From: Renee Richards (il D

Sent; Sunday, February 4, 2024 4:28 PM
To: Brian Bateman; Stephanie Stretch

Some people who received this message don't often get email from (D o2 why this is important

| would really like to know how this can happen? A pre-selling units 135 Jackson Ave townhomes! | just
saw that...

“”It 'appears' as though city councillors and the possibly the mayor *may have been* making side deals:
https://www.livabl.com/kitchener-on/135-jackson-avenue-townhomes (credit Frank and Helen for a
heads up) | suggest that everyone directly question all city councillors and the mayor directly *before*
the meeting about how the developer in any way feels confident enough to be pre-selling units when
the consultation phase has not even occurred. “”

Thank you

Renee Richards

115 Fairmount Rd




From: Robert Young (D

Sent: Thursday, February 1, 2024 1:20 PM
To: Brian Bateman
Subject: 132 Brentwood N2H 2E1 Proposed Development

[You don't often get email from (. <= why this is important at

https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderldentification ]

Hello Mr.Bateman,

| have some questions about the development as | have a property beside 136 Brentwood. When would
be a good time to contact you?

Thank you,
Best regards,
Sent from my iPhone



From: Jim Laturney (D

Sent: Tuesday, February 6, 2024 9:53 AM

To: Brian Bateman; Mayor; Stephanie Stretch
Subject: 135 Jackson Variance Request
Attachments: 135 Jackson response to CofK Building .pdf
Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

Some people who received this message don't often get email from iy this is important



Brian Bateman, Senior Planner
City of Kitchener

Brian this will forward to the mayor, Stephanie Stretch and posted the Eastwood
Neighbourhood Association Facebook page

| come from a background in the electrical industry and Health and Safety, in both these
areas there is a set of minimum standards not to be crossed.

We all know that this site will be rezoned for the project it is just a matter of getting it to fit
the City of Kitchener standards.

| have to assume the City of Kitchener Planning department and council spent time and
money on establishing our minimum standards for building in Kitchener to maintain the quality
of life for adjacent residents and new residents alike. | also assume these minimum standards
were not kept secret so the developer, engineers and architects had all these standards when
developing a plan for this site, and chose to ignore them.

FSR: The floor space ratio is requested to be increased by 166% form .6 to 1 so they can put
more building on the 1.13 hectare lot.

Building Height: The increase from 9 m te 12.5 m is a 138% increase in height. These buildings
will tower over the adjacent properties with direct nightlines into their backyards and homes.

Set Back: From 7.5m to 6m is 80% of what it should be. At 6m there is barley room to move
construction equipment around the buildings without encroaching on the adjacent properties.
7.5 is an adequate space for construction and leisure use when completed.

Parking: Parking should be 1.1 / unit to allow for visitor and owner’s parking. The parking
space #s should not include the 4 garage parking spots or the 6 Handicap spots. So 127 parking
spaces + 6 Handicap = 133 (not including the townhouse garage spots)

To all the variances in this case | would say No

EV Charging: The city should require at least 5% of the parking spots have access to a charging
station this would be 6 - 7 charging stations. These can be user pay charging stations. The
equipment provided by the developer and the cost of electricity and capital should be paid by
the user of the EV charger.

Trees: Save or replace 10% more trees scheduled to be removed as listed 103,104, 402, 403,
405, 421, 422,423, 424, 425, 426, 427, 472, 495 and 496 be saved. This will be about an extra
10%. | find it puzzling in section 3.1 of the Arborist Report that trees on adjacent lots are listed
in Good condition while the subject site they are listed as Fair. Before construction starts the
trees should be pruned, fertilized and protected at least as far as the drip line. The owner
should be required to have the remaining trees and trees on adjacent property impacted by



their construction taken care of for 5 years. If a tree were to die or have to be removed it must
be replaced by a tree with at least a 5” diameter.

Site Fencing: An 8’ privacy fence (at the developers expense) should be installed around the
subject site prior to start of construction to prevent construction waste and workers from
encroaching on the adjacent properties.

Road Conditions and Construction Traffic: The contractor under the Highway Traffic Act is
required to keep the roadway clear of mud and debris {the roadway should be cleaned at least
twice a day during construction) until the lot is paved. There should be No Construction traffic
signs posted on Mackenzie, Sheldon, Raymond, Edmund, Jackson and Fairmont. All
construction traffic must use Montgomery to Brentwood the Brentwood to 136 for entry to the
site.

Dust Control: The constructor must have a dust control plan in place before construction starts.
Such as listing that the site will be watered as required to prevent dust enveloping the adjacent
properties. The adjacent properties should not have to suffer living in a dust bow! because of
construction. This site is literally in the middle of a neighbourhood.

Building Permit: The developer wants to do this in 2 phases. Build the 3 units that back on to
the Brentwood properties and 105 parking spaces. This implies to me that they don’t have the
money or unwilling to spend the money to build this out all at the same time. We do not want
this to end up like the building on Fergus Ave. in Kitchener, bankrupt not complete or even
enclosed from the weather left to rot. The project must be built out in a single phase with a
timeline of 2.5 years from when the first home is demolished to occupancy permits issued for
all the units. If this goesin 2 phases the construction timeline may be 5 years, not fair to the
neighbouring property owners. All the buildings scheduled for demolition should be taken
down at the same time, so we don’t have abandon houses to attract problems. This site should
be built out completely before Kitchener allows occupancy.

There should also be an adjusted work time for the site This is in the middle of a
neighbourhood work should only be permitted from 08:00 to 17:00 Monday to Friday. The only
work allowed on the weekends or statutory holiday is interior work on an enclosed building.

