Attachment E

Eric Schneider

=
From:
Sent: Monday, November 8, 2021 3:37 PM
To: Eric Schneider
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 146 Victoria Street South - ZBA21/017/V/ES
Hi Eric,

I'm sure you receive many emails about projects across Kitchener. 1 just wanted to share my initial reaction to the
supporting documents for the project at 146 Victoria Street South — specifically the Truck Turning Plan.

| honestly thought at first that it was a plan from the developer to address trucks getting stuck under the CN bridge on
Park Street.

Unfortunately, it seems to be just about how trucks will navigate the property. [ was really excited there for a minute
there :).

Thanks for keeping us all informed on these projects - really appreciate it/

Mobile



Eric Schneider
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From: *
Sent: Monday, November 8, 2021 6:18 PM
To: Eric Schneider
Cc: Debbie Chapman; kmuir@gspgroup.ca
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Application for Development
Hello,

Thank you for the flyer in my mail today about the "Application for Development in your Neighbourhood" regarding the
146-162 Victoria Street South, 92-110 Park Street proposed complex.

Here are my thoughts:

- | live right across the street a. and | would not be happy if a massive building were to be built across
from us.

- There are multiple huge condo/apartment buildings being built just down the street and throughout downtown
Kitchener, and the construction is very frustrating, loud, and causes so many traffic issues.

- I've also noticed that many buildings that are supposed to be mixed-use in the area can never rent out the mixed-
use spaces successfully.

- | hope that these apartments would be affordable for the people in KW, rather than high-priced condos that are
going up everywhere. But | doubt they will be priced for the average KW resident.

- If this building is approved, | will be moving out of the area. | love the neighbourhood | live in, but | feel like a 38
storey complex will destroy the community and the small businesses.

- I would consider moving into a unit, but | will most likely not afford a unit in the building. This gargantuan building
will probably drive the price of rent in the neighbourhood higher, I will likely be priced out of the neighbourhood in the
near future.

| would be far happier if the space were used for affordable housing or the community or a shelter for people
experiencing homelessness.

Sincerely,



Eric Schneider

From:

Sent: Monday, November 8, 2021 8:01 PM

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Neighbourhood development at Park and Victoria St.
Good Day,

[ received a card in my mail box today about the proposed new development at the corner of Victoria and Park streets. It
looks like quite a building and it will be interesting to see how it effects the neighbourhood. The one thing that stands
out to me in the very little bit of information that the card holds is that there will be only 667 car parking spots for 1150
residential units, which | suppose would not include and parking for the other uses that are also in the building. It would
seem that that would leave a lot of people without a parking space in an area where parking does not seem that
plentiful. It would also seem that any commercial enterprises in the building would have a hard time accommodating
customer parking and | wonder what effect that may have on the ability of any business to succeed. | would be
interested in attending a meeting or hearing more about the details of what is happening with this development.

Thank you,



Eric Schneider
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From:
Sent: Tuesday, November 9, 2021 5:00 PM
To: Eric Schneider
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Feedback on Application for Development (146-162 Victoria)
Hello Eric,

I'm writing in response to the request for comments on an application for development in my neighbourhood -- the
application in question is for 146-162 Victoria. Thanks for soliciting feedback.

What | like about the proposed development:

The fact that it's mixed use

The emphasis on bicycle parking (although | am curious how this would be implemented)

Its location

Overall I'm happy to see densification happening close to central station, which was part of the strategy for
building the LRT

My concerns about the developments:

How many units will be affordable housing? And how will the city hold the developer accountable to ensure
that the units are rented at actual affordable rates?

The floor space ratio is not great and could be improved. This an incredibly tall building to put up directly next to
single detached dwellings. It seems like a development that should be closer to downtown. | think that medium
density would be more appropriate for this location.

I hope that the city plans bicycle infrastructure to connect this development with the downtown bicycle grid (at
Victoria and Joseph) and the planned multi-use trail that will connect Cherry Park to central station. (It's great to
have bicycle parking but that stretch of Victoria is not friendly to cyclists, and neither is Park St really.)

| hope that current tenants -- ex. Taste of Seoul -- are given preferential treatment for leasing in the new
location, ideally with a limit to the increase on their current lease

Lastly, | have a concern that is much broader. | wonder how this development application will accommodate the
announcement made by the Haudenosaunee Hereditary Chiefs Council regarding a declared moratorium on land
development on the Haldimand Tract, which of course includes the City of Kitchener.

| believe that the Six Nations of the Grand River have a legitimate legal basis for their declaration. The City of Kitchener
should accommodate this declaration because:

it is a moral duty (much of the land on the Haldimand Tract was stolen from Six Nations or the money paid was
mismanaged by government trustees);

collaboration with Six Nations on land development review and strategic directions is step toward advancing
Indigenous sovereignty in Canada;

and Six Nations review of land development proposals will help ensure that the land is developed in ways that
are sustainable and environmentally friendly.

| direct your attention to this quote from the HHCC website:



"The Haudenosaunee intend to exercise our jurisdiction over our lands and waters in a way that maintains the delicate

balance between Creation and humans, focusing on sustainability and responsiveness to climate change to protect
waterways and ecologically sensitive areas."

How does the City of Kitchener plan to accommodate this moratorium in respect to this development application?
Since you asked for feedback, I'll add my two cents on what | see as productive steps on a path forward:

e The City should arrange for political representatives and staff from the Development and Construction
department to meet with the HHCC to discuss how current policies could be adjusted to accommodate the
moratorium (i.e. how to direct new and ongoing land development proposals, such as the one in question, to
the HHCC for review);

*  The City should announce upcoming changes to its land development application and review procedures, citing
its commitment to Canada's TRC Calls to Action for the recognition of sovereignty and self-determination of First
Nations;

* Inconsultation and collaboration with representatives of the Six Nations of the Grand River and the
Mississaugas of the Credit First Nations, the City should explore integrating the values and principles of the Dish
with One Spoon Wampum into the city's guiding frameworks for sustainable and ethical land development.

Thanks for your time,

Blous Tvee, .. '
Traditional territory of the Neutral, Anishinaabe, and Haudenosaunee peoples



Eric Schneider

From: i

Sent: Tuesday, November 9, 2021 9:07 PM

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Victoria Park street application
Hello Eric,

I’'m reading the urban design report for the proposed Park & Victoria development. The document indicates that the
property is currently zoned MU1 MU2. After a great deal of research | understand that the maximum floor space ratio is
2 and 4 respectively and the max building height is 13.5 and 24 meters respectively. Can you confirm that these are the
current regulations for this site?

Would it be correct to assume that the developers have been in consultation with the city planning department prior to
their application for a fsr of 11.6.

Also is a public information meeting planned?



Eric Schneider
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From:

Sent: Wednesday, November 10, 2021 7:53 AM

To: Eric Schneider; Debbie Chapman; Berry Vrbanovic

Cc: Tyler

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Did not receive the notice for the Park and Victoria development

Hello,

My neighbour a few houses down from me on Theresa Street alerted me to a notice they received about the
development at Victoria and Park.

We did not receive the notice, and our property will be impacted by the shadows that the building will cast (as will the
whole of Theresa Street).

linquired with Ms. Debbie Chapman who said that all properties within 240 m of the development should have received
a notice. | measured on google this morning, and that would mean all properties on:

- Theresa Street,

- Park Street,

- Henry Street,

- Michael Street,

- as well as one of the Victoria Place towers, should be provided a notice if the edge of the development is the point of
measurement.

My property is only 120 m from the development; not being provided with notice to provide comment is a frustrating
oversight. | am glad my neighbour thought to reach out, but otherwise | would have not known about a development
that would have large impacts on the sunlight over my property and traffic patterns of my neighbourhood.

The remaining people who are entitled to be provided notice should be provided notice post-haste, and if there is a
delay the period of consultation should be extended.



Eric Schneider
e ——

= =T e e ————— e — = e ——
From:
Sent: Wednesday, November v, zuz1 s:u2 PM
To: Eric Schneider
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 146-162 Victoria St S at Park St.
38 stories!!

1150 residential units equals approximately 2300 more people in this neighborhood.

Already the traffic going up Victoria towards Westmount is congested because the neighborhood between Belmont and
Lawrence fought against expanding the road to 4 lanes and won. What will this look like with another 2300+ people in
the hood along with the business owners?

Where will you put more green spaces in this neighborhood for this highrise and the other 3 that are currently under
construction and are in very close proximity to one another?? Cherry Park is super small and the only other park is

Victoria. These 2 parks will be overrun with people looking to enjoy a green space and walk their dog.

A nicer neighborhood is great because we have been the victim of lower class living for far too long but this
development is sending our population off the charts.

The Iron Horse Trail is extremely busy. During the height of the pandemic, it was so congested it was dangerous for the
old folks with walkers and canes to even be on it. This will only get worse.

Using up real estate in the core is a good idea now that so many factories are no longer operational but where are all of
these people suppose to enjoy their neighborhood??

Respectfully,

Lived here since 1983

Sent from my Bell Samsung device over Canada's largest network.



Eric Schneider
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From:

Sent: Thursday, November 11, 2021 1:51 PM

To: Eric Schneider; Dabbie.chapman@kitchener.ca; Kmuir@gspgroup.ca

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Victoria and Park development (146 Victoria Street South) proposal in
Kitchener

Hello,

It has come to my understanding that there are some neighbourhood association groups and individuals who are or are
planning to object to allowing this project to be approved as it is, either with aims to severely reduce building height or
cancel it all together. | won't bother to share their grievances here as | am sure they will do that on their own accord.
However, | would nonetheless like to instead offer my support for this project. I'm an artist who works at the
intersection of art, architecture and urbanism, working with many institutions and projects in the past. | like to think that
I have good knowledge on urban development issues as a result.

Ultimately, | believe this project laoks great, The location could not be any better - Victoria Street is growing to become
an important street in downtown Kitchener and | believe it to be one of the best places the city/region can begin to
densify with projects such as these (although the street itself may need revamping at some point to enhance the
pedestrian experience; it may also one day provide a good east-west LRT line when needed, perhaps connecting YFK to
the Boardwalk).

Architecturally, these buildings look fantastic. IBI Group did a good job and this is a step above many of the current
projects that have so far been built here. I'm a fan of contemporary architectural design that has an aesthetic
cohesiveness to it, whereas unfortunately, many projects decide to "cheap out" on this important factor, becoming
eyesores that blight the skyline for the rest of our lifetimes, such as the Duke Tower project or anything else SRM
Architects gets involved in.

That the building complex itself offers a very grand vision: 1150 one and two bedroom units constructed downtown - so
close to the future train station, LRT, bus routes, nearby businesses - is a big deal. More commercial space is also very
desirable and will continue to be so as we come out of this pandemic and people seek to start new businesses, More
homes are needed to help this housing crisis across the nation. To provide over one thousand homes, in a beautiful
building complex, so close to daily needs, is nothing but great.

The density of so many people living here will also add to the streetlight of downtown which would also contribute
economically to surrounding businesses, be them restaurants, entertainment venues, parks, shops and also contributing
to the overall vibrancy of downtown street life regardiess of the time of day.

Whilst | could write a lot more, I'll try to keep this short, Overall, I hope that the City of Kitchener is able to approve this
project as it is now - with no reduction in height, increased parking etc ... whatever NIMBYs may complain about - as it
will provide so much to the city from homes, to jobs, to new commercial spaces to adding to our growing skyline and
helping to prove that Kitchener - Waterloo Region as a whole

- is now an important major Canadian city/region for businesses, residents, our educational facilities and so much more.
We need to appreciate the fact we're growing rather than find this alarming and immediately yearn for conservatism.
Growth and evolution is the key to most things. I'm happy to have witnessed the transformation of this area in the last 2
decades or so, going from a fairly insignificant place to one of the nations most important cities for everything from
technology to education.

As long as our elected officials and developers can continue to develop this place we call home by allowing these
wonderful new projects to get built and grow our city, then we can become even more proud of the place we live.

l



itis my hope that the City of Kitchener will approve this project and many more after this, regardless of height or
density: if it's a good proposal, it should be approved. As the old adage goes in

architecture/urbanism: "build up, not out" (and build transit to match it, of course!). It's the only way you can build a
truly livable city and repair the last century of poor car-oriented-planning that left most if not all North American citiesin
ruins due to poor urban planning and policy decisions in the 20th century. It's time all the cities in Waterloo Region
make this place a truly unique, desirable and great place to live.

Thank you,



Eric Schneider

From:

Sent: Thursday, November 11, 2021 2:10 PM

To: Eric Schneider

Cc:

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Proposed Development of 146-162 Victoria St. S & 92-110 Park St .

Dear Sir:

As a former long time resident of Kitchener who moved
away for many years in retirement and then chose to
return several years ago , I find myself watching
‘development' with dismay . I carefully selected the
downtown area as my permanent home as it offers both
charm & vibrancy . Progress and development are
inevitable but somehow the buildings, both proposed and
currently under construction, are getting taller and taller

. This particular proposal involving a building of 38 stories
is overwhelming & leaves me wondering if there is some
kind of contest going on among developers . I see several
other proposed buildings also in the 35 storey range . Too
high for Kitchener to retain a sense of good taste and
welcome . There are also several buildings in the mid 20
storey range which I do consider acceptable and reflect a
modern but manageable community , something that still
has eye appeal .

Do we want to be another Toronto ? I suspect that the
majority of our residents would say "No" ! We still have
the opportunity to be Kitchener - independent , unique
and a wonderful place to live .

Sincerely,



Eric Schneider
“

From:

Sent: Friday, November 12, 2021 9:04 AM

To: Eric Schneider; Debbie Chapman

Subject: [EXTERNAL] re development at Victoria and Park

| currently reside at In Kitchener ( for the past 20 years), almost across the street

where this monstrosity of a development will be going in. | am very concerned about the height of
the towers as well as the traffic flow on Victoria. | would like you to decrease the height of the towers
drastically. | pay taxes and The height would affect the amount of light on my house and also
severely increase the traffic flow to an unmanageable level. With the current construction of Victoria
at Joseph and Victoria, we have already lost privacy, and light, not to mention a increase of property
taxes. Adding buildings at this height is highly unreasonable. We are NOT TORONTO. | implore
you to reconsider the height so as to fit in to this HERITAGE AREA!

The Victoria and Park Towers are considerably higher than recently completed buildings along
Victoria. For example, the tallest tower in the Victoria and Park Towers development, at 38
storeys would be like both the towers at the One Hundred development staked on top of each
other.

Ideally, in order to better integrate into the existing streetscape and minimize negative impacts to
current residents, new developments should be getting shorter as they approach established
neighbourhoods, not taller. The following are suggested to reduce the impacts to nearby
residents:

- Reducing the heights of the towers, a mid-rise scale (5-11 storeys) or small high-rise such as
the Iron Horse towers (15 storeys), which is set next to historical homes on Schneider Street,
- Increasing the set back of the towers from the road to reduce shadows on neighbouring
properties.

- Stepping back of the towers (shorter near the road, taller near the back) similar to the One
Hundred Towers development along Victoria Street



Eric Schneider
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From:

Sent: Saturday, November 13, 2021 8:34 AM

To: Eric Schneider; Debbie Chapman

Subject: [EXTERNAL] 146 Victoria St S proposed development

Hi Eric & Debbie, | received in mail a postcard indicating that a developer would like to add an 1150 unit complex on
Victoria St S and Park St.

To be clear, | am against any rule changes that favour increased density for a particular development including this one.
We already have traffic issues in this area.

Turning onto Victoria St S from just south of the proposed buildings is cumbersome already. There are at least three new
buildings that are not entirely finished within a kilometre of the proposed site (add that to the traffic study). The 4 way
stop in Victoria park is often backed up and the light at Queen St is also a congestion point. When you add the new
residents from the buildings currently under construction | suspect we are in for gridlock. A minor accident at Park and
Victoria the other day snarled traffic for hours, emergency vehicles have a hard time getting through.

Every time you add more residential units you there will be more traffic and yet the traffic study is dated 2016 so it’s
likely out of date. The plan can’t be simply we will attract people without cars. (although Im sure the LRT will get some
uplift)

The proposed parking spaces are totally inadequate.

The average number of cars per household in Canada is 1.5 the proposal is 0.54 not including parking for retail
proposed. In the parking executive summary it is very clear they had to go to Hamilton to find an example of a building
with similar cars per unit and an old apartment near the library. These are not urban examples they are more like
residences for single seniors.

I understand we need to grow as a city but there needs to be more impact studies, traffic planning and realistic
proposals.

I suspect the developer knows there will be push back and are willing to go to a 25 story building instead of 38 with

maybe only 800 units but that too will be beyond the road carrying capacity once all the buildings in the area are filled
up. | think we are quickly becoming dense and letting developers get us all denser is not really a good idea.

Please add me to the list of people who would like to hear about the “notice of decision”.

Thanks for reading and feel free to comment if | am missing any important information. (for example is Victoria St being
widened to 4 lanes, more stop lights etc.)



Eric Schneider
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From:
Sent: Saturday, November 13, 2021 11:35 AM
To: Eric Schneider
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Proposed development: 146-162 Victoria Street
Hello Eric,

I've recieved the notification if the development application fire Victoria and Park. | live at
How can | get further information on the pre-submission meetings between the owners and the city?
I'm looking for attendees, minutes, any and all documentation related to the discussions.

Thank you,



Eric Schneider

From:

Sent: Sunday, November 14, 2021 11:47 AM

To: Eric Schneider

Cc Debbie Chapman; kmuir@gspgroup.ca

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re the proposed development property at the corner of Park and Victoria

St.S

To whom it may concern

I am a resident in the community. 1 am in favour of downtown intensification and therefore support the building of multi
use complexes. My question has more to do with the nature of the use.

What we knew before the pandemic and what is even clearer now, is the growing disparity between the "have's " and
the "have nots." In this city , we see the growing challenge of homelessness and affordable housing.

How will this complex respond to this situation? In New York City, for example, when new large multi storey buildings
happen, a certain percentage of those are designated for folks on the lower income bracket, making some units
affordable. While this proposal says that it is for "mixed use ," will there be affordable rental units, or is the project there
simply to put money into the hands of the developers? | would like to think that with every proposal, the City would look
at the housing needs of the entire community.

Regards,



Eric Schneider

From:

Sent: Monday, November 15, 2021 10:19 AM

To: Eric Schneider

Cc: ‘ebbie Chapman
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Development at 146 Victoria St S
Hello,

As a resident of the neighbourhood I have the following comments and questions on the application for
development at 146 Victoria St S (Park and Victoria St):
1. Impact on existing community members: What plans have been made for safety and comfort of
pedestrians and cyclists in the area re wind tunnels at the corners, changes in snow deposition, and
shadows from the building? How has mitigation of additional traffic in the area for existing houses been
addressed?
2. Affordability: No mention of affordable units is made at all. I strongly feel all developments should
have more affordable units as part of their mix given the number of homeless and precariously housed
people in the Region to add to the affordable housing supply. "There are 1,150 one-bedroom and two-
bedroom units". Affordable rental options for different sized families should also include some 3
bedroom units. Units that also facilitate work from home should be considered. Many families attending
nearby schools are living in rental housing, children should be considered too for amenities. How many
of the units would be considered affordable?
3. Accessibility: for people with mobility challenges, it is mentioned "Walkways will be designed for
universal accessibility" but it doesn't indicate if units themselves are designed for universal accessibility
as well. Are the units universally accessible?
4. Sustainability:
a. (green space) The current design really seems to lack green space at street level, though the
green roof is an excellent addition. Ground level green space and tree planting is important to
mitigate heat island, wind, and stormwater issues as well as provide green space for community
members. The area is low on tree canopy -the City of Kitchener’s Urban Forest mapping shows
this area (Cherry Park neighbourhood) has only 20% tree canopy which is lower than desired- so
more should really be mentioned and included for trees and greenspace beyond
"The landscape plan proposes a regular spaced pattern of deciduous.trees lining the site’s
Victoria Street South frontage and along the internal perimeter boundaries, contributing to the
urban tree cover. Soft-scaped spaces elsewhere at-grade and on podium rooftops providing
additional plantings for the site."”
It is hard to visualize the spaces at-grade in the conceptual drawings. Can more green space and
trees be added? A parkette (for example similar to the one on the Trio development bordering
Gage and Belmont and the Iron Horse Trail) would create the above-mentioned benefits on the
north side of Victoria St.
b. (climate change) Greenhouse gas emissions not mentioned at all in the urban design brief
(although some of the design sustainability items would be related). Green energy generation
may be a missed opportunity as it is stated "Alternative or renewable energy systems are not
proposed" and "Solar PV installations are not proposed". Could solar installations be considered
as an explicit option in the initial design?
¢. (Recycling) "innovative waste management using systems that encourage the collecting and
recycling of waste produced by residents" sounds reasonable. However, compostable collection



Regards,

is not mentioned at all, this should be explicitly designed into their waste management system
from the beginning.
d. (Stormwater infiltration) “Stormwater on the site will be controlled through connections to
the existing sewers on Victoria Street South and Park Street, per the submitted functional
engineering drawings. "Opportunities for incorporating landscaping elements and surface
treatment that promotes stormwater infiltration will be explored at detailed design". The
conceptual drawings show very little of those opportunities considered so far, I would like to see
much more on this to improve the climate resiliency of the area instead of relying on existing
sewers that would not have been designed with increased intensity and duration of precipitation
given climate change. Pervious surfaces and rainwater capture for landscaping purposes could be
options.
e. (Other sustainability issues)
i. -Good that the parking is underground, and they have considered the roofing to
reduce heat island effects.
ii. -Good they have considered energy conservation in their window-to-wall ratio.
iii. -Infrastructure for EV charging stations in the parking garage is provided from the
outset. (Good, but how many EV charging stations?)



Eric Schneider
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From:

Sent: Monday, November 15, 2021 12:32 PM

To: Eric Schneider

Cc:

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comments - Application for Development - 146-162 Victoria St. S. &

92-110 Park St.

Hello Eric,

My name is 1d | live with my husband three children on

We are writing to you with significant concern about the proposed development at 146-162 Victoria St. S. & 92-110
Park St. We received the application for development notice in our mailbox earlier this week and it has certainly
initiated a conversation amongst our family as well as neighbours in the community.

We understand that one of our neighbours emailed in May with concerns for the proposed developments in the
downtown core (30 Francis & 20 Queen St.). We feel that they were quite articulate, thoughtful and concise in pointing
to various concerns with high-rise developments like those ones and now this current application for Victoria St. S. &
Park St.: unaesthetic cityscape; small units do not allow for diverse households; throwaway buildings; place making
along with densification. | will not repeat their arguments here but suffice to say we feel the trend continues with this
project at Victoria St. S. & Park St.

We would like to upfront acknowledge that we’re sure receiving an email opposing an application for development
comes off as NIMBYism at its finest. To be clear — we are not opposed to development and intensification in the
downtown core. We agree in principal with the goals and strategies of the City of Kitchener Official Plan (along with the
various urban design manuals); Region of Waterloo Official Plan; 2019 Growth Plan; 2020 Provincial Policy Statement;
and Planning Act provided they are enacted with a long-term vision for what is best for the type of City and community
we are shaping for the future. As Chris Hume of the Toronto Star notes, “There are two types of heritage, let’s not
forget: one we inherit; the other we bequeath.”

In that vein, we are looking for the City of Kitchener to guide thoughtful and appropriate development and increased
density in the downtown core — added height and density in and of themselves will not automatically result in healthy,
livable, safe and attractive communities. The absurd juxtaposition of three high-rise buildings of the proposed sizes
directly adjacent to the low-rise mature neighbourhoods of the Victoria Park Area Heritage Conservation District and
Cherry Hill does not speak to careful, sustainable, thoughtful and appropriate planning but instead to short-sighted,
short-term, and profit oriented thinking. We sincerely ask that City Councillors challenge this application for proposed
development to acknowledge genuine design concerns posed to characteristics of the community and quality of life
by this type of built form. Certainly there must be a more “Goldilocks” proposal for this space.

Are high-rise infill developments of this size the only way to increase density? Certainly not. Can we not learn from the
experiences of other Canadian cities and cities around the world (e.g. Vancouver, Paris, Barcelona, Amsterdam, etc.)
who have and are confronting the challenge of intensification with other built-forms (i.e. mid-rise buildings of 5-11
storeys high) to increase density in a way that is more harmonious with the community in which they exist: human-
scaled in terms of size; fits into the character of the neighbourhood; animates sidewalk culture; offers a diverse range
of units including family-sized options to attract a more diverse population; provides greater flexibility as a building
type in order to be more resilient to future modification and adaptation (a key sustainability factor).



We have read and reviewed the Planning Justification Report (PJR) for this proposed development submitted by the
Applicant (Kevin Muir, GSP Group). Although, in his opinion, this development “ticks all the boxes” we fail to see how
this development “respect]s] the existing scale, height, building length and massing of the neighbourhood” (from City
of Kitchener Design for Residential Infill In Central Neighbourhoods, Urban Design Manual). We realize that'the site
technically falls into a “Mixed-Use Zoning” but the application is seeking exemptions from several zoning compliance
regulations which would actually be appropriate for a site that is directly next to low-rise residential communities
along Park St., Theresa St., and Victoria St. For instance: MAX building height of 32M (applicant proposing 82.8m,
115.25m, and 121.75m); MAX number of storeys of 10 storeys (applicant proposing 25, 36 and 38 storeys — above
podium!). These heights rival the tallest buildings in the region (DTK Condos at 39 storeys and Charlie West at 31
storeys) which are also arguably too tall but at least do not directly abut low-rise residential neighbourhoods. These
proposed towers are much taller than any existing tower beside Victoria Park — 20-32 storeys higher!

As referenced in the PJR, the Kitchener Official Plan Section 11.C.1.31 intends that new buildings are designed and
existing buildings are reworked to “enhance pedestrian usability, respects and reinforce human scale, create attractive
streetscapes and contribute to rich and vibrant urban places” as well as Section 4.C.1.9 which directs that residential
intensification and redevelopment within existing neighbourhoods is to be designed to respect existing character with a
“high degree of sensitivity to surrounding context” — we argue that these proposed towers fail to appropriately
acknowledge the surrounding context in an insatiable desire for increased floor space and thus profit. The scale,
massing, and transition are completely inappropriate for this location and we fail to see how “the proposed building
height and scale can be achieved without creating unacceptable impacts on the surrounding neighbourhood resulting
from the taller building form” (PIR, p.42).

The application also references the housing diversity perspective and that it further diversifies the housing stock in DTK
with options in unit types and sizes. To be clear, it is offering a “mix” of mostly one-bedroom (two-thirds of inventory)
and two-bedroom (one-third of inventory) like most of the other high-rise residential buildings that have recently gone
up. Is this really increasing housing diversity? A small one or two bedroom unit in a high-rise building is seldom
considered a life-long address for a vast majority of the North American population. So what type of community is the
City of Kitchener interested in creating? It would appear one that is more geared to transitory populations who can
afford the high price of these units (the small number of affordable units provided aside - all of which are one-bedroom).
These are certainly not geared to families or even those looking to downsize. We would argue that a greater supply of
mid-rise, medium-density housing options can better solve the affordability, supply, and density needs of our
community while fitting into the character of the neighbourhood (at locations throughout the City and Region) and
creating a vibrant, healthy, livable, safe and attractive community.

With a development of this scale of course we are concerned by a variety of factors such as increased vehicular traffic
(poorly accounted for in the PJR and an issue we currently struggle with on ©. in terms of speeding and wrong-
way traffic), shadow and wind impacts (truly concerning shadow mapping in the Urban Design Brief from GSP), loss of
privacy, pressure on existing services and amenities, change of neighbourhood character, decrease of property values,
and further intrusion of high-rise development into low-rise areas. As the issue of urban density is not new it has been
the subject of both debate but also research for decades and we urge City Council to seriously weigh the pros and cons
of approving a development of this scale for both the community and those who occupy these units which can actually
be isolating from daily urban life and the activity that takes place on the streets.

To reiterate — we are definitely not opposed to increased development in DTK and applaud some of the more
appropriate mid-rise developments that exist, have been re-worked or have recently been completed like the Arrow
Lofts and Barra on Queen as just a couple of examples. There is absolutely room for more to enjoy what DTK has to
offer but this proposed development, for the reasons outlined above, is not the way forward.

Our sincere thanks for your time and attention to this matter.

With respect,



Eric Schneider

T ——————— e ——

From:

Sent: Monday, November 15, 2021 8:45 PM

To: Eric Schneider; Debbie Chapman

Cc:

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comments on Development at Victoria and Park Street

Dear Mr. Schneider and Ms. Campbell,
My name is and | live with my husbana and 10n

We are contacting you regarding the new proposed development at the intersection of Park Street and Victoria
Street.

We are proud to call downtown Kitchener our home. Although we do think that the parcel of land at Park and
Victoria is prime land for redevelopment, we were completely taken aback by the scale of the proposed
development.

Although there are several existing towers near Victoria Park, these are generally not near low rise homes, or
are much shorter where they are near low rise homes. The proposed Victoria and Park Towers are much taller
than any existing tower near Victoria Park, 20-32 storeys higher!

Several towers have been completed along Victoria Street South since 2016. Each development got
progressively taller as new developments moved westwards from the intersection of King Street and Victoria
Street toward low rise established neighbourhoods.

» 1 Victoria — 19 storeys — completed in 2016 [1]

» One Hundred Tower A — 21 storeys — completed in 2020 [1]

» One Hundred Tower B — 17 storeys — completed in 2020 [1]

« Garment St Condos — 28 storeys — complete in 2021 [1]

The Victoria and Park Towers are considerably taller than any of the recently completed buildings along
Victoria; the tallest tower would be equivalent to the two towers at the One Hundred staked on top of each
other!

Currently the tallest tower in Region is DTK Condos, which is 39 storeys [1]. However, DTK Condos is located
in the core of downtown, and is not located near low rise residential areas. The Park and Victoria development
would place two similarly tall towers within throwing distance of the Victoria Park and Cherry Park
neighbourhoods, and to our knowledge would be the largest development in the downtown to date.

One would hope that in order to better integrate into the existing streetscape and minimize negative impacts to
surrounding residential areas, new developments would be getting shorter as they approach low rise
neighbourhoods, not taller.

In addition to being very tall, the proposed development will be very close to the street and the towers will have
little set-back from the edge of the podium. The impact on the street scape would be very imposing and
incongruous with the nearby land use, and so we strongly question the logic of the placement of such a large
development where it is currently proposed.

In our mind, a midrise (5-10 storeys) would be much more complementary to the existing nearby
neighbourhoods; furthermore, a development 10 storeys or less would follow current zoning
regulations.

As residents of Theresa Street we have several concerns:

« Increased Motor Vehicle Traffic
= Shadows



« Community Vitality
Pedestrian and Cycling Landscape
= Overuse of Existing Nearby Amenities and Lack of Place Making

Increased Motor Vehicle Traffic

Located at the corner and Park and Victoria, this development will place more stress on an already heavily
trafficked corner. We are concerned about how the new development will impact traffic patterns along Victoria
Street and Park Street, through the park on Jubilee and throughout our neighbourhood. Our street already has
a big issue with aggressive, fast and wrong way drivers (our street is a one-way street). It is a perennial issue
that has been getting seemingly worse over the years, and one for which many of our neighbours consistently
send complaints to the City. We fear that this development would only exacerbate the problem.

Shadows

We are very concerned about the impact these towers will have on the enjoyment of our home. In late summer
and early fall, most our all of our street will be in the shadow of these towers in the late afternoon and early
evening. Our street has a strong community: neighbours sit out on their porch in the evening to soak up the
sun and chat with passersby, children play together on the sidewalk, and people converse on the sidewalks as
they wind down after work. These shadows will make the street darker and colder which will make our street
less inviting and risks damaging the social fabric of our neighbourhood.

Community Vitality

While we agree in principle with city’s plan for greater density in the downtown core, we expect that like most
things, when it comes to density more is not always better. It is understood that increasing the density beyond
the existing condition at the site of the proposed development can surely contributes positively to the livability
and vitality of the community within and surrounding the development. However, at some point further
increases to size of a development will start to have negative impacts that outweigh the initial benefits. The
goal of increasing density in the core should be to create healthy, livable, safe and attractive communities, not
simply more housing at any cost.

To that point, we are concerned about the quality of housing that this development will create. Like most of the
other high-rise residential buildings that have been built recently, this development is offering mostly one-
bedroom (two-thirds of inventory) and two-bedroom (one-third of inventory). In a one-bedroom apartment
singles cannot comfortably share their space and costs with a roommate, and one-bedrooms apartments are
not ideal options for families or even downsizing couples. If the goal is densification, we need to consider the
quality of the units not just the number of the units. This type of construction will not alleviate the current
housing crunch we are experiencing in this City as it does not appeal to diverse households, and is not a
viable alternative to detached and semi-detached homes.

Although it is understood that land is at a premium in the core, which leads to proposals that try to maximize
the number of units on a property's footprint. As more people can comfortably live in a unit with more rooms, it
stands to reason that buildings with a greater proportion of units with two of more bedrooms could result in
more densely occupied buildings than buildings with a greater proportion of one-bedroom units, even though
there would be less units. More units per building are more profitable for developers though.

We (residents of Kitchener) will be living with these towers for a very long time, long after the developers are
gone. Therefore, short term goals such as fast densification and maximizing the profitability of developers
should not be the leading concerns in considering such developments.

Pedestrian and Cycling Landscape

According to the design report there will be an entrance for parking off of both Park Street and Victoria Street,
the development will only have car parking for approximately 60% of units and there will be bicycle parking.
However, the design of the development is still strongly car centric.

For example, there does not appear to be a separate or protected entrances for cyclists to access bicycle
parking. Only confident able-bodied cyclists would be able to use such parking, riding along a parking garage



with cars would discourage less able bodied or confident cyclist and is certainly not appropriate for children.
Such a large development should be inclusive to a wide demographic of people, including families.

Additionally there appears to be little consideration for the experience of pedestrians in the building design,
which is apparent in reviewing the wind impact study. Air flow around the building would create uncomfortable
conditions around the building for any one not standing still right at the corner of Park Street and Victoria Street
both in the winter and the summer. This is notably the area where architectural renderings propose outdoor
seating, and is where pedestrians would be required to wait in order to cross the road.

Overuse of Existing Nearby Amenities and Lack of Place-Making

Lastly, new developments are being built faster than the City is building new amenities for the new residents
such as green spaces, trails, parks, squares, schools, and daycares. By concentrating so much development
in one place without equal investment in communal space, we risk overuse of existing amenities. How will
Victoria and Cherry Parks cope with an additional 1000+ residents at its doorstep? Will these parks be
expanded and/or have further amenities added to compensate for increased use?

Sales materials for new condos often list all the amenities that new residents can take advantage of, but these
large developments should ideally be contributing to place making in our street-scapes, not just taking
advantage of our existing places. The Bauer Lofts is a great example of a condo development that included
placemaking in their design; we need more thoughtful design like the Bauer Lofts! The podium design of the
proposed development excludes non-residents of the towers from taking advantage of the shared outdoor
space, and although there will be retail on the lower levels of the podium, available retail space in of itself does
not result in place making. The lower levels of 1 Victoria and the One hundred towers are a testament to this.
Summary

In summary, we suggest that a midrise (5-10 storeys) would be much more complementary to the existing
nearby neighbourhoods, as stated a midrise would also follow current zoning regulations.

A smaller development would better integrate into the existing fabric of the surrounding neighbourhoods by
placing less stress on the traffic in the area, including through Victoria Park and a smaller development would
not cause large shadows over entire existing low rise heritage neighbourhoods. In our case, we are very
concerned of the impacts of increased traffic and shadows on the enjoyment of our home and neighbourhood.

The goal of densification in the core of downtown Kitchener should be to create healthy, livable, safe and
attractive communities, not simply more housing. At some point further increasing density will start to have a
negative impact that outweigh the initial benefits of a new development.

While the number of new housing units is an important consideration in increasing density, the quality of those
units should be an equally if not more important consideration. Units with two more bedrooms are more
appealing than one-bedroom units to a larger more diverse set of households and are a better alternative to
semi or fully detached homes. Furthermore, more people can comfortably live in a unit with more rooms,
reasonably complexes with a greater proportion of units with two or more bedrooms could result in more
densely occupied buildings than buildings with a greater proportion of one-bedroom units.

