
trees, 15 of which are protected by the City of Victoria tree bylaw, all the Garry oak trees 
on the property are proposed for retention. In a recent site visit, we added an additional 
small Arbutus tree to the inventory that was not picked up in the initial survey. Although 
it wont be possible to retain in its present location, it may be possible to relocate. 

Potential Impacts: In order to facilitate the proposed construction, we anticipate that it 
will be necessary to remove 2i of the trees that were inventoried, 8 of which are protected 
by the City of Victoria tree bylaw. The ability to retain the remaining trees will depend on 
the ability to protect them from the impacts associated with the proposed demolition and 
construction activity. The construction related activities that will have the most 
significant impacts on the ability to retain these trees includes: excavation for the 
proposed new building, underground parking and any below ground servicing that must 
be installed near trees to be retained. 

Re: 1201 Fort Street 

Box 48153 RPO Uptown 
Victoria, BC V8Z 7H6 

Ph: (250) 479-8733 ~ Fax: (250) 479-7050 
Email: treehclp@telus.net 
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1201 Fort Street November 24. 2016 Page 2 

Areas where we feel the most significant tree retention and construction conflicts will 
occur include: 

- The entrance driveway off Fort Street where it encroaches into the critical root zone of 
trees 1 and 2. 

- The excavation and construction activity related to the portion of the underground 
parking below Building A where it encroaches into the critical root zone of tree 12. 

-The entrance to Pentrelew Place where it encroaches into the critical root zones of trees 
28 and 25. 

-The excavation and construction activity related to the portion of the underground 
parking below Building A where it encroaches into the critical root zone of tree 35. 

-The portion of Building A that encroaches into the critical root zone of tree 42. 

-Any proposed excavation for servicing or landscape grade changes that may be proposed 
within the critical root zones of trees to be retained. 

Recommendations: 

• Barrier fencing: The areas, surrounding the trees to be retained, should be isolated 
from the construction activity by erecting protective barrier fencing. Where possible, 
the fencing should be erected at the perimeter of the critical root zones. The barrier 
fencing to be erected must be a minimum of 4 feet in height, of solid frame 
construction that is attached to wooden or metal posts. A solid board or rail must run 
between the posts at the top and the bottom of the fencing. This solid frame can then 
be covered with plywood, or flexible snow fencing (see attached diagram). The 
fencing must be erected prior to the start of any construction activity on site (i.e. 
demolition, excavation, construction), and remain in place through completion of the 
project. Signs should be posted around the protection zone to declare it off limits to 
all construction related activity. The project arborist must be consulted before this 
fencing is removed or moved for any purpose. 

I 

• Demolition of existing building: The demolition of the existing house and any 
services that must be removed or abandoned, must take the critical root zone of the 
trees to be retained into account. If any excavation or machine access is required 
within the critical root zones of trees to be retained, it must be completed under the 
supervision and direction of the project arborist. 

Box 48153 RPO Uptown —/3 
Victoria, BC V8Z 7H6 

Ph: (250) 479-8733 - Fax: (250) 479-7050 
Email: treehelp@telus.net 
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• Methods to avoid soil compaction: In areas where construction traffic must 
encroach into the critical root zones of trees to be retained, efforts must be made to 
reduce soil compaction where possible by displacing the weight of machinery and 
foot traffic. This can be achieved by one of the following methods: 

• Installing a layer of hog fuel at least 20 cm in depth and maintaining it in good 
condition until construction is complete. 

• Placing medium weight geotextile cloth over the area to be used and installing 
a layer of crushed rock to a depth of 15 cm over top. 

• Placing two layers of 19mm plywood. 
• Placing steel plates. 

• Underground Parking excavation: The excavation for the portions of the 
underground parking that encroach into the critical root zones of trees to be retained, 
must be supervised by the project arborist. To minimize the extent of the excavation, 
it may be necessary to use shoring techniques or similar methods to reduce the 
requirements for cut slope. Any roots critical to the trees survival must be retained 
and any non-critical roots in direct conflict with the excavation must be pruned to 
sound tissue to encourage new root growth. It may be necessary to excavate using a 
combination of hand digging, small machine excavation and hydro excavation to 
expose roots in conflict with the proposed excavation and determine if they can or 
cannot be pruned without having a significant impact on the trees. If it is found that 
large structural roots must be pruned to accommodate the proposed construction, it 
may be necessary to remove additional trees to eliminate any risk associated with 
them. 

• Blasting and rock removal: At this time, we do not know if blasting will be 
required adjacent to the trees that are to be retained. However, if areas of bedrock are 
encountered, the blasting to level these rock areas should be sensitive to the root 
zones located at the edge of the rock. Care must be taken to assure that the area of 
blasting does not extend into the critical root zones beyond the building and road 
footprints. The use of small low-concussion charges, and multiple small charges 
designed to pre-shear the rock face, will reduce fracturing, ground vibration, and 
reduce the impact on the surrounding environment. Only explosives of low 
phytotoxicity, and techniques that minimize tree damage, are to be used. Provisions 
must be made to store blast rock, and other construction materials and 
debris, away from critical tree root zones. 

• Proposed Driveway entrance off Fort Street: We recommend that any portion of 
this proposed driveway that encroaches into the critical root zones of trees to be 
retained, be constructed using minimal excavation completed under the direction of 
the projection arborist and incorporate floating permeable driveway techniques (see 
attached specifications). 

Box 48153 RPO Uptown 
Victoria, BC V8Z 7H6 

Ph: (250) 479-8733 ~ Fax: (250) 479-7050 
Email: treehelp@telus.net 
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• The proposed entrance off Pentrelew Place: It is our understanding that this 
proposed entrance has taken the existing critical root zones and soil grades into 
consideration, and minimal root disturbance is anticipated. Any proposed excavation 
within the critical root zones of the trees to be retained in this area must be reviewed 
and supervised by the project arborist. 

• The portion of Building A that encroaches into the critical root zone of tree 42: 
The proposed entry lobby that encroaches into the critical root zone of tree 42 has 
been designed so that minimal soil disturbance should be necessary within the critical 
root zone. It is our understanding that it will use point loads to suspend the slab above 
the existing grade using grade beams or similar constriction techniques. Any 
excavation within the critical root zone must be reviewed and supervised by the 
project arborist and efforts must be made to ensure that the existing hydrology and 
drainage patterns are maintained in the finished landscape. We anticipate that the 
exact locations of the footings for the point loads will have to be determined at the 
time of excavation, through exploratory excavations. 

• Arborist supervision: Any excavation that is proposed within the critical root zone 
of the trees to be retained must be supervised by the project arborist. Any roots 
critical to the trees survival must be retained and any non-critical roots in direct 
conflict with the excavation must be pruned to sound tissue to encourage new root 
growth. It may be necessary to excavate using a combination of hand digging, small 
machine excavation and hydro excavation to expose roots in conflict with the 
proposed excavation and determined if they can be pruned or not without having a 
significant impact on the trees. If it is found that large structural roots must be pruned 
to accommodate the proposed construction, it may be necessary to remove additional 
trees to eliminate any risk associated with them. 

• Servicing: There are no servicing details shown on the plans provided, but it is our 
understanding that they are to be located outside of the critical root zone of trees to be 
retained. If services must be located within the critical root zones of trees to be 
retained it must be reviewed with the project arborist. Installing services within 
critical root zones will likely require a combination of hand digging, small machine or 
hydro excavation. If significant roots are encountered that are critical to the health 
and stability of the trees and they cannot be retained, it may be necessary to remove 
additional trees. 

• Pathways and hardscape within critical root zones: In areas that are proposed for 
pathways over the critical root zones of trees to be retained, we recommend that 
floating permeable paving techniques are used. See attached specifications. (The 
exact specifications may change during the construction phase depending on the 
extent of the proposed paving). 

• Concrete work: Provisions must be made to ensure that no concrete wash or left 
over concrete material be permitted to wash into the root zone of the trees. This may 
involve using plastic or tarps or similar methods to temporarily isolate the root zones 
of the trees from any of the concrete installation or finishing work. 

...,/5 
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• Pruning: It will likely be necessary to prune limbs from several of the trees to be 
retained that are close to the proposed new buildings. The buildings have been located 
so that any pruning should be minimized, and we do not anticipate that this pruning 
will have a significant impact on the health or structure of the trees. We recommend 
that any pruning be reviewed by the project arborist and be completed by an ISA 
Certified arborist. 

• Arborist Role: It is the responsibility of the client or his/her representative to contact 
the project arborist for the purpose of: 

o Locating the barrier fencing 
o Reviewing the report with the project foreman or site supervisor 
o Locating work zones, where required 
o Supervising any excavation for the road upgrades and service footprints that 

are within the critical root zones of trees to be retained, 
o Reviewing and advising of any pruning requirements for machine clearances. 

• Review and site meeting: Once the project receives approval, it is important that the 
project arborist meet with the principals involved in the project to review the 
information contained herein. It is also important that the arborist meet with the site 
foreman or supervisor before any demolition, site clearing or other construction 
activity occurs. 

Please do not hesitate to call us at (250) 479-8733 should you have any further questions. 
Thank You. 

Yours truly, 
Talbot Mackenzie & Associates 

Tom Talbot & Graham Mackenzie 
ISA Certified, & Consulting Arborists 

End. 1-page site plan with tree locations, 5-pages tree resource, 1-page floating driveway 
specifications, 1-page barrier fencing specifications. 

Disclosure Statement 
Arborists are professionals who examine trees and use their training, knowledge and experience to recommend techniques and 
procedures that will improve their health and structure or to mitigate associated risks. 
Trees are living organisms, whose health and structure change, and are influenced by age, continued growth, climate, weather 
conditions, and insect and disease pathogens. Indicators of structural weakness and disease are often hidden within the tree structure or 
beneath the ground. It is not possible for an Arborist to identify every flaw or condition that could result in failure or can he/she 
guarantee that the tree will remain healthy and free of risk. 
Remedial care and mitigation measures recommended are based on the visible and detectable indicators present at the time of the 
examination and cannot be guaranteed to alleviate all symptoms or to mitigate all risk posed. 

Box 48153 RPO Uptown 
Victoria, BC V8Z 7H6 

Ph: (250) 479-8733 ~ Fax: (250) 479-7050 
Email: treehelp@telus.net 



April 28, 2016 TREE RESOURCE 
1201 Fort Street 

1 

Tree # 
d.b.h. 
(cm) CRZ Species 

Crown 
Spread(m) 

Condition 
Health 

Condition 
Structure 

Relative 
Tolerance Remarks / Recommendations 

Bylaw 
protected 

To be 
retained 

0001 52 6.0 Big Leaf maple 17.0 Good Fair Moderate 
Ivy covered at base. Paved over 30% of root 
system, competing with oak 0002. N o  Yes 

0002 91 9.0 English oak 19.0 Fair Fair Good 
Previously topped, large deadwood, visible 
decay at base. Yes Yes 

0003 45 5.5 Deodar cedar 9.0 Good Good Moderate Relatively young tree. No No 

0004 
32, 39, 
33, 31 7.0 Scotts pine 10.0 Fair Fair/poor Moderate Included bark In main union, small deadwood. Yes No 

0005 25 4.0 Douglas-fir 5.0 Fair/poor Fair Poor Young tree, sparse foliage. No No 

0006 
21, 27, 

47 7.0 Big Leaf maple 10.0 Poor Poor Moderate Sparse foliage, insect damage. Yes Yes 

0007 48 6.0 Big Leaf maple 9.0 Fair/good Fair Moderate Large deadwood. No Yes 

0008 64 6.5 Garry oak 12.0 Good Fair Good Asymmetric crown, some endweighted limbs. Yes Yes 

0009 43 4.5 oak 13.0 Fair Fair Good Large deadwood. No Yes 

0010 47, 55 7.0 Incense cedar 8.0 Fair Fair Moderate Co-dominant. Yes Yes 

Prepared by: 
Talbot Mackenzie & Associates 
ISA Certified, and Consulting Arborists 
Phone: (250) 479-8733 
Fax: (250) 479-7050 
email: Treehelp@telus.net 



April 28, 2016 TREE RESOURCE 
1201 Fort Street 

2 

Tree # 
d.b.h. 
(cm) CRZ Species 

Crown 
Spread(m) 

Condition 
Health 

Condition 
Structure 

Relative 
Tolerance Remarks / Recommendations 

Bylaw 
protected 

To be 
retained 

0011 38 4.5 Ponderosa pine 8.0 Fair Fair Moderate Multiple tops, shaded by incense cedar 0010. No No 

0012 97 9.5 Garry oak 18.0 Fair Fair Good Previous tearout injury, large deadwood, sparse. Yes Yes 

0013 71 7.0 Copper beech 15.0 Good Good Good Some deadwood. No No 

0014 134 16.0 
Sequoiadendron 

Giganteum 11.0 Fair Fair/poor Moderate 

Nesting hole, possible internal cavities, seam, 
cracked limbs. Closer examination 
recommended. Yes No 

0015 138 16.5 
Sequoiadendron 

Giganteum 10.0 Fair Fair Moderate Sparse at top, pitching from lower trunk. Yes No 

0016 38 4.5 Chamaecyparis 5.0 Good Good Moderate Some ivy. No No 

0017 44 5.5 Chamaecyparis 6.0 Good Good Moderate Some ivy. No No 

0018 31 4.0 Shore pine 6.0 Fair Fair Moderate Ivy up main trunk, co-dominant top. No No 

0019 41, 42 6.0 Chamaecyparis 8.0 Fair Fair Moderate Co-dominant, multiple tops. No No 

0020 50 6.0 
Western Red 

cedar 9.0 Fair/poor Fair Moderate Dead top. No Yes 

Prepared by: 
Talbot Mackenzie & Associates 
ISA Certified, and Consulting Arborists 
Phone: (250) 479-8733 
Fax: (250) 479-7050 
email: Treehelp@telus.net 



April 28, 2016 TREE RESOURCE 
1201 Fort Street 

Tree # 
d.b.h. 
(cm) CRZ Species 

Crown 
Spread(m) 

Condition 
Health 

Condition 
Structure 

Relative 
Tolerance Remarks / Recommendations 

Bylaw 
protected 

To be 
retained 

0021 24 3.5 Birch 7.0 Fair Fair Poor Some deadwood. No Yes 

0022 35 5.5 Birch 12.0 Fair Fair Poor Some deadwood, wires embedded in trunk. No Yes 

0023 42 5.0 Atlas cedar 8.0 Fair Fair Moderate Recent large stem tearout. No No 

0024 38 4.5 Chamaecyparis 6.0 Fair Fair Moderate Shaded by 0023 and 0025. No No 

0025 121 14.5 Monterey cypress 20.0 Fair Fair Moderate Included bark, some end-weight. Yes Yes 

0026 34 4.0 Incense cedar 7.0 Good Fair Moderate Some shading from 0025. No No 

0027 44 5.5 Dogwood 5.0 Fair Fair Moderate 
Multiple tops, some decay in old wounds, wound 
in lower trunk. Yes Yes 

0028 92 9.0 Red oak 22.0 Fair Fair Good Large deadwood. Yes Yes 

0029 152 18.0 Incense cedar 15.0 Good Fair Moderate 
Multiple stems, may have been topped 
previously, possible decay. Yes No 

0030 82 12.5 Douglas-fir 12.0 Fair Fair/poor Poor 
Conflicting with retaining wall, end-weighted 
limbs. Yes No 

Prepared by: 
Talbot Mackenzie & Associates 
ISA Certified, and Consulting Arborists 
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1201 Fort Street 
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Tree # 
d.b.h. 
(cm) CRZ Species 

Crown 
Spread(m) 

Condition 
Health 

Condition 
Structure 

Relative 
Tolerance Remarks / Recommendations 

Bylaw 
protected 

To be 
retained 

0031 64 9.5 Douglas-fir 10.0 Fair Fair Poor Surface rooted. Yes No 

0032 54 6.5 Chamaecyparis 6.0 Good Fair Moderate One sided form. No No 

0033 32 4.0 Chamaecyparis 5.0 Good Fair Moderate One sided form. No No 

0034 117 12.0 English oak 18.0 Good Fair Good Large deadwood, broken limbs over driveway. Yes No 

0035 69 7.0 Garry oak 18.0 Fair Fair Good 
Sparse foliage, insect damage, some end-
weight, large deadwood. Yes Yes 

0036 76 7.5 Garry oak 15.0 Good Fair Good 
Asymmetric form, large deadwood, weighted 
toward neighbouring property. Yes Yes 

0037 51 5.0 Garry oak 10.0 Good Fair Good Large deadwood, some loose bark. Yes Yes 

0038 45 4.5 Garry oak 10.0 Good Fair Good Asymmetric form, small deadwood. Yes Yes 

0039 40 4.0 Garry oak 7.0 Fair/good Fair/good Good Some epicormic growth. Yes Yes 

0040 51 5.0 Garry oak 7.0 Fair/good Fair/good Good Large deadwood, epicormic growth. Yes Yes 

Prepared by: 
Talbot Mackenzie & Associates 
ISA Certified, and Consulting Arborists 
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Tree # 
d.b.h. 
(cm) CRZ Species 

Crown 
Spread(m) 

Condition 
Health 

Condition 
Structure 

Relative 
Tolerance Remarks / Recommendations 

Bylaw 
protected 

To be 
retained 

0041 36 4.5 Pine 5.0 Good Fair Moderate Deflected top. No No 

0042 94 9.5 Garry oak 17.0 Fair Fair Good 

Some insect damage, sparse foliage, large 
deadwood, decay associated with old pruning 
wounds. Yes Yes 

No tag 9 3 2.0 Arbutus 1.0 Good Fair Poor Small tree, may be able to try to transplant Yes No 

Prepared by: 
Talbot Mackenzie & Associates 
ISA Certified, and Consulting Arborists 
Phone: (250) 479-8733 
Fax: (250) 479-7050 
email: Treehelp@telus.net 
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Diagram -Permeable paver driveway crossing over Critical Root Zone 
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3ermeable paver surface 

3ase layer for permeable pavers 

Non woven Geotextile (Nilex 4535 
or similar) 

Roots 

Airspade or hydro excavated area 
around structural roots, backfilled 
with coarse sand or Structural soil. 

Specifications for permeable paver driveway crossing over critical root 
zone 

1. Excavate to a 6-8 inch depth, for the required permeable driveway surface, under the supervision of an ISA Certified Arborist. 

2. Excavation for area around structural roots with an Airspade or by Hydro Excavation to bearing layer of soil if required. 

3. Backfill area around roots with coarse sand or a structural soil mix 

4. A layer of medium weight non woven Geotextile (Nilex 4535 or similar) is to be installed over the backfilled area of the driveway. 

5. Construct base layer and permeable surface over Geotextile layer to required grade. 
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2.4M MAXIMUM SPAN 

38 x 89mm TOP RAIL 

TREE PROTECTION FENCING 
FENCE WILL BE CONTRUCTED USING 
38 X 89 mm (2"X4") WOOD FRAME: 
TOP, BOTTOM AND POSTS. * 
USE ORANGE SNOW-FENCING MESH AND 
SECURE TO THE WOOD FRAME WITH 
"ZIP" TIES OR GALVANZIED STAPLES 

* IN ROCKY AREAS, METAL POSTS (T-BAR 
OR REBAR) DRILLED INTO ROCK WILL BE 
ACCEPTED 

DETAIL NAME: 

TREE PROTECTION FENCING 
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M E M O R A N D U M  coriolis 
CONSULTING CORP. 

. 0: A I SC -<Jon i ? ston, City of V «otori3 

FROM: Blair Erb, Coriolis Consulting Corp. 

RE: Summary of Financial Analysis for 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place 

1.0 Introduction 

A developer has submitted an application to amend the Official Community Plan (OCP) and rezone the 

adjacent properties at 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place to allow the development a 93 unit 

multifamily residential project. 

Under the City of Victoria's Density Bonus Policy, the value of the Community Amenity Contribution (CAC) 

from a rezoning that requires an OCP amendment is negotiated1. The negotiated CAC value is based on the 

amenity needs created by the new development, but with the constraint that the CAC should not exceed 

about 75% of the estimated change in property value due to the rezoning. Therefore, as part of the approach 

to processing rezoning applications that involve an OCP amendment, the City evaluates the change in the 

property's value associated with the approval of the rezoning. 

Coriolis Consulting Corp. was retained by the City of Victoria to analyze the financial performance of the 

proposed project and to estimate the change in property value associated with the proposed rezoning. This 

financial analysis will be used as input to the evaluation of voluntary amenity contributions by the applicant. 

For our analysis, we were provided detailed information about the development proposal. Some of this 

information was available from the City and some was only available directly from the developer. The 

information provided by the developer is confidential. In addition, our analysis contains information that could 

be harmful to the developer's business interests. Therefore, we shared the details of our analysis with City 

staff, but documented our conclusions in summary form without disclosing the details of the analysis. 

This memo summarizes the results of the analysis that we completed during December 2016. 

2.0 Approach to Analysis 

To estimate the change in property value associated with the rezoning, we: 

1. Reviewed the rezoning application. 

2. Reviewed cost information for the project provided by the applicant. 

3. Examined recent sales prices of new strata apartment units and townhouse units in Victoria to help 

estimate the potential revenues that could be expected from the planned units at the site. 

1 Outside of the Core Area, most rezonings that do not require an OCP amendment are subject to a fixed rate target CAC equal to 
$5 per square foot of bonus floorspace beyond the OCP maximum density or existing zoning, whichever is higher. For context, if the 
fixed rate was applied to this rezoning, we estimate that the total CAC value would be about $61,000. This was calculated as follows: 
Rezoned floorspace of 111,370 sf less 99,170 sf of floorspace at base density (60,706 sf of R1-B land at 1.0 FSR + 24,040 sf of R3-
AM-2 land at 1.6 FSR) = 12,200 sf of bonus floorspace x $5 per square foot = $61,000. 



4. Reviewed indicators of current construction costs to determine the likely development costs for the 

proposed project. 

5. Created a detailed financial proforma (land residual analysis) to estimate the financial performance of the 

proposed project and the supportable land value after rezoning. 

6. Estimated the value of the property under existing use and zoning, a combination of R1 -B (single family) 

and R3-AM-2 (multifamily). 

7. By comparing the results of steps 5 and 6, estimated the change in property value associated with the 

rezoning and the implications for potential voluntary community amenity contributions by the developer. 

8. Summarized the results of the analysis. 

3.0 Proposed Development Project 

1201 Fort Street is currently improved with institutional uses while 1050 Pentrelew Place is improved with an 

older single family house (on a separate legal lot). The total combined site area is 84,746 square feet which 
is divided into two different existing zoning districts: 

• Part of the overall combined site (24,040 square feet) is currently zoned R3-AM-2, a multifamily zoning 

district that allows a maximum density of 1.6 FSR (including bonuses for underground resident parking 

and open space) and a maximum height of 4 storeys. 

• Part of the site (60,706 square feet) is currently zoned R1-B, which allows single family houses. This part 
of the site includes a portion of the existing institutional space as well as the existing single family house 
at 1050 Pentrelew Place. 

The proposed rezoning is for 111,370 square feet of multifamily residential floorspace (93 units) in two 
apartment buildings (81 apartment units) plus a series of townhouse units (12 townhouse units). Most of the 

parking for the project will be located in an underground parking structure. The overall proposed density is 

about 1.38 FSR. 

The project is planned to be constructed in phases with the underground parking and Apartment Building A 

(47 units) built in the first phase, followed by Apartment Building B (34 units) and the townhouse units. 

4.0 Financial Analysis of Proposed Project 

To estimate the land value supported by the proposed rezoning concept, we used a multifamily land residual 

approach that includes the following main steps: 

• Estimate the revenues that could be generated by the completed proposed development project. 

• Deduct the estimated total costs of the development project (excluding land), after allowing for all 

rezoning related costs. 

• Deduct an industry standard developer's target profit margin. 

• Calculate the remaining residual, which is the land value supported by the development concept. 

We created a proforma to analyze the expected financial performance of the proposed project and to estimate 

the value of the land supported by the proposed rezoning. The assumptions for the analysis are based on 

our own independent review of revenues and costs at comparable projects with consideration of cost 

information provided by the applicant. The construction costs include an allowance to construct a publicly 

accessible pedestrian greenway through the subject site. We have included the cost for this item in our 
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analysis, but note that it could be considered an amenity. If so, the cost of the publicly accessible pedestrian 

greenway should be deducted from any amenity contribution provided by the applicant. 

Based on our proforma analysis, we estimate that the land value supported by the proposed rezoning is about 

$9.0 million (rounded) before any CAC (but including the cost of the on-site publicly accessible pedestrian 

greenway). 

5.0 Estimated Value Under Existing Use and Zoning 

The subject site is divided into two different existing zoning districts. To estimate the value of the site under 

the existing zoning, we used a different approach for the two different existing zoning districts: 

• For the R3-AM-2 portion of the site, we used a multifamily land residual approach (as used in the rezoning 

analysis above), assuming a maximum permitted density of 1.6 FSR. This analysis assumes that all of 

the resident parking is located underground which is a requirement to achieve the full permitted 1.6 FSR. 

• For the R1-B portion of the site, we estimated the value of the property assuming it is subdivided into a 

series of single family lots (meeting the minimum lot size requirements under existing zoning), less the 

costs associated with creating the subdivision (e.g., roads, services) and a land development profit 

margin. We then added on the market value of the existing single family property (1050 Pentrelew Place). 

The combined value of our R1-B estimate and R3-AM-2 estimate creates the overall estimated value under 

existing zoning. 

5.1 R3-AM-2 Land Value Estimate 

We estimate that the market value of the R3-AM-2 portion of the site under existing zoning is about $4.6 

million (rounded). 

5.2 R1-B Value Estimate 

The applicant's land surveyor created a subdivision concept for the portion of the property currently zoned 

R1-B. The concept meets the minimum lot size requirements in the zoning district as well as the City's 

requirement for pan handle lot sizes. 

This concept indicates that the site could be subdivided into seven R1-B lots2 with an average lot size of 

about 6,490 square feet each. In addition, the existing house and lot at 1050 Pentrelew would still exist. 

We estimate that the combined land value supported by the seven-lot subdivision plus the existing house 

(and lot) at 1050 Pentrelew Place is about $4.9 million (rounded). 

5.3 Overall Value Under Existing Zoning 

Our estimate of the combined value of the R3-AM-2 site, the existing house at 1050 Pentrelew Place and the 

rest of the R1-B land is $9.5 million (rounded as shown in Exhibit 2). 

2 This subdivision plan should be considered illustrative only. There are likely a number of different ways that the site could be 
subdivided, each with different lot sizes and lot configurations. This is just one option. However, for the purpose of this analysis, we 
have assumed that the site could be subdivided into seven lots with an average lot size of about 6,490 square feet each. 
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Exhibit 2 - Estimated Property Value Under Existing Zoning 

Estimated Value 

R3-AM-2 Portion of Site $4,610,000 

Seven Lot R-1B Subdivision $3,986,000 

1050 Pentrelew (R1-B) $950,000 

Total (rounded) $9.5 million 

6.0 Conclusions and Implications 

Exhibit 3 summarizes our estimated values for each scenario and the estimated change in property value 

due to rezoning. 

Exhibit 3 - - Estimated Change in Property Value Due to Rezoning 

Estimated Value 

Value based on Zoning $9.5 million 

Estimated Land Value Under Applicant's Proposal Before Amenity Contribution $9.0 million 

Estimated Increase in Property Value Due to Rezoning none 

Our analysis indicates that the value of the subject site will not increase due to the proposed rezoning 
application. The proposed rezoning does not result in an increase in land value for a variety of reasons 

including: 

• The overall proposed density of 1.38 FSR is relatively low for an apartment project in Victoria due to the 

large amount of on-site open space and inclusion of townhouse units. Most apartment projects in Victoria 

achieve higher densities. 

• Part of the site is already zoned for 1.6 FSR which is higher than the proposed 1.38 FSR for the overall 

site. Therefore, the value for this portion of the site will decline due to the rezoning. 

• The remainder of the site is zoned R1 -B which permits single family housing. Analysis we have previously 

completed in Victoria indicates that a relatively high apartment density is required before rezoning of 

single family lots creates additional land value. 

• The proposed development requires the assembly of the existing house at 1050 Pentrelew Place. 

Assembly of adjacent single family homes is costly. 

• The proposed development includes underground parking for the townhouse component, which is costly 

in comparison to grade level garage parking. 

• The rezoning includes costs to create a new publicly accessible pedestrian greenway through the 

property. 

If the City and the applicant both support the inclusion of the publicly accessible pedestrian greenway within 

the project, we recommend that this be considered the community amenity contribution from the project. The 

project cannot support any significant additional amenity contribution based on an increase in land value 

created by the rezoning application. 

It should be noted that, due to the large size of the project, the results of the analysis are sensitive to small 

changes in the revenue and cost assumptions and small changes to the overall development concept. If the 

scale or design of the project changes, resulting in additional floorspace, then this analysis should be updated. 
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WHAT IS CPTED? 

DEFINITION: 

"CPTED is the proper design and effective use of the built environment which may lead 
to a reduction in the fear and incidence of crime and an improvement of the quality of 
life." - National Crime Prevention Institute 

• Commonly known as CPTED (pronounced "sep-ted") is a pro-active crime prevention 
strategy utilized by planners, architects, police services, security professionals and 
everyday users of space. 

• CPTED surmises that the proper design and effective use of the built environment can 
lead to a reduction in the incidence and fear of crime and improve the quality of life. 

• Emphasis is placed on the physical environment, productive use of space, and 
behaviour of people to create environments that are absent of environmental cues that 
cause opportunities for crime to occur. 

• CPTED is common sense. 
• Applying CPTED starts by asking what the designated purpose of the space is, how 

is the space defined and how well does the physical design support the intended 
function? Only then, can effective design or problem solving begin. 

The Four Strategies of CPTED: 

1. Natural Surveillance - A design concept directed primarily at keeping intruders 
easily observable. Promoted by features that maximize visibility of people, parking 
areas and building entrances: doors and windows that look out on to streets and 
parking areas; pedestrian-friendly sidewalks and streets; front porches; adequate 
night-time lighting. 

2. Territorial Reinforcement - Physical design can create or extend a sphere of 
influence. Users then develop a sense of territorial control while potential offenders, 
perceiving this control, are discouraged. Promoted by features that define property 
lines and distinguish private spaces from public spaces using landscape plantings, 
pavement designs, gateway treatments, and "CPTED" fences. 

3. Natural Access Control - A design concept directed primarily at decreasing crime 
opportunity by denying access to crime targets and creating in offenders a perception 
of risk. Gained by designing streets, sidewalks, building entrances and neighbourhood 
gateways to clearly indicate public routes and discouraging access to private areas 
with structural elements. 

4. Target Hardening - Accomplished by features that prohibit entry or access: window 
locks, dead bolts for doors, interior door hinges. 

Location of Evaluation: 1201 Fort Street Victoria, BC 
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Obtained from CBRE Victoria. 
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Why conduct a CPTED Evaluation at this location? 

President and owner of Abstract Developments, Mike Miller asked me if I could conduct 
a CPTED evaluation for his company. He referred me to Sam Ganong, Vice president of 
Development. Mr. Ganong provided the plans for Abstract Development's project which 
is located at 1201 Fort Street; the property formally known as the Victoria Truth Centre. 

Prior to reviewing the Architectural plans, attended 1201 Fort street to conduct a daytime 
survey of the physical property as it looks now. 

Photos are noted below: 

J f • 

Looking South. 

Looking towards the south neighbours 
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Looking South. 

Looking South. 
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Looking Southwest at existing lighting. 
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Many mature trees found on the property 

Looking East. 
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Looking South 

More mature trees. 
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Neighbours to the West. 

More existing lighting 
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Youths noted hiding on the property near the front of the 
green car. 

k 

View from the cul-de-sac. 
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Looking North from the cul-de-sac. 

Cul-de-sac behind the property looking Northeast. 
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Plenty of signage noted. 

Despite the security advisories, two youths were observed 
on the property between the above two buildings. Police 
were notified. 
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April 4, 2017 
 
City of Victoria 
No. 1 Centennial Square 
Victoria, BC V8W 1P6 
 
Attn: Mayor and Members of Council 
 
Re: Items to be Resolved based on Planning Report 
 Rezoning and Development Permit Application for 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place 
 

 
Dear Mayor and Members of Council, 
 
The proposed redevelopment of the property at 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place is proving to be a 
challenging one. We believe this is a primary function of a couple things. First, the location and context of the 
property, being only 250m outside of the Urban Core while also backing onto a traditionally single-family 
neighbourhood, requires a sensitive approach to site planning. Second, the size of the property, being 1.94 acres 
and heavily treed, brings with it some challenges in terms of scale. Any comprehensive redevelopment of the 
property will feel like a large change to the neighbourhood when compared to what is there today.  
 
These two items were not entirely unanticipated by the project team. We felt we took the necessary steps to 
engage with the neighbourhood and walk them through the planning and design process in a series of meetings and 
workshops. There are several items contained within the application that would not have been considered if the 7 
month engagement process had not taken place. These positive outcomes have made a significant contribution to 
the overall proposed site planning and design. We do recognize, however, that there are still some items which may 
need to be addressed which will help continue to refine to overall proposal. These items are largely encompassed 
within the Committee of the Whole Report for the meeting of April 6, 2017, and we will continue to work with 
planning staff to resolve them. 
 
In light of these items, we do see value in bringing this application forward to Committee of the Whole. We feel this 
will afford Mayor and Council an opportunity to review the application and offer their comments and feedback on 
the points of shared concern for consideration while we continue to refine the development proposal.   
 
Thank you for your consideration and we look forward to your comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
 
Mike Miller 
President & Founder 
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Noraye Fjeldstad

From: Don Cal 

Sent: Wednesday, April 05, 2017 2:53 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Victoria Housing and Affordability 1201 Fort Street

Attachments: Intensification Myth.docx; Victoria Historical Pop.xlsx

Dear Mayor and Council:  

 

We have to stop doing the same thing, time and time again, and hoping for a different result.  Many 

other cities around the world are already densifying their residential neighborhoods, yet prices keep 

going up. Consider Vancouver and Toronto as two Canadian examples. 

 

Building more condominiums in developed neighborhoods increases ‘smaller’ space but destroys the 

affordability of those newly-built housing units. People will compete in a bidding war for a little bit 

more space, raising prices for everyone. To quote the enclosed article, you cannot build more units 

"faster than the site values inflate.”  By doing this you will only further enrich the wealthy, the profile 

buyer of these luxury condominiums. And, it will impoverish most everyone else. Normal Canadians 

will not compete with money by bidding up the price, they will compete by sharing their space in order 

to afford a place to live. They will continue to fall further behind in wealth accumulation as their 

housing costs escalate from an affordable 30% to 40%, 50% and even higher. Is this the result that we 

want? 

 

The only way to increase space without inflating the prices beyond the growth rate is to build housing 

in areas where it currently does not exist. Victoria still has one good option for growth without 

inflation: the under-developed, poorly developed, and even derelict space north and west of City Hall. 

This area is crying for investment, for redevelopment, for the housing that it does not have. This is the 

difference between investment and inflation. This area could easily handle the projected growth rate of 

Victoria (800 to 1000 new people per year) without causing price inflation in housing over the next 

decade, possibly longer. (See the BC Stats for historical growth rate of Victoria since 1921 and how it 

correlates with recessions.) 

 

Is it not time to stop building the wrong thing in established neighborhoods like Rockland, Fairfield 

and James Bay when it will not provide what we need? Do we have to turn a blind-eye to the spirit of 

the OCP? Do we have to twist and contort our zoning regulations to fit oversized condominiums into 

residential areas? Do we have to keep doing what others have already done and, hoping, this time, for 

us, the result will be different? 

 

Why not learn from the mistakes of others? Shouldn’t we be building housing that fits the needs of the 

people who need housing? Let’s start building the right thing in the right places.  

 

Please consider voting against the rezoning proposal for 1201 Fort Street / 1050 Pentrelew Place.  

 

Thank you. 

 



2

Don Cal 

1059 Pentrelew Place 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 



http://makingnewzealand.wixsite.com/home-site/single-
post/2016/09/01/The-Myth-of-Affordable-Intensification

The Myth of Affordable 
Intensification
September 1, 2016
|

Phil Hayward

 
Auckland is not the only city where planners and advocates and 
politicians and even economists, are making an assumption that 
urban intensification is a potential route to housing affordability. The 
assumption involves changing zoning so that “X number of housing 
units” can be constructed in existing urban locations “instead of X 
number of housing units” on pristine ex-urban land. The latter is 

http://makingnewzealand.wixsite.com/home-site/blog/author/Phil-Hayward


assumed to be an evil to be avoided, and that the former is a perfect 
substitute in terms of “sufficient housing supply to enable 
affordability”.
 
Common sense tells us that there are quite a few potential problems 
with this assumption. For example, NIMBYs will obstruct the 
intensification and reduce the rate of housing supply so the policy will 
fail. Therefore, what we need is the removal of NIMBY rights of 
protest and appeal, and the policy will then work. However, there is 
no evidence that any city anywhere in the world has "freed up 
intensification processes" enough to result in floor space being built 
faster than site values inflate. There is literature that states "site 
values are elastic to allowed density".
 
Hong Kong is 2.5 times as built "up" as Manhattan is, yet Hong Kong 
is even more expensive per unit than Manhattan. And generally, the 
data runs in that direction - not only does intensification within a 
regulatory boundary "not restore affordability", it seems that the more 
density you “allow”, the higher your average housing unit price gets. 
The correlation runs the opposite way to the assumption. At the other 
end of the data set for cities globally, are very rapidly-sprawling cities 
like Atlanta where the density is around 1/40th of Hong Kong and the 
average section size is 2/3 of an acre; yet the real per-unit housing 
price on average is 1/5 of Hong Kong. Obviously.
 
Paul Cheshire and colleagues at the London School of Economics 
believe this is due to the "bidding war" at the margins of each income-
level cohort of society, for "slightly more space". The less the average 
space per household, the more intense the bidding-war effect. In the 
history of housing, this can be seen in the pre-automobile era, as 
cities were growing, and “the market” was creating tighter and tighter 
"housing" - tenements - of more and more disgraceful standard, with 
land value growing and growing, until there was a public outcry and 
regulations were passed against such extreme "density".
 
I believe this pre-automobile era was an instructive era, historically, 
where there were not yet regulations against height and density, but 
there was certainly severe problems with "affordability" and bubble 
volatility. Would things be any different today if we re-ran the 
experiment? Advocates of intensification “to bring about affordability” 



might keep saying forever, that “we just haven’t made the processes 
free enough and fast-track enough yet”. But the faster-track they 
make it, the higher the prices will probably go, based on the 
evidence. “Site development potential” in an urban land market with a 
regulatory limit on land supply, seems to capitalize instantly into site 
values even without any redevelopment actually happening.
 
But when a market is allowing people to consume "as much space as 
they want", which has only really occurred in the automobile era, the 
“bidding war” effect is absent. The evidence supports this, with most 
median-multiple-3 cities being from 600 to 2500 people per square 
km. Another interesting case study would be Liverpool; it lost 
approximately 50% of its population from the 1950's to the 2000's 
(similar to Detroit) - yet its median multiple is over 7. And its density is 
still 4,400 per square km (presumably it would have been double this, 
or more, in 1950). This is prima facie evidence that 4,400 people per 
square km within a growth boundary, are still going to be dissatisfied 
with their living space, to the extent that they will be engaging in an 
unwitting bidding war against each other for a little more of it. Of 
course under these conditions, the lowest socio-economic cohort is 
denied all options other than crowding tighter and tighter in rented 
accommodation or even illegal “living space”. In UK cities, rental 
advertisements include options like a ¼ share in 2 rooms, with 
communal access to kitchen and bathroom shared by even more 
tenants in further rooms. In median-multiple-3 housing cities, the 
same real rent would apply to a whole house of reasonable size and 
standard.  
 
Another outlier case study, would be Boston - super low density, due 
to zoning mandates; and with a median multiple around 6 in contrast 
to similar low density Atlanta around 3. The difference is that Boston 
has de facto growth boundaries / green belts while Atlanta does not. 
The ironic implication is that fringe growth containment pushes 
median multiples up less, when there are severe restrictions against 
density – otherwise Boston should be the most expensive city in the 
data, not Hong Kong. The evidence suggests that this is because 
there is a total absence of “bidding war for slightly more space” - 
everyone has "more than they want" already. The median multiple of 
6 rather than 3, represents the effect of demand for "living in Boston", 
period, and they simply don't provide enough houses to keep the 



median multiple down like Atlanta does (in the face of staggering 
population growth in Atlanta, by the way). But once you have got in to 
the Boston housing market, there is no "more space to be bidded for". 
The evidence is that the "bidding war for more space" effect is far 
stronger than the "desirability of the city as a migration destination". 
Yet planners, advocates, politicians and even most economists, have 
nil understanding of this highly significant factor.
 
Going back to the historical evidence, the famous boom of the 1920’s 
was followed by a crash that certainly made prices “affordable” for a 
long time. This might be the only way in which building “up” achieves 
affordability – there is a famous “skyscraper index” that claims to find 
a strong correlation between a mania for building “up” and a 
subsequent crash. However, there was a period of several decades, 
following WW2, where in most of the first world, urban land values 
remained flat and the house price median multiple stabilized at 
around 3 even as housing units gained significantly in spaciousness, 
quality, fitments, front and back yard size, and other attributes. 
Ironically, during this era, exceptional local economies such as New 
York’s did build large amounts of tall-building housing units at prices 
that were unprecedentedly affordable by historic standards. It seems 
that there is an effect of competitive restraint in housing unit prices, 
that runs from “affordable suburban family homes” inwards towards 
the city center. Decades of this effect seems to have led to a 
mistaken assumption that “low cost high density housing” of the kind 
that was available (but unpopular in most cities without New York 
uniqueness) during the second half of the 20th century will remain 
available as a substitutable option to suburban family housing even if 
the latter is forced up in price deliberately by central planner's 
policies. The lesson that needs to be learned urgently, is that this is 
impossible; the two things are inter-related.    
 

There might be other policy mixes by which housing supply within a 
growth boundary could be made the means of keeping housing 
affordable, but publicly and politically, the debate is nowhere near 
tackling the complexities involved. For example, there is evidence 
that in the USA in the 1920’s – 30’s, the cities that had the most 
property taxation weighting on land rather than structures, had less 
price volatility both up and down. However, it does not appear from 
this that taxes on land are a total stabilizer akin to a liberal regulatory 



ability for developers to be able to convert exurban land to urban use.



http://www.bcstats.gov.bc.ca/StatisticsBySubject/Census/MunicipalPopulations

B.C. Municipal Census Populations 1976-2011

Year 1921 1931 1941 1951 1956 1961
Victoria 38727 39082 44068 51331 54584 54941

New People
10 years 355 4986 7263
5 years 3253 357
1 year 36 499 726 651 71

Increase %
10 years 0.92% 12.76% 16.48%
5 years 6.34% 0.65%
1 year 0.09% 1.28% 1.65% 1.27% 0.13%

Year 1976 1981 1986 1991 1996 20001
Victoria 62551 64379 66303 71228 73504 74125

New People
5 years 790 1828 1924 4925 2276 621
1 year 158 366 385 985 455 124

Increase %
5 years 1.28% 2.92% 2.99% 7.43% 3.20% 0.84%
1 year 0.26% 0.58% 0.60% 1.49% 0.64% 0.17%



1966 1971
57453 61761

2512 4308
502 862

4.57% 7.50%
0.91% 1.50%

2006 2011
78057 80017

3932 1960
786 392

5.30% 2.51%
1.06% 0.50%
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Noraye Fjeldstad

From: Chris Douglas 

Sent: Wednesday, April 05, 2017 12:10 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Fwd: Canada’s Housing Crisis: Twenty*Two Solutions | The Practical Utopian

Dear Mayor and council, 

 

I know you are engaged in a good-faith effort to solve Victoria's current housing shortage. Kam Lidder has 

shared with me her email discussion with Mayor Helps, who says that 5775 new people move to Victoria 

between 2011 and 2016, while enough new housing for only about 5,000 new people has been built. Geanine 

Robey's research suggests that an additional 945 units are coming online which can house an additional 1700 

people. Of course, about 1,000 people per year continue to come, so we seem to be just keeping up with demand 

and not increasing the vacancy rate, which would be desirable. It's a shortage, but not a crisis. (The crisis part is 

the affordable part.) 

 

Rather than focus only on supply in order to manage this shortage, I forward to you below a brilliant set of 

solutions for the housing shortage across Canada (shared with me by Don Cal). You may have read this before, 

but I urge you to review some of these possible solutions. In particular, the questions of how many housing 

units are being used for Airbnb in Victoria and how many are being bought as investment properties by non-

Canadians (and then left empty) are two important issues having to do with supply. Of the 22 solutions offered 

below, to my untrained eye it seems like numbers 4, 5, 8, and 12 might be particularly relevant. In addition, you 

might formally and publicly ask the BC government to extend its 15% surtax on foreign property buyers in 

Metro Vancouver (solution number 2 below) to Victoria proper; the current election campaign would be an 

ideal time. The best option to me appears to be number 9, a municipal levy on properties bought by non-

Canadian taxpayers, with exceptions for rental units. It looks easy to administer, and is described in more detail 

here: http://www.theglobeandmail.com/opinion/a-better-way-to-tax-vacant-vancouver-homes/article31091843/. 

 

We know you're under the gun, and we want to work together with you to find solutions. I'm worried that 

without considering other solutions, council may feel pressured to just build as much as possible. Increasing 

supply is good, but the 1201 Fort proposal is just out of place in terms of scale and architecture. Unless it can be 

modified to sympathize with its neighborhood it will look dumb and represent a panicked decision by council in 

response to the shortage that we will all probably regret. Fortunately, there are other solutions to the problem of 

supply that will allow council to insist on a smaller, more sympathetic development at 1201 Fort St. 

 

All best wishes - 

Chris Douglas 

1025 Pentrelew Place 

 

 

 

https://thepracticalutopian.ca/2016/12/03/canadas-housing-crisis-twenty-two-solutions/ 
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Canada’s housing crisis is far more severe than many people realize, and there 

are twenty-two solutions that could end it, once and for all. Shortest Executive 

Summary ever. 

The PDF of this paper is here, for free downloading: canadas-housing-crisis-

guy-dauncey 

What is Happening? 

What on Earth is happening? The explosion of housing prices in Vancouver and 

Victoria is crazy, but the same thing is happening in many cities around the 

world, not just the big ones like Toronto, London, Berlin, Paris, Stockholm, 

New York, San Francisco and Mumbai but also smaller communities like 

Kelowna, and Nashville, Tennessee. In Australia, in 2014, house prices rose by 

a whopping 121%.[i] 

There are signs that the crisis is endemic across the developed world, which 

makes it likely there’s a common cause.[ii] But what is it? That’s the mystery. 

We await some genius to write the definitive analysis, the way the French 

economist Thomas Piketty did for income inequality in his book Capital in the 

Twenty-First Century.[iii] 

During 2015, single family house-prices in Vancouver rose by 37%. In 

Tsawwassen they rose by 41%; in Richmond by 36.5%. In June 2016, a very 
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unremarkable 2,400 square foot 4-bedroom bungalow with a basement on West 

29th Ave in Vancouver was on the market for $5.5 million.[iv] The bubble is 

now beginning to burst, but by nowhere far enough to make a difference. 

 

The housing crisis is far more serious than most people realize, and it calls for 

far-reaching solutions similar in scope to the way Canada’s healthcare crisis was 

solved in the 1960s by publicly funded universal healthcare. 

Thirty years ago, if you had a reasonable income, the gap between renting and 

owning was bridgeable. Today, in many parts of Canada, it is not. In 1976, it 

took 5 years to save enough for a 20% deposit on a mortgage.[v] Today, it takes 

16 years for a British Columbian to do the same—23 years in Vancouver. This 

poses a huge danger to the fabric of Canadian society.[vi] 

Over the past 15 years, the average Vancouver household’s income has grown 

by just 10.75%, while the cost of housing has grown by 172% (inflation 

adjusted). Over the same period, Toronto’s housing prices grew 188% while the 

median income grew by just 0.38%.[vii] 

A Miserable Cascade of Suffering 
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For here’s the thing—a third of Canadians don’t own property, and nor do their 

parents, so they will never inherit. Unless they win the lottery or start some 

genius new business they will be forced to rent for life, constantly on edge, part 

of the permanent minority of renters, feeding money to property owners on the 

other side of the divide for as long as they live. 

The high rents and real estate prices are also driving young families out of the 

city, resulting in school closures that are disruptive for the remaining families, 

and tiresome commutes, cutting into the time parents have with their children. 

They also increase the pressures on the more vulnerable, who resort to couch 

surfing or living in their parents’ basements, and the super-vulnerable, who are 

living in the bushes and on the streets, including seniors, veterans, First Nations 

men and women, and families with children. It’s a miserable cascade of 

suffering. 

 

What does it do to a country when a third of its people are unable to own a 

home? Renters feel more disenfranchised. They vote less, and their needs rarely 

receive attention in Canada’s legislatures, maybe because most politicians live 

on the property-owning side of the divide. On one side of the divide you borrow 

money to buy property. On the other, you pay rent to property owners. The 

money flows one way, all the time, constantly increasing the gap between the 

two sides. 
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With fewer Canadians able to buy, the rental vacancy rates in Victoria and 

Vancouver are approaching zero, prompting higher rents, bidding wars by 

desperate families, couch-surfing, millennials living in their parents’ homes, and 

homelessness.[viii] 40% of Canadians who rent spend more than 30% of their 

household income on rent and utilities, the level deemed affordable. 20% spend 

more than half their income, often having to choose between paying the rent and 

feeding the family.[ix] 

In Britain, where sovereign wealth funds invested $26 billion in UK property in 

2014, young families have been shut out of rental affordability in two-thirds of 

the country.[x] In America, a $15 to $25 hourly wage is needed in many states 

to afford a rental unit.[xi] In Vancouver, you need an annual family income of 

$152,000 to buy a house. 
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So what is behind it all? I am not a housing economist, but there seem to be 

eight possible contributing causes: 

1. The failure of successive governments, federally and provincially, to 

address the growing crisis of poverty and income inequality. 

2. The failure of successive governments to invest in affordable housing, 

deferring to private property developers and the market. 

3. The trend towards the commodification of housing, allowing wealthy 

people and investment funds to treat housing as an investment 

commodity. 

4. Since the 1980s, and especially since 2008, a faster increase in the 

creation of money by the banks than the growth in GDP needed to absorb 

it, feeding inflation and the financialization of non-productive 

commodities such as housing. 

5. The choice by Canadians with higher disposable incomes to invest their 

inheritances in housing, thereby inflating prices. 

6. The ability of wealthy non-Canadians to buy property in Canada with few 

restrictions, further inflating prices. 

7. The failure of governments to end tax evasion, or to regulate against the 

purchase of land as a commodity for tax-evasion purposes. 

8. The failure of affordable housing advocates to mobilize those who are 

suffering from the housing crisis, and to help them organize into a visible 

and noisy political force. 
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In Capital in the Twenty-First Century Thomas Piketty showed why, lacking 

government intervention, inequality in our modern societies will continue to 

increase. As long as the rate of return on capital is higher than the rate of growth 

of the economy, he demonstrated, unless there are policies to correct the 

imbalance, inherited and stored wealth will grow faster than earned wealth, 

constantly increasing the level of inequality. 

Among the relatively well-off there are many who enjoy good salaries, generous 

annual bonuses and good pensions. As well as buying homes for themselves 

they invest some of their wealth in property, including second homes and 

investment properties. If ten people with similar incomes compete to buy a 

house, the value of the house won’t shift much. But if three can pay a lot more 

than the other seven, they will push the price out of reach of the seven. 

Two-thirds of Canadians have parents who own property, and death being what 

it is, sooner or later they will inherit without needing to pay inheritance taxes, 

paying capital gains tax only on half the value of any secondary residence. Over 

the next decade, CIBC reports that the boomer generation aged between 50 and 

75 will inherit $750 billion, massively increasing their disposable income, much 

of which will flow into the property market, inflating prices.[xii] As any 
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economist will explain, if you increase the flow of money into the market for 

something without increasing the supply, the price will rise. Some developers 

argue that the solution is simply to build more housing, but with the housing 

crisis being a global condition, it’s a lot more complicated than that. 

 

All this is aided by the way we allow banks to create new credit at the click of a 

mouse, and then sell the money at interest, limited only by their fractional 

reserve lending base. The more they lend, the more profit they earn for their 

shareholders through the interest charged. This is a blessing, since it enables 

people to buy homes and build businesses, but it’s also a curse, since it increases 

the social divide, and when it fuels a bubble it can destabilize the entire 

economy, leaving the public to bail out the banks, as happened in various 

countries in 2008. 

For many years now, investors have been treating housing as a speculative 

commodity – buy for $1 million, sell for $1.2 million in a few month’s time = 

20% ROI. They have been riding the wave of housing price inflation, feeding 

the inflation to their benefit, but to the loss of everyone who needs to rent or buy 

an affordable home. 
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Into this growing pool of money we can add the flow of foreign money, which 

in BC is chiefly from China. China has more than a million millionaires, many 

of whom reportedly want to live somewhere less polluted.[xiii] China’s wobbly 

stock exchange caused many to seek better returns overseas, and the weak 

Canadian dollar combined with the Chinese yuan’s devaluation has driven many 

to Canada, encouraged by Vancouver realtors who market specifically to 

them.[xiv] If you live in one of China’s torrid, noisy, polluted cities, 

Vancouver’s lyrically leafy streets must seem like paradise. 

As Bill Tieleman wrote in The Tyee, the National Bank of Canada has estimated 

that Chinese buyers spent $12.7 billion in Vancouver in 2015, accounting for 

about one-third of all sales, part of an estimated US$1 trillion that left China in 

the last 18 months seeking safe investments.[xv] 

To the mix of suspects we must also add the global failure of governments to 

regulate and abolish the tax havens, both offshore in places such as Barbados 

and the Cayman Islands, and within countries such as the US, Switzerland and 

Lichtenstein. This parasitic cancer on the global economy allows tax-evading 

millionaires to use shell companies to launder their money through property. 

When you enter ‘Vancouver’ in the Panama Papers search engine, Greater 

Vancouver shows fifteen times more listed addresses per population than 

Edmonton, indicating tax-evading shell companies where the beneficial owners 

are hiding their names.[xvi] 

And to add grit to the wound, AirBNBs are eating into rental availability, since 

property-owners can generate more income from short-term rentals than from 

secure long-term rentals without having to bother with the Residential Tenancy 

Act. In Vancouver 67% of the listed AirBNBs—3,179 units—are full 

apartments or houses that might otherwise be in the permanent rental pool. In 

Tofino, people are sleeping in the woods because rental units have been 

converted to AirBNBs.[xvii] 
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What Is To Be Done?  

#1: Develop a Comprehensive Housing Strategy 

The solutions begin with a comprehensive federal/provincial housing strategy 

that will end the crisis once and for all, and ensure that every Canadian has 

guaranteed access to a clean, safe, secure, sustainable, affordable home. We 

need to approach the housing crisis with the same level of ambition that Tommy 

Douglas approached the healthcare crisis in Saskatchewan in the 1950s—as an 

emergency that needed a big picture, radical solution, something that Dr. Paul 

Kershaw from UBC and project Generation Squeeze have also been 

arguing.[xviii] 

The federal and provincial governments need to tackle the root causes of the 

problem, and gather a large pool of new revenues to finance a major affordable 

housing program. 

Canada needs to agree that housing is a basic Charter right. Canada has ratified 

the 1976 UN International Covenant on Economic, Social and Cultural Rights, 

which states that the parties to the covenant “recognize the right of everyone to 
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an adequate standard of living for himself and his family, including adequate 

food, clothing and housing, and to the continuous improvement of living 

conditions,” but has not extended this recognition as a Canadian Charter right. 

The new comprehensive strategy needs to make a clean break with the failed 

assumption that development is best left to the market, and adopt instead the 

principle, clearly enunciated by UBC’s Paul Kershaw and Generation Squeeze, 

that “Canada’s housing market should be regulated primarily to provide an 

efficient supply of affordable, suitable homes for community members and 

families to live in (renting or owning).”[xix] 

The development of Canada’s National Housing Strategy is already underway, 

with an announcement due on November 22nd sharing what the government has 

heard from Canadians.[xx] 

 

Generation Squeeze 

#2. Restrict Foreign Ownership 

We need to restrict the foreign ownership of land, as Martyn Brown has argued 

so eloquently in The Tyee.[xxi] We could place an outright ban on the purchase 

of property by foreign non-residents, as Australia and Norway have done, or do 

it for six months to a year while we sort our policies out, as Bill Tieleman has 

argued.[xxii] The BC government’s 15% additional property transfer tax on 

foreign buyers in Metro-Vancouver is a welcome step in this direction. 
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Alternatively, we could restrict the right to buy property to Canadian residents 

of any nationality who live and pay taxes in Canada, as Tony Greenham has 

argued as a solution to the housing crisis in the UK. [xxiii] 

#3. Close the Tax Havens 

Globally, Canada needs to play a far more active leadership role in the work to 

close down the tax havens once and for all. The economist Gabriel Zucman, in 

his book The Hidden Wealth of Nations: The Scourge of Tax Havens, estimates 

that $7.6 trillion is being hidden in the havens, including 9% of Canada’s 

wealth, as a result of which Canada is losing $6 billion year in government 

revenue. The solution he proposes is a fully transparent international finance 

register, backed by punitive trade tariffs against countries that refuse to 

cooperate.[xxiv] 

In the meantime, the federal government could require any company buying 

property in Canada to join a public register of beneficial ownership, showing 

who the actual owners are; it could impose severe punishments on professional 

accountants and others who enable Canadians to evade taxes; it could close all 

of the loopholes and dodgy practices that enable tax-evaders to buy and flip 

property in Canada; it could enable local municipalities to impose an annual tax 

surcharge on properties owned by offshore entities; and it could legislate the 

forced sale of all such properties, releasing them back onto the market.[xxv] 
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Rental Price Controls? 

In BC, the law limits the annual rent increase for continuously occupied 

residential units to 2.9%, which may be one of the best rent controls in the 

world. This does not apply to rental turnovers, however, which affect 30% of 

Metro Vancouver’s 105,000 rental units, where prices are jumping by 10-

20%.[xxvi] 

Cities can legislate rent controls, as New York has done since 1938, and as 

Stockholm and Berlin are now doing to try stop rental price inflation, though 

their experience shows that unless the regulations are well enforced landlords 

will find a way to skirt the rules, and the controls can cause a thriving black 

market.[xxvii] 

Adding to the muddle, developers of new rental properties need a financial 

incentive to build, so unduly restrictive rent controls may inhibit the very thing 

we need, which is more affordable rental units. 

#4. Use Municipal Powers 
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Municipalities can use inclusionary zoning to require developers to make 30%, 

50% or 100% of all new units of a development affordable and family-friendly, 

generating mixed-income communities. 

They can zone for increased densification of single-family neighbourhoods to 

allow more townhouses. 

They can allow car-free laneway housing and secondary suites, accompanied by 

good transit, safe bike-routes, and car-sharing. 

They can make it easy for non-family members to buy a house together, owning 

it as ‘tenants in common’. 

And depending on their legal powers, they can require that any new homes be 

marketed locally for at least six months before being offered to foreign buyers, 

as the Mayor of London, UK, Sadiq Khan, has proposed. 

To help tackle homelessness, municipalities can also allow land left idle for 

more than a year to be used for temporary tiny homes villages for the homeless, 

learning from Dignity Village in Portland, Opportunity Village in Eugene, 

Oregon (see below), and Victoria’s MicroHousing Project.[xxviii] 

 

#5. A Limited Ban on AirBNBs  

Vancouver is proposing to license short-term AirBNB rentals within principal 

residences, but to deny licenses to AirBNBs that are in separate apartments or 

houses, potentially releasing up to 3,000 units of housing into the permanent 
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rental pool. The ban could be linked to the rental vacancy rate, ending when it 

rises above 3.0. 

How Much New Housing is Needed?  

Following last year’s federal election, anti-poverty advocates and housing 

providers asked the government for $3.2 billion to renovate old units and to 

build 100,000 new units nationwide.[xxix] The federal government responded 

with a $2.3 billion short-term commitment over two years for a variety of 

affordable housing initiatives. 

The cost of the failure to address homelessness is estimated at $7 billion a year, 

because as a society we are using law enforcement, courts and prisons, 

emergency healthcare, longer hospital stays and emergency shelters instead of 

taking a proactive Housing First approach, as cities like Medicine Hat, Alberta, 

have done.[xxx] This is the cost of allowing social entropy to blossom, instead 

of taking a pro-active syntropic approach. 

Citizens for Public Justice says 3.2 million Canadians need improved housing, 

because they pay more than they can afford on rent, or live in homes that are 

overcrowded or need major repairs.[xxxi] 

This includes Canada’s First Nations, for whom the Assembly of First Nations 

has estimated the on-reserve housing shortage to be approximately 85,000 units. 

Aboriginal Affairs and Northern Development Canada puts the number at 

35,000 to 40,000 units.[xxxii] 
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Seabird Island Sustainable First Nations Housing, BC 

In Metro-Vancouver, 145,000 households spend more than 30% of their income 

on housing. Marc Lee, chief economist with the Canadian Centre for Policy 

Alternatives, sees the need to build 5,000 to 10,000 new units a year in Metro 

Vancouver alone.[xxxiii] For BC as a whole there is probably need to build 

10,000 to 20,000 units of new affordable housing a year. 

Such a massive building program would generate up to 22,600 new jobs for 

builders and the trades in BC, assuming 1.13 jobs per apartment unit.[xxxiv] It 

would also create an opportunity for solutions to two other problems that need 

urgent attention – the climate crisis and the problem of loneliness. (See below.) 

What Will It Cost? 

10,000 to 20,000 units a year at $250,000 per unit comes to $2.5 to $5 billion a 

year, less if governments contribute land (as Vancouver is offering to do) and 

waive the development fees. This could finance an ambitious affordable housing 

building program, driven by non-profits. If the new revenue comes from 

targeted housing taxes (see below), this would also help to cool the market. If 

the development is done through housing cooperatives (see below), the cost 

could be considerably lower. 
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In the pot so far is the federal government’s $2.3 billion Affordable Housing 

Initiative over two years, which includes $500 million for affordable housing 

units and various other needs, $739 million for First Nations housing, $208 

million over five years for an Affordable Rental Housing Innovation Fund to 

support the construction of up to 4,000 affordable rental units, and $500 million 

for an Affordable Rental Housing Financing Initiative to provide low-cost loans 

to municipalities and housing developers to construct affordable rental 

housing.[xxxv] 

If the money is shared among the provinces by population, BC’s share comes to 

$150 million a year. In February the provincial government announced $365 

million in matching funds to build 2,000 units, and in September it added $500 

million to build a further 2,900 rental units. Taken together, the BC 

commitments come to $1 billion, providing the funds for 5,000 units, and 20-

40% of the finance needed to build the 10,000 to 20,000 new affordable rental 

units that are needed every year to provide a permanent solution to the crisis. 

Canada’s mayors are seeking $12.6 billion over ten years as part of the 

government’s $20 billion social infrastructure investment, including $7.7 billion 

to maintain and repair existing units and $4.2 billion to build 10,000 units of 

housing annually across the country. This comes to $1.26 billion a year for the 

whole of Canada, which will be insufficient to solve the problem. 

To accumulate the funds needed, seven sources of new revenue are 

recommended—three municipal, two provincial and two federal (see below). 

#6. Housing Cooperatives 

If the new affordable housing was organized as housing cooperatives, backed by 

supportive policies, the finance might be able to come largely from the market. 

In Sweden, some 13,000 housing cooperatives own 998,000 dwellings, 

providing housing for 1.6 million people, 22% of the Sweden’s people. “The 

tenant-owners finance 75 – 80% of the development cost and the rest of the 

financing is raised by the co-op organizations through loans from the banks and 

other private financial institutions. Tenant-owners can normally get a loan from 

the banks equivalent to 85% of the down payment required.”[xxxvi] If zero-

interest capital loans were advanced to cooperatives (see below), this would 

further reduce the cost. 
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Since 1976, the collaborative non-profit Batir Son Quartier in Montreal has 

developed 10,900 units of affordable housing, half of which are in 

cooperatives.[xxxvii] 
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Zurich, Switzerland, has no housing crisis, and it’s chiefly because long ago, the 

city responded to its then housing crisis by offering interest-free loans to buy 

land for the development of cooperative housing. Today, a quarter of the city’s 

housing is not-for-profit, 80% of which is provided by private housing co-

operatives (see above).[xxxviii] 

Affordable housing experience in Lewisham, London, UK, shows that it is 

important to include the future owners of an affordable housing initiative in co-

designing the plans. “Involving residents directly in the process is also one way 

of making housing more affordable, and it does help to create a committed, 

localised and engaged community.”[xxxix] 

#7. Zero-Interest Capital Loans 

The money does not all need come from new sources of revenue, since housing 

produces rent, enabling the private sector to get involved. The federal 

government has committed $500 million to this end, and the provincial 

government, which can borrow at 1%, could use the federal money to offer 

zero-interest capital loans for developers who build 50% or 100% rental 

buildings, and for housing coops.[xl] The BC government lends at 1% for the 

property tax deferral program for seniors. 



19

Affordable Housing Bonds, in use in Britain for 30 years, are also possible.[xli] 

So is the development of public banking, which has proven its ability to provide 

stable, successful banking in North Dakota for almost 100 years.[xlii] 

#8. An Affordable Housing Tax Levy 

A municipality can enact an affordable housing tax levy. Seattle has done this 

since 1981, enabling the city to build 12,500 affordable apartments, help 800 

families to purchase their first home, and provide emergency rent assistance to 

6,500 families. The levy increases property taxes by $122 a year on a home with 

an assessed value of $480,000, with an exemption for homeowners whose 

annual income is less than $40,000, and for those who are over 60, disabled and 

unable to work, or veterans with service-related disabilities.[xliii] 

 

#9. A Municipal Levy on Properties Bought by Non-Residents  

There could be an additional municipal levy on properties bought through 

offshore companies, and by non-residents or non-Canadian tax-payers, at least 

until purchase by non-residents is restricted or ended, as the UBC economist 

Joshua Gottleib has proposed. [xliv] 

#10. A Municipal Levy on Empty Houses or Second Homes 

Vancouver has 10,000 empty condos, while 1,750 people are homeless (3,700 in 

Metro Vancouver).[xlv] Victoria has a further 1400 homeless people. London 

(UK) has 50,000 empty properties, and 6,500 homeless. There’s something 

deeply wrong with this picture. Across Canada, up to 35,000 people live in 

shelters or on the streets.[xlvi] 
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According to Vancouver City Hall staff, if 20% of Vancouver’s empty homes 

were used for rentals, it would increase the rental vacancy rate from the current 

extremely low level of 0.6% to a healthy 3%. 

Vancouver’s new annual 1% property value tax on empty properties, supported 

by 80% of Vancouver’s people, will cost the owner of an empty $1 million 

home $10,000 a year to keep empty.[xlvii] 
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Lovely view, but no-one at home to see it 

#11. An Escalating Property Transfer Tax on High-End Properties  

Provincially, there could be an escalating property transfer tax on high-end 

properties, which would also help cool the market. In February 2016 the BC 

government raised the tax to 3% for the portion above $2 million, and it could 

go higher. 

As a result of the overheated property market, the BC government has been 

making an unexpected killing from the property transfer tax: $1.49 billion in the 

last fiscal year, a 40% increase over the year before, and $562 million more than 

the government budgeted for. Given the damage that housing price inflation is 

causing, it is appropriate that 80% of the increase be earmarked for affordable 

housing. 

#12. A Housing Speculation Tax 

There could be a 10% speculation tax on properties that are bought and flipped 

quickly. Other changes are needed to close various loopholes that are corrupting 
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the real estate industry, enabling some people to avoid paying property transfer 

tax altogether.[xlviii] 

#13. An Investment Tax on People Who Avoid Capital Gains Tax  

There could be financial penalties on people who avoid capital gains tax by 

falsely claiming an investment home as their primary residence, with 100% of 

the revenue (less costs) going into the Affordable Housing Fund. 

#14. A Federal Inheritance Tax  

Finally, there could be an escalating federal inheritance tax on inheritances over 

$1 million, with 100% of the revenue being used to build affordable housing to 

offset the way inheritances contribute to the housing crisis. This would also 

address the deeper problem of inequality, which may be a root cause of the 

problem. Much more will be needed to reverse the inequality trend, including a 

$15 minimum wage, the end of student debt, affordable childcare, and major tax 

reforms, but it would be a beginning. 

Working Together 

With a dependable stream of new revenue, governments could work together to 

finance the building of 10,000-20,000 units of new affordable housing in BC, in 

partnership with non-profits and agencies such as the Vancouver Affordable 

Housing Agency. 

While the provincial and federal governments have been asleep on the housing 

file for three decades, the City of Vancouver has not. It established The Mayor’s 

Task Force on Housing Affordability in 2011, which came up with Vancouver’s 

Housing and Homelessness Strategy 2012-2021: A Home for Everyone. In 2014 

it established the Vancouver Affordable Housing Agency,[xlix] which has 

committed 20 parcels of land for low-cost housing, and in May 2016 it 

announced the construction of 358 affordable housing units on four city sites. 

Victoria has also been very active in seeking solutions and enabling new rental 

developments. 
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#15. An Affordable Housing Land Reserve 

Land being purchased for affordable housing could be placed in a newly created 

Affordable Housing Land Reserve, operating as a Community Land Trust, 

through which the land would be taken off the market forever, but the homes 

could still be bought and sold for residential purposes. This would guarantee 

future affordability for generations to come, while allowing families to own the 

homes they live in and to leave them to their children in their wills.[l] This is the 

way Vancouver is proceeding, working in partnership with the Vancouver 

Community Land Trust Foundation.[li] 

BC established a Housing Priority Initiatives Fund in July 2016, so the 

foundation is in place; it just needs to receive a lot more money, and then to 

focus its expenditures on land purchases to be placed in Community Land 

Trusts, to support the development of new housing cooperatives. 



23

 

#16. Housing First  

The new stream of revenue could enable every municipality in Canada to adopt 

the ‘Housing First’ approach to homelessness, giving priority to ensuring that 

everyone has a home to live in before focusing on mental illness,, drug and 

alcohol addictions. Since starting on its strategy in 2009, Medicine Hat, Alberta, 

a city of 60,000, has eliminated 100% of its homelessness, providing secure 

homes in supportive or subsidized housing for 875 people, including 280 

children.[lii] The Canadian Alliance to End Homelessness’s 20,000 Homes 

Campaign is leading the charge to implement Housing First across the country, 

calling for 20,000 new homes to be created for the homeless by July 2018.[liii] 

#17. Creativity in Providing Affordable Housing  

The argument for enabling non-profit housing societies to manage the building 

program is that they have a better understanding of the variety of housing 

options that are needed, they operate without a profit expectation, and they 

enjoy the public’s trust. 

In addition to traditional building, new approaches include rent-to-own, 

temporary pre-fabricated modular homes, shipping container homes, and the 
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Montreal ‘Grow-Home’ three-story townhouse, where first-time buyers start 

with a simple small unit, designed for expansion as a family and its income 

grows (see below).[liv] 

 

In Holland, the government has been encouraging self-building, by which new 

homes, often in large-scale developments, are financed and customized by 

private individuals, not developers, some with help from government stimulus 

schemes for families earning less than $29,000 a year (see below). Self-build 

now accounts for a third of all homes purchased, by-passing the financial cut 

that developers expect to make.[lv] 
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Another model is the Whistler Housing Authority, established in 1997 to 

address the chronic shortage of staff housing in the resort. Through their work, 

more than 1,000 properties are available only to local employees and retirees. If 

you want to buy one of the units, and wish to sell, the price increase is limited to 

the rise in Canada’s national price index, not the local property market, enabling 

Whistler to keeps its units affordable in perpetuity.[lvi] Vancouver’s new 

Affordable Home Ownership Pilot Program works on similar principles, with at 

least one person needing to be a first-time buyer who works in the city.[lvii] 

#18. Student Housing 

For student housing, for which there is an urgent need for 20,000 new units in 

BC, the universities have said that they are ready and willing to self-finance 

their own projects. All that is needed is a provincial arrangement that the debt 

would not fall within the government’s total capital debt, which affects the 

province’s credit rating. At an estimated $100,000 per unit, this would the most 

cost-effective way to relieve the rental pressure in Victoria, Vancouver and 

Burnaby. 

#19. Passive Homes 

To tackle the climate crisis we need—among other things—to eliminate the use 

of fossil fuels, in part by using 100% renewable energy in new buildings. 

Passive Houses reduce heat-loss by 90%, thanks to their extra-thick insulated 

walls and triple-glazed windows, and they need no heat-source apart from a 

small electric heat-recovery ventilator. They are zero-emission homes.[lviii] 

Based on experience in Victoria, where Rob and Mark Bernhardt are building 

Passive Homes, they cost only 4.4% more (see below).[lix] With no heating bill, 

the small extra cost can be easily absorbed into the financing. In Brussels, 

Belgium, since 2015, every new building, large or small, has been required to be 

built to the Passive House standard.[lx] If BC was to build 10,000 to 20,000 

sustainable, affordable Passive Homes a year, it would catapult us into world 

leadership, and create a wave of similar change around the world. 
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#20. Sociable Homes 

It is also important to design the layout of new homes to make them sociable, to 

address the growing problem of loneliness. The human instinct to connect is 

very strong, and when allowed to blossom it builds communities where people 

take care of each other. When suppressed, however, due to thoughtless design, 

people become isolated, leading to loneliness, which accentuates stress and 

mental illness. 

For 99.99% of the last million years our ancestors lived together in 

communities, doing everything on foot. It was only 70 years ago, in the 1940s, 

that planners declared automobile access to be more important than human 

contact, restricting humans to sidewalks, and giving approval to suburbs that 

often have no sidewalks at all and no places where neighbors can meet and 

socialize. 

It is important, therefore, that as well as being built to the Passive House 

standard, and including green space, allotment gardens and play space, every 

new affordable housing project be designed to be sociable, using a participatory 

design process and shared leadership, with natural meeting places, and car 

access off to one side, like the much sought-after UBC student family housing at 

Acadia Park,[lxi] and the pocket neighborhoods that architect Ross Chapin has 

designed on Whidbey Island (see below).[lxii] When local considerations 
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require that there must be car-access among the buildings, and not off to one 

side, the road can be based on the Dutch principle of woonerf or ‘living street’, 

where humans have priority and cars no longer have the automatic right of way. 

Right�click here to download pictures.  To help p ro tect your privacy, Outlook prevented automatic download of this picture from the Internet.
pocket�neighborhoods�1

#21. New Villages 

A growing number of people want more than to live in an affordable home. 

They want to live in an ecologically sustainable community where they can 

share, grow food, and develop projects together. 

They also want to enjoy a stronger sense of community. They want to build a 

sharing economy, with a lighter footprint on the Earth. They want to build their 

own ecovillages and tiny home villages. 
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Tiny home village living in converted whisky-barrels. Findhorn Ecovillage, 

Scotland 

To turn these desires into reality requires a willingness to train people in the 

skills of land development, financing and zoning. In Canada’s early history, 

many people went out and built their own towns and villages without much 

difficulty. These days, however, the complexity of land development, finance, 

investors, planning, zoning, development permit applications and water, sewage 

and roads approval means that almost all development is done by developers, 

working by professional planners, surveyors and engineers. 

The history of cohousing, however, with ten completed projects in in BC, shows 

that land development can be managed democratically by the residents 

themselves, using professional help where needed.[lxiii] It is possible to 

imagine a platform being created that would assist people to create their own 

tiny home villages and ecovillages. 

We should use a small portion of the affordable housing funds to train people 

how to become their own developers, forming Ecovillage Development 
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Cooperatives, raising the finance, and navigating the complex world of zoning 

and development approval. 

 

Belterra Cohousing, Bowen Island 

Conclusion 

In these ways, we could turn today’s housing crisis into a great opportunity to 

build affordable homes that also build community and are a solution to the 

climate crisis. 

Could all this happen? It could become a reality if enough people are willing to 

get behind it, and make it one of the top BC election issues in May 2017, 

alongside tackling the climate crisis and building a new green economy. 

It could happen if enough municipal councils, non-profits, businesses and 

service clubs get behind it, writing letters demanding solutions such as these. 

#22. A Canadian Affordable Housing Alliance 

It could also happen if a broadly-based Affordable Housing Alliance were to be 

established, as a vehicle through which not just the leading NGOs but also the 

millions of Canadians who are struggling to buy a home or pay the rent were 

able to organize, the way struggling agricultural workers did when they formed 

the first labour unions in the early 1800s. 
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It was only after Victoria’s Super InTent City made so many headlines, ruffled 

so many feathers and won its court cases in the summer of 2016, assisted by 

Victoria’s Together Against Poverty Society and many others, that the city and 

the province came together to find $86 million to finance 714 new housing units 

for homeless people. Some people complained that the Super InTent City 

leadership was activist, but that is exactly what’s needed, not just in Victoria but 

every community.[lxiv] 

One thing is certain: without deep, intentional solutions this crisis will only get 

worse. More millennials will be shut out of home ownership, more people will 

experience the stress of unaffordability in the rental market, more people will be 

obliged to couch-surf or to remain living with their parents, more people will 

live in vans and trucks, more people will become homeless, and more angry 

Tent Cities will spring up—and not all will be as well organized as Victoria’s 

was. 

* 

Guy Dauncey is the author of Journey to the Future: A Better World is Possible, 

and nine other books. He is an Honorary Member of the Planning Institute of 

BC and a Fellow of the Royal Society for the Arts. See 

www.journeytothefuture.ca 
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 ROCKLAND NEIGHBOURHOOD ASSOCIATION

April 5, 2017

Mayor and Council

Regarding the rezoning application for 1201 Fort Street

Dear Mayor and Council,

We would like to respond to Planning’s report.  

*  When only part of the property is designated “Urban Residential” in the OCP, Planning’s 

contention that the proposal is “consistent with Urban Residential” is misleading.  Most of the 

property is “Traditional Residential”; why should the proposal not be consistent with that?