The constructor must be required to provide off street parking for construction vehicles and
workers. These streets have been narrowed during street reconstruction and the extra on
street parking will cause problems for the area residents as well as emergency vehicles.

As stated before that this is literally in the middle of a neighbourhood completely surrounded
by houses.

Traffic Patterns and Parking: Fire Routes must be established on Brentwood, Jackson, Fairmount
and Montgomery surrounding the project should be in place before construction starts.

The city should put a 4 way stop at Jackson and Brentwood. Along with 3 way stops at
Brentwood and Edmund and Brentwood and Raymond to discourage traffic from the complex



using Brentwood to Sheldon to Mackenzie to Ottawa. The traffic should be encouraged to go
Brentwood to Montgomery to Weber.

Thank you:
Jim Laturney



From: Frank Smeding (N

Sent: Sunday, February 4, 2024 10:36 AM
To: Brian Bateman

Cc: tnternet - Council (SM)

Subject: 135-161 JACKSON AVE application

Some people who received this message don't often get email from [ =0 why this is
important

Good morning so | can properly comment &prepare for the meeting
Please advise the following

Are the 120 plus units going to be rental units or individually purchased
When approved when will the demolition/construction begin

Thanks Frank



From: Christine Liebig (

Sent: Thursday, February 8, 2024 4:30 PM
To: Brian Bateman
Subject: 135-161 Jackson Ave & 136 Brentwood Ave

You don't often get email from (N L < 2 ' why this is important
Hello Brian,

Appreciate being asked to share concerns, albeit fruly bemused as to why — when the
development is already advertising its listings, according to some resident who have suffered
themselves to look into the matter.

Moreover, after reviewing the robust development plans onling, it's hard to see how anything will
impact the project from moving forward. So again, merely a (with respect) bureaucratic
exercise 1o "check the boxes".

Having said that, | will voice the following:

1. This neighbourhood, in which | have had the privilege of living in for the past 14 yrsis a
gem that the city has long overlooked and underappreciated. A family-focused,
inclusive, old-forested neighbourhood close to the core that is truly one-of-a-kind and an
exemplar of urban living, and represents a beautiful and authentic example of what
"a community" actually means.

Z. Inrecent years, many neighbours have voiced safety, as well as other concerns to the
City & Councillors and received mere platitudes. So regrettably our trust in the sincerity of
the City asking for feedback is low.

3. Community upgrades (recent) positioned as democratically chosen fo benefit residents
are, by far the majority, used only by those driving by car from other areas and have
disrupted our greenspace - Montgomery Park - to the point where very few, if any, local
residents walk through there any more.

4, Finally, and most relevant to this call for feedback: There are 3 developments going up in
three blocks (Sheldon, Clive & Jackson) in the next 1-3 years, which, instead of including
underground parking, will bring over 300 new cars (1 per unit) to the areaq, as well as,
most assuredly, atf least % that many more in co-habitants vehicles. My question is, where
will they park? In the streets? How will the intersections (at Brentwood, Montgomery,
Sheldon & Weber) and snowplowing accommodate the added load & congestion -
particularly when added to Eastwood Collegiate traffic?

Obviously, we are all well aware of the housing crisis. And I'm not a "not in my back yard"
proponent. But if the City truly had vision, there is plenty of commercial land available in
Kitchener to accommodate these "flat and wide" developments that are closer to, or even in
the midst of, amenities suited for 1-2 bedroom units, rather than so profoundly disrupting the
fabric of a quiet, family-residential neighbourhood, because a developer has slowly and
meticulously purchased one single-family homes after another, under different guises.

Thankfully, some people have choices - to stay or to leave. Others, who have chosen this
neighbourhood as a quiet urban oasis, close to schools for their young families, and seniors who
have lived here for decades are not as flexible, will suffer the brunt of the developments you
have chosen 1o support.



It's regrettable that the city views its citizens as tokens to appease with a postcard and a virfual
meeting - which is not accessible to many - rather than take responsibility and telling us this
development(s) is coming, whether we want it fo or not.

Respectfully,
C.A. Liebig

Christine A. Liebig
Mentor | Brand Story & Strategy

»boundless

ACCELERATOR

(formerly Innovation Guelph)

Office:
Mobile:
Web: BoundlessAccelerator.ca

Email:
361 Southgate Drive, Guelph, ON N1G 3M5

This message has been sent as a part of a discussion between Christine A. Liebig and the addressee whose name is specified
above. Should you have received this message by mistake, please inform us. We also ask that you kindly delete this message
from your mailbox and do not forward it (in whole or in part) to anyone else, as the information may be priviledged. Thank
you for your cooperation and understanding.



From: Dennis &/or Barb (N
Sent: Tuesday, February 6, 2024 9:40 AM

To: Brian Bateman

Subject: 135-161 Jackson Ave & 136 Brentwood

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Completed

You don't often get email from N L c 2 rn why this is important

Mr. Bateman,

My family and | are residents of the Brentwood and Jackson area for over 30 years and are opposed to
this proposed development of the as we call it the Mansion Site. The original owner of this site was
refused development on the following basis:

ruin the character of the neighbourhood established by Architect Schwartz you would not do
this on Lydia St.

Hydro services are over 50 years old and cannot accommodate this development. Area fed from
5TS from Enova on feeder 5M13 which is maxed out, who would be paying for new hydro
services to the area? Or have you even considered this

Sewar, water infrastructure in the area was updated about 15 years ago and to add this type of
development who is paying for upgrade to accommodate.

Kitchener landfill was only good for approximately 15 more years for the current population this
is irresponsible to add this many residents.

With the new proposed apartment in the same area on King St the schools in the area cannot
already handle the areas students, Shepard PS, Saint Anne CS, Sunnyside Middle School, and
Eastwood Cl with all these new families.