With the exception of some proposed retail space on the ground level, the new development does not plan on
contributing to the placemaking at street level. It would also the pedestrian experience near the building less
comfortable due to increased wind speeds, particularly at the corner of Park street and Victoria street where
pedestrians would need to wait to cross the road and where architectural renderings suggest an area of
outdoor seating.

Finally if the City wants to densify the core, it also needs to create more common space for residents to gather;
otherwise, there could be added stress on and overuse of existing amenities such as Victoria and Cherry
Parks.

Our sincere thanks for your time and attention to this matter.

With respect,



[1] hitps://fen.wikipedia.org/wiki/List of tallest buildings in the Waterloo Regional Municipality




Eric Schneider

From: )

Sent: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 1:29 PM

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL] New Development at King and Park
Attachments: Letter to City re New Development.docx

Hi Eric,

Hope you are having a great day! | have attached a letter stating my concerns for the new development going up at King
and Park. | think the new development will be great for DTK but | mention a couple concerns | have with regards to
increased traffic on the street | live on ( ) and the reduced safety as a result, as well as the height/size of
the new development. Please have a read as these concerns are shared by many of my neighbours and the surrounding
community. Many thanks,

This email message (including attachments, if any) is intended for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information
that is privileged, proprietary, confidential and exempt from disclosure. {f you are not the intended recipient, you are notified that any dissemination,
distribution or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify the sender and delete
this email immediately. Thank you.



Hello,

I am writing regarding Victoria and Park towers development, a multi-tower development (38
storeys, 36 storeys and 25 storeys) sitting atop a mid-rise podium (4 to 6 storey) located on the
north-east corner of Victoria Street South and Park Street in Kitchener.

As aresident of Theresa Street I am not opposed to the development but I am deeply concerned
about how the new development, if built the way it is proposed, will impact the street I live on and
the city [ live in.

First of all, it’s too tall for where it is located! In the DT core a building like that makes sense. But
this tower is in very close proximity to 2 storey housing near Cherry Park and Victoria Park. Tower
heights should be reducing further from the core, not increasing!

My main concern is the safety of the children and others living on our street if the development is
allowed to be as high and house as many people as proposed. As a one way between Park and
Victoria, Theresa Street is already often used as a short cut to beat the light or traffic at Park and
Victoria. This leads to fast, aggressive drivers coming down Theresa Street. There are over 20
children living on this street and it is only a matter of time before someone inadvertently drives too
fast down our street and severely injures someone. The new development’s main entrance is right
across from Theresa Street. If the development goes ahead as large as proposed there will only be
an increase in speeding and aggressive driving on our street.

I am also concerned about the loss of natural sunlight on my property and my street, which will
greatly impact the enjoyment of my home and neighbourhood. In turn, I am concerned about the
value of my home and the loss of the heritage feel of my neighbourhood resulting from being so
close to such a large imposing development.

[t is understood that these towers will be built in order to densify the downtown; there are already
many existing towers near Victoria Park (see a summary below); however, these are generally not
near detached homes, or are much shorter where they are near detached homes. The heights of the
proposed towers are much taller than any existing tower beside Victoria Park: 20-32 storeys
higher!

Since 2016, several towers have been completed along Victoria Street South. Each development got
progressively taller as new developments moved westwards from the intersection of King Street
and Victoria Street.

s 1 Victoria - 19 storeys - completed in 2016

« One Hundred Tower A - 21 storeys - completed in 2020w
* One Hundred Tower B - 17 storeys — completed in 2020w
s Garment St Condos - 28 storeys — complete in 2021w

The Victoria and Park Towers are considerably higher than recently completed buildings along
Victoria Street. For example, at 38 storeys, the tallest tower in the Victoria and Park Towers
development, would be like having both the towers at the One Hundred development stacked on
top of each other!

Ideally, in order to better integrate into the existing streetscape and minimize negative impacts to
current residents, new developments should be getting shorter as they approach established low
rise neighbourhoods, not taller.



With the understanding that this parcel of land will be redeveloped in some form, I would ask that
the heights of the proposed towers be greatly reduced (particularly those facing onto Park and
Victoria Street) to better fit the current streetscape of the existing surrounding neighbourhoods. [
suggest:

= Reducing the heights of the towers to a mid-rise scale (10-15 storeys} which would fit in
more harmoniously with the existing neighbourhoods nearby.

s Increasing the set back of the towers from the road to reduce shadows on neighbouring
properties.

= Stepping back of the towers (shorter near the road, taller near the back) similar to the One
Hundred Towers development along Victoria Street

Sincerely,

Height of existing buildings surrounding Victoria Park

Victoria Street South

215 Victoria Street South - Victoria Park Place [ - 7 storeysm

205 Victoria Street South - Victoria Park Place Il - 9 storeys w

241 Victoria Street South - Willowside Housing cooperative Building 2 - 7 storeys
243 Victoria Street South — Willowside Housing cooperative Building 1 - 6 storeys o
Queen Street South

North side of Queen Street

560 Queen Street South - [ron Horse Towers - 15 storeys s

310 Queen Street South - Victoria Park Towers - 14 storeys e

290 Queen Street South - Victoria Place Retirement Community — 7 storeys

214 Queen Street South - the York - 6 storeys w

South site of Queen Street

379 Queen Street South - Barra on Queen - 6 storeys

307 Queen Street South - Bread and Roses - 6 storeys m

221 Queen Street South - Conestoga Apartment Towers - 17 storeys u

Sources:




0 2P B

Counted manually
https://www.drewloholdings.com /apartments-for-rent/iron-horse-towers

https://www.drewloholdings.com/apartments-for-rent/victoria-park-towers

https://www.breadandroses.coop/

https://barracondos.com/about-barra/




Eric Schneider

From:

Sent: Wednesday, November 17, 2021 12:32 PM
To: Eric Schneider

Cc:

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Victoria - Park development
Eric,

Right now this development is simultaneously going through an Official Plan Amendment and a Zoning By-Law
Amendment.

For zoning, the FSR allowed is 5.0 and they are requesting 11.6?
Somewhere the max. building height is 24m and they are requesting 122m?
Is the above correct?

Why are there Zoning requirements in place if no one adheres to them? Did the planners who created the zoning get it
wrong? Does the City of Kitchener hire incompetent staff? Or are the Developers smarter and know what is best?

| think a 4-6 storey podium will be too big beside the small neighbours to the East on Victoria.
2 of the 3 towers are considerably taller than the Garment Condos and the 100 Victoria towers.

Mixed use is great. Housing and intensification is good. But the towers are too tall (as seen in the Architectural drawings
Renderings A5.1 and A5.2). | see amenity space for the residents but what are they providing for the

neighbourhood/community?

I've visited the Kitchener Planning Applications website and listed is "Council Meeting Information". When | click there it
just takes me to the general council meeting page. Is there a targeted Council meeting for this project and if so when?

Thank you for your time,



Eric Schneider

= = === =
From:
Sent: Wednesday, November 17, 2021 2:43 PM
To: Eric Schneider
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Park & Victoria development proposal

Dear Mr. Schneider,

On the information card we recently received concerning the abovementioned development proposal, it is stated that a
neighbourhood information meeting will be scheduled, "if required”.

We humbly suggest to you that a development proposal of this magnitude absolutely necessitates public consultation to
preserve some semblance of democracy and transparency on the City's and Developer's parts.

We hereby request that a neighbourhood information meeting be scheduled.
Please acknowledge receipt of this message by return email.

Sincerely,



Eric Schneider

From:

Sent: Thursday, November 18, 2021 7:20 AM

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Victoria and Park Tower development

Cheers Eric,

| am writing to endorse the height of the proposed Victoria and Park town development. [ came across a
petition to reduce the height, and | wanted to make sure that you know some Kitchener residents (| am close,
at 410 Duke St W) approve of high rises. | believe Kitchener/Waterloo to be a city on the rise, and | want to see
development going up and not out. Preserve the farmland surrounding us, move the humans into the sky.



Eric Schneider

———mwE —m e o —— e e
From: :
Sent: Thursday, November 18, 2021 9:42 AM
To: Eric Schneider
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Victoria and Park Towers
Attachments: Victoria and Park Towers - Letter.docx-eric.docx

Hi Eric, Please see attached letter with my concerns

dream...create...inspire...
I believe all animals are entitled to live their lives and avoid all form of abuse and suffering




Hello, Mr. Schneider

[ am writing regarding Victoria and Park towers development, a multi-tower development (38
storeys, 36 storeys and 25 storeys) sitting atop a mid-rise podium (4 to 6 storey) located on the
north-east corner of Victoria Street South and Park Street in Kitchener.

The tallest towers rival the tallest building in the Kitchener-Waterloo Region, DTK Condos, which is
39 storeys. Unlike the DTK Condos, though, it is located near established low rise neighbourhoods.

The current buildings occupying the land parcel that will be developed are only 2 storeys; the
proposed development will be a substantial departure from the current skyline. According to the
design report, the towers will cast long shadows over homes located in the Victoria Park
neighbourhood, along Park Street, as well as within the Cherry Park neighbourhood.

As aresident of .lam concerned about how the new development will impact the
enjoyment of my property, which will be in the shadow of the tower.

I'am concerned about the loss of natural sunlight on my property and my street, which will greatly
impact the enjoyment of my home and neighbourhood. In turn, I am concerned about the value of
my home and the loss of the heritage feel of my neighbourhood resulting from being so close to
such a large imposing development.

[ am also very concerned about the traffic patterns around Victoria Street and Park Street, through
Victoria Park along Jubilee and along residential streets that connect to Jubilee; my neighbourhood
already has an issue with high volumes of drivers and aggressive driving.

[tis understood that these towers will be built in order to densify the downtown; there are already
many existing towers near Victoria Park (see a summary below); however, these are generally not
near detached homes, or are much shorter where they are near detached homes. The heights of the
proposed towers are much taller than any existing tower beside Victoria Park: 20-32 storeys
higher!

[ am also concerned about how such dense development will affect the fabric of the City itself.
Added height and density in the downtown core will not automatically result in healthy, livable,
safe and attractive communities.

Since 2016, several towers have been completed along Victoria Street South. Each development got
progressively taller as new developments moved westwards from the intersection of King Street
and Victoria Street.

1 Victoria - 19 storeys - completed in 2016 {1]

One Hundred Tower A - 21 storeys - completed in 2020 {11
- One Hundred Tower B - 17 storeys - completed in 202011
- Garment St Condos - 28 storeys - complete in 2021111

The Victoria and Park Towers are considerably higher than recently completed buildings along
Victoria Street. For example, at 38 storeys, the tallest tower in the Victoria and Park Towers
development, would be like having both the towers at the One Hundred development stacked on
top of each other!



I[deally, in order to better integrate into the existing streetscape and minimize negative impacts to
current residents, new developments should be getting shorter as they approach established low
rise neighbourhoods, not taller.

With the understanding that this parcel of land will be redeveloped in some form, I would ask that
the heights of the proposed towers be greatly reduced (particularly those facing onto Park and
Victoria Street) to better fit the current streetscape of the existing surrounding neighbourhoods. [
suggest:

- Reducing the heights of the towers to a mid-rise scale (5-11 storeys) which would fit in
more harmoniously with the existing neighbourhoods nearby.

- Increasing the set back of the towers from the road to reduce shadows on neighbouring
properties.

Stepping back of the towers (shorter near the road, taller near the back) similar to the One
Hundred Towers development along Victoria Street

Sincerely,

Height of existing buildings surrounding Victoria Park

Victoria Street South

215 Victoria Street South - Victoria Park Place [ - 7 storeys (2]

205 Victoria Street South - Victoria Park Place Il - 9 storeys B3I

241 Victoria Street South - Willowside Housing cooperative Building 2 - 7 storeys [4]
243 Victoria Street South - Willowside Housing cooperative Building 1 - 6 storeys [4]
Queen Street South

North side of Queen Street

560 Queen Street South - Iron Horse Towers - 15 storeys [5]

310 Queen Street South - Victoria Park Towers - 14 storeys 6]

290 Queen Street South - Victoria Place Retirement Community - 7 storeys 4

214 Queen Street South - the York - 6 storeys [4]

South site of Queen Street

379 Queen Street South - Barra on Queen - 6 storeys [8]

307 Queen Street South - Bread and Roses - 6 storeys [”]



221 Queen Street South - Conestoga Apartment Towers - 17 storeys [1]

Sources:
1.
2.
3.
4. Counted manually
5. https://www.drewloholdings.com/apartments-for-rent/iron-horse-towers
6. https://www.drewloholdings.com/apartments-for-rent/victoria-park-tower:
7. https://www.breadandroses.coop/
8. https://barracondos.com/about-barra/




Eric Schneider

=
From:
Sent: Thursday, November 18, 2021 11:52 AM
To: Eric Schneider
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 146 Victoria St South Development
Hey Eric!

Hope your day is good, | am a resident of Kitchener further down on Victoria St S, | will be able to see this building from
my intersection. [ was reviewing the supporting documentation for the site plan approval for the Victoria and Park
development that was recently submitted and wanted to give any feedback, for what its worth.

| don’t know much about planning, other than the obvious housing supply crisis which I’'m sure you are well aware of, |
must say architectural and aesthetically speaking | think this is the most promising application in the Region.

Many developments in the Region are known for their lacklustre architecture (not the City’s fault) and cheap materials
due to cutting costs (Eg. University district which looks like the buildings are 80’s Soviet buildings) | know this is up to the
developer to bring forth this quality of proposal, and the city doesn’t get too involved in the quality etc. This is
something that worries me with all of the upcoming developments downtown and would not want our Downtown to be
an eye sore.

From the massing and materials documents, this development brings a big of flare, something that we will need to
consider to keep reviving our downtown and attracting talent.

As for the height, | think it is the perfect height. We need to build up if anything is going to get solved. (The Station Park
phase 3 development is 156m and right around the corner and | suspect developments will continue to rise, being we

are the 10" largest CMA in Canada)

Thanks for your time have a great one!

This e-mail message (including attachments, if any} is intended for the use of the individual or entity to which it is addressed and may contain information that is
privileged, proprietary, confidential and exempt from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient, you are notified that any dissemination, distribution or copying of
this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify the sender and erase this e-mail message immediately.

Le présent message électronique (y compris les piéces qui y sont annexées, le cas échéant) s'adresse au destinataire indiqué et peut contenir des renseignements
de caractére privé ou confidentiel. Si vous n'étes pas le destinataire de ce document, nous vous signalons qu'il est strictement interdit de le diffuser, de le distribuer
ou de le reproduire. Si ce message vous a été transmis par erreur, veuillez en informer I'expéditeur et le supprimer immédiatement,



Eric Schneider
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From:

Sent: Friday, November 19, 2021 9:02 AM

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Application for Development of 146-162 Victoria St S in Kitchener

Good morning and warm wishes.

Thank you for the invitation in your "Application for Development" to respond to the proposed development
on Victoria St S in Kitchener. You will see from my current address (below) that we live only one block from
the proposed development. | would like to offer these brief observations and questions:

1. Whereas | fully support intensification and its benefits for this immediate area, does this area have the
capacity to embrace the increased flow of people and cars? Will it in effect "flood" Victoria Park and
the nearby trails? It will serve as a boon for small businesses and that is positive.

2. The footprint and impact on the immediate community will be immense. Already the traffic flows on
Victoria are heavy, especially in peak flow times...the early morning and late afternoon. Already it is a
challenge to gain access to Victoria from our address at 205 Victoria at these times. There is an
accident waiting to happen.

3. Of the 1150 Units, how many will be designated for low income housing?

4. What is your assessment of what such a tall structure might have on the sun breaking in on folks in the
vicinity?

5. What is the makeup of the 1150 Units? Are these rental Units or Condos or a combination?

6. lassume you are assuming underground parking, right?

Thank you for this opportunity to offer response and counsel. | appreciate your good work in planning for a
sustainable and attractive city.

Best.

Canada



Eric Schneider

T e — T, L s TS e e WD B R —— —— Ty
From:

Sent: Friday, November 19, 2021 12:14 PM

To: Eric Schneider; Debbie Chapman

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: 146-162 Victoria Street South & 92-110 Park Street

Importance: High

Hi Eric and Debbie,
| received a “notice of development” card for Victoria Street South & Park Street.

As a neighbour going to be affected by this; | thank the City of Kitchener for the information. Hopefully the city will share
the outcome of the concerns and feed-back and not fast-track its plan to build without meaningful public input.

| would like feedback on what our Kitchener Fire and Ambulance services feel about this. As it is now any emergency
(especially with firetrucks) on Victoria Street South one lane of traffic, there is absolutely no place for vehicles to move
over. Add dump trucks/cranes/service vehicles { for this development) on Victoria and Park Streets and we are
doomed.

I am not in favour of adding another 1150 units to an already congested area in Ward 9. There are at least three new
buildings within a km of this development that are not entirely finished. There is another development “just outside
Kitchener’s downtown” Station Park condo’s with 2 towers 18 and 28 Storeys high which will add almost 1000
residential units! Just like that, ambitious out of town developers are causing local, life-time residents of Kitchener to
absorb 2,150 residential units with no regards to traffic concerns.

| did review the planning application, and | have comments/suggestions/concerns.

| have attached pictures that were not addressed in the TIS (Transportation Impact Study)

Tower A = 25 Storeys, Tower B = 36 Storeys, Tower C = 38 Storeys for a total of 1150 Units and 667 vehicle parking
# 1150 units will add to traffic congestion nightmare with home deliveries and couriers
= All 3 towers not to exceed 25 Storeys
®* 3 bedroom units should be offered in each tower, there is a need for larger accommodations
= Hundreds of residents, some with mobility restrictions able to evacuate these towers in case of fire or other
emergencies?
e Traffic congestion — logistic issue adding another 667 vehicles?
= 1150 units will add to traffic gridlock with home deliveries and couriers

Transportation Impact Study project # 200387

This study is missing very important facts. From 199 Victoria Street South to just pass 280 Victoria Street South there is
hourly gridlock. The traffic and parking study submitted is dated 2016. Victoria Street is a Regional Road yet there is no
study included. The information below will show my traffic study.

CN Spur line (as indicated in a report) causes stopped traffic in both directions on Victoria Street South.
This backs up traffic flow at the lights at Victoria Street South & West/Strange Street and the lights at

|



Victoria Street South and Park Street. As | write this (November 18/21 @2:55 pm ) there was a train
that crossed Victoria Street South at Walnut Street. It was a long train and lasted for 2 minutes & 24
seconds. | timed it while | waited to turn right from Victoria Street South to Walnut Street. The only
mention in the study about railway crossings was how often the “noise of signals” would impact future
residents.. nothing about traffic flow.

On Victoria Street South just passed lights at West/Strange Street intersection, heading towards
Belmont Ave., the Iron Horse Trail meets Victoria Street South. Drivers stop for pedestrian
traffic (no flashing yellow activated pushbutton here) and drivers (following behind} are forced
to stop in the middle of this intersection when the light changes to red.

No flow of traffic if a driver stops in either direction for pedestrians AND a train is crossing at Victoria
Street South and Walnut Street.

199 Victoria Street South Dan’s Windows and Doors. Very busy business. Transport, 5-ton, vans, and
company vehicles coming and going 6 days a week. There are a number of times M-F that transport
trucks block Victoria Street South. There is a large dumpster through the week, that has to be
emptied. With all these vehicles, plus garbage trucks (for two apartment buildings behind Dan’s)
Victoria Street South cannot absorb any more vehicle traffic.



Thank you for taking the time to read my input. 1 would like to be added to a list about 1) a meeting

with all of Ward 9 people to meet with this developer 2) if a traffic study with be re-visited 3) when a
decision has been made.

Regards,



Eric Schneider

M e e = e e

From:

Sent: Friday, November 19, 2021 5:30 PM

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comments on the Proposal for a Development at Victoria Street and Park
Street

Attachments: Park Victoria development.pdf

Hello Eric,

My comments on the proposal for a development at Victoria Street and Park Street are in the attached
document.



Comments with respect to Notice of Development Application for
146-162 Victoria Street South and 92-110 Park Street.

I’'m glad that the city planning department and council will consider feedback from the public
on the proposal for the development at the corner of Victoria Street and Park Street. As with
most recent intensification developments in downtown and midtown Kitchener, the interests of
the developer, council and residents are likely to be in conflict. | hope that in this case
councilors from outside the affected ward will respond to the concerns of residents with the
same consideration and support they give to the residents of their wards when faced with
development concerns.

It is daunting for residents like myself to fully understand the Urban Design Report prepared by
the developer. The background information needed to assess the report takes a great deal of
time and doggedness to acquire. It is difficult to comment on things like appropriate yard
setbacks and tower offsets. What is easy for
anyone to understand is that this is a
massive development which raises a
fundamental question: should a three tower
development of 38 stories be allowed in this
location? My position is no. Thisis not a
matter of negotiating the lopping off of a
few stories to appease the concerns of
residents. This a matter of planning for a
more appropriated midrise development.

Great mid-rise buildings are a vital component to any well-designed city. They are the bonding
agent that links together downtowns with central neighbourhoods and intensification areas with
low-rise communities. They create and reinforce the urban fabric in ways that make a city feel
seamless, contiguous and crafted to the scale of the human experience. City of Kitchener Urban
Design Manual.
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Zoning Regulations for the Site.

The developer’s report fails to include details on the current zoning of the properties. It does
state that the properties are in the Urban Growth Centre and zoned MU-1 and MU-2. Here
are some of the regulations for both the old and new mixed use zones.

Regulations

MLE-1

MiLl-2

MIX-2

MIX-3

Minimum front yard
setback

1.5

1.5

Minimum exterior
side yard setback

4.5

1.5

15

1.5

1.

15

Minimum rear yard
setback

7.5

7.5

1.5

75

Minimum yard
setback abutting
residential zone

.5

L5

7.5

Maximum building
height

135

24

25

32

Maximum number of
stories

stories in the base of a
mid-rise building or
tall building.

Maximum number of

10

Minimum street line
stepback for mid-rise
buildings and tall
buildings

Maximum floor space
ratio

Minimum landscaped
area

10%

10%

15%

15%

In addition to these regulations, the City of Kitchener Official Plan — Mixed Use district policies
support a mid-rise development on the site.

15.D.4.19. maximum Floor Space Ratio of up to 4.0 will apply to individual properties where higher
density development or redevelopment is desirable and appropriate.

15.D.4.20 City may, provided that all the applicable policies within this Plan are satisfied, consider a
maximum Floor Space Ratio up to 5.0 if the development or redevelopment: a) is designed to LEED
certification standard or equivalent building rating system;, b) incorporates a below-grade parking
structure, public amenity area, cultural heritage resource and/or public art; and/or, ¢) contains a food
store located internal to a mixed use development.

15.D.4.22. Generally no building will exceed: a) 10 storeys or 32 metres in height, whichever is greater,
at the elevation, on lands designated Mixed Use identified as a City Node, or Community Node on
Map 2. b) 8 storeys or 25 metres in height, whichever is greater at the highest grade elevation, on lands
designated Mixed Use as a Urban Corridor on Map 2. c) 4 storeys or 14 metres in height. whichever is
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greater, at the highest grade elevation on lands designated Mixed Use identified as a Neighbourhood
Node on Map 2.

15.D.4.23. Notwithstanding Policy 15.D.4.22, the City may consider increases to the permitted building
height of up to 50 percent of the permitted building height where a development or redevelopment
provides a mixed use building containing residential units. It must be demonstrated that a pedestrian
scale base, appropriate massing along the streetscape and compatibility with adjacent lands is achieved
and that all the applicable policies within this Plan are satisfied.

Obviously, the proposed development doesn’t comply with the current zoning and exploits
every inch/cm of the site. The developer is applying for a floor space ratio of 11.6 and the
project design includes towers 215 meters in height. This is not surprising based on the other
developments that have been permitted on Victoria Street.

Unlike the other developments on Victoria Street, this site requires a mid-rise design which
provides a transition to the new high-rise developments on Victoria and the low-rise nature of
Park Street both above and below Victoria Street. What this corner doesn’t need is another 1
Victoria Street; a development that was touted as the Majestic Entrance to Downtown and that
resulted in a bland, featureless, windswept corner that pedestrians detest.

Due to the strong seasonal winds and the effect of corner acceleration, wind conditions
are expected to be less than ideal near building corners during the winter. Urban Design
Report. Innovations Developments. Kitchener Limited. August 2021. Page 34.

The site is within the mixed-use corridor which is planned to transition to different intensities of
mixed use-development. The proposed development fails to provide a transition either to the
developments west nor a transition to the residential streets that lead to Victoria Park. The
Urban Design Report fails to recognize Victoria Park, the Victoria Park Neighbourhood and the
Cherry Park neighbourhood as part of the surrounding context of the development. The impact
on the neighbourhood is made worse by a design that positions the tallest buildings on Park
Street, this being done to maximize the future development of an additional property on
Victoria. Park Street is treated as a side alley.

=

Which Way to Appropriate 4
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Trees and Green Space

The Urban Design Report acknowledges that nearly all of the 51 trees on the site are to be
removed. The Arborist Assessment from the GSP Group in a letter to the city, dated May 28,
2021, reports that the removal of trees from the site will be compensated for, in the form of
planting on site, on city property adjacent to the site and cash in lieu. The city’s practice of
accepting cash in lieu of landscaped green spaces provides no benefit to the residents in the
downtown and midtown neighbourhoods.

Healthy trees provide multiple benefits including cooling the air through evapotranspiration,
absorbing radiation and heat with the leaves during the hottest months with the highest UV
index, and absorbing, reflecting, scattering, and transmitting income UV rays prior to reaching
the paved surfaces under the tree. They offer other benefits as well, such as reducing the
amount of storm water that enters the municipal waste water system... On Shade and Shadow:
A case study on the impacts of overshadowing by tall buildings on Toronto’s greenspaces.
Toronto Cancer Prevention Coalition. 2018.

There are no trees planned for Park Street, a design that is detrimental to what is currently a
tree lined street. Tree lined is a salient characteristic of Park Street and this should not be
compromised especially by accepting cash in lieu. The city’s Urban Forest Strategy spotlights
the importance the urban forest on private lands yet this developer offers little in that regard.
The urban forest is important for heat mitigation and carbon reduction.

The Urban Design Report does not measure the area of the development that will be
landscaped. (Zoning Regulations require 10% ) Several design features indicate that ground
level landscaping will be the least possible. These include:

s deficiencies in separation between towers,
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e the building base situated at the property line on both Victoria Street and Park Street,
* the building base situated tight to the eastern and northeastern property boundaries
e a continuous concrete paved design stretching the private property line

The Victoria Park Neighbourhood is deficient in greenspace. In the Staff Report: Infrastructure
Services Department Report to Council, the city’s staff concluded that Without significant
intervention, the parkland deficit in these already deficient communities will worsen.

Using policies and regulations in place, city planners and councillors can ensure that the
development on the corner of Victoria Street and Park Street contributes to the urban forest
and greenspaces in the downtown and midtown neigbourhoods.

All sites are to be comprehensively landscaped including substantial tree planning,
generous landscape buffers, and planting beds which provide screening between
pedestrian pathways and drive aisles, parking areas and site function and servicing
elements. City of Kitchener Urban Design Manual.

Intensification.

The need for housing is pressing and this proposal is compelling in that respect. But this project
exploits that need. The Kitchener Growth Management Strategy 2021 Annual Monitoring
Report shows that the city is on target to meet residential and employment growth targets.
Notably, the number of residents and jobs per hectare in the Urban Growth Centre is 212
RJs/ha, surpassing the provincially mandated target of 200RJs/ha by 2031. In addition, the City’s
current intensification level of 67% exceeds the Regional intensification target and existing land
use and density policies support future intensification practices. That is, a development with a
floor space ratio of 11 is not needed to address the intensification goals of the city.

The site at the corner of Park Street and Victoria Street should be developed in accordance with
current zoning regulations, that will limit the vertical clutter that is now becoming the city’s
skyline, add to the missing middle of mid-rise buildings in downtown and midtown Kitchener,
and, in a city now dominated by black glass condo towers, provide a more human scale design
for the gateway to Victoria Park.

...Iit’s up to council to balance a reasonable level of intensification without disrupting
communities. Councilor Davey. Kitchener Record. June 2021

Page5]6



Eric Schneider

From:

Sent: Saturday, November 20, 2021 11:24 AM
To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL] 146 Victoria St. S Development
Eric,

As a resident of downtown Kitchener for the last 12 years, my husband and | have been huge supporters of the DTK and
the development around us.

We live on Oak St. and have endured at least six years of steady construction noise, not to mention the dirt and debris in
our yard, our windows, our solar panels, cars, etc.. ( 1 Victoria, the LRT, Google, Deloitte and the 3 condo's in the
Garment district).

Even with the constant noise and inconvenience of lane closures on Victoria St, we are excited about the growth of DTK
and the foot traffic that will surely support the restaurant and shop owners.

That being said, with my husband retiring soon, we purchased a Garment street condominium and carefully selected our
unit to maximize the view and enjoy the sunlight/setting sun and enjoy an easy lifestyle.

Enter the application for 146 Victoria St. and that now turns our dreams to dust.

| am sure many other (Westmount facing) condo owners will react with dismay when they learn of this 38 story building
that will put us all in the shade and take away the views.

Not to mention several more years of construction noise and dirt directly outside our balcony. Very upsetting.

With all the Covid-19 restriction delays we haven't even moved in yet, but the excitement we felt is fading away.
Currently there over 10+ high rise buildings on the go, so | don't see the point of another large condominium in this area.
Victoria Street is already a nightmare and pinches to a one lane right at the end of our street due to construction at the
Huck Glove.

| am constantly watching condo residents struggle to get out of the driveway as it is. | see too many close calls as | am
waiting myself to get out of my street.

( Let me insert here that turning Joseph St. into a one way has been a nightmare for us. We are forced out on to Victoria
St. to turn either right or left now. It is horrible. We are very close to the traffic light at Joseph and it is hard to get out.
Why the city changed the street direction for a bike lane is beyond me. Cyclists already had the right of way on Joseph
St. with green, painted signs on the road. | have not seen one bike use the lane between Victoria and Linden Streets.
Why would a cyclist even consider venturing out onto Victoria Street? It's not safe. We always used Joseph and Francis
St. as our route to avoid Victoria St. and for a matter of 6-8ft, we cannot use Francis St. It is extremely frustrating and
just adds to the congestion on Victoria St. Now special snow plowing will be required $$S). The list goes on.

It's time for the city to be considerate of the downtown locals, but we know this will not happen.

This development will keep moving forward regardless of any feedback from the residents.

Case in point, we opposed the Joseph St. bike lane that didn't need to happen, really.

I've seen a few cars in the bike lanes so people are confused by it.

Sadly, we will contemplate selling our condo when this plan gets approved.

Sincerely,



E_ric Schneider

From: ) »

Sent: Sunday, November 21, 2021 12:51 PM

To: Eric Schneider; Debbie Chapman

Cc:

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: 146 Victoria St. S. OPA 21/011/V/ES and ZBA21/017/V/ES

Dear Eric and Debbie,

| am a resident of downtown kitchener and | am in support of developments such as this. | have seen a petition
circulated and directed to the addresses to whom this email is directed. Their main concerns are shadows, height, and
traffic and | would like to refute the issues they bring up because for one, | believe that these concerns are opposite to
mine and my community's interests, and because | believe these concerns are, at least in part, argued in bad faith. While
| do have concerns regarding the provision of pedestrian and cycling facilities and provision of family sized units, |
recognize that this is an important development. We are in twin housing and climate crises. We absolutely must build a
huge number of new houses, and we have to do it in a transformative way that encourages active transportation. If we
only take half-measures, we won't have accomplished anything.

First, | would like to refute complaints about shadows, height, and traffic because | believe these are bad-faith
arguments:

1. Shadows: This development is on the North corner of the intersection, meaning that shadows are already mitigated. |
also find that | seek out shade in the blazing heat of the summer, especially on wide barren roads like Victoria. Sure, the
idea of having sunlight on the street is great, but in practice people prefer shade. | get it, but also: tree-lined streets are
shaded and desired; narrow streets in the old parts of European towns are desired. | don't think the anti-shade
argument is cohesive, and | prefer shade. If | want to absorb sunlight, | will go to the park. | think that living downtown
carries with it the expectation that you might have to grow shade-loving plants in your garden.

2. Height: | would prefer if this was 15 storeys or something, but to put in the same number of units at 15 storeys, in our
current planning regime would be a long process, and physically disruptive for longer and in more places. Having 4
equally sized lots for 15 storey structures would receive just as much pushback, which we see constantly in Kitchener
(Belmont, Queen/Mill, Weber/Queen). This lot is also perfectly placed for height. To the north is a parking lot and other
towers, South west along victoria is going to be more development, and existing 10 storey towers in the park, and north
west is train tracks. The argument against height is often effectively that it is an eyesore, which I could say for 90% of
suburban commercial development and roadways, but oddly we never hear about.

3. Traffic. Victoria is a busy street. However, this street goes straight through the heart of downtown, and will lead
directly to the transit terminal, the centre of pedestrian transportation. Expanding road access to cars when we also
want it to be used by pedestrians and transit users does not make sense. To make traffic better, we must encourage
more pedestrians and cyclists by making the pedestrian space along victoria better, by reducing car speeds even more,
and continuing to provide residential buildings that do not provide parking. The amount of singles, professionals, young
people and otherwise who don't want or need a car, who can work at a tech company downtown or commute to school
who could live here is great. Drivers who want to go fast have alternate routes, if they want to be downtown, they can
slow down. In sum, the problem they identify that traffic is getting worse is that they won't be able to drive as fast,
which is in conflict with mine and every other pedestrian's need for safety. Increasing "traffic” (slowing cars down) is
what | want for this area. 2016 Census data shows that roughly 1/3 commuters in Wards 9 and 10 (downtown Kitchener)
commute by active transportation, a statistic that does not include children, or those who do not commute.

Other miscellaneous things that I've seen against development like this:



Cars will park in the neighbourhood: | don't have a car and would love to live here. If people have a car and choose to
live here, they would probably also figure out a more permanent parking solution than street parking. Also, street
parking is legal. Residents don't have a personal claim to on-street parking

How will they get groceries without a car: there's loads of options to get food downtown. If not downtown, the bus
takes you directly to several grocers from this location.

There are some arguments against development like this that | agree with. This development shouid be required to have
provisions for more 3+ bedroom units. Families need these units and there currently is barely any of that being made in
apartments downtown. | would also argue that these larger units can be more affordable for renters. two or three
bedrooms units are more affordable for people to share and split the costs with a roommate than it is for them to afford
a single bedroom apartment. It's also more flexible throughout the life of a renter or owner.

| also want to see more for bikes, both within the building and in the roadways around it. There should be more spaces
provisioned for safe bike storage than for cars. Lots of people will have more than one bike (for winter and summer),
and families or roommates each require personal bike spots. Also, there should be space for different types of bikes, like
cargo bikes. Additionally, this lot is in the centre of the developing cycling network. If the city didn't ask for at

minimum 1:1 bike parking to units (or 1:1 bike parking to bedrooms), this would be a huge missed opportunity. This lot
is less than 800 metres from central station, but victoria feels like a dangerous place to be. The new route behind the
Home Hardware almost doubles the distance. Make the street safer, slower, and better for pedestrians and bikes.

With a modest growth forecast of the 2009 Regional Official Plan of around 2%, or around 5000 new residents a year,
we would need two or three developments like this every year just to keep pace with population growth and still not
alleviate the housing crisis. If we required developments like this to be a third the height and number of units, we would
need 6 to 9 more developments. The resistance to these is often based on bad faith reasons, like the above arguments
against shadows, character, and traffic, and these arguments would be presented even if the heights were reduced, as
can be seen in similar developments, like the one on Weber Street which is only proposed to be 19 storeys, or on
Belmont which is smaller still. These arguments, | think, have become a shorthand or buzzword to say that people don't
like it, and that is simply not productive. Similar ones were used for the Mill and Queen development, even though a
tower of nearly equivalent height was across the street and has been for decades.

| don't want to defend mega developments. They don't need me to do that. My ideal solution would be to only have 5-6
storey developments with 20-50 units and little to no parking to accommodate all the new residents, but this would
require 100 new developments every year all over downtown for the foreseeable future, which is simply not

likely. Unless those arguing against tall towers actively support and help expedite developments like this, tall towers like
this are the best option.

| apologize for this long rant, but my purpose is to provide a counter-voice to all the NIMBY opposition to housing, which
does nothing to improve the city except maintaining the status quo for those who are already comfortable. I'm
frustrated at how discussion around height and traffic drowns out substantive discussion around livability, safety, and
confronting the dual crises of housing and climate. Let's frame this proposed development, and every one that follows,
on those things.

if you would like to talk more about my comments, I'd be happy to discuss
Thank you for taking the time to read.