* Because Fort Street is one way and forces all traffic east, it is not a typical secondary arterial 

road.  However, Planning is using this designation as a significant factor in determining that this 

site is a “strategic location.”  

*  The proposed luxury units will not “contribute towards the housing need,” when the need is 

for affordable, family housing.

*  When more than half of the trees will be removed, the proposal can hardly be said to 

“contribute to the City’s urban forest”  or to enhance Fort Street and the neighbourhood.  The 

proosed pathway does not retain green space or create park space.  What exists now is green 

space.  A pathway is not a park.  Seedlings are not a replacement for mature trees and their 

canopy.

*  There has not been “adequate consultation regarding the proposed change from Traditional 

Residential to Urban Residential for the south portion.”  The RNA has not been consulted 

regarding the impact of this change at the 11th hour before the new LAP.

*  The proposal can not “enhance” the Garry oak ecosystem when it drastically alters the 

existing topography.  An ecosystem is much more than individual trees.

Clearly, the proposal does not fit with the “local area context” and is inconsistent with many 

“relevant policies within the OCP and local area plans.”

The core issues of unacceptable height and massing, the Wall of Pentrelew, and the scale of 

such a proposal - which does not fit in with our historic neighbourhood - have not been 

addressed in Planning’s report.

Sincerely,



Janet Simpson, President
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Alicia Ferguson

To: Christine Havelka
Subject: RE: Proposed development @ 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place

From: Susanne Wilson  
Date: April 5, 2017 at 4:25:48 PM PDT 
To: <mayor@victoria.ca>, <cthornton-joe@victoria.ca>, <gyoung@victoria.ca>, <pmadoff@victoria.ca>, 
<mlucas@victoria.ca>, <jloveday@victoria.ca>, <bisitt@victoria.ca>, <ccoleman@victoria.ca>, 
<malto@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Proposed development @ 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place 

Dear Mayor Helps and Councillors Alto, Coleman, Isitt, Loveday, Lucas, Madoff, Thornton-Joe 
and Young, 
 
I am writing to express my concerns regarding the development proposed by Abstract 
Developments at 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place which I understand is on the agenda 
of the Committee of the Whole tomorrow, April 6, 2017. 
 
*   The loss of the only open and treed green space along the Fort Street corridor between Wharf 
St. and Richmond Ave. as well as the loss, through demolition, of the building that has been 
occupied by the Truth Centre Church for many years.  The loss of this excellent facility with its 
auditorium, meeting spaces, kitchen, etc.  will be a loss to the entire city given the lack of this 
kind of space for cultural, art and community activities and gatherings.  I consider  allowing 
this  development would represent a loss to the surrounding neighbourhoods and to the entire 
city. 
 
*    The proposed development's scale, height, mass and design does not respect the unique 
heritage aspects of the area and greatly exceeds what is allowed in the current zoning nor is it in 
keeping with what Rockland residents envision in the Official Community Plan for this area. 
 
*     The development has no provision for supportive, subsidized or affordable rental housing of 
which this city is in such dire need.   
The proliferation of this kind of stratified, expensive housing ignores this pressing need. 
 
Sincerely, 
Susanne Wilson 
1377 Craigdarroch Road 
V8S 2A8 
 



Dear Councillors, 

 

I am writing in regards to the proposal for 1201 Fort/1050 Pentlerew by Abstract.  As a Victoria resident 

who is not directly affected by this specific proposal, I am writing to express my concern for the scale of 

this proposal and to object to rezoning application necessary for a development of this size to go 

forward.  I am not opposed to increasing density, in fact, when done tastefully and thoughtfully, I am in 

favour of it.  This development attains neither of those ideals.  This proposal is an attempt to change the 

character of the Rockland area.  It is a clear case of making decisions based on maximization of space 

rather than considering the surrounding homes and landscape.   

As a homeowner, try to put myself into the situation.  If a development came into my neighborhood, 

that met existing bylaws, I would have no choice but to accept what came.  If a development were 

proposed that required variances and a massive shift from the City plan, I would resist it using every 

legal and civil tool available.  If this development is allowed to move forward as it is currently proposed, 

what is to stop a similar situation from happening in my neighborhood?  If a church or community 

centre comes up for sale, could it be rezoned and turned into a development that not only changes my 

neighborhood, but potentially impacts my largest investment? As with anything, this isn’t an isolated 

decision, if it is approved, it could be cited in the future, for other developments.  

Please ensure that this particular development does not go forward as is.  Send it back for revisions that 

consider the community.  Make sure that the requirement of neighborhood consultation doesn’t 

become a “formality” that doesn’t lead to any form of consensus building.  Make sure that the rights of 

all property owners are respected. 

When we consider our developments from a collective and even generational perspective, we build a 

better world for everyone.   

Best Regards 

 

 

 

Carey Newman 

2508810528 
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Alicia Ferguson

To: Christine Havelka
Subject: RE: 1201 Fort St.

 

From: Errol Miller   
Date: April 5, 2017 at 11:11:41 AM PDT 
To: <pmadoff@victoria.ca> 
Subject: 1201 Fort St. 

Dear Councilor: 

 Regarding the redevelopment of 1201 Fort St. 

 The request for rezoning this property is a test case for what we want Victoria to be. 

 The argument has been made that we need greater density in Victoria to prevent the in-migration 
from other parts of the country from moving to areas outside our city where they will buy homes. 

 We have no obligation to find housing for everybody who wants to move here, especially those 
who are buying property for speculation or for holiday homes. These are homes where the 
owners spend a few months here when it suits them; the rest of the time they live in warmer 
climates or somewhere else in Canada or the world. These people will be taxpayers but they will 
never be citizens who contribute to community life. 

 We do have an obligation to find housing for people who live and work here full time. These are 
the people who contribute to a healthy community. They could be owners or renters, but they 
have a stake in what happens in Victoria, the Island and the Province. 

 We need affordable housing that is close to schools and services for families, for those who are 
employed here and those who want to come here to be employed, for the working poor and those 
on welfare so that they have money for necessities, for the homeless so that they have an 
opportunity to improve their situation. 

 Yes, increase density, but do it slowly and thoughtfully. Victoria is a beautiful city because of its 
smallness and its green areas. Putting up ugly high rise buildings (30 stories? Ridiculous) as fast 
as possible will destroy it’s attractiveness. Think about those citizens back in the ‘60’s and ‘70’s 
who decided it was not a good idea to tear down the heritage buildings in the Old Town in order 
to put up new high rise buildings. We are facing the same situation now. So far most of the 
towers being constructed are being built on former parking lots or replacing buildings of little 
heritage or material value. However the appetite for more sites will mean that there will be 
increased pressure on buildings and land that should be preserved. 

 Although the buildings planned in the green area at 1201 Fort are a maximum of six stories, this 
development represents the loss of land that makes the area attractive. Develop it as is planned 
and it becomes an eyesore. It will be too crowded with buildings and at six stories high it will 
dominate the whole area. The reason for the extra height and density is so the developer can 
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make more profit, which is not a good reason to ruin the neighbourhood. If it must be developed 
(I would prefer a park) the number and size of buildings must be reduced. 

 We have contradictory impulses. 

 We are attracted by greenery and wildlife, shrubs, grass, trees, flowers, birds and butterflies and 
want to live close to them. So we buy the land, clear it of the greenery, put up a building, put in 
paved roads and sidewalks and then wonder where nature went. 

 We are attracted by unique architecture, heritage homes that have character, small-scale 
buildings that have a personal feel, quiet, walkable environments, businesses that are personable, 
customer oriented. Then we allow developers to tear those structures down and replace them 
with big, ugly cookie cutter, rectangular buildings that have no appeal and pack as many people 
into them as possible in the name of efficiency and profit. 

 Is this the way we want Victoria to go? Will this be a livable city in the future? Is this a city that 
tourists will want to visit? Will it be a city that looks like every other North American city? 

 City Council had better stop and think. Other cities in the world have stopped this type of 
development and are much more attractive than Victoria. Look around. We need leadership now 
to preserve what is attractive about Victoria and improve on it in the future. 

 Sincerely, 

  

Errol Miller 

#106 1149 Rockland Ave. 

Victoria. 

  

  

  



Abstract's Proposal for 1201 Fort/1050 
Pentrelew: 

Why should this interest us all? 

A new development is being 
proposed in your community. 

The City is considering a 
Rezoning application 
proposing the construction of 
2 multi-family buildings and 12 
townhomes 

Address: 1201 Fort Street and 
1050 Pentrelew Place 
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Get involved, 
have your say. 

Check back here or at 
•ictoria.ca/publicnotices 
for date of the public hearing 

o • n victoria ca/devtracker developmentser vices <it victoria.ca 250 3610382 ,? 
VICTORIA 

Proposal at: httDs://tender.victoria.ca/tempestprod/ourcitv/Prospero/Details.asDX?folderNumber=REZ00525 



Where is this? 

Truth Centre/Pentrelew Family Estate 
• In Rockland 
• 1201 Fort and 1050 Pentrelew 
• Runs to 1010 Pentrelew 

From: Official Community Plan, 2012 (Amended in 2015) 

Cor serv e Rocklarxfs 
historic architectural and 

landscape character 

Gove m mem 
House 

View from Fort (Internet) 

View from Pentrelew (Google Maps) 



What is being Proposed? 
93 units 
• 5 story building 
• 6 story building 
•  1 2 - 3  s t o r y  t o w n h o m e s  

All images from Proposal Submitted 

View North from 1010 Pentrelew 
View Southeast from Pentrelew/Wilspencer 

1010 F5N-P.E.EV 
View East from Pentrelew 



What is the current Zoning? 
The property has mixed zoning: 
• The Official Community Plan (2012) shows: 

• the parcel on Fort as Urban Residential 
• 2nd lowest of six levels of density -

"primarily of multi-unit residential" 
• Floor-space ratios (FSR) generally 

1.2:1 up to 2:1 in strategic 
the majority is Traditional Residential! 

Lowest of six levels - "primarily 
ground-oriented building forms" 
Floor-space ratios of 1:1 

! l \ l  ;*  l—J'~;  
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i I ̂ /rx// ^ 
From Official Community Plan Page 160 

The City Zoning Bylaw shows: 
The parcel on Fort is R3-AM-2 

• Mid-rise, multiple dwelling 
• Height shall not exceed 12m and 4 

stories 

The majority of the property is Rl-B L 
• Single family dwelling 
• Height 7.6m and 2 stories 
• No roof deck 

R3 Al 

Ag< 

From VicMap - City of Victoria mapping system w/zoning highlighted 



Why is this a problem? 

> Incompatible with vision for City and neighbourhood 

> Proposal is unreasonable for the Zoning 

> Massing and scale is excessive 

> Height is unnecessary and does not complement adjacent buildings 

> Adverse impact on neighbourhood with no positive return 

> Loss of limited Rockland greenspace 

> Creates unreasonable expectations for future proposals 



incompatible with Vision for City and Neighbourhood 
Rockland Strategic Directions in OCP: 

21.24 Strategic directions include 

21.24.1 Encourage a diversity of population ana housing m 
consideration of the neighbourhood's heritage and 
estate character. 

21.24.2 

21.24.3 

21.24.4 

21.24.5 

21.24.6 

X 
Support mixed use development along the 
Fort Stroot frequent trarsit corridor. 

Undortake a local area plan to enhance Stadacona Village — 
at Oak Bay Avenue and Fort Street. 

Continue to conserve the historic architectural and 
landscape character of the neighbourhood. 

Enhance connections to Urban Villagos in Fairfield, 
Oonzalos. and Jubilee. 

X 
Support the maintenance of existing dwellings and large 
lot character through sensitive infill that presorvos green 
space and estate features 

21.24.7 Support greenway connection and opportunities for 
new parkland. 

From: Official Community Plan, page 161 

City of Victoria Growth Management Concept: 
• Growth envisioned for next 30 years for all of city less 

Urban Core and town centres is 2,000 new people 
• This proposal puts up to 15% of the 30-year growth on 

one site in one year. 
• This development belongs in Urban Core or Town 

Centres not in a residential area. 

X 

No consideration for heritage and 
estate character. 

Partially - no mixed use on this property 

Not applicable 

Contrary to vision: 1 unit to 93. 

Not applicable 

Insensitive to existing dwellings. 
Reduces greenspace. 

Loss of greenspace - lost opportunity 
for new parkland. 

/ I 
eu-

A 
A 
A AAAAA 
A AAAAA 

AAAAA 
AAAAA 

A AAAAA 
A AAAAA 

AAAAA 
AAAAA 

From: Official Community Plan 



>Proposal is unreasonable for the Zoning 
• This is not a request for variance but a 

complete rejection of zoning 

• Diagram shows proposed plan with current 
zoning super-imposed: 

• Most of the units (at least 50) are on lots 
designated for two single family dwellings 

• Setbacks are ignored 
• Landscaping requires reduction of narrow 

road for Pentrelew access road 
• Roof-top decks are proposed 
• Height restrictions are ignored 
• Even the portion in R3-AM-2 ignores 

zoning restrictions 
• FSR ratios from bylaw are ignored 

Image from Proposal Submitted - zoning added in blue 

t — 1 
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Current - Image from Google Street view 

>Massing and scale is excessive 
Proposal includes (facts in black from 
proposal): 
• Proposal is for 93 units. For comparison: 

• Urban Village - Cook Street/Oliphant was 
53 units. 

• Abstract's largest to date - Black and 
White is 77 units 

• Nearest apartments in R3-AM-2 zone are 
26 and 21 units each. 

• 5-story building of 34 units, a 6-story 
building of 47 units and twelve 3-story 
townhomes. 

• All houses currently on Pentrelew away 
from Fort are single family or duplex. 

• 173 Bedrooms 
• At least 154 residents (using Statscan 

averages), but a potential of 300+ people 
• 114+ cars 

• Includes limited visitor parking 
• 116,513 sq ft floor space 

• Equals about 58 2,000 sq ft homes 
• Floor space ratio: 1.379:1 

• exceeds 1:1 for Rl-B or 1.2:1 for R3-AM-2 
(this is not a strategic location) 

For comparison this building is 84 units 

Proposed - Image from Proposal Submitted 



^Height is unnecessary and does not complement 
adjacent buildings 
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Images from Proposal Submitted 

Building 1 is 21.1m high Zoned for 12m (7.6m for portion on Rl-B) 
Building 2 is 18m high Zoned for 7.6m 
Townhouses are over 10m high Zoned for 7.6m 

Note: the Cook/Oliphant building was reduced to 16.5m in an Urban Village - this 
proposal is primarily on traditional residential land - not an Urban Village. 



>Adverse impact on neighbourhood with no 
positive return 
Parking and traffic flow already a problem in area and 
this proposal further narrows road at arrows 

Increased traffic creates congestion on narrow road 
(Wilspencer/Pentrelew barrier was removed for safety) 

Loss of parking on street and any overflow at Truth 
Centre for AGGV, Langham Court events 

o > o >  

AGGV recently approved for growth on other 
side of Pentrelew creates greater pressure 

Entrance to 
Secondary 

parking 

Proposal provides only 1 visitor parking site for every 10 
units 

No positive impact on housing issues in Victoria - high-
end units are proposed 

Parking lot on-site used weekdays and for special events 

* / 

Typical parking on Pentrelew during all Art Gallery or Langham Court Theatre Events 



>Loss of limited Rockland greenspace 

Losing an opportunity to meet OCP objective: 
"support greenway connection and opportunities for 
new parkland" 

What is changing: (from p. 43 of proposal) 

• Site has 6 trees over 10m high - 5 will be 
removed (incl both Sequoias) 

• 7 bylaw protected trees will be removed 

• More than half of existing trees will be removed 

One of the last greenspace sites on Fort St. 

Loss of any greenspace between dominating buildings 
with narrow gaps. 

Current View from Fort street (Google Streetview) 

Proposed View from Fort street (Proposal) 

IT 
Tii'T77i>' • 

View of the proposed pathway from Pentrelew side provides no sense of greenspace 



>Creates unreasonable expectations for future 
proposals on the part of developers 

• A developer purchases land 
knowing the OCP and Zoning... 

• ...but decides to propose 
apartments on single family 
dwelling site anyway 

• If this is approved, where next? 

The OCP provides a vision for the next 
30 years, Council should stick with the 
plan unless there is strong reason to 
make an exception. 

The case for such significant 
exceptions requested in this proposal 
is unconvincing. 
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It is requested that council consider the points made in this 
presentation and ask the developer to resubmit a proposal 
that respects the vision of the OCP. 



REDEVELOPMENT OF VICTORIA TRUTH CENTRE SITE:  1201 Fort Street & 1050 Pentrelew Place 
 
I am opposed to the redevelopment of the Victoria Truth Centre as proposed by Abrtract Developments because it goes 
against the spirit of Official Community Plan, the city zoning, the community character of our street established in the 
1930’s, and, the Rockland neighbourhood, as well as the 3-4 storey Fort Street corridor. The proposal for this property 
should not be accepted for reasons of design, massing, and scale. Sadly, I have also lost faith in the developer and the zoning 
process, that, in my opinion, he manipulates very adeptly. 
 

When I first met Mr. Miller, in the spring of 2016, he was visiting the residents on Pentrelew Place to introduce himself.  He 
had just ‘bought’ the property. “Bought”, that is, not in the sense that you and I would understand the term, as in owned; 
but, more in the sense that it was the property on which his offer had just been accepted. (The actual ‘owing’ was to come in 
about 7 months.) He stated that he had no plans as yet for the property. However, he acknowledged that my concept of 10-
15 homes, of say 2 ½ stories each, something in the historical style of this 1930’s neighbourhood, was simply ‘not enough’. 
Nor, I learned, was it ‘enough’, to double the density, and cram 35-40 modest townhouses of 2 ½ stories on the site. From 
this experience, I learned that he possessed very strong ideas of what he wanted, despite his profusions to the contrary. 
 

Shortly thereafter, given only a few days notice, but with abundant curiosity, I was able to re-arrange my schedule in order 
to attend the first meeting at his new ‘iconic’ building on Oak Bay Avenue. (I wouldn’t want to live near that one.) From that 
meeting, I was encouraged to believe that his company was actually interested in “engaging” with our neighbourhood about 
the prospective property development. Still, he professed to have no ideas.  
 

Three weeks later, when I attended the second meeting, it was apparent that he heard little or nothing of our concerns. The 
detailed master plan for the site presented to us that night disregarded nearly everything we expressed. (I’m still 
bewildered by that second building. Where did that come from?) Forcefully, he demonstrated without any apology, that the 
zoning was irrelevant, the Official Community Plan had no value as it was out-dated. We were simply not current. And, 
because of his frequent and ongoing meetings with the planning staff at City Hall, there was no need to adjust the designs. 
According to Mr. Miller, the planning staff at City Hall really liked these plans. Of course, this comment was meant to convey 
a much stronger suggestion: that our opposition was already compromised. The future “engagements” lived up to my fears; 
they were nothing more than sales presentations. 
 

It was probably this last meeting that encouraged the owners of 1050 Pentrelew to give up their leadership of our group. 
They sold their property to Abstract. It was and would be futile to try to affect change. Their house would be physically 
stuck between the 1225 Fort Street Condominium and this “done deal.” The tactic of compromising the leading voice left us 
without leadership. 
 

Over the intervening months, two suggestions have been made to me by Mr. Miller. We should be glad that he is the buyer, 
because someone else would build something worse. And, secondly, that if this rezoning is not approved, he would stick to 
the current zoning, and build the largest, bulkiest and ugliest building that he can to fill up the Pentrelew site. 
 

Thereafter, I must admit, my interest in attending more meetings dissipated. I did not attend the last meeting in October, as 
I did not see the need, given that the plans had already been forwarded to City Hall. And, as you may have heard, the Official 
Community meeting was a disaster. Need I say more about this meeting? What meaningful changes to the plans came of 
this? 
 

Let me reiterate: in my opinion, there have been sales presentations about this project: but, there has not been 
“engagement” with the local residents. (Unless you count the happy purchase of 1050 Pentrelew.) I imagine when one uses 
this term “engagement”, it is meant to have some meaning, beyond, say, two strangers bumping into each other on the 
street. There has certainly not been any meaningful compromise or adjustment to the plans on Abstract’s part to the 
suggestions of the neighbourhood community. Sorry, I’m wrong. He did add another townhouse to the Great Wall of 
Pentrelew, but it was not because we asked for it. I imagine he had another point in mind. 
 

I am against the proposal for the development of 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place for these reasons, the number 
of buildings, building heights, their massing, the scale. And, most importantly, because the plans were not developed with 
the suggestions of the neighbourhood. 
 
Sincerely 
 
Don Cal 
1059 Pentrelew Place 
Victoria, BC 
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Alicia Ferguson

Subject: RE: Rezoning Proposal for 1201 Fort/1050 Pentrelew 

From: Doug Woodall   
Date: April 6, 2017 at 8:46:51 AM PDT 
To: <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca> 
Cc: <pmadoff@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Rezoning Proposal for 1201 Fort/1050 Pentrelew  

This morning Council will hear two reports from the planning department re: this proposed 
development. 
 
I wish to address the following as a nearby resident in Rockland: 
 
a) I endorse concerns forwarded by the Rockland Community Association including a letter in 
response to the plan that was submitted April 5th. Specifically, I ask that Council take very 
seriously the disputed points about green space; urban forest and walkways not being park; and 
the concerns about density; affordability; and design. 
 
b) There has not been a consultation with the community. There has been one "presentation" in 
an inadequately-equipped hall  
that was found at the last minute after having to be moved from an initial location that was too 
small. It was held on one of the coldest nights of the year and so many people who showed up at 
a first designated location could not stand around outside waiting for the second to be found.  
 
c) The proposal is so far from fitting the neighbourhood community plan and its current zoning 
that I consider it should be dismissed forthright.  
 
d) The anticipated additional traffic and parking does not take into account the small circular 
flow of Pentrelew including the increased volume that will wind itself to and from  Rockland or 
on the narrow street leading up to Moss St. adjacent to the Art Gallery. 
 
e) The plan with its huge size and anticipated number of homes ought to be considered in light of 
the proposed expansion of the Victoria Art Gallery where already it has been determined that 
there will be heavy demands for parking when events are held there and at the neighbouring 
Langham Court Theatre to the point where creative solutions are having to be found. 
 
f) Rockland has but one small pocket park, an anomaly for a community area. The city has 
recommendations for amount of park and green space, and this would be ideal for same to assist 
the Rockland area to come closer to that recommendation. What with its unique large trees and 
well-established vegetation, it would lend itself easily to same. Further, as someone who walks 
down Fort Street daily, it is my experience that it is the first place up from Cook Street where 
walkers including tourists can stop after climbing partway up the hill, take a breather, read their 
maps to orient themselves to the Gallery, the Castle and Government House. The expansion of 
the Art Gallery should attract even greater numbers of walkers who would use well-planned, 
friendly-user space.  
 
g) This is a unique property. I only wish is that it could have been used for the development of 
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community services such as day care or similar meeting space, or for housing non-profit service 
organizations if not held as park and green space in part or full. 
 
h) The proposed design for housing and condos does not reflect the older style and heritage 
designs in the neighbourhood.  
 
I urge you please to consider rejecting this first design by the developers. We all know that they 
have proposed a much larger development than will be accepted but are looking forward to 
Council compromising. I further urge that no development proceed unless it fits with the existing 
Rockland Community zoning and plan, or until the neighbourhood plan is revised in the up-
coming 18 months. This is just wrong, and represents the planned push by the developer and 
others to creep further up from Fort Street. 
Let's leave the condo / apartment 3-4 storey style on the north side of Fort and not create a 
corridor of same on both sides. Let's honour Rockland as one of Victoria's oldest and most 
beautiful neighbourhoods with its unique vegetation and trees as well as property designs.  
 
Respectfully submitted: 
 
Douglas E. Woodall 
Owner/Resident 
1011 Moss St., Victoria 
 
cc: Pamela Madoff, Liaison Councillor for Rockland 



APPENDIX 10 

CALUC COMMUNITY MEETING FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the RNA Land Use Committee to help consolidate neighbours feedback to 
Rezoning Proposals. It is not meant to be a complete compilation of all issues. When a development proposal 
requires rezoning the applicant is advised to have consulted with the immediate neighbours so that their 
concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you are in 
agreement and signing to indicate that you have been fully informed about this development proposal. You 
are encouraged to provide comments; however your ultimate position need not be declared until the Public 
Meeting before City Council. . 

YZO | have had an opportunity to review the required plans and proposal for. 

I understand both the existing zoning and the requested proposed rezoning. 

I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

The plans I have seen include the site plan, landscape plan, floor plans, elevations with clearly indicated 
heights, setbacks and site coverage, photos or illustration (to scale) of buildings in relation to flanking 
buildings.. 

^ Proposals for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. 

. Or 

I have been informed there will be no blasting or tree removal. . 

The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. 

The proponents explanation adequately addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably and that it would be in my best interest to 
follow the process going forward. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your support of, further consideration, or objection to 
this development as it has been proposed. 

support the concept as proposed at this time. 

I do not have an opinion at this time. 

I am opposed to this development as it has been proposed. 

Signature(s) of owner(s): W.V-v Date: 

Address if owner(s); \ "7^-Y O V 'O A r jV • 

Comment: AtVvavx V AtWr. g_A o P-<? f~ V\Ql5> bu2-g-^W ( A 

"Vo "VVvft CtXAgL, . -X— r3i-W\ WV\J CWAJ O VT A pAA/vo C-AA/ Q \ O 
(over) 

Thank you.  I t  i s  your  neighbourhood.  Please  do not  hes i ta te  to  contact  the  proponent ,  the  Rockland Planner ,  
the  Rockland Counci l  Lia ison or  landuse(S)rockland.bc .ca  i f  you have ques t ions  or  concerns .  



CALUC COMMUNITY MEETING FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the RNA Land Use Committee to help consolidate neighbours feedback to 
Rezoning Proposals. It is not meant to be a complete compilation of all issues. When a development proposal 
requires rezoning the applicant is advised to have consulted with the immediate neighbours so that their 
concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you are in 
agreement and signing to indicate that you have been fully informed about this development proposal. You 
are encouraged to provide comments; however your ultimate position need not be declared until the Public 
Meeting before City Council. . 

]/ I have had an opportunity to review the required plans and proposal for / ( I (3 ^ j 

I understand both the existing zoning and the requested proposed rezoning. 

I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

The plans 1 have seen include the site plan, landscape plan, floor plans, elevations with clearly indicated 
heights, setbacks and site coverage, photos or illustration (to scale) of buildings in relation to flanking 
buildings.. 

Proposals for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. 

- Or 

I have been informed there will be no blasting or tree removal. . 

\/ The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. 

The proponents explanation adequately addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

\/ I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably and that it would be in my best interest to 
follow the process going forward. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your support of, further consideration, or objection to 
this development as it has been proposed. 

I support the concept as proposed at this time. 

I do not have an opinion at this time. 

I am opposed to this development as it has been proposed. 

Signature(s) of owner(s): (llyjl/lflU ll ; Date; cjyCljQ 

Address if owner(s): ^OZ.- [ 1rV~ 

Comment: pnPpO-S(A) lpr)ks Th/0 hi°|j'h~)~ ^ WliiiAA'S ' ^ 

gofrcVj \(7<V\fkm pc lOftkq uW/V ^nsp)-y ^ ' 
(over) 

Thank you.  I t  i s  your  neighbourhood.  Please  do  not  hes i ta te  to  contact  the  proponent ,  the  Rockland Planner ,  
the  Rockland Counci l  Lia ison or  landuse(a)rockland.bc .ca  i f  vou have ques t ions  or  concerns .  
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/ addressed my major questions about the proposal 

change considerably and that it would be in my best Interest to 

me of the following to indicate your support of, further consideration, or objection to 
ent as It has been proposed. 

oncept as proposed at this time. 

m opinion at this time. 
- • ' ' •' V&I • " ." • . 

:o this development as it has been proposed. 
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common property line is acceptable to 
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uately addressed my major questions a 
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it has been proposed: 
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Please do not hesitate to contact the proponent the Rch 

g@rocfelaiKtbe.ca if vou have questions or concerns. 



CALUC COMMUNITY MEETING FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the RNA Land Use Committee to help consolidate neighbours feedback to 
Rezoning Proposals. It Is not meant to be a complete cbmpilatlon of all issues. When a development proposal 
requires rezoning the applicant is advised to have consulted with the immediate neighbours so that their 
concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you are in 
agreement and signing to indicate that you have been fully informed about this development proposal. You 
are encouraged to provide comments; however your ultimate position need not be declared until the Public 
Meeting before City Council. . 

{"I /O ] f&sfC\ have had an opportunity to review the required plans and proposal for. 

^ 1 understand both the existing zoning and the requested proposed rezoning. 

^ I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

j/. The plans I have seen include the site plan, landscape plan, floor plans, elevations with clearly indicated 
heights, setbacks and site coverage, photos or Illustration (to scale) of buildings In relation to flanking 
buildings.. 

_tzf Proposals for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. 'wy^J£f»C' 

• 0r ' : JAN 19 2016 

I have been informed there will be no blasting cir tree removal. Planning a Omk>pm>nt Department 
tavcfopmtnt Services OfvWon 

The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. 

The proponents explanation adequately addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably and that it would be in my best interest to 
follow the process going forward. ! 

I 
Please check one of the following to indicate your support of, further consideration, or objection to 
this development as it has been proposed. 

I support the concept as proposed at this time.! 
i 

i do not have an opinion at this time. 

X I am opposed to this development as it has been proposed. 

Sienature(s) of owner(s): _ Date: 

Address ifowner(s): /oL . S ' B  $ P L A T L  ,  ,  V % ' \ T  3<^rV 

Com m e nt: pre/) iHtJ at i'l/t I tp/y\ ̂  tiT- /$ ~/ar cjen St 

/. e-£v &• t*;. / -J- 5 c*. Mo tltccJ 
- / i . (over) 

Thank you.  I t  i s  your  neighbourhood.  Please  do  not  hes i ta te  to  contact  the  proponent ,  the  Rockland Planner ,  
the  Rockland Counci l  Lia ison or  landuse@rockland.bc .ca  If  vou have ques t ions  or  concerns .  



la: 
Cc: 
Bcc: 

Subject: Fw: Print Feedback on Caiuc Community Meeting re Truth Centre 
Property 

Forwarded Message 
SubjecttFW: Feedback on Caluc Community Meeting re Truth Centre 

Property 
Date: Fri, 27 Jan 2017 19:35:02 -0800 

From: Jan Drent • 
To: landuse@rocKlanalDcla^^^^^ 

Dear Mr. June: 

As we are unable to attend the AGM on 8 February, we just wanted to provide 
feedback on the meeting which you chaired so ably. 

While we do not live nearby, we were sympathetic to the view expressed by one 
of the close neighbours that they would ask that the developer 

reduce the height of the multi-storey buildings. 

We were surprised about the answer given to questions about studies of the 
impact of traffic generated by residents of the new development. We were left with 
the impression that traffic impact would be studied by City Staff only once 
planning/approval moves further along. It was surprising that the developer was unable to 
provide an analysis, particularly because of the proximity of a school. 

Thanks very much for your ongoing work on behalf of Rockland residents. 

Jan and Janice Drent, 1720 Rockland Avenue. 



NEIGHBOUR FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the land use committee of the Rockland Neighbourhood Association. When a 

development proposal requires rezoning, the applicant is advised to consult with the immediate neighbours so 
that their concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you 
are in agreement, and signing the bottom to indicate that you have been informed about this development 
proposal.You are encouraged to provide comments; however, your ultimate position need not be declared until 

after the community meeting. That would be the time to write a letter to Mayor and Council, if you so choose. 

X' I have reviewed in full the proposal and plans for the development at \7,C>\ .I--1 "CyV 

I am aware of both the existing zoning and proposed zoning. 

\sf I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

vX" The plans I have seen include clearly-indicated heights, setbacks, and site coverage, 

plus context drawings to show views of how the development will fit the surroundings 

from all four sides 

I have been informed that there is no blasting or tree removal proposed. 

Or 

u ? A proposal for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. 
v'x 

\s The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. 

The proponent's explanation addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

\ , '*' I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably, and that it would also be in 

my best interest to view the plans presented at the community meeting. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your objection to or support for this development as it has been 
proposed to date. ^ 

, . % Xip^U U" . 
I support the concept being proposed at this time. !/,• '»V 

, «,V i i A 
dVAl O • [ A Ia> w l<\ c 

I do not have an opinion at this time. i t / 
 ̂ 4- l-\" 

\/ I am opposed to this development as it has been proposed. (j } b 

• • \ '• j ^ / I have the following comments or concerns about the proposal (please add a sheet): ./ A v-\ w*v< '• w It 
/ t - t/ // > // (> ^ 

Signature(s) of the owner(s): ,.A-^ j •o<4 C Date: TA <H IJ ).()! T / 
Address of the owner(s): • ma i':• 1 / 

-V , uj" , 
Thank you. Please do not hesitate to contact the appropriate director for zoning in the Rockland J }-><'4 v \ ' > 
Neighbourhood Association ( www.rockland.bc.caf if you have any questions or concerns. vifrwl V\t(J m 1 ?> \ &'•' 

<y(Y*\ oi 



CALUC COMMUNITY MEETING FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the RNA Land Use Committee to help consolidate neighbours feedback to 
Rezoning Proposals. It is not meant to be a complete compilation of all issues. When a development proposal 
requires rezoning the applicant is advised to have consulted with the immediate neighbours so that their 
concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you are in 
agreement and signing to indicate that you have been fully informed about this development proposal. You 
are encouraged to provide comments; however your ultimate position need not be declared until the Public 
Meeting before City Council. . 

I have had an opportunity to review the required plans and proposal for [ ( ( 'Q f<4 j 

understand both the existing zoning and the requested proposed rezoning. 

have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

The plans I have seen include the site plan, landscape plan, floor plans, elevations with clearly indicated 
heights, setbacks and site coverage, photos or illustration (to scale) of buildings in relation to flanking 
buildings.. 

Proposals for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. 

Or 

I have been informed there will be no blasting or tree removal. . 

The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. 

The proponents explanation adequately addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably and that it would be in my best interest to 
follow the process going forward. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your support of, further consideration, or objection to 
this development as it has been proposed. 

i support the concept as proposed at this time. 

do not have an opinion at this time, 

am opposed to this development as it has been proposed. avelopment as it has beer^proposed. , ^ 

Signature(s) ofowner(s): jl ftt-' Date: /2 -Ta.~ 2QlP 

Address if owner(s): ( 0 ® esfg. ̂  N 

~~TA. .'3 Jl MA 

11 C. & v^jy s*—^ 
Comment: 

< Zi f .--ccT I -gt$i efyf cn.1 /k s-jSI K ;~j/ /-> \ yg$ j (over) 

Thank you. It is your neighbourhood. Please dofribt hesitate to contact the proponent, the Rockland Planner, 
the Rockland Council Liaison or landuse(S)rockland.bc.ca if vou have questions or concerns. ) A 

' rf-e „ (p f&u s rr-e , 

JePcfiP 'il4727PJj 



CALUC COMMUNITY MEETING FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the RNA Land Use Committee to help consolidate neighbours feedback to 
Rezoning Proposals. It is not meant to be a complete compilation of all issues. When a development proposal 
requires rezoning the applicant is advised to have consulted with the immediate neighbours so that their 
concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you are in 
agreement and signing to indicate that you have been fully informed about this development proposal. You 
are encouraged to provide comments; however your ultimate position need not be declared until the Public 
Meeting before City Council. 

sX 

V 

v/ 

I have had an opportunity to review the required plans and proposal for (101 faRX 

vX 

I understand both the existing zoning and the requested proposed rezoning. 

I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

The plans I have seen include the site plan, landscape plan, floor plans, elevations with clearly indicated 
heights, setbacks and site coverage, photos or illustration {to scale) of buildings in relation to flanking 
buildings-

Proposals for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. 

Or 

i have been informed there wilj^no blasting or tre^emoval. . 

The proposed landscapingTor our common property line is acceptable to me. 

The proponents explanation adequately addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

I realize that the^51ans I have seen may change considerably and that it would be in my best interest to 
follow the process going forward. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your support of, further consideration, or objection to 
this development as it has been proposed. 

I support the concept as proposed at this time. 

I do not have an opinion at this time. 

I am opposed to this developnWjt_as it has been proposed. 

Signature(s) of owner(s): A^Nj/Y ^ Date: vj/V  ̂ '2  ̂( V 

Address if owner(s): fj. 

Comment: TOQ P JDO TpO .  

— ( o v e r )  

Thank you.  I t  i s  your  neighbourhood.  Please  do  not  hes i ta te  to  contact  the  proponent ,  the  Rockland Planner ,  
the  Rockland Counci l  Lia ison or  landuse(5)rockland.bc .ca  i f  vou have ques t ions  or  concerns .  



NEIGHBOUR FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the land use committee of the Rockland Neighbourhood Association. When a 

development proposal requires rezoning, the applicant is advised to consult with the immediate neighbours so 
that then- concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you 
are in agreement, and signing the bottom to indicate that you have been informed about this development 
proposal.You are encouraged to provide comments; however, your ultimate position need not be declared until 

after the community meeting. That would be the time to write a letter to Mayor and Council, if you so choose. 

""n I have reviewed in full the proposal and plans for the development at 1 ^ Q I t~~£> 

I am aware of both the existing zoning and proposed zoning, 

" ' I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

The plans I have seen include clearly-indicated heights, setbacks, and site coverage, 

plus context drawings to show views of how the development will fit the surroundings 

from all four sides 

I have been informed that there is no blasting or tree removal proposed. 

Or 

A proposal for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. 

The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. 

The proponent's explanation addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

^ I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably, and that it would also be in 

my best interest to view the plans presented at the community meeting. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your objection to or support for this development as it has been 
proposed to date. 

I support the concept being proposed at this time. 

I do not have an opinion at this time. 

I am opposed to this development as it has been proposed. 

I have the following comments or%concerns about the proposal (please add a sheet): 

Signature(s) of the owner(s)/w \t\Q^ \0J Date:^\jg t>,, 
Address of the owner(s): \ >' ). ] V. 

Thank you. Please do not hesitate to contact the appropriate director for zoning in the Rockland 
Neighbourhood Association ( www.rockiand.bc.cal if you have any questions or concerns. 



NEIGHBOUR FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the land use committee of the Rockland Neighbourhood Association. When a 

development proposal requires rezoning, the applicant is advised to consult with the immediate neighbours so 
that their concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully;, checking the statements with which you 
are in agreement, and signing the bottom to indicate that you have been informed about this development 
proposal.You are encouraged to provide comments; however, your ultimate position need not be declared until 

after the community meeting. That would be the time to write a letter to Mayor and Council, if you so choose. 

I have reviewed in full the proposal and plans for the development at \ 7, C)\ .-I Xl. 

I am aware of both the existing zoning and proposed zoning. 

j/' I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

The plans I have seen include clearly-indicated heights, setbacks, and site coverage, 

plus context drawings to show views of how the development will fit the surroundings 

from all four sides 

Fl/ h V I have been informed that there is no blasting or tree removal proposed. 

Or 

IULl^U A proposal for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. 

T The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. 

X The proponent's explanation addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably, and that it would also be in 

my best interest to view the plans presented at the community meeting. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your objection to or support for this development as it has been 
proposed to date. 

I support the concept being proposed at this time. 

I do not have an opinion at this time. 

yX' I am opposed to this development as it has been proposed. 

I have the following comments or concerns about the proposal (please add a sheet): 

Signature(s) of the owner(s): ^ ,, li 

i x — \r / 

+ Date: N[jJ/U ^ h ^ t / 
Address of the owner(s): jfiXYi flAUy WllftMv' pf-/ 4 \ (, 

v  '  }  \ )  

Thank you. Please do not hesitate to contact the appropriate director for zoning in the Rockland 
Neighbourhood Association ( www.rockland.bc.ca) if you have any questions or concerns. 

http://www.rockland.bc.ca


CALUC COMMUNITY MEETING FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the RNA Land Use Committee to help consolidate neighbours feedback to 
Rezoning Proposals. It is not meant to be a complete compilation of all issues. When a development proposal 
requires rezoning the applicant is advised to have consulted with the immediate neighbours so that their 
concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you are in 
agreement and signing to indicate that you have been fully informed about this development proposal. You 
are encouraged to provide comments; however your ultimate position need not be declared until the Public 
Meeting before City Council. ^ 

/ I have had an opportunity to review the required plans and proposal for i ^^ ® ^ [ 
I understand both the existing zoning and the requested proposed rezoning. 

j/ I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

^ ̂  The plans I have seen include the site plan, landscape plan, floor plans, elevations with clearly indicated 
heights, setbacks and site coverage, photos or illustration (to scale) of buildings in relation to flanking 
buildings.. 

Proposals for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. 

, Or 

tju I have been informed there will be no blasting or tree removal. . 

The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. 

The proponents explanation adequately addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

^ I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably and that it would be in my best interest to 
follow the process going forward. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your support of, further consideration, or objection to 
this development as it has been proposed. 

I support the concept as proposed at this time. 

I do not have an opinion at this time. 

I am opposed to this development as it has been proposed. 

Sienature(s) of owner(s): Date: 1 P 

Address if owner(s): ^ 4 y 

Comment: ^ T 9 / / T ?  

/j//? f///< , -yTs/z 
/?/? A/vrl/SLc, TPe *<%?•£ (over) 

Thank you.  I t  i s  your  neighbourhood.  Please  do  not  hes i ta te  to  contact  the  proponent ,  the  Rockland Planner ,  
the  Rockland Counci l  Lia ison or  landuse(S)rockland.bc .ca  i f  you have ques t ions  or  concerns .  



CALUC COMMUNITY MEETING FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the RNA Land Use Committee to help consolidate neighbours feedback to 
Rezoning Proposals. It is not meant to be a complete compilation of all issues. When a development proposal 
requires rezoning the applicant is advised to have consulted with the immediate neighbours so that their 
concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you are in 
agreement and signing to indicate that you have been fully informed about this development proposal. You 
are encouraged to provide comments; however your ultimate position need not be declared until the Public 
Meeting before City Council. . 

y/ I have had an opportunity to review the required plans and proposal for j ~L,Q ( t <Q 

I understand both the existing zoning and the requested proposed rezoning. 

I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings, 

w'' The plans I have seen include the site plan, landscape plan, floor plans, elevations with clearly indicated 
heights, setbacks and site coverage, photos or illustration (to scale) of buildings in relation to flanking 
buildings.. 

]/" Proposals for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. 

Or 

I have been informed there will be no blasting or tree removal. . 

The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. 

The proponents explanation adequately addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably and that it would be in my best interest to 
follow the process going forward. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your support of, further consideration, or objection to 
this development as it has been proposed. 

I support the concept as proposed at this time. 

I do not have an opinion at this time. 

I am opposed to this development as it has been proposed. 

Signature(s) of owner(s): Date: vfo ̂  // 7 

l/ 

•' / _ ( 

Address if owner(s): O I? <"(Q- ((;. \ V f C , &C VftC gS 

Comment: \7(x?a <e' > \oi- /W j4u c/eutfopwfn / k> _L Hunic 
<S tvo Q-t€<ryf CttU$( f U</ /vQMSuty/ hp h# (o£f~ / 

fmfbiV.. iff \ tWbQfh hcxod, nTl^irc cvoofc) b£ jx)Q Much (over) 
' v/rTT ff? C On f-ort- aWiMcr CCA I CcJu'K) (. 

Thank you. It is your neighbourhood. Please do not hesitate to contact the proponent, the Rockland Planner, 
the Rockland Council Liaison or landuse(5)rockland.bc.ca if you have questions or concerns. 



NEIGHBOUR FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the land use committee of the Rockland Neighbourhood Association. When a 

development proposal requires rezoning, the applicant is advised to consult with the immediate neighbours so 
that their concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you 
are in agreement, and signing the bottom to indicate that you have been informed about this development 
proposal.You are encouraged to provide comments; however, your ultimate position need not be declared until 

after the community meeting. That would be the time to write a letter to Mayor and Council, if you so choose. 

I have reviewed in full the proposal and plans for the development at I % £> 1 t~o j-

I am aware of both the existing zoning and proposed zoning. 

I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

The plans I have seen include clearly-indicated heights, setbacks, and site coverage, 

plus context drawings to show views of how the development will fit the surroundings 

from all four sides 

I have been informed that there is no blasting or tree removal proposed. 

Or 

A proposal for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. 

The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. 

The proponent's explanation addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably, and that it would also be in 

my best interest to view the plans presented at the community meeting. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your objection to or support for this development as it has been 
p r o p o s e d  t o  d a t e .  i  /  f  v  

"Ka o/r-*™ ' 
I support the concept being proposed at this time. n v , 

I do not have an opinion at this time. 

X I am opposed to this development as it has been proposed. 0-&—5—Q—^ 

I have the following comments or concerns about the proposal (please add a sheet): / 

Signature(s) of the owner(s): Date: {VI '7 
Address of the owner(s): ^ L> AVfc ' 

Thank you. Please do not hesitate to contact the appropriate director for zoning in the Rockland 
Neighbourhood Association ( www.rockland.bc.ca) if you have any questions or concerns. 

http://www.rockland.bc.ca


NEIGHBOUR FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the land use committee of the Rockland Neighbourhood Association. When a 

development proposal requires rezoning, the applicant is advised to consult with the immediate neighbours so 
that their concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you 
are in agreement, and signing the bottom to indicate that you have been informed about this development 
proposal.You are encouraged to provide comments; however, your ultimate position need not be declared until 

after the community meeting. That would be the time to write a letter to Mayor and Council, if you so choose. 

v X/ I have reviewed in full the proposal and plans for the development at 1 J?, O i J 

1/ I am aware of both the existing zoning and proposed zoning. 

I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

The plans I have seen include clearly-indicated heights, setbacks, and site coverage, 

plus context drawings to show views of how the development will fit the surroundings 

from all four sides 

I have been informed that there is no blasting or tree removal proposed. 

Or 

A proposal for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. 

The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. 

The proponent's explanation addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably, and that it would also be in 

my best interest to view the plans presented at the community meeting. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your objection to or support for this development as it has been 
proposed to date. 

I support the concept being proposed at this time. 

Ldo not have an opinion at this time. 

_\/ I am opposed to this development as it has been proposed. 

I have the following comments or concerns about the proposal (please add a sheet): 

Signature(s) of the owner(s): Date: €///&/<&> IT 
Address of the owner(s): 13,^(7 (^JD G~' 
Thank you. Please do not hesitate to contact the appropriate director for zoning in the Rockland 
Neighbourhood Association ( www.rockland.bc.caf if you have any questions or concerns. 



NEIGHBOUR FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the land use committee of the Rockland Neighbourhood Association. When a 

development proposal requires rezoning, the applicant is advised to consult with the immediate neighbours so 
that their concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you 
are in agreement, and signing the bottom to indicate that you have been informed about this development 
proposal.You are encouraged to provide comments; however, your ultimate position need not be declared until 

after the community meeting. That would be the time to write a letter to Mayor and Council, if you so choose. 

f, I have reviewed in full the proposal and plans for the development at I ^ Q 1 

1/ I am aware of both the existing zoning and proposed zoning. 

y. ' I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

; The plans I have seen include clearly-indicated heights, setbacks, and site coverage, 

plus context drawings to show views of how the development will fit the surroundings 

from all four sides 

I have been informed that there is no blasting or tree removal proposed. 

Or 
/ 

\ A proposal for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. 
V f •< 

The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. 

jj The proponent's explanation addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

J I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably, and that it would also be in 

my best interest to view the plans presented at the community meeting. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your objection to or support for this development as it has been 
proposed to date. 

I support the concept being proposed at this time. 

I do not have an opinion at this time. 

\.J I am opposed to this development as it has been proposed. x ) j 
I have the following comments or concerns about the proposal (please add ansjheet): ' 

/> / ,, bu!f*t -? f . -v . ... j 
Signature(s) of the owner(s): X / / '--fef-Y I  • '/{/ * Date: • , . f / j  .yt /..? ,-•/?;  
Address of the owner(s): ' h i  ( ) / •  > ) , - 1  '  / ' /  /  

i: 
Thank you. Please do not hesitate to contact the appropriate director for zoning in the Rockland 
Neighbourhood Association ( www, rockland.bc.cat if you have any questions or concerns. 



CALUC COMMUNITY MEETING FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the RNA Land Use Committee to help consolidate neighbours feedback to 
Rezoning Proposals. It is not meant to be a complete compilation of all issues. When a development proposal 
requires rezoning the applicant is advised to have consulted with the immediate neighbours so that their 
concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you are in 
agreement and signing to indicate that you have been fully informed about this development proposal. You 
are encouraged to provide comments; however your ultimate position need not be declared until the Public 
Meeting before City Council. 

^ I have had an opportunity to review the required plans and proposal for \ Z - $  I  

understand both the existing zoning and the requested proposed rezoning. 

I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

\/ The plans I have seen include the site plan, landscape plan, floor plans, elevations with clearly indicated 
heights, setbacks and site coverage, photos or illustration (to scale) of buildings in relation to flanking 
buildings.. 

/ . 
Proposals for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. 

, Or 

I have been informed there will be no blasting or tree removal. . 

The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. 

0 t) The proponents explanation adequately addressed my major questions about the proposal. 
/ 

I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably and that it would be in my best interest to 
follow the process going forward. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your support of, further consideration, or objection to 
this development as it has been proposed. 

I support the concept as proposed at this time. 

do not have an opinion at this time. 
/ 

I am opposed to this development as it has been proposed. 

Signature(s) of owner(s): ^ Date: f'2~ h±. 

Address ifowner(s): \ 01ZZ • 

Comment: 

(over) 

Thank you.  I t  i s  your  neighbourhood.  Please  do  not  hes i ta te  to  contact  the  proponent ,  the  Rockland Planner ,  
the  Rockland Counci l  Lia ison or  landuse@rockland.bc .ca  i f  you have ques t ions  or  concerns .  



CALUC COMMUNITY MEETING FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the RNA Land Use Committee to help consolidate neighbours feedback to 
Rezoning Proposals. It is not meant to be a complete compilation of all issues. When a development proposal 
requires rezoning the applicant is advised to have consulted with the immediate neighbours so that their 
concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you are in 
agreement and signing to indicate that you have been fully informed about this development proposal. You 
are encouraged to provide comments; however your ultimate position need not be declared until the Public 
Meeting before City Council. 

i have had an opportunity to review the required plans and proposal for 

I understand both the existing zoning and the requested proposed rezoning. 

I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

The plans I have seen include the site plan, landscape plan, floor plans, elevations with clearly indicated 
heights, setbacks and site coverage, photos or illustration (to scale) of buildings in relation to flanking 
buildings.. 

___ Proposals for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. 

I have been informed there will be no blasting or tree removal. . 

The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. 

The proponents explanation adequately addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably and that it would be in my best interest to 
follow the process going forward. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your support of, further consideration, or objection to 
this development as it has been proposed. 

I support the concept as proposed at this time. 

I do not have an opinion at this time. 

Or 

I am opposed to this development as it has been proposed. 

Signature(s) of owner(s): 
* 

Address if owner(s): 

Date: 

Comment: 

(over) 

Thank you.  I t  i s  your  neighbourhood.  Please  do not  hes i ta te  to  contact  the  proponent ,  the  Rockland Planner ,  
the  Rockland Counci l  Lia ison or  landuse(5)rockland.bc .ca  i f  you have ques t ions  or  concerns .  



CALUC COMMUNITY MEETING FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the RNA Land Use Committee to help consolidate neighbours feedback to 
Rezoning Proposals. It is not meant to be a complete compilation of all issues. When a development proposal 
requires rezoning the applicant is advised to have consulted with the immediate neighbours so that their 
concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you are in 
agreement and signing to indicate that you have been fully informed about this development proposal. You 
are encouraged to provide comments; however your ultimate position need not be declared until the Public 
Meeting before City Council. . 

y f :y I have had an opportunity to review the required plans and proposal for i  $ t  A*/" 

I understand both the existing zoning and the requested proposed rezoning. 

^5 I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

k/ The plans I have seen include the site plan, landscape plan, floor plans, elevations with clearly indicated 
heights, setbacks and site coverage, photos or illustration (to scale) of buildings in relation to flanking 
buildings.. 

Proposals for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. ^ 7 ' V " 

Or 

"' I have been informed there will be no blasting or tree removal, . 

M The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. 

The proponents explanation adequately addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

l/>'< I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably and that it would be in my best interest to 
follow the process going forward. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your support of, further consideration, or objection to 
this development as it has been proposed. . 

JJa I support the concept as proposed at this time. 

foA I do not have an opinion at this time. 

V£* < I am opposed to this development as it has been proposed. J 

Signature(s) of owner(s): /)orbutty& v') J/ff ^ Date: i7& V? /2 A / 
( 

Address if owner(s): J(T^ 0 / % ̂  7 

Comment: 

(over) 

Thank you.  I t  i s  your  neighbourhood.  Please  do not  hes i ta te  to  contact  the  proponent ,  the  Rockland Planner ,  
the  Rockland Counci l  Lia ison or  landuse(S)rockland.bc .ca  i f  you have ques t ions  or  concerns .  



CALUC COMMUNITY MEETING FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the RNA Land Use Committee to help consolidate neighbours feedback to 
Rezoning Proposals. It is not meant to be a complete compilation of all issues. When a development proposal 
requires rezoning the applicant is advised to have consulted with the immediate neighbours so that their 
concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you are in 
agreement and signing to indicate that you have been fully informed about this development proposal. You 
are encouraged to provide comments; however your ultimate position need not be declared until the Public 
Meeting before City Council. . 

VrfS I have had an opportunity to review the required plans and proposal for / ? o /  A d r  

hllL I understand both the existing zoning and the requested proposed rezoning. 

V t; I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

^ The plans I have seen include the site plan, landscape plan/floor plansTelevations with clearly indicated 
heights, setbacks and site coverage, photos or illustration (to scale) of buildings in relation to flanking 
buildings.. 

/  /  , 4  
i. 6t<f f)<J / -  > /M i'i Proposals for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. . . , r 

have been informgd-ther6TwTlI be no blasting or tree removal. 

fj0 The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. -o 
•i / -v X ftpj,4. J\J 0 The proponents explanation adequately addressed my major questions about the proposal. yxr.X/V I 

I realize that the plans ! have seen may change considerably and that it would be in my best interest to 
~i follow the process going forward. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your support of, further consideration, or objection to 
this development as it has been proposed. 

M A  I support the concept as proposed at this time. 

Q | do not have an opinion at this time. 

Jf'l I am opposed to this development as it has been proposed. 

Signature(s) of owner(s): / I / s *  4  \ j  r r pate: J/.X /? Ji / 

Address if owner(s): /d 7(3 

Comment: ,,y fr/'Vv ,j )Y>!) (•-<*// fr-' (' <• fA 
ho r/h'c /ioU.X /M'u-)  fx 

-i-

the Rockland Planner, 
the Rockland Council Liaison or landuse(S)rockiand.bc.ca if you have questions or concerns. ^ 

' t ; - r c  / A / j ' u h '  V r ' m  ^ f  ,  0 , / I J A . •> j / ,-i\£ Ij'lt-b . fy'/AD ./ 

i /eeM ' /xfAxkM, \b ^  



CALUC COMMUNITY MEETING FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the RNA Land Use Committee to help consolidate neighbours feedback to 
Rezoning Proposals. It is not meant to be a complete compilation of all issues. When a development proposal 
requires rezoning the applicant is advised to have consulted with the immediate neighbours so that their 
concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you are in 
agreement and signing to indicate that you have been fully informed about this development proposal. You 
are encouraged to provide comments; however your ultimate position need not be declared until the Public 
Meeting before City Council. . 

required plans and proposal for \LO i rear Sr. I have had an opportunity to review the 

I understand both the existing zoning and the requested proposed rezoning. 

I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

\/__ The plans I have seen include the site plan, landscape plan, floor plans, elevations with clearly indicated 
heights, setbacks and site coverage, photos or illustration (to scale) of buildings in relation to flanking 
buildings.. 

Proposals for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. 

.. Or 

I have been informed there wjlfbe no blasting or tree removal. 

The proposed landscapingTor our common property line is acceptable to me. 

___ The proponents explanation adequately addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

I realize that tjre plans I have seen may change considerably and that it would be in my best interest to 
follow the pf^cess going forward. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your support of, further consideration, or objection to 
this development as it has been proposed. 

i support the concept as proposed at this time. 

I do not have an opinion at this time. 

I am opposed to this development as it has been proposed. 

Signature(s) of owner(s): Date:^^^ 

Address if owner(s): [fcpLfLW PU . 

Comment: *Tfe 0^ T'frfc. ffeogQkJfclpPiV^T 

fo>6 
\<-y rv/i jjsq Lc>kJ<T) (over) 

T~<^ A-A ^—- /^ l  d(UL V/VJ HAT-FF Ti l iL (zSS i  
Thank you.  I t  i s  your  neighbourhood.  Please  do not  hes i ta te  to  contact  the  proponent ,  the  Rockland Planner ,  
the  Rockland Counci l  Lia ison or  landuse(a>rockland.bc .ca  i f  vou have ques t ions  or  concerns .  

. Tit 14 ^ W pAlft. 



CALUC COMMUNITY MEETING FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the RNA Land Use Committee to help consolidate neighbours feedback to 
Rezoning Proposals. It is not meant to be a complete compilation of ail issues. When a development proposal 
requires rezoning the applicant is advised to have consulted with the immediate neighbours so that their 
concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you are in 
agreement and signing to indicate that you have been fully informed about this development proposal. You 
are encouraged to provide comments; however your ultimate position need not be declared until the Public 
Meeting before City Council. 

VU>\ fo/IR 

4 

I have had an opportunity to review the required plans and proposal for _ 

I understand both the existing zoning and the requested proposed rezoning. 

I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

The plans I have seen include the site plan, landscape plan, floor plans, elevations with clearly indicated 
heights, setbacks and site coverage, photos or illustration (to scale) of buildings in relation to flanking 
buildings.. 

y) Proposals for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me.^^f/0^1^ 

.. Or 

I have been informed there will be no blasting or tree removal. . 

The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me, 

The proponents explanation adequately addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably and that it would be in my best interest to 
follow the process going forward. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your support of, further consideration, or objection to 
this development as it has been proposed. 

I support the concept as proposed at this time. 

I do not have an opinion at this time 

I am opposed to this devefo&mentyas it has been proposed. 

Signature(s) of owner(s): / - Date:_ 

Address if ownerfsl: Yb ^ 

Comment: j 

4 (over) 

Thank you.  I t  i s  your  neighbourhood.  Please  do  not  hes i ta te  to  contact  the  proponent ,  the  Rockland Planner ,  
the  Rockland Counci l  Lia ison or  landuse(5)rockland.bc .ca  i f  vou have ques t ions  or  concerns .  



CALUC COMMUNITY MEETING FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the RNA Land Use Committee to heip consolidate neighbours feedback to 
Rezoning Proposals. It is not meant to be a complete compilation of all issues. When a development proposal 
requires rezoning the applicant is advised to have consulted with the immediate neighbours so that their 
concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you are in 
agreement and signing to.indicate that you have been fully informed about this development proposal. You 
are encouraged to provide comments; however your ultimate position need not be declared until the Public 
Meeting before City Council. ' 

I have had an opportunity to review the required plans and proposal for 'Tkt f  Tf?0 7'H Cbn"/^-
I understand both the existing zoning and the requested proposed rezoning. 

1 have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

The plans I have seen include the site plan, landscape plan, floor plans, elevations with clearly indicated 
heights, setbacks and site coverage, photos or illustration (to scale) of buildings in relation to flanking 
buildings.. -

Proposals for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. 

Or 

I have been informed there wil be no blasting or tree removal. 

The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. 

The proponents explanation adequately addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably and that it would be in my best interest to 
follow the process going forward. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your support of, further consideration, or objection to 
this development as it has been proposed. 

I support the concept as proposed at this time. 

I do not have an opinion at this time. 

I am opposed to this development as it has been proposed. 

S i g n a t u r e (sk of- e wn er(-s): <Q VT . • Date: C"? , ZPt b 

Address if owner(s): 5 AlS V /gK ̂ M& f'j—A 

Comment: _ _d 

/n- i f£H<;{ tY • T/i>£ 77?^^ <3btQUj-.fr 
77/ if &/)••/?/zy p Ate' —/"/<£7 . (over) 

Thank you.  I t  i s  your  neighbourhood.  Please  do not  hes i ta te  to  contact  the  proponent ,  the  Rockland Planner ,  
the  Rockland Counci l  Lia ison or  landuseff i rockland.bc .ca  i f  you have ques t ions  or  concerns .  

f' 



NEIGHBOUR FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the land use committee of the Rockland Neighbourhood Association. When a 

development proposal requires rezoning, the applicant is advised to consult with the immediate neighbours so 
that their concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you 
are in agreement, and signing the bottom to indicate that you have been informed about this development 
proposal.You are encouraged to provide comments; however, your ultimate position need not be declared until 

after the community meeting. That would be the time to write a letter to Mayor and Council, if you so choose. 

I have reviewed in full the proposal and plans for the development at 1 2> <D I t~~£> ..-I sz> 

\I am aware of both the existing zoning and proposed zoning. 

I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

^ /i -9~J I The plans I have seen include clearly-indicated heights, setbacks, and site coverage, 

plus context drawings to show views of how the development will fit the surroundings 

from all four sides 

I have been informed that there is no blasting or tree removal proposed. 

/°r 
J A proposal for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. 

The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. 

The proponent's explanation addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

D I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably, and that it would also be in 

my best interest to view the plans presented at the community meeting. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your objection to or support for this development as it has been 
proposed to date. 

I support the concept being proposed at this time. 

I do not have an opinion at this time. 

I am opposed to this development as it has been proposed. 

I have the following comments or copperns about the"p?oposal (please add a sheet): 

Jl Signature(s) of the owner(s): Date:,1 *— 
Address of the owner(s): I 

Thank you. Please do not hesitate to contact the appropriate director for zoning in the Rockland 
Neighbourhood Association (www.rockland.bc.ca) if you have any questions or concerns. 

http://www.rockland.bc.ca


CALUC COMMUNITY MEETING FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the RNA Land Use Committee to help consolidate neighbours feedback to 
Rezonlng Proposals. It is not meant to be a complete compilation of all issues. When a development proposal 
requires rezoning the applicant is advised to have consulted with the immediate neighbours so that their 
concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you are in 
agreement and signing to indicate that you have been fully informed about this development proposal. You 
are encouraged to provide comments; however your ultimate position need not be declared until the Public 
Meeting before City Council. . 
9 Anrr f 17/9 I 

_ I have had an opportunity to review the required planyand proposal for I j i Uf— I 

^ I understand both the existing zoning and the requested proposed rezoning. 

I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

The plans I have seen include the site plan, landscape plan, floor plans, elevations with clearly indicated 
heights, setbacks and site coverage, photos or illustration (to scale) of buildings in relation to flanking 
buildings.. 

Proposals for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. 

. , Or . ' 

I have been informed there will be no blasting or tree removal. . 

The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. 

jM) The proponents explanation adequately addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

^ I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably and that it would be in my best Interest to 
follow the process going forward. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your support of, further consideration, or objection to 
this development as It has been proposed, 

I support the concept as proposed at this time, • . 

I do not have an opinion at this time. 

_uf I am opposed to this development as it has been proposed. 

Signature(s) of owner(s): Date: /S~~~ 0<3»/ 

Address if owner(s): 100 

Comment 

IT uj?/P/FZ 1&E (over) 

Thank you.  I t  i s  your  neighbourhood.  Please  do  not  hes i ta te  to  contact  the  proponent ,  the  Rockland Planner ,  
the  Rockland Counci l  Lia ison or  landuse@rockland.bc .ca  i f  you have ques t ions  or  concerns .  



CALUC COMMUNITY MEETING FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the RNA Land Use Committee to help consolidate neighbours feedback to 
Rezoning Proposals, it is not meant to be a complete compilation of ail issues. When a development proposal 
requires rezoning the applicant is advised to have consulted with the immediate neighbours so that their 
concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you are in 
agreement and signing to indicate that you have been fuiiy informed about this development proposal. You 
are encouraged to provide comments; however your ultimate position need not be declared until the Public 
Meeting before City Council, . . . 
7 tJ.l- -He fW ic Csa-r 
. I have had an opportunity to review the reauired olans and oroDosalfor I 1 lOpi. J 

understand both the existing zoning and the requested proposed rezoning. 

I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

yol The plans I have seen include the site plan, landscape plan, floor plans, elevations with clearly indicated 
heights, setbacks and site coverage, photos or illustration (to scale) of buildings in relation to flanking 
buildings-

Proposals for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. 

Or . 

I have been informed there will be no blasting or tree removal. . 

The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. 

The proponents explanation adequately addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably and that it would be in my best interest to 
follow the process going forward. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your support of, further consideration, or objection to 
this development as it has been proposed. 

I support the concept as proposed at this time, • 

I do not have an opinion at this time, 

I am opposed to this development as it has been proposed. 

Signature(s) of owner(s):, Mi Date:_ 

Address if owner(s): iftoS QMrx.V-C.lgv \/&\/ 

Comment: 

offing (W 
WvCr gavxiKPj rgtjj' ' (over) 

Thank you.  I t  i s  your  neighbourhood.  Please  do  not  hes i ta te  to  contact  the  proponent ,  the  Rockland Planner ,  
the  Rockland Counci l  Lia ison or  landuse(5)rockland.bc .ca  i f  you have ques t ions  or  concerns .  



NEIGHBOUR FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the land use committee of the Rockland Neighbourhood Association. When a 

development proposal requires rezoning, the applicant is advised to consult with the immediate neighbours so 
that then- concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you 
are in agreement, and signing the bottom to indicate that you have been informed about this development 
proposal.You are encouraged to provide comments; however, your ultimate position need not be declared until 

after the community meeting. That would be the time to write a letter to Mayor and Council, if you so choose. 
fti fr  —. | , j  

I have reviewed in/full the proposal and plans for the de v e l opment at i XlA 1 j—<1^ .(A f>-V , j 6~2>' cu 

y/ I am aware of both the existing zoning and proposed zoning. 

I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

>/ The plans I have seen include clearly-indicated heights, setbacks, and site coverage, 

plus context drawings to show views of how the development will fit the surroundings 

from all four sides 

I haye been informed that there is no blasting or tree removal proposed. 
/ 

sQr 
A proposal for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. bXX ^ 

The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. C 

The proponent's explanation addressed my major questions about the proposal. /lex / 

I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably, and that it would also be in 

my best interest to view the plans presented at the community meeting. ^ 

J ) 1 ^ 
Please check one of the following to indicate your objection to or support for this development as it has been 
proposed to date. 

. I support the concept being proposed at this time. 

I do not have an opinion at this time. . 

I am opposed to this development as it has been proposed^-'  ̂ "7 A? /($, n J "  ̂ S  ̂^ v _ r<v> nAjMf  ̂
I have the following comments pncpneeffis about the proposal (please add a sheet): J 5 — 

Signature(s) of the owner(s):/ —J Date: / SP^KhJ Axe) [ 
Address of the owner(s): 1 'A " 5 AcA/Qf " 

Thank you. Please do not hesitate to contact the appropriate director for zoning in the Rockland „ , ^ 
Neighbourhood Association (www.rockland.bc.cat if you have any questions or concerns. 



CALUC COMMUNITY MEETING FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the RNA Land Use Committee to help consolidate neighbours feedback to 
Rezoning Proposals. It is not meant to be a complete compilation of all issues. When a development proposal 
requires rezoning the applicant is advised to have consulted with the immediate neighbours so that their 
concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you are in 
agreement and signing to indicate that you have been fully informed about this development proposal. You 
are encouraged to provide comments; however your ultimate position need not be declared until the Public 
Meeting before City Council. . 

/K* | have had an opportunity to review the required plans and proposal for 1 ^ ̂  ̂ f ^ . 

I  J  -{ivg. fu pfopowtd <fi)i\4 Se( "fh 4f><i oM f te ,  
y 7 understand both the existing zoning and the requested proposed rezoning. voeve k <y<K > 

I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

The plans I have seen include the site plan, landscape plan, floor plans, elevations with clearly indicated 
heights, setbacks and site coverage, photos or illustration (to scale) of buildings in relation to flanking 
buildings.. 

Proposals for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. 

Or 

I have been informed there will be no blasting or tree removal. . 

The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. 

The proponents explanation adequately addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

i realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably and that it would be in my best interest to 
follow the process going forward. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your support of, further consideration, or objection to 
this development as it has been proposed. 

^ I support the concept as proposed at this time. 

^ y I do not have an opinion at this time. 

am opposed to this cravelopm|n|a|it has been proposed. 

Sifinature(s) of owner(s): Cf /• ' "1)4 i) ip> CL>\ P i*' Date: -J/W  ̂ / 2, Ql J 
Address ifowner(s): j O f p  ST. 
Comment: LplVcp'HP r,u ti 6vl' y.)>>:rp iC'thLop, Iwii coli ji" Oc--f-

i u .  L . f t . P  m M/ r<L(Q"cU<L -U.(L$c nW* } possibly (alt'/ t(\'20l 
is not acetpblole. \<? cciow^ a lo'i lo {mJJIJmsJJiM. g-Wiover) 

£vf T k v s ' (/J t'l I- & )o i M i v < c {> ( k jo 'fit L. A > A. p to 
Thank you. It is your neighbourhood, Please do not hesitate to contact the proponent, the Rockland Planner, 
the Rockland Council Liaison or landuseProckland.bc.ca if you have questions or concerns. j 

"five P ROPOSA ITO 4VL <KE.$ TMPB 
Si&cetfa h 1U>. dC.fi; he *of re/puoJ 



CALUC COMMUNITY MEETING FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the RNA Land Use Committee to help consolidate neighbours feedback to 
Rezoning Proposals, it is not meant to be a complete compilation of all issues. When a development proposal 
requires rezoning the applicant is advised to have consulted with the immediate neighbours so that their 
concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you are in 
agreement and signing to indicate that you have been fully informed about this development proposal. You 
are encouraged to provide comments; however your ultimate position need not be declared until the Public 
Meeting-before City Council. . 

I have had an opportunity to review the required plans and proposal for | 20 ( I ft C \ ^ I ; 

I understand both the existing zoning and the requested proposed rezoning. 

I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

The plans I have seen include the site plan, landscape plan, floor plans, elevations with clearly indicated 
heights, setbacks and site coverage, photos or illustration (to scale) of buildings in relation to flanking 
buildings.. 

Proposals for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. 

Or 

I have been informed there will be no blasting or tree removal. . 

The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. 

m 

The proponents explanation adequately addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably and that it would be in my best interest to 
follow the process going forward. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your support of, further consideration, or objection to 
this development as it has been proposed. 

I support the concept as proposed at this time. 

.0 not have an opinion at this time. 

I am opposed to this development as it has been proposed, 

Signature(s) of owner(s): Date: ' ^-1 0-& 

Address if owner(s): \f) (6 ^ j (., • 

Comment: fl/VM ( l'3& /A 1 V-','; djWiBpWt -TOO 

(over) 

Thank you.  I t  i s  your  neighbourhood.  Please  do  not  hes i ta te  to  contact  the  proponent ,  the  Rockland Planner ,  
the  Rockland Counci l  Lia ison or  landuse(5)rockland.bc .ca  i f  vou have ques t ions  or  concerns .  



CALUC COMMUNITY MEETING FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the RNA Land Use Committee to help consolidate neighbours feedback tc 
Rezoning Proposals. It is not meant to be a complete compilation of all issues. When a development p 
requires rezoning the applicant is advised to have consulted with the immediate neighbours so that th 
concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you < 
agreement and signing to indicate that you have been fully informed about this development proposa 
are encouraged to provide comments; however your ultimate position need not be declared until the 
Meeting before City Council. 

I have had an opportunity to review the required plans and proposal for 

I understand both the existing zoning and the requested proposed rezoning. 

I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

The plans I have seen include the site plan, landscape plan, floor plans, elevations with clearly ir 
heights, setbacks and site coverage, photos or illustration (to scale) of buildings in relation to fla 
buildings.. 

Proposals for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. 

. Or 

I have been informed there will be no blasting or tree removal. 

The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. 

The proponents explanation adequately addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably and that it would be in my best inte 
follow the process going forward. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your support of, further consideration, or objectior 
this development as it has been proposed. 

I support the concept as proposed at this time. 

I do not have an opinion at this time. 

\/ I am opposed to this^jvelopment as it has been proposed. 

Signature(s) of owner(sh/{j /yJ7i/"f Date: &lj/ i/ 
Address if owner(s): Ir̂ Q / £Z0(<>J£l4- N T) V 

Comment: ££a-a/a! SaI £ CO A •$ y ~7t> SJ 

£/\M 7"*/-£ U&U)"7/? h(t£(A(J7?e -
f K. *T [oiYtf £ H\£6r/̂  ^ -To 

MOtc' fceedi/lfc-rg, ft /;£> fu c c , 
Thank you. It is your neighbourhood. Please do not hesitate to contact the proponent, the Rockland P 
the Rockland Council Liaison or landuse(S)rockland.bc.ca if you have questions or concerns, 



CALUC COMMUNITY MEETING FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the RNA Land Use Committee to help consolidate neighbours feedback to 
Rezoning Proposals. It is not meant to be a complete compilation of all issues, When a development proposal 
requires rezoning the applicant is advised to have consulted with the immediate neighbours so that their 
concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you are in 
agreement and signing to indicate that you have been fully informed about this development proposal. You 
are encouraged to provide comments; however your ultimate position need not be declared until the Public 
Meeting before City Council. 

I have had an opportunity to review the required plans and proposal for ^ I 

I understand both the existing zoning and the requested proposed rezoning. 

I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

The plans I have seen include the site plan, landscape plan, floor plans, elevations with clearly indicated 
heights, setbacks and site coverage, photos or illustration (to scale) of buildings in relation to flanking 
buildings.. 

Proposals for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. 

Or 

I have been informed there will be no blasting or tree removal. . 

The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. 

The proponents explanation adequately addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably and that it would be in my best interest to 
follow the process going forward. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your support of, further consideration, or objection to 
this development as it has been proposed. 

i support the concept as proposed at this time. 

I do not have an opinion at this time. 

I am opposed to this developrnent as it has been proposed. 

Signature(s) of owner(s): 

Address if owner(s): 'S'TT' . 

. aeveioprnent as it hasmeen proposed. j 

Date: !&\ ( 

Comment: iWiPfV If VlS Opf 

•A&T'UCr % ) (molt d(j /jVoifc S7TPS w rHt 
(over) 

Thank you.  I t  i s  your  neighbourhood.  Please  do not  hes i ta te  to  contact  the  proponent ,  the  Rockland Planner ,  
the  Rockland Counci l  Lia ison or  ianduse@rockland.bc .ca  i f  you have ques t ions  or  concerns .  



CALUC COMMUNITY MEETING FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the RNA Land Use Committee to help consolidate neighbours feedback to 
Rezoning Proposals. It is not meant to be a complete compilation of all issues. When a development proposal 
requires rezoning the applicant is advised to have consulted with the immediate neighbours so that their 
concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you are in 
agreement and signing to indicate that you have been fully informed about this development proposal. You 
are encouraged to provide comments; however your ultimate position need not be declared until the Public 
Meeting before City Council. . 

I have had an opportunity to review the required plans and proposal for 1 7 o j  

I understand both the existing zoning and the requested proposed rezoning. ^ ̂  CiAj^LAM 

I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

The plans I have seen include the site plan, landscape plan, floor plans, elevations with clearly indicated 
heights, setbacks and site coverage, photos or illustration (to scale) of buildings in relation to flanking 
buildings.. 

Proposals for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. 

. O r  

I have been informed there will be no blasting or tree removal. . 

The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. 

The proponents explanation adequately addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

j$ I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably and that it would be in my best interest to 
follow the process going forward. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your support of, further consideration, or objection to 
this development as it has been proposed. 

I support the concept as proposed at this time. 

I do not have an opinion at this time. 

I am opposed to this development as ji^has been proposed. 

Signature(s) of owner(s):_ 

Address if owner(s):^ 

Comment: 

(over) 

Thank you.  I t  i s  your  neighbourhood.  Please  do not  hes i ta te  to  contact  the  proponent ,  the  Rockland Planner ,  
the  Rockland Counci l  Lia ison or  landuse(5>rockland.bc .ca  i f  you have ques t ions  or  concerns .  



CALUC COMMUNITY MEETING FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the RNA Land Use Committee to help consolidate neighbours feedback to 
Rezoning Proposals. It is not meant to be a complete compilation of all issues. When a development proposal 
requires rezoning the applicant is advised to have consulted with the immediate neighbours so that their 
concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you are in 
agreement and signing to indicate that you have been fully informed about this development proposal. You 
are encouraged to provide comments; however your ultimate position need not be declared until the Public 
Meeting before City Council. . 

I have had an opportunity to review the required plans and proposal for /' $L) 1 H ClrjKi I RjH 

1 understand both the existing zoning and the requested proposed rezoning. 1^0 ) f~Ot3 

1 0 V D ^; 
I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

The plans I have seen include the site plan, landscape plan, floor plans, elevations with clearly indicated 
heights, setbacks and site coverage, photos or illustration (to scale) of buildings in relation to flanking 
buildings.. 

Proposals for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. 

Or 

I have been informed there will be no blasting or tree removal. . 

The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. 

The proponents explanation adequately addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably and that it would be in my best interest to 
follow the process going forward. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your support of, further consideration, or objection to 
this development as it has been proposed. 

i support the concept as proposed at this time. 

I do not have an opinion at this time, 

I am opposed to this development as it has been proposed. 

Signature(s) ofowner(s): A)Q~lJ>trr\ ^Y\>Ux ih/—. Date: llo IO //^61 7 
Address if owner(s): R (oC.K l fVMO /V \J jfl ' 

Comment: U/yy' CntL.<nncA^ ch JJl\ f piOjOQ-yrf 

'qMaxw-A iikf- QT^AjJ-a CqTUcd-erJ , 
|^ctpqpr\ec-J 5S gj . (ovcit^) 

Thank you.  I t  i s  your  neighbourhood.  Please  do not  hes i ta te  to  contact  the  proponent ,  the  Rockrand Planner ,  
the  Rockland Counci l  Lia ison or  landuse(5)rockiand.bc .ca  i f  you have ques t ions  or  concerns .  
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NEIGHBOUR FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the land use committee of the Rockland Neighbourhood Association. When a 

development proposal requires rezoning, the applicant is advised to consult with the immediate neighbours so 
that their- concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you 
are in agreement, and signing the bottom to indicate that you have been informed about this development 
proposal.You are encouraged to provide comments; however, your ultimate position need not be declared until 

after the community meeting. That would be the time to write a letter to Mayor and Council, if you so choose. 