What about the traffic? You add over a hundred cars to our quiet neighbourhood?

They are also proposing tearing down Mr. Silver's house for a driveway in the middle of
Brentwood; all | going and outgoing traffic will shine lights continually into Dave's, Carl's,
Margurite's and Sue's house. As you can see this is not just a neighborhood we all know each
other and watch out for the seniors out area.

This developer has been buying up homes in our neighborhood and renting them out to
students to the total destruction of these homes. They do not clean their snow, rake leaves,
leave garbage all over the place to chase residents from our area which we have maintained for
over 30-50 years. This development is not an improvement it is a destruction of the
architectural character of our neighbourhood.

I am not sure how you plan but this is not a good one.

Infrasturure, schools, traffic, hydro, gas restriction would destroy our mature trees, increase
traffic for residents and students to unsafe levels.

This is a neighbourhood of people who built Kitchener: John Wynn's KW Transport School,
numerous Schneider Foods retires, Minister at St. Paul's, numerous ATS employees, employees
at Google, etc

We have a quiet neighbourhood of friends which this development will destroy.



From: Denise Fischer (

Sent: Wednesday, February 7, 2024 1:59 PM
To: Brian Bateman
Subject: 135-161 Jackson Ave 136 Brentwood

[You don't often get email from (GGG <2~ Why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderldentification ]

Hi Brian [ have lived on Sheldon Ave for the past 44 years. We are a tight knit community.

I have concerns about the number of units being built on Jackson/Brentwood. We are losing so many
trees, adding increased vehicle traffic and changing our neighborhood. We already have several other
building projects that are increasing the population of our small community.

The increased water & hydro consumption is worrisome. My water pressure fluctuates from the
buildings at the top of Sheldon. And the increased traffic on Sheldon is already upsetting . There are
already issues with the narrowing of both Mckenzie & Sheldon.

Regards, Denise

Sent from my iPhone



From: Jim Laturney (D

Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2024 11:39 AM
To: Brian Bateman

Subject: 135-161 Jackson Ave Kitchener
Attachments: 135-161 Jackson.pdf

You don't often get email from [ Lc2rn Why this is important

Jim Laturney
257 Sheldon Ave. N. Kitchener



Response To Proposed Development
135 - 161 Jackson Ave. Kitchener

The Eastwood neighbourhood has been dealing with the fallout from the homeless
shelter at 1668 King St.E. for a few years now. We have had cars broken into, property
damage and theft, a large potion of which can be attributed to the presences of the
homeless shelter.

The existing area has about 275 single family houses, 16 apartment building (3 floor
walkups) consisting of about 80 units and a condo complex at 260 Sheldon Ave.N.
consisting of 94 units for a total of about 470 living units or between 940 and 1880
residents.

The City of Kitchener must look at a neighbourhood as a whole before approving
new housing complexes in existing neighbourhoods. With the scheduled influx of
residents we are looking at the population of the area bounded by Montgomery, Weber
St., Ottawa St. and the expressway to be 134% of existing. This does not even
consider the possibility of 4000-7000 new residents of the apartment tower complex
planned for King St.E., Montgomery and Weber. According to Census Canada Breslau
only had about 5000 residents as of 2021.

In late 2023 the Threshold Group opened their expanded group home and affordable
housing units at 290 Sheldon Ave. N.. This complex has 24 units this will bring up to 75
new residents in the area. Again only 1 access from Sheldon Ave. N. at the dead end.

There is another housing development approved and scheduled for 295 Sheldon
Ave. N., a 40 unit complex with 2 buildings and only 44 parking spaces and only 1
point of access Sheldon Ave. N. at the dead end. This can bring in between 80 and
160 new residents to this project.

Where about 15 people lived in 3 houses we now have a possibility of 235 residents
added to the end of the street (only 1 access from Sheldon Ave. N. at the dead end).

Now the city of Kitchener wants to approve a 120 unit complex to the
neighbourhood with only 124 parking spaces. We can expect 240-480 new residents.
If this development is approved this complex should not be allowed to have a cellular
antennas on the building. This will cause increased exposure to RF radiation in the
area residents. With the push toward electric vehicles | have not seen any requirement
for EV chargers in the complex, there should be a requirement for 10% of the parking
space to have access to EV charging or 13 EV changing stations. All E-bike storage
must be stipulated to be outside due to the number of fires caused by Lithium-lon
batteries, there should be some sort of charging station in this area so residents will not
need to take these units inside to charge.



With this development in the middle of an existing neighbourhood the construction
times should be changed from 7 am to 8 am Monday to Friday. No excavation,
concrete pouring or paving like work is to be done on the weekends. There needs to
be strict dust controls during construction, this needs to monitored and enforced. To
protect the existing residents, this should be done by a third party consultant paid for
by the developer with authority to shut down construction if the dust controls are not
working or not being used. The roads must be kept clear of mud etc..

Parking is a large concern with up to 480 residents. With 124 parking spaces are not
enough. This will lead to on street parking. The streets have been narrowed as they
were rebuilt and any parking on the street causes problems for traffic and emergency
services. The streets surrounding the complex should become Fire Routes so there is
only parking on 1 side of the roadway at times the bylaws permit. Brentwood,
Montgomery, Jackson and Fairmount should have these designations and enforced.
Sheldon Ave.N. from Fairmount to the dead end should also be designated as a Fire
Route due to the number of vehicles that will be at the dead end. This should be done
before construction begins as the area will get clogged with construction vehicles
during the build. As part of the permit process the developer should be required to
provide off street parking for construction vehicles.