E_ri.c Schneider

e an—]
From:
Sent: Sunday, November 21, 2021 3:09 PM
To: Eric Schneider; Debbie Chapman;
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Park and Victoria development

In response to the mail out we received last week about this development, we wonder why such a
misrepresentation of the plans passed any scrutiny. The picture shows 2 towers and possibly a third tower
if one were to interpret the left hand side of the larger tower, not as balconies as shown on the right side,
but as a hidden third tower. The words below the picture imply that the development is only one tower
with 38 stories so we can assume that the second tower in the picture is not part of the development. We
also wonder how any developer can cram over 1100 residential units into 38 stories unless they are tiny
units, suitable only for one person per unit at the most.

According to the VPNA newsletter which came only days after this mail out, the development is actually 3
towers of different heights with the highest projected to be 38 stories. This seems much more likely if one
were to try to fit in 1150 units but there is no mention of 3 towers in the official mail out from the
planning department. Is the planning department not aware of the proposed smaller towers?

It seems that the normal negotiation dance between developers, planners, politicians and the public is
underway. The developer asks for far more than they think will realistically be allowed and they need
zoning and planning changes so that the project is viable. After all the sham public consultations are
completed, the developer then makes some concessions to make it look like they have responded to the
planning departments' concerns and the usual public outcry. We realize that this is a rather cynical view of
the planning process but this process seems to be the normal course of events recently.

The misrepresentation of the actual plans in this mail out can only contribute to public cynicism regarding
the ongoing development in Kitchener. It doesn't seem very difficult to have a picture with 3 towers and a
short description of their heights and unit capacity unless the intent was to mislead the people receiving
the mail out. More than likely there will be many concerns expressed by people who live close to this
project and it seems even more likely that people will have even more concerns about the whole process
when the true scale of the project becomes known. Why would the planning department set themselves
up for greater public outcry?



Eric Schneider

From:

Sent: Monday, November 22, 2021 12:56 Pvi

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL] 146-162 Victoria St. South/92-110 Park St.

Good morning Eric,
| recently received the notification about the proposed development listed above. | am the owner of a house at

After studying the proposed plans for the corner site, while | have no objections to development, | do strongly feel the
height of the three buildings should be reassessed and definitely reduced to a more logical height to suit the
circumstances. | do believe we will be facing a traffic nightmare in this area - not only during construction - but also
afterwards due to the constriction created by the narrowing lanes on Victoria Street and the limitations existing on Park
Street. While | do not fully agree with this development being situated here, | am also aware that available housing is a
critical issue locally and my one voice is not going to dramatically change the 'tides of development'.

However, | do believe that some common sense should be applied in this situation and consideration given to
constructing a cluster of buildings that are not 'skyscrapers' in the middle of a residential neighborhood!!

Yours truly,



Comments with respect to Notice of Development Application for
146-162 Victoria Street South and 92-110 Park Street.

I’'m glad that the city planning department and council will consider feedback from the public
on the proposal for the development at the corner of Victoria Street and Park Street. As with
most recent intensification developments in downtown and midtown Kitchener, the interests of
the developer, council and residents are likely to be in conflict. | hope that in this case
councilors from outside the affected ward will respond to the concerns of residents with the
same consideration and support they give to the residents of their wards when faced with
development concerns.

It is daunting for residents like myself to fully understand the Urban Design Report prepared by
the developer. The background information needed to assess the report takes a great deal of
time and doggedness to acquire. Itis difficult to comment on things like appropriate yard
setbacks and tower offsets. What is easy for
anyone to understand is that this is a
massive development which raises a
fundamental question: should a three tower
development of 38 stories be allowed in this
location? My position is no. Thisis not a
matter of negotiating the lopping off of a
few stories to appease the concerns of
residents. This a matter of planning for a
more appropriated midrise development.

Great mid-rise buildings are a vital component to any well-designed city. They are the bonding
agent that links together downtowns with central neighbourhoods and intensification areas with
low-rise communities. They create and reinforce the urban fabric in ways that make a city feel
seamless, contiguous and crafted to the scale of the human experience. City of Kitchener Urban
Design Manual.
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Zoning Regulations for the Site.

The developer’s report fails to include details on the current zoning of the properties. It does
state that the properties are in the Urban Growth Centre and zoned MU-1 and MU-2. Here
are some of the regulations for both the old and new mixed use zones.

Regulations MU-1 MU-2 MIX2 MIX-3
Minimum front yard 15 15 15 1.5
setback —

Minimum exterior 4.5 15 15 1.5
side yard setback

Minimum rear yard 7.5 7.5 7.5 7.5
setback I

Minimum yard 7.5 7.5 7.5

setback abutting
residential zone

Maximum building 135 24 25 32

height

Maximum number of 2 10

stories

Maximum number of B [ ]

stories in the base of a
mid-rise building or
tall building.

Minimum street line 3 3
stepback for mid-rise
buildings and tall

buildings

Maximum floor space 2 4 T 2 2
ratio

Minimum landscaped 10% 10% 15% . 15%
area

In addition to these regulations, the City of Kitchener Official Plan — Mixed Use district policies
support a mid-rise development on the site.

15.D.4.19. maximum Floor Space Ratio of up to 4.0 will apply to individual properties where higher
density development or redevelopment is desirable and appropriate.

15.D.4.20 City may, provided that all the applicable policies within this Plan are satisfied, consider a
maximum Floor Space Ratio up to 5.0 if the development or redevelopment: a) is designed to LEED
certification standard or equivalent building rating system;, b) incorporates a below-grade parking
structure, public amenity area, cultural heritage resource and/or public art; and/or, ¢} contains a food
store located internal to a mixed use development.

15.D.4.22. Generally no building will exceed: a) 10 storeys or 32 metres in height, whichever is greater,
at the elevation, on lands designated Mixed Use identified as a City Node, or Community Node on
Map 2. b) 8 storeys or 25 metres in height, whichever is greater at the highest grade elevation, on lands
designated Mixed Use as a Urban Corridor on Map 2. c} 4 storeys or 14 metres in height. whichever is
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greater, at the highest grade elevation on lands designated Mixed Use identified as a Neighbourhood
Node on Map 2.

15.D.4.23. Notwithstanding Policy 15.D.4.22, the City may consider increases to the permitted building
height of up to 50 percent of the permitted building height where a development or redevelopment
provides a mixed use building containing residential units. It must be demonstrated that a pedestrian
scale base, appropriate massing along the streetscape and compatibility with adjacent lands is achieved
and that all the applicable policies within this Plan are satisfied.

Obviously, the proposed development doesn’t comply with the current zoning and exploits
every inch/cm of the site. The developer is applying for a floor space ratio of 11.6 and the
project design includes towers 122 meters in height. This is not surprising based on the other
developments that have been permitted on Victoria Street.

Unlike the other developments on Victoria Street, this site requires a mid-rise design which
provides a transition to the new high-rise developments on Victoria and the low-rise nature of
Park Street both above and below Victoria Street. What this corner doesn’t need is another 1
Victoria Street; a development that was touted as the Majestic Entrance to Downtown.and that
resulted in a bland, featureless, windswept corner that pedestrians detest.

Due to the strong seasonal winds and the effect of corner acceleration, wind conditions
are expected to be less than ideal near building corners during the winter. Urban Design
Report. Innovations Developments. Kitchener Limited. August 2021. Page 34.

The site is within the mixed-use corridor which is planned to transition to different intensities of
mixed use-development. The proposed development fails to provide a transition either to the
developments west nor a transition to the residential streets that lead to Victoria Park. The
Urban Design Report fails to recognize Victoria Park, the Victoria Park Neighbourhood and the
Cherry Park neighbourhood as part of the surrounding context of the development. The impact
on the neighbourhood is made worse by a design that positions the tallest buildings on Park
Street, this being done to maximize the future development of an additional property on
Victoria. Park Street is treated as a side alley.

Which Way to Appropriate
Transitions?

Image Source: PARTS Urban Design Brief

Page 3]6



Trees and Green Space

The Urban Design Report acknowledges that nearly all of the 51 trees on the site are to be
removed. The Arborist Assessment from the GSP Group in a letter to the city, dated May 28,
2021, reports that the removal of trees from the site will be compensated for, in the form of
planting on site, on city property adjacent to the site and cash in lieu. The city’s practice of
accepting cash in lieu of landscaped green spaces provides no benefit to the residents in the
downtown and midtown neighbourhoods.

Healthy trees provide multiple benefits including cooling the air through evapotranspiration,
absorbing radiation and heat with the leaves during the hottest months with the highest UV
index, and absorbing, reflecting, scattering, and transmitting income UV rays prior to reaching
the paved surfaces under the tree. They offer other benefits as well, such as reducing the
amount of storm water that enters the municipal waste water system... On Shade and Shadow:
A case study on the impacts of overshadowing by tall buildings on Toronto’s greenspaces.
Toronto Cancer Prevention Coalition. 2018.

There are no trees planned for Park Street, a design that is detrimental to what is currently a
tree lined street. Tree lined is a salient characteristic of Park Street and this should not be
compromised especially by accepting cash in lieu. The city’s Urban Forest Strategy spotlights
the importance the urban forest on private lands yet this developer offers little in that regard.
The urban forest is important for heat mitigation and carbon reduction.

The Urban Design Report does not measure the area of the development that will be
landscaped. {Zoning Regulations require 10% ) Several design features indicate that ground
level landscaping will be the least possible. These include:

e deficiencies in separation between towers,
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= the building base situated at the property line on both Victoria Street and Park Street,
s the building base situated tight to the eastern and northeastern property boundaries
®= a continuous concrete paved design stretching the private property line

The Victoria Park Neighbourhood is deficient in greenspace. In the Staff Report: Infrastructure
Services Department Report to Council, the city’s staff concluded that Without significant
intervention, the parkland deficit in these already deficient communities will worsen.

Using policies and regulations in place, city planners and councillors can ensure that the
development on the corner of Victoria Street and Park Street contributes to the urban forest
and greenspaces in the downtown and midtown neigbourhoods.

All sites are to be comprehensively landscaped including substantial tree planning,
generous landscape buffers, and planting beds which provide screening between
pedestrian pathways and drive aisles, parking areas and site function and servicing
elements. City of Kitchener Urban Design Manual.

Intensification.

The need for housing is pressing and this proposal is compelling in that respect. But this project
exploits that need. The Kitchener Growth Management Strategy 2021 Annual Monitoring
Report shows that the city is on target to meet residential and employment growth targets.
Notably, the number of residents and jobs per hectare in the Urban Growth Centre is 212
RJs/ha, surpassing the provincially mandated target of 200RJs/ha by 2031. In addition, the City’s
current intensification level of 67% exceeds the Regional intensification target and existing land
use and density policies support future intensification practices. That is, a development with a
floor space ratio of 11 is not needed to address the intensification goals of the city.

The site at the corner of Park Street and Victoria Street should be developed in accordance with
current zoning regulations, that will limit the vertical clutter that is now becoming the city’s
skyline, add to the missing middle of mid-rise buildings in downtown and midtown Kitchener,
and, in a city now dominated by black glass condo towers, provide a more human scale design
for the gateway to Victoria Park.

...it’s up to council to balance a reasonable level of intensification without disrupting
communities. Councilor Davey. Kitchener Record. June 2021
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E_ric Schneider

=== a1
From:
Sent: Wednesday, November 24, 2021 3:48 PM
To: Eric Schneider
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Neighbourhood development at Park and Victoria St.

Good afternoon Eric,

I took some time and looked over the submission by the planners regarding parking at the new development at Park and
Victoria. | understand what they’ve written and how they’re justifying the number of spaces they’ve planned for
residential use but | still disagree. They have picked a few buildings in various places where fewer tenants have cars, or
mavbe there inst never was space for them, | don’t know how they picked those particular buildings. Presently | live at

, less than a block from the proposed new development. | spoke to the building manager here about
their experience with parking and find that there is one underground parking space per unit, some of which are tandem
spaces able to hold two cars. The demographic in the two buildings here, 205 and 215 Victoria St. S., is more of the older
retired age and | know of a few that don’t drive any more, however younger couples and families are moving into the
building and they often have two cars. Fortunately there is some surface parking here that can accommodate those
needs and those of visitors. My comments here are selfish and | won't try to hide that. It has happened in the past that
surface parking here has been taken up by people who don’t belong here are taking space that might be needed for
visitors that are here legitimately. As I’'m sure you’re aware, there is very little parking in this area other than the
municipal lot off Park St. It’s kind of awkward to tell visitors that they have to pay the city for parking when spaces they
should have been able to use are taken by people who haven’t properly planned for in a development.

The other thing that crosses my mind is what the target demographic might be in the mind of the developer of this
project? | don’t imagine that they are planning a low rent building by the look of all the amenities and such, so | would
guess that they are targeting the up and coming of the area, perhaps people coming from Toronto. Will those people not
have cars? It seems far fetched to believe that people in that demographic would move here where, although we have
Grand River Transit, the intercity options are limited and cumbersome without having a vehicle. | realize that the world
is changing but | wonder how fast that will happen?

The other issue to consider is traffic and with the increased number of vehicles using this stretch of Victoria St.,
specifically from Joseph St. - Strange St., because of the vastly increased number of residential units along this stretch of
street. This particular development will add significantly to a situation that can be difficult at times, and that’s before the
buildings currently under construction have been occupied. The present situation has been exacerbated by the lane
closure that is in effect but in the long term the traffic is going to get difficult to manage without the additional buildings
that are in development now. | suppose infrastructures will also have to be updated, likely sooner than later, to
accommodate the new growth so there will be extreme traffic issues while that happens.

Thank you for listening to my thoughts.

>0n Nov 10, 2021, at 10:12 AM, Eric Schneider <Eric.Schneider@kitchener.ca> wrote:
>

>

>

> Thanks for providing comments for this application.

-



> | can provide some more details about the applicants proposal for parking:

>

> 667 Total Car Parking Spaces

-

> 617 for residential units

>

> 50 for Commercial units.

-

>

> So there are parking spaces proposed to be provided for the commercial units on the ground floor.

=

> More information can be found on the StoryMaps section of our website, linked below. This has all of the documents
that the applicant submitted so that residents can review. The Planning Justification Report contains many more details

about the parking.
>

>
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/bb2db3e61bd043209c1f16d16a3cedOc/__;!IE1
9 _NBbORQ!V4fyVdgkeF)ler4MIGvOk6gORrArP6q7BsF3oM_b9elk2hLixrZeljCFqSa2Qkhel4LH6scS

>

> | hope that helps in addressing your concern, but please reach out if you have any additional questions. Thanks again
for providing comments for this application.

-

>

>

> Eric Schneider, MCIP, RPP

> Senior Planner | Planning Division | City of Kitchener

> (519) 741-2200 ext 7843 | TTY 1-866-969-9994 | eric.schneider@kitchener.ca

> From: . >

> Sent: Monday, November 8, 2021 8:01 PM

> To: Eric Schneider <Eric.Schneider@kitchener.ca>

> Subject: [EXTERNAL] Neighbourhood development at Park and Victoria St.

>

> Good Day,

> | received a card in my mail box today about the proposed new development at the corner of Victoria and Park streets.
It looks like quite a building and it will be interesting to see how it effects the neighbourhood. The one thing that stands
out to me in the very little bit of information that the card holds is that there will be only 667 car parking spots for 1150
residential units, which | suppose would not include and parking for the other uses that are also in the building. It would
seem that that would leave a lot of people without a parking space in an area where parking does not seem that
plentiful. It would also seem that any commercial enterprises in the building would have a hard time accommodating
customer parking and | wonder what effect that may have on the ability of any business to succeed. | would be
interested in attending a meeting or hearing more about the details of what is happening with this development.

>

> Thank you,

e



Eric Schneider

From:

Sent: Wednesday, November 24, 2021 7:55 PM

To: Eric Schneider; Debbie Chapman;

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Proposed Development Victoria & Park Streets
Attachments: letter re Victoria & Park Streets Development.docx

Please see attached letter

Warmly,



Hello Eric Schneider, Debbie Chapman and Kevin Muir,

| am writing regarding Victoria and Park towers development, a multi-tower development (38 storeys, 36
storeys and 25 storeys) sitting atop a mid-rise podium (4 to 6 storey) located on the north-east corner of
Victoria Street South and Park Street in Kitchener.

The tallest towers rival the tallest building in the Kitchener-Waterloo Region, DTK Condos, which is 39 storeys.
Unlike the DTK Condos, though, it is located near established low rise neighbourhoods.

The current buildings occupying the land parcel that will be developed are only 2 storeys; the proposed
development will be a substantial departure from the current skyline. According to the design report, the towers
will cast long shadows over homes located in the Victoria Park neighbourhood, along Park Street, as well as
within the Cherry Park neighbourhood.

As a resident of 205 Victoria Street South, | am very concerned about the traffic patterns around Victoria
Street and Park Street, through Victoria Park along Jubilee and along residential streets that connect to
Jubilee; my neighbourhood already has an issue with high volumes of drivers and aggressive driving.

It is understood that these towers will be built in order to densify the downtown; there are already many existing
towers near Victoria Park (see a summary below); however, these are generally not near detached homes, or
are much shorter where they are near detached homes. The heights of the proposed towers are much taller
than any existing tower beside Victoria Park: 20-32 storeys higher!

| am also concerned about how such dense development will affect the fabric of the City itself. Added height
and density in the downtown core will not automatically result in healthy, livable, safe and attractive
communities.

Since 2016, several towers have been completed along Victoria Street South. Each development got
progressively taller as new developments moved westwards from the intersection of King Street and Victoria
Street.

« 1 Victoria — 19 storeys - completed in 2016 ']

« One Hundred Tower A — 21 storeys — completed in 2020
=« One Hundred Tower B — 17 storeys — completed in 20201
» Garment St Condos — 28 storeys — complete in 2021 "]

The Victoria and Park Towers are considerably higher than recently completed buildings along Victoria Street.
For example, at 38 storeys, the tallest tower in the Victoria and Park Towers development, would be like
having both the towers at the One Hundred development stacked on top of each other!

Ideally, in order to better integrate into the existing streetscape and minimize negative impacts to current
residents, new developments should be getting shorter as they approach established low rise neighbourhoods,
not taller.

With the understanding that this parcel of land will be redeveloped in some form, | would ask that the heights of
the proposed towers be greatly reduced (particularly those facing onto Park and Victoria Street) to better fit the
current streetscape of the existing surrounding neighbourhoods. | suggest:

« Reducing the heights of the towers to a mid-rise scale (5-11 storeys) which would fit in more
harmoniously with the existing neighbourhoods nearby.

= |ncreasing the set back of the towers from the road to reduce shadows on neighbouring properties.

= Stepping back of the towers (shorter near the road, taller near the back) similar to the One Hundred
Towers development along Victoria Street

Sincerely,



Height of existing buildings surrounding Victoria Park

Victoria Street South

215 Victoria Street South — Victoria Park Place | — 7 storeys [4

205 Victoria Street South — Victoria Park Place Il — 9 storeys P!

241 Victoria Street South — Willowside Housing cooperative Building 2 — 7 storeys 4!
243 Victoria Street South — Willowside Housing cooperative Building 1 — 6 storeys !
Queen Street South

North side of Queen Street

560 Queen Street South - Iron Horse Towers — 15 storeys [®]

310 Queen Street South — Victoria Park Towers — 14 storeys [

290 Queen Street South — Victoria Place Retirement Community — 7 storeys [

214 Queen Street South — the York — 6 storeys [4

South site of Queen Street

379 Queen Street South - Barra on Queen — 6 storeys [

307 Queen Street South — Bread and Roses — 6 storeys "]

221 Queen Street South - Conestoga Apartment Towers — 17 storeys []

Sources:
1. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List of tallest buildings in the Waterloo Regional Municipality
2. https://www.drewloholdings.com/apartments-for-rent/victoria-park-place-i
3. https:.//www.drewloholdings.com/apartments-for-rent/victoria-park-place-ii
4. Counted manually
5. https://www.drewloholdings.com/apartments-for-rent/iron-horse-towers
6. https://www.drewloholdings.com/apartments-for-rent/victoria-park-towers
7. https://www.breadandroses.coop/
8. https://barracondos.com/about-barra/




Eric Schneider

[ ==—— === e ==
From:

Sent: Wednesday, November 24, 2021 9:45 PM

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL] 146-162 Victoria Street South & 92-110 Park Street

Hi Eric,

A couple of weeks ago I received the application for development post card regarding the proposed development
on the corner of Victoria and Park. [ normally don't provide my opinion, but while going for a walk today I noticed
someone defaced the proposal development sign objecting the proposal. After seeing this I felt I needed to express
my approval of this development and it should not be compromised by a handful of people. I find its always a small
vocal population that are not directly impacted are usually the individuals who put the brakes or compromise good
proposed developments in this city, especially in the downtown area. Based on the information, [ would say this
one is one of the better ones.

[ like to think I am pretty knowledgeable about this city, especially the downtown core. I was born and raised in
this city. [ have seen it go through a lot of changes in 34 years. I grew up in the Auditorium area. [ have great
memories of walking downtown as a child to visit the market and the many retail shopes that once lined King
during the tailend of their existence. Attended the downtown St. Mary's High School location in its final year before
having to head to the Charles Street terminal everyday to catch the bus to the new location on Block Line. My part-
time job from 15 to 20 years of age was at the now extinct New Dominion Bakery on 110 Victoria Street South and
now I currently live on the same plot of land.

[ have witnessed the downtown go from an enjoyable place to walk around in the early 90's to a depressed ghost
town. Things have improved over the years, with a slight road block due to the pandemic. Unfortunately, most
people [ talk to still think of the downtown as a depressed, drug addict ridden, dangerous, sketchy, nothing to do
area regardless of the positive changes. Many of these people continue to choose Uptown over Downtown even
though it is the further option. [ for one prefer Downtown, but I am in the minority.

For the Downtown to get back to the former glory days of the 60's, 70's, 80's and early 90's when the streets were
full of foot traffic the Downtown needs to become a destination. In order to get there, more people need to live in
the downtown core. A higher population base will attract more sought after businesses. With more sought after
businesses in the area, others from outside the core will want to visit, which will lead to a more sustained stream of
people walking the streets. With more people walking the street, the safer the general public will feel.

[ feel this proposed development is another piece of the puzzle to bring more people downtown and help the
downtown economy. (On a side note, all the new businesses and housing can't cater to the same economic
demographic. There needs to be a healthy mix or the area will feel artificial and boring. Much like Uptown
Waterloo is becoming in my opinion.)

Another big reason why I think this development needs to happen and not get scaled back is because there is a
housing crisis in this city. More supply in the market should theoretically help slow down how quickly real estate
prices are increasing. Also, condos are providing many people with the opportunity of property ownership,
because home ownership is becoming a distant dream for many in this city.

My only concerns are with more and more people living downtown, Victoria Park will get over crowded on those
nice days. The city core will need more outdoor spaces. You can't expect people to be confined to their 500 sqft
condo all day.

Also, not so much about this development, but future developments should have more affordable housing
incorporated into them. When [ say affordable I am talking government subsidized level housing. Having all low

1



income housing together In an area just creates a ghetto which leads to worse living conditions, higher crime rates
and crime flowing into neighbouring areas. Low income should be mixed with other economic classes. (I know this
is a unpopular idea.)

Sorry about the long winded email and thank you for your time.

Kind Regards,



_Eric Schneider

From:

Sent: Friday, November 26, 2021 11:11 AM

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Victoria & Park Development
Hello Eric,

[ am writing to you regarding the proposed development at Victoria & Park.

As a young professional who is hoping to continue to live in the Kitchener area, this development is welcomed as |
believe we need more housing and further densification within the downtown core. | don’t want to get priced out of my
hometown, and | hope we can continue to build supply at an equivalent rate of the increase in demand in this city in
order to allow young folk like myself the opportunity to continue to live here.

Thank vou,



Eric Schneider
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From:
Sent: Friday, November 26, 2021 11:57 AM
To: Eric Schneider; Debbie Chapman
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Victoria and Park

Hi Eric and Debbie,

| just wanted to reach out and voice my support for the Victoria and Park project. | am a homeowner nearby (Station
Park), also grew up not far from this area.

This project is both ambitious and necessary for the growing downtown core. The plans are really interesting and
exciting and | look forward to following construction and showing my support for the project. Hoping for some good
retail and greenspace within the public realm being created here!

If there is anything more | can do to support, please let me know.

Thank you,



Eric Schneider

=——————>— —— e e e ey
From;

Sent: Friday, November 26, 2021 12:49 PM

To: Eric Schneider; Debbie Chapman;

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Victoria Parks Towers

Hello Eric et al
I would like to take this opportunity as a citizen of Kitchener to offer a few personal comments on this project.

This project as it is currently presented including the design renderings which | have viewed should be supported by the
city without any change. The project is both aesthetically pleasing, necessary and functional. Our city is experiencing
immense growth which has resulted in a huge deficit of living space. We are becoming a victim of our own success as a
city. This is a desirable community that many people want to come and join. It is imperative that we bring as many
residential units on stream as soon as possible. This project in my personal opinion, can help the city to meet housing
targets.

In addition to housing, there is a commercial component on the street level which brings the functional part of the
project to my mind. While we need to keep the movement on residential space, we need to encourage and keep
providing commercial opportunities as well. The streets of downtown Kitchener (DTK) are rapidly changing, and for the
better | add. We need to look to the future and ensure we provide a balance of commercial opportunities in
developments along with residential, for future business and a healthy work life balance.

| know that there will be objections from a few people in the neighbourhood because it changes their space. However,
change is going to happen. We have identified in our Regional and City Master plans that the way to develop is

through intensification, which | agree with. Sometimes collateral damage will be at the expense of a few single dwelling
homes. | am mindful of these concerns however, change is inevitable. To make subtle changes, like lowering a few
floors, or whatever ideas come up is simply an attempt to appease a few at the cost to the developer.

Instead of forcing the developer to lower the floors, | say tell them to raise the number of floors and sell more units but
include units that are befitting of "affordable housing". In addition, push for more street level experiences through more
functional space for the community.

| don't want to take too much of your time, but | am tired of the constant "nimbyism" championing change or all out
cancelation of projects for selfish reasons. | felt and feel a need to start speaking up on behalf of the many members of
this community that want to see progress and change. We want to see our city grow into a progressive city that is the
envy of the country. | witnessed a transformational change of our DTK and | want to keep the change happening. Itis
my goal in the future to live in the DTK, so although | am not there now, | look to the future when | will be.

Please consider other perspectives on development and allow this project to move forward as is or even bigger...

Thank you,



Eric Schneider
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From: o -

Sent: Friday, November 26, 2021 1:47 PM

To: Debbie Chapman; Eric Schneider

Cc: kmuir@gspgroup.ca

Subject: [EXTERNAL] 146- 162 Victoria Street proposal

Hi there,

I wanted to add my voice in support of this proposal. As someone who currently rents in downtown Kitchener, | would
love the opportunity to actually own my own property at some point in the future. Due to demand for property, we
need to intensify the downtown and build up, not out.

This proposal, while imperfect, would help us reach the goal of providing housing to people while preserving the
countryside.

To improve the proposal | would request :

more height and units in return for :

- a minimum percentage of 3 bedroom units.

- a minimum percentage of affordable units.

- sustainable heating and cooling, which means no fossil fuels except maybe as back up.

- green roofs

- no parking minimums

- contribution to creating a second downtown park somewhere nearby.

I would really appreciate it if my voice can be added to those in support of this necessary development.

Let me know if you have any questions or if | can help in any way.

Thanks,

Sent from Gmail Mobile on iPhone



Eric Schneider

From:

Sent: Sunday, November 28, 2021 8:56 PM

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Fwd: Park and Victoria Development - Victoria Street Road Widening
————————— Forwarded message ---------

From.

Date: Sun, 28 Nov 2021 at 20:49

Subject: Park and Victoria Development - Victoria Street Road Widening
To: <ericschneider@kitchener.ca>

Cc: Debbie Chapman <debbie.chapman@kitchener.ca>

Hello Mr. Schneider and Ms. Chapman,

My husband and | have already provided a comment about development at 92-110 Park Street & 146-162 Victoria Street
South, but in rereading the planning justification report, | am very concerned about the lack of setback from the road
proposed, especially along Victoria Street.

The report notes a required road widening of Victoria Street in section 2.1 (p.3), but then it does not seem to be
discussed again. It describes a required widening of 250 square meters along Victoria Street, and that the property has
70.9 meters of frontage along Victoria street which would equate to an average of 3.5 meters; approximately another
lane of traffic.

In Section 8.3, Table 1, states that one of the exemptions sought is to have no setback (Om) along both Park and post-
widened Victoria St. From the rendering in Figure 9, that would leave pedestrians with only the space under the
cantilevered section of the podium. Figures 5 to 7 show a plan view of the development with the required road
widening.

This would be very dangerous for pedestrians, and reasonably also to the building. With little setback there is little to no
space to escape if a fast moving car were to lose control along this road.

The region's plans of having Victoria Street as a fast through road are seemingly at odds with the City's plans to have a
less car centric, more walkable and densely inhabited city core. The proposed design of this development is also at odds
with creating a more pedestrian and cycling friendly space, as it leaves very little space for pedestrians and cyclists, and
there is no planned green space. One of the justifications for having fewer parking stalls than required by zoning is that
there will be a lot of bicycle parking, but the development is not contributing to a bicycle friendly streetscape.

Even the trees along Victoria Street that are shown in the rendering are impossible to have; as per Figure 9 of the
planning justification report, they are shown to either be planted at the edge of the sidewalk or in the road, but even

these will be removed when the road is widened.

Overall there are so many issues with the proposed development, that it really needs to be drastically rethought to be
appropriate for this property.

Kind regards,



Eric Schneider
m

From;

Sent: Monday, November 29, 2021 1:18 PM

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL] development at Victoria S and Park St.

We have lived at ) for over 30 years.We are concerned about the speed and volume

of traffic that this development will incur. The volume will cause more dirt and affect the air quality. The volume of
traffic will also make it more difficult to access the park and to get out of our driveway. (Since Joseph St. has become a
one way street we are already seeing more traffic on our street.)

In winter vehicles tend to come down the hill too quickly and will often slide through the intersection. With the increase
in traffic the incidents will become more frequent and more severe. Any pedestrians standing at the bottom will be even
more at risk.

In summer families with strollers trying to gain access to the park from the geared to income townhouses on

have issues crossing the street. (Myself | just look both ways and run quickly to cross)

Several years ago | contacted the city about this and they banked the road so that the vehicles could round the curve
even quicker.



Eric Schneider

From: )

Sent: Wednesday, December 1, 2021 8:06 PM

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Park St. & Victoria St. Development
Hi Eric,

Just attended the Victoria Park/Cherry Hill NA meeting regarding this development, and they said to email you here to
be added to the distribution list for public notifications.

Thank you!



Eric Schneider
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From:

Sent: Wednesday, December 1, 2021 8:57 PM

To: Eric Schneider; Debbie Chapman; kmuir@gspgroupca

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Victoria Park development.

Some comments and concerns regarding the application for Development.

FSR of almost 12 is unprecedented and way too much. The urban intensification set by the province is already
above 2030 levels. Therefore, we would like to see any development on this property much lower 2to 5 or 6
FSR.

Zero setback seems like it will make the corner more dangerous.

Park/green space is already very low. Will the developer commit to funding new park /green space that
anyone can use.

Will there be any long-term affordable housing included? Not attainable housing in this project.

Will these condos have any family size units with larger sq ft. and multiple bedrooms. I've noticed there is only
roughly 500 parking spots or for half the units proposed.

Government of Canada has called for no more combustion vehicle sales by 2035. How many parking spaces
will be roughed in for ev charging. It's a huge expense after the building is complete if spots are not roughed in

during construction.

I look forward to hearing from you.



Eric Schneider
h

From:

Sent: Thursday, December 2, 2021 9:40 AM

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Victoria Park towers development
Hello,

I'am writing regarding Victoria and Park towers development, a multi-tower development (38 storeys, 36 storeys
and 25 storeys) sitting atop a mid-rise podium (4 to 6 storey) located on the north-east corner of Victoria Street
South and Park Street in Kitchener.

The tallest towers rival the tallest building in the Kitchener-Waterloo Region, DTK Condos, which is 39 storeys.
Unlike the DTK Condos, though, it is located near established low rise neighbourhoods.

The current buildings occupying the land parcel that will be developed are only 2 storeys; the proposed
development will be a substantial departure from the current skyline. According to the design report, the towers
will cast long shadows over homes located in the Victoria Park neighbourhood, along Park Street, as well as within
the Cherry Park neighbourhood.

As aresident of am concerned about how the new development will impact the enjoyment of my
property, which will be in the shadow of the tower.

I'am concerned about the loss of natural sunlight on my property and my street, which will greatly impact the
enjoyment of my home and neighbourhood. I am concerned the shadows will greatly impact my ability to grow
vegetables and cast shadows on my gardens which have been established here for over 50 years. [ am concerned
with my family's health and wellbeing as in the winter months I am only left with a 3-hour window of sunlight if it
is even sunny during those hours. In turn, [ am concerned about the value of my home and the loss of the heritage
feel of my neighbourhood resulting from being so close to such a large imposing development.

['am also very concerned about the traffic patterns around Victoria Street and Park Street, through Victoria Park
along Jubilee and along residential streets that connect to Jubilee; my neighbourhood already has an issue with
high volumes of drivers and aggressive driving. | am concerned about the placement of the driveways to enter and
exit the buildings.

[tis understood that these towers will be built in order to densify the downtown; there are already many existing
towers near Victoria Park (see a summary below); however, these are generally not near detached homes, or are
much shorter where they are near detached homes. The heights of the proposed towers are much taller than any
existing tower beside Victoria Park: 20-32 storeys higher! To take a mix3 proposed FSR of 2 and jump it to an FSR
of 11.8 for this project is too much for our neighbourhood.

I'am also concerned about how such dense development will affect the fabric of the City itself. Added height and
density in the downtown core will not automatically result in healthy, livable, safe and attractive communities.

Since 2016, several towers have been completed along Victoria Street South. Each development got progressively
taller as new developments moved westwards from the intersection of King Street and Victoria Street.

* 1 Victoria - 19 storeys ~ completed in 2016 «

* One Hundred Tower A - 21 storeys - completed in 2020w
* One Hundred Tower B - 17 storeys - completed in 2020wu
= Garment St Condos - 28 storeys - complete in 2021w

The Victoria and Park Towers are considerably higher than recently completed buildings along Victoria Street. For
example, at 38 storeys, the tallest tower in the Victoria and Park Towers development, would be like having both
the towers at the One Hundred development stacked on top of each other!

1



Ideally, in order to better integrate into the existing streetscape and minimize negative impacts to current

residents, new developments should be getting shorter as they approach established low rise neighbourhoods, not
taller.

With the understanding that this parcel of land will be redeveloped in some form, ] would ask that the heights of
the proposed towers be greatly reduced (particularly those facing onto Park and Victoria Street) to better fit the
current streetscape of the existing surrounding neighbourhoods. I suggest:

* Reducing the heights of the towers to a mid-rise scale (5-11 storeys) which would fit in more harmoniously
with the existing neighbourhoods nearby.

* Increasing the set back of the towers from the road to reduce shadows on neighbouring properties.

» Stepping back of the towers (shorter near the road, taller near the back) similar to the One Hundred
Towers development along Victoria Street.

