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Name Date Comment
Dave and Wendy 
March

Feb 1, 2022 We are strenuously opposed to the proposed New Development Plan for 1001 King St. E., Kitchener. 
The development that is being proposed for the block framed by Ottawa/King/Bordon and Charles 
Streets, of a 30 story building, is totally incompatible with the area. Such a large tower being 'plopped' on 
top of an neighbourhood that is composed  mostly of older, single family homes, is completely at odds 
with the character of the area. 

The Ottawa Street corridor, along with King and Weber Streets, are already heavily trafficked. Erecting a 
multi storied building such as this, will add substantially to the traffic volume. This development, which 
holds 486 units, is in addition to the the proposed development on the property around the corner at 20 
Ottawa St. N.. That proposal is for another 26 story building, along with 3 or 4 shorter multi storey 
buildings, adding an additional 464 new residential units to our area. Such a combined influx of 
population cannot be handled in this neighbourhood! Traffic will be horrendous. 

As well, both proposals call for a significant lower ratio of parking spaces to units. Although the City 
Officials like to think that everyone is suddenly going to give up their vehicles to take public transit now 
that the ION is in operation, that is just not the case. We have a smaller apartment building (3 floors) in 
our neighbourhood that was given approval for expansion with that same thought in mind. They were 
allowed to add units to the building (basement), without adding parking spaces to account for an 
increase in vehicles. As a result we have tenants parking on the street in front of our homes constantly, 
and sometimes for days at a time over a weekend. It would not be a stretch to imagine that the same 
situation is going to occur if such a radically low amount of parking spaces are provided for the King St. 
building, 198 less parking spaces than housing units. Combined with the 121 less parking spaces are 
provided at the Ottawa St. development, we are going to be facing a monumental problem! Those new 
residents will be parking all over the neighbourhood streets and walking in. 
While we realize that development is going to happen no matter what, we strongly hope that these plans 
are revised to cut back on the volume of units in, and the number of stories of these buildings. Super 
towers do not belong in our neighbourhood.  However, if multi-storied units are inevitable, a scaled 
down version of the building, 12 or 15 stories, would be unquestionably better than 30 stories! 
Ultimately, an attractive development of Town Houses would be a preferable fit for the area.  
Sincerely,

------------------- Kitchener, Ont.
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Geoff Schwarz 
and Ivy Holt

Feb 10, 2022 Hello Craig, Debbie, Katie and Sarah,

I am a resident in the area of both of these developments.  I live at ----------------. in Kitchener.  I want to 
say that I openly support and welcome the development of the area.  What troubles me is the constant 
need to push the limits of the by-law.  What is the point of having zoning by-laws in place if developers 
push the limits without any sort of meaningful penalty?  As a homeowner, if I want to push the limits I have 
to go through the same steps and at a substantial personal cost.  I get that these larger developments 
have greater hoops to jump through but it seems to me that the costs of those hoops are too low as they 
all push the limits.  

So what concerns me about 1001 King Street is the five additional stories they are proposing.  What is 
wrong with the 25 in the by-law?  That additional height significantly impacts the shadowing of the building 
to the surrounding community.  The set-back limits of 20 Ottawa do not have an effect on me but it may on 
my neighbors.  The reduction of parking spaces for both is fine for me as I understand that alternative 
transit options are present.  

I would fully support these adjustments if these developers were forced to ensure that 5 - 10% of the units 
were affordable housing.  Why is the City not implementing a program to force developers to have a low 
percentage of units set aside for affordable housing?  I don't want to see a couple of trees added in order 
for them to have greater footprints and impacts on the community.  What I want to see is a more diverse 
community being able to live in these new buildings.  

So there you have it.  No support for either by-law adjustment from my household unless they have a 
minimum of 5% of the units go towards affordable housing.  

Cheers,
Geoff Schwarz and Ivy Holt

Robert Chlumsky Mar 23, 2023 Hi Katie

I am a resident on -------------------- and was in attendance at the public session this evening. Here are some comments 
on the development application at 1001 King St East put forth by MHBC Planning. In principal, intensification and 
reduced parking near transit is appropriate, and redevelopment of this site will bring a lot of potential growth to the 
neighbourhood. However, there are some concerns with this application in its current state that I would like to highlight 
below.