I have reviewed in full the proposal and plans for the development at I 2, £> 1 h~j^-l t j/£> 

I am aware of both the existing zoning and proposed zoning. 

I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

\ / The plans I have seen include clear ly-indicated heights, setbacks, and site coverage, 

plus context drawings to show views of how the development will fit the surroundings 

from all four sides 

I have been informed that there is no blasting or tree removal proposed. 

Or 

A proposal for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. 

The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. 

The proponent's explanation addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably, and that it would also be in 

my best interest to view the plans presented at the community meeting. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your objection to or support for this development as it has been 
proposed to date. 

I support the concept being proposed at this time. 

I do not have an opinion at this time. 

\/_ I am opposed to this development as it has been proposed. 

I have the following comments or concerns about the proposal (please add a sheet): ^ 

Signature(s) of the owner(s): —— Date: f ' Z  1 / 7 
Address of the owner(s): {Q "2- - / 2LZjO P-TO/-J . C 

Thank you. Please do not hesitate to contact the appropriate director for zoning in the Rockland 
Neighbourhood Association ( www.rockland.bc.cat if you have any questions or concerns. 

\ C '~ < 
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/ ŷ -/, * , y A&Lajl_S 

J V~~ ^ ¥~ 
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NEIGHBOUR FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the land use committee of the Rockland Neighbourhood Association. When a 

development proposal requires rezoning, the applicant is advised to consult with the immediate neighbours so 
that their concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you 
are in agreement, and signing the bottom to indicate that you have been informed about this development 
proposal.You are encouraged to provide comments; however, your ultimate position need not be declared until 

after the community meeting. That would be the time to write a letter to Mayor and Council, if you so choose. 

I have reviewed in full the proposal and plans for the development at 1 2 Q 1 jjl , J6~2> 

I am aware of both the existing zoning and proposed zoning. 

I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

The plans I have seen include clearly-indicated heights, setbacks, and site coverage, 

plus context drawings to show views of how the development will fit the surroundings 

. from all four sides 

A v_ I have been informed that there is no blasting or tree removal proposed. 

Or 

A proposal for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. 

z The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. 

The proponent's explanation addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably, and that it would also be in 

my best interest to view the plans presented at the community meeting. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your objection to or support for this development as it has been 
proposed to date. 

I support the concept being proposed at this time. 

I do not have an opinion at this time. 

i/ I am opposed to this development as it has been proposed. 

I have the following comments or concerns ajaout the proposal (please add a sheet): 

Signature(s) of the owner(s): ^4^^. Date: 12 U<lii 
Address of the owner(s): //Z Z /.V/H (Jv\ t 
Thank you. Please do not hesitate to contact the appropriate director for zoning in the Rockland 
Neighbourhood Association ( www.rockland.bc.ca") if you have any questions or concerns. 

0 

http://www.rockland.bc.ca
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NEIGHBOUR FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the land use committee of the Rockland Neighbourhood Association. When a 

development proposal requires rezoning, the applicant is advised to consult with the immediate neighbours so 
that their concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you 
are in agreement, and signing the bottom to indicate that you have been informed about this development 
proposal.You are encouraged to provide comments; however, your ultimate position need not be declared until 

after the community meeting. That would be the time to write a letter to Mayor and Council, if you so choose. 

I have reviewed in full the proposal and plans for the development at I 2, <D I l~*£> T-l J/oŝ L 

I am aware of both the existing zoning and proposed zoning. i\j 0 

I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. ? 
o 

\ 
The plans I have seen include clearly-indicated heights, setbacks, and site coverage, | q 0 

plus context drawings to show views of how the development will fit the surroundings 

from all four sides 
c'j {\ Q-y} 

I have been informed that there is no blasting or tree removal proposed 1 ' "' n " f 

A proposal for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. ( ^a..cX o • A 
• ''V\v.9. . • ^ 

The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me>-| 

Or 

The proponent's explanation addressed my major questions about the proposal, ^ j J 

I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably, and that it would also be in 

my best interest to view the plans presented at the community meeting. / ,,,, . ( v-\-£>0 

Please check one of the following to indicate your objection to or support for this development as it has been 
proposed to date. 

I support the concept being proposed at this time. 

I do not have an opinion at this time. 

I am opposed to this development as it has been proposed. -

I have the following comments or concerns about the proposal (please add a sheet): 

"  7  : c v \  t x \ n  

2 4-

Signature(s) of the owner(s)H-^;,,vA"Vv <• Date 
Address of the owner(s): \ 1  2 2 V  0  \ 2 i  T .  ^  
Thank you. Please do not hesitate to contact the appropriate director for zoning in the Rockland 
Neighbourhood Association f www.rockland.bc.caf if you have any questions or concerns. 





NEIGHBOUR FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the land use committee of the Rockland Neighbourhood Association. When a 

development proposal requires rezoning, the applicant is advised to consult with the immediate neighbours so 
that their concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you 
are in agreement, and signing the bottom to indicate that you have been informed about this development 
proposal.You are encouraged to provide comments; however, your ultimate position need not be declared until 

after the community meeting. That would be the time to write a letter to Mayor and Council, if you so choose. 

I have reviewed in full the proposal and plans for the development at I 2, C> 1 1J/£) 

j/ I am aware of both the existing zoning and proposed zoning. 

y1 I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

\/ The plans I have seen include clearly-indicated heights, setbacks, and site coverage, 

plus context drawings to show views of how the development will fit the surroundings 

from all four sides ' 

I have been informed that there is 110 blasting or tree removal proposed. 

Or 

l/ A proposal for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. 

The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. 

The proponent's explanation addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

__ I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably, and that it would also be in 

my best interest to view the plans presented at the community meeting. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your objection to or support for this development as it has been 
proposed to date. 

I support the concept being proposed at this time. 

I do not have an opinion at this time. f nW'esX 

I am opposed to this development as it has been proposed. ( Q n 

I have the following comments or concerns about the proposal (please add a sheet): 

Signature(s) of the owner(s): fS'7- Date: (?-•j 
Address of the owner(s): 1 j (s>'5 (%0 ?'• PfH T AS& > 

Thank you. Please do not hesitate to contact the appropriate director for zoning in the Rockland 
Neighbourhood Association ( www.rockland.bc.ca) if you have any questions or concerns. 

http://www.rockland.bc.ca
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Anthony Danda 
1075 Pentrelew Place 

• My house is directly across from the proposed development. 
• First I want to say that I am not opposed to developing the property. 
• But I do not support any form of rezoning or the development application because the massing 

and height are inappropriate for the character of the neighbourhood and the community and 
neighbourhood receive no benefits associated with the development or the rezoning. 

• If the rezoning were approved, where would the line stop in encroaching on the character of 
Rockland? 

• The OCP, which calls for density on the Fort Street corridor and single-family dwelling on the 
south end of the property, is there for a reason. Spot zoning is essentially going against the 
city's own strategy and plan. 

• The application aggrandizes only a few and in the short-term. 
• I fail to see any short or long-term benefits to the residents of my neighbourhood or the 

community of the proposed re-zoning and development application. 
• We gain nothing but what amounts to a massive wall of 12 grossly over-height town homes 

squeezed tightly together completely incongruous and out of character with the single family 
homes they face. And those of us on the Wilspencer elevation will lose a portion of our view 
corridors, 

• When I first read the application I couldn't believe that even the height of the town homes don't 
conform to the existing zoning of 7.6m. 

• These changes will impact every resident of Pentrelew Place and Wilspenser forever. 
• The entire application is completely contrary to the city's strategy for Rockland in the OCP and 

the character of the neighbourhood. 
• There are certainly other developments in Rockland that have successfully utilized similar sized 

lots to build single family homes in character with the neighbourhood like Seyward Mews and 
Revercomb Place which are only a couple of streets away. 

• On a personal note we moved to Victoria from Vancouver two years ago to escape spot zoning. 
• We decided to move to Victoria because we felt that there was greater respect for community 

and heritage, which deteriorated rapidly in Vancouver because of spot-zoning and a disregard 
for strategic neighbourhood plans in favour of short-sighted decisions favouring developers that 
left a lasting impact on established neighbourhoods. 

• We became weary of constantly fighting inappropriate spot-rezoning that proved ultimately to 
decimate the well-established neighbourhood we lived in downtown. I'm not talking about light 
industrial areas, but existing residential neighbourhoods. 

• We focused our home search on Fairfield and Rockland specifically because of the character of 
the neighbourhood and the strategic direction laid out in the OCP. 

• We checked the zoning of this site before making an offer on our house to ensure it aligned to 
the type of community we wanted to live in. 

• Rockland has a very distinct character that the residents are proud of and work as a community 
to foster. 

•  The proposed rezoning and development  appl ica t ion,  wi th  the  height  and mass ing,  do  not  f i t  
tha t  character .  

•  I urge  the  c i ty  to  leave  the  zoning in tac t  and re jec t  the  development  appl ica t ion.  



Thank you. 



* s 
NEIGHBOUR FEEDBACK FORM (Z&V.-'jz-. -'̂ -Gyl̂ -V'L 

This form was developed by the land use committee of the Rockland Neighbourhood Association. When a ' 

development proposal requires rezoning, the applicant is advised to consult with the immediate neighbours so 
that their concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you 
are in agreement, and signing the bottom to indicate that you have been informed about this development 
proposal.You are encouraged to provide comments; however, your ultimate position need not be declared until 

after the community meeting. That would be the time to write a letter to Mayor and Council, if you so choose. 

jp \ 0. . • I have reviewed in full the proposal and plans for the development at I ^ O 1 ft-£> j^-l , j/£) 

I am aware of both the existing zoning and proposed zoning. 

I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

The plans I have seen include clearly-indicated heights, setbacks, and site coverage, 

plus context drawings to show views of how the development will fit the surroundings 

from all four sides 

I have been informed that there is no blasting or tree removal proposed. 

Or 

A proposal for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. 

The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. 

The proponent's explanation addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably, and that it would also be in 

my best interest to view the plans presented at the community meeting. 

Please check one of the following to indicate your objection to or support for this development as it has been 
proposed to date. 

I support the concept being proposed at this time. 

I do not have an opinion at this time. 

I am opposed to this development as it has been proposed. 

I have the following comments or concerns about the proposal (please add a sheet): 

N J ^ • _ Date: Signature(s) of the owner(s): 
Address of the owner(s): [J 12 A'cnvv PL 

Thank you. Please do not hesitate to contact the appropriate director for zoning in the Rockland 
Neighbourhood Association ( www.rockland.bc.ca') if you have any questions or concerns. yS° 
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NEIGHBOUR FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the land use committee of the Rockland Neighbourhood Association. When a 

development proposal requires rezoning, the applicant is advised to consult with the immediate neighbours so 
that their concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you 
are in agreement, and signing the bottom to indicate that you have been informed about this development 
proposai.You are encouraged to provide comments; however, your ultimate position need not be declared until 

after the community meeting. That would be the time to write a letter to Mayor and Council, if you so choose. 

1 have reviewed in full the proposal and plans for the development at I 7, C> i j^-1 

I am aware of both the existing zoning and proposed zoning. A-*t" j ?/["! 
y/f I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. * 

plus context drawings to show views of how the development will fit the surroundings 
- cav-cat la ca cAC-v OVAU. 
nil foilr Qtrip.Q » J O from all four sides 

I have been informed that there is no blasting or Fee removal proposed. 

Or 

A proposal for blasting or Fee removal has been explained to me. 
|A-V w\- ( 

The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. 

y\ n The proponent's explanation addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably, and that it would also be in 

my best interest to view the plans presented at the community meeting. 
cm l̂Ootr ̂  ^ 

Please check one of the following to indicate your objection to or support for this development as it has been 
proposed to date. \ 

I support the concept being proposed at this time. 

I do not have an opinion at this time. 

I am opposed to this development as it has been proposed. 

I have the following comments or concerns about the proposal (please add a sheet): 

Signature(s) of the owner(s): Date: 1 ^ J \1 
Address of the owner(s) 

Thank you. Please do not hesitate to contact the appropriate director for zoning in the Rockland 
Neighbourhood Association ( www.rockland.bc.caf if you have any questions or concerns. 

\ pFV-ev, 
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THE FORT ST & PENTRELEW PLACE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL 
UNDER CONSIDERATION BY VICTORIA'S MAYOR AND COUNCIL 

COMMENTS FROM SHiRLEE AND DARYL PLATER 
960 JOAN CRESCENT, VICTORIA JANUARY 19, 2017 

The Five and Six Storey Buildings Facing Fort Street 
These two buildings although stepped back from Fort Street and with a walkway through the site 
to Pentrelew Place added are much too tall for this area of the Fort Street corridor. 

A drive by of the existing buildings along Fort Street, especially near Pentrelew, demonstrates that 
3 and 4 stories for these two buildings should be their maximum height to maintain the continuity 
of height, scale and density of the street. 
( Elevations along Fort Street and Pentrelew Place attached) 

The Townhouses Facing Pentrelew Place 
At the January 12lh', 2017 Community Meeting, which was the first meeting that we had been 
advised of, it was pointed out that the Townhouses on the Pentrelew Place side of the property 
were required to reflect the height, scale and density of this residential street and the overall 
residential character of the Rockland area. 

Townhouses Heiaht/Scale - The Townhouses being proposed at their 11 m (36 ft) height are 
significantly higher than the 7.6 m (25 ft) allowable height for residences in this area. At the 
meeting the architect, in a drawing showing a section through an existing house on Pentrelew and 
the proposed townhouse, suggested that there was only 1.1 m (3.6 ft) height difference at the 
ridges. However, height calculations are taken from the mid point of a sloping roof which was not 
being done in this example. But more importantly, there are many single family homes on 
Pentrelew and adjacent streets that are well below the 7.6 m allowable height. Why were these 
homes not used for more of an accurate contextual comparison? I suggest that the answer is 
obvious. 

Further, when the East Elevation drawing along Pentrelew is reviewed it becomes even clearer 
that the height of the Townhouses and the height of the 5 and 6 storey buildings are much too 
high and out of scale with the surrounding area. The condominium at the corner of Fort and 
Pentrelew is a very tall building for it's location and it is dwarfed by the proposed 5 and 6 storey 
buildings and, of greatest concern to us, only slighter higher than the proposed townhouses. 

Clearly the height of the Townhouses as proposed will "tower" over the existing residences and 
therefore must be reduced to the 7.6 m (25 ft) maximum so to soften their impact and attempt to 
maintain the height and scale of this unique and very special single family residential area. 

Townhouses Density - All single family homes in the area have requirements for side yard 
setbacks. This results in pleasant street views of the homes with spaces between so that there is 
opportunities for views through and space for landscaping to soften the streetscape. 
Unfortunately, these inappropriately designed Townhouses appear to be a continuous wall of 
buildings with minimal views through and, of course, their towering height. In fact, these 
townhouses are similar to those you find on Oak and Cambie Streets in Vancouver which design 
works ok in that context with it's 2 and 3 lanes of busy traffic in both directions. But this is far from 
the experience of Pentrelew Place, a quiet side road of single family homes. 

Townhouses Character - Although our understanding is that the design of the buildings is not at 
issue, still we must comment that the townhouses to us are an unsuccessful attempt to have a 
traditional look but in fact it is rather a simplistic and mundane attempt and should be reviewed 
again by the City's Design Panel and then more successfully designed to suit this historic 
neighborhood setting. 

"PJZJ 



Site East Elevation - Pentrelew 
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NEIGHBOUR FEEDBACK FORM 

This form was developed by the land use committee of the Rockland Neighbourhood Association. When a 

development proposal requires rezoning, the applicant is advised to consult with the immediate neighbours so 
that then- concerns can be considered. Please read this form carefully, checking the statements with which you 
are in agreement, and signing the bottom to indicate that you have been informed about this development 
proposal.You are encouraged to provide comments; however, your ultimate position need not be declared until 

after the community meeting. That would be the time to write a letter to Mayor and Council, if you so choose. 

5 \/ I have reviewed in full the proposal and plans for the development at 1 2* <D 1 j^-1 , j6~2> 

1e$ jX I am aware of both the existing zoning and proposed zoning. 

7<A I have been informed of the proposed number of dwellings. 

"ft#? t-y/V The plans I have seen include clearly-indicated heights, setbacks, and site coverage, 1 t/ 
(d <5 

plus context drawings to show views of how the development will fit the surroundings 7 ^ 

from all four sides.—-

I have been informed that there is no blasting or tree removal proposed. 

l / i  .  I  Mot -V A proposal for blasting or tree removal has been explained to me. -Jfu7 U<u'wptf edl l'L6' ^ ) \j 
etTito/ — CJ /WW" 

p/A The proposed landscaping for our common property line is acceptable to me. 

_N'0 The proponent's explanation addressed my major questions about the proposal. 

-jCS I realize that the plans I have seen may change considerably, and that it would also be in 

my best interest to view the plans presented at the-eommurrityrneeting^ Commiltct 

Please check one of the following to indicate you^oyecti^Vi to or support for this development as it has been 
proposed to date. 

I support the concept being proposed at this time. 

___ I do not have an opinion at this time. OD <5CA^ 
/ ( "oA OorvtlOf iMifH 

v I am opposed to this development as it has been proposed. viz \A/D0"f 6 ft T1 

I have the following comments or cdjicerns abo^theprpposal (please add a sheet); oCQ M 

Signature(s) of the owner Date: 
Address of the owner(s):\^/ \j^ (O A3 PerjteUcQ ~ (9(^/0 

Thank you. Please do not hesitate to contact the appropriate director for zoning in the Rockland /Ar\ 7^^? t 

Neighbourhood Association ( www.rockland.bc.ca-) if you have any questions or concerns. 
&WlPU^efhif 
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NAftSSlV^ ft>e^ Xf\% p(26(Wpy 

' ^Z,er ' 

?2/3 



THE PROPOSAL 
This proposal is to change the current land use, description and zone: 

From: R3-AM-2 and R1-B 
To: Site Specific 

Phone: (250) 883-5579 Applicant name: Abstiact Developments 
Briefly explain your proposal: We are proposing a redevelopment of the property into a mix of multi-family 

condiminiums and townhomes. There will be two condo buildings having 47 and 34 units, and 

12 townhomes fronting onto Pentrelew Place. 

Changes are proposed that affect the following: 

H Official Community Plan Amendment 
H) Remove or demolish existing building(s) 
• Renovate existing building(s) 
HI Number of buildings on the property 
H Height 
H) Number of storeys 
Bj Floor area 
HI Site coverage (%) 
HI Strata subdivision 

• Number of rental units 

(check all that apply) 

HI New zone being requested 
H) Use of land or buildings 
HI Number of units/residences 

• Variances(s) being requested: 

Setbacks on: • Street frontage 
• One or both sides 
• Rear 

Basement witi 
• Garage in yard 
H Blasting 
Hi Green space/open space 
Hi Existing trees ^ ^ 

TTYlews frcimsurrounding"propertiesj ir/syo, 
lifilS^evaTues \ "** ~ 

U dUK •+ <*-cMhp 

Parking on site: • Number of spaces 
• Location on site 
• Underground parking 

Traffic: HI Volumes 
® Patterns 

HOW THE PROCESS WORKS IT P6t/UbA Tfc pfc-cjcfSC g<2bW • 
STEP 1 This Community Meeting is the first step in the process and is required by the City of Victoria. 

STEP 2 Applicant and Land Use Committee Chair agree on meeting date, time and location. Chair to review and 
initial this notice. 

STEP 3 The City of Victoria mails out this Community Meeting Notice to the neighbours (owners and occupiers) 
approximately two weeks prior to the meeting. 

STEP 4 The applicant will consider the feedback received at the Community Meeting and may revise the application 
before formally submitting it to the City. ' ' ' 

STEP 5 The applicant submits their rezoning application to the City. 

STEP 6 The application is then reviewed by City staff and presented to Council at a Committee Meeting. At this point 
Council will decide to either decline, refer or advance the application for consideration at a public hearing. 

-STEP 7 If the application advances to a public hearing, the public is invited to speak at the hearing. After the hearing, 
Council usually makes their decision to support or decline the application. 

ABOUT THE COMMUNITY MEETING 
Community Meetings are hosted by volunteers from your Community Association Land Use Committee. The Land 
Use Committee is a voluntary organization not affiliated with the applicant or the City. 

At this meeting, the applicant will present information about the proposal and will answer questions. 

Volunteers will make notes and will provide comments to the City. If you have strong feelings about the proposal, 
you should also provide a written submission to the City. 

Updated: 2014-07-10 Page 2 of 2 

7s/ 3 



My husband and I and our now grown daughters fled the mainland nearly 12 
years ago to escape the neighbourhood-destroying building boom driven by 
developers seeking to maximize their profits but certainly not to even attempt to 
meet the demand for affordable housing. From magnificent heritage communities 
such as Shaughnessy to established neighbourhoods all across the lower 
mainland, all continue to be affected by the plague of insensitive development. 
For example, friends with a penthouse in downtown Vancouver eventually lost 
both their views on all sides and their sunlight to taller condos surrounding theirs 
as no thought was given to the effects of new development on the existing 
community. We chose our neighbourhood in Victoria because we loved its 
historic charm, the care that was taken to harmonize new construction with 
existing homes and businesses and because there were no high-rises to be found 
anywhere. But all that's changing and we're worried about our neighbourhood's 
future. 

When people ask us where we live we say "Just outside of downtown, at the end 
of a street known as 'Antique Row' in a designated heritage house surrounded by 
other others of a similar vintage and across the street from a beautiful old forest. 
It's our dream come true." As we walk out onto our street, Ormond, we look 
across to more heritage buildings that border 1201 Fort Street. And just around 
the corner stands the magnificent and recently restored Wentworth Villa, upon 
which the new owners spent a king's ransom, now an architectural museum and a 
shining jewel of historic significance on the block. But sadly, Abstract's proposed 
out-of-scale, over-height mega-project would badly erode the heritage character 
of our neighbourhood and disrespect its traditional residential character. We do 
NOT reside within the boundaries of the downtown urban core making it wholly 
inappropriate to introduce high-rise development that is not in keeping with the 
surrounding neighbourhood where no buildings exceed 4 storeys. Furthermore, 
The OCP designates Fort Street as a heritage corridor but what is being proposed 
for the site has absolutely no heritage features whatsoever. Within a heritage 
corridor, any developments should include heritage-character defining elements 
that integrate the development into its surroundings. Another concern is what 
would become of the rest of Fort Street's heritage properties between the Black 
and White at Fort and Cook and Abstract's proposed development at 1201 Fort. 
We fear it would only be a matter of time before all of the non-designated 
character properties between them would be razed for more over-height 
developments devoid of heritage character. 

TV 



For today, I'd like to conclude with just one more point: that the proposed high-
rise development at 1201 Fort would remove forever badly needed green space 
from Rockland which already lacks parkland; in fact it only has 1 tiny park on 
Terrace Ave. At present, there is no place one can go for a baseball or soccer 
game or for a birthday party outdoors and there is no way to re-create green 
space once it has been removed from the community forever. 

I'll save the rest of my laundry list of objections for the Committee of the Whole 
Meeting. 

- Geanine Robey, 1119 Ormond Street 
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R«cei v*d 
City of Victoria 

FEB ~ 2 2017 
Planning a Bevelopmsnt Depiwmem 

»we)opm«nt Services Division 

357 Irving Road 
Victoria, BC 
V8S 4A3 
January 29, 2017 

The Mayor and Council 
Victoria, BC 

Dear Mayor Helps and Council Members: 

Re: Development of 1201 Fort Street 

I have been connected with the Victoria Truth Centre since the mid 1950's, when Reverend Emma 
Smiley, founder of the Centre, was minister. 

In the south-east corner of the property is a secluded area known as The Garden of Silence. This was 
always kept as a sanctuary of silent enjoyment, contemplation or prayer. Speech was allowed only 
once a year for re-dedication. Many of our past members' ashes are spread in this area, and possibly 
some remains in urns may also have been buried there. 

I am not disputing the sale or the development of the property, but for many members, this particular 
part of this beautiful property is considered almost sacred ground, and we ask that respect be given to 
our forebears. I do not know if any First Nations remains are present, but I know they would be given 
great consideration and respect. I ask the same for our loved ones. 

I am asking you, as the representatives of the citizens and residents not only of the Rockland area but of 
all who reside in Victoria, to request the developer modify his plans so to preserve this little sanctuary as 
a green space. 

Yours truly 

(Mrs.) Joyce Harrison 



Laura Wilson 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Bob June  
Sunday ,  Feb  5 ,  2017  11:55  AM 

Fwd:  Development  proposa l  a t  120  For t /1050  Pent re lew 

FYI. Please add to file 

Forwarded Message — 
Subject:Development proposal at 120 Fort/ 1050 Pentrelew 

Date:Thu, 2 Feb 2017 14:52:24 -0800 
From:Gillian Moll 

To:mavor@victoria.ca 
CC:malto@victoria.ca. ccoleman@victoria.ca, bisitt@victoria.ca. ilovedav@victoria.ca. 

mlucas@victoria.ca, pmadoff@victoria.email.telus.net. cthornton-ioe@victoria.ca. 
gyoung@victoria.ca. theiunes@telus.net, U 

Dear Mayor and City of Victoria Councillors, 

I write to you to express my concern about the proposed development, change to the 
community plan and land use rezoning at the 1201 Fort St and 1050 Pentrelew site, having 
attended the Community Meeting hosted by the Rockland Neighbourhood Association on 12th 
January, 2017. A chaotic meeting, where the venue was changed at the last minute, and 
started an hour late as a result. . 

I own the property 1006-1008 Pentrelew, so will be directly impacted by the Abstract 
Development proposal. 

I object to the proposal for the following reasons. 

HUGE INCREASE IN RESIDENTIAL DENSITY 
By changing the zoning, what was an area of single family dwellings and duplexes, 
suddenly becomes a multifamily development with the 81 condo units. A possible increase 
in population of 160 people, where there are now about 40. Not what I was expecting in my 
backyard. 
HEIGHT 
Both proposed condo buildings will be taller than any of the other condos on Fort Street, 
or Linden by 1 or 2 stories. 
The proposed townhouses are narrow and extremely tall [11m], well above the site's 
current Rl-B zoning [7.6m]. In the drawings, with no green space between them they appear 
like a solid wall along Pentrelew. 
STREET PARKING. 
This is already an issue on Pentrelew regularly, with both the Langham Court Theatre and 
the Art Gallery of Greater Victoria near by. Adding 12 townhouses on Pentrelew will make 
this an impossible situation. In the developers proposal there were less than 10 guest 
parking spaces on site for the condos and townhouses together. They are proposing 93units 
in total, where will their visitors park? 

I think many people in the Rockland area have bought property in Rockland neighbourhood 
because of the ambience of the neighbourhood. I value the residential area with it's 
winding streets, older style architecture and mature trees. The neighbourhood is 
friendly,cohesiveness and supportive. I believe this will be lost with this radicial 
increase in density. I realise that Rockland is close to town, again part of it's 
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attraction is being able to walk to venues in the city, as well as being close to public 
transport. Development is obviously going to occur in this area but in the buffer zone 
between city high rises and single family homes surely we can do better than this and 
come up with a development that blends more cohesively with the existing neighbourhood 
dwellings. 

Yours sincerely, 

Gillian Moll. 
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Mayor and Council City of Victoria: www.victoria.ca 
City Hall, 1 Centennial Square Email: mayor@victoria.ca 
Victoria, BC Telephone: Mayor: 250-361-2000 
V8W1P6 

Re-zoning Application 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place. Victoria, B.C. 

Dear Mayor and Council: 

Please be informed that I am against the Rezoning Application currently before the City Hall because 
At the meetings with the developer concerns regarding massing, height and traffic were not addressed in 

the designs. 
[\/\ I am concerned about the number of heritage trees that will be destroyed by the size of this 
development. A smaller development would allow more of these trees to survive. 
[ •/] Because of the size of this development, there will be a lot of blasting of the existing bedrock. I am 
concerned that blasting mayxairssirreparcrbie damage to Che-heritage—and-older-woed-frame buildings in the 
neighbourhood. 

The current proposal does not adhere to the Official Community Plan for Victoria, nor does it 
complement the long-standing historical character of Rockland. 
M The number of people in this new development will overwhelm the neighbourhood. The number of 
buildings and the height of the buildings in this proposal should be lessened dramatically to ensure the long
standing character of the community and not crowd-out or overwhelm the current occupants and residents. 
[ vf The two multi-family buildings, at 5 storeys and 6 storeys, are too high for Rockland and exceed in 
height all multi-family buildings in Rockland, along the Linden corridor, and along the Fort Street Heritage 
corridor. The number of townhouses in a long continuous "wall" as proposed for Pentrelew and the extreme 
height of these townhouses are out of character for the neighbourhood. 
[vf I am concerned about the increased traffic caused by this new development. Now, the neighbourhood is 
able to absorb the ongoing traffic from the Langham Court Theatre as well as the expected increase in traffic 
from the new expanded Art Gallery. A smaller development on this site will not destabilize the neighbourhood. 
[v/f I am concerned about parking in this neighbourhood as no traffic study has been done. I do not believe 
that this development contains enough parking for it own needs. And, together with the need of parking for the 
Langham Court Theatre and the new, expanded Art Gallery, the lack of parking on- site will only cause parking 
problems for the neighbourhood in the future. 

M A new community development plan for Rockland will be coming at some point in the near future, and 
the dramatic zoning changes in this proposal should not be accepted before this plan is formulated by the 
community and incorporated by City Hail in the new Official Community Plan. 

C o  a  S ;  c U t f u  i r t i p  A c t  dCi/llopshl sit ti-i 

ci j h k)h hoo d•  t . qhah / im  cour t  &  j ltskorfc 
if! d) ̂ yj 

Name: j/j/c 6//d '  l~fi aj p occ. / 

Address: l $ X l  C h u / ZjCH- /9i/j£~Aj L/£Z ^ \/§ P 57-7 

D a t e :  h e b .  /  / / 7  

Email Address: \ 



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

To contact the City or The Mayor 
City of Victoria: www.victoria.ca 

Email: mayor@victoria.ca 
Telephone: Mayor: 250-361-2000 

Re-zoning Application 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place. Victoria. B.C. 

Dear Mayor and Council: 

Please be informed that I am against the Rezoning Application currently before the City Hall because 
[/] At the meetings with the developer concerns regarding massing, height and traffic were not addressed in 
the designs. . 
[4 1 am concerned about the number of heritage trees that will be destroyed by the size of this 
development. A smaller development would allow more of these trees to survive. 
[ 4 Because of the size of this development, there will be a lot of blasting of the existing bedrock. I am 
concerned that blasting may cause irreparable damage to the heritage- and older wood-frame buildings in the 
neighbourhood. 
[_/] The current proposal does not adhere to the Official Community Plan for Victoria, nor does it 

complement the long-standing historical character of Rockland. 
\ry/\ The number of people in this new development will overwhelm the neighbourhood. The number of 

buildings and the height of the buildings in this proposal should be lessened dramatically to ensure the long
standing character of the community and not crowd-out or overwhelm the current occupants and residents. 
\A The two multi-family buildings, at 5 storeys and 6 storeys, are too high for Rockland and exceed in 
height all multi-family buildings in Rockland, along the Linden corridor, and along the Fort Street Heritage 
corridor. The number of townhouses in a long continuous "wall" as proposed for Pentrelew and the extreme 
height of these townhouses are out of character for the neighbourhood. 

I am concerned about the increased traffic caused by this new development. Now, the neighbourhood is 
able to absorb the ongoing traffic from the Langham Court Theatre as well as the expected increase in traffic 
from the new expanded Art Gallery. A smaller development on this site will not destabilize the neighbourhood. 
Kf I am concerned about parking in this neighbourhood as no traffic study has been done. 1 do not believe 

that this development contains enough parking for it own needs. And, together with the need of parking for the 
Langham Court Theatre and the new, expanded Art Gallery, the lack of parking on- site will only cause parking 
problems for the neighbourhood in the future. 

\rX A new community development plan for Rockland will be coming at some point in the near future, and 
the dramatic zoning changes in this proposal should not be accepted before this plan is formulated by the 
community and incorporated by City Hall in the new Official Community Plan. 

Address: 

Email Address: 



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

To contact the City or The Mayor 
City of Victoria: www.victoria.ca 

Email: mayor@victoria.ca 
Telephone: Mayor: 250-361-2000 

Re-zoning Application 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place, Victoria, B.C. 

Dear Mayor and Council: 

Please be informed that I am against the Rezoning Application currently before the City Hall because 
[ ] At the meetings with the developer concerns regarding massing, height and traffic were not addressed in 
the designs. 
[ y'f I am concerned about the number of heritage trees that will be destroyed by the size of this 
development. A smaller development would allow more of these trees to survive. 
[ ] Because of the size of this development, there will be a lot of blasting of the existing bedrock. I am 
concerned that blasting may cause irreparable damage to the heritage- and older wood-frame buildings in the 
neighbourhood. 
[ ] The current proposal does not adhere to the Official Community Plan for Victoria, nor does it 
complement the long-standing historical character of Rockland. 
[t,/] The number of people in this new development will overwhelm the neighbourhood. The number of 
buildings and the height of the buildings in this proposal should be lessened dramatically to ensure the long
standing character of the community and not crowd-out or overwhelm the current occupants and residents. 
[ l/j The two multi-family buildings, at 5 storeys and 6 storeys, are too high for Rockland and exceed in 
height all multi-family buildings in Rockland, along the Linden corridor, and along the Fort Street Heritage 
corridor. The number of townhouses in a long continuous "wall" as proposed for Pentrelew and the extreme 
height of these townhouses are out of character for the neighbourhood. 
[v'] I am concerned about the increased traffic caused by this new development. Now, the neighbourhood is 
able to absorb the ongoing traffic from the Langham Court Theatre as well as the expected increase in traffic 
from the new expanded Art Gallery. A smaller development on this site will not destabilize the neighbourhood. 
[ Vj 1 am concerned about parking in this neighbourhood as no traffic study has been done. I do not believe 
that this development contains enough parking for it own needs. And, together with the need of parking for the 
Langham Court Theatre and the new, expanded Art Gallery, the lack of parking on- site will only cause parking 
problems for the neighbourhood in the future. 
[ V] A new community development plan for Rockland will be coming at some point in the near future, and 

the dramatic zoning changes in this proposal should not be accepted before this plan is formulated by the 
community and incorporated by City Hall in the new Official Community Plan. 

[ ] 

Email Address: 



Mayor and Council email: mayor@victoria.ca 
City Hall, 1 Centennial Square 
Victoria, BC 
V8W 1P6 

Re-zoning Application 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place. Victoria. B.C. 

Dear Mayor and Council: 

Please be informed that I am against the Rezoning Application currently before the City Hall because 
[ yj At the meetings with the developer concerns regarding massing, height and traffic were not addressed in 

the; designs. 
u. I am concerned about the number of heritage trees that will be destroyed by the size of this 
development. A smaller development would allow more of these trees to survive. 

Because of the size of this development, there will be a lot of blasting of the existing bedrock. I am 
concerned that blasting may cause irreparable damage to the heritage- and older wood-frame buildings in the 
neighbourhood. 
[ The current proposal does not adhere to the Official Community Plan for Victoria, nor does it 
complement the long-standing historical character of Rockland. 
[ yjf The number of people in this new development will overwhelm the neighbourhood. The number of 
buildings and the height of the buildings in this proposal should be lessened dramatically to ensure the long
standing character of the community and not crowd-out or overwhelm the current occupants and residents. 
[ v] The two multi-family buildings, at 5 storeys and 6 storeys, are too high for Rockland and exceed in 
height all multi-family buildings in Rockland, along the Linden corridor, and along the Fort Street Heritage 
corridor. The number of townhouses in a long wall as proposed for Pentrelew and the extreme height of these 
townhouses are out of character for the neighbourhood. 

I am concerned about the increased traffic caused by this new development. Now, it is able to absorb the 
ongoing traffic from the Langham Court Theatre and expects an increase in traffic from the new expanded Art 
Galleyy. A smaller development on this site will not overwhelm the residential neighbourhood. 

I am concerned about parking in this neighbourhood as no traffic study has been done. I do not believe 
that this development contains enough parking for it own needs. And, together with the need of parking for the 
Langhajn Court Theatre and the new, expanded Art Gallery, the lack of parking on- site will only cause parking 
problems for the neighbourhood in the future. 

[ V] A new community development plan for Rockland will be coming at some point in the near future, and 
the dramatic zoning changes in this proposal should not be accepted before this plan is formulated by the 
community and incorporated by City Hall in the new Official Community Plan. 

[n/  
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"Mayor and Council 
City Hall, 1 Centennial Square 
Victoria, BC 
V8W 1P6 

To contact the City or The Mayor 
City of Victoria: www.victoria.ca 

Email: mayor@victoria.ca 
Telephone: Mayor: 250-361-2000 

Re-zoning Application 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place. Victoria. B.C. 

Dear Mayor and Council: 

Please be informed that I am against the Rezoning Application currently before the City Hall because 
[ ] At the meetings with the developer concerns regarding massing, height and traffic were not addressed in 
the designs. 
[ ] I am concerned about the number of heritage trees that will be destroyed by the size of this 
development. A smaller development would allow more of these trees to survive. 
[ ] Because of the size of this development, there will be a lot of blasting of the existing bedrock. I am 
concerned that blasting may cause irreparable damage to the heritage- and older wood-frame buildings in the 
neighbourhood. 
[ ] The current proposal does not adhere to the Official Community Plan for Victoria, nor does it 
complement the long-standing historical character of Rockland. 
[ ] The number of people in this new development will overwhelm the neighbourhood. The number of 
buildings and the height of the buildings in this proposal should be lessened dramatically to ensure the long
standing character of the community and not crowd-out or overwhelm the current occupants and residents. 
M The two multi-family buildings, at 5 storeys and 6 storeys, are too high for Rockland and exceed in 

height all multi-family buildings in Rockland, along the Linden corridor, and along the Fort Street Heritage 
corridor. The number of townhouses in a long continuous "wall" as proposed for Pentrelew and the extreme 
height of these townhouses are out of character for the neighbourhood. 
[  |  \ /  I  am concerned about the increased traffic caused by this new development. Now, the neighbourhood is 
able to absorb the ongoing traffic from the Langham Court Theatre as well as the expected increase in traffic 
from the new expanded Art Gallery. A smaller development on this site will not destabilize the neighbourhood. 
[ ] I am concerned about parking in this neighbourhood as no traffic study has been done. I do not believe 
that this development contains enough parking for it own needs. And, together with the need of parking for the 
Langham Court Theatre and the new, expanded Art Gallery, the lack of parking on- site will only cause parking 
problems for the neighbourhood in the future. 
[ ] A new community development plan for Rockland will be coming at some point in the near future, and 
the dramatic zoning changes in this proposal should not be accepted before this plan is formulated by the 
community and incorporated by City Hall in the new Official Community Plan. 

[ 1 
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"Mayor and Council To contact the City or The Mayor 
City Hall, 1 Centennial Square City of Victoria: www.victoria.ca 
Victoria, BC Email: mayor@victoria.ca 
V8W 1P6 Telephone: Mayor: 250-361-2000 

Re-zoning Application 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place, Victoria. B.C. 

Dear Mayor and Council: 

Please be informed that I am against the Rezoning Application currently before the City Hall because 
[ ] At the meetings with the developer concerns regarding massing, height and traffic were not addressed in 
the designs. 
[ ] 1 am concerned about the number of heritage trees that will be destroyed by the size of this 
development. A smaller development would allow more of these trees to survive. 
[ ] Because of the size of this development, there will be a lot of blasting of the existing bedrock. 1 am 
concerned that blasting may cause irreparable damage to the heritage- and older wood-frame buildings in the 
neighbourhood. 
[ ] The current proposal does not adhere to the Official Community Plan for Victoria, nor does it 
complement the long-standing historical character of Rockland. 
[ ] The number of people in this new development will overwhelm the neighbourhood. The number of 
buildings and the height of the buildings in this proposal should be lessened dramatically to ensure the long
standing character of the community and not crowd-out or overwhelm the current occupants and residents. 
[ ] The two multi-family buildings, at 5 storeys and 6 storeys, are too high for Rockland and exceed in 
height all multi-family buildings in Rockland, along the Linden corridor, and along the Fort Street Heritage 
corridor. The number of townhouses in a long continuous "wall" as proposed for Pentrelew and the extreme 
height of these townhouses are out of character for the neighbourhood. 
[ ] 1 am concerned about the increased traffic caused by this new development. Now, the neighbourhood is 
able to absorb the ongoing traffic from the Langham Court Theatre as well as the expected increase in traffic 
from the new expanded Art Gallery. A smaller development on this site will not destabilize the neighbourhood. 
[ ] I am concerned about parking in this neighbourhood as no traffic study has been done. I do not believe 
that this development contains enough parking for it own needs. And, together with the need of parking for the 
Langham Court Theatre and the new, expanded Art Gallery, the lack of parking on- site will only cause parking 
problems for the neighbourhood in the future. 

| ] A new community development plan for Rockland will be coming at some point in the near future, and 
the dramatic zoning changes in this proposal should not be accepted before this plan is formulated by the 
community and incorporated by City Hall in the new Official Community Plan. 
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Mayor and Council 
City Hall, 1 Centennial Square 
Victoria, BC 
V8W 1P6 

To contact the City or The Mayor 
City of Victoria: www.victoria.ca 

Email: mayor@victoria.ca 
Telephone: Mayor: 250-361-2000 

Re-zoning Application 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place, Victoria, B.C. 

Dear Mayor and Council: 

Please be informed that I am against the Rezoning Application currently before the City Hall because 
[, } At the meetings with the developer concerns regarding massing, height and traffic were not addressed in 
the designs. 
[ I am concerned about the number of heritage trees that will be destroyed by the size of this 
development. A smaller development would allow more of these trees to survive. 
[t/f Because of the size of this development, there will be a lot of blasting of the existing bedrock. 1 am 
concerned that blasting may cause irreparable damage to the heritage- and older wood-frame buildings in the 
neighbourhood. 
[, ] The current proposal does not adhere to the Official Community Plan for Victoria, nor does it 
complement the long-standing historical character of Rockland. t 

/ L-i The number of people in this new development will overwhelm the neighbourhood. The number of 
* buildings and the height of the buildings in this proposal should be lessened dramatically to ensure the long

standing character of the community and not crowd-out or overwhelm the current occupants and residents. 
[ ,-j The two multi-family buildings, at 5 storeys and 6 storeys, are too high for Rockland and exceed in 
height all multi-family buildings in Rockland, along the Linden corridor, and along the Fort Street Heritage 
corridor. The number of townhouses in a long continuous "wall" as proposed for Pentrelew and the extreme 
height of these townhouses are out of character for the neighbourhood. 
[t/J I am concerned about the increased traffic caused by this new development. Now, the neighbourhood is 
able to absorb the ongoing traffic from the Langham Court Theatre as well as the expected increase in traffic 
from the new expanded Art Gallery. A smaller development on this site will not destabilize the neighbourhood. 
[~ "T 1 am concerned about parking in this neighbourhood as no traffic study has been done. I do not believe 
that this development contains enough parking for it own needs. And, together with the need of parking for the 
Langham Court Theatre and the new, expanded Art Gallery, the lack of parking on- site will only cause parking 
problems for the neighbourhood in the future. ^ 

[/] A new community development plan for Rockland will be coming at some point in the near future, and 
the dramatic zoning changes in this proposal should not be accepted before this plan is formulated by the 
community and incorporated by City Hall in the new Official Community Plan. 
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Mayor and Council 
City Hall, 1 Centennial Square 
Victoria, BC 
V8W1P6 

To contact the City or The Mayor 
City of Victoria: www.victoria.ca 

Email: mayor@victoria.ca 
Telephone: Mayor: 250-361-2000 

Re-zoning Application 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place. Victoria, B.C. 

Dear Mayor and Council: 
Please be informed that 1 am against the Rezoning Application currently before the City Hall because 
[ ] At the meetings with the developer concerns regarding massing, height and traffic were not addressed 
the designs. 
[ ] I am concerned about the number of heritage trees that will be destroyed by the size of this 
development. A smaller development would allow more of these trees to survive. 
[ ] Because of the size of this development, there will be a lot of blasting of the existing bedrock. 1 am 
concerned that blasting may cause irreparable damage to the heritage- and older wood-frame buildings in the 
neighbourhood. 
[ ] The current proposal does not adhere to the Official Community Plan for Victoria, nor does it 
complement the long-standing historical character of Rockland. 
[ ] The number of people in this new development will overwhelm the neighbourhood. The number of 
buildings and the height of the buildings in this proposal should be lessened dramatically to ensure the long
standing character of the community and not crowd-out or overwhelm the current occupants and residents. 
[ ] The two multi-family buildings, at 5 storeys and 6 storeys, are too high for Rockland and exceed in 
height all multi-family buildings in Rockland, along the Linden corridor, and along the Fort Street Heritage 
corridor. The number of townhouses in a long continuous "wall" as proposed for Pentrelew and the extreme 
height of these townhouses are out of character for the neighbourhood. 
[ ] I am concerned about the increased traffic caused by this new development. Now, the neighbourhood i 

able to absorb the ongoing traffic from the Langham Court Theatre as well as the expected increase in traffic 
from the new expanded Art Gallery. A smaller development on this site will not destabilize the neighbourhood. 
[ ] 1 am concerned about parking in this neighbourhood as no traffic study has been done. 1 do not believe 
that this development contains enough parking for it own needs. And, together with the need of parking for the 
Langham Court Theatre and the new, expanded Art Gallery, the lack of parking on- site will only cause parking 
problems for the neighbourhood in the future. 

[ ] A new community development plan for Rockland will be coming at some point in the near future, and 
the dramatic zoning changes in this proposal should not be accepted before this plan is formulated by the 
community and incorporated by City Hall in the new Official Community Plan. 
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Nora^reJFjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Anthony Danda  
Thursday ,  February  16 ,  2017  5 :21  PM 
Vic tor ia  Mayor  and  Counci l ;  Jona than  Tinney  
Abs t rac t  ne ighbourhood meet ing  for  1201  For t  S t ree t  

Dear  Mayor  and  Counci l :  

Today  I r ece ived  a  hand-de l ivered  le t te r  and  not ice  f rom Abst rac t  deve lopment  da ted  s ix  days  ago  inv i t ing  me  
to  a  Neighbourhood Meet ing ,  t ak ing  p lace  in  l ess  than  a  week ,  as  a  mea  cu lpa  for  the  shor t fa l l s  o f  the  of f ic ia l  
Communi ty  Meet ing  hos ted  by  the  Rockland  Neighbourhood Assoc ia t ion  (RNA).  As  th i s  meet ing  i s  hos ted  
by  Mr .  Mi l le r ,  no t  the  RNA,  I am concerned  tha t  any  repor t  unedi ted  by  a  th i rd-par ty  on  communi ty  feedback  
dur ing  the  meet ing  may not  be  accura te .  This  p roposed  Neighbourhood Meet ing  does  no t  make  up  for  the  
of f ic ia l  mee t ing .  I t  i s  conc i l ia tory  measure .  I would  have  prefer red  to  see  a  second  Communi ty  Meet ing  hos ted  
by  the  RNA.  

As  I have  expressed  in  pas t  cor respondence  I do  no t  be l ieve  tha t  Abs t rac t  has  accura te ly  s ta ted  the  pr ior i t i es  
expressed  in  p rev ious  ne ighbourhood meet ings  las t  year .  The  presen ta t ion  a t  the  ADP and  Communi ty  
Meet ing  in  January  abso lu te ly  d id  no t  re f lec t  the  communi ty ' s  concerns  as  ev idenced  by  the  s igna tures  
de l ivered  ear l ie r  th i s  week  to  you  oppos ing  aspec ts  of  the  deve lopment .  To  be  c lear ,  I  do  no t  oppose  
deve lopment .  I be l ieve  the  OCP and  ex is t ing  zoning  meets  the  reg ions  needs .  The  proposed  deve lopment  and  
rezoning  br ing  no  benef i t s  to  the  communi ty .  Even  Abs t rac t  could  no t  a r t icu la te  any  benef i t s  in  the  
Communi ty  Meet ing  o ther  than  t rees ,  which  wi l l  be  impacted  by  the  he ight  and  c lus te r ing  of  the  proposed  
bui ld ings .  I p re fe r  to  see  the  he ight  on  For t  S t ree t ,  which  complements  the  1225  For t ,  and  7 .6m s t ruc tures  on  
the  southern  lo t ,  which  complements  the  ne ighbourhood on  Pent re lew and  Rockland .  

Thank  you  for  your  cont inued  engagement  in  th i s  p rocess .  

Kind  regards ,  

Anthony Danda  and  David  McCurrach  

1075  Pent re lew Place  
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Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

webforms@vic tor ia .ca  
Thursday ,  February  16 ,  2017  3 :19  PM 
Vic tor ia  Mayor  and  Counci l  
Mayor  and  Counci l  emai l  

From:  Samantha  Cameron  
Emai l  :  
Reference  :  
Dayt ime Phone  :  
Dear  Mayor  and  Counci l :  

I am wr i t ing  regard ing  the  proposed  deve lopment  of  1201  For t  S t ree t  by  Abs t rac t .  I  have  a t tended  severa l  o f  the  
communi ty  meet ings  hos ted  by  Abs t rac t  dur ing  which  they  garnered  input  f rom the  ne ighbours  of  the  proposed  
deve lopment .  I am impressed  a t  how they  have  t r ied  to  incorpora te  many of  the  vary ing  in te res t s  of  the  ne ighbours  
in to  the i r  p roposed  deve lopment .  I approve  of  the  proposed  deve lopment  and  of  the  zoning  changes  i t  wi l l  r equi re ,  and  
would  much prefer  what  they  a re  propos ing  over  the  deve lopment  tha t  they  could  bui ld  g iven  the  cur ren t  zoning .  There  
i s  ce r ta in ly  no  way to  address  every  d i f fe ren t  concern  I heard  voiced  a t  the  ne ighbourhood meet ings ,  as  many of  them 
are  d i rec t ly  a t  odds  wi th  each  o ther .  I do  th ink  what  Abs t rac t  has  proposed  i s  reasonable  for  the  land  and  
ne ighbourhood.  

I have  owned and  l ived  in  my condo a t  1225  For t  S t ree t  for  over  5  years  and  I p lan  to  own i t  fo r  many more  years .  I 
r ea l ly  apprec ia te  a l l  the  e f for t  Abs t rac t  has  pu t  in to  l i s ten ing  to  the  concerns  of  the  ne ighbourhood and  in  t ry ing  to  f ind  
the  bes t  and  mos t  reasonable  way to  address  them and  wish  to  of fe r  th i s  l e t te r  in  suppor t  o f  the i r  reques ted  zoning  
change  and  proposed  deve lopment .  

S incere ly ,  
Samantha  Cameron  
403-1225 For t  S t .  

IMPORTANT NOTICE:  This  message  i s  in tended  only  for  the  use  of  the  ind iv idua l  o r  en t i ty  to  which  i t  i s  addressed ,  and  
may conta in  in format ion  tha t  i s  p r iv i leged ,  conf ident ia l  and  exempt  f rom disc losure  under  appl icab le  law. I f  the  reader  of  
th i s  message  i s  no t  the  in tended  rec ip ien t ,o r  the  employee  or  agent  respons ib le  for  de l iver ing  the  message  to  the  
in tended  rec ip ien t ,  you  a re  hereby  not i f ied  tha t  any  d issemina t ion ,  d i s t r ibu t ion  or  copying  of  th i s  communica t ion  i s  
s t r ic t ly  p rohib i ted .  I f  you  have  rece ived  th i s  communica t ion  in  e r ror ,  p lease  not i fy  The  Ci ty  o f  Vic tor ia  immedia te ly  by  
emai l  a t  publ icserv ice@vic tor ia .ca .  Thank  you .  

IP  Address :  142 .36 .106 .118  
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Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

webforms@vic tor ia .ca  
Wednesday ,  February  15 ,  2017  5 :33  PM 
Vic tor ia  Mayor  and  Counci l  
Tru th  Cent re  1201  For t  S t  

From:  Ken Mi lbra th  
Emai l  :  '  
Reference  :  
Dayt ime Phone  :  
P lease  accept  th i s  l e t te r  of  suppor t  for  ob ta in ing  publ ic  access  th rough 1201  For t ,  a s  par t  o f  the  Pember ton  Tra i l .  
Abs t rac t ' s  p roposa l  inc ludes  ced ing  a  walkway to  the  Ci ty  tha t  l inks  For t  to  Wilspencer  PI .  The  proposa l  a l so  inc ludes  an  
easement  to  the  Ci ty  a long  the  wes t  boundary  for  fu ture  t ra i l  connec t ion  d i rec t ly  to  Linden .  This  i s  t ru ly  a  major  g i f t  fo r  
the  benef i t  o f  a l l .  I  c an ' t  th ink  of  any  res ident ia l  deve lopment  where  publ ic  access  was  of fe red .  

P lowever ,  my concerns  a re  opponents  of  the  proposed  deve lopment  may force  Abs t rac t  to  s imply  bui ld  condos  a long  
For t  S t ,  p rovide  lo t s  to  bui lders  to  the  rear  a long  Pent re lew,  wi th  no  publ ic  access ,  no  park- l ike  se t t ing ,  and  heavier  loss  
o f  t rees .  I suspec t  the  opponents  would  quick ly  d i smiss  ga in ing  publ ic  access  as  moot .  Therefore  I r e spec t fu l ly  ask  tha t  
the  Ci ty  keep  th i s  impor tan t  t ra i l  connec t ion  as  a  condi t ion  for  whatever  the  proper ty  becomes ,  e i ther  by  lega l  means ,  
o r  by  negot ia t ion  d i rec t ly  wi th  Abs t rac t  o r  fu ture  owners .  

Thank  you  

Ken Mi lbra th  
Chai r  Pember ton /Centennia l  Tra i l  Task  Force  

IMPORTANT NOTICE:  This  message  i s  in tended  only  for  the  use  of  the  ind iv idua l  o r  en t i ty  to  which  i t  i s  addressed ,  and  
may conta in  in format ion  tha t  i s  p r iv i leged ,  conf ident ia l  and  exempt  f rom disc losure  under  appl icab le  law. I f  the  reader  of  
th i s  message  i s  no t  the  in tended  rec ip ien t ,o r  the  employee  or  agent  respons ib le  for  de l iver ing  the  message  to  the  
in tended  rec ip ien t ,  you  a re  hereby  not i f ied  tha t  any  d issemina t ion ,  d i s t r ibu t ion  or  copying  of  th i s  communica t ion  i s  
s t r ic t ly  p rohib i ted .  I f  you  have  rece ived  th i s  communica t ion  in  e r ror ,  p lease  not i fy  The  Ci ty  o f  Vic tor ia  immedia te ly  by  
emai l  a t  publ icserv ice@vic tor ia .ca .  Thank  you .  

IP  Address :  216 .232 .153 .101  
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Nora^Fjeldstad 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Kate  Val lance  < 
F r iday ,  February  17 ,  2017  11:17  AM 
Lisa  Helps  (Mayor) ;  Mar ianne  Al to  (Counci l lo r ) ;  Chr i s  Coleman (Counci l lo r ) ;  Ben  Is i t t  
(Counci l lo r ) ;  Je remy Loveday  (Counci l lo r ) ;  Margare t  Lucas  (Counci l lo r ) ;  Pam Madoff  
(Counci l lo r ) ;  Char layne  Thorn ton-Joe  (Counci l lo r ) ;  Geoff  Young (Counci l lo r )  
Abs t rac t  Developments  pro jec t  p roposa l  a t  1201  For t  S t ree t  
View of  1201  For t  f rom 406-1039 Linden .JPG 

Dear Mayor Helps and City Councillors, 

I am a young professional owner-resident in the condo building at 1039 Linden Avenue, and my unit is east 
facing on the fourth floor, looking directly on to the proposed development being put forward by Abstract 
Developments at 1201 Fort Street, (please see attached panorama photograph of the view from my balcony). 

1 have attended all of the many community and resident meetings that Abstract has held since last spring, 
including the public meetings, the two that were held in our building and the most recent one held for us at their 
offices. From the beginning of the community consultation process Abstract have sought feedback from us and 
other owners and residents in the surrounding area and consistently offered to have meetings, do presentations 
and answer any of our additional questions and concerns via email or telephone. They have fostered a very 
collaborative process of getting our input and then incorporating our suggestions into their project design. I 
have seen evidence of this collaborative evolution in the revisions their architects have made to the site plans 
and building renderings presented at each of the different meetings. 

Based on my observations at the meetings, the feedback of community members as well as those in our building 
focused mainly on keeping as many of the existing mature trees as possible, maintaining a pedestrian walk
through between Fort and Pentrelew Place, keeping the single-family dwelling-style of building facing 
Pentrelew, keeping extra traffic off Pentrelew, maintaining a significant amount of green space, keeping the 
height of the buildings down and making sure the design fit in the with aesthetic of the Rockland area. I feel that 
Abstract's current proposed design has incorporated all of those elements to the best of their ability and in a very 
cohesive way that offers a diversity of buildings ranging from condo units to townhouses. The proposed project 
design not only incorporates a large amount of green space but also a adds a very reasonable degree of 
increased density to this part of our growing city. 

In order to keep the trees, maintain green space, have the pedestrian walk-through and still get a return on their 
investment I understand that they must have a design that includes 5 and 6 story buildings grading up from the 
townhomes that will run along Pentrelew. While I didn't initially relish the idea of looking directly into two 
relatively tall buildings, in response to our concerns, the Abstract architects created a design whereby the top 
floors of the two condo buildings are stepped back from the edge of the building so they don't appear as tall and 
they also decided on an overall design that has two buildings instead of one in order to leave a sight corridor 
between the buildings for those of us who will be overlooking the property. 

When I look at the Abstract plans and I see the rain-water gardens, the additional trees they will be planting 
over and above the mature ones being preserved, the permanent well-lit pedestrian walkway, the thoughtful 
building design, the potential for garden installations from the art gallery and when I take into account the 
inclusive and responsive process that Mike Miller and his staff have undertaken with the neighboring residents, 
I feel very confident that the end result will truly be an asset to the neighborhood. 

l 



While the ideal outcome in many people's minds may have been for the property to have been purchased in 
order to be a park or community garden, unfortunately that was not the case. Something will certainly be built 
on the land and to have a locally-based company like Abstract create a cohesive project that incorporates the 
majority of the input brought forward by the residents directly impacted by this property is a very positive 
result. If their proposed plan with the necessary rezoning is not approved, the alternative of having lower but 
larger buildings or dividing up the lot will undoubtedly result in less green space, fewer or no mature trees, a 
more disjointed project and the loss of many of the features built into Abstract's current design. 

I know that this development is a very contentious issue for the Rockland and surrounding community and I 
don't envy you all having to make the decision about this property. I think having the opportunity to have a 
public hearing would be very helpful. Whatever you decide, I think Abstract has done their due diligence in 
seeking meaningful engagement and working collaboratively with the neighbouring residents most impacted by 
the development. 

Many thanks, 

Kate Val lance 
406-1039 Linden Ave. 
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Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Douglas  Curran  '  
Wednesday ,  February  15 ,  2017  10:55  AM 
1201@abst rac tdeve lopments .com 
Vic tor ia  Mayor  and  Counci l  
Shor tcomings  wi th  regard  to  your  February  10  not ice ,  re :  1201  For t  S t ree t  

Hello Mr. Miller, ' 

I received your February 10th letter a few days ago, the first time my household was included in distribution of 
material relating to your 1201 Fort proposal. This situation is problematic, since reports received from several 
neighbourhood residents - all living closer to the proposal location that myself, including on Pentrelew itself, 
were not recipients of this most recent notice. 

Given the confusion and inadequacy (space, location, A/V equipment, etc.) evident at the January 12th meeting, 
it would seem incumbent on Abstract to convene another meeting, but one properly constituted and following 
the Victoria's established public process policy, including adequate notice to Rockwood's CALUC. To my 
view, and that other others, the plan laid out in your February 10th letter falls short, as does adequate and 
thorough notice within the 200 metre defined radius. 

In total, you might be best advised to step back, re-organize and begin again, fully and adequately prepared to 
engage with the community. You are correct in alluding to "unresolved challenges with the current proposal" 
being of primary concern. 

There remains deep questions as to whether or not it is essential that "...a large change to your neighbourhood 
compared to the existing conditions you have enjoyed for so many years" is necessary or advisable, given the 
number of other developments initiated and in process within the Urban Residential core areas. 

It should be noted that those most directly affected by your self-admitted "large change" have not railed against 
all redevelopment, but have called for more modest change of scale and form. This is especially of concern 
given that by your own admission, your proposal represents difficulties due to "the constraints of the site". It is 
difficult to contemplate that you are seeking public relief due to your self-inflicted injury in this matter. 

I look forward to hearing that Abstract has taken a meaningful pause, integrated the community concerns and 
reflected on its own errors in the manner and form of advancing their 1201 Fort Street proposal. 

regards, 

Doug 

Douglas Curran 
1161 Burdett Avenue, Victoria 
British Columbia V8V 3H3 
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Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

webforms@vic tor ia .ca  
Wednesday ,  February  08 ,  2017  2 :25  PM 
Vic tor ia  Mayor  and  Counci l  
Mayor  and  Counci l  emai l  

From:  e l i sabe th  rowe 
Emai l  :  
Reference  :  
Dayt ime Phone  :  Not  provided  
I l ive  a t  1039  Linden  Ave .  There  i s  a  p roposed  deve lopment  in  rev iew for  the  former  Tru th  Cent re  loca ted  behind  our  
bui ld ing  on  For t  S t .  be tween  Linden  and  Pent re lew.  The  deve loper  has  conducted  many meet ings  re  the  type  of  bu i ld ing  
tha t  would  be  acceptab le  to  the  communi ty .  

I am wr i t ing  in  favour  of  the  proposed  4  and  6  s tory  condos  p lus  12  or  13  townhouses .  The  reason  tha t  I am in  favour  i s  
tha t  we  have  been  l i s tened  to  and  the  deve loper  has  t r ied  to  incorpora te  the  wishes  of  those  a f fec ted  by  keeping  and  
enhanc ing  the  number  of  t rees  on  the  proper ty ,  pu t t ing  park ing  main ly  ou t  of  s i t e ,  by  keeping  a  s ign i f ican t  amount  of  
g reen  space  which  i s  a t  such  a  premium a long  For t  S t .  

There  i s  a  very  voca l  minor i ty  tha t  a re  opposed  to  the  Abs t rac t  deve lopment  and  I would  l ike  to  pu t  my suppor t  ou t  
there  for  th i s  p ro jec t  to  move  forward  before  we 've  los t  the  oppor tun i ty  to  have  so  many condi t ions  met .  We need  
some dens i ty  to  he lp  keep  the  c i ty  core  v i ta l  and  v ibran t .  

Thank  you  for  the  oppor tun i ty  to  br ing  my opin ions  to  your  a t ten t ion .  

IMPORTANT NOTICE:  This  message  is  in tended  only  for  the  use  of  the  ind iv idua l  o r  en t i ty  to  which  i t  i s  addressed ,  and  
may conta in  in format ion  tha t  i s  p r iv i leged ,  conf ident ia l  and  exempt  f rom disc losure  under  appl icab le  law. I f  the  reader  of  
th i s  message  i s  no t  the  in tended  rec ip ien t ,o r  the  employee  or  agent  respons ib le  for  de l iver ing  the  message  to  the  
in tended  rec ip ien t ,  you  a re  hereby  not i f ied  tha t  any  d issemina t ion ,  d i s t r ibu t ion  or  copying  of  th i s  communica t ion  i s  
s t r ic t ly  p rohib i ted .  I f  you  have  rece ived  th i s  communica t ion  in  e r ror ,  p lease  not i fy  The  Ci ty  o f  Vic tor ia  immedia te ly  by  
emai l  a t  publ icserv ice@vic tor ia .ca .  Thank  you .  

IP  Address :  184 .66 .246 .167  

l 
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Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Bridge t  Frewer  
Monday ,  February  06 ,  2017  8 :44  AM 
Vic tor ia  Mayor  and  Counci l  
FW:  Re-Abs t rac t  Developments  redeve lopment  of  1201  For t  S t  
Re-Abs t rac t  Developments  redeve lopment  of  1201  For t  S t .pdf  

From: Jenny  Marsha l l  [mai l to :  
Sent: Wednesday ,  February  01 ,  2017  2 :31  PM 
To: Marianne  Al to  (Counci l lo r )  <MAIto@vic tor ia .ca>;  Lisa  Helps  (Mayor)  <mayor@vic tor ia .ca>;  Chr i s  Coleman 
(Counci l lo r )  <ccoleman@vic tor ia .ca>;  Ben  Is i t t  (Counci l lo r )  <Bls i t t@vic tor ia .ca>;  Je remy Loveday  (Counci l lo r )  
< j loveday@vic tor ia .ca>;  Margare t  Lucas  (Counci l lo r )  <mlucas@vic tor ia .ca>;  Pam Madoff  (Counci l lo r )  
<pmadoff@vic tor ia .ca>;  Char layne  Thorn ton-Joe  (Counci l lo r )  <c thorn ton- joe@vic tor ia .ca>;  Geoff  Young (Counci l lo r )  
<gyoung@vic tor ia .ca>  
Subject: Re-Abst rac t  Developments  redeve lopment  of  1201  For t  S t  

Please find attached my letter in support of the Abstract Developments redevelopment of the Truth Centre site 
at 1201 Fort Street. 

Kind Regards, Jenny Marshall 

mailto:MAIto@victoria.ca
mailto:mayor@victoria.ca
mailto:ccoleman@victoria.ca
mailto:Blsitt@victoria.ca
mailto:jloveday@victoria.ca
mailto:mlucas@victoria.ca
mailto:pmadoff@victoria.ca
mailto:cthornton-joe@victoria.ca
mailto:gyoung@victoria.ca


THE FORT ST & PENTRELEW PLACE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL 
UNDER CONSIDERATION BY VICTORIA'S  MAYOR AND COUNCIL 

COMMENTS FROM SHIRLEE AND DARYL PLATER 
960  JOAN CRESCENT,  VICTORIA JANUARY 29,  2017  

The  Five  and  Six  S torey  Bui ld ings  Fac ing  For t  S t ree t  
These  two bui ld ings  a l though s tepped  back  f rom For t  S t ree t  and  wi th  a  walkway through the  s i te  
to  Pent re lew Place  added  a re  much too  ta l l  fo r  th i s  a rea  of  the  For t  S t ree t  cor r idor .  

A dr ive  by  of  the  ex is t ing  bu i ld ings  a long  For t  S t ree t ,  espec ia l ly  near  Pent re lew,  demons t ra tes  tha t  
3  and  4  s tor ies  for  these  two bui ld ings  should  be  the i r  maximum height  to  main ta in  the  cont inu i ty  
of  he igh t ,  sca le  and  dens i ty  of  the  s t ree t .  
(  E leva t ions  a long  For t  S t ree t  and  Pent re lew Place  a t tached)  

The  Townhouses  Fac ing  Pent re lew Place  
At  the  January  12 t h ' ,  2017  Communi ty  Meet ing ,  which  was  the  f i r s t  mee t ing  tha t  we  had  been  
advised  of ,  i t  was  poin ted  ou t  tha t  the  Townhouses  on  the  Pent re lew Place  s ide  of  the  proper ty  
were  requi red  to  re f lec t  the  he ight ,  sca le  and  dens i ty  of  th i s  res ident ia l  s t ree t  and  the  overa l l  
res ident ia l  charac te r  of  the  Rockland  a rea .  

Townhouses  Height /Sca le  -  The Townhouses  be ing  proposed  a t  the i r  11  m (36  f t )  he igh t  a re  
s ign i f ican t ly  h igher  than  the  7 .6  m (25  f t )  a l lowable  he ight  for  res idences  in  th i s  a rea .  At  the  
meet ing  the  arch i tec t ,  in  a  drawing  showing  a  sec t ion  through an  ex is t ing  house  on  Pent re lew and  
the  proposed  townhouse ,  sugges ted  tha t  there  was  only  1 .1  m (3 .6  f t )  he igh t  d i f fe rence  a t  the  
r idges .  However ,  he igh t  ca lcu la t ions  a re  taken  f rom the  mid  poin t  of  a  s lop ing  roof  which  was  not  
be ing  done  in  th i s  example .  But  more  impor tan t ly ,  there  a re  many s ing le  fami ly  homes  on  
Pent re lew and  ad jacent  s t ree t s  tha t  a re  wel l  be low the  7 .6  m a l lowable  he ight .  Why were  these  
homes  not  used  for  more  of  an  accura te  contex tua l  compar i son?  I sugges t  tha t  the  answer  i s  
obvious .  

Fur ther ,  when  the  Eas t  Eleva t ion  drawing  a long  Pent re lew i s  rev iewed i t  becomes  even  c learer  
tha t  the  he ight  of  the  Townhouses  and  the  he ight  of  the  5  and  6  s torey  bui ld ings  a re  much too  
h igh  and  out  of  sca le  wi th  the  sur rounding  a rea .  The  condominium a t  the  corner  of  For t  and  
Pent re lew i s  a  very  ta l l  bu i ld ing  for  i t ' s  loca t ion  and  i t  i s  dwarfed  by  the  proposed  5  and  6  s torey  
bui ld ings  and ,  of  g rea tes t  concern  to  us ,  on ly  s l igh te r  h igher  than  the  proposed  townhouses .  

Clear ly  the  he ight  of  the  Townhouses  as  proposed  wi l l  " tower"  over  the  ex is t ing  res idences  and  
therefore  mus t  be  reduced  to  the  7 .6  m (25  f t )  maximum so  to  sof ten  the i r  impac t  and  a t tempt  to  
main ta in  the  he ight  and  sca le  of  th i s  un ique  and  very  spec ia l  s ing le  fami ly  res ident ia l  a rea .  

Townhouses  Dens i ty  -  All  s ing le  fami ly  homes  in  the  a rea  have  requi rements  for  s ide  yard  
se tbacks .  This  resu l t s  in  p leasan t  s t ree t  v iews  of  the  homes  wi th  spaces  be tween  so  tha t  there  i s  
oppor tun i t ies  for  v iews  through and  space  for  l andscaping  to  sof ten  the  s t ree t scape .  
Unfor tuna te ly ,  these  inappropr ia te ly  des igned  Townhouses  appear  to  be  a  cont inuous  wal l  o f  
bu i ld ings  wi th  min imal  v iews  through and ,  of  course ,  the i r  tower ing  he ight .  In  fac t ,  these  
townhouses  a re  s imi la r  to  those  you  f ind  on  Oak and  Cambie  S t ree t s  in  Vancouver  which  des ign  
works  ok  in  tha t  contex t  wi th  i t ' s  2  and  3  lanes  of  busy  t ra f f ic  in  bo th  d i rec t ions .  But  th i s  i s  fa r  f rom 
the  exper ience  of  Pent re lew Place ,  a  quie t  s ide  road  of  s ing le  fami ly  homes .  

Townhouses  Charac te r  -  Al though our  unders tanding  i s  tha t  the  des ign  of  the  bui ld ings  i s  no t  a t  
i s sue ,  s t i l l  we  must  comment  tha t  the  townhouses  to  us  a re  an  unsuccess fu l  a t tempt  to  have  a  
t rad i t iona l  look  but  in  fac t  i t  i s  ra ther  a  s impl i s t ic  and  mundane  a t tempt  and  should  be  rev iewed 
aga in  by  the  Ci ty ' s  Des ign  Pane l  and  then  more  success fu l ly  des igned  to  su i t  th i s  h i s tor ic  
ne ighborhood se t t ing .  



Nora^eJFjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Kam Lidder  <  
Fr iday ,  February  03 ,  2017  11:20  AM 
Pam Madoff  (Counci l lo r ) ;  The  Junes ;  Jane t  S impson;  Vic tor ia  Mayor  and  Counci l ;  
Jona than  Tinney;  Alec  Johns ton  
Fwd:  January  12  meet ing  

FYI - Message from Neighbour re: 1201 Fort St Meeting 

— - Forwarded message 
From: gail davidson • ^ 
Date: Wed, Feb 1, 2017 at 5:47 PM 
Subject: January 12 meeting 
To: 1201 Fort@gmail .com 

I would like to note that I did attempt going to the meeting on January 12 in Fernwood, but could not find a 
parking space nearby. Unfortunately at times my health does not allow me to walk very far without getting 
overly fatigued. At around 6:50 I noticed that people were already leaving the premises, so just went home. 

Regards, 

Gail Davidson 

Flello, 

l 



Nora^eJFjeldstajd 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Gil l ian  Mol l  
Fr iday ,  February  03 ,  2017  9 :52  AM 
Vic tor ia  Mayor  and  Counci l  
Fwd:  Development  proposa l  a t  120  For t /  1050  Pent re lew 

Dear Lisa Helps, 
As per your automated reply I have forwarded my letter as requested. 
Regards, 
Gillian Moll. 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Gillian Moll <' __ 
Subject: Development proposal at 120 Fort/1050 Pentrelew 
Date: February 2, 2017 at 2:52:24 PM PST 
To: mavor@victoria.ca 
Cc: malto@victoria.ca, ccoleman@victoria.ca, bisitt@victoria.ca, ilovedav@victoria.ca, 
mlucas@victoria.ca, pmadoff@victoria, cthornton-ioe@victoria.ca, gyounq@victoria.ca, 
theiunes@telus.net, 1201fort@qmail.com 

Dear Mayor and City of Victoria Councillors, 

I write to you to express my concern about the proposed development, change to the community 
plan and land use rezoning at the 1201 Fort St and 1050 Pentrelew site, having attended the 
Community Meeting hosted by the Rockland Neighbourhood Association on 12th January, 2017. 
A chaotic meeting, where the venue was changed at the last minute, and started an hour late as a 
result. 

I own the property 1006-1008 Pentrelew, so will be directly impacted by the Abstract 
Development proposal. 

I object to the proposal for the following reasons. 

HUGE INCREASE IN RESIDENTIAL DENSITY 
By changing the zoning, what was an area of single family dwellings and duplexes, suddenly 
becomes a multifamily development with the 81 condo units. A possible increase in population 
of 160 people, where there are now about 40. Not what I was expecting in my backyard. 

Both proposed condo buildings will be taller than any of the other condos on Fort Street, or 
Linden by 1 or 2 stories. 
The proposed townhouses are narrow and extremely tall [1 lm], well above the site's current Rl-
B zoning [7.6m]. In the drawings, with no green space between them they appear like a solid 
wall along Pentrelew. 
STREET PARKING. 
This is already an issue on Pentrelew regularly, with both the Langham Court Theatre and the 
Art Gallery of Greater Victoria near by. Adding 12 townhouses on Pentrelew will make this an 

HEIGHT 
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impossible situation. In the developers proposal there were less than 10 guest parking spaces on 
site for the condos and townhouses together. They are proposing 93units in total, where will their 
visitors park? 

I think many people in the Rockland area have bought property in Rockland neighbourhood 
because of the ambience of the neighbourhood. I value the residential area with it's winding 
streets, older style architecture and mature trees. The neighbourhood is friendly,cohesiveness and 
supportive. I believe this will be lost with this radicial increase in density. I realise that Rockland 
is close to town, again part of it's attraction is being able to walk to venues in the city, as well as 
being close to public transport. Development is obviously going to occur in this area but in the 
buffer zone between city high rises and single family homes surely we can do better than this and 
come up with a development that blends more cohesively with the existing neighbourhood 
dwellings. 

Yours sincerely, 

Gillian Moll. 
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Noraye Fjeldstad 

Subject: 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Anthony Danda  
Sunday ,  January  22 ,  2017  12:09  PM 
Jona than  Tinney;  Alec  Johns ton;  Jason  Johnson;  Vic tor ia  Mayor  and  Counci l ;  L isa  Helps  
(Mayor) ;  Mar ianne  Al to  (Counci l lo r ) ;  Chr i s  Coleman (Counci l lo r ) ;  Ben  Is i t t  (Counci l lo r ) ;  
Je remy Loveday  (Counci l lo r ) ;  Margare t  Lucas  (Counci l lo r ) ;  Pam Madoff  (Counci l lo r ) ;  
Char layne  Thorn ton-Joe  (Counci l lo r ) ;  Geoff  Young (Counci l lo r )  
Reques ted  response  to  outs tanding  ques t ions  about  p lanning  process  for  1201  For t  
S t ree t  /  1050 Pent re lew Place  

Categories: Awai t ing  Sta f f  Response  

Dear Mr. Tinney: 

I am following up on two emails to you, Alec Johnston and Jason Johnson about the planning process for 1201 Fort Street / 1050 
Pentrelew Place from 12-Jan and 15-Jan. I am trying to understand better the Byzantine planning process, particularly the 
governance structure, as many responses tend to point to someone else in the process and accountability appears to spread across 
multiple stakeholders. I have summarized my comments, questions and requests from those emails below to facilitate a response. 

I am also copying Mayor Helps and council in case the Planning department is not able to respond and someone on their team may 
be able to assist. 

I am not trying to agitate. I have a full-time job that is not associated with this development so my involvement in the process is out 
of personal time. My motivation in contacting you is not financial. I am a citizen concerned about the preservation of the character 
and liveability of my neighbourhood where I have a vested interest. I would like to feel comfortable that my concerns are being 
considered as much as Abstract's application. The three situations detailed below point to the applicant ticking the planning process 
boxes, but not in the spirit of informing citizens. I must admit that I am a bit embarrassed at having to write this email, but my 
perception based on the issues below is that the applicant is receiving accommodations above and beyond what is being made for 
the public. 

As I've mentioned in previous emails, I welcome the opportunity for the planning staff or other city officials to sit down with me and 
other neighbours in city hall or at one of our homes to discuss our common concerns, which I imagine would be a more efficient 
approach. 