I have concerns about the availability of services for the influx of residents to the
neighbourhood (bounded by Montgomery, Weber St., Ottawa St. and the expressway).
Is there enough Hydro, water, sewage capacity, natural gas, park space, schools and of
course Police, Fire and Ambulance services. If the infrastructure needs to be increased
this causes a disturbance in the community with roads being dug up, most of which
having just been rebuilt in the last 5-7 years.

There must be controls in place to prevent any or all of these developments ending
up like the condo complex on Fergus Ave. Kitchener with worked stopped the building
not completed or weathered in and the purchasers of the condos are without a place to
live or their money. There should be as part of the building permit a time line to start
and a max of 3 years to full occupancy (or allowed occupancy of every uint in the
complex). If the buildings are not complete within 3 years from the start date the
building permit expires and they must stop work and apply for a new building permit
with a cost which should be 50% higher than the original building permit.

The developer must be able to prove they have the finances to complete the project
on time.

Just because the City of Kitchener can does not mean you must build on any open
lot or redundant building. You must consider the neighbourhood you are looking at
and what effect this will have on the existing residents. Remember you work for us the
tax payer of the City of Kitchener and not for the province or the federal governments.

Jim Laturney



From: Barb Hergott (I

Sent: Wednesday, February 7, 2024 8:57 AM
To: Brian Bateman
Subject: 135-161 Jackson Ave and 136 Brentwood Ave, Kitchener

You don't often get email from (N | carn why this is important

There is much concern in our lovely neighbourhood about all of this development.

Do you really care/want to hear our concerns?? So many neighbours are not going to reach out because
there is a general feeling that you will do what ever you want to do to make money for the city, with no
real concerns for the residents already here.

We bought houses here and spent hard earned money, thought, and time to create homes for our
families. Now with the economy the government created, many can not afford to move, many do not
want to move.

But the increased traffic, people and problems will take away the sense of community in this
neighbourhood. And the height of these buildings overlooking what is now back(and front) yards with a
sense of privacy enjoyed daily by all of us. Would you want this done to your neighbourhood, and your
home value??

What are you thinking?? Please consider our concerns.

Barb Hergott

31 Clive Road




From: Stells fr i =

Sent: Friday, February 9, 2024 4:04 PM
To: Brian Bateman; Internet - Council (SM)
Subject: 135-161 Jackson Ave and 136 Brentwood Ave

Some people who received this message don't often get email from 4.2 Why this is important

Hello Brian and Councillor,
| am submitting my concerns regarding 135-161 Jackson Ave and 136 Brentwood Ave.

When the single family home across the street from me was converted to a rental duplex we were
originally told by the building department that the occupancy limit was 8. Inquiries were made when
neighbours noticed more people and suddenly we were told the occupancy limit was 10. There are
currently more than 10 people residing in that duplex but the building department or the city does not
monitor or do anything about it.

1. Who is going to monitor the occupancy limit of the units being proposed?
2. How many of the units are rentals?

3. The increase to the number of people living in the area will negatively impact the neighbourhood.
This proposed development is too large.

4. The current greenspace available to local people is already too small for the current population of the
neighbourhood. No one from the city regularly monitors Mongomery Park; perhaps if it were monitored
vehicles would not illegally park on and ruin the grass by the tennis courts.

5. The increase in traffic will negatively impact the neighbourhood.

6. This neighbourhood has already seen an increase in traffic do to the city approving zoning changes
and development even though over 99% of the residents were opposed; who is representing the people
who live here?

7. Are there other rental properties in the neighbourhood owned by this developer? If so, are the
properties maintained to Kitchener Property Standards?

8. In the last few years many single family homes that have sold in the area have become slum rentals;
garbage on the properties, parking on front lawns, no one shovelling the sidewalks, etc. How can we
trust the city to look after the current residents interests when nothing is currently being done to
protect our property values and standards.

9. I would like to see less than half dwelling units proposed and more outdoor green space on the
development property for its future residents.

10. A huge decline in the number of toads has occurred surrounding the proposed development area.
This has taken place since the development properties were purchased. Has anyone from the city
checked into toad or other species decline in the area after this land was purchased?



From: Stephanie Patten (N

Sent: Saturday, January 20, 2024 7:28 AM
To: Brian Bateman
Subject: 135-161 Jackson Ave. & 136 Brentwoad Avc. Development

You don't often get email from 4N L carn why this is important

Good morning,

I am a neighbour in the Eastwood neighbourhood who lives on Brentwood ave, right across the street
from where this proposed development "might" be built. | am so incredibly upset by this plan that | have
been having trouble finding the correct words to express my concerns.

I do not understand the necessity of ruining our small neighbourhood with this monstrosity. We already
have 6-8 large scale condominiums going up within a 2-3km radius from our home. Why are these
additional units also helpful?

What | can see happening is increased crime, increased car accidents due to the new 200+ neighbours
and their guests, increased utility usage - does this mean our water pressure will be affected? Can our
sewer system handle this? Our power system? Internet lines? Will the neighbours who have worked
their butts off to purchase their home be forced to compensate for this new development ?

The developer who purchased and is destroying this land, do they or have they ever even lived in our
neighbourhood so they could know what damage they are causing? My neighbours all along Brentwood
and fairmount are distraught. We will be forced to not only live in the thick of construction for now
many years? But will have our entire living arrangements changed because of this development.

I know I'm not alone when | say our household was hit hard with depression since the pandemic, a lot of
my neighbours have had the same struggles going on. And being able to step outside of our homes and
see sky and sun is important. The thought of walking out my front door and all | can see are these
buildings blocking the sunshine is depressing so far beyond comprehension. | can't even fully explain the
negative implications this will certainly have.

The land would be better used for something our neighbourhood could actually benefit from. A
community centre and large park for the kids? A new sports field or place for a skating rink for our
budding athletes in the neighbourhood. Or just keep the incredible maple pond mansion the way it is!
No one even knew it was for sale!