Sincerely,

Height of existing buildings surrounding Victoria Park

Victoria Street South

215 Victoria Street South - Victoria Park Place [ - 7 storeyse

205 Victoria Street South - Victoria Park Place II - 9 storeys

241 Victoria Street South - Willowside Housing cooperative Building 2 - 7 storeys
243 Victoria Street South - Willowside Housing cooperative Building 1 - 6 storeys w
Queen Street South

North side of Queen Street

560 Queen Street South - Iron Horse Towers - 15 storeys

310 Queen Street South - Victoria Park Towers - 14 storeys w

290 Queen Street South - Victoria Place Retirement Community - 7 storeys w

214 Queen Street South - the York - 6 storeys w

South site of Queen Street

379 Queen Street South - Barra on Queen - 6 storeys «

307 Queen Street South - Bread and Roses - 6 storeys

221 Queen Street South - Conestoga Apartment Towers - 17 storeys

Sources:
1.
2.
3.
4. Counted manually
5. https://www.drewloholdings.com/apartments-for-rent/iron-horse-towers
6. https://www.drewloholdings.com/apartments-for-rent/victoria-park-towers
7. https://www.breadandroses.coop/
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Eric Schneider

From:

Sent: Thursday, December 2, 2021 10:52 AM

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comment on Project: 146 Victoria St S ( Application # ZBA21/017/V/ES)
Hi Eric,

Hope you are doing well.

| just wanted to provide comment on the proposed project for 146 Victoria St S ( Application # ZBA21/017/V/ES). I'm a
property in Victoria Park & the Civic center. | 100% support this project and any other project like it in the downtown
core. We need to focus on density rather than urban sprawl & hope to see more projects like this coming to the
downtown area.

| know you likely get a lot of angry "not in my backyard" types and thought its important that you hear from neighbors
that also support these projects. Thanks for the work you do to keep growing our city in a responsible way.

This e-mail may contain information that is privileged or confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete
the e-mail and any attachments and notify us immediately. Please advise if you require reasonable accommodation or
assistance.



Eric Schneider
e — == e — R — “

From:

Sent: Thursday, December 2, 2021 1:46 PM

To: Eric Schneider; Debbie Chapman; kmuir@gspgroup.ca
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Park and Victoria Proposed Development

I strongly object to the proposed Victoria and Park towers development, a multi-tower development (38 storeys,
36 storeys and 25 storeys) sitting atop a mid-rise podium (4 to 6 storey) located on the north-east corner of
Victoria Street South and Park Street in Kitchener.

The tallest towers rival the tallest building in the Kitchener-Waterloo Region, DTK Condos, which is 39 storeys.
Unlike the DTK Condos, though, it is located near established low rise neighbourhoods.

The current buildings occupying the land parcel that will be developed are only 2 storeys; the proposed
development will be a substantial departure from the current skyline. According to the design report, the towers
will cast long shadows over homes located in the Victoria Park neighbourhood, along Park Street, as well as within
the Cherry Park neighbourhood.

As aresident of Cherry Street, I am concerned about how the new development will impact the enjoyment of my
property, which will be in the shadow of the tower. It will totally block mv view of the morning sunrise which [
have enjoyed for the past 21 vears living here!

I'am concerned about the encroachment of multi unit developments into an area of historically significant
single dwelling homes....If this allowed it sets precedence for future developments and land encroachment. I am
concerned about the loss of natural sunlight on my property and my street, which will greatly impact the
enjoyment of my home and neighbourhood. In turn, [ am concerned about the value of my home and the loss of the
heritage feel of my neighbourhood resulting from being so close to such a large imposing development.

I'am also very concerned about the traffic patterns around Victoria Street and Park Street, through Victoria Park
along Jubilee and along residential streets that connect to Jubilee; my neighbourhood already has an issue with
high volumes of drivers and aggressive driving, Also the plan states that only 667 parking spaces will be allotted
for the 1150 proposed units. It's a huge assumption that only one vehicle is required for every two units! There is
already a shortage of parking available in this area and this will only compound the issue!!

Itis understood that these towers will be built in order to densify the downtown; there are already many existing
towers near Victoria Park (see a summary below); however, these are generally not near detached homes, or are
much shorter where they are near detached homes. The heights of the proposed towers are much taller than any

existing tower beside Victoria Park: 20-32 storeys higher! these units are typic ot purcha
people wishing to live in them but 50- 75% of these units are purchased as investment by non KW
resid oI renta 055 0 and do ing to help us with our current housing crisis to a

reasona rent. T re bein ted out a tes most
rentals. 1s there a ified nu in these buildi
rentals?

ilies ca afford ing used for NB
s that wi eared to inco
velopments!!!

The Victoria and Park Towers are considerably higher than recently completed buildings along Victoria Street. For
example, at 38 storeys, the tallest tower in the Victoria and Park Towers development, would be like having both
the towers at the One Hundred development stacked on top of each other!

Ideally, in order to better integrate into the existing streetscape and minimize negative impacts to current
residents, new developments should be getting shorter as they approach established low rise
neighbourhoods, not taller.



With the understanding that this parcel of land will be redeveloped in some form, [ would ask that the heights of
the proposed towers be greatly reduced (particularly those facing onto Park and Victoria Street) to better fit the
current streetscape of the existing surrounding neighbourhoods. I suggest:

* Reducing the heights of the towers to a mid-rise scale (5-11 storeys) which would fit in more harmoniously
with the existing neighbourhoods nearby.

* Increasing the set back of the towers from the road to reduce shadows on neighbouring properties.

= Stepping back of the towers (shorter near the road, taller near the back) similar to the One Hundred
Towers development along Victoria Street

Sincerely,

[=] —_—ﬂ Virus-free. www.avg.com



Eric Schneider
\

From:

Sent: Thursday, December 2, 2021 4:25 PM

To: Eric Schneider

Cc:

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Park Victoria Towers development

Eric: Can you add our names to the list so that all future correspondence regarding this development is sent to my wife
and I. We have received the initial development flyer and hope to be kept in the loop of further updates as | do not feel
this development meets the needs of land owners in the immediate area. | am concerned with traffic flow, access to
Victoria Street (from Theresa Street in particular), shadow restrictions to our neighbourhood and overall density

factor. | do not feel that a development approaching 38 floors is an acceptable exception to the current density Zoning.



Eric Schneider

From:

Sent: Thursday, December 2, 2021 4:56 PM

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL) Victoria/Park Towers proposal
Helio Eric,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this proposal.

It is of concern to me that this proposal (like so many others) does not adhere to either the current (or the new, yet to
be implemented) Zoning regulations.

I support intensification if it abides by the planning and zoning regulations that are in place to protect neighbourhoods.
This location is most appropriate for intensification under the above circumstances.

The size of the current proposal concerns me for the following reasons:

* It will dwarf all of its surroundings

* It will create a wind tunnel

* It will create shade for neighbouring properties

* It includes no green space, and, like all of the other downtown developments, depends on Victoria Park to fulfil that
requirement. There is a limit before the park is exhausted.

was done, but | recall it being done in the summer and included a long weekend, both factors which contribute to

lighter traffic volumes.

I appreciate the consultation process and look forward to further discussions.



Eric Schneider

= = —2
From:
Sent: Friday, December 3, 2021 5:06 PMm
To: Debbie Chapman; Eric Schneider
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Development at 92-110 Park Street - comments

Good afternoon,

lam a little nervous offering comments on the proposed building at 92-110 Park street as | am not a city planner nor
someone with vast building experience.

However, here are my thoughts:

-one of the things that drew me to move here to kitchener/waterloo was it's unique features: | liked the low building
profile, the many green spaces, the historical buildings, the green/nature beside the highway, the crops growing in city
spaces (who does that? love it!) - | know change is normal and a sign of economic growth, but it would be a shame to
miss out on that integration of nature while densifying each property.

-when | look at the proposed development, it does not lock like there will be room for the green spaces artistically
rendered in the drawing - there is a tree drawn where there is actually a street - victoria to be precise
(misrepresentation of both space available, the light around it, and the proximity to nature) this is a shame to lose that
connection to nature. One of the points of densification is to preserve natural spaces - it is good. It is important to
incorporate this into land development and property development. | do NOT seen fitting in with the beautiful nature of
Victoria Park - | see it over shadowing and spoiling the view from the park - perhaps a shorter building would lessen the
impact on the park.

-another issue: the 1150 proposed units is a lot - the traffic on victoria and on park is already very high - how will this
issue be dealt with?

-parking: the proposed development only has parking for approximately 50% of the units to have a single vehicle - this is
a vehicle driven city; people drive - the surrounding neighbourhoods cannot support that much on street parking. The
building should support it's own parking. Externalising that cost to the rest of the neighbourhood residents is immoral.
-height: 38 storeys seems taller than everything else near by - this is an excessively high Floor space ratio for this area.
-aesthetics - so far the buildings that have gone up in this stretch of Victoria street have not been beautiful (with the
exception of the pharmacy building - that is very appealing and interesting) - the new high rises on Victoria are tall and
grim and gray - if you are going to build, at least build something that as a city we can be proud to look at and that
reflects the history of our city in some way.

For the developer, this is a project that lasts them a couple years before they move on and do other things.

For those who actually live here, the lack of parking, higher traffic, increased wind, decreased sunlight, and grim
construction will be here until we die of old age - not appealing, but appalling.

Nevermind the impact of construction on daily quality of life....

Sincerely,



Eric Schneider

[ e — S — - —_—
From:

Sent: Friday, December 3, 2021 8:30 PM

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Proposed development on Park and Victoria

Dear Eric Schneider,

| am writing to address the overwhelming number of concerns | have with the proposed development on the corner of Park and Victoria st. |
have read the proposal in it's entirety, and ask that you please do the same with this letter.

To begin, the building is far too tall for The Cherry Hill neighbourhoced. In the proposal it describes this area as being mixed residential and
commercial, but as someone who lives in the neighbourhood and works on Park st., | find this to be misleading. Most of the commercial spaces
are actually located in older established homes. These giant buildings will be right in-between Victoria and Cherry Park and as you can see in
the drawings is completely surrounded by homes. Buildings should not be getting taller the further they move from the downtown core.

My next concern is regarding traffic and parking. This is already an extremely busy intersection. If you add in 1,150 UNITS (not resident’s) there
is going to be constant congestion, making the area more dangerous for pedestrians and bicyclists. Not to mention all the inconveniences while
the construction is taking place, especially due to how close it is to the street. | understand that there is not adequate parking for the residents
in order to encourage not having a vehicle but | find it hard to believe that to be the case. | think a lot of people will simply turn to parking on the
streets in an area that is already severely lacking parking. Our transit system, while useful, is not a replacement for owning a vehicle, 1 would
know as | have had to rely on it for many years. Anyone spending a large sum of money on a condo likely has a car to leave the city in.

The plans to add retail space also baffles me. The current retail building that stands there always have units available for lease. Not to mention
downtown King st. Which has countless empty retail storefronts; including Market Square in it's entirety! Everything else seems to be a
Cannabis shop. When | first moved to Kitchener | would walk downtown every week to shop at all the local stores with unique clothing and
handmade goods. Now there is no reason to venture downtown. We DO NOT lack retail space, we lack stores that can sustain it. Even the
Walper Barbers and Tobacco shop have moved from the actual Walper. This will not be a beneficial use of space! The focus should be on
building up downtown not residential neighbourhoods.

Affordable housing. This proposal talks about having 50 (out of 1,150) one bedroom units for $368,000. I'm not really sure how this is
considered “affordable”. Perhaps for a bachelor working at Google sure, but | don't believe that is the target audience of affordable housing. If
the average 1 bedroom in Ontario is 660 square feet that would put the price to $558/ square foot plus whatever exuberant condo fees you
have to pay each month. These units do nothing to support the need for affordable housing. They will likely serve as investment properties or
house people coming from Toronto or other big cities, not helping the people who already live in Kitchener and desperately need housing they
can actually afford. If anything, they will just drive up the prices of houses and rentals even more. Anyone who can spend half a million dollars
on a condo is not in a housing crisis.

One of my largest concerns is the wind produced from the buildings. My first apartment in Kitchener was by Fairview Park Mall and to get to it|
had to walk between two high rise apartment building. It was my absolute most dreaded part of every day ESPECIALLY in the winter. The wind
was so intense it felt like you were going to fall over if you didn’t put all your strength against it. Even at The Bauer buildings it feels at times as
though you are in a wind tunnel. The proposal's studies on wind say “in the summer...wind speeds are predicted near certain edges and
corners on Level 7 outdoor amenity areas resulting in undesired comfort conditions.” And “... wind conditions are expected to be less than ideal
near building corners during the winter.” Do we really want to build a structure a block away from the downtown’s largest area of green space
with “less than ideal” wind conditions for pedestrians and surely bicyclists as well.

This brings me to one of my largest concerns. The complete lack of green space. This building has no plans of adding any green space only
uprooting 50 viable trees. Our city is already severely lacking green space and only seems to have plans to take more away, add additional
residents to the city, while not putting any back in the downtown area. | go to Victoria Park nearly every day and in the summer it is absolutely
jam packed. During the pandemic many of the elderly ones | know that live beside the park didn't even feel comfortable utilizing it because they
didn’t think proper social distance could be kept between themselves and others. | also had to leave a park this past year (during a lockdown no
less) because it was so busy | could barely move around with my stroller. Victoria Park is lovely but it isn't endless. It has size limitations. The
City’s plan for Green Space is from 2010. This city has grown dramatically since then and as far as in my neighbourhood | have not noticed any
plans on expanding green space. Our Government elect is the only elected green party member in Canada so really we should be setting the
example when it comes to green space and the environment and it feels as though we are falling more and more behind.

In addition to lack of green space is the need for more healthcare services as well. it took me 11 years to get a Family Doctor here. There have
been times when | have reached out for certain specialists and not been able to even get on a wait list to see one. No daycare even reached
back to me. Having houses for people is one small part of the issue. Being a livable city means just that. You need all the resources in order to
support a successful life and well being.

My final concern is with the overall design of the building. | understand this is subjective but it is quite important to me because if it is built as
per set out it will pretty well be the only thing | can see from my backyard. | don't believe it was designed with any thought to it's surroundings



and The Cherry Hill neighbourhood. It is not a timeless design and will look horribly dated in 10 years as well as sticking out vastly from the 100
year old brick homes surrounding it.

fn summary, | support increasing housing in this city. This should be done in a way that actually assists those who need true affordable
housing. It should include increased green space and amenities for residents. It should not negatively impact current neighbourhoods
homeowners, pedestrians, and bicyclists. Please be reasonable with the size of these projects. Let's focus on building up the DOWNTOWN,
not overtaking the few historic neighbourhoods left in this city. Kitchener used to be cute and have a personality. Now it merely has condos,
construction, and cannabis. Let's make this city worth the price we all pay to live here.

Sincerely,



Eric Schneider

From:

Sent: Saturday, December 4, 2021 2:08 PM
To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL] PArk&Victoria Towers

These towers will destroy a heritage neighbourhood. This is a low rise
neighbourhood. The traffic on Park St. will be terrible with all the new
people living in. these towers, not to mention the traffic in Victoria Park.
There is no way this project should be approved under its current
design.



Eric Schneider
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From: .
Sent: Saturday, December 4, 2021 2:09 PM
To: Eric Schneider; Debbie Chapman
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Proposed towers at Park and Victoria
Hello,

I’'m writing to voice our concerns regarding the proposed towers at Victoria and Park.
As homeowners on Park street between Jubilee and Victoria, this proposed development would directly affect us.

38 storeys is MUCH too high for this neighborhood for both the large shadows it would cast, as well as the traffic this
would cause at this already busy intersection.

Although development of this area would be welcome, we propose limiting the number of stories - ie no higher than 10
stories.

In addition,

I'am concerned that there is no consideration towards helping our community to achieve family friendly affordable
housing.

Families need 3 bedrooms as families grow and | see no mention of these unit types in the proposals.

I also would urge the city of Kitchener to partner with a community organization (ie Habitat for Humanity) in order to
create some percentage of affordable housing units within these large new developments to make sure that working

families who can’t enter the traditional housing market still have an avenue towards homeownership.

I would also urge the city of Kitchener to look at models that exist in other Canadian cities (ie Vancouver) where condo
developers must also provide some public art for the city where they are building.

Many thanks for your attention towards the concerns of the affected homeowners.



Eric Schneider

_ ]
From:
Sent: Saturday, December 4, 2021 3:40 PM
To: Eric Schneider; Debbie Chapman
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Proposed development
Hello,

I am writing regarding Victoria and Park towers development, a multi-tower development (38 storeys, 36 storeys
and 25 storeys) sitting atop a mid-rise podium (4 to 6 storey) located on the north-east corner of Victoria Street
South and Park Street in Kitchener.

The tallest towers rival the tallest building in the Kitchener-Waterloo Region, DTK Condos, which is 39 storeys.
Unlike the DTK Condos, though, it is located near established low rise neighbourhoods.

The current buildings occupying the land parcel that will be developed are only 2 storeys; the proposed
development will be a substantial departure from the current skyline. According to the design report, the towers
will cast long shadows over homes located in the Victoria Park neighbourhood, along Park Street, as well as within
the Cherry Park neighbourhood.

As aresident of Park Street [ am concerned about how the new development will impact the enjoyment of my
property, which will be in the shadow of the tower.

[ am concerned about the loss of natural sunlight on my property and my street, which will greatly impact the
enjoyment of my home and neighbourhood. In turn, [ am concerned about the value of my home and the loss of the
heritage feel of my neighbourhood resulting from being so close to such a large imposing development.

[ am also very concerned about the traffic patterns around Victoria Street and Park Street, through Victoria Park
along Jubilee and along residential streets that connect to Jubilee; my neighbourhood already has an issue with
high volumes of drivers and aggressive driving.

[t is understood that these towers will be built in order to densify the downtown; there are already many existing
towers near Victoria Park, however, these are generally not near detached homes, or are much shorter where they
are near detached homes. The heights of the proposed towers are much taller than any existing tower beside
Victoria Park: 20-32 storeys higher!

[ am also concerned about how such dense development will affect the fabric of the City itself. Added height and
density in the downtown core will not automatically result in healthy, livable, safe and attractive communities.

Since 2016, several towers have been completed along Victoria Street South. Each development got progressively
taller as new developments moved westwards from the intersection of King Street and Victoria Street.

e 1 Victoria - 19 storeys - completed in 2016 u

s One Hundred Tower A - 21 storeys - completed in 2020u

¢« One Hundred Tower B - 17 storeys - completed in 2020n

e Garment St Condos - 28 storeys - complete in 2021m

The Victoria and Park Towers are considerably higher than recently completed buildings along Victoria Street. For
example, at 38 storeys, the tallest tower in the Victoria and Park Towers development, would be like having both
the towers at the One Hundred development stacked on top of each other!

Ideally, in order to better integrate into the existing streetscape and minimize negative impacts to current
residents, new developments should be getting shorter as they approach established low rise neighbourhoods, not
taller.



With the understanding that this parcel of land will be redeveloped in some form, [ would ask that the heights of
the proposed towers be greatly reduced (particularly those facing onto Park and Victoria Street) to better fit the
current streetscape of the existing surrounding neighbourhoods. I suggest:

« Reducing the heights of the towers to a mid-rise scale (5-11 storeys) which would fit in more harmoniously
with the existing neighbourhoods nearby.

» Increasing the set back of the towers from the road to reduce shadows on neighbouring properties.

= Stepping back of the towers (shorter near the road, taller near the back) similar to the One Hundred
Towers development along Victoria Street

Sincerely,



Eric Schneider
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From: i

Sent: Sunday, December 5, 2021 1:25 PM

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: - [EXTERNAL] Park and Victoria St Development Proposal

Hi Eric,

| am and am a resident of DTK.

Let me tell you a bit about myself. | live a , with my husbanc and our 13 year old daughter

My husband and myself are self employed and have lived and worked locally for over 20 years. We have lived on
for 12 years and absolutely love the diversity and vibrancy of DTK.

I am are writing to you with significant concern about the proposed development at 146-162 Victoria St. S. & 92-110
Park St.

| received the application for development notice in the mailbox earlier a few weeks back and it has take me some time
to digest the information.

This letter may sound similar to others you have received from my neighbours - we have done a lot of research in this
matter and have shared our resources with one another.

I am confident that you are receiving many emails in regards to this application for development, but | hope you
understand that | am not opposed to development and intensification in the downtown core.

I agree in principal with the goals and strategies of the City of Kitchener Official Plan (along with the various urban
design manuals); Region of Waterloo Official Plan; 2019 Growth Plan; 2020 Provincial Policy Statement; and Planning Act
provided they are enacted with a long-term vision for what is best for the type of City and community we are shaping for
the future.

I am looking for the City of Kitchener to guide thoughtful and appropriate development and increased density in the
downtown core —added height and density in and of themselves will not automatically result in healthy, livable, safe
and attractive communities.

The absurd juxtaposition of three high-rise buildings of the proposed sizes directly adjacent to the low-rise mature
neighbourhoods of the Victoria Park Area Heritage Conservation District and Cherry Hill does not speak to careful,
sustainable, thoughtful and appropriate planning but instead to short-sighted, short-term, and profit oriented thinking.

I sincerely ask that City Councillors and planners challenge this application for proposed development to
acknowledge genuine design concerns posed to characteristics of the community and quality of life by this type of
built form.

Are high-rise infill developments of this size the only way to increase density? Certainly not. Can we not learn from the
experiences of other Canadian cities and cities around the world (e.g. Vancouver, Paris, Barcelona, Amsterdam, etc.)
who have and are confronting the challenge of intensification with other built-forms (i.e. mid-rise buildings of 5-11
storeys high) to increase density in a way that is more harmonious with the community in which they exist: human-
scaled in terms of size; fits into the character of the neighbourhood; animates sidewalk culture; offers a diverse range



of units including family-sized options to attract a more diverse population; provides greater flexibility as a building
type in order to be more resilient to future modification and adaptation (a key sustainability factor).

I am familiar with the Planning Justification Report (PJR) for this proposed development submitted by the Applicant
(Kevin Muir, GSP Group). Although, in his opinion, this development “ticks all the boxes” | fail to see how this
development “respect([s] the existing scale, height, building length and massing of the neighbourhood” (from City of
Kitchener Design for Residential Infill In Central Neighbourhoods, Urban Design Manual).

I realize that the site technically falls into a “Mixed-Use Zoning” but the application is seeking exemptions from several
zoning compliance regulations which would actually be appropriate for a site that is directly next to low-rise
residential communities along Park St., Theresa St., and Victoria St. For instance: MAX building height of 32M
(applicant proposing 82.8m, 115.25m, and 121.75m); MAX number of storeys of 10 storeys (applicant proposing 25, 36
and 38 storeys — above podium!). These heights rival the tallest buildings in the region (DTK Condos at 39 storeys and
Charlie West at 31 storeys) which are also arguably too tall but at least do not directly abut low-rise residential
neighbourhoods. These proposed towers are much taller than any existing tower beside Victoria Park — 20-32 storeys
higher!

As referenced in the PJR, the Kitchener Official Plan Section 11.C.1.31 intends that new buildings are designed and
existing buildings are reworked to “enhance pedestrian usability, respects and reinforce human scale, create attractive
streetscapes and contribute to rich and vibrant urban places” as well as Section 4.C.1.9 which directs that residential
intensification and redevelopment within existing neighbourhoods is to be designed to respect existing character with a
“high degree of sensitivity to surrounding context” — | argue that these proposed towers fail to appropriately
acknowledge the surrounding context in an insatiable desire for increased floor space and thus profit. The scale,
massing, and transition are completely inappropriate for this location and | fail to see how “the proposed building height
and scale can be achieved without creating unacceptable impacts on the surrounding neighbourhood resulting from the
taller building form” (PJR, p.42).

The application also references the housing diversity perspective and that it further diversifies the housing stock in DTK
with options in unit types and sizes. To be clear, it is offering a “mix” of mostly one-bedroom (two-thirds of inventory)
and two-bedroom (one-third of inventory) like most of the other high-rise residential buildings that have recently gone
up. Is this really increasing housing diversity? A small one or two bedroom unit in a high-rise building is seldom
considered a life-long address for a vast majority of the North American population. So what type of community is the
City of Kitchener interested in creating? It would appear one that is more geared to transitory populations who can
afford the high price of these units (the small number of affordable units provided aside - all of which are one-bedroom).
These are certainly not geared to families or even those looking to downsize. I would argue that a greater supply of
mid-rise, medium-density housing options can better solve the affordability, supply, and density needs of our
community while fitting into the character of the neighbourhood (at locations throughout the City and Region) and
creating a vibrant, healthy, livable, safe and attractive community.

With a development of this scale of course | am concerned by a variety of factors such as increased vehicular traffic
(poorly accounted for in the PJR and an issue we currently struggle with on Theresa St. in terms of speeding and wrong-
way traffic and turning Left onto Victoria from Theresa Street is next to impossible already), shadow and wind impacts
(truly concerning shadow mapping in the Urban Design Brief from GSP), loss of privacy, pressure on existing services and
amenities, change of neighbourhood character, decrease of property values, and further intrusion of high-rise
development into low-rise areas. As the issue of urban density is not new it has been the subject of both debate but also
research for decades and we urge City Council to seriously weigh the pros and cons of approving a development of this
scale for both the community and those who occupy these units which can actually be isolating from daily urban life and
the activity that takes place on the streets.

To reiterate — I am not opposed to increased development in DTK and applaud some of the more appropriate mid-rise
developments that exist, have been re-worked or have recently been completed like the Arrow Lofts and Barra on



Queen as just a couple of examples. There is absolutely room for more to enjoy what DTK has to offer but this
proposed development, for the reasons outlined above, is not the way forward.

My sincere thanks for your time and attention to this matter.

With respect,



Eric Schneider

“

From:

Sent: Sunday, December 5, 2021 2:12 PM

To: Eric Schneider

Cc: Debbie Chapman

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Development application 146-162 Victoria & 92-110 Park

Good afternoon,
| live in the Victoria Park neighborhood and | would like to register my concern with this development application.

While | support the City’s decision to intensify in the core, and the corner of Victoria & Park is obviously well-suited to
residential towers, the scale of the project concerns me with 1,150 additional residential units and 38 stories

Specifically, | worry about the additional vehicular traffic:

* Many office workers are still working from home so the volume of traffic will increase as they head back to the
office

* The new residential towers that have been built are not yet occupied so we haven’t yet experienced the
increased traffic that they will bring (Charlie West, Station Park, The Otis, Ophelia, Mill St., new towers on
Victoria St., etc.)

= The addition of bike lanes to downtown streets is already limiting the flow of traffic: one-way traffic on Joseph
St; closure of Gaukel St. with a proposal to make that permanent; closure of David St. (although | believe this is
temporary)

¢ Eastbound traffic on Jubilee Drive is often backed up waiting for the light at Queen St. and Courtland, because of
the short stretch between David St. and Queen St.

® Itis not uncommon for traffic to be stopped by geese crossing Jubilee Drive

In addition to the vehicular traffic | worry about the stress on Victoria Park itself. We are already seeing a dramatic
increase in park usage these past 2 years due to COVID. Once all of these residential towers are occupied there will
potentially be several thousand people using the park as it is the only green space nearby.

Downtown Kitchener is a wonderful place to live and is getting better all the time. But it’s a balancing act to keep the
features that make it a wonderful place to live and still add density. | worry that as more and more people live here, and
as older homes are torn down to make way for more residential towers, we will lose our heritage, which is the essence
of what makes it a great place to live.

Sincerely,



Eric Schneider

e
From: =
Sent: Sunday, December 5, 2021 4:04 PM
To: Eric Schneider
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Park & Victoria Towers
My name is and | have lived a for 45 years.

The proposed height of the buildings is too high. They should not be higher than other buildings nearby. For inspiration,
have a look around the universities to see the architect's work. We also need more colours other than grey and black.

It is very difficult to exit or enter my driveway at any time, not just rush hours. | have seen ambulances held up in heavy
traffic trying to get to the hospital.

| can't enjoy sitting on my porch because of the noise and dirt from the traffic.
With all the traffic it is difficult crossing the street to get to Victoria Park. (Maybe another crosswalk is needed)
| have no computer so my neighbour is helping me express my concerns.

Thank you for hearing my concerns.



Eric Schneider
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From:
Sent: Sunday, December 5, 2021 4:08 PM
To: Eric Schneider; Debbie Chapman; kmuir@gspgroup.ca
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 146-162 Victoria St S, 92-110 Park St
Hello Eric.

Our questions and concerns re: the above proposed development:

1. There is no green space visible from the street. Anything planned for the rooftop is not green space.
Victoria Park is already overcrowded.

2. There will be increased traffic on Park St. which was not designed for the current traffic. We have lived
on Park St for 40 years, and have witnessed the gradual increase in traffic, especially since the
opening of the LRT. We cannot use our balcony at the front of the house, due to the noise level and
dust.

3. According to the Planning Justification Report, there will be 50 so called "affordable housing"units, all small one
bedrooms at a cost of $368,000. This report was written in 2020.What will the cost be by the time these units
are move in ready? When is this city going to do anything about affordable housing for families?

Please put us on the mailing list for any further information, notice of future meetings etc.

nani you,



Eric Schneider
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From: o=
Sent: Sunday, December 5, 2021 4:33 PM
To: Eric Schneider; Debbie Chapman; kmuir@gspgroup.ca
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Victoria Street Development

Mr.Schneider, Ms.Chapman, and Mr.Muir,

I'am writing you today regarding the application for development at the corner of Victoria Street & Park Street.

As a 15 year resident on Cherry Street, | can say that hearing of this development truly shocked me. The thought that
the city would even consider allowing this development to go ahead simply doesn't make sense for this community. The
other large condo buildings that have already been allowed on Victoria Street, have increased traffic and caused

construction chaos.

This development, which | am to understand would be the largest yet would not just change the face of our established
residential neighbourhood but also change the landscape of Kitchener's most beautiful area, Victoria Park.

| cannot begin to imagine walking out my front door and having 38 stories, 3 towers staring down at me as a view!
Sunlight would be blocked, traffic on Cherry Street has already increased since the first condos went up so | cannot
imagine the nightmare this development would create. In speaking of traffic...where are the 483 cars that are not
provided by the development going to park?? 1150 Residental Units vs. 667 Parking Spots.

I implore the city to decline this development! Debbie this is your community, your view will be the same as ours!

These are our homes, our green spaces, a community that has thrived for over 70 years, please don't turn us into a mini
Toronto.

Sincerely,

Sent from my Galaxy



Eric Schneider
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From:

Sent: Sunday, December 5, 2021 4:33 PM

To: Eric Schneider

Cc: Debbie Chapman; Mayor

Subject: [EXTERNAL] 146-162 Victoria Street South & 92-110 Park Street - Development
Application

Attachments: Response to the Park-Victoria Development.pdf

Hi Eric,

Attached are my comments on the proposed development at the corner of Park & Victoria Streets.



Response to the Park-Victoria Development

| oppose this development because it is contrary for the Official Plan for Kitchener.

The Kitchener Official Plan was created over several years of discussions and
consultations, and carefully crafted to balance the need for intensification in the inner
core to protect our valuable farmlands and our water table, and the need to protect our
established downtown residential neighbourhoods and the character of our city. It was
decided at that time to restrict the high-density developments to certain streets only, or
portions thereof. It was also decided that it was necessary to include transition zones
between the high-density areas and the lower-density areas, so as not to devalue and
destroy the people’s right and ability to enjoy their own properties.

The area in discussion was deliberately designated a transition zone and limited to low
to medium density development. This was not an oversight or an accident of planning.
The proposed development goes completely against the vision and reasoning for the
existence of this zone. Having read the justification report by the developer, | found no
convincing reason to abandon the Official Plan and its accompanying zoning.

By its own surveys, the City has already met its intensification targets for 2030 with the
projects already built or in progress, so the need for more intensification is not relevant.
It is true that there is a lack of affordable housing in the City at this time, but none of the
units proposed in this project would help in this matter. The developer deems units at
80% of market value for their proposed development to be affordable. Traditionally,
affordable housing meant no more than 1/3 your monthly income for rent, or no more
than 3 to 4 times the median yearly income for buying a home/condo. The current
median income for Kitchener Centre is $47,129, which would put the proposed units
way above affordable. Plus the majority of the units in the proposal are only for 1,2 or 3
people at the most per unit, making them not suitable for the majority of families.
Canada needs families with at least 2 children to even come close to a stable
population. This development would actually deepen the affordability problem in the
area as it is destroying 5 homes and one low-rise apartment building which houses 11
people on disability pensions or with low incomes. None of these people would be able
to afford even a one-bedroom unit in the proposal. Add to this the fact that none of the
so-called “affordable” units have means to keep them at that price. They could very
easily be all bought up by an investor and re-sold at the market rate.

The developer may argue that they can’t make a profit making truly affordable units or
larger units, but this is not believable as other developers are building new homes all
around in our neighbourhood. They are not losing money, or they would not be doing it.
A far more suitable development for this location would be stacked townhouses, like the
ones on Gage Avenue or the lovely mixed-use development at 150 Caroline Street in
Waterloo. These developments did not lose their developers money. Such
developments would fit the Official Plan and the Zoning for this proposed area. They
also did not create parking and traffic nightmares for the surrounding area.



| would regard it as a betrayal of the purpose of the Planning Department of the City of
Kitchener and of the citizens of this city, to allow this proposal to go forward. To break
our Official Plan and our Zoning By-laws, just to enrich a private developer, would
destroy all credibility for the City in the eyes of the people. It would also set a very
dangerous precedent, and all other developers would demand similar concessions.

This developer has already lied to the people who live in the buildings that they want to
raze. They have told them that there is no purpose in protesting, as it is already a “done
deal’. So, either the developer is lying to the people or the Planning Department is lying
to us when asking for our comments and objections.

Some people have said to me that | can only mention planning issues in these
comments and nothing &lse. | reply to them, that the whole purpose of public
consultation is to hear about pertinent issues that developers and planners may not
have considered because they are working in silos, and may not see the bigger picture
about how this development affects other areas of concern for our city, country and
planet.

First, a foreword as to what comes next. | am a retired church minister, and now in my
retirement, | work as a volunteer with our local Neighbourhood Association trying to
build community, connections, inclusion, and neighbourhood spirit. | do this, to give
back and to do my part to make this a livable city. This gives me a difference
perspective than some people, a different way of speaking, and perhaps a different
vision. | tend to express myself in story & narrative form and to see things in the long
perspective.

A story of a city called Kitchener

I wasn’t born here. |didn’t grow up here. | have lived all over Canada, in urban areas
and rural areas, in the north and in the south. | have worked with the poor and the rich,
the included and the excluded, the native born and the immigrant, the broken and the
healthy, the indigenous and the settler. | think this helps me to see the history of
Kitchener in a special way. | moved here in 1992, and have learned about the history
and life of this city through the eyes and words of its residents and from people in the
rest of Canada.

When | told people that | was moving to Kitchener, | was told some interesting tidbits:

- The population of Kitchener has always had more men than women, so it is a great
place for a single woman to find a good husband.

- They have a great Oktoberfest festival with good food, good music, and great beer.

- The German culture is really big and alive here. People still speak German on the
streets

- They have a fabulous Farmer’s Market; and



- It is a city that still feels like a town, were among some of the comments.

When | moved here, | observed that these comments were true. In fact, | did meet my
husband, get married, and settle down here. Kitchener did still retain the town feel of
family and neighbourhoods. It was an industrial town, that worked hard and valued
family and friends. It was a religious town. It had more churches per capita than any
place | have every lived. It was still close physically, mentally and emotionally to the
farmland that surrounds it. Most of the residents grew up on farms, or their parents or
grandparents did. Which probably explains their ethic of hard work. They were a
working-class town and proud of it. The culture and identities of Kitchener and Waterloo
were quite distinct.

But life has changed very dramatically over the last 30 years, not just for Kitchener, but
for all of Canada, even all of North America.

The rise in the power and influence of Corporate America (this includes Bay Street
along with Wall Street) changed all our worlds. Corporations, by the very rules of their
existence, place more value on money and power, than on people and the planet. At
first, the insidious evil of this premise was concealed under a veneer of civility.
Remember that evil is defined in faith life, as placing the value of things (power, money,
fame, etc.) & self, above the value of God, people, and creation.

Under the guise of “Good Business Practice”, almost all our industries were out-
sourced, moved out of Canada to other countries, where things can be made cheaper,
with fewer rules regarding fair & safe labour practices or the environment. After all,
“The lowest price is the rule of the land”.

This practice gutted the heart and soul of cities and towns like Kitchener. Empty and
abandoned buildings & properties filled city centres across North America, and
Kitchener was not immune. Leadership in our city floundered for years.

Much of North America sunk into despair, frustration and anger. Note the rise in mental
illness and addictions, with its accompanying death rate, as well as the rise of poverty,
homelessness and helplessness.

Some political leaders even tried to use this anger to their personal advantage.

But money, profit, and development are not intrinsically evil. They only become such
when they are prioritized over people. Non-profit corporations, renounce the profit
motive in their terms of existence, and seek to serve people and their needs.

Democratic governments by their definition — of the people, by the people, for the
people — should intrinsically be good, if their leadership is not co-opted by other forces.

| have hope for Kitchener, for Canada, for our world.

| believe that Kitchener has come through this despair and is on the road to a bright
future, if we are careful not to lose our way again.