1. Commercial units should be maintained on the ground floor on both King and Charles St. There is no guarantee 
that live/work will provide any activation of the street. Further, this area is in need of commercial spaces.

2. There are significant concerns regarding the design of the tower. For example, the slab's proportion and size are 
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inappropriate for the site, and it should be redesigned based on the tall building guidelines. Any building of that height 
should be a point tower, not a slab, with stepbacks from the base. 

3. Given that there are plans for a future tower on the same site, these towers should be included in a master plan, 
and the cumulative impacts of the two towers should be considered together.

4. The redesign of the tower based on the tall building guidelines would also help mitigate the substantial shadow 
impacts of the building. I would like to request a copy of the shadow study and further information about the year-
round impacts, including a time lapse of how the development will impact the surrounding neighbourhood. 

5. A variety of rental unit types and sizes are needed in this development. Family friendly units, including three 
bedroom units, should be included. 

6. In the meeting, it was mentioned that the terminating vista was focused on the low building rather than the tower. 
However, based on the perspectives included in the Urban Design Brief, the vista from Onward Avenue draws 
significant attention to the massive tower and not the smaller heritage building. This objective does not seem to be 
met, and the design should be reconsidered to meet this stated goal.

7. There should be park and amenity space available to all in the community on this site.

8. Under existing conditions, it can already be very difficult to turn left onto King Street from Onward Avenue due to 
the queuing on King Street approaching Ottawa Street. This development will exacerbate this issue. Please include 
this intersection in your traffic study.

Thank you,

Robert Chlumsky, MASc., P.Eng.
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Armando Damiao Jan 24, 2022 Hello 
My name is Armando Damiao and I have lived on ----------------- in Kitchener for (26 Years). It has come to 
my attention that there is a proposal for new development in Ottawa between King and Weber.
I strongly believe that there is a need for rental housing in our region but having said that I am strongly 
opposed to a 30 story building in front of my house, and the added traffic that will cause in our 
neighborhood. We have young families on our street with young children. 

There will be blockage of sunlight in the morning that is vital, 
I am strongly not in favor of a 30 stories building in our quiet neighborhood. This needs to be discussed 
with further detail on noise pollution, traffic on our street etc

Thank you for your attention.
Am hoping that our City Councilor (Debbie Chapman) will agree with this.  
-- 
Armando Damiao

Murray 
Armstrong

Jan 22, 2022 Hello Ms. Anderl and Mr. Dumart,

I am a resident with a family of five living on --------------- and I wanted to express my concerns regarding 
the planned developments at 1001 King St East. and 20 Ottawa St N.

I understand the need for housing, and for intensification. I also supported the construction of the LRT and 
understand that one of the main reasons for its development was to encourage development along its 
corridor. I am also excited about the mixed use plans, as I believe that is the best approach to 
development. 

However, the size of both these projects is beyond anything reasonable. 30 Stories and 26 stories are 
incredibly high buildings, and is not appropriate directly adjacent to residential neighbourhoods. 10- 12 
story buildings are more reasonable like the one being built at 926 King St E. at Borden.

Additionally, the building at 1001 King St. E. in its current configuration will be almost 200 parking spots 
short relative to the number of residential units. That is only 59% availability! I am not sure where the cars 
will go?!? I know the hope is that people will take the ION instead, but that is a big shortfall, that will be a 
problem for the neighbourhood as people look for additional parking on neighbouring streets. Add to that, 
the plan to build a 26 story building around the corner at 20 Ottawa St. S. (approximately 200m away from 
each other) and the shortage of 131 parking being proposed there, and the problems will be compounded. 
Not to mention our neighbourhood will have 2 massive buildings surrounding us here on Onward, with no 
room for the cars to go.