Do we even have any chance fighting this thing? Or has the plan been accepted and the city just wants
to think we have a voice in this?

| appreciate your time.
Thank you

Stephanie Patten

119 Brentwood ave.

Get Qutlook for iOS



From: Rachel Ostrander

Sent: Friday, February 9, 2024 6:20 PM
To: Brian Bateman; Internet - Council (SM)
Subject: 136-161 Jackson and 136 Brentwood - concerns and

Some people who received this message don't often get email from i - 1 11 why this {3
E important

Hello Brian,

[ am emailing you about the proposed development on 136-161 Jackson and 136 Brentwood. [ am a
resident of the eastwood neighborhood and live on Brentwood.

Firstly, | would like to make it clear | am absolutely against this proposed development and rezoning to
minimize the rear setback limit and increase building height.

While typically development can be great for KW this particular proposal is not moving the needle of
progress in a way that creates overall benefit to the City and its residents. Additionally, the lot selected
for development is not suited to a development in general given its completely enclosed by residential
houses.

I have many questions and concerns, the following are some just a few of my key questions:

1. Hasagap capacity assessment been completed assessing the existing utility supply and the
incremental demand placed on the area by this proposal and other developments? 1 would like
to see this assessment and any supporting recommendations. We frequently have issues with
sewage backstops and other utility infrastructure and this proposal will only exacerbate current
issues.

2. The existing pond and mature trees provide important ecological habitats to wildlife in the
neighbourhood. Has there been an assessment completed on the species of wildlife in the area
and how they will be impacted when these habitats are removed ?

3. 120 units will greatly impact the traffic in the area by almost doubling the number of cars in
the neighborhood. There are only a handful of entries and exits and the impact on traffic will be
significant . i would be concerned for the number of children and elderly who live in the area.
please comment on how traffic’s impacts will be managed ?

4. Twould like to see a more detailed assessment on impacts to water drainage. Paving over porous

soil and removal of trees will certainly increase flood risks in the area . The proposed lot for the

development has grading such that surrounding lots already have flooding issues. this will only
be amplified with the current proposal.

The land was built by the gentleman who originally developed eastwood neighbourhood . the

current structure is a neighbourhood landmark and the neighbourhood itself was established in

the 1940s . Has the city considered the heritage that it would be demolishing and what's its
formal response ?

i, The “playground” currently proposed is minuscule and does nothing to compensate for the
neighborhood for the lost biodiversity and green space. Please comment on how the city plans to
push back to the developer to incorporate more green space than is currently proposed to
preserve mature trees while achieving its objectives ?

[#y)

Look forward to hearing the responses to some of these concerns and will attend the meeting on Feb
21st.

Best Regards,



From: Thomas van der Hoff (

Sent: Saturday, January 20, 2024 8:29 AM
To: Brian Bateman
Subject: Application #2BA24/002/1/BB - 135 Jackson Ave

You don't often get email from tvanderhoff@woolwich.ca. Learn why this is important

Hi Brian,

Sharing a perspective for consideration by the City in regard to parkland at the proposed development
at 135 Jackson Ave. As a resident of the neighbourhood, my family frequents the park on Montgomery
Rd. In reviewing the development application, it appears parkland has been included. Considering the
development is within the assumed 400 metre Parks Master Plan standard for proximity to the nearest
neighbourhood playground (100 metres from the park), there is opportunity for the City to receive cash-
in-lieu of parkland dedication, allocating these funds to the existing park which is in much need of
replacement and expansion of the existing playground.

The existing playground equipment is of significant vintage, and is primarily focused on the older age
range. The Eastwood neighbourhood is seeing a turnover of older residents with an influx of younger
families in recent years, and replacement of the existing playground would not only serve the new
residents but those who currently live here. A larger playground would be warranted as well,
considering the number of new residents who will be visiting the park.

This re-allocation of development lands also provides further opportunity for adding additional units
and/or parking.

Food for thought. Thanks Brian!

Thomas van dev Hoff

Deputy Director
Recreation and Community Services
Office: & &

o TOWNSHIP

Woolwich.ca | EngageWR | Facebook | Instagram | Twitter

This email may contain confidential information. If you received this email in error, please notify the sender and delete the email. Please consider the
environment before printing



From: Amber Elliot: (R

Sent: Saturday, January 20, 2024 8:44 AM
To: Brian Bateman
Subject: Application Number: ZBA24/002/1/BB

[You don't often get email from (I 2N Why this is important at

https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderldentification ]
Hello Brian,

[ am an Operations Coordinator for a major specialty deep foundation construction company in the KW
area. | wanted to reach out as |, as well as, the community have some major concerns for this build. | live
in the area, right behind where this development is being proposed and | would urge you to take
consideration of many things.

1. This area has had a growth in property damage and theft. (My cousin in an office for KW and has been
to many calls and can duly this) Do with this information what you wish, but more people means more
foot traffic, and more required security.

2. The parking is a huge situation for EVERYONE in this area. The township already didn’t listen to the
outstanding no’s we had for the park being turned into a disk golf course. So appropriate parking
numbers need to be established. One parking per unit is absolutely ridiculous for any complex. The
money coming from this development, the parking should be expanded. (Parking garage) 3. Those of use
to back onto the property, highly suggest that a proper and well designed fence be established around
the entire property. We will not permit residence to come on to our property and use the parking we
have in front of our streets to then walk the “easy way” through our lots and then into their building.
Law enforcement will be called.