How did Kitchener find its way out of this mess? | believe it was through our farmers
and our indigenous people. Both these peoples know hard times and a multitude of
setbacks, of being looked down upon, overlooked and undervalued, yet they continue.
What gives them their strength? What feeds their souls & hearts?

They have never lost touch with the importance of the land, and the importance of
people. Without people and without land, we lose our way. Neither culture believes in
the perpetual growth myth that “Corporate Culture” touts. They believe in the
sustainable economy. They know that resources are finite, and that the sustainable
world balances the needs of all — all types of people and all life on our planet. We are
all inter-connected. If we do not defend all, all will suffer. One of our greatest resources
is the creativity of the human mind and determination of the human soul.

Kitchener started to look beyond our city limits. Being amalgamated into a regional
government did not hurt, but helped. We started to look at what can we learn from our
rural townships and what we can learn from our sister cities of Waterloo and
Cambridge. Our zeal for defending our rural lands grew, and with it a determination to
stop urban sprawl. We did not want to become just like Toronto (the figurative heart of
corporate culture).

| believe it was this renewed understanding of our interconnectedness, that helped to
pilot our Official Plan. It is also why | do not want corporations from Toronto telling us
how we should develop our City. | want our City to tell corporations what type of
development that we want here. We want development that serves us and our needs.

Corporate greed is not a new thing. It has been with us a long time. But when we care
about each other and work together, much good can be accomplished — like the co-op
movement, credit unions, work unions, civil rights movement, and the environment
movement.

Let’s keep Kitchener positive. Let’s keep Kitchener for all the people, not just the
wealthy.



Eric Schneider
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From:
Sent: Sunday, December 5, 2021 4:58 PM
To: Eric Schneider
Cc: Debbie Chapman
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Zoning By-Law Amendment Re Victoria Park South
Attachments: Park Victoria.pdf

Hi Eric as a resident of Heins avenue in Victoria Park | am submitting the attached comments in regards to the proposed
development at the corner of Victoria South and Park Street.

This email is confidential. If you received it in error, notify the sender by reply email, then permanently delete it and
make no copies
Unsuscribe



December, 5%, 2021

City of Kitchener

Eric Schneider, Senior Planner

Eric

| am submitting the following comments to be considered for the property describe as 92-110 Park
Street and 146-162 Victoria Street South. | am opposed to the proposal to rezone the block from MU-1
& MU-2 to MIX-3 Zone.

1.

The current zone for this property MU1 and MU2 was, researched, wisely planned for, a public
process and implemented to meet City’s unique vision of the future for downtown Kitchener. |
do not see a need to change that now on this corner. Particularly when there is opportunity for
many other developments on sites in the immediate and surrounding area that will have less
negative impact on nearby neighbourhoods.

The Bramm yards is an excellent example of future development opportunities for increased
density and height with minimal negative impact on surrounding neighbourhoods.

The scale and intensity need not be three buildings, 25 storeys, 36 storeys and 38 storeys to
better utilise the infrastructure and facilities in the downtown core. The intensity need not to be
1150 units to optimize the use of the land and to contribute to transit and housing objectives
and policies.

| am very concerned about the negative effects such as wind and shadowing will have on the
immediate neighbourhood, Victoria Park a Heritage District Neighbourhood.

Traffic: the residents of Victoria Park if coming home anywhere from north on Victoria St. have
lost access to Joseph and Water Street to one way traffic resulting in travelling 4 more blocks to
Park St or 5 blocks to Queen Street. Victoria South is already a bottleneck and travelling south
on Queen through the core is not any better.

Sincerely,



Eric Schneider
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From:
Sent: Sunday, December 5, 2021 7:55 PM
To: Eric Schneider
Cc: debbie.chaoman@kitchener.ca
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Park and Victoria Towers
Hi,

Regarding the proposed zoning change and building for the Park and Victoria intersection. [ live about -
from this proposed location and as a citizen and homeowner,
Here are my questions and comments, in no particular order.

It's too tall! I'm all for development and know we have a strategy for intensification in the core, but it abuts low-rise
heritage...

I'm glad there much bike parking. Has there been a traffic study done? That many more cars in an already busy area
concerns me for congestion and safety with my kids being on the sidewalk on Park St. Will the streets be widened to

accommodate, especially considering all the recent construction imminently nearby?

How long would it take for construction? King to Park along Victoria has already been slow for traffic due to construction
of nearby buildings. '

Where will the shadow from the building reach? I believe it'll cast shade on my house, in a low rise heritage
neighborhood...

What will the ground floor have? I'd like some retail or restaurant space. At least something for the public. Ideally
however not something with nightlife that attracts loud crowds late at night.

Will there be some affordable housing units? Will there be greenspace? Will the parking be visible from the street?
Exactly Which existing buildings would be demolished for this?

Overall, it seems too tall for what I'd like which would cast shadows over my property and make it less private with new
residents peering down into my yard, and I'm concerned about traffic flow. These aren't good for the border of my

heritage neighborhood. Please lower the height considerably.

Thank you,



Eric Schneider

P S R —— =
From:

Sent: Sunday, December 5, 2021 8:12 PM

To: Eric Schneider

Cc: Debbie Chapman; Dr Lisa Simpson McQuarrie

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Victoria and Park proposed development

Hello Eric Schneider,

| appreciate your work in planning and making our city the best that it can be while preserving our personality
and heritage. Understanding that it must be a bit of a moving target given our rapid growth.

| appreciate your time to fully review the following thoughts and substantial concerns about proposed the development
— 146-162 Victoria St S and 92-110 Park St.

As a lifetime resident, business owner and parent | really concerned for this community and my neighbouring
businesses, families and households.

I believe that Councillor Chapman has passed along some initial thoughts (I really appreciate that consideration and
effort) — however there have been several more thoughts/concerns that have come to light after the community
information meeting that was held this past week.

Traffic

* It was pointed out that the majority of the traffic study was conducted during the COVID lockdown (supported by the
proposal document), obviously swaying the results and not giving a proper or remotely accurate assessment of the
current traffic volumes. It is clear that the traffic study needs to be conducted again at bare minimum.

* | would love to gain a clear understanding on how the region/city is establishing the overall traffic impact of the
buildings that are currently being constructed and not yet occupied, and the buildings that are proposed.

* Found it concerning that there wasn’t study conducted on the neighbouring streets or anything reflecting the impact
of traffic on those streets

Parking/traffic impact

* .5 parking spaces for each unit? another proposed amendment that seems short sighted.

* Making the assumption that people will only work from home or want to take indirect public transit (21 minute trip)
to get basic groceries is optimistic. Google is building an office building at Moore and Breithaupt st. just to have people
work from home?

FSR
* During the meeting this past week | gained a basic understanding FRS rating — however given the proposed FSR rating
of 11.6 is close to 6 times what the property is currently zoned for is frankly alarming.

I personally understand and appreciate the need for more residential density in the downtown core. However there
seems to be some glaring discrepancies between the City of Kitchener Official Plan; Region of Waterloo Official Plan;
2019 Growth Plan; 2020 Provincial Policy Statement; and Planning Act and the Planning Justification Report (PJR) for this
proposed development submitted by the Applicant (Kevin Muir, GSP Group).

Although in Mr Muir”s opinion, this development “ticks all the boxes” we fail to see how this development “respect[s]
the existing scale, height, building length and massing of the neighbourhood” (from City of Kitchener Design for

1



Residential Infill In Central Neighbourhoods, Urban Design Manual). We realize that the site technically falls into a
“Mixed-Use Zoning” but the application is seeking exemptions from several zoning compliance regulations which
would actually be appropriate for a site that is directly next to low-rise residential communities along Park St.,
Theresa St., and Victoria St. For instance: MAX building height of 32M (applicant proposing 82.8m, 115.25m, and
121.75m); MAX number of storeys of 10 storeys (applicant proposing 25, 36 and 38 storeys — above podium!). These
heights rival the tallest buildings in the region (DTK Condos at 39 storeys and Charlie West at 31 storeys) which are also
arguably too tall but at least do not directly abut low-rise residential neighbourhoods. These proposed towers are much
taller than any existing tower beside Victoria Park — 20-32 storeys higher.

As referenced in the PJR, the Kitchener Official Plan Section 11.C.1.31 intends that new buildings are designed and
existing buildings are reworked to “enhance pedestrian usability, respects and reinforce human scale, create attractive
streetscapes and contribute to rich and vibrant urban places” as well as Section 4.C.1.9 which directs that residential
intensification and redevelopment within existing neighbourhoods is to be designed to respect-existing character with a
“high degree of sensitivity to surrounding context” — we argue that these proposed towers fail to appropriately
acknowledge the surrounding context in an insatiable desire for increased floor space and thus profit. The scale,
massing, and transition are completely inappropriate for this location and we fail to see how “the proposed building
height and scale can be achieved without creating unacceptable impacts on the surrounding neighbourhood resulting
from the taller building form” (PJR, p.42).

With a development of this scale of course we are concerned by a variety of factors such as increased vehicular traffic
(poorly accounted for in the PJR and an issue we currently struggle with on Theresa St. in terms of speeding and wrong-
way traffic), shadow and wind impacts (truly concerning shadow mapping in the Urban Design Brief from GSP), loss of
privacy, pressure on existing services and amenities, change of neighbourhood character, decrease of property values,
and further intrusion of high-rise development into low-rise areas. As the issue of urban density is not new it has been
the subject of both debate but also research for decades and we urge City Council to seriously weigh the pros and cons
of approving a development of this scale for both the community and those who occupy these units which can actually
be isolating from daily urban life and the activity that takes place on the streets.

In my opinion there seems to be many assumptions made in the PJR — the biggest one being the impact on already high
traffic congestion. Nowhere in the report does it take into account of the traffic generated by the other towers in
existence but are not yet occupied. And to make the assumption that people aren’t going to have vehicles and walk or
take public transit — is again in my opinion a stretch. Something as simple as basic groceries not accessible by foot and to
think that the market that this building will attract (based on the surplus of one bedroom units it is safe to assume young
professionals) will take indirect public transit to it? possible? perhaps, Likely? | think that is optimistic, | urge you to
come stand on that street corner at pretty much any time of the day and get an understanding of the volume that

exists now (if you haven’t done so already) and think about what it will be with an increased density (between the 3
proposed towers and the 3 existing) of 3000+ people {conservatively) .

Again, | am not opposed to growth or increased density — but it needs to be done responsibly at a pace that is
manageable —and frankly put —in accordance to the plan put together by the city of Kitchener.

Really would appreciate hearing that you have received this.

| truly appreciate your time and look forward to your response



Eric Schneider

From:

Sent: Sunday, December 5, 2u2 i 8:4/ ¥

To: Eric Schneider; Debbie Chapman; kmuir@gspgroup.ca
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Victoria and Park Towers

Hello,

I have several concerns regarding the planning application for the proposed towers to be built at Victoria and Park. My
concerns are as follows:

-Traffic: it is already nearly impossible to get out of my driveway, sometimes taking 10 minutes just to back out due to
traffic on Park st. In addition driving to and from my daughters daycare can take anywhere from 10-20 minutes driving
down Victoria due to traffic, that may not seem like a big deal however when you also have a 10 month old who is
screaming in the back seat that extra 10 minutes can seem like an hour. There will be disruption not only while the
building is constructed (as exemplified by the towers being constructed on Victoria st) but ongoing increased traffic in the
area due to increased number of residents living in a smaller square footage.

-Exposure to dust, debris and pollution during construction and from an increase in number of vehicles in the area: | am
very concerned about my young children being exposed to increase levels of dust and pollution as this building is being
built. There are countless studies regarding exposure to dust and pollution can negatively impact a child's health and
development. (More than 90% of the world’s children breathe toxic air every day (who.int)). Types of Construction
Pollution - Toronto Environmental Alliance. Health Impacts of Air Pollution in Canada 2021 Report - Canada.ca
-Character: This building will be a detriment to the character of the area/ This is a residential area with many century
homes that are beautiful to look at. This building will take away from that.

-Shade: This building will cast a significant shadow on our home. Our children will be unable to play in sunlight past 5pm
during parts of the year. The lack of sunlight will also affect plant growth.

-Noise: We will be exposed to noise pollution due to construction which can affect hearing long term.

-Damage to our property: Dust from construction will cover our home, our home still has original lathe and plaster walls
and the vibrations from construction will cause our walls to crack, requiring repairs that will come out of our pocket.
-Privacy: People in the building will have a direct line of sight into our side windows resulting in little privacy for us.

I hope you will reconsider the height and placement of buildings for the benefit of residents who have spent their hard
earned money purchasing a home in a RESIDENTIAL area. | am very concerned about the area that | had been looking
forward to raising my children in.

Thank vou for vour time,



Eric Schneider
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From:
Sent: Sunday, December 5, 2021 10:21 PM
To: Debbie Chapman; Eric Schneider; Kmuir@gspgroup.ca
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Victoria and park towers development proposal

Good evening,
I'm writing regarding the proposed development at Victoria and Park St by the GSP Group.

I have witnessed and welcomed much change since | moved to this neighbourhood 13 years ago. It has been
encouraging to see new life brought into abandoned buildings and to see an increase in investment to kitcheners
downtown core.

I however have been disappointed to see our beautiful, historical Victoria Park continue to see an increase in drive thru
traffic with rare adherence to speed limits. This traffic increased when the loN was being built (never returning to
normal levels after it was done) and jumping up vet again with the last 2 years’ development of the 100 Hundred towers
on Victoria St and the reduced lanes or sometimes outright road closures. The proposed towers by GSP group would put
even more car traffic on this collision prone corner as well as through the park.

I also find the proposed height obnoxiously tall when compared to its surroundings - whether that be the homes who
will now have the towers in their sight or even compared to its neighbouring towers on Victoria St. | would like to see
the towers be no taller that what has already jumped up on Victoria St given its residential neighbours - whom I think
the city would like to keep as it adds to the charm of the neighbourhood and park setting. | personally would seriously
consider leaving this neighborhood if | had a 30+ floor tower peering into my backyard.

Therefore | strongly propose that the development application be amended.



Eric Schneider

From: B

Sent: Monday, December b, 2021 12:u4 AlVI

To: Eric Schneider

Cc: Debbie Chapman

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Victoria St and Park St development
Attachments: City of Kit Itr re local development_Dec21.docx

Please find attached my input regarding the proposed development.

Thank you.



[ live at’ very close to the proposed development at Victoria St. and Park St. | was
absolutely stunned and dismayed to learn that a development of staggering magnitude might soon be
wedged in along the same short, crowded stretch of Victoria St. S. as the several other recently
constructed high-density, multi-storey buildings.

Many concerns came to mind: Can the infrastructure, particularly the sewers, accommodate such a large
increase in usage? With even the finest of ventilation systems, is a structure of that size and design
healthful, especially given the recent surge in respiratory illness? Where could a child who lived in that
building play outside or learn to ride a bike? Is Victoria St. becoming a tunnel? How could the fire
department handle an emergency in a 38-storey building? Will the current car insurance surcharge |
have to pay as a result of living within this postal code area increase significantly with thousands more
residents moving into the area?

The issue that would affect me most directly is the impact the proposed project would have on traffic.
Perhaps some people living in towering apartment/condo complexes may not use a car regularly, or at
all, but in the absence of a car, particularly if they work from home, many will be heavily reliant on other
vehicles (i.e., couriers, service vehicles, taxis, fast food and grocery deliverers, etc.) to come to them, so
commercial traffic will increase.

Kitchener is already rapidly becoming very difficult to traverse with more and more traffic lanes being
sacrificed for light-rail tracks, bike lanes and centre-turn lanes, one-way streets, dead-end streets, and
pedestrian-only routes. I'm all for sharing the road but many of the changes seem poorly designed and
some seem unnecessary. (For instance, the Krug St. bike lanes and parking lanes work well and don’t
impede anyone. On the other hand, the Queen St. bike lanes and centre-turning lane cause buses and
couriers to block traffic, make the route around St. Mary’s Hospital more complicated, and make the
entry to The Laurentian building more dangerous while there is seemingly very low usage of the centre
lane and bike lanes. When Queen St. had two lanes in each direction, traffic could easily and safely flow
around buses, cyclists, and vehicles turning left. It’s also hard to imagine that two-way traffic on
reasonably quiet Joseph St. was not conducive to bike riding. Now, with a single one-way lane on the left
side of the road and an inordinately high curb penning cars in, Joseph St. travel must be very challenging
for large vehicles like ambulances, fire trucks, moving vans, and cars with trailers.)

Vehicular traffic on Victoria St. S. between King St. and Strange/West St. already has many strikes
against it, due to the negative effects of the following:

® the lon track on King St., which necessitated prohibition of left turns (except for buses) from Victoria
St. onto King St. in both directions

* the 1 Victoria St. S. condo tower parking garage driveway situated just a couple car lengths from
both the King St. intersection and the Charles St. intersection, which leads to dangerous traffic
stoppages caused by cars turning left into the building and results in other cars being unable to
advance through a green light or being able to advance but then becoming temporarily stranded in an
intersection or on the lon track at either intersection

® the lon track crossing diagonally through the Charles St. intersection, which necessitated four-way
red lights and prohibition of right turns on red lights when trains cross



= the lack of a designated left-turn lane onto Charles St., which causes left-turning vehicles to routinely
block southbound traffic on Victoria St. because the advance green light is insufficiently long

= the dearth of exit routes from Victoria St.:
« cars cannot turn onto Charles St. from either direction when the lon is crossing
o Joseph St. is a non-through street to the west and one-way street the wrong way to the east
o Arthur Pl., Bramm St., Oak St., and Michael St. are non-through streets
 Theresa St. is one-way the wrong way
o Park St. is barricaded during some events in Victoria Park

= the temporary but longstanding narrowing of southbound Victoria St. from one lane to two lanes to
accommodate the Glove Box construction access needs, which causes a bottleneck. Presumably,
construction of the proposed development will create a similar long-term bottleneck.

the Glove Box parking garage driveway/main entrance, which leads to significant traffic delays
caused by cars turning left into the complex, as well as very poor egress for vehicles attempting to
leave the complex (both of which will only worsen as the complex gains additional occupants)

» the narrowing of Victoria St. from two lanes to one lane near Park St., which causes a bottleneck

= the railway crossing on Victoria St. near Walnut St., which halts traffic when a train is crossing and
which currently causes northbound vehicles to rapidly decelerate and/or veer into the oncoming lane
to avoid tracks that are in a state of significant disrepair

To demonstrate the effects of these obstructions, | timed my travel a few times recently:

= Monday November 15/21, southbound Victoria St., late afternoon

« 4:08 pm, stopped at red light at King behind three cars, a bus turning left, and one more car.
When light turned green, first three cars advanced; bus turned left without delay; fourth car
advanced; my car advanced, barely fitting into the remaining space in the stationary line-up; two
more cars followed mine and were stranded in the intersection while the lon turned onto Charles.
When clear, several cars turned left onto Charles and | had to stop at a red light at Charles.

« 4:13 pm (five minutes after being at red light at King), as first car in line, finally crossed Charles on
green light, only to immediately stop at red light at Joseph.

» 4:15 pm, crossed Joseph along with several cars jockeying to merge from right lane due to
construction blockage. Car immediately ahead of mine turned right into Glove Box driveway and,
simultaneously, a U-Haul truck barreled out of the driveway (understandably taking advantage of
the only break in traffic) to turn left onto Victoria. Fortunately, | did not T-bone the U-Haul or run
down the Skip the Dishes delivery man who ran in front of my car from the opposite side of the
road while my view was obscured by the U-Haul.

o 4:18 pm, finally crossed Park St. on a green light.

Summary - 10 minutes to travel about half a kilometer with two near-misses.

= Thursday November 18/21, southbound Victoria St., mid-afternoon
« 2:13 pm, 12" vehicle in line at red light at King. On green light, seven vehicles advanced before
light turned red again. On second green light, my car squeezed in as last of five cars to advance.
e 2:15 pm, crossed Charles
o 2:18 pm, crossed Joseph



e 2:21 pm, crossed Park
Summary — 8 minutes to travel half a kilometre, with no left-turning bus or lon in the mix.

» Monday November 29/21, westbound Courtland/Jubilee/Park St., mid-afternoon
Unable to cross Benton on green light due to long line of traffic stopped by red light at Queen.
After advancing to David St., was only car in any direction able to proceed through intersection
into park because traffic was backed up from red light at Queen all the way back to Boathouse,
and David St. traffic was blocked by construction barrier. Immediately after exiting the park, had
to stop on Park St. since commercial vehicle blocked the oncoming lane while making a delivery to
a home and oncoming traffic did not yield right of way.

In short, traffic on the downtown portion of Victoria St. is clearly problematic much of the time and has
become much worse consequent to recent developments. The introduction of a huge new residential
building to the area will surely compound the problem and perhaps discourage current residents (myself
included) from living in and/or frequenting the downtown area.

| don’t see this type of massive development as a plus for my neighbourhood or any other in Kitchener.
Everywhere you look, there are cranes and towers looming. Single-family homes in established
neighbourhoods are being segmented into rental units. Many in my early retired/ newly retired/soon-to-
be-retired circle are planning to move to smaller, quieter locales with pleasant, easily accessible outdoor
spaces, shopping, and restaurants because Kitchener now feels too crowded and inaccessible.

I appreciate the opportunity to offer my thoughts. | trust that this requested input from me and others
in the neighbourhood will be given full consideration.

Sincerely,



Eric Schneider
ﬁ

From:

Sent: Monday, December 6, 2021 10:00 AM

To: Eric Schneider; Debbie Chapman; kmuir@gspgroup.ca

Subject: (EXTERNAL] Comments on the development of 146-162 Victoria St. S & 92 - 110 Parks

St.

Good Morning
I' would like to start my comments with words GPS uses to describe their work ethics, how they plan a development and
how they see themselves as a company.

GPS - What We Do
Planning
Responsible planning understands and “respects” the relationship between people, buildings and spaces.

I don’t see how this new development project that GPS is planning, actually takes any consideration, understanding or
respects the relationship of people, buildings and space in the area.

The neighbourhood has been in a construction for the last 10 plus years, with trucks, traffic, dust, noise and the
disruption of nature around us.

I was always under the impression that Victoria Park was the jewel in the City of Kitchener. A place that hosted cultural
celebrations, and family events put on by the city. dating back to when the city was known as Berlin (100 years ago) and
now Kitchener.

I've owned my home for more than 20 years and have lived through much of the development of the downtown core.
This new GPS development is not the “downtown core." This lovely proposed GPS building would be better suited for
King and Victoria, with the LRT right at the door step. Or develop toward the train station on all the available land.

I've seen people almost get hit crossing the street due to the current level of traffic in the area . People ride their bicycle
on the sidewalk because they don’t feel safe on the road. This causes people on the sidewalk to have to dodge

cyclists. The traffic races along Park street all hours of the day, and at peak hours it's bumper to bumper traffic. If you
don’t back into your driveway you don’t get out in the morning to go to work.

Ambulance race along the street because going down King street in any kind of emergency is a joke. Where is a car to
pull over.? Onto the LRT track? | truly question the planning of these streets.

And now you want to disrupt the area with this monster of a building that will be looking into the back yards of the
houses now on the street. Residents will have no privacy when it’s completed, and in addition will have three to four
years of noise, and dust and trucks during the construction. | just can’t believe the city you would allow this to happen in
a residential neighborhood.

I had heard that there were townhouses proposed at the corner by Victoria Park and | thought that would be nice fit
with the neighborhood. The new proposal does not fit in the neighbourhood. It’s time to build on the other side of King

and give us a break. Or at the very least lower the height of this building to better fit to 10 to 15 story. Please.

Thank you



Eric Schneider
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From:
Sent: Monday, December 6, 2021 12:54 PM
To: Eric Schneider
Cc: Debbie Chapman; kmuir@gspgroup.ca
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Proposed Development - Victoria/Park Streets
Attachments: 211206 Letter to Developer & City - Final.docx
Hello Eric,

Please find attached a letter from the Victoria Park Neighbourhood Association's Development Subcommittee,
concerning the proposed development at the corner of Victoria and Park Streets. | am copying this letter to our Ward 9
Councillor, Debbie Chapman, and to the Developer's Applicant, Kevin Muir.

We would like to be kept informed of any opportunities to participate in consultation and planning of this development.

Thank you in advance for your assistance.

Sincerely,



December 6, 2021

Eric Schneider

Senior Planner

City of Kitchener

PO Box 1118

Kitchener, ON N2G 4G7

Dear Mr. Schneider,

I am writing on behalf of the Development Subcommittee of the Victoria Park Neighbourhood
Association (VPNA) in response to the proposed development at the corner of Victoria and Park.
Although this development is located in the Cherry Park Neighbourhood, many Victoria Park residents
are within the 125 meter radius, and both neighbourhoods will be affected, as will others living and
working in the downtown area.

At a recent Residents’ information Meeting, jointly organized by Cherry Park and Victoria Park
Neighbourhoods, we heard many residents express concerns about the potential impact of this new
development on the downtown community. Concerns included the need for affordable units and units
built for families, the height, and the need for increased amenities to meet the needs of the growing
downtown population, especially the need for more green space.

We would like to stress that most residents welcome and understand the need for, and benefits of,
urban intensification. We prefer to see our surrounding farmland and wildlife habitats preserved, rather
than disappear under urban sprawl. What we need is a more diverse approach to intensification, and a
healthy mix of housing options that will continue to accommodate people from a different range of
backgrounds, incomes, and family compositions.

The VPNA’s Development Subcommittee has four priorities: affordable housing, green space, building
with climate change in mind, and community engagement in the development process. To that end, we
would like to recommend that the Victoria/Park development include:

1. Atleast the same number of affordable units as the number of households that are being
displaced by this development, with affordability defined as inhabitants making a fulltime
income based on minimum wage;

A specific number (to be determined) of two and three-bedroom units;

3. Designated lands or cash-in-lieu to increase downtown parkland, based on the City of
Kitchener’s optimum of 15 meters/person; (This is particularly important, given that the City’s
current standard is 15 meters/person, while their recent Places and Spaces Report dated August
18 2021 notes that green space in the Victoria Park area is less than 1 square meter per
resident.)

4. Building materials and standards based on environmental sustainability;



5. ACitizens’ Engagement Committee composed of residents from affected neighbourhoods,
including Victoria Park, the developers’ representatives, and City Planners to ensure ongoing
consultation and communication throughout the development process.

We are committed to a positive and collaborative approach to development in our neighbourhood. We
want to work with developers, city staff, and other neighbourhoods to continue to make our City a
healthy, vibrant, and inclusive place to live. We are pleased that the developer has reached out to the
VPNA, asking for an opportunity to meet to discuss their proposal

We would like to be informed of all opportunities to contribute to this development process. Thank you
for your consideration of our input; we look forward to hearing you.

Sincerely yours,

cC Councillor Debbie Chapman, City of:Kitchenerl Debbie.chapman@kitchener.ca

Kevin Muir, GSP Group, {Applicant), kmuir@gspgroup.ca

Commented [PS1]:




Eric Schneider

From:

Sent: Monday, December 6, 2021 1:24 PM

To: Eric Schneider

Cc: Debbie Chapman

Subject: [EXTERNAL] 146-162 Victoria Street South & 92-110 Park Street - Development

Application

Hello Mr. Schneider, Councillor Chapman

l'am writing to express my objections to the proposed development at the corner of Park and Victoria. | have
several concerns with the proposal, many of which I know are shared by my neighbors:

Deviation from the official plan and zoning that identify this location as a transition between the higher
density urban growth center and low rise residential.

The lack of appropriate transition from the same. These would be the tallest buildings yet in this area,
where they should be shorter than the developments already constructed to the east.

The seemingly ridiculous increase in FSR. By comparison, | understand that providing a LEED certified
design would allow a bonus of 1 FSR. What does this project include that would warrant such a
generous deviation from the intended FSR?

The layout of the site positioning higher towers nearest the streets to facilitate the future development
of other lots.

The loss of mature trees, and lack of new greenery being possible with a 0 m setback.

The continued unchecked growth of the neighborhood population without a proportionate increase in
public amenities such as green space.

While I am not opposed to this location being redeveloped, it seems like what is being proposed does not align
with existing plans or guidelines. Something that meets appropriate transition to adjacent neighborhoods and
is more forward thinking in terms of environmental design (both in maintaining trees on the street and
promoting the implementation of LEED or similar standards) would be welcome.

Best regards,



E;ic Schneider

From:

Sent: Monday, December 6, 2021 3:04 PM

To: Eric Schneider; Debbie Chapman

Subject: [EXTERNAL] re: Mixed-Use Redevelopment application at 92-110 Park Street & 146-162

Victoria Street South

Dear Mr Schneider, Councillor Chapman,

[ am writing in response to the notice of Application for Development at the corner of Victoria Street and Park
Street. Similar to many of our Victoria Park neighbours, | would like to express questions / concerns related to
the proposed Mixed-Use Redevelopment application at 92-110 Park Street & 146-162 Victoria Street
South.

To start, | am trying to better understand what does the City of Kitchener consider to be a Mixed-Use
development? Based on the supporting material submitted with the application, the subject site is currently
designed as 'Mixed Use' in the City's Official Plan and the applicant is looking to change the current zoning
designation to a "High Intensity Mixed Use Corridor Zone (MIX-3) in By-law 2019-051 with special
regulations.

However, the proposed Development - Zoning Compliance Summary Table (on page 29 of the Planning
Justification Report) shows non-compliance with significant aspects of the MIX-3 ZONE designation - in
particular as the development relates to the maximum number of storeys, maximum building height,
maximum floor space ratio and minimum percent of non-residential gross floor area.

The application requests an increase in height to 121.75m, 115.25m and 82.8m (from allowable 32m height),
increase in maximum number of storeys to 38, 36 and 25 (from allowable 10 storeys) and increase in FSR
to 11.563 (from allowable 2.0). In particular, the proposed non-residential GFA for the development is to be
reduced from existing allowance of 20% minimum to proposed less than 2%.

The site statistics included in drawing AO.1 of the Architectural Site Plan Package package further underline
this point - out of the total proposed GFA (101, 400 sm), only 1,750 sm is commercial (1.7%), while the
majority is comprised of 82,150 sm residential (81.0%) and 17,500 sm above grade parking (21.3% ). This
does not paint a very convincing picture of a mixed-use development, but rather of a very dense cluster of
residential towers. Does the development replace / increase or decrease the amount of commercial area that is
currently accommodated on the premises?

Could the City / Applicant provide the public with a comparative building massing study of what is currently
allowable, as per the City's Official Plan; what the proposed MiX-3 zoning would allow, and what the applicant
is proposing with the Special Provisions it seeks to have applied to the site? A comparative illustration would
demonstrate a lot more clearly what the level of compliance and fit of the proposed development is within the
proposed zoning/ building context.

Since one of the primary justifications offered in the application for this drastic increase in height and density at
the corner of Victoria and Park is largely based on precedent projects - the proposed development being
‘consistent with other approved applications and developments throughout the Kitchener Urban Growth Center
in recent years" (as per Section 4.1 of the PJR, p.22) - it is highly concerning that the proposed development
itself will likely set a new precedent and place undue pressure for high intensity redevelopment in the
"Mixed Use" zone at the edges of the Downtown. This zone now serves as a transition area / a buffer
between the highly intensified Downtown land use context and the stable residential fabric around it, in



particular, Victoria Park Heritage Conservation District to the south and Cherry Park Neighbourhood to
the west.

The supporting Studies included with this application, in particular - the Transportation Impact Assessment,
Pedestrian Wind Study, and Shadow Impact Analysis Graphics included within the Urban Design Brief,
also do not seem to address or respond to the cumulative, overall impact of the existing and probable
future intensification projects in the Mixed Use area as well as the larger adjacent Downtown Innovation
District immediately to the north and east of the development property.

In particular, Section 2.4 of the PJR (page 7) states that the Bramm Yards lands, abutting the Subject Site's
northern property line at 55 Bramm and currently owned by the City of Kitchener, "are intended for a higher
intensity mixed-use development with employment and residential components per the Urban Growth
Centre (Innovation District) designation that applies to the land. " Although there is no reference to an intended
master plan for this site, based on its current zoning designation, the future Bramm Yards development will
likely surpass the height and density that is requested for 92-110 Park Street & 146-162 Victoria Street
South, if this were approved.

Could the City / Applicant demonstrate how the proposed development application would fit within the
anticipated developable context of the Bramm Yards Lands to the north, the already dense, recently built
Garment Condos to the east, as well as other sites in the vicinity of the subject property that could
accommodate denser developments / towers? What will the corner of Victoria and Park Street look like / how
will it function when the proposed 38, 36 and 25 storey towers are placed not far from the Garment Condo
towers (ranging from 28, 21 and 17 storeys) and the future Bramm Yards Lands towers? How many point
towers can this urban block accommodate? What other sites within the surrounding Mixed Use zone could
become assembled and intensified in a similar fashion if this application were approved?

Could a more comprehensive Master Plan / Block Context Analysis be explored to capture ALL the known
and probable intensification projects in this area, including potential ramifications and pressures the project
might place on other sites in its vicinity? Having a clearer understanding of the overall, long term vision for
Victoria and Park Street would help paint a more complete picture of how the proposed development will fit
within the urban context of present and future projects.

Thank you,



Eric Schneider
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From:
Sent: Monday, December 6, 2021 3:33 PM
To: Eric Schneider
Cc: Debbie Chapman; Kmuir@gspgroup.ca
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Letter of Concern re: proposed development at Park & Victoria
Attachments; letter of concern - park & victoria.docx

Dear Sirs and Madam,

Please find attached my letter of concern regarding the proposed development at
Park and Victoria Streets in Kitchener.

| look forward to your response.

Thank you,



Monday December 6, 2021

Attention: City of Kitchener
Eric Schneider, Senior Planner
519.741.2200 x7843
Eric.Schneider@Kitchener.ca

Ward 9 City Councillor

Debbie Chapman
519.741.2798
Debbie.chapman@kitchener.ca

Applicant

Kevin Muir, GSP Group
519.569.8883
Kmuir@agspgroup.ca

Dear Mr. Schneider, Ms. Campbell and Mr. Muir,

My name is and | am contacting you regarding the new proposed development
at the intersection of Park and Victoria Streets.

| am proud to call downtown Kitchener my home; not only did | grow up here, but | have chosen
to stay and raise my family here as well. When | heard through friends about the
redevelopment plans for the parcel of land at Park and Victoria, / was completely taken aback
by the scale of the proposed development.

Although there are several existing towers near Victoria Park, these are generally not near low
rise homes, or are much shorter where they are near low rise homes. The proposed Victoria
and Park Towers are much taller than any existing tower near Victoria Park, 20-32 storeys
higher!

Several towers have been completed along Victoria Street South since 2016. Each
development got progressively taller as new developments moved westwards from the
intersection of King Street and Victoria Street toward low rise established neighbourhoods.

« 1 Victoria — 19 storeys — completed in 2016 [1]

» One Hundred Tower A — 21 storeys — completed in 2020 [1]
» One Hundred Tower B — 17 storeys — completed in 2020 [1]
» Garment St Condos — 28 storeys — complete in 2021 [1]

The Victoria and Park Towers are considerably taller than any of the recently completed
buildings along Victoria; the tallest tower would be equivalent to the two towers at the One
Hundred stacked on top of each other!

Currently the tallest tower in Region is DTK Condos, which is 39 storeys [1]. However, DTK
Condos is located in the core of downtown, and is not located near low rise residential areas.
And even so, | cannot understand why the City let that developer build so high. We have ended



up with a massive condo tower that is incongruent with the existing streetscape, and that
dominates and obfuscates one’s view from all directions.

The Park and Victoria development would place two similarly tall towers within throwing
distance of the Victoria Park and Cherry Park neighbourhoods, and to our knowledge would be
the largest development in the downtown to date.

One would hope that in order to better integrate into the existing streetscape and minimize
negative impacts to surrounding residential areas, new developments would be getting shorter
as they approach low rise neighbourhoods, not taller.

In addition to being very tall, the proposed development will be very close to the street and the
towers will have little set-back from the edge of the podium. The impact on the streetscape
would be very imposing and incongruous with the nearby land use, and so | strongly question
the logic of the placement of such a large development where it is currently proposed. In my
mind, a midrise (5-10 storeys) would be much more complementary to the existing
nearby neighbourhoods; furthermore, a development 10 storeys or less would follow
current zoning regulations.