Thank you in advance to anyone who is able to assist me. 

Kind regards, 

Anthony Danda 

1075 Pentrelew Place 

Development Sign 
When the city introduced the new format for development signs in 2016, the announcement stated that "the new signs are 
designed to make it easier for residents to understand what is being proposed for their neighbourhood, to track information about 
development applications and to provide input." 

What is currently posted for 1201 Fort Street / 1050 Pentrelew Place does not meet that objective. 

Who is responsible for the content of the sign that states what is being proposed? Does someone from the city provide approval or 
guidance on the suitability of the content? 

1 



My issue is the omission of the height of the proposed buildings. It mentions only "construction of 2 multi-family buildings and 12 
townhomes " Compare that to the development sign currently at 701 Belleville Street that states "construction of a 15 storey mixed 
use building." My neighbours and I have looked at other application signs and ones from Vancouver and even those have the 
number of storeys and in many cases the number of units. Even the sample on the city's announcement of the new format from 07-
Dec-2015 states "The City has received a rezoning application to permit a seven unit, three storey multi-family residential 
development." The content of the 1201 Fort Street / 1050 Pentrelew Place sign obfuscates the height and massing of the proposed 
development. How does that make it easier for residents to understand what is being proposed? It says absolutely nothing about 
how the rezoning differs from current zoning. 

I recognize that the wording may be within the letter of the law, but what about the spirit? Is there no oversight to ensure the 
applicant is disclosing the appropriate level of information to the public in these signs? 

And as anyone who attended the engagement sessions with Abstract can tell you, it was absolutely stated since the first meeting on 
Oak Bay Avenue that height and massing are a particular concern. The applicant has decided not to highlight this concern as an 
outcome of their consultation in the community meeting presentation and now they appear to be omitting it from the development 
sign. Abstract points continually to community engagement, but cherry-picks the community's input. 

The Community Meeting on 12-January 
Following are a litany of issues with the community meeting. 

Who in the planning process is accountable for ensuring Abstract are not disregarding or disrupting public input? Are there any 
consequences? 

• Facility 

o Abstract booked a room to accommodate 60 people over 1km from the development site and with no dedicated 
parking. They must have anticipated no more than 50 participants (the Rockland Neighbourhood Association and 
Abstract representatives accounted for approximately 10 - 15 participants). Over 150 individuals showed up. How 
could Abstract so drastically underestimate community interest when over 1,100 notices were mailed? And a 
number of attendees mentioned they hadn't even received notification even though they were in the mailing area, 

o Everyone from the first facility had to walk to the back-up facility 230m away at night in sub-zero weather, 
o The meeting was to begin at 6:30pm. The second facility was not available until 7:00pm. Half the attendees had to 

stand outside for 30 minutes before getting in. The meeting started 45 minutes late, 
o We won't know if any attendees in the first facility went home in the interim period or if any late-comers could not 

find the back-up facility. 
o My neighbours wrote letters weeks in advance of the community meeting to the Rockland Neighbourhood 

Association chair about the choice of venue being too small and too far away. We proposed Grace Lutheran 
Church, which is 160m from the development site, was available, accommodates up to 200 participants and has 
lots of parking. 

• Logistics 
o Because the back-up facility was a gym, no one could hear well. There were no microphones supplied by Abstract, 
o There were no story boards set up by Abstract. Attendees had to depend on the single presentation, which was 

projected on a screen at ground level making it impossible for those in the back to see. 

A couple of minor points, but nonetheless indicative of Abstracts dismissive attitude towards the importance of this community 
meeting as part of the planning process: 

• Two residents and two from the Rockland Neighbourhood Association set up the chairs in the first facility around 6:00pm 
because Abstract arrived just before the meeting was to begin. When the first representative from Abstract showed up, his 
comment was "you guys are here so early." 

• Mike Miller did not even start his presentation with an apology for the inept planning. He only apologized after someone 
from the Rockland Neighbourhood Association pointed out to an Abstract representative that someone in the audience 
made a comment about a lack of apology. 

Advisory Design Panel (ADP) Special Meeting 
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Mr. Johnston did respond to my initial email about the special ADP meeting just to discuss the subjected application. He mentioned 
that extra meetings are organized as "standard practice" although in the past 18 months there hasn't been one extra meeting, so 
obviously not standard. 

I have not received a response to why 1201 Fort Street / 1050 Pentrelew Place could not have been discussed as the first item in the 
scheduled January meeting. Why couldn't it wait? 

My neighbours have also raised the issue of scheduling the ADP before the community meeting. The response was to defer to the 
chair of the Rockland Neighbourhood Association Land Use Committee as the cause. 

No one has even addressed the optics that Mike Miller sits on the ADP and that there was an extra meeting set up to discuss his 
application before the community meeting. Who is the accountable party overseeing this process? 

3 



Rec eivt»d 
City of Victoria 

FEB - 2 281/ . 
Planning a Bevelopnwu Dep^mrifm 

•weiopmtm Services Division 

357 I rv ing  Road  250-592-4232 
Vic tor ia ,  BC 
V8S4A3 
January  29 ,  2017  

The  Mayor  and  Counci l  
Vic tor ia ,  BC 

Dear  Mayor  Helps  and  Counci l  Members :  

Re:  Development  of  1201  For t  S t ree t  

I have  been  connec ted  wi th  the  Vic tor ia  Tru th  Cent re  s ince  the  mid  1950 ' s ,  when  Reverend  Emma 
Smi ley ,  founder  of  the  Cent re ,  was  minis te r .  

In  the  south-eas t  corner  of  the  proper ty  i s  a  sec luded  a rea  known as  The  Garden  of  S i lence .  This  was  
a lways  kept  as  a  sanc tuary  of  s i len t  en joyment ,  contempla t ion  or  prayer .  Speech  was  a l lowed only  
once  a  year  for  re -dedica t ion .  Many of  our  pas t  members '  ashes  a re  spread  in  th i s  a rea ,  and  poss ib ly  
some remains  in  u rns  may a l so  have  been  bur ied  there .  

I am not  d i sput ing  the  sa le  o r  the  deve lopment  of  the  proper ty ,  bu t  for  many members ,  th i s  par t icu la r  
par t  o f  th i s  beaut i fu l  p roper ty  i s  cons idered  a lmos t  sacred  ground,  and  we  ask  tha t  respec t  be  g iven  to  
our  forebears .  I  do  no t  know if  any  Fi rs t  Nat ions  remains  a re  presen t ,  bu t  I know they  would  be  g iven  
grea t  cons idera t ion  and  respec t .  1 a sk  the  same for  our  loved  ones .  

I am ask ing  you ,  as  the  represen ta t ives  of  the  c i t i zens  and  res idents  no t  on ly  of  the  Rockland  a rea  bu t  of  
a l l  who res ide  in  Vic tor ia ,  to  reques t  the  deve loper  modi fy  h is  p lans  so  to  preserve  th i s  l i t t l e  sanc tuary  as  
a  green  space .  

Yours  t ru ly  

(Mrs . )  Joyce  Harr i son '  



Nora^Fjeldstad 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Don Cal  
Fr iday ,  January  27 ,  2017  1 :10  PM 
Lisa  Helps  (Mayor) ;  Mar ianne  Al to  (Counci l lo r ) ;  Chr i s  Coleman (Counci l lo r ) ;  Ben  Is i t t  
(Counci l lo r ) ;  Je remy Loveday  (Counci l lo r ) ;  Margare t  Lucas  (Counci l lo r ) ;  Pam Madoff  
(Counci l lo r ) ;  Char layne  Thorn ton-Joe  (Counci l lo r ) ;  Geoff  Young (Counci l lo r )  
Ba lanced  Growth  1201  For t  S t  /  1050  Pent re lew Place  Redevelopment  
Balanced  Growth .docx  

Categories: Respond through Mayor  and  Counci l  inbox  

Mayor and Council 
City of Victoria, BC 
1 Centennial Square 
Victoria, BC 

January 27, 2017 

Proposed Development at 1201 Fort Street / 1050 Pentrelew Place by Abstract Development 

My father always told me that good zoning makes good neighbourhoods. Good zoning stabilizes neighbourhoods and allows for 
growth. Good, stable zoning allows neighbourhoods to grow and prosper. 

Is it not reasonable for neighbours to expect a form of development consistent with what has been in the neighbourhood for three or 
four generations? The Crease property, 1201 Fort Street, was originally surveyed in 1875 and a 5-acre parcel was created. In 1930 it 
was subdivided into various single-family parcels including all of the residences along Pentrelew Place, Fort Street and Rockland 
Avenue. This left the Crease property at its current size of approximately 1.75 acres. It has remained stable since the 1930's. When 
the Victoria Truth Centre took over the property there was no dramatic change in the property or the size of the buildings. 

This entire area has maintained its character since the 1930's, except for the multi-storey building at the corner of Fort Street and 
Pentrelew (1225 Fort Street) developed in 1999. When this lot (along the Fort Street heritage corridor) was proposed for re
development, the developer wanted to include the residential property of 1050 Pentrelew into the multi-storey re-development along 
the corridor. He wanted the zoning on this house to be changed from residential to multi-storey. But, because local residents voiced 
their opposition to the Victoria City Council, the Council denied the rezoning request. Balance was maintained with sustainable 
growth within the framework of the known, accepted zoning. 

The 1201 Fort Street property currently has two distinct zones. This will accommodate balanced growth for the future with ongoing 
stability that any residential, historic neighbourhood demands. Along the Fort Street heritage corridor, the zoning allows for 
densification in a multi-storey building. And, the large residential component (by far, the largest part of the parcel) fosters stability 
with zoning for single-family homes. 

Changing the zoning on 1201 Fort Street to eliminate this large residential single-family component sends a message of instability to 
the neighbourhood and the Rockland community. There is no balance in this proposal for redevelopment. Rather, this proposal sends a 
very strong message of instability for the long-standing character of our neighbourhood. This proposal does not fulfill the two 
prerequisites of good zoning: stability and growth. 

By seeking to create a new, extremely dense single-site zone in the traditional, historic neighbourhood of Rockland, the developer is 
asking the Mayor and Council to destabilize our community. A new, site-specific zone is not needed to encourage growth. The 
possibility for strong growth on this property already exists in the current zoning: a multi-storey building on the heritage corridor and 
single-family homes on the larger portion of the property. 

This proposal undermines everything that we know works in any community: stability with balanced growth. 

Your truly 

Don Cal 
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1059 Pentrelew Place 



Noraye Fjeldstad 

Subject: 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Anthony Danda  <  
Sunday ,  January  22 ,  2017  12:09  PM 
Jona than  Tinney;  Alec  Johns ton;  Jason  Johnson;  Vic tor ia  Mayor  and  Counci l ;  L isa  Helps  
(Mayor) ;  Mar ianne  Al to  (Counci l lo r ) ;  Chr i s  Coleman (Counci l lo r ) ;  Ben  Is i t t  (Counci l lo r ) ;  
Je remy Loveday  (Counci l lo r ) ;  Margare t  Lucas  (Counci l lo r ) ;  Pam Madoff  (Counci l lo r ) ;  
Char layne  Thorn ton-Joe  (Counci l lo r ) ;  Geoff  Young (Counci l lo r )  
Reques ted  response  to  outs tanding  ques t ions  about  p lanning  process  for  1201  For t  
S t ree t  /  1050 Pent re lew Place  

Categories: Awai t ing  S ta f f  Response  

Dear Mr. Tinney: 

I am following up on two emails to you, Alec Johnston and Jason Johnson about the planning process for 1201 Fort Street / 1050 
Pentrelew Place from 12-Jan and 15-Jan. I am trying to understand better the Byzantine planning process, particularly the 
governance structure, as many responses tend to point to someone else in the process and accountability appears to spread across 
multiple stakeholders. I have summarized my comments, questions and requests from those emails below to facilitate a response. 

I am also copying Mayor Helps and council in case the Planning department is not able to respond and someone on their team may 
be able to assist. 

I am not trying to agitate. I have a full-time job that is not associated with this development so my involvement in the process is out 
of personal time. My motivation in contacting you is not financial. I am a citizen concerned about the preservation of the character 
and liveability of my neighbourhood where I have a vested interest. I would like to feel comfortable that my concerns are being 
considered as much as Abstract's application. The three situations detailed below point to the applicant ticking the planning process 
boxes, but not in the spirit of informing citizens. I must admit that I am a bit embarrassed at having to write this email, but my 
perception based on the issues below is that the applicant is receiving accommodations above and beyond what is being made for 
the public. 

As I've mentioned in previous emails, I welcome the opportunity for the planning staff or other city officials to sit down with me and 
other neighbours in city hall or at one of our homes to discuss our common concerns, which I imagine would be a more efficient 
approach. 

Thank you in advance to anyone who is able to assist me. 

Kind regards, 

Anthony Danda 

1075 Ppntrelew Place 

Development Sign 
When the city introduced the new format for development signs in 2016, the announcement stated that "the new signs are 
designed to make it easier for residents to understand what is being proposed for their neighbourhood, to track information about 
development applications and to provide input." 

What is currently posted for 1201 Fort Street / 1050 Pentrelew Place does not meet that objective. 

Who is responsible for the content of the sign that states what is being proposed? Does someone from the city provide approval or 
guidance on the suitability of the content? 
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My issue is the omission of the height of the proposed buildings. It mentions only "construction of 2 multi-family buildings and 12 
townhomes." Compare that to the development sign currently at 701 Belleville Street that states "construction of a 15 storey mixed 
use building." My neighbours and I have looked at other application signs and ones from Vancouver and even those have the 
number of storeys and in many cases the number of units. Even the sample on the city's announcement of the new format from 07-
Dec-2015 states "The City has received a rezoning application to permit a seven unit, three storey multi-family residential 
development." The content of the 1201 Fort Street / 1050 Pentrelew Place sign obfuscates the height and massing of the proposed 
development. How does that make it easier for residents to understand what is being proposed? It says absolutely nothing about 
how the rezoning differs from current zoning. 

I recognize that the wording may be within the letter of the law, but what about the spirit? Is there no oversight to ensure the 
applicant is disclosing the appropriate level of information to the public in these signs? 

And as anyone who attended the engagement sessions with Abstract can tell you, it was absolutely stated since the first meeting on 
Oak Bay Avenue that height and massing are a particular concern. The applicant has decided not to highlight this concern as an 
outcome of their consultation in the community meeting presentation and now they appear to be omitting it from the development 
sign. Abstract points continually to community engagement, but cherry-picks the community's input. 

The Community Meeting on 12-Januarv 
Following are a litany of issues with the community meeting. 

Who in the planning process is accountable for ensuring Abstract are not disregarding or disrupting public input? Are there any 
consequences? 

• Facility 

o Abstract booked a room to accommodate 60 people over 1km from the development site and with no dedicated 
parking. They must have anticipated no more than 50 participants (the Rockland Neighbourhood Association and 
Abstract representatives accounted for approximately 10 - 15 participants). Over 150 individuals showed up. How 
could Abstract so drastically underestimate community interest when over 1,100 notices were mailed? And a 
number of attendees mentioned they hadn't even received notification even though they were in the mailing area, 

o Everyone from the first facility had to walk to the back-up facility 230m away at night in sub-zero weather, 
o The meeting was to begin at 6:30pm. The second facility was not available until 7:00pm. Half the attendees had to 

stand outside for 30 minutes before getting in. The meeting started 45 minutes late, 
o We won't know if any attendees in the first facility went home in the interim period or if any late-comers could not 

find the back-up facility. 
o My neighbours wrote letters weeks in advance of the community meeting to the Rockland Neighbourhood 

Association chair about the choice of venue being too small and too far away. We proposed Grace Lutheran 
Church, which is 160m from the development site, was available, accommodates up to 200 participants and has 
lots of parking. 

• Logistics 
o Because the back-up facility was a gym, no one could hear well. There were no microphones supplied by Abstract, 
o There were no story boards set up by Abstract. Attendees had to depend on the single presentation, which was 

projected on a screen at ground level making it impossible for those in the back to see. 

A couple of minor points, but nonetheless indicative of Abstracts dismissive attitude towards the importance of this community 
meeting as part of the planning process: 

• Two residents and two from the Rockland Neighbourhood Association set up the chairs in the first facility around 6:00pm 
because Abstract arrived just before the meeting was to begin. When the first representative from Abstract showed up, his 
comment was "you guys are here so early." 

• Mike Miller did not even start his presentation with an apology for the inept planning. He only apologized after someone 
from the Rockland Neighbourhood Association pointed out to an Abstract representative that someone in the audience 
made a comment about a lack of apology. 

Advisory Design Panel (ADP) Special Meetinfi 
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Mr. Johnston did respond to my initial email about the special ADP meeting just to discuss the subjected application. He mentioned 
that extra meetings are organized as "standard practice" although in the past 18 months there hasn't been one extra meeting, so 
obviously not standard. 

I have not received a response to why 1201 Fort Street / 1050 Pentrelew Place could not have been discussed as the first item in the 
scheduled January meeting. Why couldn't it wait? 

My neighbours have also raised the issue of scheduling the ADP before the community meeting. The response was to defer to the 
chair of the Rockland Neighbourhood Association Land Use Committee as the cause. 

No one has even addressed the optics that Mike Miller sits on the ADP and that there was an extra meeting set up to discuss his 
application before the community meeting. Who is the accountable party overseeing this process? 
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January 14, 2017 Victoria City Council Attention: Charlayne Thornton-Joe 

Re: Abstract Development Proposal Plan 1201 Fort Street/1050 Pentrelew Street 

My name is  Lora-Beth  Tra i l .  I  l ive  a t  1220  For t  S t ree t  in  the  condominium bui ld ing ,  Ormond 

Cour t .  This  bu i ld ing  has  20  uni t s  and  is  loca ted  across  the  s t ree t  f rom the  proposed  

development site. I am a member-at-large of our condo strata council. I attended the 
Community Meeting hosted by the Rockland Neighbourhood Association on January 13 
regarding this Development Proposal.  The meet ing  was  adver t i sed  to  be  he ld  a t  1923  

Fernwood Road .  I t  was  very  ev ident  f rom the  opening  of  the  doors  a t  6 :00  p .m.  tha t  th i s  venue  

was  def in i te ly  unsu i tab le  for  the  number  of  people  coming  to  a t tend .  The  room holds  60  people  

and  there  were  over  100  in  a t tendance .  We were  advised  to  walk  over  to  the  Fernwood 

Communi ty  Center .  We were  requi red  to  wai t  un t i l  7 :00  as  the  audi tor ium was  in  use  unt i l  

then .  Many people  had  to  wai t  ou ts ide  in  the  co ld .  The  room was  su i tab le  for  the  s ize  of  

a t tendees  bu t  there  was  no  microphone  sys tem se t  up ;  therefore  i t  was  very  d i f f icu l t  and  a t  

t imes  imposs ib le  to  hear  what  the  presen te rs  and  the  people  in  the  audience  ask ing  ques t ions  

were  say ing .  I t  was  a  very  d i sappoin t ing  and  a t  t imes  d isorganized  "communi ty  meet ing" .  This  

was  our  chance  to  ask  ques t ions  and  to  g ive  our  input  in to  th i s  ex t remely  dense  land  use  

appl ica t ion .  

I s t ayed  for  over  two hours  and  s t i l l  there  were  many hands  wai t ing  to  speak ,  ca l l ing  ou t  and  

ye l l ing  a t  t imes  and  s t i l l  so  many top ics  no t  even  d iscussed  ye t .  There  was  def in i te  f rus t ra t ion  

be ing  exhib i ted  by  the  hos t  conduct ing  the  meet ing  and  the  audience  members .  For  such  a  

la rge  deve lopment  tha t  a f fec t s  so  many aspec ts  of  our  communi ty  I would  have  expec ted  tha t  

more  thought  would  have  be  g iven  as  to  how to  address  such  impor tan t  top ics  as :  the  loca l  

assoc ia t ions  have  no t  even  had  the i r  own p lanning  meet ings  for  2017  so  th i s  meet ing  was  pre

empt ing  them,  dens i ty ,  he igh t ,  b las t ing  e f fec t s  on  ne ighbour ing  bui ld ings ,  shading  i ssues ,  u rban  

fores t  p ro tec t ion ,  accommodat ing  green  space ,  honour ing  the  her i tage  cor r idor ,  cont r ibu t ing  to  

a f fordable  hous ing  and  very  impor tan t ly  the  top ic  of  park ing  and  t ra f f ic  f low on  an  a l ready  very  

busy  s t ree t  tha t  accommodates  Cent ra l  Middle  School  s tudents ,  Vic tor ia  Ar t  Gal le ry  tha t  soon  

wi l l  be  even  la rger  than  a t  the  presen t  t ime  and  Langham Cour t  Thea t re  .  

Upon leav ing  I was  unable  to  comple te  the  d iscuss ion  survey  as  so  many top ics  were  no t  even  

d iscussed  ye t .  This  meet ing  was  adver t i sed  to  a l low for  us  to  ge t  in format ion ,  ask  ques t ions  and  

par t ic ipa te  in  an  open  d ia logue  regard ing  our  concerns .  I t  d id  no t  ach ieve  th i s  goa l .  

S incere ly ,  

Lora-Beth  Tra i l  



Nora^eJ^jejdstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

webforms@vic tor ia .ca  
Sunday ,  January  29 ,  2017  11:36  AM 
Vic tor ia  Mayor  and  Counci l  
Mayor  and  Counci l  emai l  

From:  Sher ry  House  
Emai l  :  
Reference  :  
Dayt ime Phone  :  Not  provided  
I am VERY concerned  tha t  the  new Condo deve lopment  a t  the  Tru th  Cent re  on  For t  S t ree t ,  wi l l  no t  accommodate  the l46  
park ing  spaces  needed  for  the i r  res idents  and  v is i to rs .  Tha t  they  wi l l  need  to  park  on  the  s t ree t  in  the  sur rounding  
ne ighbourhood,  which  in  tu rn  wi l l  impac t  the  pa t rons  of  the  Langham Cour t  Thea t re .  

I t  i s  bad  enough tha t  the  thea t re  does  no t  have  any  park ing  for  pa t rons  a t  th i s  t ime .  As  a  f requent  pa t ron  of  the  thea t re ,  
I AM VERY CONCERNED.  

IMPORTANT NOTICE:  This  message  i s  in tended  only  for  the  use  of  the  ind iv idua l  o r  en t i ty  to  which  i t  i s  addressed ,  and  
may conta in  in format ion  tha t  i s  p r iv i leged ,  conf ident ia l  and  exempt  f rom disc losure  under  appl icab le  law. I f  the  reader  of  
th i s  message  i s  no t  the  in tended  rec ip ien t ,o r  the  employee  or  agent  respons ib le  for  de l iver ing  the  message  to  the  
in tended  rec ip ien t ,  you  a re  hereby  not i f ied  tha t  any  d issemina t ion ,  d i s t r ibu t ion  o r  copying  of  th i s  communica t ion  i s  
s t r ic t ly  p rohib i ted .  I f  you  have  rece ived  th i s  communica t ion  in  e r ror ,  p lease  not i fy  The  Ci ty  o f  Vic tor ia  immedia te ly  by  
emai l  a t  publ icserv ice@vic tor ia .ca .  Thank  you .  

IP  Address :  70 .66 .160 .22  

Thank you .  

l 

mailto:publicservice@victoria.ca


Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

webforms@vic tor ia .ca  
Sunday ,  January  29 ,  2017  9 :22  PM 
Vic tor ia  Mayor  and  Counci l  
Mayor  and  Counci l  emai l  

From:  Paul  Sac i lo t to  
Emai l  :  
Reference  :  
Dayt ime Phone  : ,  
Hel lo ,  
This  emai l  i s  to  share  my thoughts  about  Abs t rac t  Development ' s  p roposed  pro jec t  on  the  Vic tor ia  Tru th  Cent re  
proper ty .  My unders tanding  i s  tha t  the  proposa l  i s  fo r  a  f ive  and  a  s ix  s to ry  condo bui ld ing  and  twelve- l lm ta l l  
townhouses .  

Whi le  I am comple te ly  in  suppor t  of  the  proper ty  be ing  deve loped  and  l ike  what  I have  seen  of  p ro jec t s  tha t  Abs t rac t  
has  done  in  the  pas t  my concern  i s  tha t  th i s  p ro jec t  i s  too  la rge .  In  par t icu la r ,  I t h ink  the  bui ld ings  a re  too  ta l l  fo r  the  
a rea  and  in  re la t ion  to  the  o ther  bui ld ings  nearby .  I am a lso  concerned  tha t  the  proposed  scope  of  the  pro jec t  might  
in t roduce  more  people  and  vehic le  t ra f f ic  to  the  ne ighbourhood than  i t  can  handle .  

I l ook  forward  to  hear ing  more  about  the  de ta i l s  o f  th i s  p ro jec t  as  the  p lanning  moves  forward .  I l ive  in  the  
ne ighbourhood,  a  few blocks  away,  a t  
1289  Revercomb Place .  I  don ' t  expec t  to  be  persona l ly  impac ted  by  the  pro jec t  bu t  want  to  provide  my input  based  
upon what  I be l ieve  i s  the  appropr ia te  type  of  deve lopment  for  the  Ci ty .  

IMPORTANT NOTICE:  This  message  i s  in tended  only  for  the  use  of  the  ind iv idua l  o r  en t i ty  to  which  i t  i s  addressed ,  and  
may conta in  in format ion  tha t  i s  p r iv i leged ,  conf ident ia l  and  exempt  f rom disc losure  under  appl icab le  law. I f  the  reader  of  
th i s  message  i s  no t  the  in tended  rec ip ien t ,o r  the  employee  or  agent  respons ib le  for  de l iver ing  the  message  to  the  
in tended  rec ip ien t ,  you  a re  hereby  not i f ied  tha t  any  d issemina t ion ,  d i s t r ibu t ion  or  copying  of  th i s  communica t ion  i s  
s t r ic t ly  p rohib i ted .  I f  you  have  rece ived  th i s  communica t ion  in  e r ror ,  p lease  not i fy  The  Ci ty  o f  Vic tor ia  immedia te ly  by  
emai l  a t  publ icserv ice@vic tor ia .ca .  Thank  you .  

IP  Address :  184 .66 .240 .9  

Bes t  regards ,  

Paul  

l 

mailto:publicservice@victoria.ca


Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

webforms@vic tor ia .ca  
Tuesday ,  January  31 ,  2017  11:33  AM 
Vic tor ia  Mayor  and  Counci l  
Mayor  and  Counci l  emai l  

From:  Sam Hauserman 
Emai l :  
Reference  :  
Dayt ime Phone  :  
Re:  Proposed  1201  For t /1050  Pent re lew Development  I would  l ike  to  express  my objec t ion  to  the  dens i ty  tha t  i s  
p roposed  for  the  deve lopment .  Two bui ld ing  mus t  be  4  s tor ies  no t  6  and  5 .  The  townhouses  a re  too  h igh  and  too  many 
for  tha t  s t ree t .  There  i s  a  reason  for  having  zoning  bylaws  and  i t  i s  your  respons ib le  to  enforce  them and  not  g ive  in to  
deve lopers  every  t ime .  I have  seen  to  many t imes  la te ly  tha t  the  deve lopers  have  go t ten  away wi th  anyth ing .  
Regards  
Sam Flauserman 

IMPORTANT NOTICE:  This  message  i s  in tended  only  for  the  use  of  the  ind iv idua l  o r  en t i ty  to  which  i t  i s  addressed ,  and  
may conta in  in format ion  tha t  i s  p r iv i leged ,  conf ident ia l  and  exempt  f rom disc losure  under  appl icab le  law. l f  the  reader  of  
th i s  message  i s  no t  the  in tended  rec ip ien t ,o r  the  employee  or  agent  respons ib le  for  de l iver ing  the  message  to  the  
in tended  rec ip ien t ,  you  a re  hereby  not i f ied  tha t  any  d issemina t ion ,  d i s t r ibu t ion  o r  copying  of  th i s  communica t ion  i s  
s t r ic t ly  p rohib i ted .  I f  you  have  rece ived  th i s  communica t ion  in  e r ror ,  p lease  not i fy  The  Ci ty  o f  Vic tor ia  immedia te ly  by  
emai l  a t  publ icserv ice@vic tor ia .ca .  Thank  you .  

IP  Address :  24 .108 .161 .37  

l 
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Noray^jeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Bridge t  Frewer  
Tuesday ,  January  24 ,  2017  3 :55  PM 
Vic tor ia  Mayor  and  Counci l  
FW:  Development  Proposa l  1201  For t  S t ree t  -  ADP Jan .  11 ,  2016  

From: Don Cal  [mai l to : !  
Sent: Saturday ,  January  14 ,  2017  11:29  PM 
To: Lisa  Helps  (Mayor)  <mayor@vic tor ia .ca>;  Mar ianne  Al to  (Counci l lo r )  <MAlto@vic tor ia .ca>;  Chr i s  Coleman 
(Counci l lo r )  <ccoleman@vic tor ia .ca>;  Ben  Is i t t  (Counci l lo r )  <Bls i t t@vic tor ia .ca>;  Je remy Loveday  (Counci l lo r )  
< j loveday@vic tor ia .ca>;  Margare t  Lucas  (Counci l lo r )  <mlucas@vic tor ia .ca>;  Pam Madoff  (Counci l lo r )  
<pmadoff@vic tor ia .ca>;  Char layne  Thorn ton-Joe  (Counci l lo r )  <c thorn ton- joe@vic tor ia .ca>;  Geoff  Young (Counci l lo r )  
<gyoung@vic tor ia .ca>  
Subject: Development  Proposa l  1201  For t  S t ree t  -  ADP Jan .  11 ,  2016  

Some thoughts on the Advisory Design Panel special meeting January 11, 

It was surprising to me that there were so few hard questions asked about the project. It 
made me suspect that very few of the panellists had seen the detailed plans, or had actually 
visited the physical site. Were they relying solely on the presentation? 

Scale was not mentioned in any detail, nor height, nor massing. There was no discussion of 
how the development, or its design, compliments the neighbourhood. The neighbourhood 
seemed irrelevant. 

Is the neighbourhood irrelevant to the design of a building? Is the context of the 
neighbourhood irrelevant to the design of a complex of buildings in a two-acre parcel in 
close proximity to other buildings in an old, established neighbourhood? Does context 
matter? 

The visual presentation avoided showing the height of the 6-storey building beside the 
heritage building on Fort Street that houses the Dentist's office. There were no questions on 
how the design of the development fits with the design of the nearby buildings. No photos of 
nearby buildings. 

The two large multi-storey buildings (one of 6 storeys, the other of 5 storeys) were referred 
to as 5-6 storeys and 4-5 storeys. This is because the top floors of both buildings did not 
extend to the edge of the buildings. As if, somehow, this lessens the impact of the height on 
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the community. (I wondered what floor number would be printed on the buttons in the 
elevator? Could the elevator be as easily fooled?) 

Great emphasis was placed on the colour of the large white buildings (reminiscent of an 
institution) and the interplay of the leaves of the trees against this palette. (I am only talking 
about the trees that are not destroyed for the development.) No one appeared to realize that 
while the pictures showed the trees with leaves, these few trees left will be barren 4-5 
months of the year. There will be no interplay of leaves against the white palette, and no 
hiding the 'verticality' of these oversized monoliths from October to March of every year. 
The trees will be barren then, and unable to hide the monstrous size of these white 
behemoths for many long dreary months. (This is unlike our highways, where the confident 
green wall of the 100-yard deep swathe of evergreens disguises the wholesale slaughter of 
our inheritance by the clear-cuts of our forests.) What will the 1000's of commuters 
speeding past on Fort Street every day think when they see these white towers with metal 
poles? In the summer months, they will be dazzled by the interplay of the light on the leaves 
against the large white palette of the buildings. But, what will they think the other months of 
the year? Will they be impressed? 

Trees do hide the many sins of bad design (or bad practise), a grand career for heritages tree 
of 100 years or more in age. How many Victorian houses along Fort Street need to be hidden 
behind trees? And by contrast, how many fast-growing trees are used to 'enrich' and 'soften' 
the otherwise drab and ill-conceived design of most of the modern buildings along the 
heritage corridor? 

As 1 am not a designer by trade, I am lost with the ever-changing fashion of the design 
trade. But, it did occur to me that white is the colour to use in order to visually enlarge a 
small room, or the colour chosen to make a small building seem larger. This is, undoubtedly, 
no longer the rule, despite the prevalence of this advise in the paint stores and on the 
internet. Do the developers really want these oversized blocks to look larger that they really 
are? Or, have they fallen victim to their own loose language? Is a 5-6 storey building really 
so much shorter than a 6-storey building that it needs to be enhanced visually in size with the 
use of colour? 

The major, indeed, the only semi-critical question at the ADP concerned the "Great Wall of 
Pentrelew", that un-ending, un-differentiated row of 12 townhouses along Pentrelew Place. 
This column will be 11+ meters high or about 4 storeys, as most people would understand it, 
and it will be an impressive, unbelievable city-block long. A city-block long. Wow. This 
massive structure would contrast sharply with the residential houses across the street. 

But, then, the use of space is, obviously, not a design concern. This is shame, of course, 
because space is the largest asset this property has. Space is the luxury that 140 years of 
choosing not-to-develop has given this property. This is a unique, fully-matured woodland 
space in close proximity to the outside of the downtown area, a downtown area that is filled 



overwhelmingly with one- and two-storey commercial properties. And, I must repeat 
this. This property is in close proximity to the outskirts of the under-developed downtown 
area, but, and this is important, the property of 1201 Fort Street is not in the downtown core. 
To many, it is a park. And, over the last 40 years, it has operated as a park, fully open to 
anyone wishing to walk through it, to sit under the trees, to enjoy a picnic. Truly, it is a gift 
to the community and to the city. And, the developer intends to spend this gift, this asset, 
this legacy, as quickly as he can. In our haste to build such a complex of condominiums and 
townhouses, will we, one day, realize what we have done? Will we regret this? 

Is it not appropriate to ask whether the design of a building, indeed, the design of a complex 
of buildings should entail some consideration to the neighbourhood in which it will be built? 
Should there not be some human-scale to the size and height of the buildings in this 
proposed development? Must there be two multi-storey buildings to fill every meter of 
ground in this large 2-acre property? Must the multi-storey building be 2 storeys higher than 
any other building in the historic Rockland community? Must it be 2-storeys higher than any 
other multi-storey building along the heritage corridor? Must there be twelve narrow 
townhouses in a space adequate for 5 houses? Must these townhouses be 4 meters higher 
than the tallest house across the street? 

Don Cal 

1059 Pentrelew Place 

Victoria, BC 



Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Gera ld ine  Meade  • 
Thursday ,  January  12 ,  2017  5 :35  PM 
Vic tor ia  Mayor  and  Counci l  
Fwd:  Conf i rmat ion  -  Ci ty  of  Vic tor ia  Emai l .  

Please see 2 emails below for the email I sent you earlier today which for some reason was not accepted by your 
site. 

Geraldine Meade 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Geraldine Meade < 
Date: January 12, 2017 at 2:59:39 PM PST 
To: "pmadoff@,victoria.ca" <pmadoff@victoria.ca> 

Subject: Fwd: Confirmation - City of Victoria Email. 

Please see below for the email that I sent today re the Proposed Development by Abstract at Fort 
and Pentrelew Place. 

I am unable to attend the meeting tonight, but one of the neighbours is going and will report back 
to me. 

Regards, 

Geraldine Meade 

PS I am seriously considering moving to Victoria in the near future. 

Sent from my iPad 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: unmonitored email - do not respond to this address 
<webforms@victoria.ca> 
Date: January 12, 2017 at 2:41:44 PM PST 
To: < 
Subject: Confirmation - City of Victoria Email. 
Reply-To: < 

This message confirms your message submission (below) has been sent. 

Cc: 

From: Geraldine Meade 
Email : • 

l 
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Reference : 
Daytime Phone : 
I am the home owner of 1033 Pentrelew Place in Victoria BC. Presently my 
late father's common law wife resides in the home; I live in North Vancouver. 
I am concerned about the proposed development by Abstract Development 
at 1201 Fort St and 1050 Pentrelew. I am not against a development on that 
site, but feel strongly that the scale is too large and the amount of units too 
numerous for that particular locale. 
I think the height for both condo buildings should be limited to 4 stories, and 
the number of townhomes limited to 8, maximum. 
There is already a lot of parking on Pentrelew by the patrons of both 
Langham Court theatre and the Art Gallery. With the addition of a Tea 
House at the Art Gallery this will probably increase. 
Developers always want to squeeze in as many units as possible onto a 
site, however I think Councill needs to take into account the character of 
that neighbourhood; which would be adversely affected by a developement 
as large as the present proposal. Having lived through out of control 
development here in the City of North Vancouver, I am familiar with the 
downside. Aproximately half of the people I know who still live here are 
considering moving due to increased traffic, congestion, etc. Some have 
already left.( particularly young families, many of the parents having grown 
up here) I am not against increased density but do feel it needs to be done 
in consideration of the local people, and not always in favour of developers. 

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. 
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Noraye Fjeldstad 

Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Kam Lidder  
Fr iday ,  January  13 ,  2017  8 :11  PM 
Pam Madoff  (Counci l lo r ) ;  Char layne  Thorn ton-Joe  (Counci l lo r ) ;  Jason  Johnson;  Jona than  
Tinney;  Vic tor ia  Mayor  and  Counci l  
The  Junes ;  Jane t  S impson;  Alec  Johns ton  
1201  For t  S t  Communi ty  Meet ing  Let te r  
Le t te r  about  communi ty  meet ing .pdf  

Hi Pam and Charlayne 
I am attaching a letter regarding this 'community meeting' for the above named development that was quite 
frankly a joke. As the liaisons for Rockland and Fernwood, I would appreciate a meeting with you both to 
discuss the issues addressed in my letter. I am not alone in feeling upset and disappointed with our city officials, 
council and neighbourhood associations. 

Honestly, I am still so upset about this that I wonder if calling a realtor would have been the better course of 
action rather than this letter. 

Kam Lidder 

l 



January  13 ,  2017  

At ten t ion :  Mayor  and  Counci l ,  Ci ty  Manager ,  Di rec tor  o f  P lanning  

1201 Fort St Community Meeting a Farce 

I  am wr i t ing  th i s  l e t te r  a f te r  spending  a  s leep less  n igh t  rep lay ing  the  events  f rom las t  n igh t ' s  meet ing ,  
th i s  las t  year  and  the  very  unse t t l ing  fee l ing  tha t  as  a  res ident  of  the  Vic tor ia ,  I  do  not  count .  I  s t ruggled  
to  purchase  my home here  in  2010  and  i t  i s  t akes  work  to  keep  a  roof  over  my head .  I t  i s  very  
d i shear ten ing  to  know tha t  my abi l i ty  to  look  ou t  my window or  en joy  the  sunshine  and  my proper ty  i s  
l ess  impor tan t  than  the  c i ty ' s  p lan  to  dens i fy  a t  a l l  cos t s  and  observe  the  c i ty ' s  own bylaws  and  
procedures .  Thank  you  for  tak ing  away my sense  of  be longing;  the  very  th ing  tha t  people  want .  

Mayor  Helps  has  no ted  tha t  she  doesn ' t  l ike  ' us '  vs  ' them'  a t t i tudes  be tween  deve lopers  and  res idents .  
The  sad  th ing  i s  th i s  has  been  fos te red  by  a  se r ies  of  events  c rea ted  by  your  Di rec tor  o f  P lanning  and  the  
comple te  lack  of  ac t ion  by  the  par t  o f  Mayor  and  Counci l .  I f  t h i s  i s  how you v iew c i t izen  engagement ,  
then  a l l  o f  you  deserve  a  fa i l ing  a  g rade .  For  the  second t ime in  under  two years ,  you  a re  ignor ing  the  
concerns  of  immedia te  ne ighours  for  deve lopment .  The  f i r s t  one  be ing  the  Ar t  Gal le ry  and  now 1201 
For t  S t .  

Las t  n igh ts  ( January  12 t h )  meet ing  was  to  be  the  'Communi ty  Meet ing '  fo r  the  200m of  res idents  due  to  
the  proposed  deve lopment ,  l and  use  change  which  a l so  requi res  an  amendment  to  the  OCP.  I t  had  been  
noted  ear l ie r  tha t  there  were  i ssues  wi th  the  not ices  and  venue  loca t ion ' s  sea t ing  capac i ty .  There  were  
over  1 ,100  le t te rs  mai led  ou t  to  res idents  and  the  venue  f i re  sa fe ty  l imi t  was  reached  pr ior  to  the  
meet ing  s ta r t  t ime  of  6 :30pm.  Af te r  announcing  the  meet ing  could  no t  be  he ld  there ,  the  RNA CALUC 
cha i r  announced  tha t  the  venue  would  be  moved  to  the  Fernwood Communi ty  Cent re ,  however  space  
was  not  ava i lab le  un t i l  7pm.  I don ' t  reca l l  l as t  n igh t ' s  t empera ture  bu t  i t  was  be low f reez ing .  The  venue  
would  no t  a l low people  to  wai t  ins ide  as  they  had  problems wi th  t rans ien ts  in  the  ne ighbourhood,  so  
people  had  to  mi l l  a round  outs ide  in  the  co ld .  

At  the  venue  i t se l f ,  they  had  to  se t  up  sea t ing  whi le  t ry ing  to  s ta r t  the  meet ing .  There  were  no  
microphones  which  made  hear ing  the  presen te rs  o r  the  communi ty  a  cha l lenge .  Abs t rac t  d id  no t  have  
any  s tory  boards  of  the i r  p lans  o r  the  ac tua l  p lans  themselves  ava i lab le  for  anyone  to  look  a t .  The  
rushed  to  ge t  th rough the i r  p resen ta t ion  as  they  wanted  t ime  people  to  ask  ques t ions  before  the i r  
a rbor i s t  had  to  leave  a t  8pm.  For  many people  th i s  was  the  f i r s t  they  had  even  heard  of  th i s  rezoning  
and  i t  was  a  presen ta t ion  on  fas t  fo rward  essen t ia l ly .  

Many attendees had not been invited by the city even though they live within 100m, and it was only 
due to neighbor's promotion they knew of the meeting. The meet ing  d id  no t  s ta r t  un t i l  45minutes  a f te r  
the  s ta r t  t ime .  In  fac t ,  i t  should  have  been  cance l led  by  the  Neighbourhood Assoc ia t ion  a t  6 :30pm for  
reasons  I won ' t  go  in to  th i s  l e t te r  as  tha t ' s  a  separa te  mat te r .  

For  your  re fe rence ,  I have  inc luded  a  t imeframe of  the  ' engagements '  tha t  were  he ld  wi th  Abs t rac t  wi th  
the  Pent re lew and  Wilspencer  ne ighbours  and  some For t  S t  condo areas ,  number ing  less  than  30  people  
in  mos t  cases .  ( Inv i ta t ion  emai l s  o r  meet ing  not ices  can  be  provided  upon  reques t . )  



Ear ly  Apr i l  Not i f ica t ion  Neighbours  rece ive  le t te rs  about  Abs t rac t ' s  
purchase  

Apr i l  21 s t ,  2016  Meet ing  #1  In i t ia l  mee t ing  a t  Oak Bay of f ices  
May 18 t h ,  2016  Meet ing  #2  Mtg  where  a rch i tec t s  Cascadia  in t roduced ,  in i t i a l  

p lan  ideas  drawn out  on  paper  of  two la rge  
condos  and  8-10  townhomes .  

June  28th ,  2016  Meet ing  #3  Storyboards  presen ted  of  3  des ign  ideas ,  a l l  
var ia t ions  of  the  same sca le ,  he igh t  & mass ing  

Ju ly  28 t h ,  2016  Meet ing  #4  Des ign ,  Mater ia l s  & Sty le  d i scuss ion  
Between  Jun  28 t h  -
August  28 t h  

Abst rac t  purchases  immedia te  ne ighbor ' s  
p roper ty  1050  pent re lew and  adds  to  
deve lopment  

October  11 t h ,  2016  Meet ing  #5  Formal  Des ign  Presen ta t ion  

Abs t rac t  submi t ted  the i r  in i t i a l  app l ica t ion  to  the  c i ty  on  September  27 t h  and  a  rev ised  appl ica t ion  on  
November  29 t h .  A process  which  v io la tes  the  c i ty ' s  Land  Use  Procedures  Bylaw s igned  by  Mayor  Helps  
and  Chr is  Coats  on  March  24 t h ,  2016 ,  however  p lanning  in formed us  tha t  changing  process  i s  sub jec t  to  
the  d iscre t ion  of  the  Direc tor  o f  P lanning .  

When a  pro jec t  o f  th i s  mass ive  sca le  i s  p roposed  where  i t  a f fec t s  two ne ighbhourhood assoc ia t ions ,  the  
communi ty  meet ing  i s  v i ta l ly  impor tan t  and  tha t  d id  no t  t ake  p lace  unt i l  January  12 t h ,  2017 .  Es t imates  
are that there were between 150-200 people were in attendance. People who could not hear and who 
did not have a chance to be heard due the fiasco with the venue. One of the questions asked was why the 
council members for Rockland and Fernwood were not present. 

If you actually care about citizen engagement, I would strongly encourage you to advise the planning 
department to hold a proper community with the plans, room capacity and sound system to allow 
residents input into the project before this project proceeds any further. The developer has already 
shown a disregard for the neighbourhood, I expect better from our elected officials and the staff who 
are paid by our tax dollars. 

I  would  l ike  no te  tha t  the  c i ty  p lanner ,  Alec  Johns ton ,  d id  an  admirab le  job  cons ider ing  i t  was  h is  bosses  
tha t  were  making  dec is ions  about  th i s  f i l e  and  he  was  the  person  sen t  to  expla in  upon  the i r  beha l f .  

I would  s t rongly  encourage  the  Rockland  and  Fernwood counci l  l i a i sons  to  be  in  a t tendance  a t  th i s  
meet ing ,  as  i t  i s  very  poor  op t ics  tha t  a  meet ing  was  he ld  when  they  could  no t  a t tend .  

Regards ,  

Kam Lidder  
1252  Wilspencer  P lace  

Cc:  RNA CALUC,  Alec  Johns ton  



Nora^eJ^ejdstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Don Cal  
Sa turday ,  January  14 ,  2017  11:35  PM 
Vic tor ia  Mayor  and  Counci l  
Development  Proposa l  1201  For t  S t ree t ,  Advisory  Pane l  Jan .  11 ,  2016  

Some thoughts on the Advisory Design Panel special meeting January 11, 

It was surprising to me that there were so few hard questions asked about the project. It 
made me suspect that very few of the panellists had seen the detailed plans, or had actually 
visited the physical site. Were they relying solely on the presentation? 

Scale was not mentioned in any detail, nor height, nor massing. There was no discussion of 
how the development, or its design, compliments the neighbourhood. The neighbourhood 
seemed irrelevant. 

Is the neighbourhood irrelevant to the design of a building? Is the context of the 
neighbourhood irrelevant to the design of a complex of buildings in a two-acre parcel in 
close proximity to other buildings in an old, established neighbourhood? Does context 
matter? 

The visual presentation avoided showing the height of the 6-storey building beside the 
heritage building on Fort Street that houses the Dentist's office. There were no questions on 
how the design of the development fits with the design of the nearby buildings. No photos of 
nearby buildings. 

The two large multi-storey buildings (one of 6 storeys, the other of 5 storeys) were referred 
to as 5-6 storeys and 4-5 storeys. This is because the top floors of both buildings did not 
extend to the edge of the buildings. As if, somehow, this lessens the impact of the height on 
the community. (I wondered what floor number would be printed on the buttons in the 
elevator? Could the elevator be as easily fooled?) 

Great emphasis was placed on the colour of the large white buildings (reminiscent of an 
institution) and the interplay of the leaves of the trees against this palette. (I am only talking 
about the trees that are not destroyed for the development.) No one appeared to realize that 
while the pictures showed the trees with leaves, these few trees left will be ban-en 4-5 
months of the year. There will be no interplay of leaves against the white palette, and no 
hiding the 'verticality' of these oversized monoliths from October to March of every year. 
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The trees will be ban-en then, and unable to hide the monstrous size of these white 
behemoths for many long dreary months. (This is unlike our highways, where the confident 
green wall of the 100-yard deep swathe of evergreens disguises the wholesale slaughter of 
our inheritance by the clear-cuts of our forests.) What will the 1000's of commuters 
speeding past on Fort Street every day think when they see these white towers with metal 
poles? In the summer months, they will be dazzled by the interplay of the light on the leaves 
against the large white palette of the buildings. But, what will they think the other months of 
the year? Will they be impressed? 

Trees do hide the many sins of bad design (or bad practise), a grand career for heritages tree 
of 100 years or more in age. How many Victorian houses along Fort Street need to be hidden 
behind trees? And by contrast, how many fast-growing trees are used to 'enrich' and 'soften' 
the otherwise drab and ill-conceived design of most of the modern buildings along the 
heritage corridor? 

As I am not a designer by trade, I am lost with the ever-changing fashion of the design 
trade. But, it did occur to me that white is the colour to use in order to visually enlarge a 
small room, or the colour chosen to make a small building seem larger. This is, undoubtedly, 
no longer the rule, despite the prevalence of this advise in the paint stores and on the 
internet. Do the developers really want these oversized blocks to look larger that they really 
are? Or, have they fallen victim to their own loose language? Is a 5-6 storey building really 
so much shorter than a 6-storey building that it needs to be enhanced visually in size with the 
use of colour? 

The major, indeed, the only semi-critical question at the ADP concerned the "Great Wall of 
Pentrelew", that un-ending, un-differentiated row of 12 townhouses along Pentrelew Place. 
This column will be 11+ meters high or about 4 storeys, as most people would understand it, 
and it will be an impressive, unbelievable city-block long. A city-block long. Wow. This 
massive structure would contrast sharply with the residential houses across the street. 

But, then, the use of space is, obviously, not a design concern. This is shame, of course, 
because space is the largest asset this property has. Space is the luxury that 140 years of 
choosing not-to-develop has given this property. This is a unique, fully-matured woodland 
space in close proximity to the outside of the downtown area, a downtown area that is filled 
overwhelmingly with one- and two-storey commercial properties. And, I must repeat 
this. This property is in close proximity to the outskirts of the under-developed downtown 
area, but, and this is important, the property of 1201 Fort Street is not in the downtown core. 
To many, it is a park. And, over the last 40 years, it has operated as a park, fully open to 
anyone wishing to walk through it, to sit under the trees, to enjoy a picnic. Truly, it is a gift 
to the community and to the city. And, the developer intends to spend this gift, this asset, 
this legacy, as quickly as he can. In our haste to build such a complex of condominiums and 
townhouses, will we, one day, realize what we have done? Will we regret this? 
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Is it not appropriate to ask whether the design of a building, indeed, the design of a complex 
of buildings should entail some consideration to the neighbourhood in which it will be built? 
Should there not be some human-scale to the size and height of the buildings in this 
proposed development? Must there be two multi-storey buildings to fill every meter of 
ground in this large 2-acre property? Must the multi-storey building be 2 storeys higher than 
any other building in the historic Rockland community? Must it be 2-storeys higher than any 
other multi-storey building along the heritage corridor? Must there be twelve narrow 
townhouses in a space adequate for 5 houses? Must these townhouses be 4 meters higher 
than the tallest house across the street? 

Don Cal 

1059 Pentrelew Place 

Victoria, BC 



Nora^Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

webforms@vic tor ia .ca  
Thursday ,  January  12 ,  2017  2 :42  PM 
Vic tor ia  Mayor  and  Counci l  
Mayor  and  Counci l  emai l  

From:  Gera ld ine  Meade  
Emai l  :  
Reference  :  
Dayt ime Phone  .  
I am the  home owner  of  1033  Pent re lew Place  in  Vic tor ia  BC.  Presen t ly  my la te  fa ther ' s  common law wife  res ides  in  the  
home;  I l ive  in  Nor th  Vancouver .  
I am concerned  about  the  proposed  deve lopment  by  Abs t rac t  Development  a t  1201  For t  S t  and  1050 Pent re lew.  I am 
not  aga ins t  a  deve lopment  on  tha t  s i te ,  bu t  fee l  s t rongly  tha t  the  sca le  i s  too  la rge  and  the  amount  of  un i t s  too  
numerous  for  tha t  par t icu la r  loca le .  
I  t h ink  the  he ight  for  bo th  condo bui ld ings  should  be  l imi ted  to  4  s tor ies ,  and  the  number  of  townhomes  l imi ted  to  8 ,  
maximum.  
There  i s  a l ready  a  lo t  o f  park ing  on  Pent re lew by  the  pa t rons  of  bo th  Langham Cour t  thea t re  and  the  Ar t  Gal le ry .  Wi th  
the  addi t ion  of  a  Tea  Flouse  a t  the  Ar t  Gal le ry  th i s  wi l l  p robably  increase .  
Developers  a lways  want  to  squeeze  in  as  many uni t s  as  poss ib le  on to  a  s i te ,  however  I t h ink  Counci l l  needs  to  take  in to  
account  the  charac te r  of  tha t  ne ighbourhood;  which  would  be  adverse ly  a f fec ted  by  a  deve lopement  as  la rge  as  the  
presen t  proposa l .  Having  l ived  th rough out  of  cont ro l  deve lopment  here  in  the  Ci ty  of  Nor th  Vancouver ,  I am fami l ia r  
wi th  the  downside .  Aproximate ly  ha l f  o f  the  people  I know who s t i l l  l ive  here  a re  cons ider ing  moving  due  to  increased  
t ra f f ic ,  conges t ion ,  e tc .  Some have  a l ready  le f t . (  par t icu la r ly  young fami l ies ,  many of  the  paren ts  having  grown up  here)  I 
am not  aga ins t  increased  dens i ty  bu t  do  fee l  i t  needs  to  be  done  in  cons idera t ion  of  the  loca l  people ,  and  not  a lways  in  
favour  of  deve lopers .  

IMPORTANT NOTICE:  This  message  is  in tended  only  for  the  use  of  the  ind iv idua l  o r  en t i ty  to  which  i t  i s  addressed ,  and  
may conta in  in format ion  tha t  i s  p r iv i leged ,  conf ident ia l  and  exempt  f rom disc losure  under  appl icab le  law. I f  the  reader  of  
th i s  message  i s  no t  the  in tended  rec ip ien t ,o r  the  employee  or  agent  respons ib le  for  de l iver ing  the  message  to  the  
in tended  rec ip ien t ,  you  a re  hereby  not i f ied  tha t  any  d issemina t ion ,  d i s t r ibu t ion  o r  copying  of  th i s  communica t ion  i s  
s t r ic t ly  p rohib i ted .  I f  you  have  rece ived  th i s  communica t ion  in  e r ror ,  p lease  not i fy  The  Ci ty  o f  Vic tor ia  immedia te ly  by  
emai l  a t  publ icserv ice@vic tor ia .ca .  Thank  you .  

IP  Address :  108 .172 .128 .70  
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Nora^e^ejdstad 

Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Ronald  Bel l  <  
Sa turday ,  January  07 ,  2017  2 :37  PM 
Lisa  Helps  (Mayor) ;  Char layne  Thorn ton-Joe  (Counci l lo r ) ;  Geoff  Young (Counci l lo r ) ;  Pam 
Madoff  (Counci l lo r ) ;  Margare t  Lucas  (Counci l lo r ) ;  Je remy Loveday  (Counci l lo r ) ;  Ben  Is i t t  
(Counci l lo r ) ;  Chr i s  Coleman (Counci l lo r ) ;  Mar ianne  Al to  (Counci l lo r )  
Ronald  Bel l  ( t e lus ) ;  Jona than  Tinney;  Alec  Johns ton  
Abs t rac t  Developments  Proposa l  -  1201  For t  S t ree t  and  1050 Pent re lew Place  
17Jan06_LT Ci ty  o fVic tor ia -PDF.pdf  

City of Victoria 

Attention: Mayor Helps and Council 

Re: Abstract Developments Proposal -  1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place 

Please find attached our letter expressing our concerns about the above: 

Dear Mr. A Johnston, 

I understand that you are the City's contact for this proposed development. Would you 
be able to provide information on some additional questions we have? 

Regards, 

Alison Heldman & Ronald Bell 

«...» 
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Ronald  Bel l  /  Al i son  Heldman 
1005 Pent re lew Place  

Vic tor ia ,  B .C.  
V8V-4J5  

January  6 ,  2017  

Via  Emai l  

Ci ty  of  Vic tor ia  

At ten t ion :  Mayor  Helps  and  Counci l  

Re: Abstract Developments Proposal - 1201 Fort Street 
and 1050 Pentrelew Place 

We are  wr i t ing  wi th  respec t  to  the  above  proposa l  ou t l ined  in  the  
"Development  Proposa l  -  Communi ty  Meet ing  Not ice"  for  the  January  12 ,  
2017  communi ty  meet ing  ( the  "Proposa l" ) .  

Summary  

We objec t  to  the  Proposa l  in  the  s t ronges t  poss ib le  way .  The  Proposa l  i s  
en t i re ly  incompat ib le  wi th  the  s i te ,  the  ne ighbourhood,  the  Off ic ia l  
Communi ty  P lan ,  and  the  zoning .  The  excess ive  na ture  of  the  Proposa l  i s  
bes t  i l lus t ra ted  by  cons ider ing  th i s :  the  Proposa l  would  increase  the  number  
of  res idences  addressed  on  Pent re lew Place  and  Wilspencer  P lace  f rom 38  to  
134  -  a  to ta l  increase  of  more  than  250% jammed onto  2  acres  of  l and!  

We unders tand  tha t  you  have  a l ready  rece ived  submiss ions  ob jec t ing  to  the  
Proposa l  which  de ta i l  the  excess ive  dens i ty ,  the  incompat ib ly  wi th  the  cur ren t  
Off ic ia l  Communi ty  Plan  as  wel l  a s  descr ib ing  the  park ing  and  t ra f f ic  p roblems 
and  the  adverse  impact  on  the  ne ighbourhood and  the  la rger  communi ty .  
We agree  wi th  and  suppor t  a l l  those  submiss ions .  

Redeve lopment  of  Tru th  Cent re  S i te  

We would  l ike  to  provide  some fur ther  comments  on  the  redeve lopment  of  
the  Tru th  Cent re  s i te .  The  Tru th  Cent re  has  occupied  the  loca t ion  for  a  
number  of  years .  However ,  the  eventua l  d i sposa l  o f  the  s i te  by  the  Tru th  
Cent re  has  a l ready  been  cons idered  and  taken  in to  account  in  the  cur ren t  
Off ic ia l  Communi ty  Plan  and  the  cur ren t  zoning .  What  i s  ev ident  i s  a  carefu l ly  
cons idered  and  ba lanced  dec is ion  on  the  l imi t s  o f  h igh  dens i ty  deve lopment .  
The  cur ren t  zoning  a r t icu la tes  a  c lear  dec is ion  tha t  when  the  Tru th  Cent re  
was  d isposed  of  h igh  dens i ty  deve lopment  would  be  l imi ted  to  the  For t  S t ree t  
cor r idor  and  tha t  the  ba lance  of  the  s i te  would  become s ing le  fami ly  
res idences .  
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In  the  absence  of  need ,  hardsh ip  or  a  new over r id ing  cons idera t ion  we  do  not  
th ink  there  i s  any  bas i s  for  vary ing  the  Off ic ia l  Communi ty  P lan  o r  re la ted  
zoning .  Wi th  tha t  in  mind ,  the  ques t ion  i s :  has  Abs t rac t  Development  
ident i f ied  any  need ,  hardsh ip ,  o r  new over r id ing  cons idera t ion?  

We do  not  th ink  Abs t rac t  can  demons t ra te  any  need  for  increased  h igh  
dens i ty  deve lopment  on  th i s  s i t e .  There  a re  a  la rge  number  of  h igh  dens i ty  
deve lopments  cur ren t ly  be ing  contempla ted ,  cons t ruc ted  or  comple ted  in  the  
Ci ty .  For  example :  

-  on  Broughton  S t ree t  across  f rom the  YMCA,  

-  on  Yates  S t ree t  near  Vancouver  ( i . e . ,  Har r i s  Green  Vi l lage) ,  

-  a t  the  corner  of  Johnson  and  Vancouver  ( the  McCal l ' s  park ing  lo t ) ,  

-  Yates  and  Cook ( the  o ld  BCAA s i te ) ,  

-  the  corner  of  Pandora  and  Vancouver  ( the  o ld  S t .  Andrews  School  
s i t e ) ,  

-  the  redeve lopment  of  the  For t  S t ree t  b lock  f rom Blanshard  to  Quadra  

-  the  corner  of  Cook and  Pandora ,  and  

-  Abs t rac t ' s  deve lopment  a t  the  corner  of  Cook and  For t .  

The  proposa l  for  the  Tru th  Cent re  s i tes  would  no t  increase  the  af fordable  
hous ing  in  the  Ci ty .  In  our  v iew,  there  i s  no  demons t rab le  need  to  increase  
the  dens i ty  a t  the  Tru th  Cent re  s i te .  

There  can  be  no  hardsh ip .  Abs t rac t  Development  has  jus t  acqui red  the  s i te ,  
and  was  aware  of  i t s  cur ren t  zoning .  Accord ingly ,  the  Ci ty  mus t  assume tha t  
Abs t rac t  Development  contempla ted  a  v iab le  deve lopment  on  the  s i te  wi th in  
the  cur ren t  zoning  res t r ic t ions ,  The  Ci ty  cannot  accept  any  sugges t ion  tha t  
g rea te r  dens i ty  i s  requi red  to  make  a  v iab le  deve lopment .  I f  the  Ci ty  were  to  
do  so  i t  would  c rea te  the  mora l  hazard  of  hav ing  a l l  deve lopers  overpay  for  
p roper ty  on  the  bas i s  tha t  they  could  then  expec t  the  Ci ty  to  agree  to  
changes  to  make  the i r  p roposed  deve lopments  v iab le .  

There  a re  no  new over r id ing  cons idera t ions .  In  fac t ,  the  re la t ive ly  recent  
deve lopment  of  1225  For t  S t ree t  i s  in format ive .  The  Ci ty  records  wi l l  
undoubted ly  d i sc lose  tha t  when  1225  For t  S t ree t  was  be ing  deve loped  there  
was  a  proposa l  to  acqui re  the  ad jacent  proper ty ,  1050  Pent re lew,  so  tha t  i t  
could  be  rezoned  to  form par t  of  an  expanded  deve lopment  wi th  g rea te r  
dens i ty .  Tha t  proposa l  was  incons is ten t  wi th  the  Off ic ia l  Communi ty  Plan  and  
zoning .  The  proposa l  resu l ted  in  a  s t rong  nega t ive  response  f rom the  publ ic  
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and  was  u l t imate ly  re jec ted .  Likewise ,  the  cur ren t  proposa l  to  incorpora te  
1050  Pent re lew Place  to  obta in  g rea te r  dens i ty  mus t  be  re jec ted .  

No need ,  hardsh ip  or  o ther  cons idera t ions  have  been  prof fe red  to  jus t i fy  the  
proposa l .  Accord ingly ,  in  our  v iew,  the  Ci ty  mus t  re jec t  the  proposa l  in  i t s  
en t i re ty  and  ind ica te  to  Abs t rac t  Development  tha t  i t  should  come back  wi th  
a  proposa l  wi th in  the  four  corners  of  the  cur ren t  Off ic ia l  Communi ty  P lan  and  
zoning .  

Spec i f ic  I s sues  

As  no ted  above ,  we  suppor t  the  de ta i led  concerns  provided  to  you  by  o ther  
res idents .  At  the  same t ime,  we  wish  to  ampl i fy  some spec i f ic  po in ts :  

1 .  The  park ing  on  Pent re lew Place  i s  a l ready  a t  a  cr i t i ca l  s tage ,  
Pent re lew Place  has  pressure  f rom the  mul t i -un i t  res idences  on  
Rockland ,  the  Langham Cour t  Thea t re  and  th i s  s i tua t ion  wi l l  on ly  
become more  exacerba ted  as  the  Ar t  Gal le ry  expans ion  takes  p lace .  
To  g ive  you  a  concre te  example ,  in  o rder  for  us  to  use  the  park ing  spot  
in  f ron t  o f  our  house  we  genera l ly  have  to  leave  the  car  parked  there ,  
o therwise  the  space  i s  used  by  someone  e l se  and  we a re  forced  to  
park  fur ther  up  Pent re lew.  As  wel l ,  park ing  on  lower  Pent re lew Place  i s  
on ly  res ident ia l  f rom 8 :00  to  5 :00  Mondays  to  Fr idays  to  accommodate  
the  Langham Cour t  Thea t re  and  our  dr iveway has  been  b locked  on  
numerous  occas ions  by  pa t rons  of  the  Thea t re .  In  the  pas t  the  Tru th  
Cent re  has  made  i t s  park ing  lo t  ava i lab le  to  Thea t re  pa t rons  to  he lp  
address  the  severe  park ing  problems on  Pent re lew Place .  Tha t  ex t ra  
park ing  wi l l  no  longer  be  ava i lab le  and  we  wi l l  have  increased  park ing  
problems.  

2 .  The  t ra f f ic  for  the  h igh  dens i ty  deve lopment  of  the  Tru th  Cent re  
s i te  mus t  en te r  and  ex i t  f rom For t  S t ree t .  This  seems to  work  wel l  fo r  
the  condominium a t  1225  For t .  The  addi t iona l  park ing  and  t ra f f ic  
p roblems tha t  the  new s ing le - fami ly  res idences  wi l l  c rea te  for  
Pent re lew Place  mus t  be  adequate ly  dea l t  wi th  (e .g . ,  by  requi r ing  
suf f ic ien t  on-s i te  park ing  for  each  res idence) .  

3 .  Trees :  we  ment ion  th i s  on ly  because  i t  i s  be ing  used  as  a  
"wedge  i ssue"  to  c rea te  d iv is ions  amongs t  a f fec ted  res idents .  No 
s ign i f ican t  amount  of  t rees  could  surv ive  the  proposed  deve lopment .  
On a  broader  v iew,  we  l ive  in  an  urban  fores t  in  which  t rees  regular ly  
mus t  be  cu t  down and  rep laced .  Growing  t rees  i s  no t  a  problem in  
Vic tor ia ,  and  whi le  the  cur ren t  zoning  may resu l t  in  t ree  loss ,  the  t rees  
can  read i ly  be  rep laced .  Again ,  these  ad jus tments  to  the  urban  fores t  
a re  cons is ten t  wi th  the  cur ren t  Off ic ia l  Communi ty  P lan  and  zoning .  
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4.  The  cur ren t  proposa l  i s  so  excess ive  tha t  we  ask  ourse lves  what  
i t s  rea l  purpose  can  be .  Sure ly ,  the  Proposa l  mus t  fa i l ,  so  the  
deve loper  mus t  be  p lanning  a  fa l lback  Proposa l .  Our  concern  i s  tha t  
the  fa l lback  Proposa l  wi l l  con t inue  to  be  excess ive ,  bu t  the  deve loper  
wi l l  c la im tha t  in  compar i son  wi th  the  f i r s t  Proposa l  ( i . e . ,  the  cur ren t  
Proposa l )  they  have  "g iven  up"  a  grea t  dea l  and  made  la rge  
concess ions  to  address  communi ty  concerns .  Should  such  a  s i tua t ion  
a r i se  we  ask  tha t  you  not  be  taken  in  by  such  an  a rgument .  

Conclus ion  

In  our  v iew,  the  cur ren t  proposa l  i s  excess ive ,  whol ly  incons is ten t  wi th  the  
cur ren t  p lanning  and  zoning  requi rements ,  and  mus t  be  re jec ted  in  i t s  
en t i re ty .  The  deve loper  should  be  asked  to  re turn  wi th  a  proposa l  tha t  i s  
wi th in  the  four  corners  of  the  cur ren t  Off ic ia l  Communi ty  P lan  and  zoning  
requi rements .  

Thank  you ,  

Al i son  Heldman Ronald  L.  Bel l  
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Noraj/^Fjeldstad 

Subject: 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Anthony Danda  <  
Monday ,  January  09 ,  2017  10:00  AM 
Lisa  Helps  (Mayor) ;  Mar ianne  Al to  (Counci l lo r ) ;  Chr i s  Coleman (Counci l lo r ) ;  Ben  Is i t t  
(Counci l lo r ) ;  Je remy Loveday  (Counci l lo r ) ;  Margare t  Lucas  (Counci l lo r ) ;  Pam Madoff  
(Counci l lo r ) ;  Char layne  Thorn ton-Joe  (Counci l lo r ) ;  Geoff  Young (Counci l lo r )  
Objec t ion  to  i tem on  Advisory  Des ign  Pane l  meet ing  agenda  on  l l - Jan-2017 

Dear  Mayor  and  Counci l :  

I  unders tand  tha t  Abs t rac t  Development ' s  p roposa l  fo r  1201  For t  S t ree t  and  1050 Pent re lew Place  i s  on  the  
Advisory  Des ign  Pane l  meet ing  agenda  on  l l - Jan-2017.  I have  concerns  tha t  the  proposa l  i s  be ing  cons idered  
before  the  communi ty  has  an  oppor tun i ty  to  voice  the i r  op in ions .  I r eques t  tha t  the  proposa l  be  removed 
f rom the  agenda  unt i l  the  communi ty  has  had  an  oppor tun i ty  to  provide  feedback .  

Thank  you  for  your  cons idera t ion ,  

Anthony Danda  

1075  Pent re lew Place  
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Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: Legis la t ive  Serv ices  emai l  
Sent: Monday,  January  09 ,  2017  7 :54  AM 
To: Victor ia  Mayor  and  Counci l  
Subject: FW: 1201  For t  s t ree t :  F laws  in  Zoning  and  Communi ty  Meet ing  Process  

Categories: Awai t ing  Sta f f  Response  

Forward ing  for  a  response .  

Thank-you  
Chr i s t ine  

From: Anna Cal  [mai l to :c 

Sent: Fr iday ,  Januarv  f i  7017  10:34  PM 
To: _ 
Cc: Kam Lidder  <1 • ;  Jona than  Tinney  <JTinney@vic tor ia .ca>;  Pam Madoff  (Counci l lo r )  
<pmadoff@vic tor ia .ca>;  Je remy Loveday  (Counci l lo r )  < j loveday@vic tor ia .ca>;  Ben  Is i t t  (Counci l lo r )  <Bls i t t@vic tor ia .ca>;  
Char layne  Thorn ton-Joe  (Counci l lo r )  <c thorn ton- joe@vic tor ia .ca>;  Geoff  Young (Counci l lo r )  <gyoung@vic tor ia .ca>;  Lisa  
Helos  (Mayor)  <mayor@vic tor ia .ca>;  Leah  Wilson  < l w i k n n r t 5 ) \ / i r t n r i a  ra>-  :  '  3ob  June  

Geanine  Robey  <  _  nne t te  Kissoon  <  ,  
Legis la t ive  Serv ices  emai l  <Legis la t iveServ ices@vic tor ia .ca>  
Subject: 1201 For t  s t ree t :  F laws  in  Zoning  and  Communi ty  Meet ing  Process  

Dear Council Members: 
Over the many months that Abstract has developed their plans for 1201 Fort Street, they 
have not listened to our suggestions on this development. They have been in a rush to 
market this proposal to us from May 2016. The 'community engagements' we have had with 
Abstract Development have been nothing more than a series of sales presentations. 
Further, all our requests to decrease the density, the height, and the massing to somehow fit 
their proposal into the heritage character of our neighbourhood were met with more density, 
more height, and more massing. That, in our experience with Abstract, is their idea of 
engaging the community. 
In our quiet area with its current zoning, every community plan emphasizes traditional 
residential housing, yet Abstract is planning to build an urban core development. This is 
Abstract's idea of a gentle change in density and height. 
Some residents have lived here for almost half a century. We have lived here for over 20 
years. 
As far as we understand the process, the City Planning Department worked closely with 
Abstract over many months of 2016 to develop these plans. Abstract could also hire the help 
of any expert. 
We are normal citizens, we are people who are concerned about the future of our historical 
community, and we are left to our own devices. 
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In our experience, the Land Use Committee cannot help us with any advice, but can only 
coordinate our communication with Abstract and the City Council. 
It seems reasonable to assume that the City Planning and Community Development 
Department would pay attention to the OCP and the Rockland Community Plan. 
However, there is no hint in the proposed plans for 120 Fort Street that the City Planning 
Department has paid any attention to the OCP, the RCP, or the local residents. 
Even the upcoming Community Meeting is stacked against active Community involvement. 
Some 1100 letters were written to the local residents by the City Administration. This 
community meeting is the only chance the local residents will get to voice their concerns 
about this project, and to get answers to our questions before the plans proceed to City 
Council. This is a very contentious development. Yet, the venue for this very important 
meeting will only accommodate 70 people. This is not good enough. From the very 
beginning, Abstract has used this same tactic of rushing the process to achieve their goal. 
Abstract said they are comfortable with this venue. And, given how many residents are 
against the overwhelming size of the Fort Street proposal, it is easy to understand Abstract's 
comfort level with a venue as small as this. We are not comfortable with such a small venue 
out of our neighbourhood. 
Abstract has suggested splitting the meeting in two, or having a second meeting. We do not 
welcome this strategy of "divide and conquer." We are against this continued tactic of 
rushing the process by settling for an ill-chosen venue. 
We need some assurance from our political leaders that the concerns of our neighbourhood 
and the 1100 residents who live nearby will be heard fully and fairly, and that our questions 
can be answered in depth. The venue for the Community Meeting must be bigger; and the 
date and time of the Meeting should not conflict with any planned City Hall Meeting to 
allow any member of the City Council to attend. 
It is time for Abstract Developments to stop rushing the process and, in so doing, shutting 
out the local residents from actively participating in this very important process. 

For an easy-to-fmd venue in our neighbourhood which is more than adequate in terms of 
space, we suggest the Grace Lutheran Church on Fort Street. 

Respectfully, 
Anna and Don Cal 

On Jan 6, 2017, at 7:47 PM, Chris Douglas - i> wrote: 

Dear City Council, 

Kam Lidder makes some good points here. It's important that the process not just be fair, but be 
seen to be fair. 



At this point, it looks like Abstract is stacking the deck, with the aid or consent of the City. That 
would be a travesty for the neighbourhood because there is intense and widespread opposition to 
the proposed development. We deserve a development proportional and complementary to the 
community, and a process that hears our views. 

Best regards, 
Chris Douglas 
1025 Pentrelew Place 

On Thu, Jan 5, 2017 at 8:28 PM, Kam Lidder • ' wrote: 

I am writing with regards to my frustration with the city and rezoning process. We keep hearing 
from mayor and council and staff that there isn't anything wrong with the process and the public 
is engaged. 

With regards to the 1201 Fort St project, you have a developer who had an application in to the 
city for rezoning before he even owned the property and it was still under litigation. 

The developer has selected a meeting location that may fit 67 people. I understand that more 
than 1100 letters were mailed by Dec 23 by the city. Yet today (Jan 5th) when we talked to 
neighbours on Fort St and Yates, they had not received ANY notification about the community 
meeting which takes place next Thursday (Jan 12th). Conveniently when a city council meeting 
takes which does not even allow the liaison for the neighbourhood to attend the meeting or 
council members who live nearby. 

Apparently the only option at this point is to turn people away at the meeting and try to have 
another meeting. Why would planning allow the developer to select a location that is too small 
if only 10% of community members attend this meeting (-120) people. Why did the developer 
send out notices with the correct address for the meeting but incorrect location on the map? 
Considering it's evening, many seniors choose to drive. Why would you select a location that 
has no parking anywhere in the neighbourhood for visitors? You have a church (Grace 
Lutheran) within walking distance of the development and Central Middle School both that 
could accommodate more people, not the mention sufficient parking in the neighbourhood. 

Additionally the plans the developers presents at the community meeting can be significantly 
changed between the community meeting, the public hearing and eventual construction. The 
only people kept in the loop about the plans are the city planning staff and the developers. Not 
the neighbourhood or public. 

For a city that is supposed to be working for the residents of this city, that certainly does not 
appear to the be the case. I would suspect that our neighbourhood is not the only one feeling 
extremely disenfranchised, frustrated and angry with this process. 

Rather than sending dismissive and threatening emails to our neighbourhood association, 
perhaps the planning department could be instructed to work with the neighbourhood 
associations (who are volunteers). It has been abundantly clear that planning is favoring this 
developer given all the 'allowances' being made for them where they bypass processes. Do we 
really think it is the community who is favored when notices aren't sent out in time or venues 
can't accommodate people? 

I think it would be highly appropriate for the mayor and council to direct planning to improve 
this and other flaws in the development process. This is just one area of the development 
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process that needs to be changed to better serve the needs of residents. I would be more than 
happy to meet (on behalf of our neighbhourhood) with the planning department to present areas 
where improvements should be made. 

I would like to believe that the residents of this city are listened to, however my faith is waning. 

Regards, 
Kam Lidder 
1252 Wilspencer Place 
Resident of Victoria since 2008 and Rockland since 2009. 
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Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Adrienne  Hol ie rhoek  <;  
Monday ,  January  09 ,  2017  10:50  PM 
Vic tor ia  Mayor  and  Counci l  
Concern  about  Abs t rac t  p roposa l  a t  Jan .  11  ADP meet ing  

Dear Mr. June, Mayor Helps and City Counsellors, 

We are Rockland neighbourhood residents and homeowners of 1244 
Wilspencer, located across the street from Abstract Development's 
proposed development lor 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew 
Place. 

After reviewing recent plans for this site, we have many concerns 
over the impact this development proposal would have on our 
neighbourhood. 

However, we are also alarmed at apparent deviances this proposal 
seems to be taking from what we understand is the standard 
rezoning process. 

We have been made aware that this development is on the agenda of 
a special, not-regularly-scheduled, Advisory Design Panel meeting 
on January 11 — one day before the community will have an 
opportunity to voice concerns about the proposed development at 
the formal community association land use meeting. 

We urge the City and it's Planning Department to listen to the 
concerns of area residents prior to considering this proposed 
development or any rezoning or amendments to bylaws which 
would make it possible. 

Thank you in advance for your consideration of this issue. 