4. This area has a large amount of long time home owners, and we have gotten use to the new to here
members that are joining this area, but there needs to be defined rules and processes that members
follow. My expectations are that this is not an owner built apartment building and that these units will
be sold and resold. My hope is that members of the sales area take consideration that those who are
buying will need to be told and reminded the community expectations. We do not take kindly to those
who disrupt the lives we have created. Human nature really. We have a very active community watch,
and security setup ourselves. We demand respect to our community and properties.

| reviewed the documents, and | will mentioned that you do not appear to have a geotechnical
investigation completed. This is something that you are going to need to take into consideration. If you
already have, | believe that it is important to share that document with the public. As | mentioned I work
for a deep foundations company, and this property, with how it sits, and its required structure, | suggest
taking into consideration the soils and sampling. We do lots of ICl work, high rise buildings and small
residential projects, and geotech information is always an high recommendation, especially for city
planned work.

| write this to you, not to urge you to stop the production and halt growth to the area, but to bring forth
the overwhelming concerns that the community has, and some advice on how to correct and follow
through. Operations and preparedness is my speciality, so | appreciate you taking the time to review this
email and request that you take this information with high consideration. You will be going to the
meeting taking place tomorrow. So be prepared to have a lot of feedback, as this community won’t hold
back. Please let us now everything, so we can be best prepared.



Thank you for your time and consideration,

Amber Elliott



From: Natalie Sebastian (G

Sent: Sunday, February 4, 2024 12:22 PM

To: Brian Bateman; Internet - Council (SM)

Cc: Stephanie Stretch

Subject: Below is a letter from 152 Jackson ( the owner doesn't have internet or does

email | have agreed to write her letter)

You don't often get email from [ EEEEEEEGEGGGENENNNN L 20 why this is important

Millie Eckert
152 Jackson Ave

Kitchener (NN

Just got notice they want to go ahead with a big development on our street.
| know we need more housing BUT this development does not belong in a small
neighborhood like ours.

We had a nice quiet family neighborhood until a big developer came in and bought
up 5 family homes. Now he wants to tear them down and put a townhouse complex for
120 units plus parking for 124 cars. Our small street cannot handle all that traffic. VWhat
about the sewers?

This street is not the place for a big complex. These developers do not live in our city,
but come in here and ruin our nice quiet neighborhoods. I'm sure the city councillors
would not want it on their street..

WHY CAN WE NOT HAVE A MEETING FACE TO FACE!

Mildred Eckert

Kindest regards,
Natalie

www.enpointeandjustdance.ca

On Friday, February 2, 2024 at 03:07:25 p.m. EST, Internet - Council (SM) <council@kitchener.ca>
wrote:

Dear Natalie,



| am sharing your comments with the Planner that is overseeing
this application at 135 Jackson, Brian Bateman. | have also sent
your comments to ClIr Stephanie Stretch.

There will be a neighbourhood information session held. Details to
join are in the link below and, by way of this email, | am asking
you be added to the list for

updates. https://app2.kitchener.ca/AppDocs/OpenData/AMANDA
DataSets/701880 POSTCARD%20(NOTICE%20&%20NIM)%20(
135%20Jackson).pdf

Following that, staff will consolidate the feedback in order to
finalize a recommendation to be considered by Planning
Committee and City Council.

Then Council’s decision will be communicated back to the
residents who participated in the information session.

Elizabeth Leacock



Constituency Assistant to Council | Office of the Mayor and
Council | City of Kitchener

519.741.2200 x7792 | TTY 1-866-969-9994 |
elizabeth.leacock@kitchener.ca

Q@00GO000606
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Confidentiality Notice: This email correspondence (including any attachments) may contain information which is confidential;
privileged; and/or exempt from disclosure under applicable law. It is intended only for the use of the designated recipient(s) listed
above. Any unauthorized use, distribution or disclosure is strictly prohibited. f you are not the intended recipient, or have otherwise
received this message by mistake, please notify the sender immediately by replying via email, and destroy all copies of this original
correspondence (including any attachments). Thank you for your cooperation.

From: Natalie Sebastian <na

Sent: Thursday, January 25, 2024 3:58 PM

To: Internet - Council (SM) <council@kitchener.ca>

Subject: Proposed Development in your Neighbourhood - Jackson & Brentwood !

You don't often get email from - Learn why this is important

| am writing as a private citizen of the Ward 10 property located at 212 Montgomery in
Kitchener N2H 3P7 to express my vehement opposition to the proposal redevelopment
per planning application 135-161 Jackson & 136 Brentwood Ave.

| am unclear why Kitchener paid thousands of dollars for this and we completely ignore
this.

Residential intensification in established neighbourhoods study




Residential intensification in established
neighbourhoods study

Policy and regulation review of developments in established
communities.

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



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

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

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

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

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

* Erosion of our voices as voters and as property owners within the physical boundaries
of this neighbourhood.

| ask that the City of Kitchener to:

1. Deny this application and prevent the project from going forward,

2. Withhold from use any funds from the tax base at the municipal, regional, provincial,
and federal levels into which our community residents contribute, saving those funds
from being diverted away from the neglected community standards enforcement already
plaguing this community to further enhance profitability of the commercial interests of
this property owner and commercial entities working with them.

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

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

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

Sincerely,
Natalie Sebastian
212 Montgomery road Kitchener N2H3P7



From: Megan Bailey (S

Sent: Thursday, February 8, 2024 10:09 PM
To: Brian Bateman
Subject: Comments - 135-161 Jackson Ave

You don't often get email from | N Lc2rn why this is important
Hello Brian,

I live at 171 Jackson St, immediately adjacent to Block D of the proposed development.

My first comment is that having the written comment period before the meeting seems
problematic. [ do not know entirely what I am supposed to be commenting on. There also could
be something that comes up at the meeting that I would like the comment on but can't because it
appears the only written comment period is before the meeting, and I have no idea how much
time would actually be available for verbal comments.