As a nearby resident | have several concerns:

e Increased Motor Vehicle Traffic

e Shadows

o Community Vitality

 Pedestrian and Cycling Landscape

» Overuse of Existing Nearby Amenities and Lack of Place Making

Increased Motor Vehicle Traffic

Located at the corner and Park and Victoria, this development will place more stress on an
already heavily trafficked corner. | am concerned about how the new development will impact
traffic patterns along Victoria Street and Park Street, through the park on Jubilee and throughout
our neighbourhood.

Shadows

| am also very concerned about the impact these towers will have shadows over nearby homes.
The design report shows large shadows are cast over nearby low-rise neighbourhoods for much
of the year. These shadows will make the street darker and colder, which will make these
streets less inviting and impact the residents that live there.

Community Vitality

While | agree in principle with the city's plan for greater density in the downtown core, | expect
that like most things, when it comes to density more is not always better. It is understood that
increasing the density beyond the existing condition at the site of the proposed development
can surely contribute positively to the livability and vitality of the community within and
surrounding the development. However, at some point further increases to the size of a
development will start to have negative impacts that outweigh the initial benefits. The goal of
increasing density in the core should be to create healthy, livable, safe and attractive
communities, not simply more housing at any cost.



To that point, | am concerned about the quality of housing that this development will create. Like
most of the other high-rise residential buildings that have been built recently, this development
is offering mostly one-bedroom (two-thirds of inventory) and two-bedroom (one-third of
inventory). In a one-bedroom apartment singles cannot comfortably share their space and costs
with a roommate, and one-bedrooms apartments are not ideal options for families or even
downsizing couples. If the goal is densification, then the quality of the units, not just the number
of the units, should be considered. This type of construction will not alleviate the current housing
crises in this City as it does not appeal to diverse households, and is not a viable alternative to
detached and semi-detached homes. More units per building are more profitable for developers
though, which unfortunately seems to be driving much decision-making as of late.

We (residents of Kitchener) will be living with these towers for a very long time, long after
the developers are gone. Therefore, short term goals such as fast densification and
maximizing the profitability of developers should not be the leading concerns in
considering such developments.

Pedestrian and Cycling Landscape

According to the design report there will be an entrance for parking off of both Park Street and
Victoria Street, the development will only have car parking for approximately 60% of units and
there will be bicycle parking. However, the design of the development is still strongly car
centric.

For example, there does not appear to be a separate or protected entrances for cyclists to
access bicycle parking. Only confident able-bodied cyclists would be able to use such parking,
riding along a parking garage with cars would discourage less able bodied or confident cyclists,
and is certainly not appropriate for children. Such a large development should be inclusive to a
wide demographic of people, including families.

Additionally there appears to be little consideration for the experience of pedestrians in the
building design, which is apparent in reviewing the wind impact study. Air flow around the
building would create uncomfortable conditions around the building for any one not standing still
right at the corner of Park Street and Victoria Street both in the winter and the summer. This is
notably the area where architectural renderings propose outdoor seating, and is where
pedestrians would be required to wait in order to cross the road.

Overuse of Existing Nearby Amenities and Lack of Place-Making

Lastly, new developments are being built faster than the City is building new amenities for the
new residents such as green spaces, trails, parks, squares, schools, and daycares. By
concentrating so much development in one place without equal investment in communal space,
we risk overuse of existing amenities. How will Victoria and Cherry Parks cope with an
additional 1000+ residents at its doorstep? Will these parks be expanded and/or have further
amenities added to compensate for increased use?

Sales materials for new condos often list all the amenities that new residents can take
advantage of, but these large developments should ideally be contributing to place making in
our streetscapes, not just taking advantage of our existing places. The Bauer Lofts is a great
example of a condo development that included placemaking in their design; we need more
thoughtful design like the ground floor of the Bauer Lofts! The podium design of the proposed



development excludes non-residents of the towers from taking advantage of the shared outdoor
space, and although there will be retail on the lower levels of the podium, available retail space
in of itself does not result in place making. The lower levels of 1 Victoria and the One hundred
towers are a testament to this.

Summary

In summary, | suggest that a midrise (5-10 storeys) would be much more complementary to the
existing nearby neighbourhoods, as stated a midrise would also follow current zoning
regulations.

A smaller development would better integrate into the existing fabric of the surrounding
neighbourhoods by placing less stress on the traffic in the area, including through Victoria Park
and a smaller development would not cause large shadows over entire existing low rise heritage
neighbourhoods.

The goal of densification in the core of downtown Kitchener should be to create healthy, livable,
safe and attractive communities, not to simply open the door for a deluge of high-end condo
towers. At some point, further increasing density will start to have a negative impact that
outweigh the initial benefits of a new development.

While the number of new housing units is an important consideration in increasing density, the
quality of those units should be an equally if not more important consideration. Units with two
more bedrooms are more appealing than one-bedroom units to a larger more diverse set of
households and are a better alternative to semi or fully detached homes. Furthermore, more
people can comfortably live in a unit with more rooms, reasonably complexes with a greater
proportion of units with two or more bedrooms could result in more densely occupied buildings
than buildings with a greater proportion of one-bedroom units.

With the exception of some proposed retail space on the ground level, the new development
does not plan on contributing to the placemaking at street level. It would also make the
pedestrian experience near the building less comfortable due to increased wind speeds,
particularly at the corner of Park street and Victoria street where pedestrians would need to wait
to cross the road and where architectural renderings suggest an area of outdoor seating.

Finally if the City wants to densify the core, it also needs to create more common space for
residents to gather; otherwise, there could be added stress on and overuse of existing amenities
such as Victoria and Cherry Parks.

My sincere thanks for your time and attention to this matter.

With respect,

Kitchener, ON

(1]
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List of tallest buildings in the Waterloo Regional Municipality




Eric Schneider
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From:

Sent: Monday, December 6, 2021 5:13 PM

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Support for Victoria & Park development

Hi, Eric,

Thank you for your availability to receive feedback on the proposed development at 92-110 Park and 146-162
Victoria. For the most part, this seems well aligned with the direction of appropriate land use given that the site is
adjacent to the downtown core and within walking distance of the future passenger hub. Here are some of my initial
thoughts on the project:

- It looks like retail access at street level will keep the sidewalk relatively animated. Is there a way to ensure that this will
be the case, such as mandating windows in those areas?

- | hope that further wind mitigation techniques can be used to keep the sidewalk environment pleasant and safe.

- My experience at other condominium sites indicates that parcel areas are often insufficient and difficult to retrofit well,
so encouraging oversizing of that feature may be helpful.

- Often, towers do not incorporate compost in their waste stream planning, and | hope this could be addressed.

- Reduced motor vehicle parking provision seems appropriate for a transit oriented site. However, I'd like to see some
EV charging capacity from the beginning, and latent capacity (at every parking space and in the power supply
engineering) to provide universal charging availability in future. This has proven a near impossibility to retrofit in
existing multi-unit buildings, for legal and technical reasons, and | expect this building will long outlive the widespread
use of internal combustion engine vehicles. This prevents residents from seeking out and crowding charging sites in the
community, which would be a serious inconvenience to them and their neighbours.

- The bicycle parking provision seems very low. | would hope for something closer to two spaces per residential unit. As
cycling expands in the city, I wouldn't want residents to find themselves discouraged to be a part of that shift. This can
also lead to use of elevators and balconies for bicycle transport and storage.

- As high density development expands along Victoria in both directions from King, and given the location of the
transit/rail hub, | can imagine Victoria serving as a rapid transit corridor in future. Will the site plan accommodate future
provision of BRT (and eventual LRT) station at Park? It seems to be a logical location.

- I hope that this plan does not introduce any constraints on future use of the former Bramm Yards for civic and
institutional uses. | can imagine that the health campus expansion, the addition of a downtown fire station, and future
need for a major public venue (arena, convention centre, etc.) may be sited there eventually.

| look forward to hearing more about the project and any public meetings. In general, | am happy to see Kitchener
adding more residential development in a manner that brings in additional density to support transit and a vibrant

downtown.

All the best,



Eric Schneider

From:

Sent: Monday, December 6, 2021 5:22 PM

To: Eric Schneider

Cc: Debbie Chapman

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Development at 146 Victoria Street

Re: Victoria and Park Development Application at 146 Victoria Street South

Dear Mr Schneider

| apologize for writing such a long response to the development application. | am a resident of the Victoria
Park area and have seen a number of highrise developments in the area. | have also had the opportunity to
speak with many neighbours about the impact developments around the Victoria Park Heritage District. |
have written to Tina Malone Wright, participated in secondary plan reviews and | have also spoken to Council
about over-development in the Victoria Park area.

I also understand the concern of people who think that we need to build up to save farmland and increase
housing supply. Highrise developments have been increasing in height from about 20 storeys to those of 30
and 40 storeys. However, there are other options to building up and we need a vision for our city about how
that should be done. Currently we are faced with application after application for very tall buildings that many
people believe will preserve our farmland and solve the housing crisis. However, there are other ways to build
density and we need better tools to accomplish that.

So, while there is a need for housing so we do not pave over more agricultural land, these highrise
developments overwhelm the people who live here. They are proposed one after another and we need to
step back or they will literally overshadow us in number and size. They are too expensive for the people who
need housing. Building more of these does not help but rather destroys the low rental areas.

We need to house people densely, but that can be met with low rise builds in areas where there are now
factories with huge, underutilized car lots. Many warehouses are single floor structures and thereis a
movement to build and re-build warehouses to multi storey buildings due to high costs of land. We have a
great deal of under-utilized land in Kitchener with one storey warehouses and huge parking lots. We also allow
building in ways that require cars rather than building where you can get transit or walk for your groceries and
essentials.

So, can we think about a more fundamental change? The alternative is to have developers decide that they
want to build on a property. | can think of only a couple of applications in recent years where the city or the
community asked for serious adjustments (242 Queen and Mill Street). Also, whereas previous builds have
been in the 20-storey range, we now have applications for 30- to 40- storeys. Is the only solution to build up
higher and higher? Is this what we really want to happen? As | said, there are other options. What we need is
to re-imagine our community and re-think how to create a community where living can be maintained on a
human scale.

Having said that, | have specific comments to make.



1. I'min favour of a broader spread of medium density builds on areas that are non-residential such
as old factories, which have large unused parking lots (see "5 Ways to Add Density Without Building
High-Rises").

2. It has been argued by Anthony Paletta that High Rises Are Not High Density. Planners staff have
said in the past that high rise density in the core will actually save the low- rise neighbourhoods.

3. The city has been inundated with inappropriate housing. Three quarters of the proposal at 30
Francis are one-bedroom units. What about the missing middle? Affordability? There is a lack of
variety in development proposals with almost no 2- or 3-bedroom condo units that might house a
family. This leads to a uniformity in income with little lifestyle variety. | have been told by planning
staff that the city cannot address the type of units that are planned. A proposed rental building can
later be changed to condos.

4. Do the demographics show that there is a need for one-bedroom units? The region undertook a
study of demographic trends and found that there is less need for single detached builds. Fine. But
one-bedroom units of 600sf may not meet the need either. The report also stated that 50% of the in-
migrants are in the 15-24 age group (Region of Waterloo Long-Term Population and Housing Growth
Analysis, December 2020). Will this age group buy one-bedroom condos?

5. Where will all these people go for recreation and natural landscapes?

6. What are the social consequences of living in high rises? There are studies that suggest that it is
not good and can lead to urban anomie and social conflict (See Robin Mazumder). | could cite several
academic studies which show how dense building will actually harm the social fabric.

7. What obligations does the city have for providing amenities for food, entertainment and the
necessities of life? While the nearby hardware will serve some needs, the closest supermarket is 15-
to 20-minute walk or transit ride. Transit is deemed an attractive part of this development, but will
people use it?

8. If density targets are being met already, then why are we being pressured into building more
inappropriate and high-cost housing? The city does not track whether condo units are owner-
occupied and so are we just serving investors and our tax base? We really have no idea how many
condos are owner-occupied since we do not keep track. A resident of Kaufman Lofts estimated that
a quarter of the condos are not occupied by owners.

9. Covid also shows that as people work from home, they now realize that there is not enough
space in their one-bedroom, 600 sf condos. I've been told that people work on their beds or in a
corner of their bedrooms. The amenities and desire to avoid commuting that drew people to the
centre are no longer a factor, so they move anywhere they can have a bigger space.

10. Will condos be only an investment? A recent report in Ontario shows that a quarter of all
property purchases were from investors who are also buying houses and driving up the cost of
housing. Do we need a municipal non-occupancy tax? Shortly after 30 Francis was being proposed
an investment site popped up advertising units for $300,000. Are we building for need or
investors? What about a non-resident tax? Is the amount of non-resident ownership being studied?

11. Finally, will low-income residents be displaced? Can we do something about it? | would like to
offer that we cannot do so if we continue to allow few conditions on the rental units and prices. Can
low- or even medium-income people afford these units? Clearly not and we do have a plan in place
to increase affordable housing. Or do we? They do not meet the housing needs of our city:
affordability and size of units, housing for the missing middle, displacing low-cost housing, all leading
to gentrification.



You may think that | have many criticisms and few solutions. | am not an expert but | do live in the downtown
area and | have been increasingly concerned about the way we are going. So, | can offer some suggestions
that planning staff can work on.

e We need to address what high rise development does to people. World famous Gehl Architects
focus on how architecture connects people and puts health and well-being as the focus. A local expert
which the City of Kitchener has consulted, Robin Mazumder could help develop planning with the
ecology and mental well- being integrated into future developments.

e How you can build attractive low rise high density and still meet targets and hold the line. The
article “The Future of Social Housing: 7 Low-Rise, High-Density Developments shows how we can
achieve density without building up.

* We can limit developments to the zoning that is set for the area. Zoning is not something that can
just be put in place after years of planning and community input and then set aside. Zoning regulations
are made to be followed. If nothing else, the plan needs to be altered to conform with the law as set
out in 85-1 regulations as amended.

e | have observed over the past 5 years that many builds have been proposed and built around
Victoria Park. These developers advertise “overlooking Victoria Park”. The problem is that the people
who use Victoria Park will find that they could have a tall building border rather than a tree border
when the visit it. Even New York City has height limits around the long arms of Central Park (about 12
storeys). In 2019, the heights of buildings around Victoria Park did not rise above the trees. Now, we
can see several developments which rise above the trees surrounding the Park.

As far as | can tell, there will be about 10,000 new residents within a 10-minute walk of Victoria

Park. They will use this space because there is less than 1 square metre per resident right now in the
areas around downtown Kitchener where these new residents will be living. So, stop building around
the Park.

e The proposal by Polocorp for a 12-storey condo tower on Mill street was changed because it was
not suitable for the neighbourhood. In that case, heritage was involved because it bordered on the
Victoria Park Heritage Conservation District and was next to a Part IV designated house. After many
discussions with residents, the developer decided to build a complex of 1 and 2 bedroom stacked
townhouses of 500 to 1300 sf. The proposal at Victoria and Park is inappropriate for the
neighbourhood. A 40-storey building at 30 Francis is very tall but there will be less impact on the low-
rise neighbourhood around it. While heritage can be a low prineority in planning, the VPHCD is also

3



set out in a bylaw and the heritage provisions should be considered. The zoning on the West side of
Joseph between Francis and Water has a lower height limit so there is less impact on the HCD across
the street. Why is this not the case with the Victoria and Park development? The current zoning
should be retained rather than allowing the requested FSR of 14.2. Current FSRs are less than 1.0 FSR
(I calculated the property at 106 Park at .7 FSR. In other words, the proposed development is over 20
times as high!

® So, can we develop high density at this lot with adequate protection for the lowrise residential
neighbourhood? Yes. If we do something different with the land. An example from the article by Cloe
Logan “The hidden carbon footprint of highrises.” We can do more and also reduce the carbon impact.
In the development alternative (see photo) we can see that the streetscape is retained and the build is
setback and is lower. The carbon retained by old buildings can never be recovered and by various
means, new buildings can reduce the carbon deficit by as much a 40%. This development asks for zero
setbacks on the East, West and South borders. Will there be any sidewalk left? Will it harm the social
and visual fabric of the community? Yes. It is not up to me to re-design this development; it is up to the
developer to come up with a plan that is acceptable to the neighbourhood and to the City of Kitchener.

| hope that you will consider these comments. | am sure that members of the community are willing
to meet with the city and developer and see what can be done to make it a better plan.

Sincerely,

cc: Debbie Chapman, Councillor Ward 9




| am committed to reconciliation, and acknowledge that I live on the Haldimand Tract, promised to the Six Nations in 1784,
land of the Neutral, Anishinaabeg and Haudenosaunee.



Eric Schneider

From: .

Sent: Monday, December 6, 2021 7:17 PM

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL]} Comment Submission re Victoria Street and Park Street development

Attachments: Comments o re proposed project at Victoria and Park.pdf
Sincerely,

This communication, including attachments if any, is confidential. It is intended only for use by the addressee and contains information that may be protected by lawyer-client
privilege

If the reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any dissemination, distribution, copying or use of this email or the information it
contains is

strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify the sender immediately and delete the original message.



Dear Eric Schneider, Senior Planner for City of Kitchener

I'am writing regarding Victoria and Park towers development, a multi-tower development (38
storeys, 36 storeys and 25 storeys) sitting atop a mid-rise podium (4 to 6 storey) located on the
north-east corner of Victoria Street South and Park Street in Kitchener.

I'am writing to voice my opposition to the project as it is currently planned.

The tallest towers rival the tallest building in the Kitchener-Waterloo Region, DTK Condos, which is
39 storeys. Unlike the DTK Condos, though, it is located near established low rise neighbourhoods.

The current buildings occupying the land parcel that will be developed are only 2 storeys; the
proposed development will be a substantial departure from the current skyline. According to the
design report, the towers will cast long shadows over homes located in the Victoria Park
neighbourhood, along Park Street, as well as within the Cherry Park neighbourhood,

As aresident of - --.~.l am concerned about how the new development will impact the
enjoyment of my property, along with the damage to the community. No-one can argue that this
building is in keeping with the character of the area or any of the development plans of Kitchener or
the Region.

[am also concerned about the impact of traffic. As access to my street must be done either through
Jubilee or driving north on the one way on Joseph. The issue I greatly fear is that as I use Park to
access Jubilee, there will be considerable traffic problems presented by this project. As
understand it, the traffic study that was conducted was done during a time of COVID-19 when
traffic was much lower than average.

Further, [ am increasingly seeing the issue of speeding and aggressive driving as people are using
Jubilee and then increasingly using Heins as a cut through to get to King Street West.

Itis understood that these towers will be built in order to densify the downtown; there are already
many existing towers near Victoria Park (see a summary below); however, these are generally not
near detached homes, or are much shorter where they are near detached homes. The heights of the
proposed towers are much taller than any existing tower beside Victoria Park: 20-32 storeys
higher!

I'am also concerned about how such dense development will affect the fabric of the City itself.
Added height and density in the downtown core will not automatically result in healthy, livable,
safe and attractive communities.

Since 2016, several towers have been completed along Victoria Street South. Each development got
progressively taller as new developments moved westwards from the intersection of King Street
and Victoria Street.

» 1 Victoria - 19 storeys - completed in 2016

* One Hundred Tower A - 21 storeys - completed in 2020u
* One Hundred Tower B - 17 storeys - completed in 2020w
» Garment St Condos - 28 storeys ~ complete in 2021w

The Victoria and Park Towers are considerably higher than recently completed buildings along

Victoria Street. For example, at 38 storeys, the tallest tower in the Victoria and Park Towers
development, would be like having both the towers at the One Hundred development

stacked on top of each other!



Ideally, in order to better integrate into the existing streetscape and minimize negative impacts to
current residents, new developments should be getting shorter as they approach established low
rise neighbourhoods, not taller.

With the understanding that this parcel of land will be redeveloped in some form, I would ask that
the heights of the proposed towers be greatly reduced (particularly those facing onto Park and
Victoria Street) to better fit the current streetscape of the existing surrounding neighbourhoods. I
suggest:

* Reducing the heights of the towers to a mid-rise scale (5-11 storeys) which would fitin
more harmoniously with the existing neighbourhoods nearby.

« Increasing the set back of the towers from the road to reduce shadows on neighbouring
properties.

+ Stepping back of the towers (shorter near the road, taller near the back) similar to the One
Hundred Towers development along Victoria Street

Sincerely,

Height of existing buildings surrounding Victoria Park

Victoria Street South

215 Victoria Street South - Victoria Park Place I - 7 storeyse

205 Victoria Street South - Victoria Park Place II - 9 storeys e

241 Victoria Street South - Willowside Housing cooperative Building 2 - 7 storeys
243 Victoria Street South - Willowside Housing cooperative Building 1 - 6 storeys
Queen Street South

North side of Queen Street

560 Queen Street South - Iron Horse Towers - 15 storeys s

310 Queen Street South - Victoria Park Towers - 14 storeys «

290 Queen Street South - Victoria Place Retirement Community - 7 storeys w

214 Queen Street South - the York - 6 storeys

South site of Queen Street

379 Queen Street South - Barra on Queen - 6 storeys w

307 Queen Street South - Bread and Roses - 6 storeys n

221 Queen Street South - Conestoga Apartment Towers - 17 storeys m



Sources:

1. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List of tallest buildings in the Waterloo Regional Municipa
lity

https://www.drewloholdings.com/apartments-for-rent/victoria-park-place-i
https://www.drewloholdings.com/apartments-for-rent/victoria-park-place-ii

Counted manually
https://www.drewloholdings.com/apartments-for-rent/iron-horse-towers
https://www.drewloholdings.com /apartments-for-rent/victoria-park-towers
https://www.breadandroses.coop/

https://barracondos.com/about-barra/
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Eric Schneider

h — o S
From:

Sent: Monday, December 6, 2021 8:02 PM

To: Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL]

Hello,

I'am writing regarding Victoria and Park towers development, a multi-tower development (38 storeys, 36 storeys
and 25 storeys) sitting atop a mid-rise podium (4 to 6 storey) located on the north-east corner of Victoria Street
South and Park Street in Kitchener.
The tallest towers rival the tallest building in the Kitchener-Waterloo Region, DTK Condos, which is 39 storeys.
Unlike the DTK Condos, though, it is located near established low rise neighbourhoods.
The current buildings occupying the land parcel that will be developed are only 2 storeys; the proposed
development will be a substantial departure from the current skyline. According to the design report, the towers
will cast long shadows over homes located in the Victoria Park neighbourhood, along Park Street, as well as within
the Cherry Park neishhanrhgod.
As aresident of . am concerned about how the new development will impact the enjoyment of my
property, which will be in the shadow of the tower.
I'am concerned about the loss of natural sunlight on my property and my street, which will greatly impact the
enjoyment of my home and neighbourhood. In turn, I am concerned about the value of my home and the loss of the
heritage feel of my neighbourhood resulting from being so close to such a large imposing development.
['am also very concerned about the traffic patterns around Victoria Street and Park Street, through Victoria Park
along Jubilee and along residential streets that connect to Jubilee; my neighbourhood already has an issue with
high volumes of drivers and aggressive driving.
Itis understood that these towers will be built in order to densify the downtown; there are already many existing
towers near Victoria Park (see a summary below); however, these are generally not near detached homes, or are
much shorter where they are near detached homes. The heights of the proposed towers are much taller than any
existing tower beside Victoria Park: 20-32 storeys higher!
['am also concerned about how such dense development will affect the fabric of the City itself. Added height and
density in the downtown core will not automatically result in healthy, livable, safe and attractive communities.
Since 2016, several towers have been completed along Victoria Street South. Each development got progressively
taller as new developments moved westwards from the intersection of King Street and Victoria Street.

e 1 Victoria - 19 storeys - completed in 2016 [1]

* One Hundred Tower A - 21 storeys -~ completed in 2020 [1]

* One Hundred Tower B - 17 storeys - completed in 2020 [1]

e Garment St Condos - 28 storeys - complete in 2021 (1]
The Victoria and Park Towers are considerably higher than recently completed buildings along Victoria Street. For
example, at 38 storeys, the tallest tower in the Victoria and Park Towers development, would be like having both
the towers at the One Hundred development stacked on top of each other!
Ideally, in order to better integrate into the existing streetscape and minimize negative impacts to current
residents, new developments should be getting shorter as they approach established low rise neighbourhoods, not
taller.
With the understanding that this parcel of land will be redeveloped in some form, [ would ask that the heights of
the proposed towers be greatly reduced (particularly those facing onto Park and Victoria Street) to better fit the
current streetscape of the existing surrounding neighbourhoods. I suggest:

* Reducing the heights of the towers to a mid-rise scale (5-11 storeys) which would fit in more

harmoniously with the existing neighbourhoods nearby.
* Increasing the set back of the towers from the road to reduce shadows on neighbouring properties.
e Stepping back of the towers (shorter near the road, taller near the back) similar to the One Hundred
Towers development along Victoria Street

Sincerely,



Height of existing buildings surrounding Victoria Park

Victoria Street South

215 Victoria Street South - Victoria Park Place [ - 7 storeys [2]

205 Victoria Street South - Victoria Park Place II - 9 storeys [3]

241 Victoria Street South - Willowside Housing cooperative Building 2 - 7 storeys [4]
243 Victoria Street South - Willowside Housing cooperative Building 1 - 6 storeys [4]
Queen Street South

North side of Queen Street

560 Queen Street South - Iron Horse Towers ~ 15 storeys [5]

310 Queen Street South - Victoria Park Towers ~ 14 storeys [€]

290 Queen Street South - Victoria Place Retirement Community - 7 storeys 4]

214 Queen Street South - the York - 6 storeys 4]

South site of Queen Street

379 Queen Street South - Barra on Queen - 6 storeys [8]

307 Queen Street South - Bread and Roses - 6 storeys 7]

221 Queen Street South - Conestoga Apartment Towers - 17 storeys [1]

Sources:
1.
2. g : h i i i
3. https://www.drewloholdings.com/apartments-for-rent/victoria-park-place-ii
4. Counted manually
5. https://www.drewloholdings.com fapartments-for-rent/iron-horse-towers
6. https://www.drewloholdings.com/apartments-for-rent/victoria-park-towers
7. https://www.breadandroses.coop/
8. hitps://barracondos.com/about-barra/

Sent from my Galaxy



Eric Schneider
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From:

Sent: Monday, December 6, 2021 10:27 PM

To: Eric Schneider

Cc: Debbie Chapman; kmuir@gspgroup.ca

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Feedback: 146-162 Victoria St. / 92-110 Park St.
Hi Eric,

I am writing today to provide feedback on behalf of my household (Walnut St.) near the new Victoria & Park
development proposal.

In general, | am strong supporter of redeveloping these properties and appreciate what appears to be an overall high
quality and ambitious proposal by the developer that makes efforts to integrate with a key intersection and corridor at
the junction of the Innovation District and nearby neighbourhoods.

| understand that a development of this intensity and in a location that is near (at least for now) low-rise homes is likely
to receive substantial pushback, however | foremost want to express a pro-intensification position. This block and many
of the - my view - wasteful surface parking lots in downtown are ripe of bring new residents to the core that can re-
invigorate our mainstreet businesses and at times quiet and emptied downtown centre.

On a positive impression of the proposal itself:

- Quality visual appeal and architecture that looks achievable (at least, as rendered - sincerely wish more developments
maintained their proposed appearance).

- Appealing podium design, substantial balconies on the tower, a townhouse units.

- High degree of engagement with sidewalks and the public realm at the corner, including a small plaza at the
intersection.

- Ground floor commercial space (securing a small grocer or similar would be even better!).

- Directing parking garage traffic to the rear off Bramm St.

- Pavers and greenery incorporated into the central drop off area, as well as (proposed at least) greening on the 7th floor
amenity level.

- Some improvements (at least rendered) to the pedestrian spaces.

- Replacing otherwise low engagement commercial and parking areas with an active and modern street wall.

- Intensification within 600m of our transit and employment centre of the city, improving transit access and walkability
for a large set of new residents.

Areas that | would look to improve in the proposal:
- Extremely tight setbacks on Victoria and Park; | am concerned that this immediately precludes, at the intersection

especially, future space for AT or mass transit in the Victoria St. corridor. This street is already an unpleasant walk given
the high traffic volumes and speeds and a limited sidewalk area will not make this better.

- Driveways on both Park and Victoria. Not sure why the driveway is needed at Victoria, which will be a busy pedestrian
area and near the intersection. | foresee, particularly exiting cars, blocking the sidewalk. Could this either be entry-only
or closed to cars (i.e. bikes and ped access only)?




- Similarly, more bike parking would be a minor loss of vehicle parking in exchange for a substantially larger number of
bike spots per unit. On a similar note though - | am supportive of maintaining low parking allocation per unit. If local
residents are concerned about car volumes, let’s keep them low and encourage residents to use alternative modes!

- A lack of 3-bedroom units, or at least 2+1 configurable units being noted and available for families, at least in the
podium/townhouse levels. Perhaps this isn’t the development for these, but | continue to ask where those
developments will come from to reduce pressure on the SDH market in town. Its evident the 1-2 bed unit focus is an
attraction to investment buyers.

- As with Garment St / 100 Victoria, the lack of any substantial rear lot engagement leaves me wondering what the plan
for Bramm St parking lot is and if this is the right way to build these facades, at least for the ones that are abutting this
city land.

- The wind studies are a little concerning, especially for winter months at what may become a busy pedestrian corner. |
would encourage asking for more from the developer that could reduce the wind impacts, especially at the corner
where there will be substantial wait times for those out in the elements (may require input from the city and region on
their ROW?).

- More information on the use of low carbon footprint and high efficiency materials, appliances, and HVAC would be
welcome, as this wasn’t really addressed in a substantial way. Stating LEED features without a certification is, frankly, a
bit of a dodge. Would help to know what those are!

On the topic of intensity and height: | am a proponent of building upwards more intensively if that means leaving more
space for green area and parks, land for higher occupancy/family units in low to mid-rise buildings, and affordable/co-op
housing. | don’t find the idea of this building near downtown heritage neighbourhoods concerning as my view is those
homes are the designated outliers. The city has zoned for transition around here and this a minor step outside the
downtown zoning area.

I'm certain this will be a major concern from local residents (particularly long term residents) and while the proposal was
probably made planning to accommodate some adjustment for appeasement, | don’t fundamentally think this criticism
is consistent with their own living style. Many of these same residents are concerned with affordable housing while
living at a peak of luxury in land value and access to amenities downtown in SDHs. | say build more at all levels of the
housing market, however...

Areas that | remain concerned about for the city / region:

- The affordable housing accommodations in this building, while in line with some manner of local standard, are just not
useful to solve the problem. | don’t know why some proponents look to cash charges as a bad thing when the allocated
units could easily be bought and flipped, achieving zero benefit to the community while still impacting the developer
bottom line too. If they aren’t to be rent-controlled, fixed units owned by the city or a non-profit | don’t think they are
even worth including when the developer should instead just put funds (substantially so) towards a city/regional/non-
profit housing that truly helps the unhoused or lowest earners. Maybe an argument is these charges from other
developments are too small, but that is another issue.

- Above-zoning developments that are geared towards investor buyers are not helping our housing crisis in the region.
As above, I'm not anti-development, but there is little being done to make these lucrative investment condos pay a price
for that upside that benefits affordable housing or as development incentives to rental or low-rise, family oriented
developments. Creative approaches to incentivize this kind of development are lacking but seem possible in the same
way that the ION corridor was incentivized for intensification. What can be done at a municipal level?



- Many new developments along the Victoria St. corridor which, while in regional hands, leaves me concerned. These
sidewalks are quite narrow, in poor condition, and next to busy and hard to engage traffic corridor. More needs to be
done to make this a route that can service moving people to downtown and the transit hub.

- Park space and urban greening remains a shortcoming of DTK, both by metrics of space per resident and a simple eye
test. Meanwhile, we have huge swaths of parking space you could safely shoot a gun through after 5pm such as the
Bramm St lot. | am eager to know more about what the city and region have planned for these areas and why we can’t
be actively engaging these new developments to mesh with that future land use and vision. Could we add more green
space? Afford ourselves a bold, new pedestrian oriented urban neighbourhood in the city core near transit? It seems like
we’re missing an opportunity to be wholistic in design here!

Thanks and apologies this got a little long (and for any planning illiteracy within). Excited for this development to add to
our city, but do think we can still do better, to say nothing of major changes we still have to make to enable our city to
be liveable for all. That latter problem being a bit bigger than any one development, though they are often the centre of
focus.



Eric Schneider
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From:

Sent: Wednesday, December 8, 2021 4:21 PM

To: Eric Schneider; Debbie Chapman

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Support for Victoria and Park St tower development

Hello,

I'm a resident who lives on near where 3 new towers are to be built. | just want to voice my support for

this sort of development.
| saw an article in The Record about "concerned residents".

https://www.therecord.com/news/waterloo-region/2021/12/08/multi-tower-development-proposed-for-park-and-
victoria-streets-in-kitchener.html

As a resident of the area | want to voice my support for these developments.

| think more density is what this area needs. We're so close to downtown, this space feels wasted on single family
dwellings. Their petition, which I'm sure you've seen, suggests cutting the towers from 25+ storeys to 5. That's stupid.
Kitchener desperately needs more housing, 5 storeys won't cut it. This is prime land near transit. We need to densify
along transit, not put down a 5 storey walk-up.

| think it's incredibly unfair of local residents to assume they matter more than the hundreds of families who could live in
this development.

I strongly disagree with their concerns, too. Shade? Who cares, you might even need to run your AC less. Traffic? It's
only going to have 600 parking spots. I'm sure we can handle 600 more cars in the area, plus I'm sure young people living
near transit will use transit. | know | do.
The "concerned residents" claim to care about affordable housing

“We don’t need it. We don’t want it,” said Jane Harding, who lives on Michael Street.

“We don’t need more condos. We need more affordable housing. We live downtown. We see it,” she said.
but their petition only calls for the building to be made smaller, and have setbacks,and does not call to include any
more affordable/subsidized/off market housing. If this was anything more than selfish nimbyism there'd be meaningful
requests for low income housing. And if you check their petition (I'm sure you've been sent it by now) there's nothing of

the sort.

https://you.leadnow.ca/petitions/reduce-the-heights-victoria-and-park-towers

So, | just want to say. Build more. Build bigger. Build faster. Kitchener/Waterloo is growing and it's already desperately
short on places to stay. I've only been in town for 7 years, and I've seen housing costs skyrocket dramatically with no
signs of slowing down. We need housing far more than we need to appease selfish busybodies who are upset about
shade.



It would be great to see more affordable housing, more subsidized housing, more off market housing, but the path to
that is not cutting the top 20 floors off this development. It would also be nicer to see larger units. More 3+ bedroom
units. Places to raise a family, not just bachelor pads, but again... the path to that is not to cut the top 20 floors off this

development.

Thanks,



Eric Schneider
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From:
Sent: Thursday, December 9, 2021 529 AM
To: Eric Schneider
Cc: Mayor; Debbie Chapman; KRedman@regionofwaterloo.ca
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Three tower condo proposal at Victoria and Park Street

I’'m writing to express my opposition to the three tower condo development at Victoria and Park Streets in Kitchener. |
want to be clear that I'm not opposed to growth in this region. However, | think unlimited growth and a business model
for growth is harmful.

The pattern that is emerging by developers is to propose a building, or buildings that completely ignore the existing
zoning by laws, and then see how much of their proposal they can push through. They are mostly comprised of one
bedroom units (more profitable), do not include affordable units (although we have no definition of what ‘affordable’
is), and do not aim high for environmentally sustainable design (such as net zero, solar, geothermal, wind, less harmful
building materials, grey water, etc.).

The concerns are always the same: large shadows on neighbouring houses, gardens and parks, increased traffic, wildly
out of proportion in scale with the existing neighbourhood, not enough parking, no family sized units, no or very few
affordable units, too many one bedroom units, tree removal, lack of green space, etc. Those of us who voice our
concerns are made to feel foolish and out of touch with the times.

When | look at Toronto, which | think is a disaster in terms of development, it reminds me of what people in the 50’s,
60’s, and 70’s thought future cities would look like. As a child | was perplexed by these depictions of a sterile, greenless
city, full of boring towers, monorails, and assorted flying modes of transit. These were the fantasies of people who
thought radiation, asbestos, chemical pesticides, and preservative laden processed food were markers of progress.