I think it is interesting to point out that while these 2 projects are in such close proximity to each other, they 
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are in two different wards (9 and 10). Regardless of this fact, both building are in the same neighbourhood 
and should be considered that way.

I can not support either project as they are currently planned.

Please add me to the list of concerned citizens that would like to be involved and have a voice in the next 
steps for both these projects.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Regards,

Murray Armstrong
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Mike Sabo (summary of comments provided by phone call) Supports height and density on this site provided there is 
sufficient green space and streetscaping.  Supports widening to ensure sufficient road with and provision 
of appropriate transit stops.  Also supportive of cycling facilities in appropriate locations.

Phil Roberts Hello,

I am writing as a private citizen, and resident owner of the Ward 10 property located ------------------------ 
to express my vehement opposition to the proposal redevelopment per planning application 
OPA22/001/K/KA at 1001 King Street East.

The Eastwood neighbourhood within which I live is a quiet and serene neighbourhood consisting of 
mainly single-family dwellings, which is the primary motivating factor in my decision to purchase my 
home here. This neighbourhood would be severely impacted by not only the visual uglification of the 
surrounding neighbourhood by way of impositions of tall structures on the skyline, but also by the 
unwanted population intensification which will manifest itself in many ways, including but not limited to:

 Increased intensity of traffic in, out and through the community, in an area where traffic 
enforcement is already lacking in its effectiveness to establish safe travel speeds and compliance 
with road safety regulations.

 Increased traffic noise, again in an area where traffic enforcement is already lacking in its 
effectiveness to ensure that vehicles operated in and around the community meet established 
legislated vehicle noise emission standards, resulting in further worsening of street noise already 
above a reasonable level due to traffic both along Highway 7 and within the community’s own 
streets.

 Increased general noise directly caused by the population intensification in an area already 
plagued by noise not only from the aforementioned lack of enforcement of established 
legislated vehicle noise emission standards, but by increased air traffic in and out of the 
municipal international airport (YKF).

 Increased disruption by construction activities as the developer would implement planned 
facility.

 Increased crime due to the intensification of population in the community that this project will 
cause.

 Erosion of our voices as voters and as property owners within the physical boundaries of this 
neighbourhood.
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I ask that the City of Kitchener to:

1. Deny this application and prevent the project from going forward,
2. Withhold from use any funds from the tax base at the municipal, regional, provincial, and 

federal levels into which our community residents contribute, saving those funds from being 
diverted away from the neglected community standards enforcement already plaguing this 
community to further enhance profitability of the commercial interests of this property owner 
and commercial entities working with them. 

3. Reject this application with prejudice so as to set a precedence to not further entertain 
applications of this nature in this community going forward by this applicant or by other 
applicants. 

4. Not prove the ineffectiveness of democratic process by reviewing and subsequently ignoring 
this request. 

5. BE BETTER in its proactive and EFFECTIVE informing of residents affected by proposals such as 
these (all residents, at least within a 1km radius of proposed project sites).

Sincerely,
Phil Roberts, 
Canadian Citizen, Voter and Resident Owner

Bill Cressman Hello Ms. Anderl, 
 
I am writing as a private citizen, resident, and owner of the Ward 10 property located at ----------------------- 
to express my vehement opposition to the proposal redevelopment per planning application 
OPA22/001/K/KA as shown above at 1001 King Street East, Kitchener ON. 
The Eastwood neighbourhood within which I live is a quiet and serene neighbourhood consisting of mainly 
single-family dwellings, which is the primary motivating factor in my decision to purchase my home here. 
This neighbourhood would be severely impacted by not only the visual uglification of the surrounding 
neigbourhood by way of impositions of tall structures on the skyline, but also by the unwanted population 
intensification which will manifest itself in many ways, including but not limited to: 
• Increased intensity of traffic in, out and through the community, in an area where traffic enforcement is 
already lacking in its effectiveness to establish safe travel speeds and compliance with road safety 
regulations. 
• Increased traffic noise, again in an area where traffic enforcement is already lacking in its effectiveness 
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to ensure that vehicles operated in and around the community meet established legislated vehicle noise 
emission standards, resulting in further worsening of street noise already above a reasonable level due to 
traffic both along Highway 7 and within the community’s own streets. 
• Increased general noise directly caused by the population intensification in an area already plagued by 
noise not only from the aforementioned lack of enforcement of established legislated vehicle noise 
emission standards, but by increased air traffic in and out of the municipal international airport (YKF). 
• Increased disruption by construction activities as the developer would implement planned facility. 
• Increased crime due to the intensification of population in the community that this project will cause. 
• Erosion of our voices as voters and as property owners within the physical boundaries of this 
neighbourhood. 
 