D'Arcy Green and Adrienne Holierhoek 



Noraye Fjeldstad 

Subject: 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Anna Cal  
Wednesday ,  December  28 ,  2016  3 :47  PM 
Pam Madoff  (Counci l lo r ) ;  Margare t  Lucas  (Counci l lo r ) ;  Geoff  Young (Counci l lo r ) ;  Ben  I s i t t  
(Counci l lo r ) ;  Chr i s  Coleman (Counci l lo r ) ;  Je remy Loveday  (Counci l lo r ) ;  Char layne  
Thorn ton-Joe  (Counci l lo r ) ;  L isa  Helps  (Mayor)  
:  Abs t rac t  and  For t /Pent re lew deve lopment  

Dear councils, 

Since I have sent the letter to TC reporter Carla Wilson, Abstract added two more townhouses and increased 
the height of some townhouses up to twelve meters. Nobody I know from our immediate neighbourhood is 
happy about this proposal. 
Good zoning makes good neighbours 

Please come to a community meeting . Notice of a community meeting is below. 

Best regards 
Anna Cal 

From the Land Use Committee of the Rockland Neighbourhood 
Association: 

NOTICE OF A COMMUNITY MEETING 

A 93-UNIT DEVELOPMENT IS BEING PROPOSED FOR THE TRUTH 
CENTRE SITE AT 1201 FORT STREET 

The proposal is for a 6-storey building with 47 condos, a 5-storey building with 
34 condos, and 12 townhouses. 

It requires changes to both the Official Community Plan and the Rockland 
Neighbourhood Plan. 

The Community Meeting is open to the public and will take place on 

Thursday, January 12, 2017, 

at 6:30 PM in the Fernwood Community Centre at 1923 Fernwood Road, 
Victoria 
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A copy of the official notice is attached. 

Hello Carla, 
I've read your article in Times Colonist from last Saturday about Abstract Developments 
proposal for Fort/Pentrelew property that used to be a socially significant establishment. Church, 
park, a great venue for music arts, ballet, school contributed greatly to the well being of our 
neighbourhood 
I'm a resident of Pentrelew place. My house is facing the Truth Centre parking lot. 
That is what I see now and have seen for last twenty four years. 

That is what I'm going to see if Abstract's proposal will be approved, only much closer than it 
shows on the drawing. As you can see the townhouses are almost as high as existing four storey 
on the right. 

"If fjodervAvexi 
If OxtdOS 4 

story <" 

To give you better perspective 1 include the following photo. The grey roof in the right lower 
portion is my roof. The house in front of four storey condo is now absorbed in to the 1201 
property 
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Now , please look at yet another picture. 
I personally see a great difference between left and right side of the picture. 
The blue line indicates an indent where right side will start to look like left side. 
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Change is good and necessary but not any change. 
I find this proposal unfitting for our neighbourhood. Density, height, traffic increase enormously 

and in my opinion dangerously on our historically quiet and quaint street. Abstract promises to 
keep some trees but even the remaining trees might be damaged during the blasting ( blasting is 
another painful issue). Besides, a developer is only legally bound to pay a negligible fee for a 
destroyed tree. 
In my opinion the historical character of a property that had only single owners for last 140 
years , that used to be historic Pentrelew (the Crease family home ) and the heritage character of 
the whole Rockland is not respected. The spirit of our neighbourhood will be gone. 

With respect 
Anna Cal 
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Nora^eJFjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

sav ing  the  p lane t  
Monday ,  December  05 ,  2016  2 :38  PM 
Br idge t  Frewer  
Lisa  Helps  (Mayor)  
Re:  u rban  p lanning  needed  
huge  condo complex  ou t  of  p lace .pdf  

Dear Mayor Helps and Ms. Bridget Frewer -1 read this letter in the Times Colonist this weekend and I wanted 
to send you a copy as I agree with the letter writer... the complex is too big for our area... I live on St. Charles 
street just off of Fort street... 

Also I would ask that you make requests of these Development companies like Abstract to use some green 
products... I sent Abstract an email on December 3 which read -

hello... do you have any green products in your buildings... such as solar heating... and low flush toilet 
option.... 
and Teslar solar roofs., to name a few?! 
best, sheila 

thank you, sheila o'byrne 

On Nov 29, 2016, at 2:32 PM, Bridget Frewer <bfrewer@victoria.ca> wrote: 

Dear Sheila, 

On behalf of Mayor Helps, thank you for your email. It has been shared with Mayor and Council. 

Victoria's Official Community Plan (OOP) guides growth and development in Victoria and was adopted by 
Council in 2012 after two and a half years of public consultation with more than 6,000 people. Victoria's 
OOP focuses on vibrant, walkable villages and town centres while maintaining the downtown core as the 
heart of the region. It introduces a new approach to land-use management by recognizing the unique 
neighbourhood character and sense of place of different parts of the city, and emphasizes sustainable 
transportation such as walking, cycling, and transit. 

The Official Community Plan provides guidelines for Council and staff for decisions and policy about land 
use, and was based both on technical analysis and on extensive input from the community. Council has 
also recently approved an accelerated local area planning program, to be conducted over three years, to 
provide more detailed guidance for growth, change and development within the neighbourhoods in 
Victoria, to review and refine the OCP policies and urban place designations related to specific 
neighbourhoods. This program is intended to also rely heavily on input from residents, businesses and 
members of the community. 

1 
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Victoria's Official Community Plan also includes chapters with policies specific to the Environment and 
Climate Change and Energy which guide sustainability and efforts to reduce our impact on the earth 
through policies and practices at the City of Victoria. 

Thank you for taking the time to write in with your feedback. To stay up-to-date on City of Victoria news, 
events, and opportunities for public input subscribe to the City's bi-weekly newsletter, visit the City of 
Victoria's website, or download the Citv'sConnectVictoria App. 

Sincerely, 

Bridget Frewer 
Correspondence Coordinator 
Citizen Engagement and Strategic Planning 
City of Victoria 
1 Centennial Square, Victoria BC V8W 1P6 
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From: sav ing  the  p lane t  fmai l to  a ]  
Sent: Monday,  November  28 ,  2016  4 :11  PM 
To: Clark .MLA,  Chr i s ty  <Chr is tv .Clark .MLA(5) leg .bc .ca>;  Lisa  Helps  (Mayor)  <mavor(5)v ic tor ia .ca>  
Cc: Col in  Campbel l  <  Nancy  Col in  Obyrne  < 
Mary  Jane  <rr  •  
Subject: urban  p lanning  needed  

Dear Minister Clark and Mayor Helps please read this article from the Times Colonist regarding the need for 
urban planning.... I agree with the author Gerald Walter, growth is happening so quickly in Victoria and it needs 
planning... 

I  also include an article on Abstract Developments wanting to build on another site, this time on Fort street and 
Pentrelew.... to my knowledge Abstract does not include green products in their buildings... why not have such 
goods as solar panels... or Tesla solar roofs.... or.... 

please take charge and guide these situations... 

thank you, sheila o'byrne 
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Huge condo complex 
would be out of place 
Re: "Condos pitched for Victoria Truth 
Centre land," Nov. 26 ~̂ <~c 

There is considerable neighbourhood oppo
sition to the massive new development 
Abstract is proposing for the Truth Centre 
land. Although the norm in the area is 
apartment buildings of three storeys, such 
as those across the street, Abstract is 
insisting on hulking, six- and five-storey 
structures, the bigger of which will tower 
over neighbouring buildings on Fort 
Street. 

Coupled with the row of 10 townhouses 
along Pentrelew Place — also gigantic, at 
11 metres each — the development could 
add about 300 new residents and 120 cars 
to the area. 

We like development and densification, 
but not so fast and steep, and not at that 
price. 

If others share these concerns, I urge 
them to write to the mayor and the city 
council, which will shortly review the 
development application for this huge, out-
of-place apartment complex, and attend 
the upcoming hearings. 

The neighbours aren't happy about the 
height, density and traffic implications, 
and citizens of Victoria shouldn't be either. 

Chris Douglas 
Victoria 



1119 Ormond St ,  Vic tor ia ,  BC V8V 4J9  • 

December  14 ,  2016  

Dear  Mayor  Helps ,  

Re:  Abs t rac t  Developments  Development  P lans  for  the  Tru th  Cent re  Acreage  

My husband  and  I l ive  a t  1119  Ormond St ree t  on  the  Fernwood/Rockland  border .  We 
are  opposed  to  Abs t rac t  Developments '  p roposed  s t ra ta  deve lopment  p lan  for  the  Tru th  
Cent re  proper ty  (and  1050  Pent re lew. )  The  proposed  deve lopment ,  the  second for  tha t  
b lock  ( the  Black  & Whi te  i s ,  a s  you  know,  jus t  about  to  begin  cons t ruc t ion  a t  For t  and  
Cook )  i s  a  mons t ros i ty :  6  and  5  s torey  condos ,  10  except iona l ly  ta l l  3  s torey  townhouses  
wi th  roof  decks  and  e leva tors ,  underground park ing  for  approximate ly  80  vehic les ,  
sur face  park ing  for  20  and  only  7  gues t  park ing  s ta l l s .  Obvious ly ,  what  Abs t rac t  i s  
p ropos ing  i s  a  h igh  dens i ty  deve lopment  of  except iona l  he igh t  tha t  wi l l  g rea t ly  impact  
t ra f f ic ,  park ing ,  l igh t  condi t ions ,  g reen  space  and  ne ighbourhood charac te r  -  al l  wi th in  
the  For t  Her i tage  Corr idor .  To  make  the i r  p lans  a  rea l i ty ,  Abs t rac t  i s  seek ing  s i te  spec i f ic  
zoning  to  rep lace  cur ren t  zoning  which  i s  ' s ing le  fami ly '  fo r  the  southern  por t ion  and  
'mid- r i se ,  mul t i -  dwel l ing '  fo r  the  nor thern  por t ion .  

Once  I l ea rned  of  Abs t rac t ' s  in ten t ion ,  I immedia te ly  contac ted  Br ian  S iks t rom,  the  
p lanner  in  charge  of  th i s  f i l e ,  and  compla ined  tha t  I ,  a  res ident  l iv ing  wi th in  a  200  met re  
rad ius  of  the  proposed  deve lopment  (a  geographica l  a rea  tha t  covers  approximate ly  a  
th i rd  of  Fernwood) ,  had  no t  been  consul ted .  I was  to ld  tha t  ne ighbours '  input  was  no t  a  
requi rement  a t  th i s  s tage .  When I a sked  about  communi ty  meet ing  p lans ,  I was  to ld  
tha t  such  a  meet ing  had  been  de layed  by  the  Rockland  Neighbourhood Assoc ia t ion .  I 
commented  tha t  i t  was  odd  tha t  the  RNA would  no t  want  the i r  say  regard ing  the  
deve lopment  bu t  I was  no t  g iven  any  fur ther  explana t ion .  

Next ,  I con tac ted  the  Rockland  Neighbourhood Assoc ia t ion  to  f ind  ou t  i f  t he re  had  been  
any  so l ic i ta t ion  of  res idents '  input  in  the i r  ne ighbourhood.  I was  to ld  tha t  there  had  
been ,  bu t  tha t  pr imar i ly  i t  was  conf ined  to  res idents  in  the  immedia te  a rea  of  Pent re lew 
and  tha t  the  input  sought  was  by  Abs t rac t ,  accord ing  to  the i r  t e rms .  I a l so  found  ou t  
there  were  and  s t i l l  a re ,  good  reasons  for  the  RNA "de lay ing"  the  publ ic  communi ty  
consul ta t ion .  I was  in formed tha t ,  in i t i a l ly ,  the  RNA dec l ined  to  a t tend  the  pre l iminary  
meet ing  wi th  Abs t rac t  due  to  the  lega l  cha l lenges  regard ing  the  t i t l e  of  the  proper ty  
which  d id  no t  a t  tha t  t ime  guaran tee  a  sa le .  As  wel l ,  I  l ea rned  tha t  the  need  for  a  second  
pre l iminary  meet ing  wi th  the  deve loper  (s t i l l  t o  take  p lace)  i s  because  the  RNA had  too  
l i t t l e  t ime  to  look  a t  the  p lans  and  wanted  t ra f f ic  and  shading  s tud ies  as  wel l  a s  an  
a rbor i s t ' s  repor t .  This  i s  en t i re ly  defens ib le  conduct  on  the  par t  o f  the  RNA and  I ,  a s  a  
Fernwood res ident ,  share  the i r  concerns .  



In  de ta i l ,  here  a re  my thoughts  regard ing  Abs t rac t ' s  p roposed  deve lopment :  

• Unreasonable density. The proper ty  encompasses  "Urban  Res ident ia l "  and  
"Tradi t iona l  Res ident ia l "  des igna t ions  in  the  OCP which  fur ther  ca l l s  fo r  "gradua l  
t rans i t ions ."  Abs t rac t ' s  p roposa l  does  not  re f lec t  tha t .  

• Unreasonable height. At 5  and  6  s toreys ,  the  proposed  condos  exceed  the  
he ight  of  ne ighbourhood mul t i - fami ly  dwel l ings .  As  wel l ,  3  s torey  townhouses  
(11  met res )  wi th  roof  decks  would  look  down on  ne ighbour ing  2  s torey  homes .  

• Urban forest destruction. Approximate ly  25  mature  t rees  ou t  of  42  would  be  
des t royed  for  the  deve lopment  as  cur ren t ly  envis ioned .  Fur thermore ,  there  i s  
no  a rbor i s t ' s  repor t  to  address  how extens ive  b las t ing  would  a f fec t  the  surv iv ing  
t rees .  There  a re  many reasons  to  preserve  urban  fores t s ,  no t  on ly  for  the  
en joyment  and  wel l -be ing  of  res idents ,  bu t  because  they  he lp  prevent  f looding  
and  water  po l lu t ion  (obvious ly  a  Ci ty  o f  Vic tor ia  concern  wi th  the  new s torm 
water  in i t i a t ive) ,  they  c lean  our  a i r ,  save  water ,  sh ie ld  us  f rom UV rays  and  the  
e lements ,  p rovide  homes  to  wi ld l i fe ,  mark  the  changing  seasons  and  provide  
v isua l  re l ie f  in  u rban  landscapes  to  name jus t  a  few of  the i r  benef i t s .  

• Reduction in green space. Rockland  a l ready  lacks  publ ic  g reen  space  and  
Fernwood res idents  in  the  southern  por t ion  of  our  ne ighbourhood would  have  
only  the  Cent ra l  Middle  School  p layground for  a f te r -hours  use  wi th  the  Tru th  
Cent re  fores t  gone .  To  a l low the  acreage  to  be  re -zoned ,  la rge ly  de- fores ted ,  
b las ted  for  underground park ing  and  s t r ipped  of  i t s  s ign i f icance  to  our  
communi ty  for  expens ive ,  ou t -of -sca le ,  h igh  dens i ty  hous ing  would  be  
squander ing  the  oppor tun i ty  to  c rea te  someth ing  t ru ly  magni f icen t  fo r  the  s i te .  
A pro tec ted  park  and  co-op  a r t s  fac i l i ty  in  the  ex is t ing  church?  Add on  a  soc ia l  
en te rpr i se  cafe  to  he lp  suppor t  i t ?  A min ia ture  amphi thea t re  and  p icn ic  t ab les?  
Vic tor ia  can  do  be t te r  than  to  "pave  parad ise  and  put  up  a  park ing  lo t . "  

• Does not honour heritage character of neighbourhoods. Rockland  and  my 
corner  of  Fernwood is  r ich  wi th  charac te r  which  i s  v i ta l  to  the  "p lace-making"  
va lued  by  Counci l  and  Vic tor ia  res idents  a l ike .  Abs t rac t ' s  p roposed  deve lopment  
does  no t  enhance  the  For t  Her i tage  Corr idor .  Of  par t icu la r  concern  to  me is  
what  wi l l  happen  to  the  remain ing  her i tage  dwel l ings  on  the  south  s ide  of  For t  
S t ree t  be tween  Abs t rac t ' s  Black  & Whi te  and  the  Tru th  Cent re  proper ty  should  
the  deve lopment  proceed  on  the  s i te  of  the  la t te r .  My husband  and  I bought  our  
her i tage  home 11  years  ago  because  we  love  and  va lue  her i tage  preserva t ion  
and  the  charac te r  of  our  ne ighbourhood and ,  because  we  were  fed  up  wi th  the  
type  of  ne ighbourhood-des t roy ing  deve lopment  we  were  wi tness ing  on  the  
main land .  We want  our  ne ighbourhood ' s  charac te r  respec ted  and  preserved .  
We are  no t  a lone  in  th i s  sen t iment .  Gai l  Br igh ton ,  a  n iece  of  one  of  the  Tru th  
Cent re ' s  founders ,  Dr .  Emma Smi ley ,  wro te  to  me to  share  tha t  the  proper ty  has  



t rad i t iona l ly  been  a  des t ina t ion  no t  on ly  for  sp i r i tua l  re f lec t ion ,  bu t  a l so  a  p lace  
of  peace  and  a  re fuge  tha t  count less  fo lks ,  Emi ly  Car r  among them,  have  been  
enr iched  by  over  the  years .  Another  ne ighbour  shared  tha t  the  ashes  of  many 
have  been  sca t te red  on  the  proper ty  and  tha t  the  emancipa t ion  oaks ,  sequoias  
and  many o ther  p lan ts  and  t rees  tha t  d i s t inguish  the  proper ty  as  a  un ique  urban  
fores t  were  p lan ted  to  be  f ix tures  of  a  prayer  garden .  A pedes t r ian- f r iendly ,  eco-
f r iendly ,  g reen-space  preserv ing  publ ic  haven  where  people  can  cont inue  to  
en joy  na ture ,  each  o ther ,  a  sense  of  p lace  wi th in  a  beaut i fu l  her i tage  
ne ighbourhood and  poss ib ly  even  cu l tura l  pursu i t s  would  go  a  long  way toward  
enhanc ing  the  v ibrancy  of  our  c i ty .  

• Does not contribute to affordable housing. Victor ia  i s  s t i l l  exper ienc ing  a  ren ta l  
hous ing  and  af fordabi l i ty  c r i s i s  in  sp i te  of  i t s  deve lopment  boom.  ( In  fac t ,  i t  was  
recent ly  repor ted  in  the  TC tha t  the  vacancy  ra te  has  aga in  decreased  f rom .6% 
to  .5%,  ev idence  tha t  condi t ions  a re  in  fac t  worsen ing  for  ren te rs . )  Curren t ly ,  
there  i s  cons iderab le  deba te  about  whether  t rans ien t  accommodat ion  zoning  of  
new "af fordable"  deve lopments  i s  he lp ing  homeowners  pay  the i r  mor tgages  or  
ass i s t ing  ren ta l  bus inesses  to  make  more  prof i t  f rom shor t  t e rm ren ta l s .  I f  t he re  
i s  to  be  any  deve lopment  a t  the  Tru th  Cent re  Proper ty ,  I  would  ra ther  see  more  
af fordable ,  non-s t ra ta  row houses  ( for  which  the  Ci ty  of  Vic tor ia  has  no t  ye t  
made  provis ions)  o r  poss ib ly  co-op  hous ing .  These  could  be  a  be t te r  f i t  fo r  the  
ne ighbourhood and  ex is t ing  dens i ty  s tandards .  

• Traffic/parking complications. No t ra f f ic  s tudy  has  ye t  been  submi t ted  wi th  
Abs t rac t ' s  p roposa l .  To  make  Pent re lew,  now a  quie t  s ide-s t ree t ,  the  major  
access  and  ex i t  to  the  deve lopment  i s  an  unreasonable  expec ta t ion  of  res idents  
who are  a l ready  burdened  by  park ing  problems,  in  par t  due  to  Langham Cour t  
Thea t re ' s  use  of  tha t  s t ree t .  Fur thermore ,  the  AGGV zoning  inc luded  the  Tru th  
Cent re  grounds  tha t  wi l l  no  longer  be  ava i lab le  should  Abs t rac t  p roceed  wi th  i t s  
p lans .  For t  S t ree t  i s  the  second access /ex i t  po in t .  Adding  cons iderab ly  more  
t ra f f ic  to  a  t rans i t  cor r idor  tha t  has  no t  ye t  been  upgraded  i s  a l so  unwise .  
Ormond St . ,  For t  S t  and  View St  res idents  and  bus inesses  wi l l  a l so  be  impacted  
by  the  increase  in  t ra f f ic  and  park ing  problems.  Ser ious  acc ident  po ten t ia l  wi l l  
increase  i f  ca rs  ex i t ing  on to  For t  S t ree t  cont inue  to  dr ive  aga ins t  one-way t ra f f ic  
to  cu t  over  to  Ormond as  i s  p resen t ly  the  case .  A ca tas t rophic  acc ident  would  
only  be  a  mat te r  of  t ime .  

• Shading Issues. No shading  s tudy  has  accompanied  Abs t rac t ' s  p roposa l .  
Cer ta in ly  For t  and  Ormond St ree t  p roper t ies  nor th  of  the  Tru th  Cent re  s i te ,  
inc lud ing  our  own home,  wi l l  be  s ign i f ican t ly  impac ted  by  shading .  The  only  l igh t  
and  skyl ine  v is ib le  f rom the  nor th  s ide  of  our  home (be tween  2  ad jacent  
ne ighbour ing  homes  on  For t  S t )  i s  the  nor thwes t  corner  of  the  Tru th  Cent re  
proper ty  where  enormous  t rees  now s tand  -  giants  tha t  would  be  des t royed  and  
rep laced  by  one  of  the  two condo towers  Abs t rac t  envis ions .  



• Pre-empting Local Area Planning. I t  i s  no t  r igh t  o r  fa i r  to  a rea  res idents  to  have  
to  engage  in  a  p lanning  process  for  the  Tru th  Cent re  proper ty  in  advance  of  loca l  
a rea  p lanning  for  Rockland ,  the  For t  Her i tage  Corr idor  and  Linden  Avenue  
scheduled  to  take  p lace  ear ly  in  the  new year .  

In  c los ing ,  I u rge  you  to  cons ider  the  many problems the  proposed  Tru th  Cent re  re 
deve lopment  p lan  presen ts  and  the  fac t  tha t  i t  does  no t  enhance  our  ne ighbourhood in  
any  way nor  does  i t  even  a t tempt  to  in tegra te  wi th  i t s  sur roundings .  The  Tru th  Cent re  
proper ty  i s  no t  on ly  an  h is tor ic  one ,  i t  i s  a  un ique ,  fo res ted  s i te  of  unprecedented  s ize  
and  beauty  which  i s  h igh ly  va lued  in  our  communi ty .  Any deve lopment  p lans  for  1201  
For t  S t ree t /1050  Pent re lew must  be  for  the  grea te r  good  of  our  ne ighbouhoods ,  re f lec t  
co l lec t ive  va lues  and  respec t  our  input .  

S incere ly ,  



Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

webforms@vic tor ia .ca  
Sa turday ,  November  26 ,  2016  11:11  PM 
Vic tor ia  Mayor  and  Counci l  
Mayor  and  Counci l  emai l  

From:  Gai l  Br igh ton  
Emai l  :  
Reference  :  
Dayt ime Phone  :  
Re:  The  Vic tor ia  Tru th  Cent re .  
I am biased  as  My Aunt  was  Emma Smi ley  and  she  and  her  bro ther  (my Dad)  bought  the  or ig ina l  p roper ty  and  deve loped  
the  land .  The  Cent re  has  been  an  insp i ra t ion  for  thousands  even  i f  i t  was  jus t  to  s i t  in  the  Garden  Of  S i lence .  Where  e l se  
in  the  c i ty  cen te r  a re  you  reques ted  to  be  s i len t  when  en te r ing  a  ga ted  a rea?  In  these  days  of  tu rmoi l  a  p lace  of  peace  i s  
sure ly  needed .  Replac ing  an  a rea  known for  compass iona te  s ta f f ,  lov ing  he lp ,  a  na tura l  envi ronment ,  and  sp i r i tua l  
insp i ra t ion ,  wi th  h igh  end  "b i rd  cage  hous ing '  baf f les  me .  When low-cos t  hous ing  i s  needed  how could  you  i ssue  a  
permi t  fo r  more  unaf fordable  hous ing?  
The  deve loper  has  even  s ta ted  there  has  been  a  cha l lenge  wi th  the  under  cons t ruc t ion ,  Emerson .  Mayor  Pe te r  Pol len  
recognized  the  t reasure  of  the  The  Tru th  Cent re  in  a  meet ing  I a t t ended .  
Jus t  my thought ,  bu t  I t h ink  you  a re  moving  way to  fas t  on  the  des t ruc t ion  of  the  her i tage  va lue  of  the  c i ty .  
I now l ive  in  Nanoose  Bay where  fo lks  commute  to  Vic tor ia  to  work .  
I was  born  in  Vic tor ia  and  taught  school  there  for  many years ,  so  much of  my hear t  i s  there  even  though hous ing  i s  
beyond my budget .  

IMPORTANT NOTICE:  This  message  is  in tended  only  for  the  use  of  the  ind iv idua l  o r  en t i ty  to  which  i t  i s  addressed ,  and  
may conta in  in format ion  tha t  i s  p r iv i leged ,  conf ident ia l  and  exempt  f rom disc losure  under  appl icab le  law. I f  the  reader  of  
th i s  message  i s  no t  the  in tended  rec ip ien t ,o r  the  employee  or  agent  respons ib le  for  de l iver ing  the  message  to  the  
in tended  rec ip ien t ,  you  a re  hereby  not i f ied  tha t  any  d issemina t ion ,  d i s t r ibu t ion  o r  copying  of  th i s  communica t ion  i s  
s t r ic t ly  p rohib i ted .  I f  you  have  rece ived  th i s  communica t ion  in  e r ror ,  p lease  not i fy  The  Ci ty  o f  Vic tor ia  immedia te ly  by  
emai l  a t  publ icserv ice@vic tor ia .ca .  Thank  you .  

IP  Address :  70 .67 .229 .144  

l 

mailto:publicservice@victoria.ca


Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Ja ime Hal l  <  
Tuesday ,  November  29 ,  2016  10:24  AM 
Vic tor ia  Mayor  and  Counci l  
Mike  Mi l le r ;  Susan  Knight ;  S teve  Hutch ison;  Jac in the  Grenier  
1201  For t  S t ree t :  p roposed  deve lopment  

Mayor  and  Counci l  
Ci ty  o f  Vic tor ia  
1  Centennia l  Square  
Vic tor ia  BC V8W 1P6 

November  29 ,  2016  

Dear  Major  and  Counci l  

Re: Proposed redevelopment of 1201 Fort Street (The Truth Center) 

We are  res idents  of  Vic tor ia ,  loca ted  a t  1024  Pent re lew Place ,  in  an  a rea  of  s ing le  fami ly  homes  wi th in  a  b lock  of  the  
proposed  deve lopment  a t  1201  For t  S t ree t .  We wr i te  to  express  our  v iews  and  to  make  some sugges t ions  concern ing  
the  proposed  deve lopment  of  the  Tru th  Center  s i te  by  Abs t rac t  Developments .  

We have  a t tended  severa l  communi ty  meet ings  concern ing  the  proposed  deve lopment .  We should  a l so  ind ica te  tha t  
the  wr i te r  James  Hal l  has  some bus iness  dea l ings  wi th  Abs t rac t  Developments .  However ,  we  wr i te  pr inc ipa l ly  as  
res idents  and  f rom the  perspec t ive  of  the  impact  of  the  deve lopment  on  our  res ident ia l  ne ighborhood.  

Having  a t tended  the  meet ings  and  having  rev iewed the  mater ia l s  p repared  by  Abs t rac t ,  we  a re  genera l ly  in  suppor t  of  
the  proposed  deve lopment .  We ant ic ipa te  tha t  the  pro jec t  may be  d is rupt ive  and  represen ts  change .  But  we  recognize  
tha t  the  s i te  i s  p resen t ly  underu t i l i zed  and  tha t  the  church  has  so ld  the  proper ty .  Some form of  deve lopment  of  th i s  s i t e  
i s  inev i tab le .  We f ind  tha t  the  proposa l  o f  Abs t rac t  i s  a  thought fu l  p ro jec t  tha t  wi l l ,  in  t ime ,  be  a  va lued  and  appropr ia te  
par t  o f  our  communi ty .  We a lso  recognize  tha t  the  pro jec t  represen ts  added  dens i ty  wi th in  walk ing  d i s tance  of  
downtown so  is  cons is ten t  wi th  sus ta inabi l i ty  va lues  and  the  Off ic ia l  Communi ty  P lan .  

Our  main  concerns ,  however ,  a re  wi th  park ing  and  t ra f f ic .  

The  ne ighborhood a l ready  has  cons iderab le  park ing  pressure ,  par t icu la r ly  g iven  the  proximi ty  of  the  Langham Cour t  
Thea t re  and  the  Vic tor ia  Ar t  Gal le ry  (which  has  inadequate  park ing  on  s i te  now and  wi l l  c lear ly  have  even  less  adequate  
park ing  i f  i t s  p roposed  expans ion  occurs ) .  Whi le  these  a re  va lued  cu l tura l  ins t i tu t ions ,  we  a l ready  exper ience  
cons iderab le  park ing  ac t iv i ty  assoc ia ted  wi th  these  ins t i tu t ions .  We s t rongly  suppor t  main ta in ing  the  dayt ime res ident  
on ly  park ing  reg ime on  Pent re lew Place .  

Wi th  regard  to  t ra f f ic ,  Pent re lew Place  i s  res ident ia l  in  charac te r  and  should  no t  be  permi t ted  to  become a  
major  thoroughfare  to  se rve  these  deve lopments  .  We s t rongly  suppor t  the  d i rec t ion  of  t ra f f ic  f rom the  proposed  
Abs t rac t  deve lopment  on to  For t  S t ree t  ra ther  than  Pent re lew as  wel l  a s  the  t ra f f ic  ca lming  bulges  proposed  for  the  
deve lopment  a long  the  wes t  s ide  of  Pent re lew.  

We sugges t  that  the  Ci ty  a l so  implement  t ra f f ic  ca lming  a long  the  eas t  end  of  the  Pent re lew "c i rc le"  ad jacent  to  the  Ar t  
Gal le ry .  Tha t  would  go  a  long  way towards  s lowing  addi t iona l  t ra f f ic  genera ted  by  the  Ar t  Gal le ry  and  Tru th  Center  
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redeve lopments  tha t  may use  the  Pent re lew c i rc le  as  a  means  of  access .  This  would  be  cons is ten t  wi th  the  t ra f f ic  bu lges  
proposed  for  the  Tru th  Center  deve lopment  i t se l f .  

Our  ne ighborhood i s  faced  wi th  two major  redeve lopments  on  e i ther  s ide .  We a l ready  bear  cons iderab le  t ra f f ic  and  
park ing  g iven  the  proximi ty  of  the  Ar t  Gal le ry  and  the  Langham Cour t  Thea t re .  In  o rder  to  preserve  the  res ident ia l  
charac te r  of  our  a rea ,  we  would  ask  tha t  park ing  and  t ra f f ic  i s sues  presen ted  by  the  two deve lopments  in  our  a rea  be  
addressed  on  a  proac t ive  bas i s .  

Yours  t ru ly ,  

Ja ime Hal l  and  Jac in the  Grenier  
1024  Pent re lew Place  
Vic tor ia ,  BC 

Cc:  S teve  Hutch ison ,  AScT 
Transpor ta t ion  P lanner  
Engineer ing  and  Publ ic  Works  Depar tment  
Ci ty  of  Vic tor ia  

Cc :  Mike  Mi l le r  
Abs t rac t  Developments  

CONFIDENTIALITY & PRIVILEGE NOTICE 
The information and documents electronically transmitted are private, may include solicitor-client privileged communications and may contain confidential 
information intended only for the person named above. Nothing in this electronic transmission is intended to waive the confidentiality of this message or any 
attachment. Any other distribution, copying or disclosure is not intended by me and may result in the breach of certain laws or the infringement of rights of third 
parties. If you receive this electronic transmission in error, then please notify my offices immediately by return email or telephone 250-383-3838 (collect call), and 
delete this message without making a copy. Thank you for your co-operation. 

Although we run anti-virus software we caution that every recipient should scan this e-mail and any attached files for viruses, worms and the like. Neither Reed 
Pope Law Corporation nor the writer accepts any liability for any loss, liability, damage or expense resulting directly or indirectly from the access of any files 
attached to this message. 
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Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

webforms@vic tor ia .ca  
Tuesday ,  November  29 ,  2016  10:47  AM 
Vic tor ia  Mayor  and  Counci l  
Mayor  and  Counci l  emai l  

From:  Gai l  Br igh ton  
Emai l  :  
Reference  :  
Dayt ime Phone  :  
Re  The  Vic tor ia  Tru th  Cent re .  
I have  had  fur ther  thoughts  and  wish  to  br ie f ly  o f fe r  an  a l te rna te  sugges t ion .  Opening  us  the  top ic  a  week  ago  has  
f looded  my e  mai l .  
Were  you  aware  tha t  Dr .  Smi ley  and  the  Tru th  Cent re  were  s t rong  suppor te rs  of  the  Ar ts  Communi ty  of  Vic tor ia?  Emi ly  
Car r  o f ten  sought  counse l  f rom my Aunt  and  hung her  works  in  the  ha l lways .  Music  s tudents  prepped  for  the  Toronto  
Conserva tory  exams.  Bal le t  c lasses  were  taken  in  the  back  bui ld ing .  I cou ld  go  on .  Dr  Smi ley  was  herse l f  a  teacher  a t  the  
f i r s t  smal l  Cra igf lower  School .  
Former  par t ic ipants  in  the  Church  of  the  Golden  Key,  have  f lour i shed  or  as  in  Emma's  Acres  in  Miss ion ,  B.C.  where  a f te r  
some wrong turns ,  a  young man remembered  what  he  learned  as  a  youngs te r  and  deve loped  a  wor thwhi le  pro jec t .  
Al l  I  am ask ing  i s  tha t  perhaps  you  cons ider  another  use  for  the  proper ty .  

IMPORTANT NOTICE:  This  message  i s  in tended  only  for  the  use  of  the  ind iv idua l  o r  en t i ty  to  which  i t  i s  addressed ,  and  
may conta in  in format ion  tha t  i s  p r iv i leged ,  conf ident ia l  and  exempt  f rom disc losure  under  appl icab le  law. I f  the  reader  of  
th i s  message  i s  no t  the  in tended  rec ip ien t ,o r  the  employee  or  agent  respons ib le  for  de l iver ing  the  message  to  the  
in tended  rec ip ien t ,  you  a re  hereby  not i f ied  tha t  any  d issemina t ion ,  d i s t r ibu t ion  o r  copying  of  th i s  communica t ion  i s  
s t r ic t ly  p rohib i ted .  I f  you  have  rece ived  th i s  communica t ion  in  e r ror ,  p lease  not i fy  The  Ci ty  o f  Vic tor ia  immedia te ly  by  
emai l  a t  publ icserv ice@vic tor ia .ca .  Thank  you .  

IP  Address :  70 .67 .229 .144  
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Laura Wilson 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Lauren Martin 
Tuesday, Nov 15, 2016 9:30 AM 
Brian Sikstrom; Merinda Conley; Laura Wilson 
FW: Victoria Truth Centre 

FYI  a l l .  

Lauren  

—Orig ina l  Message— 
From:  Nina  Bonner  [mai l to :n  _  _ 
Sen t :  Monday ,  November  14 ,  2016  7 :09  PM 
To:  Zoning  <zoning@vic tor ia .ca>;  Lauren  Mar t in  <LMar t in@vic tor ia .ca>;  Pam Madoff  (Counci l lo r )  <pmadoff@vic tor ia .ca>  
Subjec t :  Vic tor ia  Tru th  Cent re  

Unfor tuna te ly  the  members  of  the  Vic tor ia  Tru th  Cent re  a re  out  of  money  to  f igh t  the  i l l ega l  board  tha t  i s  now se l l ing  our  
church .  They  a re  us ing  the  churches  money  ( the  very  money  tha t  members  have  g iven  the  church)  to  pay  Ms Aurora  
Faulkner -Ki l lam who spec ia l izes  in  hos t i l e  t ake  overs .  We are  cur ren t ly  appea l ing  a  dec is ion  tha t  was  made  by  a  judge  on  
a  shor t  o rder  no t ice  when  we  were  wi thout  counci l  and  could  no t  defend  ourse lves .  Ms Faulkner -Ki l lam has  been  
ex t remely  c lever  a t  ra i l roading  a  group  of  l i t t l e  o ld  lad ies .  However  I am wri t ing  to  inform you  tha t  the  grounds  tha t  the  
Vic tor ia  Tru th  Cent re  s i t s  on  s t i l l  has  s ign i f ican t  h i s tor ic  and  envi ronmenta l  va lue  and  hope  tha t  the  c i ty  wi l l  t ake  ex t reme 
care  of  th i s  p roper ty  when  th ink ing  about  approving  rezoning .  

Two sequoias  in  the  f ron t  were  grown f rom 1960 Seeds  taken  f rom Cal i forn ia ,  Mar iposa  County  

Severa l  Engl i sh  Oaks  f lour i sh ing  th roughout  the  proper ty  were  grown f rom acorns  or ig ina t ing  in  the  Ear l  o f  Chatham's  
es ta te  in  England .  The  acorns  come "f rom the  very  t ree . . .under  which  [Chatham]  and  Wil l iam Wilber force  d i scussed  the  
la t te r  b i l l  in  Par l iament  for  the  abol i t ion  of  
s lavery ."  Those  t rees  were  known as  The  Emancipa t ion  Oaks .  

The  Garden  of  s i l ence  was  crea ted  ou t  of  a  dream of  Mrs .  Smi ley ' s  and  the  pro jec t  under  the  superv is ion  of  Mr .  Ed  
Lohbrunner  was  sponsored  by  a  group  of  Bus iness  women.  

There ,  many t rees  and  shrubs  have  been  p lan ted  in  memory  of  dear  ones ,  some of  whom have  the i r  remains  in  the  
Prayer  Garden .  

The  garden  hut  i s  made  of  o ld  growth  wood as  a  memor ia l  to  a  Creese  son  who bui l t  i t  ou t  of  t rees  on  the  proper ty  and  
who d ied  premature ly  and  i t  was  to  be  kept  as  par t  of  the  or ig ina l  sa le  agreement . . . .  

I hope  you  wi l l  t ake  th i s  a l l  in to  cons idera t ion  when  rezoning  th i s  proper ty .  

S incere ly  
Sad  
Nina  

Nina  Bonner  
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Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Mary Chudley  
Monday ,  November  07 ,  2016  3 :53  PM 
Anthony Danda  
Lisa  Helps  (Mayor) ;  Counci l lo rs  
RE:  1201  For t  S t ree t  and  1050 Pent re lew Place  Proposa l  #REZ00525 
Aer ia l  View of  Rockland .docx  

Dear  Anthony,  

On beha l f  of  Mayor  Helps ,  thank  you  for  your  emai l  and  a t tachment  regard ing  the  rezoning  appl ica t ion  a t  1050  Pent re lew 
Place  and  1201 For t  S t ree t .  

Your  cor respondence  wi l l  be  added  to  th i s  f i l e  and  wi l l  be  forwarded  to  a l l  o f  Counci l  when  th i s  appl ica t ion  comes  to  the  
Commit tee  of  the  Whole  meet ing ,  a t  a  la te r  da te .  

You can  s tay  updated  on  Counci l  and  Commit tee  of  the  Whole  agenda  be  c l ick ing  here .  

Thank  you  for  your  feedback .  

S incere ly ,  

Mary  Chudley  
Correspondence  Coord ina tor  
Ci t izen  Engagement  and  St ra teg ic  P lanning  
Ci ty  of  Vic tor ia  
1  Centennia l  Square ,  Vic tor ia  BC V8W 1P6 

From: Anthony Danda  [mai l to :  
Sent: Thursday ,  November  3 ,  2016  8 :53  AM 
To: Lisa  Helps  (Mayor)  <mayor@vic tor ia .ca>;  Char layne  Thorn ton-Joe  (Counci l lo r )  <c thorn ton- joe@vic tor ia .ca>;  Geoff  
Young (Counci l lo r )  <gyoung@vic tor ia .ca>;  Pam Madoff  (Counci l lo r )  <pmadoff@vic tor ia .ca>;  Margare t  Lucas  (Counci l lo r )  
<mlucas@vic tor ia .ca>;  Je remy Loveday  (Counci l lo r )  < j loveday@vic tor ia .ca>;  Ben  Is i t t  (Counci l lo r )  <Bls i t t@vic tor ia .ca>;  
Chr i s  Coleman (Counci l lo r )  <ccoleman@vic tor ia .ca>;  Mar ianne  Al to  (Counci l lo r )  <MAIto@vic tor ia .ca>  
Cc: Jona than  Tinney  <JTinney@vic tor ia .ca>  
Subject: 1201 For t  S t ree t  and  1050 Pent re lew Place  Proposa l  #REZ00525 

Dear  Mayor  Helps  and  Counci l :  

This  cor respondence  per ta ins  to  rezoning  proposa l  #REZ00525 a t  1201  For t  S t ree t  and  1050 Pent re lew Place  
and  my oppos i t ion  for  the  fo l lowing  reasons :  

Dens i ty  
The  proposed  dens i ty  and  resu l t ing  impact  to  the  communi ty  i s  unreasonable .  The  maximum height  expec ted  
in  an  Rl -B zone  i s  7 .6  met res  and  2  s toreys .  The  impact  o f  the  proposed  two outs ized  bui ld ings  wi th  he ights  of  
5  and  6  s toreys  as  wel l  as  townhouses  wi th  a  he ight  of  11  met res  i s  unacceptab le  for  the  ne ighbourhood.  
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Traf f ic  and  Park ing  
The  proposed  deve lopment ,  which  would  add  approximate ly  300  res idents ,  wi l l  increase  t ra f f ic  subs tan t ia l ly  
on  Pent re lew Place .  Because  For t  i s  one  way going  eas t ,  motor i s t s  headed  downtown,  to  Fai r f ie ld  and  Cook 
S t ree t  v i l l age  o r  nor thbound wi l l  ex i t  on to  Pent re lew Place  in  o rder  to  access  Rockland .  There  wi l l  a l so  be  
increased  t ra f f ic  f rom wes t -bound motor i s t s  access ing  the  s i te  f rom Rockland ,  Moss ,  Wi lspenser  P lace  and  
Pent re lew Place .  

Park ing  i s  a l ready  a t  a  premium due  to  the  Langham Cour t  Thea t re  and  the  Ar t  Gal le ry  of  Grea te r  Vic tor ia  
(AGGV).  Adding  th i s  leve l  o f  dens i ty  wi l l  nega t ive ly  impact  an  a l ready  conten t ious  park ing  s i tua t ion  
par t icu la r ly  when  the  AGGV is  expanded .  

Charac te r  o f  the  Neighbourhood 

The  proposa l  ne i ther  complements  nor  enhances  the  ex is t ing  ne ighbourhood.  For t  S t ree t  and  Linden  Avenue  
form cor r idors  tha t  def ine  our  ne ighbourhood.  They  ac t  as  a  bar r ie r  tha t  res t r ic t s  the  s ize  and  dens i ty  of  
deve lopment .  The  cur ren t  zoning  of  s ing le - fami ly  homes  a long  Pent re lew Place  should  be  re ta ined .  

I have  a t tached  an  aer ia l  v iew of  the  a rea  wi th  the  s i te  h igh l igh ted  in  b lue .  One  can  see  c lear ly  the  charac te r  
of  the  Rockland  ne ighbourhood as  bordered  by  the  Linden  Avenue  and  For t  S t ree t  cor r idors .  The  he ight  and  
dens i ty  of  the  proposed  deve lopment  would  obvious ly  v io la te  Rockland ' s  ex is t ing  charac te r .  

Al ignment  wi th  the  Off ic ia l  Communi ty  P lan  (OCP)  

The  OCP requi res  gradua l  t rans i t ion ,  which  i s  no t  de l ivered  by  the  proposed  re -zoning  as  the  houses  on  
Pent re lew are  a  maximum of  2  s toreys .  

The  proposa l  does  no t  cons ider  o r  looks  to  change  the  fo l lowing  par t s  of  the  OCP:  

•  OCP 6 .1 .5 ,  p .35 ,  fo r  Trad i t iona l  Res ident ia l ,  s ta tes  in  par t  mixed  use  bui ld ings  up  to  th ree  s toreys ;  
•  OCP,  6 .30 ,  p .  49  s ta tes  "Through the  prepara t ion  of  loca l  a rea  p lans ,  es tab l i shed  de ta i led  pol ic ies ,  

regula t ion  and  guide l ine  for  the  deve lopment  on  the  f requent  t rans i t  cor r idor -or ien ted  . . .  a long  For t  
f rom Cook to  the  munic ipa l  boundary  a t  Foul  Bay  Road ."  

The  R3 lo t  and  1050  Pent re lew Place  a re  a l so  wi th in  the  OCP Development  Permi t  Area  7B Her i tage  
Corr idor .  The  purpose  of  th i s  des igna t ion  inc ludes  the  es tab l i shment  of  ob jec t ives  for  the  form and  charac te r  
o f  commerc ia l ,  indus t r ia l  and  mul t i - fami ly  res ident ia l  deve lopment  and  her i tage  conserva t ion .  One  of  the  
spec ia l  fea tures  of  th i s  par t icu la r  a rea  i s  the  " low- to-medium dens i ty  be tween  Cook S t ree t  and  St .  Char les  
S t ree t . "  Fur thermore ,  two objec t ives  of  th i s  des igna t ion ,  which  a re  abso lu te ly  no t  ca te red  for  in  the  proposa l  
a re :  

•  to  conserve  the  her i tage  va lue ,  spec ia l  charac te r  and  the  s ign i f ican t  h i s tor ic  bu i ld ings ,  fea tures  and  
charac te r i s t ics  o f  th i s  a rea ,  and  

•  to  encourage  pedes t r ian  and  cyc l ing  use  of  cor r idors  by  enhanc ing  the  exper ience  of  pedes t r ians  and  
cyc l i s t s  th rough human-sca led  urban  des ign ,  inc lud ing  bui l t  fo rm and  p lace  charac te r  cons idera t ions .  
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Changing  the  OCP a t  th i s  t ime  is  a l so  inappropr ia te  cons ider ing  a  loca l  a rea  p lan  for  Rockland  and  the  For t  
S t ree t  her i tage  cor r idor  has  been  p lanned  in  the  next  few months .  

I u rge  you  to  keep  the  zoning  the  same and  re jec t  the  rezoning  appl ica t ion .  

Thank  you  for  your  cons idera t ion .  

Kind  regards ,  

Anthony Danda  
1075 Pent re lew Place  
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Nora^Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

David  Harvey  <  
Tuesday ,  November  01 ,  2016  11:05  AM 
Lisa  Helps  (Mayor)  
Proposed  deve lopment  of  1201  For t  S t .  

November 1, 2016 

Mayor Lisa Helps 
City Hall 

Dear Ms Helps; 

Re: Abstract Development proposal for 1201 Fort St. and 1050 Pentrelew PI. 

We are writing to vehemently oppose the current plans for redevelopment at the above addresses. 
We have been residents of 1009 Pentrelew PI. for 32 years and this most unique area of Rockland and 
Victoria will be lost forever if this proposal moves forward in it's present scale. 
The density and scale is far too huge for the site and surrounding community to withstand. 
The townhouse component of the proposal is intrusive and far beyond any existing height in Rockland. 11 
metre high townhouses are unacceptable in this setting. 

The traffic flow and parking issues which accompany a development of this size and scope 
will make our single family street unliveable. Most of the traffic from the proposed exits will use Pentrelew 
whether travelling east or west to downtown. The addition of 300 residents and their vehicles to our narrow 
and congested street is unreasonable. 

Our heritage and the connection of Victoria to Rockland will be lost forever if this inappropriate proposal 
moves forward. Site specific rezoning is in order only when it is supported by the neighbours most affected 
and when it minimizes impacts on neighbours. 

There has been no collaboration or community spirit demonstrated in the proposal. This valuable tract of land 
deserves more sensibility and consideration in it's transformation. This is a most opportune time for Abstract to 
give back to the City of Victoria and honour the history, special character and location of this prime tract of 
land. 

We ask that you do not approve this proposal in it's current form, and that the City implement a traffic study of 
potential traffic flow affecting Pentrelew and Fort regarding this development proposal. 
We also invite council members, Mr. Tinney and Mayor Helps to visit our neighbourhood to experience 
firsthand the unique vitality and liveability, which will be lost if this over- development is allowed. 

Victoria cannot afford to lose such an important historic and vital area to a development of this size. 
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Please do not approve the current proposal for 1201 Fort St. 

Yours truly, 

David Harvey 
Rita Harvey 
1009 Pentrelew Place 
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Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Chr is  Douglas  <  
Monday ,  October  31 ,  2016  8 :53  AM 
Lisa  Helps  (Mayor)  
1201  FORT ST & 1050 PENTRELEW PL 

October 31st, 2016 

Victoria City Council 

Dear Mayor Helps, 

Re: 1201 FORT ST & IPSO PENTRELEW PL 

I write to strongly register my disapproval of Abstract Developments' current plans to develop the above 
address into two apartment buildings and a row of townhouses. 

As you know, Abstract is proposing two outsized apartment buildings: a six-story apartment facing Fort 
Street and a five-story building behind it. The height of these buildings in no way complements Fort 
Street's current three- and four-story apartments beside it and across the street; there is nothing like the 
proposed height in the area. The resulting massing and density of these buildings are not reasonable, and 
my fear is that they pave the way for future over-development. 

In addition, the proposed 10 townhouses facing Pentrelew Place are an amazing 11 meters tall. The 
density and height of these combined buildings would add something like 300 residents to a 
neighborhood characterized by winding streets that already have lots of traffic due to the close-by 
Victoria Art Gallery and Langham Court Theatre. (There are currently only 28 residents around the 
circle.) As you know, Victoria's Official Community Plan calls for gradual transitions - and this proposed 
development is anything but gradual. 

l 



I understand that a local area plan for Rockland and the Fort heritage corridor are to be undertaken in 
the coming months. Please do not pre-empt this important community, ground-up process by approving 
a special zoning request for the unreasonable height and density of this proposed project. 

I close by saying that Abstract Developments has repeatedly ignored concerns about height, density, and 
traffic of this proposed development expressed by me and my neighbours. They have fiddled with 
tertiary issues such as trees and paths, but our primary concern from the first informal meeting has been 
about the height, density, massing and traffic of this historically significant space. It's a jewel of a space 
for Rockland and all of Victoria, and it needs to be treated with real vision and respect for the context of 
the neighborhood. Please send Abstract back to the drawing board so they can come up with something 
reasonable and beautiful. 

Best regards, 

Chris Douglas 

1025 Pentrelew Place 
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Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Sal ly  Hami l ton  
Tuesday ,  October  18 ,  2016  7 :59  PM 
Lisa  Helps  (Mayor)  
Proposed  Abs t rac t  Development  a t  1050  Pent re lew Place  and  1201  For t  S t ree t  

Categories: Awai t ing  S ta f f  Response  

Dear  Mayor  Helps ,  

I have  been  a  res ident  of  1020  Pent re lew for  more  than  45  years  and  do  not  suppor t  the  proposed  deve lopment  of  the  
above  named s i te  in  i t s  p resen t  i t e ra t ion .  

Whi le  I unders tand  and  re luc tan t ly  agree  wi th  the  need  for  change  and  deve lopment  on  th i s  spec ia l ,  h i s tor ic  s i t e ,  
Abs t rac t ' s  cur ren t  p lan  does  no t  re f lec t  my (or  mos t  of  the  ne ighbours )  v i s ion  of  what  our  smal l  communi ty  can  sus ta in .  
The  dens i ty  of  91  uni t s  comple te ly  changes  what  was  former ly  a  t ranqui l  and  very  l iveable  communi ty .  

Abs t rac t  Development ' s  in i t i a l  p roposa l  which  I be l ieve  conforms  to  presen t  zoning  i s  one  which  I would  suppor t .  This  i s  
a  5  s tory  apar tment  bui ld ing  on  For t  S t ree t  and  8  townhouses  (and  poss ib ly  more)  f ron t ing  Pent re lew Place .  

The  increased  t ra f f ic  f low and  subsequent  d i s rup t ion  to  the  communi ty  f rom cons t ruc t ion  i s  someth ing  tha t  sad ly  we  
wi l l  a l l  have  to  endure  over  the  next  severa l  years .  These  fac tors  and  poss ib le  reduc t ion  in  p roper ty  va lues  a re  caus ing  
long  t ime  res idents  to  cons ider  f lee ing  the  much loved  ne ighbourhood.  Upse t t ing  when  one  has  no  recourse .  

In  c los ing  I pa raphrase  the  la te  Bing  Thorn ,  " I t  i s  no t  the  bui ld ing  bu t  the  communi ty  tha t  mat te rs" .  P lease  do  not  
approve  Abs t rac t  Development ' s  cur ren t  reques t  for  91  uni t s  on  1201  For t  S t ree t  and  1050 Pent re lew Place .  

Respec t fu l ly ,  

Sa l ly  Hami l ton  

l 



Nora^^Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Bridge t  Frewer  
Monday ,  Ju ly  25 ,  2016  4 :25  PM 
Development  Serv ices  emai l  inqui r ies  
Br ian  S iks t rom 
FW: Proposed  deve lopment  a t  1201  For t  S t ree t  

to file with this address 

From: Stephanie  Dawson [mai l to :  
Sent: Monday,  Ju ly  18 ,  2016  6 :59  PM 
To: Jona than  Tinney  <JTinney@vic tor ia .ca>;  Counci l lo rs  <Counci l lo rs@vic tor ia .ca>  
Cc: pres ident@rockland .bc .ca  
Subject: Proposed  deve lopment  a t  1201  For t  S t ree t  

Ju ly  16 ,  2016  

Re:  Proposed  deve lopment  a t  1201  For t  S t ree t  

Dear  Mr .  T inney  and  ci ty  counci l lo rs ,  

As  the  homeowners  of  1050  Pent re lew Place—direc t ly  ad jacent  to  the  proposed  deve lopment—we have  
dec ided ,  a f te r  carefu l  cons idera t ion ,  no t  to  a t tend  fur ther  ne ighbourhood meet ings  wi th  Abs t rac t  
Developments .  

We have  a t tended  three  of  those  meet ings .  The  f i r s t  meet ing  asked  us  what  we  wanted .  The  deve lopers  sa id ,  
"We have  no  idea  what  we  want  to  do  wi th  th i s  s i t e . "  We were  shocked  when in  the  second meet ing ,  the  
arch i tec t s  revea led  p lans  for  two la rge  condo bui ld ings  over  4  s tor ies  in  he igh t  in  addi t ion  to  8  townhouses .  In  
the  subsequent  meet ing ,  our  repea ted  reques t s  for  lower  he ight  and  dens i ty  were  comple te ly  ignored ,  and  
th ree  var ia t ions  of  s i t e  p lans  involv ing  f ive  and  s ix  s to rey  bui ld ings  were  shown.  A s ix-s torey  bui ld ing  i s  no t  
appropr ia te  to  the  sur rounding  homes .  There  could  be  100  o ther  op t ions .  We have  no t  been  shown these  
opt ions .  We have  been  to ld  tha t  a  s ix-s torey  bui ld ing  fo l lows  the  O.C.P .  gu ide l ines  and  tha t  the  deve lopers  a re  
en t i t l ed  to  th i s  he ight .  The  deve lopers  and  the i r  a rch i tec t s  have  cons is ten t ly  main ta ined  in  response  to  
ne ighbourhood par t ic ipants '  ques t ions ,  tha t  there  a re  wel l -es tab l i shed  guide l ines  wi th  the  c i ty ,  which  lead  
them to  the  proposed  bui ld ing  dens i t i es  and  he ights .  Our  unders tanding  is  qu i te  d i f fe ren t .  From our  read ing ,  
we  unders tand  tha t  any  proposa l  fo r  a  s i te -spec i f ic  rezoning  would  be  judged  on  i t s  own mer i t s ,  and  tha t  any  
increase  in  dens i ty  o r  he ight  over  the  ex is t ing  zoning  would  be  a  pr iv i lege ,  no t  a  r igh t .  This  i s  a  complex  s i te  
and  there  a re  numerous  d i f fe ren t  communi ty  p lans  and  guide l ines ,  which  may have  an  e f fec t  on  the  f ina l  
approved  des ign  dens i ty .  

l 
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At the  second meet ing ,  we  were  to ld  tha t  all t ra f f ic  would  be  of f  Pent re lew (a  smal l  s ide  s t ree t ) .  Dur ing  the  
las t  meet ing ,  we  were  to ld  tha t  For t  S t ree t  would  l ike ly  be  the  main  access  po in t .  We are  no t  sure  what  to  
be l ieve .  

We would  l ike  to  know:  What  pol ic ies  would  impact  any  en t i t l ement  the  deve loper  may have  to  increased  
he ight  and  dens i ty  over  the  cur ren t  zoning?  

We are  deeply  concerned  about  our  ne ighbourhood,  bu t  a re  unable  to  cont inue  wi th  these  unproduct ive  
meet ings .  

Regards ,  

S tephanie  Dawson 

Chr i s  Lloyd  
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Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Bridge t  Frewer  
Monday ,  Ju ly  25 ,  2016  11:38  AM 
Development  Serv ices  emai l  inqui r ies ;  Br ian  S iks t rom 
FW: 1201  For t  S t ree t ,  (Church  of  Tru th)  Vic tor ia  -  vehic le  en t rance  and  ex i t  p lans  

For the 1201 Fort Street file. We've responded to let them know that their email has been shared with Development 
Services staff and will be attached to the file for this address. 

From: Pi lgr im Jones  [mai l to : .  
Sent: Thursday ,  Ju ly  7 ,  2016  12:55  PM 
To: Mike Mi l le r ;  .  
Subject: 1201 For t  S t ree t ,  (Church  of  Tru th)  Vic tor ia  -  vehic le  en t rance  and  ex i t  p lans  

My understanding is that there is intent to ensure primary entrance/exit via Fort Street for two condo complexes 
on this property to satisfy Pentrelew property owners concerns about increased traffic and noise. I 
understand and appreciate their concerns. 
However, I would strongly suggest it is less than desirable to move the entrance/exit from 
Pentrelew to Fort as it presents increased risk to pedestrian, cyclists and drivers. 
I currently reside at 1225 where our parking lot exits to Fort Street and I can attest to increased 
concern amongst owners here that almost daily potentially serious incidents occur. As it stands, 
vehicles entering and exiting Fort Street must cross in front of pedestrians and cyclists (in a bicycle 
lane) with visibility hampered by parked vehicles often larger than cars. Ever frequently, all three 
situations occur simultaneously. In addition, while taking due care necessitating some minor delay, 
impatient drivers behind the vehicle trying to exit Fort do not observe the turning signal and need to 
brake, with additional potential risk. 
A speaker at a recent meeting, not resident at 1225, spoke to the ever-increasing traffic on Fort 
Street causing more lengthy delays to enter Fort Street. 
Add to the increased traffic he and others have experienced, the vehicles owned by approximately 
65 more units, likely more visitor vehicles parked on the street and the inherent dangers will 
undoubtedly increase. 
I ask that a serious review of the location of the entrance/exit to the parkade of the development at 
1201 be undertaken in light of the concerns noted. Iappreciate that the relocation from Pentrelew 
included a campaign to save trees on the site, however, perhaps that cannot be achieved at the 
expense of safety for all: pedestrians, cyclists and drivers. 

Peggy Howard 

i  



June 27lh, 2016 

To: MP- Murray Rankin, Honourable John Rustad, Honourable Peter Fassbender, MLA Carole James, 
Mayor and Council - City of Victoria 

1201 Fort St Pending Sale 

We have concerns that an organization with charitable or non-profit status is taking advantage of rising 

real estate prices to sell their property. We do not think it is appropriate for organizations that have 

benefited from tax favoured status at a city, provincial and federal level should be able to profit from the 

sale of their assets without a direct benefit to the community. The pending sale is for a reported $7.2 

million with a November closing date. We are asking our elected leaders to stand up and explore 

alternatives for this valued property before it is too late. 

The property was put up for sale and kept quiet until the new purchaser, Abstract Developments, sent 

letters to the neighbourhood about the proposed development for the property. In our experience, when 

churches shut down there are provisions for those properties to revert to their parent organizations 

(usually local or within Canada); this allows the local community to benefit in the future from other 

churches starting up in the same location. The Victoria Truth Centre is a charter and lifetime member of 

the International New Thought Alliance which appears to be a US based organization without any ties to 

this local community. We have no idea where the Victoria Truth Centre plans to set up their new space 

and new programs. They are essentially abandoning this community and taking the money elsewhere. 

Regardless of where they plan to start new programs, the fact is this neighbourhood and community is 

losing a community property. The people profiting are realtors, developers and a small group of church 

members. 

It seems this transaction happened very quickly without any community notice. It seems inappropriate 

that a community organization such as a church would participate in this type of endeavour without 

approaching the broader community for assistance. They have said the upkeep of the property costs more 

than their incoming revenues. They did not approach this neighbourhood to see if volunteers would be 

interested in maintaining the property or providing other assistance. 

While it may be legal, a community organization such as the Victoria Truth Centre should find it morally 

and ethically inappropriate to profit from this type of transaction, without significantly giving back to the 

community. It is likely this land was not purchased by them in the first place but donated by people who 

wanted the community to benefit from the services of the Victoria Truth Centre in this location. 

Current city, provincial and federal politicians should not stand by and allow community property to be 

developed without a significant benefit to the community at large. 

Taking a building that has operated as a church, dance centre and school 
in recent years and turning it into private residential housing is not the best use for this property 

or of significant benefit to the community. 

A church in the Lower Mainland is working with a developer to build a new church building with housing 

for seniors, programs for children and youth on the same site. The church gets an influx of funds, a 

disadvantaged group of people obtain needed housing, and the community continues to benefit from 



needed programs that do not cost the city, province or federal government monies. It does not appear that 

Abstract Developments or the Victoria Truth Centre is interested in using this property for the good of the 

community. The Victoria Truth Centre has benefited from lowered or reduced property taxes on this site 

since at least 1949. If they are no longer interested in this property, the community should benefit from 

the development of this property. Has anyone considered the need for a daycare, school, community 

centre, youth, seniors or social housing in this neighbourhood? 

Questions that need to be answered are: 

• How long did the Victoria Truth Centre explore renting out the building to other non-profits, 

churches, community or charitable organizations? 

• Did they explore sales to other non-profits, community or charitable organizations? 

• Did they approach any levels of government to purchase the property on behalf of 

charitable/community organizations such as the Art Gallery of Greater Victoria, Aboriginal art 

galleries, local community centres or schools? 

• How much due diligence did this charitable organization spend in exploring alternatives? Or did 

they just jump on the real estate band wagon? 

• Is this a trend that as a community we want to see from other churches, non-profits and other 

community organizations sitting 011 valuable real estate? What happens if other churches along 

Fort St, Rockland or downtown Victoria also decide to profit from real estate? Will we continue 

to lose green space, architecture, services and benefits, within our communities? 

The property has heritage trees, classrooms, a kitchen and auditorium space that would be valuable 

learning space for numerous programs. The Surrey Food Bank used to run programs teaching single 

mothers and local income people how to cook and other valued life skills. A property this close to 

downtown could provide a benefit to many local non-profit organizations if given the opportunity. 

We encourage our elected officials to use the resources of their offices to act within their authority for the 

best interests of local society. We do not think it is too late to stop this travesty. We do not want a new 

precedent to be started in this hot real estate market. For example, a law that states a developer cannot 

purchase a property used for the community without new community buildings and programs kept in 

force at the existing site. 

Sincerely, 

Kam Lidder and Verna Stone 

Cc: Canada Revenue Agency, Abstract Developments c/o Mike Miller 

Victoria Truth Centre, Rockland Neighbourhood Association 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jona than  Tinney  
Thursday ,  October  20 ,  2016  10:58  PM 
Alec  Johns ton  
Fwd:  Re  Zoning  Apl ica t ion  RFZ00525 

Think we have this one already but just in case not. 

Jonathan Tinney, MCIP 
Director - Sustainable Planning & Community Development 
1 Centennial Square 
Victoria, BC V8W 1P6 
250.588.1500 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Sally Hamilton < 
Date: October 20, 2016 at 8:22:39 PM PDT 
To: <itinney@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Re Zoning Aplication RFZ00525 

Director of Sustainable Planning and Community Development 

Dear Mr Tinney, 

1 have been a resident of 1020 Pentrelew for more than 45 years and do not 
support the proposed development of 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew in its 
present iteration. 

While I understand and reluctantly agree with the need for change and 
development on this special, historic site. Abstract's current plan does not reflect 
my (or most of the neighbours) vision of what our small community can 
sustain. The density of 91 units completely changes what was formerly a tranquil 
and very liveable community. 

Abstract Development's initial proposal which I believe conforms to present 
zoning is one which 1 would support. This is a 5 story apartment building on Fort 
Street and 8 townhouses (and possibly more) fronting Pentrelew Place. 

The increased traffic flow and subsequent disruption to the community from 
construction is something that sadly we will all have to endure over the next 
several years. These factors and possible reduction in property values are causing 
long time residents to consider fleeing the much loved neighbourhood. Upsetting 
when one has no recourse. 

In closing I paraphrase the late Bing Thorn, "It is not the building but the 
community that matters". Please do not approve Abstract Development's current 

mailto:itinney@victoria.ca


zoning request for 91 units on 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place. 

Respectfully, 

Sally Hamilton 

This letter has also been sent to The Mayor and Council 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Jona than  Tinney  
Wednesday ,  November  02 ,  2016  11:27  AM 
Alec  Johns ton  
Al i son  Meyer  
Fwd:  1201  For t  S t ree t  and  1050 Pent re lew Place  Proposa l  #REZ00525 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Fol low up  
Flagged  

For the file. 

Jonathan Tinney, MCIP 
Director - Sustainable Planning & Community Development 
1 Centennial Square 
Victoria, BC V8W 1P6 
250.588.1500 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: "Charlayne Thornton-Joe (Councillor)" <cthornton-ioe@vietoria.ca> 
Date: November 2, 2016 at 11:04:07 AM PDT 
To: Donald Hamilton 
Cc: Jonathan Tinney <JTinnev@victoria.ca> 
Subject: RE: 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place Proposal 
#REZ00525 

Dear  Mr .  Hami l ton ,  

Thank  you  for  your  emai l .  We wi l l  add  your  le t te r  o f  concern  to  the  appl ica t ion  when  i t  
comes  forward  to  Counci l  fo r  cons idera t ion .  

S incere ly ,  
Char layne  

From: Donald  Hami l ton  fmai i  
Sent: Tuesday ,  November  1 ,  2016  4 :42  PM 
To: Char layne  Thorn ton-Joe  (Counci l lo r )  <c thorn ton- ioe(5)v ic tor ia .ca>  
Subject: 1201 For t  S t ree t  and  1050 Pent re lew Place  Proposa l  #REZ00525 

I have owned a house on Pentrelew Place for over 45 years. My house is directly 
across the street from the 'Townhouse row". 

At its heart, the proposal calls for rezoning to allow the creation of 91 spaces in 
10 townhouses, and two 2 multi-family buildings, one with five stories and one 
with six. There are a total of 304 bedrooms. This development would bring over 
300 people to the street. 

mailto:cthornton-ioe@vietoria.ca
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I am dismayed that this proposal has been placed before you and the Council and 
will soon be brought before neighbours at a Public Meeting. It is difficult to 
imagine the profound effect of such a huge development on Rockland in general, 
and on Pentrelew Place specifically. Everything is on the table: 6 story frame 
building (the first ever in Rockland), a 5 story frame building (another first for 
Rockland!), 10 townhouses each over 2.5 stories complete with elevators and 
upper decks -11 metres high. At least 130 cars will need to be parked. 

This project does not relate to the Rockland Strategic Directions statement in the 
OCP document (page 25-26). That document clearly shows the need to maintain 
R1B status in the southern portion of the space 21.24.4 Continue to conserve the 
historic architectural and landscape character of the neighbourhood, and 
21.24.6 Support the maintenance of existing dwellings and large lot character 
through sensitive infill that preserves green space and estate features. Fort Street 
frontage is another matter - zoned R3-AM-1/2 Mid-Rise Multiple Dwelling District 
that might meet the objectives of the Official Community Plan. 1050 Pentrelew Place is zoned 
RIB. 

1 urge you (and your colleagues) consider the full ramifications of this proposal on Rockland,on 
Pentrelew and on the City and reject this application. 

Donald Hamilton 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Jona than  Tinney  
Thursday ,  November  03 ,  2016  9 :13  AM 
Alec  Johns ton  
Al i son  Meyer  
FW:  1201  For t  S t ree t  and  1050 Pent re lew Place  Proposa l  #REZ00525 
Aer ia l  View of  Rockland .docx  

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Fol low up  
Flagged  

One  more .  JT  

From: Anthony Danda  fmai l tc  
Sent: Thursday ,  November  3 ,  2016  8 :53  AM 
To: Lisa  Helps  (Mayor)  <mayor(a)v ic tor ia .ca>;  Char layne  Thorn ton-Joe  (Counci l lo r )  cc thorn ton-
ioe(5>vic tor ia .ca>;  Geoff  Young (Counci l lo r )  <gyoung(S)v ic tor ia .ca>;  Pam Madoff  (Counci l lo r )  
<pmadoff (5)v ic tor ia .ca>;  Margare t  Lucas  (Counci l lo r )  <mlucas(S)v ic tor ia ,ca>:  Je remy Loveday  (Counci l lo r )  
< i loveday(5)v ic tor ia .ca>:  Ben  Is i t t  (Counci l lo r )  <Bls i t t (£>vic tor ia .ca>;  Chr i s  Coleman (Counci l lo r )  
<ccoleman(5)v ic tor ia .ca>;  Mar ianne  Al to  (Counci l lo r )  <MAIto(5)v ic tor ia .ca>  
Cc: Jona than  Tinney  <JTinney(5)v ic tor ia .ca>  
Subject: 1201 For t  S t ree t  and  1050 Pent re lew Place  Proposa l  #REZ00525 

Dear  Mayor  Helps  and  Counci l :  

This  cor respondence  per ta ins  to  rezoning  proposa l  #REZ00525 a t  1201  For t  S t ree t  and  1050  
Pent re lew Place  and  my oppos i t ion  for  the  fo l lowing  reasons :  

Dens i ty  
The  proposed  dens i ty  and  resu l t ing  impact  to  the  communi ty  i s  unreasonable .  The  maximum 
height  expec ted  in  an  Rl -B zone  i s  7 .6  met res  and  2  s toreys .  The  impact  of  the  proposed  two 
outs ized  bui ld ings  wi th  he ights  of  5  and  6  s toreys  as  wel l  a s  townhouses  wi th  a  he ight  of  11  
met res  i s  unacceptab le  for  the  ne ighbourhood.  

Traf f ic  and  Park ing  
The  proposed  deve lopment ,  which  would  add  approximate ly  300  res idents ,  wi l l  increase  t ra f f ic  
subs tan t ia l ly  on  Pent re lew Place .  Because  For t  i s  one  way going  eas t ,  motor i s t s  headed  
downtown,  to  Fai r f ie ld  and  Cook S t ree t  v i l l age  o r  nor thbound wi l l  ex i t  on to  Pent re lew Place  in  
o rder  to  access  Rockland .  There  wi l l  a l so  be  increased  t ra f f ic  f rom wes t -bound motor i s t s  
access ing  the  s i te  f rom Rockland ,  Moss ,  Wi lspenser  P lace  and  Pent re lew Place .  

Park ing  i s  a l ready  a t  a  premium due  to  the  Langham Cour t  Thea t re  and  the  Ar t  Gal le ry  of  
Grea te r  Vic tor ia  (AGGV).  Adding  th i s  leve l  o f  dens i ty  wi l l  nega t ive ly  impact  an  a l ready  
conten t ious  park ing  s i tua t ion  par t icu la r ly  when  the  AGGV is  expanded .  

Charac te r  of  the  Neighbourhood 



The proposa l  ne i ther  complements  nor  enhances  the  ex is t ing  ne ighbourhood.  For t  S t ree t  and  
Linden  Avenue  form cor r idors  tha t  def ine  our  ne ighbourhood.  They  ac t  as  a  bar r ie r  tha t  
res t r ic t s  the  s ize  and  dens i ty  of  deve lopment .  The  cur ren t  zoning  of  s ing le - fami ly  homes  a long  
Pent re lew Place  should  be  re ta ined .  

I have  a t tached  an  aer ia l  v iew of  the  a rea  wi th  the  s i te  h igh l igh ted  in  b lue .  One  can  see  c lear ly  
the  charac te r  of  the  Rockland  ne ighbourhood as  bordered  by  the  Linden  Avenue  and  For t  
S t ree t  cor r idors .  The  he ight  and  dens i ty  of  the  proposed  deve lopment  would  obvious ly  v io la te  
Rockland ' s  ex is t ing  charac te r .  

Al ignment  wi th  the  Off ic ia l  Communi ty  P lan  (OCP)  
The  OCP requi res  gradua l  t rans i t ion ,  which  i s  no t  de l ivered  by  the  proposed  re -zoning  as  the  
houses  on  Pent re lew are  a  maximum of  2  s toreys .  

The  proposa l  does  not  cons ider  o r  looks  to  change  the  fo l lowing  par t s  of  the  OCP:  

•  OCP 6 .1 .5 ,  p .35 ,  fo r  Trad i t iona l  Res ident ia l ,  s t a tes  in  par t  mixed  use  bui ld ings  up  to  
th ree  s toreys ;  

•  OCP,  6 .30 ,  p .  49  s ta tes  "Through the  prepara t ion  of  loca l  a rea  p lans ,  es tab l i shed  
de ta i led  pol ic ies ,  regula t ion  and  guide l ine  for  the  deve lopment  on  the  f requent  t rans i t  
cor r idor -or ien ted  . . .  a long  For t  f rom Cook to  the  munic ipa l  boundary  a t  Foul  Bay  Road ."  

The  R3 lo t  and  1050 Pent re lew Place  a re  a l so  wi th in  the  OCP Development  Permi t  Area  7B 
Her i tage  Corr idor .  The  purpose  of  th i s  des igna t ion  inc ludes  the  es tab l i shment  of  ob jec t ives  for  
the  form and  charac te r  of  commerc ia l ,  indus t r ia l  and  mul t i - fami ly  res ident ia l  deve lopment  and  
her i tage  conserva t ion .  One  of  the  spec ia l  fea tures  of  th i s  par t icu la r  a rea  i s  the  " low- to-medium 
dens i ty  be tween  Cook S t ree t  and  St .  Char les  S t ree t . "  Fur thermore ,  two objec t ives  of  th i s  
des igna t ion ,  which  a re  abso lu te ly  no t  ca te red  for  in  the  proposa l  a re :  

•  to  conserve  the  her i tage  va lue ,  spec ia l  charac te r  and  the  s ign i f ican t  h i s tor ic  bu i ld ings ,  
f ea tures  and  charac te r i s t ics  of  th i s  a rea ,  and  

•  to  encourage  pedes t r ian  and  cyc l ing  use  of  cor r idors  by  enhanc ing  the  exper ience  of  
pedes t r ians  and  cyc l i s t s  th rough human-sca led  urban  des ign ,  inc lud ing  bui l t  fo rm and  
p lace  charac te r  cons idera t ions .  

Changing  the  OCP a t  th i s  t ime  is  a l so  inappropr ia te  cons ider ing  a  loca l  a rea  p lan  for  Rockland  
and  the  For t  S t ree t  her i tage  cor r idor  has  been  p lanned  in  the  next  few months .  

I u rge  you  to  keep  the  zoning  the  same and  re jec t  the  rezoning  appl ica t ion .  



Thank you  for  your  cons idera t ion .  

Kind  regards ,  

Anthony Danda  
1075 Pent re lew Place  



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Alison  Meyer  
Tuesday ,  November  01 ,  2016  10:36  AM 
Alec  Johns ton  
FW: 1201  FORT ST & 1050 PENTRELEW PL 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Fol low up  
Flagged  

FYI 

From: Mary Chudley  
Sent: Tuesday ,  November  1 ,  2016  10:16  AM 
To: Chr is  Douglas  
Cc: Lisa  Helps  (Mayor)  <mayor(a)v ic tor ia .ca>  
Subject: RE:  1201  FORT ST & 1050 PENTRELEW PL 

Dear  Chr i s ,  

On beha l f  o f  Mayor  Helps ,  thank  you  for  your  emai l  regard ing  the  rezoning  appl ica t ion  a t  1050  Pent re lew 
Place  and  1201 For t  S t ree t .  

Your  cor respondence  wi l l  be  added  to  th i s  f i l e  and  wi l l  be  forwarded  to  a l l  o f  Counci l  when  th i s  appl ica t ion  
comes  to  the  Commit tee  of  the  Whole  meet ing ,  a t  a  la te r  da te .  

You can  s tay  upda ted  on  Counci l  and  Commit tee  of  the  Whole  agenda  be  c l ick ing  here .  

Thank  you  for  your  feedback .  

S incere ly ,  

Mary  Chudley  
Correspondence  Coord ina tor  
Ci t izen  Engagement  and  St ra teg ic  P lanning  
Ci ty  of  Vic tor ia  
1  Centennia l  Square ,  Vic tor ia  BC V8W 1P6 

T.  250 .361 .0483 C.  250 .858 .9982 

e fe ld 

From: Chr is  Douglas  [mai l tox  
Sent: Monday,  October  31 ,  2016  8 :53  AM 
To: Lisa  Helps  (Mayor)  <mayor(S>vic tor ia .ca>  
Subject: 1201 FORT ST & 1050 PENTRELEW PL 

October 31st, 2016 



Victoria City Council 

Dear Mayor Helps, 

Re: 1201 FORT ST & IPSO PENTRELEW PL 

I write to strongly register my disapproval of Abstract Developments' current plans to 
develop the above address into two apartment buildings and a row of townhouses. 

As you know, Abstract is proposing two outsized apartment buildings: a six-story 
apartment facing Fort Street and a five-story building behind it. The height of these 
buildings in no way complements Fort Street's current three- and four-story apartments 
beside it and across the street; there is nothing like the proposed height in the area. The 
resulting massing and density of these buildings are not reasonable, and my fear is that 
they pave the way for future over-development. 