The over ‘condo’d’ city looks remarkably similar to these fantasy depictions of the future. Like the proposal at Victoria
and Park Streets, the buildings are devoid of character. There’s a disorienting lack of sense of place. There’s no evidence
of craftsmanship, artistry, imagination, balance with nature, or sensitivity to human nature (our need for nature, privacy,
security, community).

The design for the towers at Victoria and Park Streets look so similar to so many other condo proposals in Kitchener, it’s
becoming more and more difficult to keep them straight. It’s obvious there’s no effort put in to integration with the
existing neighbourhood. We’re being unceremoniously shoved out of the way to let ‘progress’ proceed.

We're living in a time where profit is everything. We've normalized food banks, homelessness, and the marginalizing of
large groups of people. Our cities are being designed for people with money.

I’'m not convinced our region is going to grow as rapidly as has been forecast. It’s no longer a city that’s affordable. Its
small town appeal is disappearing rapidly. Our future is likely to be populated by climate refugees, not single young
people in the tech sector who don’t seem to mind living in sterile boxes.

My conversations with people who favour these ugly high rises is always the same...It’s good for business.” | feel we’ve
lost our humanity. I'm disappointed that KW has not been more unique, inclusive, careful, respectful of the

environment, and skeptical of following the latest trend when it comes to growth. We are valuing the wrong things.

| fear our communities will have a future of endless protracted fights to try to preserve a shred of our identities.



The Victoria and Park Street proposal should be aiming for beauty, compatibility, and environmental sensitivity. This
proposal looks like the usual money grab that has become so depressingly common here in our region.

Please, enough of this harmful development. It's very difficult and costly to correct these mistakes. You must think more
deeply and carefully about the long term future of this region.

You can and must do much better.

Kitchener

Sent from my iPhone



Eric Schneider

From:

Sent: Thursday, December 9, 2021 4:39 PM

To: Eric Schneider; Debbie Chapman

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Petition to Reduce the heights of the Victoria and Park Tower development
Attachments: reduce-the-heights-victoria-and-park-towers_December_9_2021.pdf

Dear Mr. Schneider and Ms. Chapman,
Please see a petition to reduce the heights of the proposed Victoria and Park Tower Development attached.

Kind Regards,



Signed by 251 people

First Name Last Name postcode Tell us why you signed

N2G 1M2

N2G1M2

N2g1ml

N2G 1M1

N2J OE7

N2J OE7

NOB2M1

VON 1V1

L6K0J1

N3C2Vv3

N2k 1W2

LIM2M2

M6P 4B8

NOB2M1

NOb2N

L7S 2H7

NOB 2M1

N2G1M1

N2L2N6

VON 1v1

N2G 174

N2G 1M2

N2K3B8

N2T1V3

N2G 1J5

N2G1IM1

N2G 1M1

N2K 1W2

N2G1M1

N2G 1M1

N2a2n4

N2G 1M1

N2G 1 M 2 Too much traffic volume for narrow one way streets, not a
heritage design, way too gigantic for this corner, takes away
privacy

N2G 1M2

N2G 1M1

n2glk4

n2glk4

N2M 3S3

N2G 1K7 Building is way too high for the neighbourhood. It should be
lower to match other residential towers recently built nearby.

N2G 1M1

N2G 1M2

N2G 1P9

N2G 1P9




First Name

Last Name

postcode Tell us why you signed

N2L 5P5

N2V1H4

N2H3L5

N2M 3V7

N2G 2C2

N2H 3R3

N2G 175

N2G 1P3

N2G 4K3

N2h3h6

N2H2B6

N2M 2A9

N2M2B4

N2h2r9

N2H 6S3

N2G 4T7

N2G2S7

N2B 272

N2G4M1

N2C1Y9

N2L5G6

N2G1z7

N2H2T1 | would like to see better integration into the existing
streetscape. Mid to small high rise would be more favorably
received in regard to size. Rein in developers who want to
erect these massive structures.

N2G1R2

N2G2C7

N2M 2M8

N2G 174

N2m 2b1

N2T 2E1

N2G1M2

N2N3E3

N2H 1K7

N2K 1P2

N2M 3H1

N2G2G2

N2g 1z8

N2H 3H7

N2h5j9  Design needs to be improved (heritage design), green space
should be incorporated.

N2g1m7

N2H 3J3

N2M 1W9

N2H 2G1



First Name

Last Name

postcode

Tell us why you signed

erts

N2H1S1

N2G1M7
N2G 2T5
N2H 4H8
N2G 4X6

N2G 127

N2G2E9
N2H 1S7
N2G 2E8

N2E 1S58
N2G 4V1
N2H 5A3
N2N 1P7
N2H 4K3

n2el1s8
N2G 1K2

N2T 159
N2G 3E4

N2G 175

N2I-6n2
N2G2G5
N2G 127

protect our heritage space for us whom live here now and for
our future generations

These towers are out of control in this area. No more park land
is given. Victoria Park is suffering from over use already. Tiny
condos are not homes---just a place that people stay in for a
while.

| agree with the comments that new developments should be
getting shorter as they approach low rise neighbourhoods, not
taller.

What is needed is affordable housing, not more high rises.

Jamming hi-rise units into the downtown core is marring the
KW skyline & impacting the quality of living for us all. So much
looming intensification is not being balanced with integrated
green space for outdoor recreation. The environmental
impacts are also a sizeable concern. Fact is, families are not
attracted to in living in these trumped up corrals - now or ever!

Scale them down.

This would be a monstrosity sitting among the quaint single
dwellings in the area not to mention a blight on the park!

The Cities say they want to preserve farmland. Then explain
why FischerHallman south of Bleams, Fairway east of Zeller
and Waterloo west of Erbsville Rd nothing but detached single
family homes. These areas would be a better fit for tall condos
with the surrounding development instead of ruining
neighbourhoods that have been around for 60+ years. Infilling
is a way for developers to maximize profit at the expense of
residents.

Proposed towers will threaten and help destroy the two
residential communities of Victoria Park (heritage area) and
Cherry Park...2 areas council has committed to
protecting/preserving.



First Name

Last Name

postcode

Tell us why you signed

N2L 2C4

N2H INS
N2G 175

N2G1P8

N2b 2s5

N2H 3J9
N2H 1L6
N2G3H6
N2G 175
N2L 1C3
N2HOA

N2G 0C4
n2g1z5

N2G 2B8
N2L 1B4
N2H2J4
N2H 2X6
N2G 4t7
N2H 6R7
N2G 3H3
N2G 3B3
N2H 5N3
N2G 2X6
N2G 259
N2B3B9
N2M 357
N2H4B7
N2L 278

These towers do not promote community building or a sense
of belonging. These are cheaply made boxes in the sky that do
not respond to the needs of KW residents.

Once again, this is a proposed development that does not
comply with existing zoning or the City's official plan. Itis time
that developers abide by the rules.

Here are seven good reasons:
https://www.smartcitiesdive.com/ex/sustainablecitiescollectiv
e/7-reasons-why-high-rises-kill-livability/56 1536/

There are so many abandoned/derelict properties around like
the old White Rose store that | feel before destroying heritage
areas, letd€™s clean up those deserted lots; make them have
purpose again. Leta€™s revitalize those sites before destroying
farm land, forests and history.

Everywhere you look, all you see is condos jammed into a small
downtown core. With all the new bike lanes and one way
streets, traffic is already a nightmare....so much for living in a
nice quiet heritage area near the park. Seems like nothing is
protected anymore and the developers seem to have more say
then the actual hardworking tax payers that live in the area.
The condo Heights keep changing and getting higher and
higher....do we really even have a say anymore ???



First Name

Last Name

postcode

Tell us why you signed

N2H 555

N2B 276
N2G1M2
N2g1m?2
N2E 4H2
N2B 2L3
N2H 6R8
N2E 4H2
N2H2X9
N2G1M2
N2G 2B6
N2b 1w8
N2E 3N7

N2H 6G3
N2H2N9
N2m1j5
N2G4Z6

N2G 2C6
N2m3el

N2M1X1
N2M1x1
N2M2T4
N2G 426
n2g4z6

N2G 1Y2
N2G4Z6
N2mb5e8
N2H 2R8
N2G 426
N2G 426

N2N 2A2
N2elw2

I signed because livable cities are no place for monster towers
that dominate green spaces and historic downtown
neighbourhoods. Four to six story buildings as in European
cities are conducive to medium density human scale
architectural design.

Those towers will ruin heritage area and need wider roads and
more green space to avoid polution

[ live in a high rise near Victoria & Park Streets. It's almost
impossible to turn left in or out of our driveway now, let alone
with all the added traffic from this development.

The towers are way to tall for the area. It is also a high traffic
area already, the other towers that was just built is sufficient
for the area.

Leave the Victoria Park and cherry st area for smaller single
dwellings. Put the high rises outside the inner city.

The existing buildings on Victoria are high enough. Traffic
already is heavy. All those residents will only add to the
congestion.



First Name

Last Name

postcode

Tell us why you signed

N2G4z7

N2G4Z6

N2G 2C6
N2G4Z6
N2G1Z5

N2G1z5

N2B 2T6
N2G 1M2
N2G 1P4
N2G 175

N2G 1M2
N2G1R3

N2M3S1
N2G1M1

N2g1m3
N2G 1M3
N2g1m3
N2G 426

N2b3s2

N2G 1M3
N2G 1M4
N2G 1M3
N2G 1M4
N2G1M4

This street cannot accommodate any more traffic! It's very
dangerous asit is

Victoria Street traffic is already too busy and hazardous,
especially since it's one lane each way right after Park heading
west. Tall developments don't fit into neighborhood character.

traffic too congested already,

The height of these buildings massively exceeds the zoning
(MU1) developed with the city and the neighborhood.

The sheer size of these buildings has only one purpose and that
is to maximize the profit of the developers. Adding to their
profit - they do not pay any development or other
infrastructure costs. These costs will be paid by the taxpayers.

Traffic grid lock

Please be respectful of the neighbours in the Victoria Park and
Cherry Park neighbourhoods and reduce the height of the
planned development at Victoria and Park Streets.

The City says it wants to protect established downtown
residential neighbourhood, and this building is in the what is
supposed to be the transition zone from high density building
to the low density residential areas.

Not trusting of the studies done by the developer and unsure if
they meet our residential concerns

1. Corner of Park and Victoria is already a traffic nightmare.

2. Victoria Park Place residents already sit for many minutes
trying to get out of their driveway. This will make the problem
worse.

3. Not being able to see the sky for low level housing is awful.
4. Traffic through the park has already crowded traffic on
Victoria. Now it will be worse.

The towers are a eye sore

to much traffic



First Name Last Name postcode Tell us why you signed

N2G1M4 KW is losing its identity and becoming another Toronto.

N2G 1P3

N2G 1P3

N2M3T9 Absolutely ridiculous project at the entrance to a heritage
neighbourhood.

N2G 1M3

n2g2b7

Nob2h0

N2n2a2

N2k2r8

N2B 2A8

N3C4G2

N2B2S8

N2N 2A2

E4H 2G1

n2a3z4

N2E 418

N2G1M3 There is already too much noise. Neverending construction.
Too much traffic. Something of this size on that corner will
literally shadow other buildings and homes, which is incredibly
unfair to residents.

N1G1M2

KOA 1LO  This is two doors away from my friend. This high rise is not
needed in this neighbourhood

NOG 1PO

20175

N2A 253 We can't destroy the culture that is already here.

N2G3E9

N2G 1M4

N2G1M4

N2G1M4

N2G1M4

N2a2n4 My mother lives there. This will destroy the beautiful sky line
views!!!

N2G 1M1

N2M 5M7

N2g 1M4 Part of the history and charm surrounding Victoria Park are the
historical homes and their quiet streets. A development of this
height in a residential neighborhood like ours compromises
that and risks pushing out the families that call this neighbour
hood home.

N2g 1m4

N2G 178 This height is all about profit. | agree that density in the
downtown core is good, but when you have something this
high, thats not density its profit making.

N2P 2K3




postcode Tell us why you signed

N2G1M4

N2G 174 Part of the history and charm surrounding Victoria Park are the
historical homes and the quiet streets. These monstrous
buildings are ruining that and will cause more traffic along with
the already ridiculous traffic caused with the boom of
development around Victoria Park. These buildings should not
be the height they are proposing!!! | have lived in Victoria Park
for almost 20 years this makes me so sad/mad they are ruining
this beautiful historic area.

N2ROP5

N2H 3W5

N2n3g4

N2H 3L9

N2B2N9

N2h4j8

N2H 178

N2G 2E9

N2g 1z5

N2C1C8 Because | am helping my friends who have homes all around
Victoria park

N2rOh9

N2g2c7

LOR 1CO

N5C3C3

N2e2y4

N2M 5G7

N3C 3K9

N2H 4J1  Too tall, too much, not enough affordable housing, traffic
issues on Victoria - it's already congested at that corner, does
not fit into neighbourhood, oh, the list goes on!!

N2M 1W1 We need low income housing.

N2M 1G6

N2h5s3

N2M 2wW4

N2G 1K5

N2G1L8



Eric Schneider
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From: :
Sent: Saturday, December 11, 2021 11:31 AM
To: Debbie Chapman; Eric Schneider
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 146-162 Victoria Street 92-110 Park Street Proposal.
Good day.

| have lived in the Cherry Park ward for 35 years and have seen a lot of change. | am not opposed to change. But | am
concerned with the current proposal building such enormous housing complexes and the impact the volume of new
people/vehicles will have on our local resources such as schooling, recreation, and most importantly safety. Currently
the schools in our ward are over crowded and have little green space available. St.Johns school relies on access to Cherry
Park for their daily required exercise breaks. The speed and volume of traffic currently risks our children safety crossing
Strange Street to get to the park. Adding such an enormous volume of new residents and vehicles will only add to this
danger. Cherry Park is also utilized for sport activities which also bring many Kitchener-Waterloo residence to our
neighbourhood. There is limited parking available and these families are required to cross at pedestrian cross walks
currently available. Thank goodness those have been placed on Strange and Park. Due to the large volumes of traffic
currently Cherry Street is used as a throughway when traffic backups or Victoria due to sheer volumes, accidents which
happen regularly at Park and Victoria currently as people run yellows and reds to keep moving from the backup of
volumes currently. It is ridiculous. What is the plan to reduce the traffic that will ultimately be seen on Cherry and
Walnut street as the additional vehicles are jntroduced to our neighborhood. We have an elderly population who are
not always able to outrun a vehicle booking up Cherry St to avoid the traffic delays on Victoria street. It has become a
dangerous situation now yet alone once adding these volumes will introduce. While we have elderly people we also
have an increased volume of young families, toddlers who are not always aware of the speed of the cars. Children who
are unable to judge the speed of these vehicles and attempt to cross the road. | could go on and on. | believe and
certainly hope you understand our concerns and will provide SOLUTIONS to ensure the safety of the residents in YOUR
ward. What are the traffic calming initiatives on the table? We have been begging for this for years and it has fallen in
deaf ears. SLOW DOWN signs are not the answer. We EXPECT solutions! We DESERVE solutions.



Eric Schneider
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From:
Sent: Sunday, December 12, 2021 8:05 PM
To: Eric Schneider
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Victoria and Park St development
Eric,

I’m sending a note to express my opinion on the proposed development at this corner based on the information posted.
A) | think the height should be capped at the adjacent towers heights not taller.

B) I think the parking should be higher to meet min 1 per residential unit and sufficient for business space proposed. If
you look a the student places along Albert in Waterloo almost all the ground level business’ are vacant. Not just
pandemic.. no parking is not good for business. If you look at Vincenzo-Bauer development it has lots of parking... and
has good transit too.. both are important

C) since with this development will mean there are 6 towers in 1 city block..| think the city needs to commit to turning
their yard to parkland.. there needs to be better trail connectivity between these new buildings and cherry
st/Joseph/Victoria trails...

D) what about light industrial space in this new build? We need some car repair places uptown.. or at least the ability to
have one.

E) kudos on the bike parking

F) ratio of family residential needs to be higher than in other towers...there are too many 1bedrooms in these towers
typically ..there is a shortage of family housing 2 and 3 bedroom units need to be 75% of the units available. We need
diversity in downtown population... not just young or old..

| think that is it. | look forward to more information..

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone




Eric Schneider
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From:

Sent: Tuesday, December 14, 2021 9:33 PM

To: Sarah Marsh; Debbie Chapman; Eric Schneider

Cc: Mayor; Scott Davey; Dave Schnider; John Gazzola; Kelly Galloway-Sealock; Paul Singh; Bil
loannidis; Christine Michaud; Margaret Johnston; Kmuir@gspgroup.ca; Rosa Bustamante

Subject: [EXTERNAL} Housing mix at Victoria and Park Streets

Hello city councillors and staff,

I was glad to learn about the plan for three high-rise residential towers at the corner of Victoria and Park Streets. |
support the move to intensify and provide housing near downtown Kitchener. This location seems good for new high-
rises, even if | do sympathize with the height impacts on nearby detached homes.

I was puzzled and disappointed to see these buildings will again feature mostly one-bedroom condo units. | understand
this plan comes from the for-profit developer. | ask city staff and councillors to consider creative ways to encourage
larger two- and three-bedroom units that accommodate families with kids. Our city has seen many, many one- and two-
bedroom units added near downtown - which is great! But it's not the only thing Kitchener needs.

Well over half the home-seekers | know are couples with kids (or will soon have them). Many of them (like my own
family) prefer to live near downtown amenities and transit. Where are the options for them? Our community clearly
needs larger spaces, and these could be located in multi-unit towers. | believe there is demand for more family living
space near downtown and not only in Kitchener's suburban outskirts. If I'm wrong, | would be happy to see data that
shows one-and two-bedroom condo units are disproportionately undersupplied in Waterloo Region.

Park Street, being close to other family homes and Victoria Park, would be a great spot for much-needed family housing.
What can the city do to encourage or require developers to include more of these units? Do we need financial
incentives? Zoning requirements? Trade concessions when we give developers exemptions for zoning, set backs and
floor space ratio?

On a related note, the old Electrohome factory site on Shanley Street will soon be turned into a multi-unit building. |
welcome the intensification in my own neighbourhod. Here, too, | hope we'll see a mix of unit sizes that can house both

families and single folks.

Thanks for your work,



Eric Schneider

E

From: - *
Sent: Monday, December 20, 2021 10:03 PM

To: Eric Schneider; Debbie Chapman

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Development at Victoria and Park

Good morning,

I am writing regarding Victoria and Park development (on the north-east corner of Victoria Street South and Park Street in Kitchener).

We just moved very close by, to the North end of Theresa street, this past summer. We love the neighbourhood for the park and proximity
to the downtown core. We knew there were high rise buildings nearby to be completed but trusted that since we were part of the historic
district, that they wouldn’t come any closer.

We see there is a proposal for an almost 40 storey tower (as well as 2 others of similar heights) at the end of our street. A neighbour
informed us it’s zoned for a 10 story building so | don’t understand how the plan can be for a building so much taller to go there. Can you
explain to me how the plan can be for a much taller set of buildings when the Zoning is for 10 stores?

We were also disappointed to learn that the towers will cast long shadows over homes located in the Victoria Park neighbourhood. | am
concerned about how the new development will impact the enjoyment of our backyard, which will very likely be impacted by the shadows.
I am worried about the loss of sunlight, which will greatly impact the enjoyment of my neighbourhood.

One of the reasons we bought our home was that it was located in the heritage district. | am concerned being so near such a large
development and the loss of the feeling of the heritage district.

| am also very concerned about the traffic patterns around Victoria Street and Park Street, through Victoria Park along Jubilee and along
residential streets that connect to Jubilee, as well as the end of our street, Its already going to have a large increase of traffic due to the
other large towers going up and its currently quite busy and very difficult to turn left at the end of our road.

[ think it would be much better for the neighbourhood to keep these towers to what they are currently zoned at, 10 stories, maximum.
Large towers like the plans suggest, would be a much better fit in the downtown core, nearer taller buildings that already exist.

Best,



Eric Schneider
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From:
Sent: Monday, December 27, 2021 11:35 AM
To: Eric Schneider
Ce:
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Mixed-Use Redevelopment on Park & Victoria

Hello Mr Schneider,

As we were walking down Park street the other day, we passed the corner of Park Street and Victoria Street where an
Official Plan Amendment and Zoning By-law Amendment are being proposed to allow for multi-tower mixed-use
redevelopment.

As a resident of Kitchener living near to the site of the proposed Special Policy Area, we want to voice our support for
the proposed development and for similar mixed-use development in our neighbourhood.

Continuing intensification like this is an important step in the right direction for Kitchener and the Region of Waterloo.
With the proposed development offering 1150 residential units, this will increase the supply of housing around
downtown Kitchener and help address the growing housing affordability crisis. it will also allow for more residents to live
within walking distance of the plethora of amenities available in downtown Kitchener.

In particular, two elements of the proposal we especially support are the removal of minimum setbacks and increased
floor space ratio. These regulations unnecessarily restrict the efficient use of space and prevent the levels of

intensification necessary to address the climate crisis.

Kitchener has the potential to grow into a world-class, walkable, and sustainable city. High-density mixed-use
development like this is necessary to make that a reality.

Sincerely,



Eric Schneider
“

From:

Sent: Wednesday, January 19, 2022 8:07 PM

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Signage for Park and Victoria Proposed Development
Hello Eric,

Can you tell me what the requirements are for the posting of signs alerting the community to a proposed
development? And tell me, is it the city's responsibility to post and maintain the signs or the developers.

| feel that the signage for the proposed development at the corner of Park and Victoria is inadequate. The sign
advertising office space for rent on the corner is much more along the lines of what | would expect for a
development of this scale. Also one of the two signs that I'm aware of it propped up against a house and not
even on the front lawn. This doesn't seem like fair public notice.



Eric Schneider
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From:
Sent: Tuesday, January 25, 2022 3:23 PM
To: Eric Schneider
Subject: [EXTERNAL] apartment buildings @ 146-162 Victoria St. S and 92-110 Park St.

Mr. Schneider,

| received the neighbourhood meeting announcement in my mailbox today. Since the WIF!
connection is not alway stable in this building, | have chosen to send my comments and question to
you which | hope you will add to "the pot". | realize there may be answers to some of my questions
already so | will be happy to read your answers. | am sure if | sat for long enough I could think of lots
more comments and questions to ask. These seem to be the most important.

« These 1150 residential units are being added to an area that already has a large amount of
people living on Victoria St. South. Parking issues: will there be underground parking? If so, |
still fear the extra large group of people who will be traveling on Victoria St. and Park St. And
with a large portion of Victoria St. S. only being 2 lanes, how will these 2 lanes be affected by
the extra traffic.

= Coming out of 205 Victoria St. S. driveway is already very difficult. Sometimes it takes 5-10
minutes already to get out of the driveway. With more traffic on the street we will have much
longer waits to turn out of our lane way.

» How are the residences on Park St. that will be sitting in the shadow of these new buildings be
compensated for the decrease in the value of their properties? And how will the large number
of heritage homes in this area survive?

Thank you,

Kitchener ON

PS | certainly hope that answers and concerns to these new towers will be reported in the
newspapers, etc. for all to read!



Eric Schneider
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From: F

Sent: Wednesday, January 26, 2022 10:54 PM

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL] 146-162 Victoria St S & 92-110 Park St

I'm sure you're likely to hear mostly negative feedback from nearby residents, so as someone who lives about a 10
minute walk away | would like to register my support for this project.

Kitchener still needs more high quality high-rise residential development. This project is displacing very little (e.g., a
former print shop and its surface parking) and is within a kilometer of Central Station, and thus very consistent with the
City's plans to develop intensity in the downtown area and near public transit.

This attractive building has the potential to be a great addition to the area and to bring more residents to make transit
and business in downtown Kitchener even more vibrant.

I'm sure you're already aware of this piece in The Record showing that I'm not alone in
this: https://www.therecord.com/news/waterloo-region/2021/12/10/building-towers-in—neighbourhoods-is-
desperatelv—needed-to—add—more-housing—for—people-wanting-to-Iive-in-waterloo-region.html




Eric Schneider
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From:

Sent: Thursday, January 27, 2022 9:21 AM

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Victoria & Park Development

Hey Eric,

I'd like to voice my support for the proposed development at the corner of Victoria St and Park St in
Kitchener.

Regrettably, | am unable to attend the community meeting planned for the evening of February 8th. | think
that this project is important for the future of our city, and it should be able to be constructed. | live in the
"Central Fredrick" neighbourhood now, having moved here from an address in the Victoria Park
neighbourhood, so | feel like | can understand how this development might impact the lives of the local
residents.

| do understand the frustrations that residents have, that these tall buildings don't "fit" alongside the single-
family homes on its surrounding sides. However, | also understand that this stretch of road will eventually look
much different.

Would it be possible to know what the city's vision for this area is, bounded by the rail
tracks/Park/Victoria/loseph, so that residents can understand how this development will fit within the future
context of the city rather than the present?

Thanks!



Eric Schneider
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From:

Sent: Thursday, January 27, 2022 3:07 PM

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Proposed Development

Eric Schneider, Senior Planner

Dear Eric,

Thank-you for inviting us to respond to the proposed development in our neighbourhood at Victoris S and Park St. I'm
not opposed to development. My very serious concerns are twofold for our area and for the entire city:

1. Inview of the crisis in affordable housing, this and other new apartment buildings need to provide the majority of
units for middle and low income. Instead of having 9 or 12 units for low income, make it the reverse with that number
for higher income residents. Surely the crisis is clear. | encourage you to be courageous in allocating enough residences
for the middle and low income earners, those with disabilities and yes, the homeless. The suffering and hardships they
endure take priority over the preferences of those with money. That is socio-economic

ethics 101.

2. Traffic on Victoria just south of Park is already tough. Trying to make a left turn frn from our apartments (215 and
205 Victoria) is more than difficult already. Imagine what another large building will do.

Thank-you for ways you will be creative to actually DO something about these issues.

Respectfully,

Barbara

| invite you to visit my website, www.artoflivingpeacefully.com

From the sacred, traditional land of the Anishnaabe, Haudenosaunee and Neutral peoples. Let us respect and be
grateful for the history, languages, and cultures of the First Nations, Métis, Inuit, and all First Peoples of Canada, whose
presence continues to enrich all.

In South Sudan, high school girls rejoiced, "Enough is a feast" as they were grateful to get food that day, a plate of beans
of rice..

www.ssnd.org
THANK-YOU to all who support Solidarity with South Sudan and others in need. www.solidarityssudan.org




Eric Schneider

From:

Sent: Friday, January 28, 2022 821 AM

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL] 146-162 Victoria St. S & 92-110 Park St

Good Morning Eric,

| just want to express my support for the proposed development at 146-162 victoria & 92-110 Park St. This is the exact
thing the city of kitchener/ region needs to approve. It is a well thought out design from an out of town developer/
architect. Approving this will show larger Toronto area developers that Kitchener is open for business, which will
encourage a more diverse number of projects and ensure developers that want to do business in Kitchener better
propose quality designed buildings. This will hopefully discourage another DTK type building being constructed
downtown,.

NIMBIES are loud on projects like this, but they are not the majority of residents. | hope their voices are heard, but the
city understands that those against change are always the loudest. More housing is what we need in this region and we
needed it yesterday. This project alone will not solve our issues, but it is a start.

Thanks,



Eric Schneider
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From: B

Sent: Friday, January 28, 2022 11:38 AM

To: Eric Schneider

Cc: Debbie Chapman; Kmuir@gspgroup.ca

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Park & Victoria Streets Development
Attachments: Letter to Developer & City - CPNA.pdf

Hello Eric & Kevin,

The Cherry Park Neighbourhood Association Board met on January 25™ to discuss the proposed development at the
corner of Park & Victoria Streets. After much discussion we finalized the attached letter for the developer and the City
planner.

We felt it was important that we have an official response to the development from our Association. It is important that
you are aware that we are following and studying the development process and that we do have concerns.

Sincerely,

CPNA President



January 28, 2022

Eric Schneider

Senior Planner

City of Kitchener

PO Box 1118

Kitchener, ON N2G 4G7

Dear Mr. Schneider,

| am writing on behalf of the Cherry Park Neighbourhood Association (CPNA) in response to the
proposed development at the corner of Victoria and Park.

At a Residents’ Information Meeting, jointly organized by Cherry Park and Victoria Park
Neighbourhoods, we heard many residents express concerns about the impact of this development on
the community. We would like to stress that most residents understand the need for, and benefits of,
urban intensification. We prefer to see our surrounding farmland and wildlife habitats preserved, rather
than disappear under urban sprawl. Concerns included the need for affordable units and units built for
families, the height, and the need for increased amenities to meet the needs of the growing downtown
population, especially the need for more green space. To that end, we recommend that the
Victoria/Park development:

1. Preserve more of the mature trees on the lot(s) ;
Follows the intent of the official plan for this location {transition from the UGC/Innovation
district);
3. Includes at least the same number of affordable/attainable units as the number of
households that are being displaced by this development;
Provides specific number {to be determined) of two and three-bedroom units;
Designated lands or cash-in-lieu to increase parkland in the core;
Building materials and standards based on environmental sustainability;
Works with a Citizens” Engagement Committee composed of residents from affected
neighbourhoods, including Cherry Park, Victoria Park, the developers’ representatives, and
City Planners to ensure ongoing consultation and communication throughout the

No v s

development process.



We are committed to a positive and collaborative approach to development in our neighbourhood. We
want to work with developers, city staff, and other neighbourhoods to continue to make our city a
healthy, vibrant, and inclusive place to live. We would like to be informed of opportunities to contribute
to this development process. Thank you for considering our input; we look forward to hearing you.

Sincerely yours,

CPNA President

cC Councillor Debbie Chapman, City of Kitchener, Debbie.chapman@kitchener.ca

Kevin Muir, GSP Group, (Applicant), kmuir@gspgroup.ca




Eric Schneider
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From:
Sent: Saturday, January 29, 2022 9:06 AM
To: Eric Schneider; Debbie Chapman
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Support for Victoria/Park condo building
Hiya,

| live on Schneider avenue, been here since 2002. I'd like to add a letter of support for this project. | think the attitude that
a large building will ruin the neighbourhood to be completely ridiculous. When they built the Iron Horse towers on Queen
st. it was a big improvement to the neighbourhood and a Iot of people now have a decent place to live.

I 'am also kind of sad to hear that the project on the corner of Mill & Queen was scaled back due to opposition from these
neighbourhood associations. | would like to say that they don't speak for everyone that lives in this neighbourhood and
some of us would gladly welcome more people into this great part of the city. It seems like these folks are opposed to
everything and they have time and financial resources to shout their perspective over that of anyone else that lives here
and doesn't have the time/money/know-how to setup a website and attend the community meetings.

regards



Eric Schneider
%

From:

Sent: Tuesday, February 1, 2022 7:44 AM

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL] 146 Victoria St S pedestrian/cyclist safety concerns

Dear Mr. Schneider,

Me and my family live on Theresa St, nearby the proposed development, and we have some concerns related to
pedestrian/cyclist safety.

With the proposed development, there we imagine the use of a few new pedestrian and cyclist travel routes, for
example...

1. Development residents may want to cycle or walk to Central Station to connect to public transit

2, Development residents may want to cycle or walk to the Iron Horse Trail (likely at the Victoria St crossing) for
. travel or recreation

3. Development residents may want to cycle or walk to Victoria Park

4. Development residents in Grade 7 or 8 may want to cycle to Courtland Avenue Public School

5. Neighbourhood residents may want to cross Victoria St to shop or dine at the development businesses

6. Development residents may want to walk to Downtown Kitchener to shop or dine

In addition, a child in our family will be attending King Edward Public School, and the best walking route is along Park St.

These routes involve pedestrians and cyclists moving along Victoria 5¢, Park St, and Jubilee Dr, and crossing at the
Victoria/Park intersection. Our concern is that pedestrian/cyclist safety in these areas could use improvement, and we
believe both development and neighbourhood residents would benefit from these improvements, especially given the
development's 592 bicycle parking spots and its close proximity to local amenities.

How does the development fit in with or affect plans in these areas to improve pedestrian/cyclist safety? Are these
areas already considered in the new Cycling & Trails Master Plan? Would any improvements be possible to implement
during development?

Here are some ideas we have for safety improvements:

1. Victoria St: space for a multi-use trail, to enable this arterial road to carry pedestrians/cyclists along with the
cars and transit (route 20, iExpress 204) it already supports

2. Jubilee Dr: separated bike lane, for safe bike access to Victoria Park

3. Park St/ Victoria St: separated entrance/exit lanes to the development with a pedestrian island between, for
safer sidewalk use (at each stage pedestrians would only need to check for cars exiting or cars entering, not
both)

4. Park St/ Victoria St: full sidewalk visibility at development exits for turning cars

5. Victoria/Park intersection: Accessible Pedestrian Slgnals for pedestrians with disabilities and extended walk
signal during pedestrian crossing

6. Victoria/Park intersection: ban "right turn on red" to improve pedestrian safety and make development car exits
easier

Our family's current experience is that the Victoria/Park intersection feels rather dangerous to cross as a pedestrian
(especially with "right turn on red") and that the risk of cycling on Victoria St or Jubilee Dr is far too high for us. As this

1



area of the city sees new development and more people and businesses, we hope that everyone can enjoy life here and
travel safely regardless of mode of transportation.

Thank you,



Eric Schneider
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From: )

Sent: Thursday, February 3, 2022 5:41 PM

To: Eric Schneider; Debbie Chapman

Cc:

Subject: [EXTERNAL] 146 Victoria - LVP - Meeting with Developer
Attachments: LPV_Notes_Meeting.pdf; LPV_Presentation_DOV_Capital.pdf

Good Afternoon Mr Schneider and Ms. Chapman,

As you may be aware, a group of residents in the Victoria Park and Cherry Park neighbourhoods have started a new
group called Livable Park and Victoria (https://livableparkandvictoria.com/). The goal of the group is to advocate for a
livable, compatible and inviting development at the corner of Park and Victoria.

The developers, DOV capital, were kind enough to meet with us this afternoon, and we were able to have a good
discussion about our concerns.

Please see the summary notes of the concerns we expressed to the developers and our presentation attached.

Kind Regards,



Response to the Park-Victoria Development

| oppose this development because it is contrary for the Official Plan for Kitchener.

The Kitchener Official Plan was created over several years of discussions and
consultations, and carefully crafted to balance the need for intensification in the inner
core to protect our valuable farmlands and our water table, and the need to protect our
established downtown residential neighbourhoods and the character of our city. It was
decided at that time to restrict the high-density developments to certain streets only, or
portions thereof. It was also decided that it was necessary to include transition zones
between the high-density areas and the lower-density areas, so as not to devalue and
destroy the people’s right and ability to enjoy their own properties.

The area in discussion was deliberately designated a transition zone and limited to low
to medium density development. This was not an oversight or an accident of planning.
The proposed development goes completely against the vision and reasoning for the
existence of this zone. Having read the justification report by the developer, | found no
convincing reason to abandon the Official Plan and its accompanying zoning.

By its own surveys, the City has already met its intensification targets for 2030 with the
projects already built or in progress, so the need for more intensification is not relevant.
It is true that there is a lack of affordable housing in the City at this time, but none of the
units proposed in this project would help in this matter. The developer deems units at
80% of market value for their proposed development to be affordable. Traditionally,
affordable housing meant no more than 1/3 your monthly income for rent, or no more
than 3 to 4 times the median yearly income for buying a home/condo. The current
median income for Kitchener Centre is $47,129, which would put the proposed units
way above affordable. Plus the majority of the units in the proposal are only for 1,2 or 3
people at the most per unit, making them not suitable for the majority of families.
Canada needs families with at least 2 children to even come close to a stable
population. This development would actually deepen the affordability problem in the
area as it is destroying 5 homes and one low-rise apartment building which houses 11
people on disability pensions or with low incomes. None of these people would be able
to afford even a one-bedroom unit in the proposal. Add to this the fact that none of the
so-called “affordable” units have means to keep them at that price. They could very
easily be all bought up by an investor and re-sold at the market rate.

The developer may argue that they can’t make a profit making truly affordable units or
larger units, but this is not believable as other developers are building new homes all
around in our neighbourhood. They are not losing money, or they would not be doing it.
A far more suitable development for this location would be stacked townhouses, like the
ones on Gage Avenue or the lovely mixed-use development at 150 Caroline Street in
Waterloo. These developments did not lose their developers money. Such
developments would fit the Official Plan and the Zoning for this proposed area. They
also did not create parking and traffic nightmares for the surrounding area.