I’m also not sure if [ am only providing comments on the adjustments that the developer wants to
the zoning, or if [ am to be commenting on the actual project itself.

Overall, this does seem like a reasonable development, and probably a good location for a
townhouse development. But, I do have some complaints, and as this appears to be the only time
to make written comments I am going to make them, even if they don’t end up being relevant.

Existing Fence — at least part of the ‘existing fence’ along the north side of the development and
171 Jackson probably won’t survive construction.

Stop signs at Jackson and Fairmount, and Jackson and Brentwood — many, many vehicles run
these stop signs every day. This development would obviously result in more cars and more
pedestrians, [ am concerned someone is going to get hurt, though I do not know how to improve
these stops.

Weber St. — I already see pedestrians attempting to cross Weber St at Jackson Ave every
morning that [ wait at the bus stop. It seems very unsafe with the blind bend for cars heading
downtown. It would be nice if this development is approved for there to either be some sort of
pedestrian island added, or at a minimum, an additional safe crossing point on Weber St
somewhere between Ottawa and Eastwood Collegiate, which google maps says is about 750m
without a crossing.

‘Backyards’/’Sideyards’ — it’s not clear to me what is going behind these buildings. Is this just
free green space or are they backyard belonging to units on lower floors of the buildings.

Trees — it’s nice that some trees are going to be kept from the existing forested area, but a lot of
larger trees that are in decent shape are going to be cut down which is disappointing. It also
seems like a lot of the preserved trees are mostly being preserved because of it being on someone
else’s property. My other concern is that the document called “701880 23057 2023-11-29_135-



161 Jackson Ave OPA-ZBA Set” seems to imply additional trees exist which don’t actually
exist?
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This is the same area on the map (including the backyard of my house), and there are no trees there.
The ptan does not show any trees being planted or maintained on that side of the building. It seems to
be implying to me that it’s going to be more private than itis. If the developer wanted to put a tree on



that side of the fence | wouldn’t complain, and | feel like it would also be better for whomever ends up
living there too.

Parking — there doesn’t seem to be any/much visitor parking, which isn’t a huge deal as there is street
parking around barring any snow events, but | do have some concerns regarding street parking, at least
on Jackson between Brentwood and Fairmount. I'm pretty sure street parking is currently allowed on
both sides of the street, though it is currently nighttime so | am not going to go out and confirm that,
which if both sides were to be full of parked cars, navigating up and down the hill could be perilous. It
could be good to limit parking to one side of the street.

Privacy — it isn’t great going from a bungalow on the one side, even if the current garage and edge of the
house at 161 Jackson are currently closer than the new development, to a taller/3 story building with
balconies looking down into your backyard. | get that we need more housing in the area for sure, it’s just
unfortunate that the backyard surrounded by trees is going to be mostly gone.

| would also like to request that if any of my comments are to become public, please refrain from using
my full name with my address, as | work in a position where that information has the potential to put my
safety at risk.

Thanks!

Megan Bailey and Wesley Sadgrove



From: Kimm Kay (N

Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2024 3:39 PM

To: Brian Bateman

Subject: Concerned Home Owner - Ward 10 - Sheldon Ave. N.

Attachments; Response To Proposed Development in Jackson Ave., Kitchener - Ward 10.pdf

| You don't often get email from (N L c2 1 why this is important
Dear Brian,

I trust this message finds you well. | sure that you may have already received input from
various residents in our locality, but I believe it's crucial for you to hear from the
collective voice of our community.

Residing on Sheldon Ave. N. for the past 8 years with my husband and three daughters
(ages 8, 6, and 4), | cannot express enough how deeply disappointed | am with the
current state of our once-beautiful mature neighborhood. The challenges we face
extend beyond the existing issues, such as the presence of a large group home at the
dead end of Sheldon, where recent incidents have involved a SWAT team addressing a
man wielding a knife. This, unfortunately, is just one of many unsettling occurrences.

The prospect of constructing 40 stacked townhouses at the end of our street without
adequate parking raises concerns about the potential impact on our community.
Furthermore, the proposed development of a substantial apartment/townhouse
complex on Jackson Ave., encompassing Maple Pond and the charming historic houses
in its vicinity, is alarming.

Past attempts to voice our concerns in meetings have often been met with responses
suggesting that we should be grateful for the 'buffer’ between our neighborhood and
the highway. However, this approach does not consider the sustainability of such
irresponsible and shortsighted growth in our community.

| sincerely hope you will listen at the upcoming virtual meeting on Feb 21 that is
planned to discuss the newly proposed developments. Additionally, | urge you to re-
think the rezoning for the proposed development. Our community can no longer bear
the consequences of unchecked growth, which is leading to increased dangers on our
streets and making our neighborhood unsafe for our children to play. Many residents
are becoming frustrated and feel compelled to relocate, feeling as if we are being forced
out of our homes. How would you like it if it was right next to you and your family? |
don't think you would.

Best regards, Kim



From: Jamie Bester (D

Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2024 12:54 PM
To: Stephanie Stretch; Brian Bateman
Subject: Eastwood Neighbourhood Proposal

[You don't often get email from (. <2 why this is important at

https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderldentification ]
Good afternoon,

As a concerned citizen and resident of this direct community for over 20 years, | would like to present
the following concerns:

Response To Proposed Development

135 - 161 Jackson Ave. Kitchener

The Eastwood neighbourhood has been dealing with the fallout from the homeless shelter at 1668 King
St.E. for a few years now. We have had cars broken into, property damage and theft, a large potion of
which can be attributed to the presences of the homeless shelter.