I ask that the City of Kitchener to: 
 
1. Deny this application and prevent the project from going forward, 
2. Withhold from use any funds from the tax base at the municipal, regional, provincial, and federal levels 
into which our community residents contribute, saving those funds from being diverted away from the 
neglected community standards enforcement already plaguing this community to further enhance 
profitability of the commercial interests of this property owner and commercial entities working with them.  
3. Reject this application with prejudice so as to set a precedence to not further entertain applications of 
this nature in this community going forward by this applicant or by other applicants.  
4. Not prove the ineffectiveness of democratic process by reviewing and subsequently ignoring this 
request.  
5. BE BETTER in its proactive and EFFECTIVE informing of residents affected by proposals such as 
these (all residents, at least within a 1km radius of proposed project sites). 
Sincerely, 
William (Bill) Cressman 
Citizen, Resident, Owner 

Rhonda Cressman Hello Ms. Anderl, 
 
I am writing as a private citizen, resident, and owner of the Ward 10 property located at -------------------------
- to express my vehement opposition to the proposal redevelopment per planning application 
OPA22/013/K/KA as shown above at 1001 King Street East, Kitchener ON. 
The Eastwood neighbourhood within which I live is a quiet and serene neighbourhood consisting of mainly 
single-family dwellings, which is the primary motivating factor in my decision to purchase my home here. 
This neighbourhood would be severely impacted by not only the visual uglification of the surrounding 
neigbourhood by way of impositions of tall structures on the skyline, but also by the unwanted population 
intensification which will manifest itself in many ways, including but not limited to: 
• Increased intensity of traffic in, out and through the community, in an area where traffic enforcement is 
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already lacking in its effectiveness to establish safe travel speeds and compliance with road safety 
regulations. 
• Increased traffic noise, again in an area where traffic enforcement is already lacking in its effectiveness 
to ensure that vehicles operated in and around the community meet established legislated vehicle noise 
emission standards, resulting in further worsening of street noise already above a reasonable level due to 
traffic both along Highway 7 and within the community’s own streets. 
• Increased general noise directly caused by the population intensification in an area already plagued by 
noise not only from the aforementioned lack of enforcement of established legislated vehicle noise 
emission standards, but by increased air traffic in and out of the municipal international airport (YKF). 
• Increased disruption by construction activities as the developer would implement planned facility. 
• Increased crime due to the intensification of population in the community that this project will cause. 
• Erosion of our voices as voters and as property owners within the physical boundaries of this 
neighbourhood. 
 
I ask that the City of Kitchener to: 
 
1. Deny this application and prevent the project from going forward, 
2. Withhold from use any funds from the tax base at the municipal, regional, provincial, and federal levels 
into which our community residents contribute, saving those funds from being diverted away from the 
neglected community standards enforcement already plaguing this community to further enhance 
profitability of the commercial interests of this property owner and commercial entities working with them.  
3. Reject this application with prejudice so as to set a precedence to not further entertain applications of 
this nature in this community going forward by this applicant or by other applicants.  
4. Not prove the ineffectiveness of democratic process by reviewing and subsequently ignoring this 
request.  
5. BE BETTER in its proactive and EFFECTIVE informing of residents affected by proposals such as 
these (all residents, at least within a 1km radius of proposed project sites). 
Sincerely, 

Rhonda Cressman 
Citizen, Resident, Owner 

Janet Stewart March 11, 2022 Hello,
I am writing as a condominium owner of the Ward 10 property located at 260 Sheldon Ave., Unit 707 in 
Kitchener, N2H 6P2 to express my vehement opposition to the proposal redevelopment per planning 
stated above.