Livable Park and Victoria is a resident group advocating for a livable, compatible and inviting
development at the corner of Park Street and Victoria Street, Kitchener.

We have several concerns about 146 Victoria that we would like to discuss, these are:

Housing affordability and creating housing for diverse households

Compatibility of tall buildings will the surrounding existing low rise neighbourhoods
Adverse impacts of the building to microclimate on the surrounding streetscape and
neighbourhoods.

The loss of tree canopy, especially along Park Street.

Housing affordability and creating housing for diverse households

Two thirds of the units are proposed as one-bedroom units, with the remainder being
two-bedroom units. In order to welcome a wider range of households, we would like to
see a larger portion of units be two-bedroom units, and the inclusion of three-bedroom
units.

In an article in The Record, Steven Ruse stated that the project could consist of a mix of
condo and rental. In the interest of providing housing that is off limits to speculators, we
would like to see at least a third of the development consist of a purpose built rental
building.

Compatibility of tall buildings with the surrounding existing low rise neighbourhoods

The building is surrounded by existing low rise neighbourhoods. We would like the
design and scale to reflect the context.
There is little in the current design that acknowledges the surrounding low-rise
context with regards to massing and scale.

Adverse impacts of the building to microclimate on the surrounding streetscape and
neighbourhoods

The lack of set back and scale of the building results in adverse effects on the
surrounding microclimate:

2 Wind modeling of the development shows that wind conditions around the
development will be substantially less comfortable than current conditions.
Shadow studies indicate that some neighbouring properties will be in the shadow
of the development for hours a day. For example, some properties to the south
will be in the shadow starting at 2pm until sunset during the equinoxes, a period
of 5 hours.

We ask that set backs be increased to allow space for wind mitigation measures
including soft landscaping like trees and shrubs.

We ask that towers be reconfigured to reduce shadows on neighbouring residential
properties to a maximum of 1 hour a day during the equinoxes (the standard in
Mississauga).



The loss of tree canopy, especially along Park Street.

® We would like Park Street to remain tree-lined and for Victoria Street to become atree

lined street.
o We ask that setbacks along Park street be increased to retain the existing mature
trees.

That cash in lieu be provided to the City for all the trees on site that are not
retained.



Livable Park and Victoria Presentation to Developers and City
Planners

Livable Park and Victoria values intensification equally with other policy priorities.

Livable Park and Victoria



o Compatibility with surrounding neighbourhoods

@

o Inviting streetscape
®

o Park Street as a green corridor.
®

‘o Affordable nousing tor diverse households

Livable Park and Victoria
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Within a Mixed-Use Corridor [~ e Ty

Currently zoned for low and
medium intensity mixed use

Part of Cherry Park
neighbourhood and across
the street from Victoria Park

nelghbourhood Image From the City of Kitchener’s Urban Design Manual — Part A — City Wide

Livable Park and Victoria



Design for

Transition

“Designing for transition is a key part of creating a compatible tall building fabric.

Proper compatibility creates harmonious relationships between a tall building and its surroundings

* Sensitively transition to surrounding urban contexts, accounting for both the existing context and the
planned vision for an area”

From the City of Kitchener’s Urban Design Manual - Part B — Design for Tall Buildings
Livable Park and Victoria




“Tall buildings should not interrupt or impose upon an existing
or planned neighbourhood character or the public realm”

Design for
Transition

From the City of Kitchener’s Urban Design Manual — Part B — Design for Tall Buildings

September 21

Livable Park and Victoria



Mixed-Use ‘New development should maximize development opportunities,
Corridor yet be compatible with surrounding land uses and built form.”

City’s Guideline for Victoria Street South Corridor

Building Design: Attention to detail and scale. Emphasis
on ground floor articulation, compatible rooflines and
similar building materials. Balance residential scale
with industrial character.”

“Streetscape: Reinforce residential, mixed use
character with articulated ground floor facades and
compatible building design. Create strong visual
connection to Victoria Park and create green corridor

along Park Street.”
|

From the City of Kitchener’s Urban Design Manual — Area Specific Guidelines for Mixed-Used Corridors
Livable Park and Victoria



Example of

Midrise
Building

$Q at Alexandra Park (Toronto)

* Mid-scale

* Stepped design

* Street trees

* Soft landscaping on ground floor
* 241 units

Livable Park and Victoria



Example of

Small Highrise

144 Park (Waterloo)

* Small highrise

* Townhouses on lower storeys

* Trees

* Soft landscaping on ground floor
* 149 units

Livable Park and Victoria



Example of

Mixed Use

Baker Street (Guelph)

* Midrise at street level

* Stepped design

* Trees

* Mixed use (New Central Library)
* 300 units

Livable Park and Victoria



Example of

Park Street
Streetscape
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Park and Allen

* Setback

* Grass buffer to street
* Trees

Benches

Median

Livable Park and Victoria



Example of

Park Street
Streetscape

Park and Iron Horse

* Setback

* Grass buffer to street
* Trees

= Public space

* Landscape features

—\Google

Livable Park and Victoria



Example of

Park Street
Streetscape

Park and Union
* Large setback
* Trees

Livable Park and Victoria



Example of

Park Street
Streetscape

Park and Wood
* Large setback

* Fits with adjacent single family
homes

Livable Park and Victoria 13



Potential
streetscape at

Park and
Victoria

Park and Victoria
* How to preserve mature trees

* How to improve pedestrian
experience

Livable Park and Victoria

14



Learning from
experience:

* No setbacks
¢ No landscape
* No trees

Livable Park and Victoria




Pedestrian

Comfort

“Due to strong seasonal winds
and the effect of corner
acceleration, wind conditions are
expected to be less than ideal
near building corners during the
winter”.

Livable Park and Victoria




Predictable

Intensification

* The Official Plan provides direction to
guide intensification

* Intensification targets can be attained
under these directions

* Predictability in development
planning is a reasonable expectation
of residents.

Livable Park and Victoria



A Livable

Development

Values intensification equally with
Ic_)l‘iher Official Plan policies and priorities
ike:

@ neighbourhood context and
compatibility

e a mix of building types and sizes

e the urban forest and the
conservation of trees

@ age and family friendly
development

Livable Park and Victoria

IMAGE: View of Subject Site (146 Victoria and 92 to 106 Park) looking from Park Street




Age and family

friendly
housing

* Two-thirds of units
proposed are 1 bedroom

* This will not address
current housing crisis and
IS not a viable alternative
for family housing

* More 2 and 3 bedroom
units need to be included

Livable Park and Victoria

Image http://www.home—designing.com/2014/07/3-bedroom—apartment—house-3d-|ayout—ﬂoor-
plans



Housing or

investment?

Speculative investment in

real estate is increasing

We need non-market
forms of housing that
speculators cannot profit
from

A rental tower and

increased social housing
will enhance affordability

Livable Park and Victoria

Strare of oroperties purchased by investors

bir | =E

— Cirags Tarento and Hamiizor Monréal and Criawa

Note: tnvestors are defined as borrowers who obtan a mortgage to purchase a property while mairtaning a
mortgage on ancther property. investment properues include those that are rented cut or lefr vacant, exciuding
vatation properties. The share of purchases associated wath investors is computed using a 12-maonth rolling sum of
MOrgage ernginations.
Sourges: TransUnion. regulatory fRlings of Canatian banks ard 8ank of Canada calcutations

Last observation: February 2021

https://www.bankofcanada.ca/2021/05/financial-system-review-2021/



Our Vision for

146 Victoria

PubHc & Private
Open Spaces

A livable, compatible and inviting development:
e Transitional in scale between low and high rises

e Comfortable microclimate at street [evel
o Wind mitigation (including soft landscaping)

e Reduce adverse microclimate impacts on neighbours
o Maximum shadow of 1 hour on residential properties

® Park Street to remain tree-lined and for Victoria Street to
become a tree lined street

o Retain mature trees on Park Street

e Housing for a wide range of households
o More 2 and 3 bedroom units

kK 1 - -
Image from City of Kitchener Urban Design Manual. Part B. Design for Tall Buildingso /3 rental (Oﬁ IlmltS tO SpeCUIGtOrS)

Livable Park and Victoria
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Eric Schneider
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From:
Sent: Thursday, February 3, 2022 11:08 PM
To: Eric Schneider; Garett Stevenson
Cc:
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Requesting a cnart
Feb. 3, 2022

Dear Eric and Garett,
It was good to meet you at the January 12th meeting with Dov Capital about the proposed development at Park and Victoria.

A number of us have taken on the responsibility of participating with groups that reflect our interests and commitment to our
neighbourhood and the City as a whole. Our groups, Victoria Park Development Committee, Cherry Park, and the Liveable
Park and Victoria Group, have been burning the midnight oil to read the Official Plan, the Secondary Plan, the Tall Building
Guidelines, and the City of Kitchener Urban Design Manual, to name a few.

We have been asked by each of our groups to communicate with the City in an effort to better understand and participate in
future developments in our area. As long-time residents of downtown, we feel that we have made special contributions to
our neighbourhoods which have added to Kitchener being a vibrant, friendly, and exciting place to live.

We appreciate that we are in the midst of a housing crisis and we support the intensification of the city with the aim of
providing much needed housing for a wide range of individuals.

But we are confused. We believe that the guidelines and by-laws laid out in the City documents do not fit with the proposed
development by Dov Capital. We would like your help in understanding your perspective.

We would also like to get advice from you on how to move forward with some of our priorities such as green space,
affordability, compatible and predictable development in ensuring we maintain liveable and diverse neighbourhoods in
downtown Kitchener.

We would appreciate a chat with you some time after the Neighbourhood Information Meeting on Feb. 8th. We are a group of
four engaged community members who represent a broad range of residents in the downtown core.

We suggest a meeting in the afternoon (perhaps around 1 or 2 pme) on Feb.10 or Feb. 14 - 17. 1f those days/times don't
work for you, please propose some others. These are just starting points.

Many thanks for considering our request,

Victoria Park Neighbourhood Association Development Committee



Eric Schneider

From: _ )

Sent: Friday, February 4, 2022 5:09 PM

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Development at Park and Victoria

Attention Eric Schneider
Regarding Proposed Development at Park and Victoria

Hello Eric,
Prior to the meeting on February 8, we want to summarize our thoughts regarding this development.

While we support intensification at this site, we believe it should comply with the City of Kitchener’s official plan, the City’s
design guidelines and current zoning.

Our concerns include the following:

1. Specifically, the City Of Kitchener’s Urban Design manual regarding tall buildings, states that designing for

transition “creates harmonious relationships between a tall building and its surroundings”

It also states “Tall buildings should not interrupt or impose upon an existing or planned neighbourhood or the public realm.”

The current design violates these guidelines in several ways.

2. An example of the above, is the creation of sun shadows by this development which would affect hundreds of surrounding
homes and properties for up to five hours a day.

3. Further, the plan includes the loss of at least 50 mature trees at a time council is vowing to increase the city tree canopy.
4. There are no development setbacks compatible with surrounding housing/communities.

5. It is impossible to justify inflating the FSR for the proposed high-rise towers on the site up to 11, at least three times the
original, allowing drastic increases in height/density

6. Only one-third of the units would be appropriate for family housing, and none are rental units. Both of these issues have
been identified as critical, especially in the core area.

7. Insufficient park/green space offered by the developer at a time existing parks are under increasing stress.

8. Unlike local developers whose development history is familiar to the city, we have limited knowledge of this developer and
are curious about their history regarding such multi-million-dollar developments.

We have also sent this to Councillor Chapman.

Thanks,



Eric Schneider
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From:

Sent: Monday, February 7, 2022 3:22 AM

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Park and Victoria

Mr. Schneider
This is a bunch of bull crap. How long do the citizens of Kitchener have to put up with this?

This "project” will probably have Park and Victoria lanes reduced once again causing traffic jams and
vehicles forced onto secondary streets such as Strange.

We have endured all the construction on Victoria St and the Pink Elephant called the ION for the past
10 years. It is time for us to have a break.

BUILD THIS 38 STORY PLUS MONSTROSITY IN YOUR BACKYARD!!!!



Eric Schneider
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From:

Sent: Tuesday, February 8, 2022 8:40 PM

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Park St. & Victoria St. Development

Hi Eric,

Thank you for the wonderfully informative meeting tonight regarding the Park & Victoria development. I'm writing to
provide my official comment to be included in the proposal.

Overall, | am very impressed with the thought and consideration that went into the design of this building. | initially had
concerns regarding the 0 setback, but after learning about the design of the building and the pedestrian focused
approach I no longer have concerns with it. | feel that the materials and design chosen were thoughtful in terms of the
look and feel for the city, access to the building (3 entrances), retail space, wind, etc. and | know it is going to really
revitalize a very ugly corner of my neighbourhood. The wide walkways and corner plaza are particularly attractive and
welcome features.

Having said that - it's just too tall. Period. It's my understanding that the city is already exceeding its targets for building
housing for our growing population and while | completely agree that we need more housing in Kitchener | don't see the
need for this particular building to be so tall given its location. No amount of "it is stepping down towards Park and
there's a railroad right there to transition" can justify the density and height that is being proposed. I'm not saying it
needs to be 20 stories, but even 30 would be more fitting than 38. The fact that so few units are 2 bedroom units and
there are no 3 bedroom units included is also concerning to me. With the rising cost of housing in Ontario and single
family homes becoming increasingly out of reach, families who choose to or need to live downtown need comfortable
places to live. Our housing strategy cannot be one that forces families to move further and further outside of downtown
areas if we truly want to achieve a diverse and welcoming city.

Additionally, I wish the traffic study would have included Jubilee, and would encourage an additional traffic study to be
done that includes it. This street runs through a busy park, has multiple pedestrian controlled crossings, and also has a
lot of animal crossing. | frequently need to stop my car to wait for geese or ducks to cross the road. This can cause a little
bit of a "traffic jam" and with increased traffic | worry about safety and congestion through the park. As a resident on
Victoria St. very close to the site being proposed, | am not concerned with the increase of traffic on my street. Yes it's
hard to get out of my driveway already, but | know regardless of this proposal traffic will increase as it's a main
thoroughfare. But [ am concerned about increased traffic through the park!

In summary, I am in nearly full support of this proposal and | am excited for the changes. This proposal is well thought
out, but too tall, and I urge the city to consider reducing the height of the building and further investigating traffic
impacts of the proposal.

Thank you!

On Wed, Jan 26, 2022 at 3:59 PM ' == airofa
Thank you Eric! I will be there.

On Wed, Jan 26, 2022, 3:51 PM Eric Schneider <Eric.Schneider@kitchener.ca> wrote:

Hello,



Eric Schneider
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From:
Sent: Tuesday, February 8, 2022 8:49 PM
To: Eric Schneider
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Shadows
Attachments: Whole year 2 slow.mp4

I'm convinced that the developer's shadow studies are incorrect. At no point during the year can the proposed towers
cast a shadow on Henry Street as shown in their study. Attached please find my own study for your consideration.

Sincerely,



Eric Schneider
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From:
Sent: Tuesday, February 8, 2022 9:02 PM
To: Eric Schneider
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Park and Victoria Development
Hi Eric,

| wanted to share my main concern with you for the Victoria and Park project after attending the neighborhood meeting
tonight. Traffic on Jubilee and small side streets around Victoria Park, such as Theresa Street where | live, are already
busy. Some cars use these side streets as short cuts to beat traffic to Victoria and speed down these side streets. During
construction of the Garment condos, cars have been speeding down Theresa Street at 80+ km/hr and even going the
wrong way down the one way, which has led to physical altercations between neighbours and cars speeding down the
street. Jubilee and Victoria Park side streets are family friendly, pedestrian friendly neighborhoods. There will inevitably
be a large increase in the use of Jubilee and therefore more cars taking shortcuts. In the meeting they mentioned they
did not do a traffic analysis for Jubilee or any streets around Victoria Park. There absolutely needs to be traffic analysis
through and around Victoria Park as there will be increases to traffic flow through Victoria Park. The Victoria Park area
needs to be a family and pedestrian friendly neighborhood. It should consist of a busy road or quick short cuts through
the city that make it an unsafe place to live or visit. Potential changes to traffic flow through and around Victoria Park
may be necessary to keep the Park and surrounding neighborhoods safe and family friendly. Thank you,



Eric Schneider
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From:
Sent: Tuesday, February 8, 2022 ¥:36 rm
To: Eric Schneider
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Victoria @ Park development

| received a postcard in my mailbox yesterday - just over 24 hours before the “neighbourhood meeting” to discuss the
proposed three-tower development. | would preface my comments by saying | hardly consider this adequate notice.

There is much to like about the specifics of this development - the renderings show an attractive building; the inclusion
of indoor and outdoor bike parking; reduced parking spaces for automobiles, and infrastructure (whatever that means)
for charging electric vehicles, and mixing commercial at ground level with residential above. The existing streetscape,
particularly along Victoria, is nothing about which one would likely write home.

My concern is that this adds substantially to the density of this portion of Kitchener. While | support the principle of
densification, | feel it has its limits, and there have been quite a few high rise buildings built and currently under
construction that are dramatically increasing the density. What we lack is any increase in the green space. Victoria Park
is a lovely park, but it is the only park of its kind in the city, and pre-pandemic, it was clearly at capacity on any nice
summer day. We have already added many more residential units over the last two years {including those still under
construction) for which the nearest green space of any appreciable size is Victoria Park. My understanding is that the
official plan does not include the extent of densification we are now seeing, and it is time to think hard about the other
amenities required to make the core of Kitchener a liveable space. A significant part of the zoning change and official
plan amendment they are requesting is for increasing the density well beyond what the plan allows. There is a reason
for the limits that were put in place and it should be respected.



Eric Schneider

From: %
Sent: Wednesday, February 9, 2022 1:16 AM

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Re: Victoria & Park Development
Hey Eric,

I was able to attend the meeting tonight, where | again voiced my support.
| noticed today that the Ontario Housing Affordability Task Force report was released. While | haven’t read
through the whole report as it is a tad late and | just finished up work, | did look at the main ideas proposed -

most of which would support this development and many others proposed in the city.

I’'m sure you and your team will be having a good read through it in the coming days and hopefully it can be
used as further support to increase density in Kitchener’s urban core.

All the best,

Sent from my iPhone

On Jan 26, 2022, at 4:02 PN
Hi Eric,

Thanks for passing this along - looking forward to it

Sent from my iPhone

On Jan 26, 2022, at 3:49 PM, Eric Schneider <Eric.Schneider@kitchener.ca>
wrote:

I am writing to inform you of the Neighbourhood Meeting for this development
application. Physical postcards have been mailed out, here is a copy of the digital
version with the meeting details.



Eric Schneider, MCIP, RPP
Senior Planner | Planning Division | City of Kitchener
(519) 741-2200 ext 7843 | TTY 1-866-969-9994 | eric.schneider(ilkitchener.ca

From >
Sent: Friday, November 26, 2021 11:11 AM

To: Eric Schneider <Eric.Schneider@kitchener.ca>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Victoria & Park Development

Hello Eric,

| am writing to you regarding the proposed development at Victoria & Park.

As a young professional who is hoping to continue to live in the Kitchener area, this
development is welcomed as | believe we need more housing and further densification
within the downtown core. | don’t want to get priced out of my hometown, and | hope
we can continue to build supply at an equivalent rate of the increase in demand in this

city in order to allow young folk like myself the opportunity to continue to live here.

Thank you,



Eric Schneider
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From:

Sent: Wednesday, February 9, 2022 4:38 AM

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Towers at Park and Victoria

Eric:

| attended the online meeting yesterday about the proposed development at Park and Victoria, which I found very well
organized and very informative, and | want to register some comments:

I think the proposed height is excessive. It will look out of place compared to the surrounding and the transition to the
adjacent neighborhood will be too abrupt. There are also serious concerns about shadows cast on other buildings which
would in part be addressed by lowering the height of the development.

There were some very good questions about affordability. Unless the city and the region, working together, put in place
a plan to ensure that some units will be affordable, they simply won't be, as was noted by one of the participants. The
form this can take is open for debate, one option could be to let the region buy some of the units to offer as affordable
rentals.

This lack of affordability and having only 1 and 2 bedroom units will change the demographics of the downtown.
Proposed developments should include larger units (3 bedroom) suitable for young families, so that there continues to
be a varied demographic mix downtown.

The parking ratio is insufficient. There is a push to move people away from cars, and this is very good, but people still do
use cars and, as pointed out by one of the participants, the experience with existing buildings is that parking space is
generally under-estimated.

Finally (and this is not specific to this particular building) one of these new towers in the downtown area should include
a full supermarket at the ground floor (as is done in some buildings in Toronto). People in the building will have little
supermarket choices except, well, supermarkets outside of the downtown area, which means they will need to drive
there, which of course goes against the benefits of intensification.

Thanks and best regards,

Kitchener



Eric Schneider
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From:

Sent: Wednesday, February 9, 2022 7:24 AM

To: Eric Schneider

Cc: Debbie Chapman

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Park and Victoria development proposal

I don’t see any beauty in these towers. | see a money grab by developers. | see the same disregard for zoning bylaws as
other developers in our city...though our dictatorial Premier is set to abolish zoning bylaws in his quest to fill his crony’s
pockets. | see investments, not homes. | see tokenism in the low number of affordable units, although they are still out
of reach to many. | see the same fatuous comments about viability, when it is evident by the six storey condos and
apartments on King, that giant sized behemoths are not necessary for viability.

This frenzy to strike while the iron’s hot has left many of us in a depressed state. The greed is disgusting. The specious
arguments about intensification, when we’ve already exceeded targets, is insulting.

I've lately found myself thinking, with palpable relief, that at least I'm closer to the end of my life, and | won’t have to
see the worst of this disastrous rampage on our city. Something’s terribly wrong when city planners create such a mess

that citizens begin to think death isn’t such a bad thing.

It’s pretty pathetic that the thirst for money has been so brutal on its citizens. The lack of thoughtfulness, philanthropy,
generosity, sensitivity, creativity, has left many of us in a state of profound helplessness and depression.

| don’t have much hope that the planners give a damn about us. The meetings feel like an empty ritual, and those
opposed feel unjustly targeted and belittled by those who think this is progress.

What's that saying?..he knows the cost of everything and the value of nothing.

| just wanted to express my thoughts, because | don’t know if | have the stomach to fight against this overwhelming,
destructive tide.

Kitchener

Sent from my iPhone



Eric Schneider
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From:
Sent: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 8:42 AM
To: Eric Schneider; Debbie Chapman
Subject: [EXTERNAL] 146 Victoria
Attachments: ShadowStudiesFinal_Feb2012.pdf

Hi Eric and Debbie,

After the neighbourhood information meeting last week, | was really disheartened to hear some of the answers from the
City staff and developers consultants.

It appears that Victoria Park and the Victoria Park Neighbourhood are being given very little consideration in terms of
assessing the adverse impacts of a building of this size:

- The traffic study did not include Jubilee Drive, which is getting busier and busier every year and it currently treated as a
throughway despite being in the middle of a park

- The traffic study did not include the one way roads (Henry and Theresa Streets), which will very likely incur more
traffic. Especially Theresa Street as it lines up with the entrance to the development along Victoria.

- The shadow standards used by the City will allow properties south of Victoria Street in the Victoria Park neighbourhood
to be in the shadow of the development for up to 5 hours a day on September 21, without considering that an impact.
Jurisdictions such as Mississauga limit the number of hours that a shadow from a tall building can be on a neighbouring
property. (see their standard attached).

- When asked about transition and compatibility, the planner from the City that responded focused on the proximity to
Cherry Park neighbourhood, and completely neglected to consider the Victoria Park neighbourhood to the South.

- Why can't best practices like the 45-degree angular plane be applied here? How are almost 40 storey towers within 60
meters of a conservation neighbourhood (an area that will not upzone) reflective of well considered and holistic
planning policies.

- I'm perplexed as to why the recommendations in the urban guideline for mixed use corridors, which has a specific
section of the Victoria Street corridor can be largely ignored other than to call the development a gateway. That
guideline says:

#  Built Form: Maintain existing built form pattern (2-4 storey form) in corridor with opportunities for mid-rise
form (4-8 storeys) on large redevelopment sites.

* Building Design: Attention to detail and scale. Emphasis on ground floor articulation, compatible rooflines and
similar building materials. Balance residential scale with industrial character.

| understand that the core is growing, but all the planning documents that | have read did lead me to anticipate that a
development of this scale would be planned at this location. Given its:

# proximity to low rise homes

= it'szoning

¢ it's being earmarked as a mixed-use corridor,

= and the fact that it is on the edge (or on some maps not even included in) the urban growth zone,

|



| understand that this parcel of land was meant to be transitional. Transitional in purpose, scale, massing and height. Yet
itis larger than the high rises located in prime locations within the urban growth zone to the east that are further from
low rise residential areas.

Overall, although | appreciate the attention to detail and the design of the proposed development, | think it simply too
big for the proposed location. Something like 144 Park in Waterloo, would be much more appropriate as a transitional
building at this location.

| also wonder if it is wise to allow such a large building to be built at this location before the City forms it's plans for the
Bramm yards. (which | hope will be turned into a park), but will be greatly affected by the shadows of this development,

which could limit redevelopment possibilities on this parcel of land.

Kind Regards,



Eric Schneider
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From:
Sent: Tuesday, February 15, 2022 1:25 PM
To: Eric Schneider
Cc: Debbie Chapman
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Cherry Park/Victoria Park — 92-110 Park & 146-162 Victoria

Good Afternoon.

| took part of an interesting meeting regarding the development proposed for Cherry Park/Victoria park area.

It is great that there is so much interest in our city from neighboring cities, but this city needs to get it right.

These buildings will not only impact our neighbourhoods and city today, but 50, even 100, years down the road.
Proposals this huge, need to be considered carefully, to ensure the impact it will be making, will be a good one.

The most obvious issue with this proposal is not the height itself, but the shadow study that comes with it.

The shadow study spreads for blocks. With everything rising in todays world, how can we remove the right to the
owners/tenants, in any building, to grow their own vegetables to produce their own food. How can we remove the right
for daylight for 5 hours, when there is limited time in the year when people enjoy being outside, getting vitamin D,
exercise, and not to mention affecting one’s mental health, and the ability for them to reduce their grocery.

The other thing worrisome is the amount of traffic this will bring to that area. To go from King, all the way down to
Victoria, to the park, is ridiculous with the amount of stoplights and pedestrians using that artery. There is no quick in
and out of that area, and adding that many people, cars, bikes, in that small area is a recipe for disaster.

No amount of bonusing for this project will ever make up for what this city will be losing.

[ hope you consider the people who will have to live with what gets approved, for the rest of the project’s direction, and
beyond.

Kind Regards

Life long resident of Kitchener



Eric Schneider
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From:

Sent: Sunday, February 20, 2022 4:58 PM

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Neighbourhood meeting on Feb. 8 for proposed development at Victoria &
Park

Eric,

| appreciated having the chance to learn more about the proposed development at Victoria and Park at the Zoom
meeting on Feb. 8. 1 am not sure what the next steps in the process are, but as a resident in the area, | wanted to share
the following three concerns and questions:

1. If I understood correctly, the traffic impact study for this project did not consider the impact on Park/Jubilee
southwest of Victoria. Having travelled through this intersection for the past several years taking children to and from
school in the morning and afternoon, | have observed that there is a significant connection between the traffic on Park
on both sides of Victoria. Will this gap in the traffic impact study be addressed?

2. There was frequent mention of the appropriateness of the height of the proposed buildings given the nature of the
land to the northwest and northeast of the property, and the anticipated uses to the southwest. It seems like the biggest
impact is actually to the properties to the southeast (i.e. on the other side of Victoria). Why is this not a factor? It seems,
for example, that the neighbouring Garment Street development provides a model for addressing this concern by having
the largest towers toward the back of the property rather than right on Victoria.

3. In response to concerns about green space, the proximity to both Victoria and Cherry Parks was noted. Given that
Victoria Park in particular is already very busy (if not over-busy) and several thousand new residents will be living in the
area before this particular development opens, this strikes me as an inadequate response. What studies or standards
does the city utilize to determine adequate park space for new developments? | am concerned that we are not being
more proactive about the need for green spaces, and not leveraging current interest in new private sector development
downtown to address future public space needs.

Thank you for your engagement with the community.



Eric Schneider
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From: ,
<s@scottmcquarrie.com>
Sent: Sunday, February 27, 2022 8:58 PM
To: Debbie Chapman; Eric Schneider
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Victoria and Park development

Hello Eric and Debbie, | hope all is well
I wanted to send you some more thoughts about the Victoria and Park st development.

Considerable concerns resulting in some extra research, and some considerable objections from the community
consultation. (Please forgive the delay, put some extra research into the plans, and neighbouring jurisdictions
requirements.)

As the FSR (11.6) is the concern for neighbouring residents that leads to the following:

* As | see in the plans the tower floorplates (floor area of each storey in the towers as | understand it) are proposed at
770, 850 and 850 square metres. In Toronto they aim for a maximum of 750 square metres. This makes the towers less
bulky and reduces shadow impacts. There may also be an impact to wind levels at the street level. Surprising to think
there would be a possibility that we would approve this design and it falls out of Canadas largest cities restrictions

* At further examination there is above ground parking proposed — it is my understanding that Toronto doesn’t even
support that. And have that in conjunction with the zero setbacks and excessive FSR — the development seems rather
self serving. Cheaper above ground parking, no set backs and high FSR seems to be a rather greedy attitude.

From the call:

* It was very concerning to me that when the .54 parking spaces was brought up by a neighbouring condo resident the
architect simply replied “if the market demands it — we will simply build more parking spaces” Concerning on many
levels, but biggest being the main justification to this development is public transit use, and limited traffic. Concerning.

* The developer is “committed to building better neighbourhoods”. It is hard to believe that he is not just in this for the
business. (Which | understand). But | am willing to give him the benefit of the doubt — why can’t he commit to it?
Commit funds to: Green space and parks, a day care space, library, dog park? dog walking floor in his building? Why is
there no commitment on his part? | would encourage the city to be negotiating for some of them at bare minimum.

Given the developers commitment to neighbourhood — | would be interested to hear what community projects he has
supported in his other developments. Affordable housing, community initiatives, green space etc.

* It was simply laughable that the one gentlemen mentioned that there would only be a road closure for a “week” — we
all know that is ridiculous. | am not sure what he would accomplish in a week. The closures will be considerable. Again a
lack of commitment. Simply not building trust with the community.

* Considerable traffic concerns — and the woman that represented the developer simply passed the buck back to the city
saying that “we are waiting to hear back from the city. Seems rather convenient and again doesn’t instil trust. Along with
the traffic study was done during the covid lockdown. How can this not be a concern?

* Zero transition to the neighbouring neighbourhoods (2 floors on Park and Victoria) to 38 floors.

1



Full disclosure — | reached out to a good friend of mine who is a planner who works for the city fo Toronto. Some of the
above questions and considerations he brought to my attention. But also found it pretty surprising that Toronto would
even question this developments proposed density and plan.

Thanks for your consideration and time to read this.
| will be sure to give you a call this week once you have had some time to review things

thanks again



Eric Schneider
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Sent: Thursday, April 28, 2022 7:41 PM

To: Eric Schneider

Subject: [EXTERNAL] New proposed hirises Victoria and park

| think this is a wonderful development for the park area and downtown



Reduce the heights of the Victoria and Park Tower development
To: City of Kitchener

The proposed Victoria and Park towers are a multi-tower development (38 storeys, 36 storeys and
25 storeys) sitting atop a 4 to 6 storey podium located on the north-east corner of Victoria Street
South and Park Street in Kitchener.

Residents have until December 6th to have their concerns heard. Don't know what do write?
Check out some example letters to get you started:
https://docs.google.com/document/d/17pxc70kTuFOBEVO)iz3GHK5NDMOtHEzC/edit?usp=sharing
&ouid=111132142338214838875&rtpof=true&sd=true

Comments to be sent to:

City of Kitchener

Eric Schneider, Senior Planner
519.741.2200 x7843
Eric.Schneider@Kitchener.ca []

Additional Contacts

Ward 9 City Councillor

Debbie Chapman

519.741.2798
Debbie.chapman@kitchener.ca[]

Applicant

Kevin Muir, GSP Group
519.569.8883
Kmuir@gspgroup.ca

Why is this important?

The proposed the Victoria and Park towers are a multi-tower development (38 storeys, 36 storeys
and 25 storeys) sitting atop a 4 to 6 storey podium located on the north-east corner of Victoria
Street South and Park Street in Kitchener.

The tallest building in the Kitchener-Waterloo Region is DTK Condos is 39 storeys[1]. DTK Condos,
however, is located in the core of downtown, and is not located near any low rise residential
areas. In contrast, the Victoria and Park towers would place two towers of similar heights as well
as a third tall tower on a heavily trafficked corner surrounded by heritage low rise
neighbourhoods.

This development will cast large shadows on the surrounding Victoria Park and Cherry Park
neighbourhoods (see Urban Design Report for details), and would place additional stress on an
already heavily trafficked corner at the gates of Victoria Park.

There are existing towers near Victoria Park (a summary is provided below), but these are
generally not near low rise homes, or are much shorter where they are near low rise homes. The
height of the proposed Victoria and Park Towers are much taller than any existing tower near
Victoria Park, 20-32 storeys higher!

Several towers have been completed along Victoria Street South since 2016. Each development
getting progressively taller as new developments moved westwards from the intersection of King
Street and Victoria Street toward established heritage neighbourhoods.

-0 Victoria - 19 storeys - completed in 2016 [1]

-One Hundred Tower A - 21 storeys - completed in 2020 [1]

-One Hundred Tower B - 17 storeys - completed in 2020 [1]

-Garment St Condos - 28 storeys - complete in 2021 [1]



The Victoria and Park Towers are considerably higher than recently completed buildings along
Victoria. For example, the tallest tower in the Victoria and Park Towers development, at 38 storeys
would be like both the towers at the One Hundred development staked on top of each other.

Ideally, in order to better integrate into the existing streetscape and minimize negative impacts to
surrounding properties, new developments should be getting shorter as they approach low rise
neighbourhoods, not taller. The following are suggested to reduce the impacts to nearby
residents:

- Reducing the heights of the towers to a mid-rise scale (5-10 storeys), or possibly a small high-
rise such as the Iron Horse towers (15 storeys), which is set next to historical homes on Schneider
Street.

- Increasing the set back of any towers from the road to reduce shadows on neighbouring
properties.

- Stepping back towers (shorter near the road, taller near the back) similar to the One Hundred
Towers development along Victoria Street

Residents have until December 6th to have their concerns heard (see contact and example letter
above).

Urban Design Report
https://app2.kitchener.ca/AppDocs/OpenData/AMANDADataSets/637062_Urban%20Design%20Bri
ef.pdf

Height of existings buildings surrounding Victoria Park

Victoria Street South

215 Victoria Street South - Victoria Park Place | - 7 storeys [2]

205 Victoria Street South - Victoria Park Place Il - 9 storeys [3]

241 Victoria Street South - Willowside Housing cooperative Building 2 - 7 storeys [4]
243 Victoria Street South - Willowside Housing cooperative Building 1 - 6 storeys [4]

Queen Street South

North side of Queen Street

560 Queen Street South - Iron Horse Towers - 15 storeys [5]

310 Queen Street South - Victoria Park Towers - 14 storeys [6]

290 Queen Street South - Victoria Place Retirement Community - 7 storeys [4]
214 Queen Street South - the York - 6 storeys [4]

South site of Queen Street

379 Queen Street South - Barra on Queen - 6 storeys [8]

307 Queen Street South - Bread and Roses - 6 storeys [7]

221 Queen Street South - Conestoga Apartment Towers - 17 storeys [1]

Sources:

1. https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/List_of tallest_buildings_in_the_Waterloo_Regional_Municipality
2. https://www.drewloholdings.com/apartments-for-rent/victoria-park-place-i

3. https://www.drewloholdings.com/apartments-for-rent/victoria-park-place-ii

4. Counted manually

5. https://www.drewloholdings.com/apartments-for-rent/iron-horse-towers

6. https://www.drewloholdings.com/apartments-for-rent/victoria-park-towers

7. https://www.breadandroses.coop/

8. https://barracondos.com/about-barra/

Residents have until December 6th to have their concerns heard. Don't know what to write?
Please see example letters which you can send as is or amend with your specific concerns about
the proposed development.

In addition the petition will be sent directly to the City of Kitchener on December 6th, 2021.