In addition, the proposed 10 townhouses facing Pentrelew Place are an amazing 11 meters 
tall. The density and height of these combined buildings would add something like 300 
residents to a neighborhood characterized by winding streets that already have lots of 
traffic due to the close-by Victoria Art Gallery and Langham Court Theatre. (There are 
currently only 28 residents around the circle.) As you know, Victoria's Official Community 
Plan calls for gradual transitions - and this proposed development is anything but gradual. 

I understand that a local area plan for Rockland and the Fort heritage corridor are to be 
undertaken in the coming months. Please do not pre-empt this important community, 
ground-up process by approving a special zoning request for the unreasonable height and 
density of this proposed project. 



I close by saying that Abstract Developments has repeatedly ignored concerns about 
height, density, and traffic of this proposed development expressed by me and my 
neighbours. They have fiddled with tertiary issues such as trees and paths, but our primary 
concern from the first informal meeting has been about the height, density, massing and 
traffic of this historically significant space. It's a jewel of a space for Rockland and all of 
Victoria, and it needs to be treated with real vision and respect for the context of the 
neighborhood. Please send Abstract back to the drawing board so they can come up with 
something reasonable and beautiful. 

Best regards, 

Chris Douglas 

1025 Pentrelew Place 



Laura Wilson 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Lauren Martin 
Tuesday, Nov 15, 2016 9:30 AM 
Brian Sikstrom; Merinda Conley; Laura Wilson 
FW: Victoria Truth Centre 

FYI  a l l .  

Lauren  

—Orig ina l  Message  
From:  Nina  Bonner  [mai l to :  
Sent :  Monday ,  November  14 ,  2016  7 :09  PM 
To:  Zoning  <zoning@vic tor ia .ca>;  Lauren  Mar t in  <LMar t in@vic tor ia .ca>;  Pam Madoff  (Counci l lo r )  <pmadoff@vic tor ia .ca>  
Subjec t :  Vic tor ia  Tru th  Cent re  

Unfor tuna te ly  the  members  of  the  Vic tor ia  Tru th  Cent re  a re  out  of  money  to  f igh t  the  i l l ega l  board  tha t  i s  now se l l ing  our  
church .  They  a re  us ing  the  churches  money  ( the  very  money  tha t  members  have  g iven  the  church)  to  pay  Ms Aurora  
Faulkner -Ki l lam who spec ia l izes  in  hos t i l e  t ake  overs .  We are  cur ren t ly  appea l ing  a  dec is ion  tha t  was  made  by  a  judge  on  
a  shor t  o rder  no t ice  when  we were  wi thout  counci l  and  could  no t  defend  ourse lves .  Ms  Faulkner -Ki l lam has  been  
ex t remely  c lever  a t  ra i l roading  a  group  of  l i t t l e  o ld  lad ies .  P lowever  I am wri t ing  to  inform you  tha t  the  grounds  tha t  the  
Vic tor ia  Tru th  Cent re  s i t s  on  s t i l l  has  s ign i f ican t  h i s tor ic  and  envi ronmenta l  va lue  and  hope  tha t  the  c i ty  wi l l  t ake  ex t reme 
care  of  th i s  p roper ty  when  th ink ing  about  approving  rezoning .  

Two sequoias  in  the  f ron t  were  grown f rom 1960 Seeds  taken  f rom Cal i forn ia ,  Mar iposa  County  

Severa l  Engl i sh  Oaks  f lour i sh ing  th roughout  the  proper ty  were  grown f rom acorns  or ig ina t ing  in  the  Ear l  o f  Chatham's  
es ta te  in  England .  The  acorns  come "f rom the  very  t ree . . .under  which  [Chatham]  and  Wil l iam Wilber force  d i scussed  the  
la t te r  b i l l  in  Par l iament  for  the  abol i t ion  of  
s lavery ."  Those  t rees  were  known as  The  Emancipa t ion  Oaks .  

The  Garden  of  s i l ence  was  crea ted  out  of  a  dream of  Mrs .  Smi ley ' s  and  the  pro jec t  under  the  superv is ion  of  Mr .  Ed  
Lohbrunner  was  sponsored  by  a  group  of  Bus iness  women.  

There ,  many t rees  and  shrubs  have  been  p lan ted  in  memory  of  dear  ones ,  some of  whom have  the i r  remains  in  the  
Prayer  Garden .  

The  garden  hut  i s  made  of  o ld  growth  wood as  a  memor ia l  to  a  Creese  son  who bui l t  i t  ou t  of  t rees  on  the  proper ty  and  
who d ied  premature ly  and  i t  was  to  be  kept  a s  par t  of  the  or ig ina l  sa le  agreement . . . .  

I hope  you  wi l l  t ake  th i s  a l l  in to  cons idera t ion  when  rezoning  th i s  proper ty .  

S incere ly  
Sad  
Nina  

Nina  Bonner  

l 

mailto:zoning@victoria.ca
mailto:LMartin@victoria.ca
mailto:pmadoff@victoria.ca


Tour  Opera t ions  
1027  Vic tor ia ,  B .C.  
Canada ,  V8V 3PP 
Tel : :  
Fax . '  



1119 Ormond St ,  Vic tor ia ,  BC V8V 4J9  

November  23 ,  2016  

Dear  Char layne ,  

I am wr i t ing  to  you  th i s  t ime  as  a  Fernwood res ident  needing  your  suppor t .  My husband  
and  I l ive  a t  1119  Ormond St ree t  on  the  Fernwood/Rockland  border .  I 've  recent ly  
learned  tha t  Abs t rac t  Developments  has  f i l ed  a  rezoning  appl ica t ion  and  a  proposed  
s t ra ta  deve lopment  p lan  for  the  Tru th  Cent re  proper ty ,  1201  For t  S t .  (1 .8  acres )  p lus  
1050  Pent re lew ( .2  acres ) ,  cur ren t ly  the  s i te  of  a  s ing le  fami ly  home.  The  proposed  
deve lopment ,  the  second for  tha t  b lock  ( the  Black  & Whi te  i s ,  a s  you  know,  jus t  about  to  
begin  cons t ruc t ion  a t  For t  and  Cook )  i s  a  mons t ros i ty :  6  and  5  s torey  condos ,  10  
except iona l ly  ta l l  3  s torey  townhouses  wi th  roof  decks  and  e leva tors ,  underground 
park ing  for  approximate ly  80  vehic les ,  sur face  park ing  for  20  and  only  7  gues t  park ing  
s ta l l s .  Obvious ly ,  what  Abs t rac t  i s  p ropos ing  i s  a  h igh  dens i ty  deve lopment  of  
except iona l  he igh t  tha t  wi l l  g rea t ly  impact  t ra f f ic ,  park ing ,  l igh t  condi t ions ,  g reen  space  
and  ne ighbourhood charac te r  -  al l  wi th in  the  For t  Her i tage  Corr idor .  To  make  the i r  
p lans  a  rea l i ty ,  Abs t rac t  i s  seek ing  s i te  spec i f ic  zoning  to  rep lace  cur ren t  zoning  which  i s  
' s ing le  fami ly '  fo r  the  southern  por t ion  and  'mid- r i se ,  mul t i -  dwel l ing '  fo r  the  nor thern  
por t ion .  

Once  I l ea rned  of  Abs t rac t ' s  in ten t ion ,  I immedia te ly  contac ted  Br ian  S iks t rom,  the  
p lanner  in  charge  of  th i s  f i l e ,  and  compla ined  tha t  I ,  a  res ident  l iv ing  wi th in  a  200  met re  
rad ius  of  the  proposed  deve lopment  (a  geographica l  a rea  tha t  covers  approximate ly  a  
th i rd  of  Fernwood) ,  had  no t  been  consul ted .  I was  to ld  tha t  ne ighbours '  input  was  no t  a  
requi rement  a t  th i s  s tage .  When I a sked  about  communi ty  meet ing  p lans ,  I was  to ld  
tha t  such  a  meet ing  has  been  de layed  by  the  Rockland  Neighbourhood Assoc ia t ion .  I 
commented  tha t  i t  was  odd  tha t  the  RNA would  no t  want  the i r  say  regard ing  the  
deve lopment  bu t  I was  no t  g iven  any  fur ther  explana t ion .  

Next ,  I con tac ted  the  Rockland  Neighbourhood Assoc ia t ion  to  f ind  ou t  i f  the re  had  been  
any  so l ic i ta t ion  of  res idents '  input  in  the i r  ne ighbourhood.  I was  to ld  tha t  there  had  
been ,  bu t  tha t  pr imar i ly  i t  was  conf ined  to  res idents  in  the  immedia te  a rea  of  Pent re lew 
and  tha t  the  input  sought  was  by  Abs t rac t ,  accord ing  to  the i r  t e rms .  I a l so  found  ou t  
there  were  and  s t i l l  a re ,  good  reasons  for  the  RNA "de lay ing"  the  publ ic  communi ty  
consul ta t ion .  I was  informed tha t ,  in i t i a l ly ,  the  RNA dec l ined  to  a t tend  the  pre l iminary  
meet ing  wi th  Abs t rac t  due  to  the  lega l  cha l lenges  regard ing  the  t i t l e  o f  the  proper ty  
which  d id  no t  a t  tha t  t ime  guaran tee  a  sa le .  As  wel l ,  I l ea rned  tha t  the  need  for  a  second  
pre l iminary  meet ing  wi th  the  deve loper  (s t i l l  t o  take  p lace)  i s  because  the  RNA had  too  
l i t t l e  t ime  to  look  a t  the  p lans  and  wanted  t ra f f ic  and  shading  s tud ies  as  wel l  a s  an  
a rbor i s t ' s  repor t .  This  i s  en t i re ly  defens ib le  conduct  on  the  par t  o f  the  RNA and  I ,  a s  a  
Fernwood res ident ,  share  the i r  concerns .  



In  de ta i l ,  here  a re  my thoughts  regard ing  Abs t rac t ' s  p roposed  deve lopment :  
• Unreasonable density. The proper ty  encompasses  "Urban  Res ident ia l "  and  

"Tradi t iona l  Res ident ia l "  des igna t ions  in  the  OCP which  fur ther  ca l l s  fo r  "gradua l  
t rans i t ions ."  Abs t rac t ' s  p roposa l  does  no t  re f lec t  tha t .  

• Unreasonable height. At 5  and  6  s toreys ,  the  proposed  condos  exceed  the  
he ight  of  ne ighbourhood mul t i - fami ly  dwel l ings .  As  wel l ,  3  s torey  townhouses  
(11  met res )  wi th  roof  decks  would  look  down on  ne ighbour ing  2  s torey  homes .  

• Urban forest destruction. Approximate ly  25  mature  t rees  ou t  of  42  would  be  
des t royed  for  the  deve lopment  as  cur ren t ly  envis ioned .  Fur thermore ,  there  i s  
no  a rbor i s t ' s  repor t  to  address  how extens ive  b las t ing  would  a f fec t  the  surv iv ing  
t rees .  There  a re  many reasons  to  preserve  urban  fores t s ,  no t  on ly  for  the  
en joyment  and  wel l -be ing  of  res idents ,  bu t  because  they  he lp  prevent  f looding  
and  water  po l lu t ion  (obvious ly  a  Ci ty  o f  Vic tor ia  concern  wi th  the  new s torm 
water  in i t i a t ive) ,  they  c lean  our  a i r ,  save  water ,  sh ie ld  us  f rom UV rays  and  the  
e lements ,  p rovide  homes  to  wi ld l i fe ,  mark  the  changing  seasons  and  provide  
v isua l  re l ie f  in  u rban  landscapes  to  name jus t  a  few of  the i r  benef i t s .  

• Reduction in green space. Rockland  a l ready  lacks  publ ic  g reen  space  and  
Fernwood res idents  in  the  southern  por t ion  of  our  ne ighbourhood would  have  
only  the  Cent ra l  Middle  School  p layground for  a f te r  hours  use  wi th  the  Tru th  
Cent re  fores t  gone .  

• Does not honour heritage character of neighbourhoods. Rockland  and  my 
corner  of  Fernwood is  r ich  wi th  charac te r  which  i s  v i ta l  to  the  "p lace-making"  
va lued  by  Counci l  and  Vic tor ia  res idents  a l ike .  Abs t rac t ' s  p roposed  deve lopment  
does  no t  enhance  the  For t  F le r i tage  Corr idor .  Of  par t icu la r  concern  to  me is  
what  wi l l  happen  to  the  remain ing  her i tage  dwel l ings  on  the  south  s ide  of  For t  
S t ree t  be tween  Abs t rac t ' s  Black  & Whi te  and  the  Tru th  Cent re  proper ty  should  
the  deve lopment  proceed  on  the  s i te  of  the  la t te r .  My husband  and  I bought  our  
her i tage  home 11  years  ago  because  we  love  and  va lue  her i tage  preserva t ion  
and  the  charac te r  of  our  ne ighbourhood and ,  because  we  were  fed  up  wi th  the  
type  of  ne ighbourhood-des t roy ing  deve lopment  we  were  wi tness ing  on  the  
main land .  We want  our  ne ighbourhood ' s  charac te r  respec ted  and  preserved .  

• Does not contribute to affordable housing. Victor ia  i s  s t i l l  exper ienc ing  a  ren ta l  
hous ing  and  af fordabi l i ty  c r i s i s  in  sp i te  of  i t s  deve lopment  boom.  Curren t ly ,  
there  i s  cons iderab le  deba te  about  whether  t rans ien t  accommodat ion  zoning  of  
new "af fordable"  deve lopments  i s  he lp ing  homeowners  pay  the i r  mor tgages  or  
ass i s t ing  ren ta l  bus inesses  to  make  more  prof i t  f rom shor t  t e rm ren ta l s .  I f  t he re  
i s  to  be  any  deve lopment  a t  the  Tru th  Cent re  Proper ty ,  I would  ra ther  see  more  
a f fordable ,  non-s t ra ta  row houses  ( for  which  the  Ci ty  of  Vic tor ia  has  no t  ye t  
made  provis ions . )  These  could  be  a  be t te r  f i t  fo r  the  ne ighbourhood and  ex is t ing  
dens i ty  s tandards .  

• Traffic/parking complications. No t ra f f ic  s tudy  has  ye t  been  submi t ted  wi th  
Abs t rac t ' s  p roposa l .  To  make  Pent re lew,  now a  quie t  s ide-s t ree t ,  the  major  
access  and  ex i t  to  the  deve lopment  i s  an  unreasonable  expec ta t ion  of  res idents  



who are  a l ready  burdened  by  park ing  problems,  in  par t  due  to  Langham Cour t  
Thea t re ' s  use  of  tha t  s t ree t .  Fur thermore ,  the  AGGV zoning  inc luded  the  Tru th  
Cent re  grounds  tha t  wi l l  no  longer  be  ava i lab le  should  Abs t rac t  p roceed  wi th  i t s  
p lans .  For t  S t ree t  i s  the  second  access /ex i t  po in t .  Adding  cons iderab ly  more  
t ra f f ic  to  a  t rans i t  cor r idor  tha t  has  no t  ye t  been  upgraded  i s  a l so  unwise .  
Ormond St . ,  For t  S t  and  View St  res idents  and  bus inesses  wi l l  a l so  be  impacted  
by  the  increase  in  t ra f f ic  and  park ing  problems.  Ser ious  acc ident  po ten t ia l  wi l l  
increase  i f  ca rs  ex i t ing  on to  For t  S t ree t  cont inue  to  dr ive  aga ins t  one-way t ra f f ic  
to  cu t  over  to  Ormond as  i s  p resen t ly  the  case .  A ca tas t rophic  acc ident  would  
only  be  a  mat te r  of  t ime .  

• Shading Issues. No shading  s tudy  has  accompanied  Abs t rac t ' s  p roposa l .  
Cer ta in ly  For t  and  Ormond St ree t  p roper t ies  nor th  of  the  Tru th  Cent re  s i te ,  
inc lud ing  our  own home,  wi l l  be  s ign i f ican t ly  impac ted  by  shading .  The  only  l igh t  
and  skyl ine  v is ib le  f rom the  nor th  s ide  of  our  home (be tween  2  ad jacent  
ne ighbour ing  homes  on  For t  S t )  i s  the  nor thwes t  corner  of  the  Tru th  Cent re  
proper ty  where  enormous  t rees  now s tand  -  giants  tha t  would  be  des t royed  
and  rep laced  by  one  of  the  two condo towers  Abs t rac t  envis ions .  

• Pre-empting Local Area Planning. I t  i s  no t  r igh t  o r  fa i r  to  a rea  res idents  to  have  
to  engage  in  a  p lanning  process  for  the  Tru th  Cent re  proper ty  in  advance  of  loca l  
a rea  p lanning  for  Rockland ,  the  For t  Her i tage  Corr idor  and  Linden  Avenue  
scheduled  to  take  p lace  ear ly  in  the  new year .  

In  c los ing ,  I u rge  you  to  cons ider  the  many problems the  proposed  Tru th  Cent re  re 
deve lopment  p lan  presen ts  and  the  fac t  tha t  i t  does  no t  enhance  our  ne ighbourhood in  
any  way nor  does  i t  even  a t tempt  to  in tegra te  wi th  i t s  sur roundings .  The  Tru th  Cent re  
proper ty  i s  no t  on ly  an  h is tor ic  one ,  i t  i s  a  un ique ,  fo res ted  s i te  of  unprecedented  s ize  
and  beauty  which  i s  h igh ly  va lued  in  our  communi ty .  Any deve lopment  p lans  for  1201  
For t  S t ree t /1050  Pent re lew must  be  for  the  grea te r  good  of  our  ne ighbouhoods  ,  re f lec t  
co l lec t ive  va lues  and  respec t  our  input .  

S incere ly ,  

/7m/?//? e (.7o6('// 



Laura Wilson 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Bob June <thejunes@telus.net> 
Sunday, Feb 5, 2017 11:55 AM 

Fwd: Development proposal at 120 Fort/ 1050 Pentrelew 

FYI. Please add to file 

Forwarded Message — 
Subject:Development proposal at 120 Fort/ 1050 Pentrelew 

Date:Thu, 2 Feb 2017 14:52:24 -0800 
From:Gillian Moll 

To:mavor@victoria.ca 
CC:malto@victoria.ca. ccoleman@victoria.ca. bisitt@victoria.ca, ilovedav@victoria.ca. 

mlucas@victoria.ca, pmadoff@victoria.email.telus.net. cthornton-ioe@victoria.ca. 
gyoung@victoria.ca. theiunes@telus.net. 

Dear Mayor and City of Victoria Councillors, 

I write to you to express my concern about the proposed development, change to the 
community plan and land use rezoning at the 1201 Fort St and 1050 Pentrelew site, having 
attended the Community Meeting hosted by the Rockland Neighbourhood Association on 12th 
January, 2017. A chaotic meeting, where the venue was changed at the last minute, and 
started an hour late as a result. 

I own the property 1006-1008 Pentrelew, so will be directly impacted by the Abstract 
Development proposal. 

I object to the proposal for the following reasons. 

HUGE INCREASE IN RESIDENTIAL DENSITY 
By changing the zoning, what was an area of single family dwellings and duplexes, 
suddenly becomes a multifamily development with the 81 condo units. A possible increase 
in population of 160 people, where there are now about 40. Not what I was expecting in my 
backyard. 
HEIGHT 
Both proposed condo buildings will be taller than any of the other condos on Fort Street, 
or Linden by 1 or 2 stories. 
The proposed townhouses are narrow and extremely tall [11m], well above the site's 
current Rl-B zoning [7.6m]. In the drawings, with no green space between them they appear 
like a solid wall along Pentrelew. 
STREET PARKING. 
This is already an issue on Pentrelew regularly, with both the Langham Court Theatre and 
the Art Gallery of Greater Victoria near by. Adding 12 townhouses on Pentrelew will make 
this an impossible situation. In the developers proposal there were less than 10 guest 
parking spaces on site for the condos and townhouses together. They are proposing 93units 
in total, where will their visitors park? 

I think many people in the Rockland area have bought property in Rockland neighbourhood 
because of the ambience of the neighbourhood. I value the residential area with it's 
winding streets, older style architecture and mature trees. The neighbourhood is 
friendly, cohesiveness and supportive. I believe this will be lost with this radicial 
increase in density. I realise that Rockland is close to town, again part of it's 
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attraction is being able to walk to venues in the city, as well as being close to public 
transport. Development is obviously going to occur in this area but in the buffer zone 
between city high rises and single family homes surely we can do better than this and 
come up with a development that blends more cohesively with the existing neighbourhood 
dwellings. 

Yours sincerely, 

Gillian Moll. 

2  



Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Suzanne  Bradbury  
Tuesday ,  February  28 ,  2017  10:37  AM 
Alec  Johns ton  
Lisa  Helps  (Mayor)  
Le t te r  o f  suppor t ,  1201  For t  S t ree t  
doc02282017110650.pdf  

Good morning ,  Mr .  Johns ton ,  

P lease  see  a t tached  a  Let te r  o f  Suppor t  for  the  deve lopment  proposed  for  1201  For t  S t ree t .  

I f  you  have  any  ques t ions ,  p lease  fee l  f ree  to  contac t  me  a t  th i s  emai l  address  or  the  numbers  be low.  

Kind  regards ,  

Suzanne  Bradbury  

Suzanne  Bradbury  
For t  Proper t ies  Ltd*  
814  Broughton  S t  I V ic tor ia  I BC I V8W 1E4 

W:  www.for tproper t ies .ca  
F:  www.facebook.com/For tProp  
I :  ins tagram.com/for tprop  
T:  twi t te r .com/for tprop  
P lease  cons ider  the  envi ronment  before  pr in t ing  th i s  emai l .  

*Former ly  opera t ing  as  For t  Rea l ty  Ltd  

l 



Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Arto  Ars lanyan  
Tuesday ,  February  28 ,  2017  8 :25  AM 
Lisa  Helps  (Mayor) ;  Alec  Johns ton  
Proposed  deve lopement  

Dear  Mayor  and  Counci l lo rs ,  
I am wr i t ing  in  suppor t  of  Abs t rac t  Development ' s  p roposed  pro jec t  on  For t  S t ree t  where  the  Tru th  Cent re  now exis t s .  I  
have  opera ted  a  bus iness  in  th i s  ne ighbourhood for  over  20  years ,  and  I f ee l  tha t  a  hous ing  pro jec t  such  a t  th i s  wi l l  be  a  
good  addi t ion  to  the  communi ty .  As  a  deve loping  c i ty ,  we  need  to  focus  on  h igher  dens i ty  hous ing  near  the  c i ty  core  to  
cu t  down on  t ra f f ic  and  he lp  s tem urban  sprawl .  
S incere ly ,  
Pamela  Ars lanyan  
Sent  f rom my iPhone  

l 



Mayor and Council 
City Hall, 1 Centennial Square 
Victoria, BC 
V8W1P6 

To contact the City or The Mayor 
Ci ity of Victoria: www.victoria.ca 

Email: mayor@victoria.ca 
Telephone: Mayor: 250-361-2000 

FEB 1 6 2017 
VICTORIA. B.C 

Re-zoning Application 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place, Victoria, B.C. 

Dear Mayor and Council: 
Please be informed that 1 am against the Rezoning Application currently before the City Hall because 
[ ] At the meetings with the developer concerns regarding massing, height and traffic were not addressed in 
the designs. 

|_ ] lam concerned about the number of heritage trees that will be destroyed by the size of this 
development. A smaller development would allow more of these trees to survive. 
[ ] Because of the size of this development, there will be a lot of blasting of the existing bedrock. 1 am 
concerned that blasting may cause irreparable damage to the heritage- and older wood-frame buildings in the 
neighbourhood. 
[ ] The current proposal does not adhere to the Official Community Plan for Victoria, nor does it 
complement the long-standing historical character of Rockland. 
[ ] The number of people in this new development will overwhelm the neighbourhood. The number of 
buildings and the height of the buildings in this proposal should be lessened dramatically to ensure the long
standing character of the community and not crowd-out or overwhelm the current occupants and residents. 
[ ] The two multi-family buildings, at 5 storeys and 6 storeys, are too high for Rockland and exceed in 
height all multi-family buildings in Rockland, along the Linden corridor, and along the Fort Street Heritage 
corridor. The number of townhouses in a long continuous "wall" as proposed for Pentrelew and the extreme 
height of these townhouses are out of character for the neighbourhood. 
[ J I am concerned about the increased traffic caused by this new development. Now, the neighbourhood is 
able to absorb the ongoing traffic from the Langham Court Theatre as well as the expected increase in traffic 
from the new expanded Art Gallery. A smaller development on this site will not destabilize the neighbourhood. 
[ ] lam concerned about parking in this neighbourhood as no traffic study has been done. I do not believe 
that this development contains enough parking for it own needs. And, together with the need of parking for the 
Langham Court Theatre and the new, expanded Art Gallery, the lack of parking on- site will only cause parking 
problems for the neighbourhood in the future. 
[ J A new community development plan for Rockland will be coming at some point in the near future, and 

the dramatic zoning changes in this proposal should not be accepted before this plan is formulated by the 
community and incorporated by City Hall in the new Official Community Plan. 
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Mayor and Council 
City Hall, 1 Centennial Square 
Victoria, BC 
V8W 1P6 

To contact the City or The Mayor 
City of Victoria: www.victoria.ca 

Email: mayor@victoria.ca 
Telephone: Mayor: 250-361-2000 

Re-zoning Application 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place, Victoria, B.C. 

Dear Mayor and Council: 
Please be informed that I am against the Rezoning Application currently before the City Hall because 
\ Vj At the meetings with the developer concerns regarding massing, height and traffic were not addressed in 

the designs. 
[{/] 1 am concerned about the number of heritage trees that will be destroyed by the size of this 
development. A smaller development would allow more of these trees to survive. 
[< /] Because of the size of this development, there will be a lot of blasting of the existing bedrock. I am 
concerned that blasting may cause irreparable damage to the heritage- and older wood-frame buildings in the 
neighbourhood. 
[-T| The current proposal does not adhere to the Official Community Plan for Victoria, nor does it 
complement the long-standing historical character of Rockland. 
[ ] The number of people in this new development will overwhelm the neighbourhood. The number of 
buildings and the height of the buildings in this proposal should he lessened dramatically to ensure the long
standing character of the community and not crowd-out or overwhelm the current occupants and residents. 
[ /] The two multi-family buildings, at 5 storeys and 6 storeys, are too high for Rockland and exceed in 
height all multi-family buildings in Rockland, along the Linden corridor, and along the Fort Street Heritage 
corridor. The number of townhouses in a long continuous "wall" as proposed for Pentrelew and the extreme 
height of these townhouses are out of character for the neighbourhood. 
[>/] I am concerned about the increased traffic caused by this new development. Now, the neighbourhood is 
able to absorb the ongoing traffic from the Langham Court Theatre as well as the expected increase in traffic 
from the new expanded Art Gallery. A smaller development on this site will not destabilize the neighbourhood. 
[/] I am concerned about parking in this neighbourhood as no traffic study has been done. I do not believe 
that this development contains enough parking for it own needs. And, together with the need of parking for the 
Langham Court Theatre and the new, expanded Art Gallery, t he lack of parking on- site will only cause parking 
problems for the neighbourhood in the future. 
[y ] A new community development plan for Rockland will be coming at some point in the near future, and 
the dramatic zoning changes in this proposal should not be accepted before this plan is formulated by the 
community and incorporated by City Hall in the new Otricial Community Plan. 

f ] - — _ _ - _ 

MAYOR'S OFFIC1 

FEB 1 0 2017 
VICTORIA, B.C. 



V I C T O R I A  

Joyce Harrison 
357 Irving Road 
Victoria. BC V8S 4A3 

February 27, 2017 

Dear Joyce, 

Thank you for your letter regarding the proposed development at 1201 Fort 
Street, it has been shared with Mayor and Council. I can confirm that your letter 
has been attached the lile for this address and will be shared with Council again 
when a staff report on this application comes before a future Committee of the 
Whole meeting of Council at a date that is yet to be determined. More 
information on this application is also available on the City of Victoria's 
Development Tracker App. 

Thank you for taking the time to write to Mayor and Council. 

Sincerely, 

Lacey Maxwell 
Correspondence Coordinator 

The City of Victoria recognizes the Songhees and Esquimau Nations in whose traditional territories we live and work 
"Hay swx qa" 



MAYOR'S OFFICE 

FEB 0 L 2017 
VICTORIA, B,C 

357 Irving Road 
Victoria, BC 
V8S 4A3 
January 29, 2017 

The Mayor and Council 

Victoria, BC 

Dear Mayor Helps and Council Members; 

Re: Development of 1201 Fort Street 

I have been connected with the Victoria Truth Centre since the mid 1950's, when Reverend Emma 

Smiley, founder of the Centre, was minister. 

In the south-east corner of the property is a secluded area known as The Garden of Silence. This was 

always kept as a sanctuary of silent enjoyment, contemplation or prayer. Speech was allowed only 

once a year for re-dedication. Many of our past members' ashes are spread in this area, and possibly 
some remains in urns may also have been buried there. 

I am not disputing the sale or the development of the property, but for many members, this particular 

part of this beautiful property is considered almost sacred ground, and we ask that respect be given to 

our forebears. I do not know if any First Nations remains are present, but I know they would be given 
great consideration and respect. I ask the same for our loved ones. 

I am asking you, as the representatives of the citizens and residents not only of the Rockland area but of 
all who reside in Victoria, to request the developer modify his plans so to preserve this little sanctuary as 
a green space. 

Yours truly 

(Mrs.) Joyce Harrison 
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C I T Y  O F  
V I C T O R I A  

Louise Watt 
1015 Pentrelew Place 
Victoria. BC V8V 4J5 

February 27. 2017 

Dear Louise, 

Thank you for your letter regarding the proposed development at 1201 Fort 
Street, it has been shared with Mayor and Council. I can confirm that your letter 
has been attached the file for this address and will be shared with Council again 
when a staff report on this application comes before a future Committee of the 
Whole meeting of Council at a date that is yet to be determined. More 
information on this application is also available on the City of Victoria's 
Development Tracker App. 

Thank you for taking the time to write to Mayor and Council. 

Sincerely, 

Lacey Maxwell 
Correspondence Coordinator 

The City of Victoria recognizes the Songhees and Esquimau Nations in whose traditional territories we live and work 
"Hay swx qa" 



1020 Pentrelew Place 
Victoria, B.C. V8V 4J6 

MAYOR'S OFFICE 

FEB J i 2017 

mCIQRJAifr.fi, 

February 14, 2017 

Mayor Lisa Helps 
City of Victoria, 
Victoria, BC 

Dear Mayor Helps, 

May I express my appreciation for your participation in our Tour of the 1201 
Fort/1050 Pentrelew location as the project moves through the City towards 
a final Council decision. 

We did hope that we were able to demonstrate in this very small way, some 
of our concerns and hesitations over this development. We did appreciate 
your attention to our dreams and details even though the project has not 
officially reached you. When it does, we hope that our words will have 
provided you with some understanding of our concerns. 

Many thanks for giving us your time and expertise. 

Yours truly, 

Q 

Donald Hamilton 
for the Concerned Citizens on Pentrelew Place 



V I C T O R I A  

Donald Hamilton 
1020 Pentrelew Place 
Victoria, BC V8V4J6 

February 27, 2017 

Dear Donald, 

Thank you for your letter regarding the proposed development at 1201 Fort 
Street, it has been shared with Mayor and Council. I can confirm that your letter 
has been attached the file for this address and will be shared with Council again 
when a staff report on this application comes before a future Committee of the 
Whole meeting of Council at a date that is yet to be determined. More 
information on this application is also available on the City of Victoria's 
Development Tracker App. 

Thank you for taking the time to write to Mayor and Council. 

Sincerely, 

Lacey Maxwell 
Correspondence Coordinator 

The City of Victoria recognizes the Songhees and Esquimau Nations in whose traditional territories we live and work 
"Hay swx qa" 



Eleanor Lahtinen 
A1859 Feltham Rd 
Victoria BC V8N 2A7 

February 7, 2017 

VICTORIA R p Her Worship Mayor Lisa Helps and Councillors ' • 
City of Victoria 
1 Centennial Square 
Victoria BCV8W 1P6 

Dear Mayor Helps and Councillors: 

Re: In Support of Rezoning Application No. 000525 and Development Permit No. 000479 for 1201 Fort 
Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place 

I am the owner of the property situated at 1208/1210 Fort Street. As a neighboring property owner with 
direct views of 1201 Fort Street, I am writing to support approval of Abstract Development's rezoning 

application No. 000525 and development permit No. 000479 relating to 1201 Fort Street and 1050 

Pentrelew Place, based on the considerations outlined below: 

• The design aesthetic is sympathetic to the neighborhood and in keeping with the architecture of 
surrounding homes and other nearby buildings. 

• The development will offer pleasant street views with areas of visual interest, contributing to 
the continuation of a pedestrian-friendly neighborhood. 

• The proposal demonstrates sensitivity to retaining green spaces and trees. 

• The proposed building form (height and footprint) reflects the pattern of growth and density 
occurring nearby. 

• The proposal responds positively to Victoria's housing crisis. 

• By increasing the residential density, developments like this support nearby and downtown 
businesses and are catalysts for a healthy, vibrant economy. 

• The proposal addresses OCP goals to place residential density along transit corridors and arterial 
streets near the downtown core. 

Thank you for your consideration. If you require further information, please feel free to contact me. 

Yours truly, 

Eleanor Lahtinen 

pc: Mike Miller, Abstract Developments 



C I T Y  O F  
V I C T O R I A  

Eleanor Lahtinen 
A1859 Feltham Road 
Victoria, BC V8N2A7 

February 27, 2017 

Dear Eleanor. 

Thank you for your letter regarding the proposed development at 1201 Fort 
Street, it lias been shared with Mayor and Council. 1 can confirm that your letter 
has been attached the file for this address and will be shared with Council again 
when a staff report on this application comes before a future Committee of the 
Whole meeting of Council at a date that is yet to be determined. More 
information on this application is also available on the City of Victoria's 
Development Tracker App. 

Thank you for taking the time to write to Mayor and Council. 

Sincerely, 

Lacey Maxwell 
Correspondence Coordinator 

The City of Victoria recognizes the Songhees and Esquimau Nations in whose traditional territories we iive and work 
"Hay swx qa" 
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Mayor and Council (J To contact the City or The Mayor „ 

"City Hall, 1 Centennial Square City of Victoria: www.victoria.ca 
Victoria, BC Email: rnayor@victoria.ca 
V8W 1P6 Telephone: Mayor: 250-361-2000 

Re-zoning Application 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place, Victoria, B.C. 

Dear Mayor and Council: 
Please be informed that I am against the Rezoning Application currently before the City Hall because 

__ A ' ( . 1 At the meetings with the developer concerns regarding massing, height and traffic were not addressed in 
1" the designs. 

[V ] 1 am concerned about the number of heritage trees that will be destroyed by the size of this 
development. A smaller development would allow more of these trees to survive. 
[ yj Because of the size of this development, there will be a lot of blasting of the existing bedrock. 1 am 
concerned that blasting may cause irreparable damage to the heritage- and older wood-frame buildings in the 
neighbourhood. 
[ ] The current proposal does not adhere to the Official Community Plan for Victoria, nor does it 
complement the long-standing historical character of Rockland. 
[V | The number of people in this new development will overwhelm the neighbourhood. The number of 
buildings and the height of the buildings in this proposal should he lessened dramatically to ensure the long
standing character of the community and not crowd-out or overwhelm the current occupants and residents. 

k [yf The two multi-family buildings, at 5 storeys and 6 storeys, are too high for Rockland and exceed in 
!' height all multi-family buildings in Rockland, along the Linden corridor, and along the Fort Street Heritage 

corridor. The number of townhouses in a long continuous "wall" as proposed for Pentrelew and the extreme 
height of these townhouses are out ot character for the neighbourhood. 

•~f\ [ vl 1 ain concerned about the increased traffic caused by this new development. Now, the neighbourhood is 
' able to absorb the ongoing traffic from the Langham Court Theatre as well as the expected increase in traffic 

from the new expanded Art Gallery. A smaller development on this site will not destabilize the neighbourhood. 
[,/] 1 am concerned about parking in this neighbourhood as no traffic study has been done. 1 do not believe 
that this development contains enough parking for it own needs. And, together with the need of parking for the 
Langham Court Theatre and the new, expanded Art Gallery, the lack of parking on- site will only cause parking 
problems for the neighbourhood in the future. 

, . - V  [ v] A new community development plan for Rockland will be coming at some point in the near future, and 
' ~ the dramatic zoning changes in this proposal should not be accepted before this plan is formulated by the 

community and incorporated by City Hall in the new Official Community Plan. 
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C I T Y  O F  
V I C T O R I A  

B Lemley 
13161 laultain Street 
Victoria. BC V8R 2J3 

February 27. 2017 

Dear B. Lemley, 

Thank you for your letter regarding the proposed development at 1201 Fort 
Street, it has been shared with Mayor and Council. 1 can confirm that your letter 
has been attached the file for this address and will be shared with Council again 
when a staff report on this application comes before a future Committee of the 
Whole meeting of Council at a date that is yet to be determined. More 
information on this application is also available on the City of Victoria's 
Development Tracker App. 

Thank you for taking the time to write to Mayor and Council. 

Sincerely, 

Lacey Maxwell 
Correspondence Coordinator 

The City of Victoria recognizes the Songhees and Esquimau Nations in whose traditional territories we live and work 
"Hay swx qa" 



Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Christie Docking |  
Saturday, February 18, 2017 8:09 PM 
Lisa Helps (Mayor) 
1201 Fort Street (the Truth Centre) - Application for Rezoning - Neighbour Opinion 

Dear Mayor Helps, 

I'm writing regarding the application for re-zoning and proposed development at 1201 Fort Street (the Truth Centre) by 
Abstract Developments. 

I am an owner at 1039 Linden Avenue, one of the apartment complexes that backs onto this property. My unit faces 
east, directly facing the Truth Centre. Whatever development happens on this property will impact me greatly. 

As a person who lives and works downtown, I am pleased to see a number of developments providing high-density living 
spaces for the city. I walk by a number of them on a daily basis, including: 

Black & White (Abstract) - 1033 Cook Street - 75 Units - Junior, 1 & 2 Bedroom Legato (Alpha) - 960 Yates - 88 Units -
Junior 1 & 2 Bedroom, 1 - 3 Bedroom, & Penthouse The Wade (Amadon) -1105 Pandora -102 Units - Studio, 1 & 2 
Bedroom, Penthouse 
989 Victoria (Cox Developments) - 989 Johnson Street - 206 Units - Studio/Bachelor, 1 Bedroom, Loft, 2 Bedroom, 
Penthouse 

I know there are many others in development across Victoria, including in James Bay and Vic West. This makes me feel 
confident that a generous supply of high-density housing options are currently becoming available in the city. 

This is the primary reason why I feel there is no need to re-zone the property at 1201 Fort Street. The current zoning 
offers Abstract the opportunity to build a high-density condo development on the front piece of the property (facing 
Fort St.), while allowing for single family homes to be developed on the back portion (accessed off of Pentrelew Street). 
This supports the character of the neighbourhood, and potentially offers more diversified housing options than either 
very small or very expensive condos (or sometimes both) that are currently being proposed. 

In summary: I do not support the re-zoning application, and wish for zoning to remain as is. 

While I disagree with re-zoning and hope their application is not approved, Abstract has consistently shown themselves 
to be developers who are interested in speaking with neighbours, listening to our concerns, and adapting their plans to 
meet our wishes. They have consistently made themselves available, and are clearly passionate about building beautiful 
projects in the city. 

Please feel free to contact me at christie.docking@gmail.com or (250) 589-4030 should you require any more 
information. 

Sincerely, 

Christie Docking 

l 



Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: Nemec, Jake 
Sent: Wednesday, February 22, 2017 1:36 PM 
To: Lisa Helps (Mayor); Alec Johnston 
Subject: 1201 Fort St. Proposed Development 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Please accept this letter as my support for the proposed development at 1201 Fort St. 

I currently live (904 -1034 Johnson St) and work in the downtown core and grew up in the Fairfield neighbourhood, so 
am well aware of the area. 

A few reasons are support it are: 

• The need for more housing in Victoria is obvious and I'm especially in favour increased population density. 
• Given that we constantly seem to losing traffic lanes, having more people within walking distance to most of 

their needs should off-set some of the extra congestion that is causing. 
• The proposal seems to be keeping most of the trees on the property intact. It actually looks like more trees will 

even be added. 
• I also like that Abstract is looking to provide a pathway through the property as I do often cut through that 

property while walking my dog and son. 
• To date, I believe areas surrounded by Abstract's previous developments have benefited. 

Please feel free to contact me directly should you need any further clarification on why I think this proposal would be a 
welcome addition to our community. 

Sincerely, 

Jake 

Jake Nemec, CIM, FCSI, CFP | Investment Specialist 

Scotiabank | Victoria Main Branch 

* Scotiabank is a business name used by The Bank of Nova Scotia 

To unsubscribe from receiving further commercial electronic messages from The Bank of Nova Scotia in 
Canada, please click here: https://unsubscribe.scotiabank.com?entid=BNS&buid=SBNK 

To unsubscribe from receiving further commercial electronic messages from certain other senders set out in the 
attached list, please click here: https://www.unsubscribe.gwm.scotiabank.com?page=gwm 

This email may contain confidential information the use of which by an unintended recipient is unauthorized. 

l 



This email may also contain important disclosure information for the records of the intended recipient(s). For 
details please click here: http://www.scotiabank.com/email_disclaimer/email_english.html 

Pour vous desabonner et cesser de recevoir des messages electroniques commerciaux de La Banque de 
Nouvelle-Ecosse, veuillez cliquer ici : https://desabonnement.banquescotia.com?entid=BNS&buid=SBNK 

Pour vous desabonner et cesser de recevoir des messages electroniques commerciaux de certains autres 
expediteurs figurant dans la liste ci-jointe, veuillez cliquer ici : 
https://www.unsubscribe.gwm.scotiabank.com?page=gwm&lang=fr 

Cette transmission peut contenir de l'information confidentielle et son utilisation par toute personne autre que la 
personne a laquelle cette transmission est destinee est interdite. Le present courriel peut aussi contenir des 
renseignements importants pour les dossiers du ou des destinataires prevus. Pour plus de details, veuillez vous 
diriger vers: http://www.scotiabank.com/email disclaimer/email_francais.html 

Para dejar de recibir mensajes electronicos comerciales de The Bank of Nova Scotia en Canada, haga clic aqui: 
https://cancelarsuscripcion.scotiabank.com?entid=BNS&buid=SBNK 

Para dejar de recibir mensajes electronicos comerciales de otras entidades incluidas en la lista adjunta, haga clic 
aqui: https://www.unsubscribe.gwm.scotiabank.com?page=gwm&lang=es 

Este correo electronico puede contener informacion confidencial cuyo uso por parte de personas distintas de los 
destinatarios del mismo esta prohibido. El mensaje puede tener tambien datos importantes para los archivos 
del(de los) destinatario(s) a quien(es) esta dirigido. Para mas detalles, por favor dirigirse a: 
http://www.scotiabank.com/email_disclaimer/email espanol.html 
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Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Connie Besenyo 
Sunday, February 26, 2017 11:42 AM 
Lisa Helps (Mayor) 
Alec Johnston 
1201 Fort st, Abstract Development proposal 

Honourable  Mayor  and  Counci l ,  

My name is  Andre  Besenyo and  I have  been  a  loca l  bus iness  man in  Vic tor ia  for  the  pas t  40  years .  In  
addi t ion  to  our  bus inesses ,  my fami ly  and  I own 17  ren ta l  un i t s  in  the  c i ty .  

I  have  had  an  oppor tun i ty  to  rev iew the  proposed  pro jec t  f rom Abs t rac t  Developments  for  1201  For t  
S t ree t  (The  Tru th  Cent re ) .  I t  i s  my opin ion  tha t  i t  i s  a  wel l  thought  th rough deve lopment  tha t  Vic tor ia  
res idents  and  Counci l  can  be  proud  of .  

I  am cer ta in  tha t  Counci l  and  ne ighbours  can  negot ia te  some modera te  ad jus tments  to  the  overa l l  
deve lopment  tha t  wi l l  sa t i s fy  everyone  involved .  I have  no  doubt  tha t  l ike  a l l  Abs t rac t  Development  
pro jec t s  th i s  wi l l  be  a  beaut i fu l  and  notewor thy  bui ld ing  tha t  wi l l  add  to  the  overa l l  charm of  Vic tor ia .  

S incere ly ,  

Andre  Besenyo 
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Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hans Rodenburgh 
Thursday, February 23, 2017 9:12 AM 
Lisa Helps (Mayor) 
"Truth Center" Development Project 

Dear Mayor Helps and Council Members: 

Regarding: development of the proposed 1201 Fort Street/1050 Pentrelew location (Also known as the Truth Center) 

My wife and I whole heartedly support this beautiful and well thought out project!!!! 

We live at 522 St Charles Street, and have lived here in Rocklands close to 20 years. We are both recently retired, 
healthy and looking toward downsizing our home, very much hoping to continue to remain here in the Rocklands 
neighborhood for the remainder of our years. I might also add, we have at least 10 sets of friends here in Rocklands in 
the same position as ourselves that are of "like mind" - we want to downsize and remain in the neighborhood. One of 
the things that you and your council know all too well is that there is a shortage of newer townhomes and condominium 
availability in Rocklands, and for that matter in the greater Victoria area in general. 

We have always been very impressed with the quality of the developments that Abstract has produced and were 
delighted when we learned that the "Truth Center" was going to be developed by Abstract. We've now attended 2 of 
the open meetings that have been held to describe the development in great detail. The first one we attended, held by 
the Rockland Neighborhood Community Association was in held in Fernwood where we were very impressed with what 
Abstract presented and particularly all the considerations they made to present a proposal which included "all" of the 
input they had received from the neighbors and included in the project, - but we came away traumatized by the 
negative and rather vicious behavior displayed by a number of the attendees. - they made their intentions clear -scale 
back the project considerably to what they wanted to see and they whipped up others to join in with them. In fact many 
of them weren't even directly impacted. 

We most recently attended another presentation held by Abstract at Grace Lutheran Church Feb 22" 2017, and came 
away more impressed with a further modified and tweaked project. 

Note - We, and 1 other set of our friends, received a flyer in the mail just before the meeting at Grace Lutheran Church 
thanking us for signing a petition submitted to you and council claiming to have been signed by over 270 people. We had 
not signed this petition and were annoyed at it's inferences of being against this development project and so we're 
dubious of the so called 270 supporters. 

I spoke up at this last meeting, indicating to those that attended, of our support and interest as a place we're looking to 
live in, and that everyone should consider themselves lucky that a quality builder such as Abstract is building something 
here, very much suited to the surrounding area and ending up being a beautiful place well suited to Rocklands. - As 
opposed to some other less pleasing, large and ugly monstrosity built on this site by a builder more interested in making 
a fast buck. 

Thank you for listening and please seriously consider and vote supporting this project development by one of Victoria's 
premier builders. 

Kind regards, Hans and Vanessa Rodenburgh 
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Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Don Kassa 
Thursday, February 23, 2017 9:22 AM 
Lisa Helps (Mayor) 
Proposed Development of 1201 Fort Street / The Truth Centre Site 

February 22, 2017 

Dear Mayor and Council; 

Re: Proposed Development of 1201 Fort Street / The Truth Centre Site 

My husband and I are writing in full support of the proposed 1201 Fort Street development site by Abstract 
Developments. 

We have lived in our home on St. Charles for approaching 20 years and love the community. Flowever as we 
age and our friends age, we have all expressed the same idea and had the same discussions about how we 
downsize within our neighborhood. There are very simply few housing options at present. The development 
proposed would fill that need for us specifically and those of several of our couple friends in their sixties who 
want to remain in Rockland .The development is close to downtown and all the amenities; it is located on a 
major thoroughfare ; and it will retain and preserve the park like ambience of Rockland. 

Further the units will, in the custom of Abstract be tasteful, well built, thoughtfully designed and offer a variety 
of configurations to suit a lot of people. 

It is our view that when you live in best city in the world people will come here to live and work. A growing 
population is inevitable. We need to address housing... not only for those of us aging and wanting to downsize 
and remain in the neighborhood but for other Victorians migrants wanting to live and work near the town center 
with less reliance on cars . 

We fully support the proposed site and are strongly or the view that we need this development in our 
community. 
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It would be very sad if the voices of a few self-interested militants supplant the needs of many. 

Sincerely, 

Vanessa Rodenburgh 
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Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

webforms@victoria.ca 
Wednesday, February 22, 2017 8:58 PM 
Victoria Mayor and Council 
Mayor and Council email 

From: Barbara Petersen 
Email : mail.com 
Reference : 
Daytime Phone : •••• 
I am writing to indicate my strong support for the proposed development being put forward by Abstract Development at 
1201 Fort St. I am a resident at the condo building, 1039 Linden Ave. 
I have attended a number of the community and resident meetings that Abstract has held since last spring, including 
both that were held in our building. From the beginning of the community consultation process they have sought 
feedback from us and others in the surrounding area and have fostered a very collaborative process of getting input 
from neighbours and then incorporating that into their project plans as they have evolved. I have seen evidence of that 
evolution in the site plans and building renderings presented at each of the meetings. Based on my experience at the 
meeting, the desire of community members as well as those in our building focused mainly on keeping as many of the 
existing mature trees as possible, maintaining the pedestrian walk-through between Fort and Pentrelew, keeping the 
single- family dwelling-style of building facing Pentrelew, keeping extra traffic off of Pentrelew, maintaining a significant 
amount of green space and making sure the design fit in the with esthetic of the Rockland area. I feel they have done 
that to the best of their ability. 

When I look at the Abstract plans and I see the rain-water gardens, the additional trees they will be planting over and 
above the ones they will be keeping, the permanent well-lit pedestrian walkway, the thoughtful building design, the 
potential for garden installations from the art gallery and take into account the inclusive and responsive process that 
Mike Miller and his staff have undertaken with the neighboring residents, I feel confident that the end result will be an 
asset to the neighbourhood. I also feel that supporting a project that not only incorporates green space but also a adds a 
very reasonable degree of increased density for this part of the city is in the best long-term interests of our community. 

While the ideal outcome in many people's minds may have been for the property to have been purchased in order to be 
a park or community garden, unfortunately that was not the case. Therefore I think to have a company like Abstract 
create a project that ticks the majority of the boxes brought forward by the residents directly impacted by this property 
is a very positive result and should be approved. If the building height is not approved, the alternative of having lower 
but larger buildings will likely result in less green space, fewer mature trees and the loss of many of the features built 
into the current proposed design. 

Thank you very much for your consideration, Barbara Petersen 
301 1039 Linden Avenue 
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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: 75.154.241.72 
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Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Christie Docking • 
Saturday, February 18, 2017 8:12 PM 
Victoria Mayor and Council 
Proposed Development and Re-Zoning - 1201 Fort Street (the Truth Centre) -
Neighbour Feedback 

Dear Mayor Helps and Council, 

I'm writing regarding the application for re-zoning and proposed development at 1201 Fort Street (the Truth 
Centre) by Abstract Developments. 

I am an owner at 1039 Linden Avenue, one of the apartment complexes that backs onto this property. My unit 
faces east, directly facing the Truth Centre. Whatever development happens on this property will impact me 
greatly. 

As a person who lives and works downtown, I am pleased to see a number of developments providing high-
density living spaces for the city. I walk by a number of them on a daily basis, including: 

Black & White (Abstract) - 1033 Cook Street - 75 Units - Junior, 1 & 2 Bedroom 
Legato (Alpha) - 960 Yates - 88 Units - Junior 1 & 2 Bedroom, 1 - 3 Bedroom, & Penthouse 
The Wade (Amadon) - 1105 Pandora - 102 Units - Studio, 1 & 2 Bedroom, Penthouse 
989 Victoria (Cox Developments) - 989 Johnson Street - 206 Units - Studio/Bachelor, 1 Bedroom, Loft, 2 
Bedroom, Penthouse 

I know there are many others in development across Victoria, including in James Bay and Vic West. This 
makes me feel confident that a generous supply of high-density housing options are currently becoming 
available in the city. 

This is the primary reason why I feel there is no need to re-zone the property at 1201 Fort Street. The current 
zoning offers Abstract the opportunity to build a high-density condo development on the front piece of the 
property (facing Fort St.), while allowing for single family homes to be developed on the back portion (accessed 
off of Pentrelew Street). This supports the character of the neighbourhood, and potentially offers more 
diversified housing options than either very small or very expensive condos (or sometimes both) that are 
currently being proposed. 

In summary: I do not support the re-zoning application, and wish for zoning to remain as is. 

While I disagree with re-zoning and hope their application is not approved, Abstract has consistently shown 
themselves to be developers who are interested in speaking with neighbours, listening to our concerns, and 
adapting their plans to meet our wishes. They have consistently made themselves available, and are clearly 
passionate about building beautiful projects in the city. 

Please feel free to contact me at or should you require any more 
information. 

Sincerely, 
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Christie Docking 



Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Bridget Frewer 
Wednesday, February 22, 2017 4:57 PM 
Victoria Mayor and Council 
FW: Google Earth Image 1201 Fort Street 

From: Don Cal [| 
Sent: Monday, February 06, 2017 1:04 AM 
To: Lisa Helps (Mayor) <mayor@victoria.ca>; Marianne Alto (Councillor) <MAIto@victoria.ca>; Chris Coleman 
(Councillor) <ccoleman@victoria.ca>; Ben Isitt (Councillor) <Blsitt@victoria.ca>; Jeremy Loveday (Councillor) 
<jloveday@victoria.ca>; Margaret Lucas (Councillor) <mlucas@victoria.ca>; Pam Madoff (Councillor) 
<pmadoff@victoria.ca>; Charlayne Thornton-Joe (Councillor) <cthornton-joe@victoria.ca>; Geoff Young (Councillor) 
<gyoung@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Re: Google Earth Image 1201 Fort Street 

Look at the green richness of Rockland. Compare this to the large buildings starting at the 
Linden Street Corridor. This developed corridor defines our neighborhood as distinct from the 
built-up areas. 
The re-zoning of 1201 Fort Street / 1050 Pentrelew Place will move those large grey buildings 
one street closer to the heart of Rockland, a distinct, historic neighborhood. There is no need to 
overdevelop 1201 Fort Street by allowing the rezoning proposed by Abstract Development. 
It can be developed to match the green-ness of Rockland by lessening the size of the 
development to complement the neighborhood. There needs to be less buildings, smaller 
massing, less height, less density. And, then everyone will win. 

More than 50% of the mature trees will be gone. And, during construction some of the chosen 
trees selected to stay may be destroyed by the blasting or simply poor management. Those trees 
and the large patch of parking lot will be replaced with buildings, larger buildings than any in the 
neighborhood. Along Fort Street, the proposed Building A (at 6 stories) will be two stories 
higher than the condominium at the corner of Fort and Pentrelew. Building B (behind Building 
A) at 5 storeys will be 1 storey higher than the building along Linden. All of Pentrelew will have 
an 11 meter high townhouse wall along the entire street. This long stretch of townhouses will be 
almost as high as the condominium at the comer of Fort and Pentrelew. All these buildings will 
dominate the entire area. Their scale, their size, their massing are all meant to convey one 
message: domination. The City of Victoria and the neighborhood will lose. 

Don Cal 
1059 Pentrelew Place 
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Google Earth streams the world over wired and wireless networks enabling users to virtually go anywhere on the 
planet and see places in photographic detail. This is not like any map you have ever seen. This is a 3D model of the 
real world, based on real satellite images combined with maps, guides to restaurants, hotels, entertainment, 
businesses and more. You can zoom from space to street level instantly and then pan or jump from place to place, 
city to city, even country to country. 

Get Google Earth. Put the world in perspective. 

(http://earth.qoogle.com) 
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Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Lisa Arora 
Friday, February 17, 2017 10:20 PM 
Lisa Helps (Mayor) 
Alec Johnston 
Development Proposal -1201 Fort Street 

Dear Mayor and Council 

1 would like to express strong support for the proposed development at 1201 Fort Street. This project will make 
it possible for 93 additional families to live in and contribute to downtown Victoria. This is a significant 
accomplishment, especially in the context of significant residential development in the competing Westshore. 

This project proposal demonstrates the thoughtful, quality design that Abstract is known for: the buildings are 
scaled to blend and transition with neighbouring structures and streetscapes, it offers adequate parking, and the 
aesthetic masterfully blends modem taste with a Rockland feel (a difficult challenge). 

As a responsible developer, Abstract has been engaged with stakeholders to evolve the design to address 
concerns. While Trinity Church once housed a community, these homes will also nest a whole new, micro-
community into our neighbourhood. It's exciting to consider how the people who live there's lives will become 
connected and how they will enjoy what surrounding Fernwood, Oak Bay, Cook Street and Downtown have to 
offer. 

I welcome this opportunity to add density and vibrancy to my neighbourhood and I encourage the City of 
Victoria to recognize the contributions Mike Miller has consistently made to advance our city. I urge you to 
approve this proposal. Support quality development of our city while Abstract continues to offer us the 
confidence of buildings done with excellence. 

With respect, 

Lisa Arora 

(147 Olive Street) 
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Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Paul Pallan 
Monday, February 20, 2017 5:48 PM 
Lisa Helps (Mayor) 
Alec Johnston 
Abstract development at the Truth Centre 

Dear Mayor Helps: We wanted to express our clear support for the proposed Abstract project at the Truth Centre. As long 
time residents of Victoria and, as Rockland residents, we believe that this project should be supported. Firstly, there are a 
lot of residents living in the overall Rockland area (and nearby Oak Bay)who will be looking, in the near future to downsize 
from their current residences and will welcome the opportunity to get into smaller but well appointed condos or 
townhouses. Secondly, we have seen first hand many of Abstracts projects and they always do a great job of producing 
first class developments which are an asset to the community. Thirdly, it is also an opportunity for younger people to enter 
the market as the current pricing of single family houses in Rockland would be far beyond their means. Densification 
needs to be supported near the core of the city. We know that there are some issues that need to be addressed but we 
also believe that Abstract will work to address these. -Paul Pallan and Elka Nowicka 
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Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Rod MacDonald 
Tuesday, February 21, 2017 11:05 AM 
Lisa Helps (Mayor) 
ajohnston@victoria.ca. 
Proposed Development 1201 Fort Street 

Dear Mayor Helps. 

As proponents of increased density and a vibrant downtown Victoria, my husband and I are writing in support 
of the above project. I also feel it is important to advise you I am related through marriage of a family member 
to the CEO of Abstract Development, Mike Miller. 

Abstract Development has built a number of projects in the neighbourhood that my husband and I walk by 
everyday. The company has put a great deal of time and effort into the look of not only the buildings but the 
landscaping as well. Having looked at the development plans for 1201 Fort Street I think they have proposed a 
good mix of residential properties while retaining and enhancing the surrounding greenspace. 

As a downtown dweller, I know that development is often frowned upon and increased density scares many. I 
believe we need more residents and services for a safe and vibrant downtown. I wanted to write to you and 
express our support for this project, as often the only people who attend the community meetings and speak 
up seem to be the people who are against any new development. 

Sincerely, 

Jean McKinnon & Rod MacDonald 
808-777 Blanshard Street 
Victoria BC V8W 2G9 
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Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Don Cal .com> 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Tuesday, February 21, 2017 11:35 AM 
Lisa Helps (Mayor); Marianne Alto (Councillor); Chris Coleman (Councillor); Ben Isitt 
(Councillor); Jeremy Loveday (Councillor); Margaret Lucas (Councillor); Pam Madoff 
(Councillor); Charlayne Thornton-Joe (Councillor); Geoff Young (Councillor) 
1201 Fort Street / 1050 Pentrelew Place Development & Population Pressure 
Victoria's Population.pdf; Demographics.xlsx; Demographics.pdf 

1201 Fort Street /1050 Pentrelew Development and Victoria's Population 

This is a little study of Victoria's population growth since 2001 to date and the projections into the future. The data in the 
enclosed excel file (and pdf) is pulled from Statistics Canada while the projections are from the Victoria CRD and the 2011 
Victoria Downtown Core Area Plan. 

The first section deals with the entire region of Victoria and its various nearby municipalities, the CRD. In 2001, the projected 
population in 2016 was going to be 390,000, but only 367,700 now live here. Some 22,230 people did not show up. This error 
in projection is a common problem in demographics. A much more realistic number to get from this 15 year period is that the 
actual population growth was less than a little over 12.21% or less than 1% per year, on average. 

Fifteen years is a much longer period on which to base one's estimates. This period 2001 - 2016 is particularly rich with diverse 
economic information as it covers two periods of phenomenal growth ending in serious economic and financial crashes. We are 
now in the midst of another massive increase in housing prices that can only end in an historically anticipated way. These 15 
years should give us a very accurate picture of what the next 15 years and 30 years will mean for our population growth. 

Turning specifically to Victoria City proper, the second table shows us that the population of Victoria increased by 11,667 
people from the year 2001 to the year 2016. This is an increase of 15.75% over 15 years, or 1% per year. Over this tumultuous 
period 778 people (on average) moved to Victoria, BC on a yearly basis. 

If we use this 15.74% increase per 15 year period, we should expect Victoria's population to increase to 99,296 by the year 
2036, and as much as 114,925 people by 2046, or 30 years from now. We can expect 900, on average, new people per year to 
move to Victoria for the next 15 years, and approximately 1000 new people in the following 15 years. 

It should be fairly easy to understand that along the way we will see a temporary surge in population, as increasing house prices 
propel people to flock to our golden shores. The easy flow of money allows those with access to it, to buy with abandon. And, 
they do, with the happy assistance of the banks. But, just as quickly, at some point, we will see people disappear. At some point, 
housing prices will fall. When the profits disappear, we will find that there is no longer any housing shortage, except, of course, 
for those people who do not have the money. For these people, the marketplace provides no solution to housing. And, as we all 
know, for the past 30 years, both the federal and provincial governments have not believed that it is part of their concern to help 
with suitable and stable housing. This deficiency of investment for the public good will make it difficult for many of our 
citizens to secure adequate housing far into the future. 

So, what does an increase of less than 800 people on a yearly basis to Victoria City mean for development? What does an 
increase of 1 % per year mean for housing? According to the World Bank, this modest increase in population is 10% below the 
GDP growth rate for Canada (1.1 %). As well, this growth in Victoria is 10% above the average for Canada (0.9 %). These are 
not shocking numbers. A 1% growth in population is not a shocking number. It should not entail a crisis response. 

Further, Statistics Canada states that, on average, in British Columbia, 2.5 people live in single-detached houses, while only 1.7 
people, on average, live in suites of buildings 5 or more storeys in height. Families with children tend to live in condominiums 
or apartments of less than 5 storeys. The average for all citizens is 2.3 people per dwelling. Thus, to accommodate 778 people 
per year, we need (778/1.7) = 457 or so condominiums of 5 storeys or above on a yearly basis. If we build a balanced mix of 
houses, townhouses and lower height apartment buildings we need (778 / 2.3) or 338 units per year. In order to keep up with the 
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number of people who will move here over the next 15 years, the market needs to supply somewhere between 340 and 460 units 
of housing per year in the city of Victoria. A public investment in affordable housing provided by the federal and provincial 
authorities, as well as the city and various agencies, should lessen this number in order to meet the predictable population 
increase in the coming years. 

Do we really need to rezone so many residential properties in order to deal with this natural 1 % growth? Do we need to 
fundamentally alter residential zoning to accommodate this small increase in population? Rather, could we not concentrate our 
fascination for development in the under-developed real-downtown core? Of the hundreds, possibly thousands, of 1 and 2 storey 
commercial properties in the real-downtown, could these not be developed to 5 and 6 storeys before we consider spending, 
indeed, wasting our heritage by destroying 100-year-old residential neighbourhoods with buildings of a height and massing well 
beyond the norm? 

Of course, there are many reasons why commercial developers are interested in quickly spending the wealth of 
residential neighborhoods But, should we let them? Should we encourage them to destabilize our residential areas? Is there 
really a pressing demand to spend this wealth when there are better alternatives? Why destroy our residential heritage with 
development of the wrong type, when we can enrich our real-downtown core with the development that is so obviously needs? 

Don Cal 

1059 Pentrelew Place 

Victoria, BC 



Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

John 
Tuesday, February 21, 2017 2:26 PM 
Victoria Mayor and Council 
Fw: 1201 Fort St - Proposed Development 

From: John 
Sent: February 21, 2017 2:23 PM 
To: mayor@victoria.ca; ajohnston@victoria.ca 
Subject: Re: 1201 Fort St - Proposed Development 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

RE: 1201 Fort Street Development Proposal 

I am writing to express my support for the proposed development at 1201 Fort Street. As you know, Victoria 
is experiencing immense growth and this was recently reflected in the recent census that reported that 
Victoria has grown by 7% in the past 5 years. In addition, home prices continue to surge and rental vacancy 
rates are at record lows. One short term strategy to address this issue is to increase density and development 
in the core of Victoria. The proposal at 1201 Fort Street is an example of a proposal that will help enhance the 
nearby community while providing benefits to all residents of Victoria. Some of the benefits that I anticipate 
are: 

-increased tax revenue for the City of Victoria at a time when capital projects like Crystal Pool, Johnson Street 
Bridge, Biketoria, and Sewage treatment are coming online 
-the development is primarily along Fort Street allowing future residents easy access to the Fort Street bike 
lanes and access to downtown 
-the development will help keep residents and potential workers in the core of the City, which supports local 
businesses. 

I have reviewed many of Abstract's past projects and they have helped to enhance the immediate community 
around them. This local development company supports many local workers and businesses 
during development, construction, and post construction. Moreover, I'd like to point out that the 1201 Fort 
Street Development has addressed many of the specific concerns raised by some of the nearby residents such 
as: 

-Abstract has added trees, a public pathway and art to the development 
-They have utilized traditional style townhomes to keep with the local character of the neighbourhood 

As a resident and taxpayer of Victoria I would like to cast my support for this project and as my locally elected 
officials I hope that you support the proposal. 
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Sincerely, 
John Mooney 
2650 Belmont Ave. 



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

Re-zoning Application 1201 port Stand 1050 Pentrelew Place. Victoria. b.C. 

Dear Mayor and Council: 
Please be informed that i am against the Rezoning Application currently before the City Hall because 
[ ] At the meetings with the developer concerns regarding massing, height and traffic were not addressed in 
the designs. 
[ ] 1 am concerned about the number of heritage trees that will be destroyed by the size of this 
development. A smaller development would allow more of these trees to survive. 
f ] Because of the size of this development, there will be a lot of blasting of the existing bedrock. I am 
concerned that blasting may cause irreparable damage to the heritage- and wood-frame buildings in the 
neighbourhood. 
[ ] The current proposal does not adhere to the Official Community Plan for Victoria, nor does it 
complement the long-standing historical character of Rockland. 
[ ] The number of people in this new development will overwhelm the neighbourhood. The number of 
buildings and the height of the buildings in this proposal should be lessened dramatically to ensure the long
standing character of the community and not crowd-out or overwhelm the current occupants and residents. 
[ | The two multi-family buildings, at 5 and 6 storeys, are too high for Rockland and exceed in height all 
multi-family buildings in Rockland, along the Linden corridor, or along the Fort Street Heritage corridor. The 
number of townhouses in a long wall as proposed for Pentrelew and the extreme height of these townhouses are 
out of character for the neighbourhood. 
f V] I am concerned about the increased traffic caused by this new development. Now, it is able to absorb the 

ongoing traffic from the Langham Court Theatre and expects an increase in traffic from the new expanded Art 
Gallery. A smaller development on this site will not overwhelm the residential neighbourhood. 
[' '] I am concerned about parking in this neighbourhood as no traffic study has been done. I do not believe 
that this development contains enough parking for it own needs. And, together with the need of parking for the 
Langham Court Theatre and the new, expanded Art Gallery, the lack of parking on- site will only cause parking 
problems for the neighbourhood in the future. 
f ] A new community development plan for Rockland will be coming at some point in the near future, and 

the dramatic zoning changes in this proposal should not be accepted before this plan is formulated by the 
community and incorporated by City Hall in the new OCP. 
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Mayor and Council 
City Hall, 1 Centennial Square 
Victoria, BC 
V8W 1P6 

To contact the City or The Mayor 
City of Victoria: www.victoria.ca 

Email: mayor@victoria.ca 
Telephone: Mayor: 250-361-2000 

Re-zoning Application 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelevy Place, Victoria, B.C. 

Dear Mayor and Council: 
Please be informed that 1 am against the Rezoning Application currently before the City Hall because 
[ --] At the meetings with the developer concerns regarding massing, height and traffic were not addressed in 
the designs. 
[ ) 1 am concerned about the number of heritage trees that will be destroyed by the size of this 
development. A smaller development would allow more of these trees to survive. 
[ } Because of the size of this development, there will be a lot of blasting of the existing bedrock. 1 am 
concerned that blasting may cause irreparable damage to the heritage- and older wood-frame buildings in the 
neighbourhood. 
| '] The current proposal does not adhere to the Official Community Plan for Victoria, nor does it 
complement the long-standing historical character of Rockland. 
[, j The number of people in this new development will overwhelm the neighbourhood. The number of 
buildings and the height of the buildings in this proposal should be lessened dramatically to ensure the long
standing character of the community and not crowd-out or overwhelm the current occupants and residents. 
[ VJ The two multi-family buildings, at 5 storeys and 6 storeys, are too high for Rockland and exceed in 
height all multi-family buildings in Rockland, along the Linden orridor, and along the Fort Street Heritage 
corridor. The number of townhouses in a long continuous "wall" as proposed for Pentrelew and the extreme 
height of these townhouses are out of character for the neighbourhood. 
[ ,} 1 am concerned about the increased traffic caused by this new development. Now, the neighbourhood is 
able to absorb the ongoing traffic from the Langham Court Theatre as well as the expected increase in traffic 
from the new expanded Art Gallery. A smaller development on this site will not destabilize the neighbourhood. 
[ ] I am concerned about parking in this neighbourhood as no traffic study has been done. 1 do not believe 
that this development contains enough parking for it own needs. And, together with the need of parking for the 
Langham Court Theatre and the new, expanded Art Gallery, the lack of parking on- site will only cause parking 
problems for the neighbourhood in the future. 
[ ] A new community development plan for Rockland will be coming at some point in the near future, and 
the dramatic zoning changes in this proposal should not be accepted before this plan is formulated by the 
community and incorporated by City Hall irt the new Official Community Plan. 
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Mayor and Council City of Victoria: www.victoria.ca 
City Hall, 1 Centennial Square Email: mayor@victoria.ca 
Victoria, BC Telephone: Mayor: 250-361-2000 
V8W 1P6 

Re-zoning Application 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place, Victoria, B.C. 

Dear Mayor and Council: 
Please be informed that I am against the Rezoning Application currently before the City Hall because 
[s/ At the meetings with the developer concerns regarding massing, height and traffic were not addressed in 
the designs. 

I am concerned about the number of heritage trees that will be destroyed by the size of this 
development. A smaller development would allow more of these trees to survive. 
[v/ Because of the size of this development, there will be a lot of blasting of the existing bedrock. I am 
concerned that blasting may cause irreparable damage to the heritage- and older wood-frame buildings in the 
neighbourhood. 
[y/f The current proposal does not adhere to the Official Community Plan for Victoria, nor does it 
complement the long-standing historical character of Rockland. 

I vf The number of people in this new development will overwhelm the neighbourhood. The number of 
buildings and the height of the buildings in this proposal should be lessened dramatically to ensure the long
standing character of the community and not crowd-out or overwhelm the current occupants and residents. 
Ivf The two multi-family buildings, at 5 storeys and 6 storeys, are too high for Rockland and exceed in 
height all multi-family buildings in Rockland, along the Linden corridor, and along the Fort Street Heritage 
corridor. The number of townhouses in a long continuous "wall" as proposed for Pentrelew and the extreme 
height of these townhouses are out of character for the neighbourhood. 
[ yf I am concerned about the increased traffic caused by this new development. Now, the neighbourhood is 
able to absorb the ongoing traffic from the Langham Court Theatre as well as the expected increase in traffic 
from the new expanded Art Gallery. A smaller development on this site will not destabilize the neighbourhood. 

I am concerned about parking in this neighbourhood as no traffic study has been done. I do not believe 
that this development contains enough parking for it own needs. And, together with the need of parking for the 
Langham Court Theatre and the new, expanded Art Gallery, the lack of parking on- site will only cause parking 
problems for the neighbourhood in the future. 
[ vf A new community development plan for Rockland will be coming at some point in the near future, and 

the dramatic zoning changes in this proposal should not be accepted before this plan is formulated by the 
community and incorporated by City Hall in the new Official Community Plan. 

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

To contact the City or The Mayor 
City of Victoria: www.victoria.ca 

Email: mayor@victoria.ca 
Telephone: Mayor: 250-361-2000 

Re-zoning Application 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place, Victoria, B.C. 

Dear Mayor and Council: 
Please be informed that 1 am against the Rezoning Application currently before the City Hall because 
[ J At the meetings with the developer concerns regarding massing, height and traffic were not addressed 
the designs, 
[ ] I am concerned about the number of heritage trees that will be destroyed by the size of this 
development. A smaller development would allow more of these trees to survive. 
| | Because of the size of this development, there will be a lot of blasting of the existing bedrock. 1 am 
concerned that blasting may cause irreparable damage to the heritage- and older wood-frame buildings in the 
neighbourhood. 
[ ] The current proposal does not adhere to the Official Community Plan for Victoria, nor does it 
complement the long-standing historical character of Rockland. 
[ ] The number of people in this new development will overwhelm the neighbourhood. The number of 
buildings and the height of the buildings in this proposal should be lessened dramatically to ensure the long
standing character of the community and not crowd-out or overwhelm the current occupants and residents. 

f ] The two multi-family buildings, at 5 storeys and 6 storeys, are too high for Rockland and exceed in 
height all multi-family buildings in Rockland, along the Linden corridor, and along the Fort Street Heritage 
corridor. The number of townhouses in a long continuous "wall" as proposed for Pentrelew and the extreme 
height of these townhouses are out of character for the neighbourhood. 
[ ] I am concerned about the increased traffic caused by this new development. Now, the neighbourhood i 
able to absorb the ongoing traffic from the Langham Court Theatre as well as the expected increase in traffic 
from the new expanded Art Gallery. A smaller development on this site will not destabilize the neighbourhood. 
[ ] 1 am concerned about parking in this neighbourhood as no traffic study has been done. 1 do not believe 
that this development contains enough parking for it own needs. And, together with the need of parking for the 
Langham Court Theatre and the new, expanded Art Gallery, the lack of parking on- site will only cause parking 
problems for the neighbourhood in the future. 

j ] A new community development plan for Rockland will be coming at some point in the near future, and 
the dramatic zoning changes in this proposal should not be accepted before this plan is formulated by the 
community and incorporated by City Hall in the new Official Community Plan. 
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f. Jtofmi.i and SiAcuvood 
BARRISTERS AND SOLICITORS 

NOTARIES PUBLIC 
CONSTANCE D. ISMERWOOD. I L.H .QX. 
T. FOSTER ISMERWOOD, M A, I L B. (deceased 2011,i 

1190 FORT STREET 
VICTORIA, B.C. 

V8V 3K.8 

J a n u a r y  6  ,  2 0 1 7  

M a y o r  a n d  C o u n c i l  

C i t y  H a l l  

# 1  C e n t e n n i a l  S q u a r e  

V i c t o r i a ,  B . C .  V 8 W  1 P 6  

D e a r  M a y o r  a n d  C o u n c i l ,  

I  w r i t e  a s  a  n e i g h b o u r  o f  t h e  T r u t h  C e n t r e  1 2 0 1  F o r t  S t r e e t  

i n  V i c t o r i a  t o  o p p o s e  t h e  n e w  p r o j e c t  b e i n g  p r e s e n t e d  b y  A b s t r a c t  

D e v e l o p m e n t s .  I  a m  c o n c e r n e d  t h a t  t h e  d e n s i t y  a n d  h e i g h t  o f  t h e  

p r o p o s e d  b u i l d i n g s  e x c e e d  t h e  m a x i m u m  f o r  t h e  s i t e ' s  c u r r e n t  

z o n i n g .  A l s o ,  t h e  b l a s t i n g  r e q u i r e d  f o r  t h e  u n d e r g r o u n d  p a r k i n g  

w i l l  p o s e  a  d a n g e r  t o  a l l  o f  t h e  s u r r o u n d i n g  n e i g h b o u r s .  

I  u r g e  t h a t  C i t y  C o u n c i l  w i l l  r e q u i r e  A b s t r a c t  D e v e l o p m e n t s  

t o  p r e s e n t  p l a n s  m o r e  r e a s o n a b l e  i n  t e r m s  o f  h e i g h t ,  d e n s i t y ,  a n d  

t r a f f i c ,  a n d  m o r e  r e s p e c t f u l  o f  t h e  h e r i t a g e  a s p e c t  o f  t h e  p r o p e r t y  

Y o u r s  t r u l y  

H O L M E S  &  I S H E R W 0 0 D  

p e r  :  

C D I : c f i  



February 14. 2017. 

Mayor and Council 
City of Victoria 
Victoria. BC. V8P 1P6 

Dear Mayor and Councillor. 

Re: "Abstract Developments" proposal for development and 
rezoning of 1201 Fort Street /1050 Pentrelew Place. 

We are writing this letter as residents of the above neighborhood to voice our utter and 
complete objection to the above mentioned proposal. 

In our opinion, this will be a monstrosity that will negatively affect our quality of life 
and the character of our neighbourhood. Even though there is a need for higher density 
dwellings, this proposal is completely out of proportion to the area around it. which is 
that of small winding streets with greenery and private residences. 

In addition, this proposal is contrary to the Official Community Plan for our 
neighborhood and there is no need to change this OCP in view of the many high-rise 
apartment buildings being constructed aroimd the downtown perimeter now. 

Please preserve our neighborhood and its way of life, which we love. The building that 
will go up on that lot needs to blend in with its surroundings and not be an eye sore, 
transforming quiet residential streets to high traffic and dense parking. 

Sincerely. 

Dahlia and Raphael Beck 
3-727 Linden Avenue 
Victoria. 



Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Maureen Koch |  
Monday, March 20, 2017 6:24 PM 
Lisa Helps (Mayor) 
support for development 1201 Fort Street 

Mayor  Lisa  Helps  
Ci ty  of  Vic tor ia  
Vic tor ia ,  BC 

Dear  Mayor  Helps :  

I want  to  express  my suppor t  for  the  deve lopment  a t  1201  For t  S t ree t ,  (o ld  Tru th  Cent re  s i te )  

I am not  a  marke t  economis t ,  bu t  I unders tand  the  concept  of  supply  and  demand.  Vic tor ia  needs  to  
add  to  the  hous ing  supply  or  hous ing  cos t s  wi l l  con t inue  to  r i se ,  dangerous ly  ou t  of  sync  wi th  average  
incomes .  We are  crea t ing  a  genera t iona l  and  economic  ghos t  town of  r ich  tour i s t s  and  weal thy  
res idents ,  ra ther  than  a  hea l thy  c i ty  wi th  enough hous ing  for  a l l  income leve ls ,  fo r  young people  
s ta r t ing  ou t  and  for  fami l ies .  We must  no t  indulge  th i s  knee  je rk  nega t ive  reac t ion  to  every  new 
deve lopment  in  our  c i ty .  

"Save  Our  Neighbourhood"  s igns  a re  popping  up  a t  an  a la rming  ra te .  You cannot  p ick le  a  c i ty .  I t  wi l l  
change .  Higher  dens i ty  i s  envi ronmenta l ly  sus ta inable ,  and  can  enr ich  the  qua l i ty  of  l i fe  in  a  c i ty .  We 
maximize  our  damage  to  the  envi ronment  when  we  ins i s t  on  low dens i ty .  The  more  wide ly  d i s t r ibu ted  
people  a re ,  the  grea te r  resources  requi red .  

I am very  hopefu l  tha t  th i s  deve lopment  i s  success fu l  and  I am not  worr ied  about  a  nega t ive  impact  
on  my ne ighbourhood.  

Respec t fu l ly ,  

Maureen  Koch 
794  Langham Cour t  
Vic tor ia ,  BC 

I 



Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Tuesday, March 21, 2017 10:25 AM 
Charlayne Thornton-Joe (Councillor); Geoff Young (Councillor); Pam Madoff (Councillor); 
Margaret Lucas (Councillor); Jeremy Loveday (Councillor); Ben Isitt (Councillor); Chris 
Coleman (Councillor); Marianne Alto (Councillor); Lisa Helps (Mayor) 
1201 Fort Street 

Patricia Kidd 

Subject: 

Dear Mayor and Council: 

A significant portion of the residents of the Rockland and Fairfield neighbourhoods have 
examined and researched Abstract's plans for the re-development of 1201 Fort Street. In concert with 
them, I have come to these conclusions: 

1. That this development is too overwhelming in size 
2. Its design is unsympathetic in character to anything in the existing neighbourhood 
3. It is too elitist in cost per unit 
4. it is too dense in terms of population and vehicular traffic to make it safe for this 

neighbourhood. 

Over the last ten months, throughout meetings in camera and out, Abstract Development has 
failed to positively address any of the obvious shortcomings and dangers of their design. Indeed, over 
that time, the company has increased, rather than decreased, the number of units projected in order to 
protect their profit margin. 

A few weeks ago, some of the immediate neighbours were invited to a "mulligan" meeting with 
Abstract Developments. The aim of the meeting was to address the company's failure to provide a safe 
and commodious venue for the first community meeting regarding the new development. Miller 
announced that he had, at his own expense, sent out 1800 letters to the local community within 300 
meters of the property. They were to be delivered by Canada Post. This failed. Within ten days of the 
proposed second meeting, dozens, if not hundreds, of residents living within the 200 meter distance 
had not receive this notice. Once again, then, Abstract reneged on its responsibility to inform the 
community and solicit input into what will be a dramatic change to the existing neighbourhood. 

During the last formal meeting on at Grace Lutheran Church, Mr. Miller was at pains to 
convince the audience that he had listened to their concerns. He showed diplomatic skills in his 
treatment of the audience, but made no efforts whatsoever to concede in any way to the concerns 
expressed over: 

1. re-zoning 
2. unit costs which put the development into the a luxury category, 
3. size, 
4. density, 
5. traffic patterns, 
6. water-table changes, 
7. accessibility. 



Of the i2o to 150 people who attended the meeting at Grace Lutheran Church only five spoke in 
favour of the project. One of those was a contractor for Abstract, though he failed to acknowledge this 
in his self-introduction. Many more people spoke against the proposal. 

We enthusiastically acknowledge the need to bring responsible development into this 
neighbourhood, which enriches Victoria's reputation for heritage and beauty in so many ways. We look 
to you to safeguard this neighbourhood against greedy and irresponsible developers who will diminish, 
for generations to come, the unique architectural and environmental riches this neighbourhood has to 
offer, to the great benefit of the city as a whole. 

Yours sincerely, 

Patricia C. Kidd 

Patricia Kidd, M.A., Cultural Historian 
Doctoral Candidate, History, UVic 
(home) 1025 Moss Street 
Victoria B.C. Canada 
V8V 4P2 



Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Whittaker, Ty | 
Thursday, February 16, 2017 8:23 AM 
Alec Johnston; Lisa Helps (Mayor) 
1201 Fort Street Development 
1201 Fort Street Letter.pdf 

Mayor, council and staff, please see attached my letter of support for Abstract Developments at 1201 Fort Street. 

Ty Whittaker 
Senior Vice President | Personal Real Estate Corporation 

| Mobile | View my profile 

Colliers International 
1175 Douglas Street, Suite 1110 | Victoria. BC V8W 2E1 j Canada 
Man i •••••••• | Fax +1 

Colliers 

Q • a 
Unsubscribe j Manage Account and Email Preferences j View Privacy Policy 
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Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Jess 
Wednesday, March 15, 2017 1:33 PM 
Lisa Helps (Mayor); Alec Johnston 
Development on Pentrelew and Fort 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

My name is Jessica Olafson and I live at 1439 Richardson Road. I wanted to write you to express my feelings 
on the recent letters and sign posts that have been circulating around our neighborhood regarding the new 
development on the corner of Pentrelew and Fort. I understand that people are upset about change and most of 
the time they would like to see their neighborhoods stay the same ... forever. But how can this be? How can 
we create better living options for people in our communities without development and change? Land is 
expensive, so why not have options for more people to be able to enjoy this neighborhood. 

Rockland is a great community, on the edge of the downtown core. This seems like a great place for more new 
home options, townhomes, condo's etc for our aging population so they can be closer to the amenities of 
downtown. Also, it seems a great area for young professionals, or couples wanting the residential feel but who 
can't afford a single-family home in this area. 

I have looked at the plans provided by Abstract Developments and am in full support of this development 
moving forward. I am happy that Abstract will be taking this on as it seems all their buildings in the past are 
quite beautiful and great quality and have always added to the neighborhood where they were built. 

While I have a young family and am not able to attend all these meetings the neighborhood and Abstract have 
been holding or come out to speak at any public hearing, it seems that the retired crowd has the time to express 
their negative feelings towards densification. I would like to think we should be teaching our next generation 
to be welcoming and accepting of new ideas, new people, and change. I will welcome some vibrancy and new 
faces to this area when the time comes and I hope that council can see the merits of building communities for 
the next 50-100 years. Not replicating what has been done before as our city is changing. This doesn't mean 
we can't keep the charm, the greenery, the quaint feeling of Victoria, just that we really should be open to 
change and looking forward to what is best in the long run. 

Sincerely, 

Jessica Olafson 

Sent from my iPhone 

l 



Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

JANE A MILLER 
Wednesday, March 08, 2017 8:50 PM 
Victoria Mayor and Council 
Rezoning for Pentrelew 

Mayor & Councillors, 

On Feb 22/17,1 attended a community meeting hosted by Abstract Developments—regarding the 
re-development of the former Truth Centre at Fort St & Pentrelew. 1 understand this was 
Abstract's 16th meeting with concerned citizens of the neighbourhood. I am a resident of 
Rockland, although not in the immediate area of concern. I have two friends who live in heritage 
homes in Rockland, who are looking to downsize and remain in Rockland. As a retired interior 
designer who has a passion for real estate—I am often asked for my opinion on builders and 
buildings. I was at the meeting not to speak, but to observe. 

First off, I was most impressed with the detailed research, presentation, and visual aids made by 
Mike Miller, president and founder of Abstract and his team—which included his lead architect, 
landscape architect, Zebra design associate etc. I thought they went to extraordinary lengths to 
explain the project. 

Unfortunately—as is always the case—Naysayers have the most prominent voice. They spoke 
first, and passionately. But I also noticed most left after they had said their statements. The 
naysayers would have learned more about the development, had they stayed an listened to the 
Abstract team answer questions. By the time the supporters spoke up, they were 'speaking to the 
choir'. 

I would like to express my support of this project, because I felt many people who spoke up 
against the project, did not have a clear understanding of how re-zoning works. I felt many of 
the Naysayers were stuck on the existing zone regulations, without giving some leeway for 
future density for a growing city. Nor willing to give the developer higher density in leu of the 
green space, public pathway, and underground parking he was offering. 

Personally, having worked with many builders in the USA, I think we are most fortunate to have 
a builder like Mike Miller, who cares deeply about what he builds in Victoria. He is not an out-
of-towner who comes in, and builds out the lot to the maximum. 

Please consider Abstract's proposal as an opportunity to beautify that part of Fort St, and to 
provide much needed new housing in Rockland—within walking distance of downtown—which 
would suit both younger residents or retirees, who want to downsize. There is so little new 
construction in Rockland, and not everyone wants to spend the time and expense renovating. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter, and I trust reason will prevail at council. 

Jane A Miller 
#6-1770 Rockland Ave 

l 



Victoria, BC 



Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Griffin Lewis 
Tuesday, February 28, 2017 12:26 PM 
Lisa Helps (Mayor); Alec Johnston 
1201 Fort Street, Victoria, BC 

Some years ago, as an introduction to my son of the various types of religions functioning in Victoria, he and I 
attended the Truth Centre church on Fort Street for a year or so. As a result of that, I became quite familiar with 
the building and the surrounding property. 

I have no financial interest in whether the proposed Abstract development proceeds or not, but I do feel that the 
suggested program from Abstract is sensitive to the property, and adds density in a manor that fits with growth 
along that corridor. 

1 hope you will support the development scheme being put forward for your decision. 

Griffin Lewis 

Managing Broker / Partner 
D 
c mmmmmm 
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Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: Geanine Robey • 
Sent: Friday, March 03, 2017 2:23 PM 
To: Victoria Mayor and Council 
Subject: RE: 1201 Fort St/1050 Pentrelew Development Proposal Missed Heritage Screening 
Attachments: 1201FortHERITAGE.pdf 

Please find attached my letter regarding another process issue with Abstract Developments' proposal for 1201 Fort/1050 Pentrelew. 
Thanks in advance for your attention to this matter. Would you kindly confirm receipt of my letter? 

Sincerely, 
Geanine Robey 

1 



Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Gillian Ley | 
Thursday, March 02, 2017 5:44 PM 
Lisa Helps (Mayor); Marianne Alto (Councillor); Chris Coleman (Councillor); Ben Isitt 
(Councillor); Jeremy Loveday (Councillor); cthorton-joe@victoria.ca; Margaret Lucas 
(Councillor); Geoff Young (Councillor) 
Re: Proposed Development 1201 Fort St. and 1050 Pentrelew PL 
Abstract Letter of Recommendation.pdf 

Dear Mayor Helps and Council -
Please see the attached. 
Best Regards, 
Gillian 
Gillian Ley 
Interior Designer/Artist 

G i l l i a n  L e y  
I  i V  A R T  ASt:> 

iMI RlORS I II* 

"Hither that wallpaper goes, or I do." 
~ Oscar Wilde 
{ A s  h e  l a y  d y i n g  i n  h i s  P a r i s  A p a r t m e n t )  

l 
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Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Alnoor 
Friday, March 03, 2017 11:19 AM 
Lisa Helps (Mayor) 
Alec Johnston 
1201 fort st 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

We need more housing in the right places, and along an arterial, like Fort, within walking distance to downtown 
and all its amenities is the perfect fit and the Truth Center site is the perfect location as this site is largely under 
used. Balancing that while protecting some of Victoria's natural asset is a challenge and 1 don't envy your role 
in guiding the city during the growth it has been and continues to go thru. Firstly, Abstract has a history of 
delivering high quality and successful projects in Rockland and the Victoria area and secondly are a highly-
sought after and responsible developer. 

Abstract has managed to propose a proj ect that both provides adequate housing while largely preserving the site 
and it's natural assets. Abstract has gone further by enhancing the natural assets through additional trees, a 
public pathway and public art, which should be applauded. The traditional style townhomes are in keeping with 
residential character and will compliment the homes along Pentrelew. 

Please accept this letter as my vote of support for this project. 

Sincerely, 

Alnoor Lakhani 
219 Howe St 
Victoria, BC 

l 



Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Farzad Hassani 
Wednesday, March 01, 2017 8:26 PM 
Lisa Helps (Mayor) 
Alec Johnston 
1201 Fort Street 

Dear Madam Mayer, 

I am the owner of 1195 Fort street and I would like to let you know that I am in favour of the general outline of the 
proposed project by Abstract in 1201 Fort Street. 
please don't hesitate to contact me for any further clarification. 

Best Regards, 

Farzad Hassani DDS 

l 



Noraye Fjeidstad 

From: webforms@victoria.ca 
Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 9:37 AM 
To: Victoria Mayor and Council 
Subject: Mayor and Council email 

From: Michelle Dobie 
Email 
Reference 
Daytime Phone : I 
Hello 

My name is Michelle Dobie and I live at 1025 Linden Avenue. My apartment faces the beautiful green space at the back 
of 1201 Fort Street. I understand the property has been recently sold and new development will occur which I have read 
about in the paper. Yesterday, February 27th, I went home early because I was not feeling well. At approximately 11:30 
a.m., I heard a bulldozer and looked outside my window and saw the bulldozer digging up the greenspace. There was 
also another man digging with a shovel. The bulldozer left and I flagged down the man with the shovel from my balcony 
and asked him what was happening. He said the land was bought and the new developers have hired them to remove 
the soil and bring it to the front of the property. He then also said they were removing a tree. As you can imagine, I was 
very upset and asked him who the developers are and he would not tell me. He said he would ask the man driving the 
bulldozer to talk to me. I waited and the man in the bulldozer came back and told me they are redeveloping the entire 
green space. I am absolutely devasted. I did not received any notification as to when this may start or have any say in 
the matter. My apartment windows and balcony are approximately 10 feet away from the green space. The impact to 
my life and my home is undeniable. 

I have lived here for 13 years and have photos of Great Horned Owls, Barred Owls, Coopers Hawk, Northern Flickers, 
humming birds, deer, raccoons and many other wildlife species living in this space. I hope you can help me protect this 
wildlife sanctuary. It would be a great loss for the wildlife as well as the large beautiful cedar trees, flowering trees 
amongst many other beautiful green shrubs that have been growing there for many years. 

I was not made aware of when they would start destroying this beautiful green space. Even though I am a renter and 
not a property owner, I think legally, they need to notify any residential tenants considering the impact the development 
will have on our life and home. 

Thank you your time and I look forward to hearing from you soon. 

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: 24.108.166.167 
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"Mayor and Council 
City Hall, 1 Centennial Square 
Victoria, BC 
V8W 1P6 

To contact the City or The Mayor 
City of Victoria: www.victoria.ca 

Email: mayor@victoria.ca 
Telephone: Mayor: 250-361-2000 

Re-zoning Application 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place. Victoria, B.C. 

Dear Mayor and Council: 
Please be informed that I am against the Rezoning Application currently before the City Hall because 
[ ] At the meetings with the developer concerns regarding massing, height and traffic were not addressed in 
the designs. 
[ ] I am concerned about the number of heritage trees that will be destroyed by the size of this 
development. A smaller development would allow more of these trees to survive. 
[ ] Because of the size of this development, there will be a lot of blasting of the existing bedrock. I am 
concerned that blasting may cause irreparable damage to the heritage- and older wood-frame buildings in the 
neighbourhood. 
[ ] The current proposal does not adhere to the Official Community Plan for Victoria, nor does it 
complement the long-standing historical character of Rockland. 
[ ] The number of people in this new development will overwhelm the neighbourhood. The number of 
buildings and the height of the buildings in this proposal should be lessened dramatically to ensure the long
standing character of the community and not crowd-out or overwhelm the current occupants and residents. 
[ ] The two multi-family buildings, at 5 storeys and 6 storeys, are too high for Rockland and exceed in 
height all multi-family buildings in Rockland, along the Linden corridor, and along the Fort Street Heritage 
corridor. The number of townhouses in a long continuous "wall" as proposed for Pentrelew and the extreme 
height of these townhouses are out of character for the neighbourhood. 
f ] I am concerned about the increased traffic caused by this new development. Now, the neighbourhood is 

able to absorb the ongoing traffic from the Langharn Court Theatre as well as the expected increase in traffic 
from the new expanded Art Gallery. A smaller development on this site will not destabilize the neighbourhood. 
[ ] I am concerned about parking in this neighbourhood as no traffic study has been done. I do not believe 
that this development contains enough parking for it own needs. And, together with the need of parking for the 
Langham Court Theatre and the new, expanded Art Gallery, the lack of parking on- site will only cause parking 
problems for the neighbourhood in the future. 
| ] A new community development plan for Rockland will be coming at some point in the near future, and 
the dramatic zoning changes in this proposal should not be accepted before this plan is formulated by the 
community and incorporated by City Hall in the new Official Community Plan. 

[ ] <2— (/<^j /yi i/c A/ L&Ad c/A" [A/ j  / l  ' / Zsi dJ^/i ^ Xip r-e ffe J 
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"Mayor and Council 
City Hall, 1 Centennial Square 
Victoria, BC 
V8W1P6 

To contact the City or The Mayor 
City of Victoria: www.victoria.ca 

Email: mayor@victoria.ca 
Telephone: Mayor: 250-361-2000 

Re-zoning Application 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place. Victoria, B.C. 

Dear Mayor and Council: 
Please be informed that I am against the Rezoning Application currently before the City Hall because 
[ ] At the meetings with the developer concerns regarding massing, height and traffic were not addressed in 
the designs. 
[ ] lam concerned about the number of heritage trees that will be destroyed by the size of this 
development. A smaller development would allow more of these trees to survive. 
[ ] Because of the size of this development, there will be a lot of blasting of the existing bedrock. I am 
concerned that blasting may cause irreparable damage to the heritage- and older wood-frame buildings in the 
neighbourhood. 
[ ] The current proposal does not adhere to the Official Community Plan for Victoria, nor does it 
complement the long-standing historical character of Rockland. 

[ ] The number of people in this new development will overwhelm the neighbourhood. The number of 
buildings and the height of the buildings in this proposal should be lessened dramatically to ensure the long
standing character of the community and not crowd-out or overwhelm the current occupants and residents. 
[Vj The two multi-family buildings, at 5 storeys and 6 storeys, are too high for Rockland and exceed in 
height all multi-family buildings in Rockland, along the Linden corridor, and along the Fort Street Heritage 
corridor. The number of townhouses in a long continuous "wall" as proposed for Pentrelew and the extreme 
height of these townhouses are out of character for the neighbourhood. 
[ | \/ 1 am concerned about the increased traffic caused by this new development. Now, the neighbourhood is 
atwe to absorb the ongoing traffic from the Langham Court Theatre as well as the expected increase in traffic 
from the new expanded Art Gallery. A smaller development on this site will not destabilize the neighbourhood. 

f ] I am concerned about parking in this neighbourhood as no traffic study has been done. I do not believe 
that this development contains enough parking for it own needs. And, together with the need of parking for the 
Langham Court Theatre and the new, expanded Art Gallery, the lack of parking on- site will only cause parking 
problems for the neighbourhood in the future. 
[ ] A new community development plan for Rockland will be coming at some point in the near future, and 
the dramatic zoning changes in this proposal should not be accepted before this plan is formulated by the 
community and incorporated by City Hall in the new Official Community Plan. 

[ ] 

Address: "I /b<£>3 

Email Address: 



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

To contact the City or The Mayor 
City of Victoria: www.victoria.ca 

Email: mayor@victoria.ca 
Telephone: Mayor: 250-361-2000 

Re-zoning Application 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place, Victoria, B.C. 

Dear Mayor and Council: 
Please be informed that I am against the Rezoning Application currently before the City Hall because 
[, | At the meetings with the developer concerns regarding massing, height and traffic were not addressed in 
the designs. 
[,xT ' am concerned about the number of heritage trees that will be destroyed by the size of this 
development. A smaller development would allow more of these trees to survive. 

Because of the size of this development, there will be a lot of blasting of the existing bedrock. 1 am 
concerned that blasting may cause irreparable damage to the heritage- and older wood-frame buildings in the 
neighbourhood. 
j, 1 The current proposal does not adhere to the Official Community Plan for Victoria, nor does it 

* 1 complement the long-standing historical character of Rockland. L 

/ L 1 The number of people in this new development will overwhelm the neighbourhood. The number of 
' buildings and the height of the buildings in this proposal should be lessened dramatically to ensure the long

standing character of the community and not crowd-out or overwhelm the current occupants and residents. 
[y] The two multi-family buildings, at 5 storeys and 6 storeys, are too high for Rockland and exceed in 
height all multi-family buildings in Rockland, along the Linden corridor, and along the Fort Street Heritage 
corridor. The number of townhouses in a long continuous "wall" as proposed for Pentrelew and the extreme 
height of these townhouses are out of character for the neighbourhood. 
[>y\ 1 am concerned about the increased traffic caused by this new development. Now, the neighbourhood is 
able to absorb the ongoing traffic from the Langham Court Theatre as well as the expected increase in traffic 
from the new expanded Art Gallery. A smaller development on this site will not destabilize the neighbourhood. 

/ [vf 1 am concerned about parking in this neighbourhood as no traffic study has been done. 1 do not believe 
that this development contains enough parking for it own needs. And, together with the need of parking for the 
Langham Court Theatre and the new, expanded Art Gallery, the lack of parking on- site will only cause parking 
problems for the neighbourhood in the future. *• 
\y\ A new community development plan for Rockland will he coming at some point in the near future, and 

the dramatic zoning changes in this proposal should not be accepted before this plan is formulated by the 
community and incorporated by City Hall in the new Official Community Plan. 
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Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Douglas Curran 
Wednesday, February 15, 2017 10:55 AM 
1201@abstractdevelopments.com 
Victoria Mayor and Council 
Shortcomings with regard to your February 10 notice, re: 1201 Fort Street 

Hello Mr. Miller, 

I received your February 10th letter a few days ago, the first time my household was included in distribution of 
material relating to your 1201 Fort proposal. This situation is problematic, since reports received from several 
neighbourhood residents - all living closer to the proposal location that myself, including on Pentrelew itself, 
were not recipients of this most recent notice. 

Given the confusion and inadequacy (space, location, A/V equipment, etc.) evident at the January 12th meeting, 
it would seem incumbent on Abstract to convene another meeting, but one properly constituted and following 
the Victoria's established public process policy, including adequate notice to Rockwood's CALUC. To my 
view, and that other others, the plan laid out in your February 10th letter falls short, as does adequate and 
thorough notice within the 200 metre defined radius. 

In total, you might be best advised to step back, re-organize and begin again, fully and adequately prepared to 
engage with the community. You are correct in alluding to "unresolved challenges with the current proposal" 
being of primary concern. 

There remains deep questions as to whether or not it is essential that "...a large change to your neighbourhood 
compared to the existing conditions you have enjoyed for so many years" is necessary or advisable, given the 
number of other developments initiated and in process within the Urban Residential core areas. 

It should be noted that those most directly affected by your self-admitted "large change" have not railed against 
all redevelopment, but have called for more modest change of scale and form. This is especially of concern 
given that by your own admission, your proposal represents difficulties due to "the constraints of the site". It is 
difficult to contemplate that you are seeking public relief due to your self-inflicted injury in this matter. 

I look forward to hearing that Abstract has taken a meaningful pause, integrated the community concerns and 
reflected on its own errors in the manner and form of advancing their 1201 Fort Street proposal. 

regards, 

Doug 

Douglas Curran 
1161 Burdett Avenue, Victoria 
British Columbia V8V 3H3 
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Noraye Fjeldstad 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Kam Lidder 

Subject: 

Friday, February 03, 2017 11:20 AM 
Pam Madoff (Councillor); The Junes; Janet Simpson; Victoria Mayor and Council; 
Jonathan Tinney; Alec Johnston 
Fwd: January 12 meeting 

FYI - Message from Neighbour re: 1201 Fort St Meeting 

Forwarded message 
From: gail davidson 
Date: Wed, Feb 1, 2017 at 5:47 PM 
Subject: January 12 meeting 
To: 1201 Fort@ email, com 

I would like to note that I did attempt going to the meeting on January 12 in Fernwood, but could not find a 
parking space nearby. Unfortunately at times my health does not allow me to walk very far without getting 
overly fatigued. At around 6:50 I noticed that people were already leaving the premises, so just went home. 

Regards, 

Gail Davidson 

Hello, 

l 



FE1TER W. SCTJIR.OEDER.
DAGMAR SCHR.OEDER.-HNN-DEBRA}ID

To:
City of Victoda

mayor@victoria.ca
aj ohnston@victoria.ca

TO WHOM TT MAY CONCERN

Re: Approval ofDevelopment Plan "Abstract Developments"
l20l Fort Street

Ladies, gentlemeq

We are wdting to you in support of the development ofthe area of
Victoria Truth Cente by "Abshact Developments".

We live in the "neighbourhood" (1-840 Pemberton Road) and are
familiar with the plans of "Abstact Developments".

Our reasons for support:

We arc satisfied customers of "Abstract Developments". We live
now for 14 yeaxs in a toranhouse built by the company. We know
of the fine quality of its buildings, and its commerdable customer
care that does not end with the conclusion ofthe building phase.

Witnessing the plarning period of our fuhre home we appreciated
the company's willingness to incorporate neighbour's objections
and suggestions in then phnlling.

We, now 75 and 74 years old, chose our home in Upper Fort Street
for the same reasons the future residents at the development ofthe
area ofvictoria Truth Centle will appreciate: Close to shopping,
entertaiffnent, social services, public transportation, schools, and
medical services (MD's, Lifelabs and Hospital).

The location ofthe development will therefore athact young
families with chlldren and seniors, a desirable demogmphic mix;
furthering the stated - and recommendable - goals of the local
govemment.



The development will, in addition, enhance the qualiry of life not
only for its future residents but also for established residents in the
neighbourhood: The area in its current state is underused and of
limited use for recreation like walking. The finished project will
present possibilitied for activities in a safe and "green"
environment: With public walkways, additionally planted mature
trees, lightning, Binwater gardem, other watel features and objects
oIarl.

The project, when finished, will be a place for the community (the
newcome$ and their "old neighbou6') to "comg together". lt has
already started with "Abstract" sponsored community
involvement.

We, the undersigned, look forward to the apgoval of the project
by the Cif ofVictoria and t}te finished work of "Abstract
Developments".

,,{, Cg-" gs,OAD
Peter W. Schroeder Dagmar Schroeder-Hildebrand

26 {,b,u*^ 2017

l-810 Pembertor Road, Victoria, B.C. V8S 384
Phone: +1.-250-592-8616 - E-mril: Nord€nBooks@shaw.ca

With best regards,
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Alicia Ferguson

Subject: RE: 1201 Fort Street

 
 

From: Patricia Kidd  
Sent: Tuesday, March 21, 2017 10:25 AM 
To: Charlayne Thornton‐Joe (Councillor) <cthornton‐joe@victoria.ca>; Geoff Young (Councillor) <gyoung@victoria.ca>; 
Pam Madoff (Councillor) <pmadoff@victoria.ca>; Margaret Lucas (Councillor) <mlucas@victoria.ca>; Jeremy Loveday 
(Councillor) <jloveday@victoria.ca>; Ben Isitt (Councillor) <BIsitt@victoria.ca>; Chris Coleman (Councillor) 
<ccoleman@victoria.ca>; Marianne Alto (Councillor) <MAlto@victoria.ca>; Lisa Helps (Mayor) <mayor@victoria.ca> 
Subject: 1201 Fort Street 

 

Dear Mayor and Council:  

A significant portion of the residents of the Rockland and Fairfield neighbourhoods have 
examined and researched Abstract’s plans for the re‐development of 1201 Fort Street.  In concert with 
them, I have come to these conclusions: 

1.      That this development is too overwhelming in size 
2.     Its design is unsympathetic in character to anything in the existing neighbourhood  
3.     It is too elitist in cost per unit 
4.     it is too dense in terms of population and vehicular traffic to make it safe for this 

neighbourhood.   

Over the last ten months, throughout meetings in camera and out, Abstract Development has 
failed to positively address any of the obvious shortcomings and dangers of their design. Indeed, over 
that time, the company has increased, rather than decreased, the number of units projected in order to 
protect their profit margin. 

 A few weeks ago, some of the immediate neighbours were invited to a “mulligan" meeting with 
Abstract Developments. The aim of the meeting was to address the company’s failure to provide a safe 
and commodious venue for the first community meeting regarding the new development. Miller 
announced that he had, at his own expense, sent out 1800 letters to the local community within 300 
meters of the property. They were to be delivered by Canada Post.  This failed.  Within ten days of the 
proposed second meeting, dozens, if not hundreds, of residents living within the 200 meter distance 
had not receive this notice.  Once again, then, Abstract reneged on its responsibility to inform the 
community and solicit input into what will be a dramatic change to the existing neighbourhood.  

During the last formal meeting on at Grace Lutheran Church, Mr. Miller was at pains to 
convince the audience that he had listened to their concerns.  He showed diplomatic skills in his 
treatment of the audience, but made no efforts whatsoever to concede in any way to the concerns 
expressed over: 

1.      re‐zoning 
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2.     unit costs which put the development into the a luxury category,  
3.     size,  
4.     density,  
5.     traffic patterns,  
6.    water‐table changes,  
7.     accessibility.   

Of the 120 to 150 people who attended the meeting at Grace Lutheran Church only five spoke in 
favour of the project. One of those was a contractor for Abstract, though he failed to acknowledge this 
in his self‐introduction.  Many more people spoke against the proposal.  

We enthusiastically acknowledge the need to bring responsible development into this 
neighbourhood, which enriches Victoria’s reputation for heritage and beauty in so many ways.  We look 
to you to safeguard this neighbourhood against greedy and irresponsible developers who will diminish, 
for generations to come, the unique architectural and environmental riches this neighbourhood has to 
offer, to the great benefit of the city as a whole. 

  

Yours sincerely, 

  

Patricia C. Kidd 

 

  

 

Patricia Kidd, M.A., Cultural Historian 
Doctoral Candidate, History, UVic 
(home) 1025 Moss Street 
Victoria B.C. Canada 
V8V 4P2 
 
 
 

 



March 29, 2017 
 
Mayor and Council 
City of Victoria 
1 Centennial Square 
Victoria, BC 
 
Mayor and Members of Council, 
 
Subject: Redevelopment of 1201 Fort Street 
 
Currently, trying to find a new home in the Cook, Fort and Fairfield area is becoming 
an ever-growing challenge. I am in full support of the redevelopment proposed at 
1201 Fort Street as it greatly enhances the surrounding streetscape and delivers an 
increase in the number of homes, which will significantly benefits those wishing to 
live in that neighbourhood. The building enhances the street by providing modern 
urban architecture highlighting the best of the neighbourhood that surrounds the 
site. 
 
As a resident who lives close to the proposal at 1020 View Street, I know that having 
a healthy number of homes in the area will help small local businesses that rely on 
local foot traffic and will allow residents to walk to and from their daily errands.  
 
Please support this project to help enhance our vibrant city. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 

 
 
Marc Foucher 
 
1507-1020 View Street 
Victoria, BC 
V8V 4Y4 
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Alicia Ferguson

Subject: RE: Mayor and Council email

 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: webforms@victoria.ca [mailto:webforms@victoria.ca]  
Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2017 2:10 PM 
To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Mayor and Council email 
 
From: Anne Landry 
 
 
City of Victoria Mayor and City Council 
 
#105 – 1225 Fort Street 
Victoria BC V8V 4R2 
 
March 28, 2017 
 
Re: Abstract Development Proposal 1201 Fort Street/1050 Pentrelew Place 
 
Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
We own a condominium at #105 – 1225 Fort Street, in the SE corner of the building, directly adjacent to the Abstract 
development proposal at 1201 Fort Street /1050 Pentrelew Place. We signed a petition letter opposing the development, 
initially based on the height (five and six storeys) of the proposed condo buildings and height of the townhouses (11m). 
We later learned that a public walkway linking Fort Street and Pentrelew Place would pass directly behind our ground floor 
unit right next to the fence opposite our patio. We are concerned about the potential for disturbance (noise and foot traffic) 
to our privacy, as well as shading from the closest townhouse. 
 
We contacted Mike Miller, President of Abstract Development, with our concerns. He and Korbin DaSilva, a member of his 
staff, responded quickly and met with us twice, first at our home and later at their office. We discussed our concerns about 
the public walkway and the shading and they took our concerns seriously. They provided shade models and more 
significantly, made modifications to the public walkway design which would accommodate 0.6m of landscaping on their 
side of the fence. They committed to building a solid fence along the walkway (the current fence at 1225 Fort Street is not 
solid) and putting in landscaping on both sides of the fence to help provide a visual and sound barrier between our condo 
and the walkway. 
 
We still feel that the height of the condo buildings is too high for this neighbourhood and think that four storeys would be 
more in keeping with the current neighbourhood. That said, we appreciate the Abstract’s efforts to carefully listen to our 
concerns and mitigate the impact of the walkway and we no longer oppose the proposed development. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
 
Anne Landry and Rosanne Konrad 
 
 
 
 
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 
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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: 70.67.202.89 



FE1TER W. SCTJIR.OEDER.
DAGMAR SCHR.OEDER.-HNN-DEBRA}ID

To:
City of Victoda

mayor@victoria.ca
aj ohnston@victoria.ca

TO WHOM TT MAY CONCERN

Re: Approval ofDevelopment Plan "Abstract Developments"
l20l Fort Street

Ladies, gentlemeq

We are wdting to you in support of the development ofthe area of
Victoria Truth Cente by "Abshact Developments".

We live in the "neighbourhood" (1-840 Pemberton Road) and are
familiar with the plans of "Abstact Developments".

Our reasons for support:

We arc satisfied customers of "Abstract Developments". We live
now for 14 yeaxs in a toranhouse built by the company. We know
of the fine quality of its buildings, and its commerdable customer
care that does not end with the conclusion ofthe building phase.

Witnessing the plarning period of our fuhre home we appreciated
the company's willingness to incorporate neighbour's objections
and suggestions in then phnlling.

We, now 75 and 74 years old, chose our home in Upper Fort Street
for the same reasons the future residents at the development ofthe
area ofvictoria Truth Centle will appreciate: Close to shopping,
entertaiffnent, social services, public transportation, schools, and
medical services (MD's, Lifelabs and Hospital).

The location ofthe development will therefore athact young
families with chlldren and seniors, a desirable demogmphic mix;
furthering the stated - and recommendable - goals of the local
govemment.



The development will, in addition, enhance the qualiry of life not
only for its future residents but also for established residents in the
neighbourhood: The area in its current state is underused and of
limited use for recreation like walking. The finished project will
present possibilitied for activities in a safe and "green"
environment: With public walkways, additionally planted mature
trees, lightning, Binwater gardem, other watel features and objects
oIarl.

The project, when finished, will be a place for the community (the
newcome$ and their "old neighbou6') to "comg together". lt has
already started with "Abstract" sponsored community
involvement.

We, the undersigned, look forward to the apgoval of the project
by the Cif ofVictoria and t}te finished work of "Abstract
Developments".

,,{, Cg-" gs,OAD
Peter W. Schroeder Dagmar Schroeder-Hildebrand

26 {,b,u*^ 2017

l-810 Pembertor Road, Victoria, B.C. V8S 384

With best regards,
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Noraye Fjeldstad

From: Patricia Kidd 

Sent: Tuesday, March 21, 2017 10:25 AM

To: Charlayne Thornton-Joe (Councillor); Geoff Young (Councillor); Pam Madoff (Councillor); 

Margaret Lucas (Councillor); Jeremy Loveday (Councillor); Ben Isitt (Councillor); Chris 

Coleman (Councillor); Marianne Alto (Councillor); Lisa Helps (Mayor)

Subject: 1201 Fort Street

Dear Mayor and Council:  

A significant portion of the residents of the Rockland and Fairfield neighbourhoods have 
examined and researched Abstract’s plans for the re-development of 1201 Fort Street.  In concert with 
them, I have come to these conclusions: 

1.      That this development is too overwhelming in size 

2.     Its design is unsympathetic in character to anything in the existing neighbourhood  
3.     It is too elitist in cost per unit 
4.     it is too dense in terms of population and vehicular traffic to make it safe for this 

neighbourhood.   

Over the last ten months, throughout meetings in camera and out, Abstract Development has 
failed to positively address any of the obvious shortcomings and dangers of their design. Indeed, over 
that time, the company has increased, rather than decreased, the number of units projected in order to 
protect their profit margin. 

 A few weeks ago, some of the immediate neighbours were invited to a “mulligan" meeting with 
Abstract Developments. The aim of the meeting was to address the company’s failure to provide a safe 
and commodious venue for the first community meeting regarding the new development. Miller 
announced that he had, at his own expense, sent out 1800 letters to the local community within 300 
meters of the property. They were to be delivered by Canada Post.  This failed.  Within ten days of the 
proposed second meeting, dozens, if not hundreds, of residents living within the 200 meter distance 
had not receive this notice.  Once again, then, Abstract reneged on its responsibility to inform the 
community and solicit input into what will be a dramatic change to the existing neighbourhood.  

During the last formal meeting on at Grace Lutheran Church, Mr. Miller was at pains to 
convince the audience that he had listened to their concerns.  He showed diplomatic skills in his 
treatment of the audience, but made no efforts whatsoever to concede in any way to the concerns 
expressed over: 

1.      re-zoning 

2.     unit costs which put the development into the a luxury category,  
3.     size,  
4.     density,  
5.     traffic patterns,  
6.    water-table changes,  
7.     accessibility.   



2

Of the 120 to 150 people who attended the meeting at Grace Lutheran Church only five spoke in 
favour of the project. One of those was a contractor for Abstract, though he failed to acknowledge this 
in his self-introduction.  Many more people spoke against the proposal.  

We enthusiastically acknowledge the need to bring responsible development into this 
neighbourhood, which enriches Victoria’s reputation for heritage and beauty in so many ways.  We look 
to you to safeguard this neighbourhood against greedy and irresponsible developers who will diminish, 
for generations to come, the unique architectural and environmental riches this neighbourhood has to 
offer, to the great benefit of the city as a whole. 

  

Yours sincerely, 

  

Patricia C. Kidd 

 

  

 

Patricia Kidd, M.A., Cultural Historian 

Doctoral Candidate, History, UVic 

(home) 1025 Moss Street 

Victoria B.C. Canada 

V8V 4P2 

 

 

 

 

 



1020 Pentrelew Place
Victoria, BC

February 14, 2017

Mayor and Council,
1Centennial Square,
Victoria, BC
V8W lP6

MAYOR'S OFFICE

FEB 1 'f 2017
VICTORIA, B.C.

Re: Abstract Development's proposal for 1201 Fort Street /1050 Pentrelew
as presented to the Community on January 12, 2017

Dear Mayor Helps and Councillors,

On behalf of the residents most closely impacted by the proposed development, we are
enclosing a letter that expresses the reasons why we are opposed to Abstract's proposal for the

Truth Centre property.

Attached to the letter are the signatures of 272 Victoria residents from Rockland, Fernwood

and Fairfield who are also opposed to Abstract's vision for that site. These signatures were

collected between January 23 and February 12, 2017.

What happens there, does not only affect the nearby residents, it affects Victoria. It affects us

all.

Sincerely,~:~
~~

Donald and Sally Hamilton, and Deborah Hartwick

On behalf of Interested and concerned Neighbours (attached)



Mayor and Council
City of Victoria
Victoria, 8C V8P 1P6

January 23, 2017

Dear Mayor and Council Members,

Re: Abstract Developments Proposal for 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place

We are the neighbours affected by the proposed development of the Truth Centre property.

We are supportive of development in the city but we object to Abstract Developments' proposal. The
unreasonable scale, height, massing and lack of respect for the neighbourhood and the Fort Street
heritage corridor concern us gravely.

Abstract proposes two outsized condominium buildings, one of six storeys and another five storeys,
and "a wall" along Pentrelew Place of twelve townhouses, eleven meters in height. It greatly exceeds
what the current zoning allows and what the OCP envisions for Rockland.

173 bedrooms, 300+ residents and 113 parking stalls will greatly affect our area's winding streets that
are already well used due to the increasing popularity of the Art Gallery of Greater Victoria and the
Langham Court Theatre.

Abstract has not provided any concrete reasons that justify changing the Official Community Plan
(OCP) or zoning for this new development.

The OCP calls for sensitive, gradual transitions. The proposed development is neither. We know that
a local area plan for the Rockland neighbourhood is to be undertaken in the coming months. We ask
Council not to pre-empt this important community process by approving this site-specific zone for this
outsized project.

We would accept a multi-unit building faCing Fort Street that complements the neighbouring buildings
on either side of the Fort Street heritage corridor but does not dominate them. In addition, we would
accept single family dwellings at a maximum height of 7.6 metres at the rear of the property that
comply with its current R1-8 zoning, with all the greenspace such zoning entails. Such a development
would provide a reasonable, gradual transition between the "Urban Development" and "Traditional
Development" as detailed in the OCP.

We trust that you will reject this proposal and we assume that Abstract Developments has a
contingency, or fallback, position. We are worried the fallback proposal will also be excessive, but that
Abstract will claim tnat in comparison with the first proposal, the fallback version will have made large
concessions to address community concerns. Should such a situation arise, we ask that you consider
the new proposal as a standalone, not as a "compromise" to this extreme proposal.

We strongly believe that the scale of the current proposal is excessive and incompatible with the
neighbourhood character. It must be rejected, and the developer must return with a proposal of a
more reasonable scale for this historic residential neighbourhood.

Sincerely,

The Neighbours (see attached signatures)

(Please direct queries to
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Re: Abstract Developments 1201 Fort St./ 1050 Pentrelew PI.

I Rita Harvey do not support the Abstract Developments Proposal for the development of the
properties at 1201 Fort St. / 1050 Pentrelew PI.

Rita Harvey
1009 Pentrelew PI.
Victoria, BC V8V4J5

David Harvey
Abstract Rita file
January 27, 2017 aJ 7:58 AM
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I David Harvey do not support the Abstract Developments Proposal for the development of the
properties at 1201 Fort St. / 1050 Pentrelew PI.
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2/9/2017 Gmail - Abstract petition from 1039 Linden Ave.

Gmail Interested Neighbours

Abstract petition from 1039 Linden Ave.

Kate Vallance Tue, Feb 7,2017 at 840 PM

Hi there,

I would please like my name removed from the hard copy petition that was posted in the laundry room at 1039 Linden
ave. regarding opposition to the Abstract project at 1201 Fort St. I was going to remove it tonight but the paper was
already gone.

I will also be emailing the city council to tell them about my experience with the Abstract project and I will let them know
that my name was on the petition and that I have asked for it to be removed.

Can you please confirm that my name will be removed? I would appreciate a picture attachment showing a line thmugh
my name. If this is not the right contact to have my name removed, please let me know the correct information.

Many thanks,
Kate Vallance
406-1039 Linden Ave.

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/01?ui=2&ik=cde31c5760&view=pt&searcll=inbox&msg=15a1c06780dc6f2e&siml=15a1c06780dc6f2e 1/1



2/9/2017 Gmail - Remove from letter to City Council

Gmail Interested Neighbours

Remove from letter to City Council

Christie Docking
To:

Tue, Feb 7, 2017 at 840 PM

Good evening,

I respectfully ask to be removed from the letter addressed to City of Victoria Mayor and Council Re: Abstract
Developments Proposal for 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place.

I no longer feel this accurately reflects how I wish to state my opinion to council.

Please confirm that this has taken place.

Thank you,

Christie Docking
1039 Linden Ave

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/01?ui=2&ik= cde31 c5760&view= pt&search= inbox&m sg= 15a1 c060f1 af250b&si rn I= 15a1 c06Of1 af250b 1/1
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2/9/2017 Gmail- Letter taCity Council re: Proposed Development at 1201 Fort/1050 Pentrelew

Gmail Interested Neighbours

Letter to City Council re: Proposed Development at 1201 Fort/1050 Pentrelew

Monica Ujimoto Wed, Feb 8, 2017 at 11 55 PM

Hello,

I'm the owner of 405-1225 Fort Street. Would it still be possible to participate in signing your group letter to City Council
outlining objections to the proposed development?

I'm currently residing in France (will be moving back to Victoria later this year) so if it's possible to add my name to your
letter without physically signing, I would very much like to participate. Thank you.

Kind regards,
Monica Ujimoto

ilttps:llrnai l.google.com/rnail/u/OI?ui =2&ik= cde31c5760&vi ew= pt&searcl1= inbox&rnsg= 15a21de8570ea48b&siml = 15a21de8570ea48b 1/1
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2/1212017 Glllail - Fwd: Abstract proposal

Gmail Lynnette Kissoon

Fwd: Abstract proposal

Kam Lidder
To: Linette Kisson <

9 February 2017 at 21:05

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Angela Lunny
Date: Thu, Feb 9, 2017 at 8:47PM
Subject: RE: Abstract proposal
To: Kam Lidder

Andrew and Angela Lunny

1250 Wilspencer Place

Victoria B.C.

Please add our names to the list of property owners opposed to the current proposal for the Truth Centre property.

Thank you.

From: Kam Lidder
Sent: Thursday, February 9,20175:20 PM
To: Angela Lunny
Subject: Abstract proposal

Hi Angela

I talked (0 ihe people who are submitted and what they will do is add you to the list and where it says signature, they will
attach your email.

If you could please write an email that has your name and the address of the property and that you want to be one of the
signatories opposed to this current proposal.

Cheers

Kam

ilttps:111llail.google.colll/lll ail/u/OI?ui=2&i k=4969fafc 76&view= pt&searclF inbox&ll1 S9=15a2669a8306eed6&si III I= 15a2669a8306eed6 1/1
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Noraye Fjeldstad

From: Peter Schroeder 

Sent: Sunday, February 26, 2017 10:50 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Approval of Development Plan "Abstract Developments" / 1201 Fort Street

Attachments: MM1.pdf; MM1A.pdf
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Noraye Fjeldstad

From: webforms@victoria.ca

Sent: Tuesday, March 28, 2017 2:10 PM

To: Victoria Mayor and Council

Subject: Mayor and Council email

From: Anne Landry 

Email  

Reference :  

Daytime Phone  

City of Victoria Mayor and City Council 

 

#105 – 1225 Fort Street 

Victoria BC V8V 4R2 

 

March 28, 2017 

 

Re: Abstract Development Proposal 1201 Fort Street/1050 Pentrelew Place 

 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

 

We own a condominium at #105 – 1225 Fort Street, in the SE corner of the building, directly adjacent to the Abstract 

development proposal at 1201 Fort Street /1050 Pentrelew Place. We signed a petition letter opposing the 

development, initially based on the height (five and six storeys) of the proposed condo buildings and height of the 

townhouses (11m). We later learned that a public walkway linking Fort Street and Pentrelew Place would pass directly 

behind our ground floor unit right next to the fence opposite our patio. We are concerned about the potential for 

disturbance (noise and foot traffic) to our privacy, as well as shading from the closest townhouse. 

 

We contacted Mike Miller, President of Abstract Development, with our concerns. He and Korbin DaSilva, a member of 

his staff, responded quickly and met with us twice, first at our home and later at their office. We discussed our concerns 

about the public walkway and the shading and they took our concerns seriously. They provided shade models and more 

significantly, made modifications to the public walkway design which would accommodate 0.6m of landscaping on their 

side of the fence. They committed to building a solid fence along the walkway (the current fence at 1225 Fort Street is 

not solid) and putting in landscaping on both sides of the fence to help provide a visual and sound barrier between our 

condo and the walkway. 

 

We still feel that the height of the condo buildings is too high for this neighbourhood and think that four storeys would 

be more in keeping with the current neighbourhood. That said, we appreciate the Abstract’s efforts to carefully listen to 

our concerns and mitigate the impact of the walkway and we no longer oppose the proposed development. 

 

Yours sincerely, 

 

 

 

Anne Landry and Rosanne Konrad 
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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: 70.67.202.89 
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Alicia Ferguson

To: Christine Havelka
Subject: RE: Overdevelopment of 1201 Fort St. property.

From: Rita Harvey   
Date: April 3, 2017 at 7:25:27 AM PDT 
To: "Cthornton-joe@victoria.ca" <Cthornton-joe@victoria.ca>, "bisitt@victoria.ca" <bisitt@victoria.ca>, 
"ccoleman@victoria.ca" <ccoleman@victoria.ca>, "gyoung@victoria.ca" <gyoung@victoria.ca>, 
"jloveday@victoria.ca" <jloveday@victoria.ca>, "mlucas@victoria.ca" <mlucas@victoria.ca>, 
"pmadoff@victoria.ca" <pmadoff@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Fwd: Overdevelopment of 1201 Fort St. property. 

April 3, 2017 
 
To the Mayor and Council; 
 
I am writing to voice my extreme frustration and opposition regarding the proposed 
overdevelopment of 1201 Fort Street. 
This proposal is not only bad for the current residents, it will destroy one of the most valuable 
pieces of greenspace in downtown Victoria. I have had the good fortune to have lived in the area 
for 67 years, and my grandparents and parents since 1889. 
 
The Truth Centre property deserves a more considered and relevant development than the 
excessively oversized mega building plan Abstract is asking you to approve. The current 
proposal is disrespectful of the surrounding Rockland area, and if it is allowed to move forward, 
will be a blot on the landscape Victoria forever.  
The policy of Urban containment and densification which has been adopted by land use planners 
in recent years in Victoria is excessive. 
Planners and strategists are convinced that condo towers and densification in the form of huge 
complex buildings is the formula for urban bliss. This model does not serve the citizens,of the 
city, rather it serves developer's need for huge profitss.  
Victoria has many opportunities to increase the supply of housing without building towers and 
intrusive, zero lot line townhouses by allowing laneway houses, suites in existing homes, flats 
over garages and duplexes and triplexes. An example of this is the laneway that exists between 
Richardson and Rockland Ave.   
 
Overdevelopment of the kind proposed for 1201 Fort destroys the standard of living we have all 
worked so hard to achieve. 
I urge you to send Abstract back to the planning board to produce a sensitive and appropriately 
sized plan for this valuable property. 
 
Yours Truly, 
Rita Harvey 
1009 Pentrelew Pl. 
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Alicia Ferguson

Subject: RE: 1201 Fort proposal or  how yellow is new brown.

From: Anna Cal  
Sent: Sunday, April 02, 2017 7:38 PM 
To: Pam Madoff (Councillor) <pmadoff@victoria.ca>; Chris Coleman (Councillor) <ccoleman@victoria.ca>; Ben Isitt 
(Councillor) <BIsitt@victoria.ca>; Margaret Lucas (Councillor) <mlucas@victoria.ca>; Marianne Alto (Councillor) 
<MAlto@victoria.ca>; Geoff Young (Councillor) <gyoung@victoria.ca>; Charlayne Thornton‐Joe (Councillor) <cthornton‐
joe@victoria.ca>; Jeremy Loveday (Councillor) <jloveday@victoria.ca>; Lisa Helps (Mayor) <mayor@victoria.ca> 
Subject: 1201 Fort proposal or how yellow is new brown. 

 
 
Dear Councillors, 
I look at the OCP and I clearly see two colours, one brown and one yellow. Yellow means traditional residential 
housing. 
I look at Abstract’s proposal and I clearly see the five storey building about eighteen meters high right where 
the OCP shows that nice yellow colour. 
I look at the Planning Department's report and I clearly see “The proposal is generally consistent with OCP“ et 
cetera. 
 
After reading the above mentioned report I do not believe I’ll get a good and simple explanation from the 
Planning Department how that yellow zone can become a brown zone so fast and easy. 
 
Please take a look at the chart below. 
 
It is the only section where, to the best of my knowledge, you will find a mention of this five storey building. 
Please take a look at the asterisks which indicate the discrepancy between the proposal and the OCP. 
What the Planning department called “ less stringent” is, for us, the immediate neighbours, an indication that 
our constant pleading for reducing the scale, mass, and height of the proposed development fell on the deaf ears 
of Abstract Developments. Those pleadings are well forgotten in the applicant's letter to the City. 
Set-backs are about  one third of the requirements, so much for the green space! 
 
So many people tried to convince me that my fight for a reasonable compromise between the developer’s 
aspiration and the neighbours' vision is futile. 
But here I am again, trying to be heard. 
 
Respectfully  
Anna Cal 
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Alicia Ferguson

Subject: RE: Mayor and Council email re: 1201 Fort Street

 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Michelle Dobie  
Sent: Friday, March 31, 2017 6:47 PM 
To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Mayor and Council email re: 1201 Fort Street 
 
Good afternoon Mayor and City Council, 
 
I am writing in response to the Cotw meeting scheduled for April 6th for the 
1201 Fort Street Development Proposal.   
 
I am a renter at #311 - 1025 Linden Avenue, facing the Prayer Garden at 1201 Fort Street.  As indicated below, I was 
never made aware of the sale of the property or the insanely huge development proposal.  I woke up to a bulldozer on 
February 27th and very quickly learned about the disturbing events on the sale of this property.   
 
After reading the development proposal, one of my biggest concerns is blasting.  I have personally experienced blasting at 
1810 Blanshard which is an eight story building built to sustain earthquakes.  The blasting was across the street, at least 
50 feet away and every time a blast was ignited, the entire building shook and it was very loud and intense.  Also, while 
blasting a major gas leak occurred and the entire building had to evacuated for two hours until it was contained.  I cannot 
even imagine experiencing the same in my home, 10 feet away from the property line where Abstract plans to blast two 
levels down to build an underground parking lot (Building B on the Proposal) while also destroying the Prayer Garden and 
all the old-growth trees and green space.  To allow this development proposal to go through is dangerous to my life and 
well-being, in my own home, and all my neighbours facing the Prayer Garden, as well as all the other homes in close 
proximity.  My apartment building is the closest to the property at 1201 Fort Street.  I hope my letter will be considered 
when reviewing the development proposal at the Cotw meeting on April 6th.   
 
The area proposed for Building B is not big enough to allow blasting as defined in the WorkSafe BC Regulation, please 
the attached link: 
https://www.worksafebc.com/en/law-policy/occupational-health-safety/searchab 
le-ohs-regulation/ohs-regulation/part-21-blasting-operations 
 
    21.1 Definitions: 
 
   "blasting area" means an area extending at least 50 m (165 ft) in every direction from a place where explosive materials 
are being prepared or 
fixed, or where an unexploded charge is known or believed to    exist; 
 
My recommendation is to not approve the development proposal to include no blasting when in close proximity to 
residential buildings.  Not only is it loud, dirty and distressing, it is extremely dangerous when you are so close to the blast 
site.   
 
Please consider the impact of this development - the old growth trees and greenspace cannot be replaced.  Once 
destroyed, Rockland Neighbourhood will be never be the same.   
 
Thank you for taking the time to read my concerns. 
Kind regards, 
 
Michelle Dobie 
#311 - 1025 Linden Avenue 
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Ben Isitt (Councillor) [mailto:BIsitt@victoria.ca] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 1, 2017 10:08 AM 
To: MichelleDobie@Shaw.ca 
Subject: RE: Mayor and Council email re: 1201 Fort Street 
 
Thank you for writing and sharing your concerns, Michelle. 
 
Ben 
 
 
Ben Isitt 
Victoria City Councillor and CRD Director Email. bisitt@victoria.ca / Tel. 
250.882.9302 Web. www.BenIsitt.ca ________________________________ 
From: Victoria Mayor and Council 
Sent: Tuesday, February 28, 2017 4:35 PM 
To: MichelleDobie@Shaw.ca 
Subject: RE: Mayor and Council email re: 1201 Fort Street 
 
Dear Michelle, 
 
Thank you for your email regarding the proposed development at 1201 Fort Street, it has been shared with Mayor and 
Council. I can confirm that your email has been attached the file for this address and will be shared with Council again 
when a staff report on this application comes before a future Committee of the Whole meeting of Council at a future date 
to be determined. 
More information on this application is also available on the City of Victoria's Development Tracker 
App<https://tender.victoria.ca/tempestprod/ourcity/Prospero/Details.aspx?fol 
derNumber=REZ00525>. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to write to Mayor and Council. If you are interested in staying up-to-date on City of Victoria 
news, events, and opportunities for public input subscribe to the City's bi-weekly 
newsletter<http://www.victoria.ca/EN/main/residents/communications/e-newslet 
ter.html>, visit the City of Victoria's 
website<http://www.victoria.ca/EN/index.html#d=10&m=0&y=2017&v=month>, or download the City's ConnectVictoria 
App<http://www.victoria.ca/EN/meta/news/news-archives/2016-archive/connectvi 
ctoria-app-available-for-download-now.html>. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Lacey Maxwell 
Correspondence Coordinator 
Mayor / City Manager's Office 
City of Victoria 
1 Centennial Square, Victoria BC  V8W 1P6 
 
 
[Description: Description: 
cid:image001.gif@01CF3C88.FC1AFE40]<http://www.victoria.ca/> 
 
 
 
[Description: Description: 
cid:image003.gif@01CF3C88.FC1AFE40]<https://www.facebook.com/CityofVictoriaP 
age> 
 
[Description: Description: 
cid:image004.gif@01CF3C88.FC1AFE40]<https://twitter.com/cityofvictoria> 
 
[Description: Description: 
cid:image005.gif@01CF3C88.FC1AFE40]<http://www.linkedin.com/company/city-of- 
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victoria-bc?trk=biz-companies-cym> 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: webforms@victoria.ca [mailto:webforms@victoria.ca] 
Sent: February 28, 2017 9:37 AM 
To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Mayor and Council email 
 
 
 
From: Michelle Dobie 
 
 
Hello 
 
 
 
My name is Michelle Dobie and I live at 1025 Linden Avenue.  My apartment faces the beautiful green space at the back 
of 1201 Fort Street.  I understand the property has been recently sold and new development will occur which I have read 
about in the paper.  Yesterday, February 27th, I went home early because I was not feeling well.  At approximately 11:30 
a.m., I heard a bulldozer and looked outside my window and saw the bulldozer digging up the greenspace.  There was 
also another man digging with a shovel.  The bulldozer left and I flagged down the man with the shovel from my balcony 
and asked him what was happening.  He said the land was bought and the new developers have hired them to remove 
the soil and bring it to the front of the property.  He then also said they were removing a tree.  As you can imagine, I was 
very upset and asked him who the developers are and he would not tell me.  He said he would ask the man driving the 
bulldozer to talk to me.  I waited and the man in the bulldozer came back and told me they are redeveloping the entire 
green space.  I am absolutely devasted.  I did not received any notification as to when this may start or have any say in 
the matter.  My apartment windows and balcony are approximately 10 feet away from the green space.  The impact to my 
life and my home is undeniable. 
 
 
 
I have lived here for 13 years and have photos of Great Horned Owls, Barred Owls, Coopers Hawk, Northern Flickers, 
humming birds, deer, raccoons and many other wildlife species living in this space.  I hope you can help me protect this 
wildlife sanctuary.  It would be a great loss for the wildlife as well as the large beautiful cedar trees, flowering trees 
amongst many other beautiful green shrubs that have been growing there for many years. 
 
 
 
I was not made aware of when they would start destroying this beautiful green space.  Even though I am a renter and not 
a property owner, I think legally, they need to notify any residential tenants considering the impact the development will 
have on our life and home. 
 
 
 
Thank you your time and I look forward to hearing from you soon. 
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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<mailto:publicservice@victoria.ca>. 
Thank you. 
 
 
 
IP Address: 24.108.166.167 
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Alicia Ferguson

Subject: RE: Development at 1201 Fort Street

From: Don Cal  
Sent: Sunday, April 02, 2017 8:42 PM 
To: Lisa Helps (Mayor) <mayor@victoria.ca>; Marianne Alto (Councillor) <MAlto@victoria.ca>; Chris Coleman 
(Councillor) <ccoleman@victoria.ca>; Ben Isitt (Councillor) <BIsitt@victoria.ca>; Jeremy Loveday (Councillor) 
<jloveday@victoria.ca>; Margaret Lucas (Councillor) <mlucas@victoria.ca>; Pam Madoff (Councillor) 
<pmadoff@victoria.ca>; Charlayne Thornton‐Joe (Councillor) <cthornton‐joe@victoria.ca>; Geoff Young (Councillor) 
<gyoung@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Development at 1201 Fort Street 

 

 “Politics is not the art of the possible. It consists in choosing between the disastrous and the 
unpalatable.”  John Kenneth Galbraith 

The property at 1201 Fort Street, long known simply as “Pentrelew” is a historic property that has 
remained largely undeveloped since 1875 when it was first surveyed and sold to the Crease family. 
It was subdivided in the 1930’s when the original 5 acre property was lessened to its current 1.75 
acres, with the remainder broken into plots on Pentrelew Place, Rockland Avenue, and Fort Street. 
This 1.75 acre property has served as the gateway to the Rockland neighbourhood for generations. 
It is a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity for us all. 

The proposed development for 1201 Fort Street is a sad and mundane response to an exceptional 
opportunity. It is also too high, too massive, too dense and over-crowded. It now rests before the 
council to decide its value. How does it adhere to the zoning, to the OCP? How will it affect the 
neighbourhood? What about traffic and parking? What benefit will the neighbourhood derive from 
this? How will it benefit the City? Are the 5 mature Garry Oaks worth a six-storey tower in 
Rockland? Is the 1.8m walkway between two tall buildings worth 93 residences? 

Since May 2016 the developer has not listened to us. My neighbourhood is exhausted with its 
efforts to convince the developer to modify these plans to fit better with the existing historic 
neighbourhood. I believe this proposed development will change the fundamental character of this 
residential neighbourhood forever. And, it is simply wrong for this unique and singular property. 
For this site, the proposal is not the “new normal”, this proposal is disastrous. 

You are left with the decision to forward this ill-conceived plan to a public hearing, or to send it 
back to the developer. 

My hope is that you will choose to send this proposal back to the developer. I urge the Mayor and 
eight councillors to suggest that he modify these plans by actually listening to the concerns 
expressed by my neighbours, the 270 petitioners, and the Rockland Neighbourhood Association 
who are all opposed to this proposal. 
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Don Cal 

1059 Pentrelew Place 

 



 “Politics is not the art of the possible. It consists in choosing between the disastrous 
and the unpalatable.”  John Kenneth Galbraith 
 
The property at 1201 Fort Street, long known simply as “Pentrelew” is a historic 
property that has remained largely undeveloped since 1875 when it was first 
surveyed and sold to the Crease family. It was subdivided in the 1930’s when the 
original 5 acre property was lessened to its current 1.75 acres, with the remainder 
broken into plots on Pentrelew Place, Rockland Avenue, and Fort Street. This 1.75 
acre property has served as the gateway to the Rockland neighbourhood for 
generations. It is a once-in-a-lifetime opportunity for us all.  
 
The proposed development for 1201 Fort Street is a sad and mundane response to 
an exceptional opportunity. It is also too high, too massive, too dense and over-
crowded. It now rests before the council to decide its value. How does it adhere to 
the zoning, to the OCP? How will it affect the neighbourhood? What about traffic and 
parking? What benefit will the neighbourhood derive from this? How will it benefit 
the City? Are the 5 mature Garry Oaks worth a six-storey tower in Rockland? Is the 
1.8m walkway between two tall buildings worth 93 residences?  
 
Since May 2016 the developer has not listened to us. My neighbourhood is 
exhausted with its efforts to convince the developer to modify these plans to fit 
better with the existing historic neighbourhood. I believe this proposed 
development will change the fundamental character of this residential 
neighbourhood forever. And, it is simply wrong for this unique and singular 
property. For this site, the proposal is not the “new normal”, this proposal is 
disastrous. 
 
You are left with the decision to forward this ill-conceived plan to a public hearing, 
or to send it back to the developer.  
 
My hope is that you will choose to send this proposal back to the developer. I urge 
the Mayor and eight councillors to suggest that he modify these plans by actually 
listening to the concerns expressed by my neighbours, the 270 petitioners, and the 
Rockland Neighbourhood Association who are all opposed to this proposal.  
 
Don Cal 
1059 Pentrelew Place 
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Alicia Ferguson

Subject: RE: Truth Center development

From: Chris Douglas  
Sent: Friday, March 31, 2017 9:59 AM 
To: Pam Madoff (Councillor) <pmadoff@victoria.ca>; Chris Coleman (Councillor) <ccoleman@victoria.ca>; Ben Isitt 
(Councillor) <BIsitt@victoria.ca>; Margaret Lucas (Councillor) <mlucas@victoria.ca>; Marianne Alto (Councillor) 
<MAlto@victoria.ca>; Geoff Young (Councillor) <gyoung@victoria.ca>; Charlayne Thornton‐Joe (Councillor) <cthornton‐
joe@victoria.ca>; Jeremy Loveday (Councillor) <jloveday@victoria.ca>; Lisa Helps (Mayor) <mayor@victoria.ca>; 
Jonathan Tinney <JTinney@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Truth Center development 

 
Dear Mayor and Council, 
 
As you know, there is considerable anger in the community about Abstract Development's out-of-scale proposal 
for 1201 Fort Street, and at their intransigence in refusing to compromise on neighbours' concerns about height 
and scale. We are all looking forward to seeing the Planning Department's Staff Review when it becomes 
available on Monday. I expect it will remark on what has been obvious all along - that a 6 storey condo on Fort 
with a 5 storey condo behind it and a wall of 12 townhomes almost 11 meters tall along Pentrelew is too 
extreme for the neighborhood and this section of Fort Street. 
 
It's an obvious ruse, so that when Abstract comes back proposing 5 storeys, 4 storeys, and 10 townhomes it will 
appear to be compromising. I ask that when this event occurs that Council consider the new proposal on its own 
merits, not as a 'compromise' to the initial extreme proposal. 5, 4, and 10 is still too much. 
 
All best wishes, 
 
Chris Douglas 
1025 Pentrelew Place 
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Alicia Ferguson

Subject: RE: ABSTRACT DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL - 1201 Fort Street

From: Barry Giffen  
Sent: Monday, April 03, 2017 11:27 AM 
To: 'mayor@victoria.ca' <mayor@victoria.ca> 
Cc: 'ajohnston@victoria.ca' <ajohnston@victoria.ca>; (KRyan@abstractdevelopments.com) 
<KRyan@abstractdevelopments.com> 
Subject: ABSTRACT DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL – 1201 Fort Street 
 

April 3, 2017                                                                                                                               FROM:   B Giffen ‐ #7 1770 Rockland 

Ave 

Mayor Helps, Members of City Council, City of Victoria                                                                 

REFERENCE: ABSTRACT DEVELOPMENT PROPOSAL – 1201 Fort Street 

I am writing to provide support to the above noted project.  I am a home owner in the Rockland neighborhood, and have 

been so for the past 6 years.  My wife and I took possession of an older home in on Rockland Ave in the spring of 

2011.  We had investigated the various areas of Victoria, and found that the Rockland area had the kind of atmosphere 

and character we were searching for.  At the time of purchase, the home we chose was a historically designated site, 

now being part of a Strata involving 6 new townhomes.  The Strata developer had designed the Strata buildings to 

complement the historic nature of the original home on the site.  Unfortunately, the original home, the Biggerstaff 

Wilson residence, was almost derelict in condition, not having been adequately maintained or upgraded for several 

years.  However, we proceeded with the purchase because we were able to have a plan in place that allowed us to 

maintain the original external character of the home, while blending the original interior design with more modern 

enhancements, ensuring the end‐product maintained the character of this wonderful McClure designed building.  

I mention the above to establish some credibility relative to the type of issues surrounding the proposed development at 

1201 Fort Street.  The direct relationship, and reason for writing this letter involves Abstract Development and their 

team of designers, engineers, and construction staff.  Upon investigating the purchase of our property, we approached 

Abstract Developments and the Zebra Design Group to prepare a plan to restore the Biggerstaff Wilson Residence to its 

earlier glory.  Throughout this process, Abstract Development clearly demonstrated an understanding of our intentions 

to integrate our plans for restoration and upgrading into the original house and site.  The professional approach of the 

Abstract staff, starting with the President and working through all levels of the company were    critical in making our 

restoration a success.  They clearly understood that the Rockland neighborhood historic character was to be maintained, 

and their work in coordinating with Zebra Design Group led to what we believe was a successful project. 

Having had a successful experience, I followed with interest, newer Abstract Development projects.  In all of the 

projects, I was pleased to see that the new developments successfully ‘fit’ into the neighborhoods in which they were 

located.  Clearly, the pressures on the City of Victoria to accommodate a growing population with a limited land mass 

was evident in these Abstract projects.  I also noted through my own inspection, that the high quality of workmanship 

that the Abstract Development team demonstrated on our home restoration, was evident in these later projects. 

Taking the above into account, and having reviewed this new proposal, I am confident that should the City of Victoria 

approve this proposed development at 1210 Fort Street, Abstract Development will provide a top‐quality product, that 

will meet the growing needs of the City’s population.  It will also ensure that the City’s reputation of acting to meet the 

pressures of future generations will also be successful.  I would note that I asked Abstract personnel to provide me with 

a tour of the site and the plan to utilize the available land to maximize the development on the site, while also 



2

integrating the development with the nearby neighbors.  I was pleased to see they had worked with the neighbors to 

attempt to accommodate their concerns where possible.  That demonstrated concern for the neighbors is what I would 

have expected from Abstract. 

Thank you for your time in considering my comments. 

Barry Giffen 

 

 







March	3,	2017	
	
Dear	Mayor	and	Council,	
	
Re:	1201	Fort	St/1050	Pentrelew	Development	Proposal	Missed	Heritage	Planning	Screening	
	
I	am	writing	to	you	for	the	second	time	regarding	Abstract	Developments’	rezoning	and	
redevelopment	proposal	for	the	former	Truth	Centre	acreage.		As	mentioned	in	my	previous	
letter,	this	property	is	in	a	heritage	neighbourhood	and	a	city-designated	Heritage	Conservation	
Area.			Sadly,	it	was	not	until	my	phone	call	last	week	(February	23)	to	Senior	Heritage	Planner,	
Merinda	Conley,	that	she	was	made	aware	of	this	proposal	which	is	within	Heritage	Planning’s	
mandate	to	scrutinize	and	to	recommend	changes.		Given	the	many	trials	and	tribulations	
residents	have	endured	so	far	in	dealing	with	the	city’s	planning	processes	and	ensuring	our	
voices	are	considered	with	respect	to	a	development	decision	that	intimately	impacts	our	lives,	
this	is	yet	another	huge	disappointment.		Is	there	no	process	in	place	to	ensure	that	
development	proposals	in	Heritage	Conservation	Areas	are	forwarded	to	Heritage	Planning?		
What	about	the	costs	that	will	be	incurred	at	this	late	stage	in	the	process	to	send	the	plan	back	
for	vitally	important	revisions	and	to	move	it	forward	yet	another	time	through	the	Planning	
Department,	the	Advisory	Design	Panel	and	anywhere	else	input	is	required?		
	
My	concerns	regarding	Abstract’s	mega-development	proposal	for	the	former	Truth	Centre	
acreage	as	it	relates	to	heritage	conservation	are:	
	

1. Abstract’s	proposal	does	not	conform	to	the	Heritage	Management	Strategic	Plan.	
Respecting	this	plan	implies	that	any	new	development	in	a	heritage	neighbourhood		
should	integrate	into	its	surroundings	and	not	dominate	the	existing	landscape.	The	
Official	Community	Plan	identifies	the	1200	block	of	Fort	Street	as	within	one	of	
thirteen	Heritage	Conservation	Areas.		
	
Another	risk	to	the	area	is	creeping	development	that	jumps	the	boundary	of	the	urban	
core.	Such	development	would	additionally	put	registered	heritage	homes	at	risk	of	
future	demolishment,	especially	since	Abstract’s	Black	&	White	at	Cook	and	Fort	is	
located	just	a	few	hundred	metres	down	the	road	from	1201	Fort	St.	With	‘book-end’	
Abstract	mega-developments	on	either	side	of	a	valuable	stretch	of	built	heritage	which	
consists	largely	of	registered	and	designated	heritage	properties,	it	would	only	be	a	
matter	of	time	before	those	registered	properties	would	fall	to	the	wrecking	ball	to	pave	
the	way	for	further	high-density,	heritage-degrading	development.	To	reiterate	a	major	
concern	of	residents,	Abstract’s	proposal	would	most	definitely	be	the	tallest	(at	6	
stories	for	condos	in	a	max.	4	storey	neigbhourhood,	and	in	the	single-family	zoned	
portion	of	the	acreage,	5	stories	for	the	second	condo	and	nearly	11	metres	for	
townhouses	vs.	7.6	metres	for	the	neighbouring	homes	on	Pentrelew	.)	This	would	make	
the	development	the	most	dominating	presence	on	the	1100/1200	block	corridor	if	it	
was	allowed	to	proceed	as	is.	Quite	obviously,	it	would	significantly	detract	from	the	



existing	scale	and	character	of	this	conservation	area.	It	would	also	dwarf	the	recently	
restored	heritage	jewel	of	the	neighbourhood,	Wentworth	Villa.	

	
From	the	Heritage	Management	Strategic	Plan	regarding	its	objectives:	

 (c) To maintain and develop regulatory controls which will assist in the conservation of natural 
and built heritage resources, including view corridors 

And	from	the	Heritage	Management	Strategic	Plan	mission	statement:		
	
- Conserve a broad range of heritage resources, including sites, buildings, structures, landscapes, 
cultural landscapes, clusters, and neighbourhoods, employing a variety of regulatory, fiscal, 
technical, administrative, design, and educational tools  
- Create a culture of conservation within City Hall, with the City being a recognized leader and 
innovator in heritage conservation for its staff, citizens and other municipalities 
	

And	from	recommendations	made	in	the	Jubilee	Heritage	Neighbourhood	Resource	
Review,	cited	by	the	city’s	Heritage	Management	Strategic	Plan	as	a	model	process	
which	should	be	integral	to	future	neighbourhood	plans	and	funded	by	the	city	and	
external	resources:	

	
- Ensure land use policies and zoning standards are consistent with the Heritage Registry  
- Ensure that new development is compatible with adjacent residential areas and the 
neighbourhood 
 

2. Dynamite blasting as it affects heritage properties is another concern of mine. In 
working with a construction consultant with expertise in blasting, I have been informed 
that my designated heritage home is potentially at risk of damage from the extensive 
bedrock blasting that will be conducted to create underground parking for 94 vehicles as 
well as for building site preparation. My concerns have been dismissed by Ryan Morhart, 
Manager of Permits. It makes no sense whatsoever that the city helps to fund the 
conservation of designated heritage homes such as mine, while at the same time, 
endangering heritage properties through land use decisions.  
 
When questioned at his Feb. 22 meeting regarding 1201 Fort St., Abstract’s Mike Miller 
responded to worried residents’ queries about blasting by saying those with concerns 
could contact him to ensure they are included in a pre-blast survey and that his company 
would pay for foundation inspections. The problem with this approach, however, is that it 
requires the homeowner to be informed of this offer and to be proactive in ensuring their 
property is protected from blasting should it lie outside the radius designated for pre-blast 
surveys. 
 
An additional concern I have is that post-blast surveys are not required, therefore any 
resulting damage may not be discovered until the rainy season when foundation cracks 
would allow for water seepage. This could well mean that heritage owners (and 



designated and other old home owners) would bear the responsibility for proving that 
damage occurred as a result of blasting.  
 
Additionally, Miller’s offer does not include a building envelope inspection that is also 
recommended for heritage homes in advance of nearby blasting.  Such an inspection 
would note a home’s imperfections (such as my original stained glass windows, one of 
which has been repaired during restoration and another with a tiny hole and a minor 
crack), loose chimney bricks and hairline cracking of masonry, repaired old cracks in 
drywall or plaster finishes at risk of re-opening, etc.  A homeowner would need to pay for 
this kind of inspection. See ‘Vibration	Limits	for	Historic	Buildings	and	Art	Collections’	
http://www.apti.org/clientuploads/publications/2015/Johnson-
HannenHiRes_SampleArt_46.2-3.pdf 

 
3. Conservation of Non-built Heritage Resources is the last of my concerns. Such 

resources are equally as important as the conservation of buildings and ought to be 
considered in land use planning decisions as the Heritage Management Strategic Plan 
intends. The 1201 urban acreage is just such a non-built heritage resource. Henry Pering 
Pellew Crease originally owned the property after it was surveyed in 1875. In a nod to its 
history, Miller reported on Feb. 22 that the designated public pathway included in his 
development would be named after Crease. But is that sufficient? What of the Prayer 
Garden which contains the ashes of departed Truth Centre members? (Given that 
members who sold the property and those who opposed its sale are at odds, how will 
these remains be treated?)  What of the legacy of Dr. Emma Smiley and family who 
purchased the site for the Truth Centre which has served as a home for cultural and 
spiritual enrichment for many decades? And what of the sanctuary this gem of an urban 
forest has been to the city for several generations? And finally, what of the church 
building itself?  (In the making of the Heritage Management Strategic Plan, stakeholders 
said that buildings older than 25 years should be included in the Heritage Registry. Other 
cities say 50 years.) Should the city be exempting historic properties currently in the 
public realm from private development for private use?  How Victoria values its cultural 
and ‘place’ history is as vitally important to maintaining a healthy, vibrant city as 
decisions respecting the constructed environment. 
 

In closing, I urge you to consider the rezoning and redevelopment application for 1201 Fort 
St/1050 Pentrelew through the lens of heritage conservation. 
 
Thanks in advance for your considerable time and attention to this very complicated land use  
matter. 
 
Kind regards, 
 
Geanine Robey 
 
 



Gillian Ley 
The Chelsea 

305-999 Burdett Avenue 
 Victoria, BC V8V 3G7 

 
 

February 23rd, 2017 
Mayor Lisa Helps and Councillors 
City of Victoria 
1 Centennial Square 
Victoria, BC V8W 1P6 

Dear Mayor and Councillors: 

Re:  1201 Fort St. and 1050 Pentrelew Pl. 