The Eastwood neighbourhood within which I live is a quiet and serene neighbourhood consisting of 
mainly single-family dwellings, which is the primary motivating factor in my decision to purchase my 
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home here. This neighbourhood would be severely impacted by not only the visual uglification of the 
surrounding neigbourhood by way of impositions of tall structures on the skyline, but also by the 
unwanted population intensification which will manifest itself in many ways, including but not limited to:
• Increased intensity of traffic in, out and through the community, in an area where traffic enforcement 
is already lacking in its effectiveness to establish safe travel speeds and compliance with road safety 
regulations.
• Increased traffic noise, again in an area where traffic enforcement is already lacking in its effectiveness 
to ensure that vehicles operated in and around the community meet established legislated vehicle noise 
emission standards, resulting in further worsening of street noise already above a reasonable level due 
to traffic both along Highway 7 and within the community’s own streets.
• Increased general noise directly caused by the population intensification in an area already plagued by 
noise not only from the aforementioned lack of enforcement of established legislated vehicle noise 
emission standards, but by increased air traffic in and out of the municipal international airport (YKF).
• Increased disruption by construction activities as the developer would implement planned facility.
• Increased crime due to the intensification of population in the community that this project will cause.
• Erosion of our voices as voters and as property owners within the physical boundaries of this 
neighbourhood.

I ask that the City of Kitchener to:
1. Deny this application and prevent the project from going forward.
2. Withhold from use any funds from the tax base at the municipal, regional, provincial, and federal 
levels into which our community residents contribute, saving those funds from being diverted away from 
the neglected community standards enforcement already plaguing this community to further enhance 
profitability of the commercial interests of this property owner and commercial entities working with 
them.
3. Reject this application with prejudice so as to set a precedence to not further entertain applications of 
this nature in this community going forward by this applicant or by other applicants.
4. Not prove the ineffectiveness of democratic process by reviewing and subsequently ignoring this 
request.
5. BE BETTER in its proactive and EFFECTIVE informing of residents affected by proposals such as these 
(all residents, at least within a 1km radius of proposed project sites).

Sincerely,
Janet Stewart
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Citizen, Resident and Owner
Unit 707 – 260 Sheldon Ave. N.
Kitchener, ON N2H 6P2

Anonymous Feb 5, 2022 Hi Katie, I really don't care about the new potential development between King and Charles at Ottawa. If 
anything it will just be another pain with all the roads shut down due to construction.

Chureb Kowtecky Jan 21, 2022 Hello, Ms. Anderl:
I just noticed in today's Record the "Notice of Development Application" info for 1001 King St. East here 
in Kitchener. I know you must be very busy, but I wondered if you might enjoy a little "history" of the 
site, just for interest.

The former house at 1001 belonged to my father's aunt, Ruth Tompkins (d. 1944) and her husband, 
Charles Norton who established and ran the "Berlin Soda Works" on that site.  According to our family 
records, Ruth was born in 1860 on the family farm at Listowel, one of 16 children (plus 2 adoptees) of 
George & Isabella Tompkins. My father (who was one of her many nephews) had fond memories of going 
with his siblings on Sunday visits to visit "Aunt Ruth at 1001 King St."  which was at that time, on the edge 
of the city.  Ruth, her husband and son lived in the two-story house on the property (1001 King St.) and 
ran the Soda Works out of their factory behind, which faced Charles St.  On August 17, 2012, Jeff Outhit 
did a story on Ruth for the Record ("Empty Land Full of Mystery"), as some of their land was needed for 
the new Ion Project.

I just thought that, coming from such a large family, and always eager to welcome visitors to her home, 
Ruth would be delighted to know that 1001 will be home again, this time to lots of families, workers and 
businesses.

'Hope this little story brings a smile to your busy day!
Sincerely,
Chureb (Tompkins) Kowtecky
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