After attending the neighbourhood February 22nd, 2017 meeting, as a nearby neighbour carefully 
following Abstract Development’s proposed project to date I am pleased to write this letter of support 
for the following reasons: 

 The developer has/is actively listening to the neighbourhood and positively acting on
concerns and suggestions.

 Fair consideration of parking and traffic calming has been given.
 Combination of flat and pitched roofs is incorporated in the design to create interest

and visually tie in the neighbouring homes and buildings.
 Use of appealing quiet color palette to complement and enhance the landscaping and

neighbourhood.
 The architectural design is sensitive to the surrounding neighbourhood merging in and

yet still creating interest.
 Public Art component – they are currently in liaison with The Art Gallery of Greater

Victoria.
 A significant corridor has been created to break up the building frontage.
 Speciality pavers are being used and permeable concrete to allow for proper drainage.
 Meadow-like areas are proposed using native plants with attractive night lighting which

will enhance the pathways, green areas and create safety.
 Fifty percent of this site will include multi-function landscaping including rain gardens.
 Trees will be planted two to one over existing.
 The existing 1050 Pentrelew will not be demolished but saved and moved for resale.

There are numerous Abstract developments in my neighbourhood; each one enhancing the street it has 
been built on.  These projects have added value to the neighbourhood! I have the utmost respect for 
Mike Miller, President and his team at Abstract and their sincere commitment to community and the 
developments they create within them. 

Yours Sincerely, 

Gillian Ley 



FE1TER W. SCTJIR.OEDER.
DAGMAR SCHR.OEDER.-HNN-DEBRA}ID

To:
City of Victoda

mayor@victoria.ca
aj ohnston@victoria.ca

TO WHOM TT MAY CONCERN

Re: Approval ofDevelopment Plan "Abstract Developments"
l20l Fort Street

Ladies, gentlemeq

We are wdting to you in support of the development ofthe area of
Victoria Truth Cente by "Abshact Developments".

We live in the "neighbourhood" (1-840 Pemberton Road) and are
familiar with the plans of "Abstact Developments".

Our reasons for support:

We arc satisfied customers of "Abstract Developments". We live
now for 14 yeaxs in a toranhouse built by the company. We know
of the fine quality of its buildings, and its commerdable customer
care that does not end with the conclusion ofthe building phase.

Witnessing the plarning period of our fuhre home we appreciated
the company's willingness to incorporate neighbour's objections
and suggestions in then phnlling.

We, now 75 and 74 years old, chose our home in Upper Fort Street
for the same reasons the future residents at the development ofthe
area ofvictoria Truth Centle will appreciate: Close to shopping,
entertaiffnent, social services, public transportation, schools, and
medical services (MD's, Lifelabs and Hospital).

The location ofthe development will therefore athact young
families with chlldren and seniors, a desirable demogmphic mix;
furthering the stated - and recommendable - goals of the local
govemment.



The development will, in addition, enhance the qualiry of life not
only for its future residents but also for established residents in the
neighbourhood: The area in its current state is underused and of
limited use for recreation like walking. The finished project will
present possibilitied for activities in a safe and "green"
environment: With public walkways, additionally planted mature
trees, lightning, Binwater gardem, other watel features and objects
oIarl.

The project, when finished, will be a place for the community (the
newcome$ and their "old neighbou6') to "comg together". lt has
already started with "Abstract" sponsored community
involvement.

We, the undersigned, look forward to the apgoval of the project
by the Cif ofVictoria and t}te finished work of "Abstract
Developments".

,,{, Cg-" gs,OAD
Peter W. Schroeder Dagmar Schroeder-Hildebrand

26 {,b,u*^ 2017

l-810 Pembertor Road, Victoria, B.C. V8S 384
Phone: +1.-250-592-8616 - E-mril: Nord€nBooks@shaw.ca

With best regards,
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Alicia Ferguson

Subject: RE: 1201 Fort Street Development Proposal

From: K P  
Sent: Tuesday, April 04, 2017 1:51 PM 
To: Victoria Mayor and Council <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca> 
Subject: 1201 Fort Street Development Proposal 

 
Dear Mayor Helps and Council, 
  
I live at 1025 Linden Avenue, where my apartment faces the Truth Center Prayer Garden. I have only recently 
become aware that the Truth Center has been sold, and a massive development is proposed.I implore you to 
consider the magnitude of eradicating this historic garden. This is not only a sacred space where Church 
members ashes/urns are buried and scattered, but also a wildlife sanctuary for owls, eagles, deer, raccoons, 
and a variety of other birds and animals. The huge beautiful cedar trees, sequoia trees, and other trees and 
bushes will be destroyed forever. A neighbor recently commented on a Joni Mitchell song “they paved 
paradise and put up a parking lot”. That is exactly what I will be looking at if this proposal is accepted! No 
more trees. No more wildlife. No more silent prayers of those who find peace in the garden. The devastation 
which will occur on this property is heart wrenching. For those of us who treasure the beauty of the greenery 
and wildlife this special place holds, it will be life altering. I weep when I look out at it now, and wonder when 
the bulldozers will be back. 
  
I have read the development proposal, as well as the blasting information. I am extremely concerned about 
the blasting for the underground parking. I am less than 10 feet from the property line. I’m terrified of what 
will happen with possible gas leaks, noise, dirt, other toxic substances, and of course the blasting itself. I work 
on Balmoral Avenue, a street over from the current development at Vancouver and Pandora. They're blasting 
now and it shakes the building I’m in, and trembles like an earthquake under our feet. I cannot begin to 
imagine how the blasting will feel when it’s 10 feet from my home. Since becoming aware of this proposal, 
something has changed inside me. I simply cannot accept that this beautiful sacred space will be handed over 
to be eradicated, and for what, luxury condos and townhouses? Yes I’m angry! Yes I’m fearful! Most of all I’m 
so very sad! My old cat Sybil just won’t survive this either! 
  
I welcome each one of you to come to my home, and see what I see, every day. Reach out to the beautiful 
cedar at my balcony, watch the mated ducks swim in the pond, watch the squirrels chasing each other up and 
down the trees, and maybe if you're really lucky, you'll see an owl sitting patiently, waiting for lunch to come 
scurrying by. You may come as a group, or individually, but my home is open to each of you. Please feel free to 
contact me at any time.  
  
I would like to request that my letter be attached and considered, when reviewing the development proposal 
for 1201 Fort Street, at the CotW meeting on Thursday April 6, 2017. Thank you for taking the time to read my 
letter, and I look forward to hearing from you soon. 
  
Respectfully, 
Kimberley Patterson  
#310‐1025 Linden Ave 
  



>  
> -----Original Message----- 
> From: funpyres@gmail.com [mailto:funpyres@gmail.com]  
> Sent: March 30, 2017 6:31 PM 
> To: Alec Johnston <ajohnston@victoria.ca> 
> Subject: 1201 Fort and 1050 Pentrelew 
>  
> Mr Johnston 
> I must register my serious concerns over the development proposed at Fort and Pentrelew. 
> The number of floors on both buildings are not in keeping with the neighbourhood , neither on Fort 
and especially on Pentrelew. The townhouses seem to create a solid wall along the street as well. Also 
the number of trees affected will also be a loss to the neighbourhood. The greenery along Fort Street 
will surely be lost. 
> Abstract Developments has built some reasonable buildings in Victoria but I feel this project has been 
planned with maximum greed without recognizing what a beautiful piece of property this is. 
>  
> Thank you 
> Mike McLandress 
>  
>  
>  
>  
> Sent from my iPad 
 

mailto:funpyres@gmail.com
mailto:funpyres@gmail.com
mailto:ajohnston@victoria.ca
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mayor@victoria.ca; cthorntonjoe@victoria.ca; gyoung@victoria.ca; pmadoff@victoria.ca; mlucas@victoria.ca; jloveday@victori

a.ca; bisitt@victoria.ca; ccoleman@victoria.ca; malto@victoria.ca 

Dear Mayor and Council,  

Please reject Abstract Development’s proposal for 1201 Fort Street  

and 1050 Pentrelew Place. 

(based on the presentations made at the Advisory Design Panel [ADP] meeting on January 11 

prior to their presentation of the proposal at the Community Meeting on January 12) 

Why am I asking you to reject the proposal? 

The reasons include looking at the following which I elaborate on below:  

1. current open private green space v. their proposed roof top gardens and replacement 

trees 

2. current zoning/ heritage character/ traditional residential character v. proposed zoning/ 

proposed character of the buildings and town homes 

3. current scale, height and density v. the proposed scale, height and density  

4. Abstract’s compliance with v. lack of compliance with the OCP 

5. Abstract’s compliance with v. lack of compliance with the Rockland Neighbourhood Plan 

6. what the community gains v. what the community loses 

“When in doubt, do the kindest thing possible." – Unknown 

The kindest thing is to reject the proposal that we saw and ask Abstract to comply with zoning 

OR better yet, sell the property to the City to preserve the heritage site, provide a community 

space for all residents of Victoria and to protect this gem of an urban forest in Rockland!  

1. Current greenspace v. proposed replacement: 

Abstract’s presentation started with a long focus on trees – 

What they talked about What they didn’t talk about 
how they look now along Fort Street  what the look will be along Fort after their development (from 

the same angle they showed of the current view along Fort) 

their commitment to preserve that 
look and feel  

that the replacement value of more small trees is not 
equivalent to the current value of mature trees  

which trees will be removed  the canopy they are trying to preserve can  be lost through 
blasting and long term effects on the root system of the 
remaining trees 

the number of trees that will be 
added in addition to rooftop 

that the fine/penalty of removing a by-law protected tree is 
only $300 

mailto:mayor@victoria.ca
mailto:cthorntonjoe@victoria.ca
mailto:gyoung@victoria.ca
mailto:pmadoff@victoria.ca
mailto:mlucas@victoria.ca
mailto:jloveday@victoria.ca
mailto:jloveday@victoria.ca
mailto:bisitt@victoria.ca
mailto:ccoleman@victoria.ca
mailto:malto@victoria.ca
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gardens  

how the trees are by-law protected  

“This area is a unique parkland 
setting and trees are highly visible 
along Fort Street”. (Mike Miller) 

how they look now along Fort Street  

their commitment to preserve that 
look and feel  

Why? 
They are aware you are all committed to green space and know that this topic is an emotional one for 

you and the community.  

Questions related to green space posed to Abstract at the Community Meeting 

with Abstract’s responses: 

NOTE: answers provided by Graham McKenzie – arborist Talbot and McKenzie Associates unless 

otherwise indicated 

1. If you reduce height and number of townhomes will the trees be saved?  

Yes 

2. Will the remaining trees in the zone of blasting be impacted?  

(paraphrased) - not confident they won’t;  even though the blasting company hired by Talbot 

and Mckenzie Associates has a REASONABLY good success there is a real chance of trees dying 

in 10 years (he didn’t address surrounding trees not on the Truth Centre property that could be 

affected) 

3. Did you know that the sequoias are dated back to 1870?  

Graham did not know the age of the trees and did not know the history of how those trees came 

to that site.  

4. How much green space is currently on the 1.7 hectares of land?  

No one knew the answer.  

5. How will the Garry Oaks grow if they are in planters?  

They won’t grow very high because their root system will be contained by the planters.   

6. Can we get an arborist’s report?  

Currently not available to public but will be put online along with Abstract’s proposal in 

advance of the COTW meeting.  

How long in advance? 

Neither Abstract nor Bob June, Chair of the meeting, knew the answer.  

Note: paraphrase of Greg Damant – Cascadia Architect’s admission at the ADP meeting: The 

shadow study indicates that the proposed property will be more shadowed than the 

http://www.treehelp.ca/about_us.html
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neighbouring homes outside of the property because of the 5 storey building in the back lot 

of the site and the height of the townhomes on Pentrelew.  

Therefore (my point): Due to the reduced sun on the property, the new trees will not grow to 

the current height of the existing trees. And with underground parking, where will the new trees’ root 

systems branch out to? Is this why Abstract is planting them in pots? 

Questions for you to consider:  

1. Why would the community and City be expected to support this rezoning when it blasts out a 

currently viable green space that is already enjoyed by tourists and residents?  

2. Why would Abstract use an only reasonable (not excellent) blasting system that would likely 

impact more trees on the current property, and surrounding properties, post-blasting and in the 

next ten years? 

3. How is the loss of these mature trees an equivalent gain to the community when they are 

replaced by rooftop gardens, small trees and shrubbery?  

4. And why should anyone support the rezoning when Graham McKenzie (arborist), without 

hesitation, said Yes, to the following question: Could the current trees be saved if the SCALE, 

HEIGHT and DENSITY of this proposal is REDUCED TO MEET THE CURRENT ZONING 

REQUIREMENTS? 

5. If Abstract is so concerned about greenspace, then why didn’t they include rooftop gardens in 

their Black and White development? That location had no trees and is in the urban core.  More 

greenspace in the urban core is desirable.  

6. If Abstract recognizes that: “This area is a unique parkland setting and trees are highly visible 

along Fort street” (Mike Miller) then why would you want to destroy one of 

Victoria’s most unique parkland settings? 

2. Current v. proposed zoning/character of buildings 

What they talked about What they didn’t talk about 

Incorrectly included 1050 Pentrelew Place 
(which is in the R1B zone) into the R3 AM-2 
zoning 

what the current zoning is and why that zoning is 
actually appropriate to the site 

Incorrectly referred to OCP section 2.6* 
about FSRs - in R3 Zone: 2:1 and in R1B 1:1 

how the current zoning complies with the OCP and 

how theirs does not in so many instances 

their proposal is a blended FSR of 1:37:1 
 

how 1050 Pentrelew already fits into the 
neighbourhood height (and character) and zone 

talks about step massing down 2 to 3 stories the recently updated zoning by-laws (March 2016) 

this neighbourhood is the right “ballpark for this 
type of development” (Greg Daimant, Cascadia 
Architect) to avoid sprawling  

the R3-AM-2 Zone clearly states in Section 9: 
Where enclosed parking space is provided for all 
except visitor parking, and at least 50% of a lot is 
open site space and driveways necessary for direct  referred to the RNA as in conflict with the OCP * 
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referred to OCP which states to increase density 
in urban core 

access to parking, then  
(a) the maximum floor space ratio, based on 

the building’s total number of storeys, is as 
follows: Storeys /f.s.r. - 1 storey /0.4:1; 

 2 storeys 0.8:1; 3 storeys/1.2:1 and 4 
storeys 1.6:1  

(b)  the maximum site coverage of the main 
building shall not exceed 40%  

walk score * suggests that this is right place for 
increased density and development 
 

 

Section 10 - Height states: The height of the main 

building shall not exceed 12 m and 4 
storeys. 

how their proposed townhomes do not 
complement the neighbourhood because they do 
not fit into the traditional residential character of 
the rest of the homes on Pentrelew Place  

how their proposed development is 
SPRAWL because it brings the urban core to a 
traditional residential zone and to the heritage 
corridor 

*Note: There is no section 2.6 of the OCP. At the ADP meeting, they cited the RNA and were proud 

that they complied. Walk scores do not suggest anything – they are simply a measurement and there 
are properties for sale in the urban core that have better walk scores than this location.  

Why? They are aware you are all committed to the OCP and want to demonstrate compliance with it.  

Questions posed to Abstract at the Jan. 12 Community meeting: 

1. How does your proposal with 12 townhomes of 11 metres in height on 

approximately 80 m of street reflect the neighbourhood character when there are 

only 2 single family dwellings and 1 duplex on the remaining 60 m of 

Pentrelew Place? 

Abstract had no answer.  

2. How does the 6 storey building on the Heritage Corridor of Fort Street reflect 

the neighbourhood character of heritage homes beside and across the 

street and the 4 storey condo next door? 

Abstract had no answer.  

3. Would you consider reducing the number of townhomes to 8? 

Mike Miller: I can’t tell you off the top of my head.  

Questions for you to consider:  

1. Why would the community and City be expected to support this rezoning when it brings the 

urban core into a traditional residential and historic heritage corridor?  

2. Why would we approve Abstract’s request for a site specific zone when Victoria has close 

to 800 zone and the zoning by-laws were updated May 2016? Jonathan Tinney said at 
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the Dec. 1 Town Hall (timestamp at 1:52)that City is revising the zoning by-law to 

bring zoning in line with the local neighbourhood plans.  
3. Why is this location ideal for this type of proposal when Abstract is already developing a 6 storey 

building at Cook and Fort (in the urban core zone) and when there are so many proposed 

developments of higher density and scale but within the urban core that have better walk scores 

than this location?  

4. Why build such density, scale and height when Black and White has only sold 70% of 

their units?  

5. Why build such density, scale and height when the proposed buildings do not 

reflect the surrounding neighbourhood? 

 

3. Current v. proposed scale, height and density  

What they talked about What they didn’t talk about 
House across from the proposed townhomes is 

8.5 m v. 9.9 m of their proposed townhomes * 

house across from the proposed townhomes is 
actually, according to the way the City measures 

height (and corroborated by Alec Johnston) only 
7.54 meters, measured from the mid height of 
the land to mid-roof (which is within zoning by-
laws) 

referred to Building A (facing Fort) as 5 - 6 storeys what the height of the buildings next to on either 
side, and across from, the proposed 5 – 6 storey 
building referred to Building B (inset behind Building A 

and the 12 tall townhomes) as 4 - 5 storeys how the 4 – 5 storey building is stepping up 
instead of stepping down from the 4 storey 
buildings beside it on Rockland and Linden 

 

how 1050 Pentrelew already is stepping down 
from the condo building at the corner of Fort and 
Pentrelew 

how 1050 Pentrelew already fits into the 
neighbourhood height (and character) and zone 

How demolishing a healthy house (1050 
Pentrelew) goes against the OCP 

*Note: At the ADP meeting, however the height of the townhomes was 11 m 

Questions posed to Abstract at the Jan. 12 Community meeting: 

1. How does increasing the number of residences by 250% reflect a gradual increase in this type of 

residential area? 

Mike Miller’s response: * We are not increasing it by 250%. 

http://victoria.ca.granicus.com/MediaPlayer.php?view_id=2&clip_id=859
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2. Why is it that Abstract can apply for this rezoning when our own condo across the street cannot 

get any rezoning to build up? 

No response, although Abstract did admit to working with the City to adjust their plans to 

submit.  

*Note: in a follow up question, and using the numbers supplied by Sam Ganong, VP Abstract, a 

participant at the meeting demonstrated through mathematical calculations that in fact it was an 

increase of 300%.  

Questions for you to consider:  

1. Why build such density, scale and height when Black and White has only sold 70% of 

their units at Cook and Fort?  

2. Why build such density, scale and height when the proposed buildings do not 

reflect the surrounding neighbourhood? 

3. Why build such density, scale and height when the proposal does not warrant this type 

of overdevelopment of 300% in 1.7 acres of land?  

4. Why should Abstract be allowed to rezone when everyone else around the Truth 

Centre property must remain in compliance with the zoning by-laws? 

5. Why not wait until Rockland completes its Local Area Plan so that the zoning 

of this property is respected and remains in line with the vision of the 

Rockland Plan? 

4. Abstract’s compliance v. non-compliance with the OCP  

What they talked about What they didn’t talk about 
compliance with the OCP exactly which other sections they complied with 
referred to OCP section 2.6 about FSRs - in R3 
Zone: 2:1 and in R1B 1:1 

how they didn’t comply with many 
sections of the OCP (see attached table) 

*Note: There is NO 2.6 section in the OCP.  

Question for you to consider:  

Why would you accept this rezoning application when it clearly does not comply with so 

many sections of the OCP?  
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5. Abstract’s compliance v. non-compliance with the Rockland 

Neighbourhood Plan  

What they talked about What they didn’t talk about 

referred to the RNA as in conflict with the OCP * how they didn’t comply with any section 
of the RNP (see attached table) 

*Note: At the ADP meeting, they cited the RNA and were proud that they complied.  

Questions for you to consider:  
1. Why would you accept this rezoning application when it clearly does not comply with any 

sections of the RNP?  

2. Why would you accept this rezoning application before Rockland updates its RNP to 

its Local Area Plan due for completion early this year? 

6. Gains v. losses  
Rezoning 
proposal  

Gains: Community Losses: Community 

If passed Some revenue via city Heritage corridor 

Additional neighbours Traditional residence character 

Added safety Open green space 

 Community health 

Community engagement 

Too much increase in residences (300%) 

Breathing room in neighbourhood 

View will change for many residents for the 
worse 

Likely transient population in buildings: VRBO 
and Air BnB 

Not passed Retention of current zoning Open green space 

Commitment to Heritage Corridor Community health re: natural environment 

Commitment to the OCP  

Commitment to the RNA Plan 

Commitment to the neighbourhood 
character 

   

Question for you to consider:  

Why would you accept this rezoning application when there are more losses to the 

neighbourhood and to the City than there are gains?  
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Alicia Ferguson

Subject: RE: Abstract Development's Proposal for 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place

From: Lynnette Kissoon  
Subject: Abstract Development's Proposal for 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place 
Date: January 18, 2017 at 8:58:54 PM PST 
To: "Lisa Helps (Mayor)" <mayor@victoria.ca>, cthorntonjoe@victoria.ca, "Geoff Young (Councillor)" 
<gyoung@victoria.ca>, "Pam Madoff (Councillor)" <pmadoff@victoria.ca>, "Margaret Lucas (Councillor)" 
<mlucas@victoria.ca>, "Jeremy Loveday (Councillor)" <jloveday@victoria.ca>, "Ben Isitt (Councillor)" 
<bisitt@victoria.ca>, "Chris Coleman (Councillor)" <ccoleman@victoria.ca>, "Marianne Alto (Councillor)" 
<malto@victoria.ca> 
Cc: Bob June; Janet Simpson  
 
Dear Mayor Helps and Councillors Alto, Coleman, Isitt, Loveday, Lucas, Madoff, Thornton-Joe and Young,   
 
Please find attached my letter to you all requesting that you please reject Abstract Development's proposal for 
the Truth Centre site. I have also attached two tables which look at the developer's lack of compliance with the 
OCP and the Rockland Neighbourhood Plan respectively.  
 
Please understand that there are very valid reasons why the neighbours are adamantly against this proposal. I 
stand strong with them. 
 
I hope that the letter makes it easy for you to scan the details as I understand them and reflect as we have on the 
negative impact this proposal will have on the local neighbours, Rockland and the City of Victoria.  
 
The letters and tables have hyperlinks however, if any of you prefer to have the documents presented to you 
printed and in a package, I would be more than willing to hand deliver the packages to City Hall myself.  
 
Please email me and you will receive your package within 3 days.  
 
Thank you for taking the time to hear one voice that reflects many on this very contentious issue.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Lynnette Kissoon 
1025 Pentrelew Place 
 
PS: Warning: I am colourful and emphatic (smile).  
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Abstract Development’s proposal for the Truth Centre property at 1201 

Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place (Nov. 2016) 

v. 

The City of Victoria’s Official Community Plan (OCP) (June 2016) 
 indicates Abstract’s compliance   X indicates Abstract’s lack of compliance 

OCP Description  / X 

Section 2 Purpose, Scope and Linkages   

Scope 
p. 13 

The local Government act also permits an OCP to control and regulate 
new development in designated areas. For instance, this plan provides 
direction for form, character, exterior design and landscaping in 
Development Permit areas and Heritage Conservation areas. 

X 

Plan Linkages – 
Regulatory By-laws 
p. 15 

Regulations that govern public and private activities within areas of 
municipal jurisdiction, such as land use, building, subdivision and 
development, nuisance, business licensing, and animal control. Bylaws 
with the OCP are detailed in Section 19 – Plan administration. 

 

Section 19 Plan Administration  

p. 128 
 
 

19.4  That review and update of the Zoning Bylaw is strategically 
undertaken in the following ways:  

 

19.4.1  On a site-by-site basis, primarily in response to rezoning 
applications  

 

19.4.2 On a local area basis, primarily to support local area plans  X 

19.4.3 On a topic basis, primarily to achieve policies of this plan   

19.4.4 On a city-wide basis, if resources and Council priorities permit  

19.5 Rezonings should be generally consistent with the Urban Place 
Guidelines of this plan, and advance the objectives and policies of the 
Official Community Plan [See also Section 6 – Land Management and 
Development].  

X 

19.6 Variances for site-specific conditions may be appropriate where 
the objectives and policies of this plan are advanced. 

X 

Section 6: Land Management and Development  

Overview p. 33, 34,  
 
 

However, as a built-out city, a key challenge is to balance the 
accommodation of new development and population and 
employment growth with other values such as the retention of 
heritage resources, the provision of open space and the enhancement 
of the urban forest, all within a limited land base. However, forecast 
growth of approximately 20,000 additional residents by 2041 is 
expected to reach Victoria’s capacity available under existing zoning 
for new ground-oriented residential and exceed that for apartments, 
running the risk that housing will become increasingly more expensive 
as available capacity is depleted. To address these challenges, the plan 
seeks to focus anticipated future population and employment growth 
to support development of a strong downtown core that retains its 
predominant role in the regional economy, enhance and expand the 
network of Urban Villages and Town Centres, link thriving 

X 

https://tender.victoria.ca/tempestprod/ourcity/Prospero/Details.aspx?folderNumber=REZ00525
http://www.victoria.ca/EN/main/departments/planning-development/community-planning/official-community-plan.html
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employment districts with high capacity and frequent public transit 
service, while conserving traditional residential character and 
enhancing quality of place. 

S. 6.1.5 p.36 
 

Traditional Residential consists primarily of residential and accessory 
uses in a wide range of primarily ground-oriented building forms 
including single, duplexes, townhouses and row-houses, house 
conversions, and low-rise multi-unit residential and mixed-use 
buildings up to three storeys in height located along arterial and 
secondary arterial roads. 

X 

Figure 8:  Urban 
Place Guidelines – 
p. 38 

Traditional Residential - Ground-oriented buildings up to two storeys  X 

Houses with front and rear yards X 

 with variable setbacks X 

 oriented to face the street   

Variable landscaping   

and street tree planting X 

On-street parking   

and individual driveways. X 

Total floor space ratios up to approximately 1:1. X 

Local Area Planning 
Priorities 
p. 48 

Rockland is a Priority 2 for Local Area Planning  

Urban and  
Traditional 
residential, p. 49 

6.22 For areas designated Traditional Residential, consider new 
development, infill, and redevelopment consistent with the density 
and use ranges established in this plan, permitting their increase only 
as this plan provides or following the completion of a new local area 
plan for the area, and the subsequent amendment of this plan to give 
it effect [See Also Section 19 – Plan Administration].  

X 

6.23  Generally support new development in areas designated Urban 
Residential that seeks densities toward the upper end of the range 
identified in Figure 8 where the proposal significantly advances the 
objectives in this plan and is:  

 

6.23.1 within 200 metres of the Urban Core; or  X 

6.23.2 within 200 metres of Town Centres or Large Urban Villages; or  X 

6.23.3 along arterial or secondary arterial roads.  

Measuring progress The following targets should be considered in measuring progress 
towards the plan’s land management and development objectives: 
6.33.1  Victoria accommodates a minimum of 20,000 additional 
residents from 2011 to 2041;  

 

6.33.2  The Urban Core accommodates a minimum of 10,000 
additional residents from 2011 to 2041;  

 

6.33.3  Victoria accommodates a minimum of 20% of the region’s 
cumulative new dwelling units to 2041;  

 

6.33.4  The Urban Core accommodates a minimum of 10% of the 
region’s cumulative new dwelling units to 2041; and,  

 

6.33.5  A minimum 90% of all dwelling units are within 400 metres 
either of the Urban Core, a Town Centre or an Urban Village by 2041 

 

Comment [LMK1]: Pentrelew is not an 
arterial road, Fort Street is a secondary 
arterial road. Abstract’s proposal seeks 6 
stories along Fort and 3 along Pentrelew.  

Comment [LMK2]: for visitors 

Comment [LMK3]: ? 

Comment [LMK4]: Therefore we 
should have that plan in place before any 
development is considered 

Comment [LMK5]: Which means that 
of the remaining 10, 000 residents, the 
300 residents that could live in Abstracts 
Property represents .03% on # acres of 
land.  
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Section 3: Vision, Values and Goals  

Figure 8 p. 17 Rockland in Remainder of the city: 
10% of population  growth  

X 

approximately  2,000 new people by 2041  

Plan values p. 18 3.4 Inclusivity and Accessibility: respect and respond to the 
perspectives, values and needs of Victoria’s many individuals, groups 
and communities. 

X 

3.5  Life Cycle Planning: anticipate the needs of citizens throughout  
their lives 

 

3.7 Community Capacity Building: Strengthen the natural, human, 
economic, social and cultural resources of Victoria to build, develop 
and shape a resilient community. 

X 

3.8 Strong Local Communities: Support and enhance the sense of 
place and community, and the uniqueness of Victoria’s 
neighbourhoods. 

X 

3.10 Engaged Citizens: actively engage citizens and community 
stakeholders and value and respect their contributions. 

/X 

Plan goals, p. 18 The efforts of many partners with powers well beyond the planning 
and land use responsibilities of the City, including those  of senior 
government, business, neighbouring jurisdictions, and the community 
at large, must align to secure the vision of Victoria’s future that these 
goals describe. 

/X 

Figure 4: Plan Goals 
by Topic Area p. 19, 
20 

Land Management and Development: C. neighbourhoods include 
centres of economic activity that serve the needs of residents within 
walking, wheeling or cycling distance. 

X 

Transportation and Mobility: B. Victorians move freely and efficiently 
via a safe, integrated and convenient network of public transit, bike 
routes, and a supportive, inviting pedestrian realm in preference to 
driving alone. 

X 

Placemaking: B. Victoria’s cultural and natural heritage resources are 
protected and celebrated. 

X 

Parks and Recreation: A. Victoria is an active community where 
everyone enjoys convenient access to community parks, open spaces, 
facilities, amenities and programs close to where they live. 

X 

Environment: A. Victoria’s urban environment, including urban 
forests, and public and private green spaces support healthy and 
diverse ecosystems. 

X 

Housing and Homelessness: A. all residents have access to 
appropriate, secure, affordable housing. B. a wide range of housing 
types, tenures and prices gives residents choices. 

X 

X 

Community Well Being: D. Victorians know their neighbours, are 
connected to communities of interest and have diverse opportunities 
for social interaction. E. Victorians can support themselves and their 
neighbours in difficult times. G.  Victorians are healthy and have a 
network of health-related amenities, facilities and programs to 
promote wellness and meet the needs  of all levels of mental and 
physical care 

X 

Comment [LMK6]: This area of 
Rockland would experience at 300% 
increase 

Comment [LMK7]: 300 additional 
residents of 2000 equals 0.15% of 
population growth in the Truth Centre 
property. 

Comment [LMK8]: If AD’s target buyer 
are retirees, why would they want to live 
in multistory homes in an earthquake 
prone zone that has an elevator? 

Comment [LMK9]: This proposal 
engaged us but we were not respected or 
valued in the process.  

Comment [LMK10]: We have aligned; 
it is yet to be seen if our concerns re: 
securing the vision of Victoria will be 
heard.  

Comment [LMK11]: Rockland does 
not have a community centre 

Comment [LMK12]: Adding 100 cars 
entering the property puts pedestrians 
and cyclists at increased risk when cars 
exit the property on Fort.  

Comment [LMK13]: Removal of 
cherished open green space with 
protected trees 

Comment [LMK14]: Current Rockland 
residents won’t have access to this space.  

Comment [LMK15]: Is the site 
currently an urban forest? 

Comment [LMK16]: AD landscaping 
and that many parking spots do not 
support healthy ecosystems. Removing 
those current trees violates an ecosystem 
already in place (wildlife, birds, people, 
plants) 

Comment [LMK17]: Rockland does 
not have a community centre 
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Emergency Management: C. Victorians can rely on significant local 
sources for food, energy and materials to meet daily needs under 
emergency conditions. 

X 

Plan Administration: A. Corporate and community decision-making 
processes are clear and open to the public. B. Victorians are 
interested, informed, empowered and involved in their communities 
and the process of democratic governance. (also referenced under 
Adaptive Management, and Monitoring and Evaluation) 

X 

Local Area Planning A. Corporate and community decision-making 
processes are clear and open to the public. B. Victorians are 
interested, informed, empowered and involved in their communities 
and the process of democratic governance. 

X 

Section 4: Context and Challenges X 

p. 21, 22  “Figure 5, the proportion of Victorians over the age of 65 is anticipated 
to increase dramatically, from 17% to 29% of the total population. At 
the same time, the proportion of children and young adults is 
anticipated to decline.” 

 

Arts and Culture arts and cultural industries currently represent four 
to six percent of Victoria’s economy, and are expected to have modest 
growth to 2031. The sector continues to face the challenge of 
insufficient public and private funding. While Victoria remains the 
regional centre for arts and culture facilities, events and activities, the 
arts community faces relatively high costs for rental space, and limited 
availability of suitable venues. 

X 

 Emergency Management The top two natural hazards for Victoria are 
earthquakes and severe windstorms. There is a 32% likelihood of a 
damaging earthquake event in the city before 2054. A disaster of this 
level is a major threat to life and property. Infrastructure, including 
buildings and structures related to utilities and underground services, 
may require extensive reconstruction in community recovery after a 
disaster. 

X 

Section 5:  Regional Context  Statement  

Overview, p. 24, 26 This regional context statement illustrates how Victoria implements 
the eight strategic directions of the current regional Growth Strategy 
(RGS, 2003): 

 

3.  Protect regional Green and Blue Space 
The plan also provides policy guidance to the development of an urban 
Forest Master Plan, and gives policy consideration to the ecological 
services performed by natural systems. [See Sections 9 – Parks and 
Recreation; and 10 – Environment] 

X 

Section 9: Parks and Recreation  

Overview p. 74 Parks, open spaces and recreational facilities serve many different 
uses in an urban environment. 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.  

X 

Comment [LMK18]: Removal of open 
public accessed greenspace means no land 
to develop for food in case of long term 
emergency in which we are cut off from 
the mainland. Nor does it support the 
Growing in the City initiative.  

Comment [LMK19]: I recommend we 
all read this page as it adds to the points 
made in Section 3, Figure 4, p. 19 

Comment [LMK20]: An argument for 
the Art Gallery to use existing space, 
retain public open green space and create 
an Arts Triangle – tourist attraction.   

Comment [LMK21]: Adding this 
massive development to the property 
would mean massive reconstruction in a 
post-earthquake Victoria.   

Comment [LMK22]: New regional 
strategy was supposed to be completed in 
2013 and the OCP was supposed to align 
with it. Was it? 

Comment [LMK23]: Removing one of 
Rockland’s only green spaces and one of 
Victoria’s only green space along Fort from 
the harbour to this location will eliminate 
this.  
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Broad objectives p. 
75 

9 (c) That parks, open spaces and facilities contribute to the 
enhancement and restoration of ecological functions. 

X 

9.3 Seek opportunities to partner with other levels of government, 
private industry, school boards, community agencies and individuals to 
acquire or gain access to land for park and outdoor recreational use. 

X 

9.5 recognize the city’s recreation system as a vital part of the regional 
network of parks, open space, trails and recreational facilities.  

X 

9.6  Cultivate partnerships with community organizations, the private 
sector, other levels of government and the public to enhance the long-
term sustainability and viability of parks and open spaces [See also 
Section 10 – Environment]. 

X 

Section 10 Environment  

Overview, p. 79 Overall, the urban forest – both native and introduced – has declined 
over time, and only 18% of Victoria is currently well or heavily treed. 

X 

The plan also aims to mitigate air, noise and light pollution where 
possible and within the City’s capacity to act. 

X 

Broad objectives, p. 
80 

10 (e) That citizens develop an ethic of environmental stewardship and 
responsibility.  

 

10 (f) That air, noise and light pollution are mitigated where possible. X 

10.2.4  Consider designating Development Permit areas for the 
purpose of environmental protection; and, 

X 

10.5 Enhance the adaptive capacity of ecosystems and the urban 
forest to withstand climate change impacts through increasing the use 
and diversity of native and climate change adapted species on both 
public and private lands [See also Section 12 – Climate Change and 
Energy]. 

/ X 

Air, Noise and Light 
pollution p. 83 

10.15 Work with senior levels of government, regional partners, public 
agencies, businesses, community organizations and residents to 
address issues related to air, noise and light pollution and their 
impacts on public and ecological health, within the City’s jurisdiction. 

X 

Section 12 Climate Change and Energy  

Overview p. 90 Some examples of potential climate change impacts in Victoria 
include: damage to property and infrastructure from more frequent 
and intense storm events or sea level rise; adverse health impacts in 
vulnerable populations due to increased incidence and intensity of 
heat waves; and, loss of ecosystem functions due to warmer, drier 
summer weather. 

X 

Broad objectives, p. 
91 

12 (b)   That the community is prepared for climate change through 
adaptation planning that reduces future impacts on public health, 
property and the natural environment. 

X 

2.3.5   Develops and maintains a comprehensive greenhouse gas 
inventory that measures, analyzes and reports on emission levels in 
the community and evaluates the progress toward reduction targets 
on a routine basis; and  

 

Comment [LMK24]: Open Space 
definition: Land that is generally publicly-
accessible, other than City parks. Includes 
private lands, public lands and other City-
held property, such as greens and street 
rights of way. p. 76 

Comment [LMK25]: Can the City 
purchase the lot to maintain this 
greenspace while providing opportunity 
for commercial, community, spiritual and 
artistic expression on the site – seek to 
renovate rather than eliminate the site.  

Comment [LMK26]: There will be no 
opportunity for the public to enjoy this 
space as it does now.  

Comment [LMK27]: We have tried 
and we would like to try again but this 
proposed development will eliminate that.  

Comment [LMK28]: So why blast a 
heavily treed area and replace it with little 
trees, shrubs and rooftop gardens? This 
does not make sense.  

Comment [LMK29]: This will be an 
issue during the construction stage of over 
three years!  

Comment [LMK30]: Abstract will add 
more small trees but they will also blast 
extensively which can kill even more trees. 
So these little trees won’t really be added, 
they will simply be a replacement.  

Comment [LMK31]: Many of the 
immediate residents are retired and 
elderly. Blasting will kill more trees than 
designated within the 10 year period post-
blasting.  

Comment [LMK32]: What about 
damage to property and infrastructure 
due to blasting? 

Comment [LMK33]: Currently the old 
growth trees help with the heat and add 
to the overall health of the residents 

Comment [LMK34]: Will be 
completely lost if the trees are blasted.  

Comment [LMK35]: We are losing an 
important natural environment 

Comment [LMK36]: Boston University 
Report that tall trees help with reducing 
greenhouse gases: 
http://www.bu.edu/sustainability/trees-
of-life-can-forests-save-the-earth-from-
greenhouse-gases/  

http://www.bu.edu/sustainability/trees-of-life-can-forests-save-the-earth-from-greenhouse-gases/
http://www.bu.edu/sustainability/trees-of-life-can-forests-save-the-earth-from-greenhouse-gases/
http://www.bu.edu/sustainability/trees-of-life-can-forests-save-the-earth-from-greenhouse-gases/
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12.3.6   Develops and maintains a risk and vulnerability assessment of 
local impacts of climate change to inform policies, targets and actions 
for adaptation planning 

 

Measuring 
Progress, p. 93 

12.23  The following target should be considered in measuring 
progress towards the plan’s climate change and energy objectives:  

 

12.23.1 That greenhouse gas emissions within Victoria are reduced by 
a minimum of 33% below the 2007 levels by 2020. 

X 

Section 7 Transportation and mobility  

Overview, p. 51 Over the next 30 years, a large proportion of the anticipated 20,000 
new residents are expected to be over the age of 65, a population 
more dependent upon mobility alternatives to the automobile. 

X 

Broad objectives, p. 
52 

7 (a) That travel modes function effectively together as a system 
where road right-of-ways are designed and managed to give priority to 
pedestrians, cyclists, public transit, and commercial vehicles over 
single occupancy vehicles. 

X 

Walking, cycling 
and other personal 
mobility, p. 58 

7.16.1  undertaking right-of-way improvements that enhance 
pedestrian and cycling priority and comfort; 

X 

7.19.7 Updating the Zoning Bylaw and other City standards to require 
the provision of bicycle parking and facilities as a condition of 
development. 

X 

Measuring 
progress, p. 63 

7.30.2  a minimum of 60% of all trips by Victoria residents take place 
by walking, cycling and public transit by 2041; 

 

Section 8 Place making, Urban design and Heritage  

Overview, p. 64, 65 Victoria is a special place. The land on which Victoria stands is the 
traditional territory of the Songhees and Esquimalt First nations.  
The City of Victoria’s location on the southern tip of Vancouver Island 
provides geographic constraints that have resulted in a compact, 
dense urban form characteristic of larger cities, yet provides access to 
nature, open spaces and a quality of life often associated with smaller 
communities. Victoria has the best of both worlds. 
Beyond Downtown, the neighbourhoods of Victoria offer idyllic 
settings for residents, each neighbourhood with its own sense of 
place. 
Victoria’s compact built form and the presence of large historic areas 
contribute to sustainability by providing efficient land use patterns, a 
built environment that can be navigated on foot or by bicycle, and 
conservation of cultural and heritage resources with value for present 
and future generations. 

X 

… Heritage Conservation areas that provide for urban design control in 
designated areas of the community. *urban design includes heritage 
conservation 

X 

Broad objectives p. 
65 

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. 

X 

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. 

X 

Comment [LMK37]: How can Victoria 
achieve this when they want to increase 
the population which brings with it 
increase in cars, energy consumption, 
greenhouse gas emission while reducing 
or blasting away tall and old growth trees? 

Comment [LMK38]: Wheelchair 
accessible or other mobility alternatives? 
AD has not talked about bikes since the 
first meeting – we’ve heard about parking 
lots and underground parking though 
which means a priority on cars. There is a 
contradiction here.  

Comment [LMK39]: Adding one 
hundred cars to the site will impact all of 
this 

Comment [LMK40]: If allowed, can 
we make Pentrelew place one way going 
north? Can we ask that the exit from the 
property going on to Fort forces drivers to 
turn East instead of trying to get onto 
Ormond which increases risk to 
pedestrians, cyclists and drivers.  

Comment [LMK41]: Why so many 
parking lots on the site? 
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8 (g) That a sense of place is developed and enhanced through urban 
design features. 

 

8 (i) That heritage values are considered in land management at every 
scale from sites to local areas.  

X 

8 (j) That heritage property is conserved as resources with value for 
present and future generations.  

X 

8 (k) That streetscape improvements include art in public places and 
reflect the culture and heritage of Victoria.  

 

8 (l) That heritage and cultural values are identified, celebrated, and 
retained through community engagement. 

X 

City form p. 66 8.4 Maintain views of identified heritage landmark buildings from the 
public realm through careful consideration of new development within 
a 90 or 180 metre radius as defined on Map 8. 

X 

8.5 Continue to consider the heritage value and special character of 
areas, districts, streetscapes, cultural landscapes and individual 
properties in local area plans and related studies [See Also Section 6 – 
Land Management And Development].  

X 

8.6 Conserve and enhance the heritage value, character and special 
features of areas, districts, streetscapes, cultural landscapes and 
individual properties throughout the city [See Also Section 9 – Parks 
And Recreation]. 

X 

8.10 Maintain, update and create design guidelines for Development 
Permit areas and Heritage Conservation areas that provide direction 
for design of commercial, industrial, multi-unit and intensive 
residential development including infill, and exterior alterations and 
new additions to heritage property.  

 

8.11 Determine the heritage value of areas, districts, streetscapes, 
cultural landscape and individual properties using the Victoria Heritage 
Thematic Framework as identified in Figure 12.  

X 

8.12 Seek opportunities to partner and collaborate with the Songhees 
and Esquimalt First nations on place making initiatives that 
acknowledge and celebrate traditional territory and cultural values of 
First Peoples [See Also Section 16 – Arts And Culture]. 

X 

Areas and Districts, 
p. 69 

8.27  Develop and regularly update statements of significance for 
historic areas and districts to inform local area plans and design 
guidelines  for Development Permit areas and Heritage Conservation 
areas 

X 

 8.29 Maintain and enhance the heritage character and special features 
of Traditional residential areas through incentives for heritage-
designated houses [See Also Section 13 – Housing And Homelessness 
And Section 14 – Economy]. 

X 

Streetscapes and 
open spaces, p. 71 

8.39  Define streets as public space by respecting building height ratios 
proportionate to street width as shown in Figure 13, framing streets 
with a combination of building forms and tree canopies as appropriate 
and as may be further detailed in local area plans. Allow for variations 
in building frontage to street width ratios across the City to 
acknowledge special conditions and local context. 

X 
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8.61 encourage private landscaped gardens in Development Permit 
and Heritage Conservation areas to contribute to Victoria’s identity as 
a city of gardens. 

X 

8.62  Develop and maintain a policy to identify and conserve heritage 
cultural landscapes on public and private lands, that [See Also Section 
9 – Parks And Recreation]:  

X 

8.62.1 Seeks to determine the heritage value, character and special 
features of cultural landscapes; and,  

X 

8.62.2 Provides guidance for alterations, while conserving heritage 
value, character and special features. 

X 

Section 13 Housing and Homelessness  

Overview, p. 94 These compact built environments will be focused in the urban Core, 
Town Centres and urban Villages and in close proximity to transit. 

 

Ownership housing, 
p. 98 

13.34 Promote a diversity of housing types to create more home 
ownership options such as multi-unit developments, the creation of small 
residential lots, street-oriented fee simple row-houses and other housing 
forms consistent with the guidelines in Figure 8. 

/ X 

Section 14 Economy  

Overview, p. 99 Victoria’s economy is largely based on government, tourism and 
commercial activities serving the local population. 

X 

Economic 
development and 
assets, p. 101 

14.7  Support innovation and reinvestment in community assets that 
attract investment and support economic activity, and that address 
barriers to economic performance, including, but not limited to: 
Victoria’s waterfront and its natural and heritage setting, arts, culture 
and recreation facilities, parks, infrastructure, housing that is 
affordable, schools, adult education opportunities and community and 
social services. 

X 

Tourism and visitor 
services, p. 104 

14.32 Continue to invest in the heritage character of the Downtown 
and other neighbourhoods through incentives for rehabilitation and 
seismic upgrades. 

X 

14.35 encourage the local tourism industry to position Victoria as a 
green and socially responsible visitor destination through the use of 
efficient, low emission fuels, carbon offsets, waste reduction, and 
similar initiatives. 

X 

Arts and culture,  p. 
105 

14.42  Foster the development of cultural hubs, with clusters of cultural 
industries and related activity in the arts, culture, and entertainment 
sector 

X 

14.43 Work with community partners to retain and enhance arts and 
cultural facilities and to maintain and expand professional arts 
companies. 

X 

 14.47 Continue to enable access to suitable locations for the film 
industry. 

X 

Section 15 Community well being  

Overview, p. 108,  The strength of a community relies on the well-being of all of its 
members. 

X 

Broad objectives, p. 
108 

Collectively, the plan’s policies work towards a healthy community, one 
that takes a holistic approach to improving not only social and health 

/X 

Comment [LMK42]: The Rose Garden 
at the back of the truth centre will be 
eliminated as will half of the tall trees.  

Comment [LMK43]: Cant his apply to 
protected trees and historically significant 
land? 

Comment [LMK44]: This location is 
not any of these types of designations.  

Comment [LMK45]: Abstract did that 
with Black and White at Cook and Fort 
which is in the urban core.  

Comment [LMK46]: Abstract has, but 
it does not comply with zoning and 
character of the neighbourhood. So this 
design is out of context. 

Comment [LMK47]: Rockland 
generates a lot of tourism and the truth 
centre is a place of interest. The Arts 
triangle suggestion is a boon to tourism 
while another ugly development is not.  

Comment [LMK48]: As suggested by 
creating a community centre that is arts 
oriented and provides a repository of local 
history including the multicultural 
influences on the island. Suggest a land 
swap to develop this land appropriately so 
that AD moves away from this heritage 
corridor and traditional residential to build 
his vision.  

Comment [LMK49]: Request to 
rehabilitate the truth centre as a centre 
that supports community wellbeing, 
including arts, community centre, spiritual 
wellbeing, local history museum – 
designate it a tourist destination that is 
part of the arts triangle. Such a centre 
would support 14.35. Opportunities for 
employment.  

Comment [LMK50]: AD is not 
contributing the current community’s 
well-being.  
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conditions, but also the community’s economic and environmental 
assets. 

Community 
development, p. 
109 

15.15  Work closely with community centres, seniors centres, 
community organizations, the public library, citizens and other partners 
to seek innovative opportunities to sustain, enhance and deliver 
community based recreational, educational, cultural and social 
programs  [ 

X 

Civic engagement, 
p. 110 

15.19  encourage effective public participation in City processes and 
service delivery by maintaining and implementing a Civic engagement 
Strategy that:  

 

15.19.1  Seeks out and facilitates the involvement of those potentially 
affected by or interested in a decision;  

 

15.19.2  Seeks input from participants in designing how they 
participate;  

 

15.19.3  Provides opportunities for those who are affected by  a 
decision to be involved in the decision-making process;  

/X 

15.19.4  Provides participants with the information they need  to 
participate in a meaningful way;  

X 

15.19.5  Promotes sustainable decisions by recognizing and 
communicating the needs and interests of all participants, including 
decision-makers;  

X 

15.19.6  Provides opportunities for the public’s contribution  to 
influence the decision; and,  

/X 

15.19.7 Communicates the outcome of public engagement processes 
[See Also Section 19 – Plan Administration]. 

/X 

Section 16 Arts and Culture  

Overview, p. 111 The arts and culture are central to social sustainability and attributes of 
community well-being and quality of life. Culture can be defined as 
practices and values, heritage and place, the arts, diversity and social 
history. 

 

Arts, culture and entertainment are projected to experience modest 
but steady growth over the next 20 years. 

X 

Broad objectives, p. 
112 

16 (c) That cultural diversity and cultural heritage are celebrated and 
sustained.  

X 

16 (d) That the arts are accessible to a broad diversity of people and 
groups.  

X 

16 (e) That a wide range of cultural spaces are available and affordable. X 

Cultural planning, 
p. 113 

16.7 Continue to foster community-led arts and culture programs that 
engage local residents, organizations and business owners. 

X 

 16.8 Seek opportunities to partner and collaborate with the Songhees 
and Esquimalt First nations on initiatives that acknowledge and 
celebrate the traditional territory and cultural values of First Peoples. 

X 

16.9.4  enhances support to local, non-profit groups engaged in arts or 
culture programs;  

X 

16.9.5  Sets targets for future cultural spaces, including new or 
upgraded civic, institutional and private facilities; and, 

X 

Comment [LMK51]: There is some 
economic benefit to the community but 
there is severe environmental losses too 

Comment [LMK52]: Rockland does 
not have any of these. 

Comment [LMK53]: So why remove a 
space that can accommodate all three and 
create a tourist attraction called the Arts 
Triangle? All of the following will be 
obstructed with this development. 

Comment [LMK54]: I will contact and 
ask if they know about this proposal and 
whether they would like to engage in the 
public hearings and decision making 
process.  
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16.9.6  Identifies tools to secure new cultural spaces, including: senior 
government funding; land donations; developer contributions, private 
donations; and, changes to regulations 

X 

Facilities, p. 114 16.14 Consider opportunities for new arts and culture facilities as part 
of  a capital plan for visitor destination development in partnership 
with senior governments, organizations and private developers. 

X 

16.17.4 Consider property tax exemptions for eligible arts and culture 
facilities. 

X 

Outdoor venues, p. 
114 

16.23 encourage the film and television industry to use public spaces as 
locations through city marketing and efficient regulatory processes. 

X 

Commercial space 16.26 Consider the use of City property for clustering of arts 
organizations through shared spaces for visual art and rehearsal 
studios, exhibitions and offices [See Also Section 9 – Parks And 
Recreation]. 

X 

Section 18 Emergency Management  

Overview, p. 120, 
121 

Local impacts of global climate change are projected to include summer 
heat waves and more intense and frequent precipitation in winter 
within the timeframe of this plan. Victoria is located within Seismic 
Zone 5, with Zone 6 as the greatest risk of seismic activity. There is a 
32% likelihood of a damaging earthquake event in the city before 2054. 

X 

An earthquake could disrupt access to and from Vancouver Island, 
which would threaten local and regional economic activity and 
community well-being generally. 

 

For example, Vancouver Island is dependent on ferry services for an 
estimated 90% of its food and food supply in Victoria is estimated to be 
sufficient for three days. The City is committed to being a disaster-
resilient community. 

 

Broad objectives, p. 
121 

18 (f) That the City is prepared for the short to long-term recovery from 
disaster events. 

 

Map 17, Seismic 
zones, p. 123 

We live in a non-seismic hazard zone.   

Emergency 
services, p. 124 

18.19 Consider upgrading or replacing Fire Hall no. 1 with a new facility 
that meets the present and future requirements of the Victoria Fire 
Department for service delivery. 

 

Section 20  Local Area Planning  

Overview, p. 130 … local area plans that are strategically focused on urban places that 
are experiencing or face the potential for major change, including in 
residential and employment-related land uses. While neighbourhood 
plans will continue to serve as one type of local area plan, additional 
options are outlined in this plan and include: “urban village plans”; 
“town centre plans”; “corridor plans”; and “district plans”. 

 

Local area plans are a key tool in the implementation of this plan, 
exploring local context and providing detailed direction for how to 
achieve the objectives outlined in this plan at a local level. 

 

Existing local area plans, such as neighbourhood plans, inform the 
creation of new local area plans. Once a new local area plan is 
complete, its broad objectives and policies are integrated with other 

X 

Comment [LMK55]: City do a land 
swap and own the land so that we can 
develop it to meet the needs of the 
community and the city.  

Comment [LMK56]: The mature tall 
trees help with cooling the temperatures 

Comment [LMK57]: Therefore it is 
important to preserve greenspace to grow 
food during the reconstruction phase post 
disaster.  

Comment [LMK58]: What would 
blasting do to the underlying rock – 
destabilize it and thus put us in an 
increased risk during an earthquake? 

Comment [LMK59]: Therefore City 
Council should wait until Rockland’s Local 
Area Plan is complete before making any 
decision about this property. By not 
allowing Rockland to develop its LAN, the 
development will eliminate any possibility 
of the following and thus be in violation of 
the OCP.  
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related existing plans, such as neighbourhood plans, through 
amendments for consistency. 

 Local area plans are strategically focused in areas of the city where 
major change is anticipated, including along transit corridors, in the 
urban Core, in urban Villages and Town Centres, and neighbourhoods. 

 

Additionally, the prioritization of local areas for planning will be 
reviewed at regular intervals to ensure changing circumstances are 
taken into account. 

X 

Broad Objectives, 
p. 131 

The local area planning policies of this plan collectively address seven  
broad objectives:  
20 (a) That local area plans are strategically focused on locations of 
existing or potential major change in land use, development and 
related topics. 

X 

 20 (b) That local area plans should be consistent with the goals and 
broad objectives in the OCP, through policies that respond to local 
contexts.  

X 

20 (c) That local area plans provide direction for present and future 
land use and development at various geographic scales, in alignment 
with the urban place designations and guidelines in this plan.  

X 

20 (d) That all local area plans consider a common set of planning and 
land use concerns, and related policy areas.  

X 

20 (e) That local area plans are developed through a common set of 
considerations that provides direction for the planning process.  

X 

20 (f) That public engagement is central to local area planning [See Also 
Section 15 – Community Well-Being, CIVIC Engagement].  

X 

20 (g) That adaptive management, as detailed in this plan, provides 
direction for local area plan updates, consistent with the OCP review 
cycle, to anticipate and strategically respond to change. 

X 

Plan types, scales 
and phasing, p. 133 

20.1 undertake a program of local area planning to advance the goals 
and broad objectives in this plan through the development and 
implementation of local area plans for locations with potential for 
major change at different geographic scales, as described in Figure 21.  

X 

20.2  each local area plan may be strategically focused on a 
neighbourhood, within a neighbourhood, or cross over neighbourhood 
boundaries, depending on the geographic scale of major change  in land 
uses that are anticipated, and its associated impacts.  

X 

20.4 review local area planning priorities at regular intervals, as 
consistent with the adaptive management section of this plan [See 
Section 22 – Adaptive Management]. 

X 

Plan content, p. 134 20.6  In the preparation of local area plans for those areas that include 
lands designated Town Centre, large urban Village, Small urban Village, 
urban residential and Traditional residential, give consideration to the 
following items, where appropriate to the scale of the local area plan:  

X 

20.6.1  land use management guidance to implement urban Place 
Designations at the local scale;  
20.6.2  Parks and open space;  

X 
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20.6.3  Housing, amenities and services suitable to a range  of incomes, 
household types and lifecycle stages; 

X 

20.6.4  local area character and identity;  X 

20.6.5  Heritage conservation;  X 

20.6.6  Development of joint community service agreements respecting 
parks and school sites;  

X 

20.6.7  new infill development and property additions that respond to 
the context of form and character in Heritage Conservation areas and 
Development Permit areas; 

X 

Plan amendments, 
p. 135 

20.11 all local area plans will be considered by Council for adoption by 
resolution, with a non-statutory public hearing included in the process 
[See Figure 2: Plan Linkages].  

X 

20.12 When a local area plan is approved by Council, the Official 
Community Plan may be amended as warranted for plan consistency.  

X 

20.13 Where a new local area plan is inconsistent with an existing local 
area plan, the latter is amended or rescinded as required for plan 
consistency [See Figure 20].  

X 

20.14 amend existing local area plans over time to align them with the 
broad objectives and policies of this plan.  

X 

20.15 Decisions to amend existing local area plans, including 
neighbourhood plans, should generally support the neighbourhood 
directions in this plan as summarized for reference in Section 21. 

X 

   

 

Comment [LMK60]: The proposed 
purchase price is not consistent with a 
range of incomes. Upper range yes, not 
lower or affordable.  
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Abstract Development’s proposal for the Truth Centre property at 1201 

Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place (Nov. 2016) 

v. 

Abstract’s proposal v. Rockland’s Neighbourhood Plan (1987) 
 indicates Abstract’s compliance   X indicates Abstract’s lack of compliance 

Section Description  / X 

1 Major recommendations  

Open 
letter 

Its focus is on the conservation of the essential character of Rockland while 
providing for limited growth and change.  

X 

…residents are further encouraged to discuss, comment and suggest improvements 
on them…will represent the realistic aspirations of many interests and will have the 
best possible opportunity for successful implementation.   

X 

1.1, 1.2 Calls for retaining R1-A and R1-B zoning X 

1.9 City should examine opportunities for the provision of new public park areas as the 
amount of neighbourhood/community park space in Rockland is significantly below 
City standards.  

X 

1.10 Wherever possible, Rockland’s unquiet and attractive neighbourhood features, (e.g. 
heritage buildings, streetscape and landscape features) should be retained and 
enhanced.  

X 

2 Housing objectives and policies  

2.1.1 Retain the R1-A zoning which encourages diversity of population and housing while 
helping to maintain the neighborhood’s heritage and estate character.  

X 

2.1.2 No City initiated change is warranted in the boundaries of the R1-A, R1-B and 
apartment zoning in Rockland.  

 

2.1.3 Retain existing subdivision regulations and guidelines in the R1-A zoned areas of 
Rockland (which include requirements for large lots, the provision of breathing 
room for existing houses, the retention of views towards traditional houses and the 
conservation of other heritage features).  

X 

2.1.9 The conversion of houses built before 1931 to adult and child care facilities in the 
R1-A, R1-B zoned areas of Rockland should continue to be permitted.  

X 

2.1.10 The scale of the next generation of apartments along Fort street and Oak Bay 
Avenue should be related to the residential properties to the south.  

X 

2.1.11 Low density town housing permitted under the R1-A zoning is desirable alternative 
to subdivision and should be retained as it provides greater flexibility for sensitive 
site development and the retention of Rockland’s estate character.  

X 

2.1.16 Stacked town housing along the Fort Street and Oak Bay avenue frontages of the 
neighbourhood may be a desirable alternative to apartment redevelopment.  

X 

2.2 Roads and traffic objectives and policies  

2.2.1 The existing road system around and within the neighbourhood is adequate to 
meet future traffic demands for the next decade at least.  

X 

2.2.4 Given Rockland’s unique and varied road pattern enforcement of city parking and 
traffic regulations is particularly important.  

X 

2.3 Heritage buildings and other neighbhourhood features – objectives and policies  

2.3.3 Rockland’s unique and attractive neighbourhood features should be retained and X 

Comment [LMK1]: No traffic study 

https://tender.victoria.ca/tempestprod/ourcity/Prospero/Details.aspx?folderNumber=REZ00525
http://www.victoria.ca/assets/Departments/Planning~Development/Development~Services/Documents/neighbourhoods-rockland-plan.pdf
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enhanced.  

2.3.4 Wherever possible natural and man-made streetscape and landscape features such 
as rock outcrops, mature trees, stone walls, fences, gateposts etc. should be 
retained.  

X 

2.3.5 Neighbourhood views should be maintained particularly public views towards 
buildings of architectural and heritage merit.  

? 

2.4 Architecture objectives and policies  

2.4.1 Excellence in architectural design and construction that is compatible with the 
character and high quality of the Rockland environment should be encouraged.  

X 

2.4.2 City and neighbouring pride in Rockland’s unique architectural and historical 
character should be strengthened. 

X 

2.4.3 The architectural character of new development should complement nearby 
heritage sites.  

X 

2.4.6 The City should develop and publish design guidelines for town housing in Rockland, 
based on the architectural and landscaping principles identified in the 
neighbourhood.  

X 

2.5 Other land use objectives and policies  

2.5.1 The institutional and semi-institutional land uses in Rockland contribute greatly to 
the neighbourhood’s character and should be supported.  

X 

2.5.4 The height of any future redevelopment on existing commercially zoned sites along 
Fort Street and Oak Bay avenue should be in scale with the residential properties to 
the south.  

X 

2.6 Parks and public open spaces objectives and policies  

2.6.1 The retention of existing private green space is important as the amount of 
neighbourhood/community park space is below City standards.  

X 

3.0 Implementation  

3.1 City zoning/rezoning  

3.1.1 Rezone from R3-2 Multiple Dwelling District to R3AM-2 Mid Rise Multiple Dwelling 
on Fort Street to reduce size and height of future development (4 storeys).  

X 

3.2 Other city initiatives  

3.2.4 Develop and publish design guidelines for town housing in Rockland.  X 
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Alicia Ferguson

Subject: RE: Request that you consider the proposal for 1201 Fort/1050 Pentrelew with care

 
On Wed, Feb 22, 2017 at 11:26 PM, fern & jamie h wrote: 

Mayor, Councillors 
 
This is the first time I have written to any of you to express personal views on an issue that will come before 
council. 
 
I request that you skim through the attachment which is a visual pdf explanation of my views regarding the 
development proposal that has been submitted for 1201 Fort St and 1050 Pentrelew Place. 
 
I am not against development of this site.  I am saddened that an opportunity may be lost to really make 
something of a property that has the potential to contribute to the vision that Council has expressed through the 
Official Community Plan (OCP) that I support.   
 
I believe that the OCP provides a long-term vision for us all and it should be respected.  Exceptions should 
only be considered where you feel that a strong reason exists, such as a significant benefit to our collective 
well-being, the ability to address a social issue of importance, or in an exceptional and rare case where 
common sense suggests that approval of a minor exception respects the overall spirit and intent of the vision. 
 
With the subject proposal, the case for approving such a significant exception is unconvincing.  Two 
apartments of 5 and 6 stories and 12 overheight townhomes are proposed largely on traditional residential land, 
zoned for single family dwellings.  After numerous meetings and attempts to find compromises between local 
residents and the developer, only minor changes have been made and in spite of clear messages that many 
residents are not comfortable with the mass, size, density and the impact on traffic flows, the total number of 
units proposed has increased rather been reduced (from 91 to 93 units).  
 
I request that you review the attachment and consider asking the developer to submit a proposal that respects 
the OCP or makes a contribution to our collective well-being that makes an exception worthwhile.  I hope the 
arguments presented are clear, but if not, I would welcome the opportunity to explain any aspect to you. 
 
 
Jamie Hammond 
1000 Pentrelew Place 
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Alicia Ferguson

Subject: RE: Abstract Development's proposal for development of Truth Centre and compliance 
with the rezoning process

 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: Lynnette Kissoon   
Date: 11 January 2017 at 09:43 
Subject: Fwd: Abstract Development's proposal for development of Truth Centre and compliance with the 
rezoning process 
To: Jason Johnson <jjohnson@victoria.ca>, Janet Simpson, Pamela Madoff <pmadoff@victoria.ca>,  
Cc: cthornton-joe@victoria.ca, gyoung@victoria.ca, mlucas@victoria.ca, jloveday@victoria.ca, 
bisitt@victoria.ca, ccoleman@victoria.ca, malto@victoria.ca 

Good morning Mr. Johnson,  
 
I live on Pentrelew Place and am a very concerned and engaged resident particularly with Abstract's proposal 
for 1201 Fort and 1050 Pentrelew Place.  
 
I am forwarding an email I wrote to Jonathan Tinney which he would have received on Monday. I am also 
cc'ing Mayor and Council on this email to you as they were cc'd in the email below. I have also cc'd Bob June 
from whom you have received recent inquiries regarding the special ADP meeting focusing on Abstract 
Development's proposal called for today prior to the community meeting Abstract will be having with us 
tomorrow.  
 
I have also included a link to this news article about when you were hired in 2014 a mere three years ago.  
 
http://www.vicnews.com/news/258981911.html Here is an extraction from that article:  
 
Coun. Lisa Helps said she’s pleased to see Johnson applying fresh perspective to how city hall 
conducts its business, and said hiring Johnson was the best decision made by council since she was 
first elected in 2011. 

“Jason is really starting to break down that silo-based thinking,” Helps said. “One of the things I think 
is great is he’s out and about, always working in various departments and working in satellite offices 
with his iPad. He’s getting to know people.” 

At a meeting with council last week, Johnson revealed another change he’s implementing: requiring 
each department to create operational plans so they can better co-ordinate projects and meet 
council’s strategic goals. 

“Up until now, council’s been receiving a look back, what each department has done in the past three 
months,” said Mayor Dean Fortin. “The introduction Jason is doing is linking operational plans to 
strategic initiatives, and that allows us to be forward-thinking and make adjustments before these 
projects get going.” 

Council also approved the creation of a city-developer roundtable that will include the land use chairs 
of each community association. Johnson also promised to review a concern brought forward by 
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Coun. Shellie Gudgeon, who said community association concerns are sometimes being dismissed 
by staff on new development projects. 

“One of the things Jason keenly understands is that residents don’t care if someone works for the 
parks or planning or whatever department, we all work for the City of Victoria,” Helps said. “He 
understands in a deep way what collaboration means and I’m already starting to feel a shift in the 
energy throughout the organization.” 

Can you please provide the residents who are impacted by Abstract's proposal some assurance that you 
and Mayor Helps are respectful of the rezoning application process and that the community engagement 
stage is critical in this process? 
 
Last January, the Times Colonist published this article about the Cook Street development proposal at 
Oliphant:  
 
 http://www.timescolonist.com/news/local/councillors-consult-design-panel-on-cook-street-village-condo-plan-
1.2161631 
 
Below is extracted from that article:  
 
 
Coun. Geoff Young said having the design panel look at the proposal “sends the message that we like 
this and with these changes it can go ahead,” adding that is not the case.  
 
“I believe changes that are a little more fundamental in terms of the overall massing and size of the 
project — which will go to the zoning in terms of height and density — will be required to make it 
work.” 

Mayor Lisa Helps wanted to see the design panel’s recommendations. 

“I’m curious. We have a design panel. It’s full of competent folks,” Helps said. 

“I say let’s send it there and see what comes back to us.” 

My questions to all of you are:  
 
1. How can you even consider design issues when a decision about the validity of rezoning is 
made? 
2. How does this special rezoning process biasing Abstract's proposal in line with the 
strategic initiatives in the OCP? 
3. What are you going to do to ensure that the process goes back on track so that the 
residents have their input considered FAIRLY? 
 
 
Please help the concerned residents understand. After all, you work for the City of Victoria and thus 
for the residents of Victoria.  
 
We look forward to your reply and not to your silence.  
 
Thanking you in advance, 
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Lynnette Kissoon 
 
 
---------- Forwarded message ---------- 
From: "Lynnette Kissoon" <lmkissoon@gmail.com> 
Date: Jan 9, 2017 8:14 PM 
Subject: Abstract Development's proposal for development of Truth Centre and compliance with the rezoning 
process 
To: <JTinney@victoria.ca> 
Cc: "Bob June" <thejunes@telus.net>, <mayor@victoria.ca>, <cthornton-joe@victoria.ca>, 
<gyoung@victoria.ca>, "Pam Madoff (Councillor)" <pmadoff@victoria.ca>, <mlucas@victoria.ca>, 
<jloveday@victoria.ca>, <bisitt@victoria.ca>, <ccoleman@victoria.ca>, <malto@victoria.ca> 

Dear Jonathan Tinney,  

 

In the spirit of transparency and in order to get us all on the same page, I have cc’d our Mayor, Councilors and 
Bob June.  

 

I am a resident of Pentrelew Place and I have attended Abstract Development’s meetings held at the Truth 
Centre since last year. At the first meeting, I was interested in learning what Abstract had planned for the site. 
Since then, I have lost faith in Abstract’s development team led by Mike Miller and unfortunately in the City of 
Victoria’s Planning Department that you direct.  

 

Can you please answer the following questions for me (all of us)? I’ve contextualized the questions with some 
facts and impact (from my perspective based on the facts). 

Facts:  

1.       The City of Victoria Rezoning Application Form (May 2016) p. 3A states:  

“6. Community Consultation:  A Community Meeting was held with the Community Association Land Use 
Committee on ___________________________ (date). If the meeting has been held more than six months prior 
to submission, the application will be accepted at the discretion of the Director of Sustainable Planning and 
Community Development. If any changes have been made to the plans since the Community Meeting, two sets 
of “bubbled” plans which illustrate any changes must be submitted, one set of 22 x 28 cm (8.5” x 11”) and one 
set of 28 x 44 cm (11” x 17”).” 

2.       Abstract Development submitted a rezoning application on Sept. 27, 2016.  

3.       Rockland CALUC meeting was held October 17th.  

4.       Submission of rezoning application occurs after meeting with the community, and after CALUC has sent 
written notice to the Mayor, Council and Development services                .  
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5.       “Applications will not be accepted prior to the Community Meeting, except at the discretion of the 
Director of Sustainable Planning and Community Development.” Rezoning process flowchart, p. 5 
Rezoning Application Form. 

6.       Abstract’s community meeting is scheduled for January 12, 2017 

Impact: Abstract’s submission of the rezoning application September 2016 occurred 3.5 months prior to 
Abstract’s meeting with the community. Public perception of this process is that Abstract is being favoured in 
the rezoning application process. Public faith in the Planning Department’s ability to comply with the Rezoning 
application process is VERY LOW.  

Questions:  

1.       As Director of Sustainable Planning and Community Development, who are you accountable to with 
respect to your decision making?  

2.       Did you apply discretion in deciding to allow Abstract to apply for rezoning before CALUC had a chance 
to submit the community meeting report? 

3.       What were the discretion criteria for making your decision? 

4.       Where do you log the rationale for your decision making?  

5.       Is this log publicly accessible?  

6.       Is it shared with our Mayor and Councilors? 

Facts:  

1.       Mike Miller, President of Abstract, is on the panel for the Advisory Design Panel (ADP). 

2.       The ADP meets to provide advice to the Planning and Land Use Committee (PLUC) on the merits of a 
plan; PLUC then makes recommendations to the Council.  

3.       The next regularly scheduled ADP meeting is January 25th however a special ADP meeting was called for 
January 11, 2017.  

4.       The Council is scheduled to meet January 12, 2017.  

5.       Abstract’s meeting with the community is also scheduled for January 12, 2017.  

Impact: There is public perception of bias with respect to the special ADP meeting called for Wednesday 
January 11 to discuss the merits of Abstract Development’s designs and request for rezoning at 1201 Fort Street 
and 1050 Pentrelew Place. Mike Miller, as an ADP member, presents a conflict of interest with the purpose of 
the ADP because he is the president of Abstract. There appears to be bias by the Planning Department in favour 
of Abstract Development with the change in the rezoning process for this project. If the Mayor and Council 
participate in this special revised rezoning process, it may appear that they are also biased in favour of Abstract 
Development and may not hear the community’s very real concerns about Abstract’s proposal. The public is 
losing faith with the City.  
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Questions:  

1.       Who called the special ADP meeting? 

2.       Will Mike Miller recuse himself from the ADP meeting on Wednesday? 

3.       What time will that meeting take place? And where? 

4.       Are members of the public allowed to attend? If no, why not? 

5.       Will PLUC provide Council with recommendations on January 12 for Abstract’s rezoning application 
before it hears from the Rockland Neighbourhood Association (who will compile the community’s response to 
Abstract’s presentation also on the same date)? 

6.       If yes, how does that reflect the Rezoning process steps that developers have to follow? 

7.       Will the design discussed at the ADP special meeting be the same design shared with the community on 
January 12th? 

  

I look forward to hearing from you so that I can better gain clarity on the many confusing steps in the rezoning 
process specific to Abstract Development’s proposal for the Truth Centre site.  

  

Thank you in advance,  

  

Lynnette M. Kissoon 
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Alicia Ferguson

To: Lacey Maxwell
Subject: RE: Abstract Development's Proposal for 1201 Fort Street and 1050 Pentrelew Place

 
On Jan 18, 2017, at 8:58 PM, Lynnette Kissoon wrote: 
 
Dear Mayor Helps and Councillors Alto, Coleman, Isitt, Loveday, Lucas, Madoff, Thornton-Joe and Young, 
 
Please find attached my letter to you all requesting that you please reject Abstract Development's proposal for 
the Truth Centre site. I have also attached two tables which look at the developer's lack of compliance with the 
OCP and the Rockland Neighbourhood Plan respectively. 
 
Please understand that there are very valid reasons why the neighbours are adamantly against this proposal. I 
stand strong with them. 
 
I hope that the letter makes it easy for you to scan the details as I understand them and reflect as we have on the 
negative impact this proposal will have on the local neighbours, Rockland and the City of Victoria. 
 
The letters and tables have hyperlinks however, if any of you prefer to have the documents presented to you 
printed and in a package, I would be more than willing to hand deliver the packages to City Hall myself. 
 
Please email me and you will receive your package within 3 days. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to hear one voice that reflects many on this very contentious issue. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Lynnette Kissoon 
1025 Pentrelew Place 
 
PS: Warning: I am colourful and emphatic (smile). 
<Abstract Development v OCP Final LMK.pdf><Letter to Mayor and Council Jan 18 2017 Abstract Proposal 
1201 Fort Lynnette.pdf><Abstract Development v Rockland Neighbourhood Plan Final LMK.pdf> 
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Alicia Ferguson

Subject: RE: Rezoning Proposal for 1201 Fort/1050 Pentrelew 

From: Doug Woodall   
Date: April 6, 2017 at 8:46:51 AM PDT 
To: <mayorandcouncil@victoria.ca> 
Cc: <pmadoff@victoria.ca> 
Subject: Rezoning Proposal for 1201 Fort/1050 Pentrelew  

This morning Council will hear two reports from the planning department re: this proposed 
development. 
 
I wish to address the following as a nearby resident in Rockland: 
 
a) I endorse concerns forwarded by the Rockland Community Association including a letter in 
response to the plan that was submitted April 5th. Specifically, I ask that Council take very 
seriously the disputed points about green space; urban forest and walkways not being park; and 
the concerns about density; affordability; and design. 
 
b) There has not been a consultation with the community. There has been one "presentation" in 
an inadequately-equipped hall  
that was found at the last minute after having to be moved from an initial location that was too 
small. It was held on one of the coldest nights of the year and so many people who showed up at 
a first designated location could not stand around outside waiting for the second to be found.  
 
c) The proposal is so far from fitting the neighbourhood community plan and its current zoning 
that I consider it should be dismissed forthright.  
 
d) The anticipated additional traffic and parking does not take into account the small circular 
flow of Pentrelew including the increased volume that will wind itself to and from  Rockland or 
on the narrow street leading up to Moss St. adjacent to the Art Gallery. 
 
e) The plan with its huge size and anticipated number of homes ought to be considered in light of 
the proposed expansion of the Victoria Art Gallery where already it has been determined that 
there will be heavy demands for parking when events are held there and at the neighbouring 
Langham Court Theatre to the point where creative solutions are having to be found. 
 
f) Rockland has but one small pocket park, an anomaly for a community area. The city has 
recommendations for amount of park and green space, and this would be ideal for same to assist 
the Rockland area to come closer to that recommendation. What with its unique large trees and 
well-established vegetation, it would lend itself easily to same. Further, as someone who walks 
down Fort Street daily, it is my experience that it is the first place up from Cook Street where 
walkers including tourists can stop after climbing partway up the hill, take a breather, read their 
maps to orient themselves to the Gallery, the Castle and Government House. The expansion of 
the Art Gallery should attract even greater numbers of walkers who would use well-planned, 
friendly-user space.  
 
g) This is a unique property. I only wish is that it could have been used for the development of 
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community services such as day care or similar meeting space, or for housing non-profit service 
organizations if not held as park and green space in part or full. 
 
h) The proposed design for housing and condos does not reflect the older style and heritage 
designs in the neighbourhood.  
 
I urge you please to consider rejecting this first design by the developers. We all know that they 
have proposed a much larger development than will be accepted but are looking forward to 
Council compromising. I further urge that no development proceed unless it fits with the existing 
Rockland Community zoning and plan, or until the neighbourhood plan is revised in the up-
coming 18 months. This is just wrong, and represents the planned push by the developer and 
others to creep further up from Fort Street. 
Let's leave the condo / apartment 3-4 storey style on the north side of Fort and not create a 
corridor of same on both sides. Let's honour Rockland as one of Victoria's oldest and most 
beautiful neighbourhoods with its unique vegetation and trees as well as property designs.  
 
Respectfully submitted: 
 
Douglas E. Woodall 
Owner/Resident 
1011 Moss St., Victoria 
 
cc: Pamela Madoff, Liaison Councillor for Rockland 
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