The existing area has about 275 single family houses, 16 apartment building (3 floor walkups) consisting
of about 80 units and a condo complex at 260 Sheldon Ave.N. consisting of 94 units for a total of about
470 living units or between 940 and 1880 residents.

The City of Kitchener must look at a neighbourhood as a whole before approvingnew housing complexes
in existing neighbourhoods. With the scheduled influx of residents we are looking at the population of
the area bounded by Montgomery, Weber St., Ottawa St. and the expressway to be 134% of existing.
This does not even consider the possibility of 4000-7000 new residents of the apartment tower complex
planned for King St.E., Montgomery and Weber. According to Census Canada Breslau only had about
5000 residents as of 2021.

In late 2023 the Threshold Group opened their expanded group home and affordable housing units at
290 Sheldon Ave. N.. This complex has 24 units this will bring up to 75 new residents in the area. Again
only 1 access from Sheldon Ave. N. at the dead end.

There is another housing development approved and scheduled for 295 Sheldon Ave. N., a 40 unit
complex with 2 buildings and only 44 parking spaces and only 1 point of access Sheldon Ave. N. at the
dead end. This can bring in between 80 and 160 new residents to this project.

Where about 15 people lived in 3 houses we now have a possibility of 235 residents added to the end of
the street (only 1 access from Sheldon Ave. N. at the dead end).

Now the city of Kitchener wants to approve a 120 unit complex to the neighbourhood with only 124
parking spaces. We can expect 240-480 new residents. If this development is approved this complex
should not be allowed to have a cellular antennas on the building. This will cause increased exposure to
RF radiation in the area residents. With the push toward electric vehicles | have not seen any
requirement for EV chargers in the complex, there should be a requirement for 10% of the parking space
to have access to EV charging or 13 EV changing stations. All E-bike storage must be stipulated to be
outside due to the number of fires caused by Lithium-lon batteries, there should be some sort of
charging station in this area so residents will not need to take these units inside to charge.

With this development in the middle of an existing neighbourhood the construction times should be
changed from 7 am to 8 am Monday to Friday. No excavation, concrete pouring or paving like work is to
be done on the weekends. There needs to be strict dust controls during construction, this needs to
monitored and enforced. To protect the existing residents, this should be done by a third party
consultant paid for by the developer with authority to shut down construction if the dust controls are
not working or not being used. The roads must be kept clear of mud etc..



Parking is a large concern with up to 480 residents. With 124 parking spaces are not enough. This will
lead to on street parking. The streets have been narrowed as they were rebuilt and any parking on the
street causes problems for traffic and emergency services. The streets surrounding the complex should
become Fire Routes so there is only parking on 1 side of the roadway at times the bylaws permit.
Brentwood, Montgomery, Jackson and Fairmount should have these designations and enforced. Sheldon
Ave.N. from Fairmount to the dead end should also be designated as a Fire Route due to the number of
vehicles that will be at the dead end. This should be done before construction begins as the area will get
clogged with construction vehicles during the build. As part of the permit process the developer should
be required to provide off street parking for construction vehicles.

| have concerns about the availability of services for the influx of residents to the neighbourhood
(bounded by Montgomery, Weber St., Ottawa St. and the expressway). Is there enough Hydro, water,
sewage capacity, natural gas, park space, schools and of course Police, Fire and Ambulance services. If
the infrastructure needs to be-increased this causes a disturbance in the community with roads being
dug up, most of which having just been rebuilt in the last 5-7 years.

There must be controls in place to prevent any or all of these developments ending up like the condo
complex on Fergus Ave. Kitchener with worked stopped the building not completed or weathered in and
the purchasers of the condos are without a place to live or their money. There should be as part of the
building permit a time line to start and a max of 3 years to full occupancy (or allowed occupancy of every
uint in the complex). If the buildings are not complete within 3 years from the start date the building
permit expires and they must stop work and apply for a new building permit with a cost which should be
50% higher than the original building permit.

The developer must be able to prove they have the finances to complete the project on time.

Just because the City of Kitchener can does not mean you must build on any open lot or redundant
building. You must consider the neighbourhood you are looking at and what effect this will have on the
existing residents. Remember you work for us the tax payer of the City of Kitchener and not for the
province or the federal governments.

Thank you for your time and considering those that this is directly affecting. Looking forward to hearing
from you.

Jamie



From: Jim Laturney (D

Sent: Tuesday, February 6, 2024 1:14 PM
To: Brian Bateman; Mayor; Stephanie Stretch
Subject: Eastwood area developments

Some people who received this message don't often get email from (SR ca. Learn why this is important

Brian:

| have just been in contact with someone who has a handle on the developments proposed for
this area.

1770 King St. E. 503 units
1668 King St. E 616 units
1253 King St. E. 403 units
295 Sheldon Ave. N. 40 units
Clive 40 units
(Between Montgomery and Fairmount)
135 Jackson 120 units

Charles and Borden 2 towers?

King, Charles, Ottawa and Borden
2 towers?

20 Ottawa St. N. 2 towers?

as well as

Corner Delroy and Weber St.

Fergus Ave. beside the Beer Store

These developments can bring in between 6000 - 12,000 more residents to the area. When will
the City say no more in this area. 12,000 is about 2.5 times the size of Breslau from the 2021
Census.

Some of these will have to be stopped before we get overwhelmed. As | wrote to mayor before
if | wanted to live in Mississauga | would have moved there.

Jim Laturney



From: Elizabeth Leacock on behalf of Internet - Council (SM)

Sent: Friday, February 2, 2024 3:07 PM

To: Brian Bateman; 'natalie_sebastian@yahoo.ca'

Cc: Stephanie Stretch

Subject: FW: Proposed Development in your Neighbourhood - 135 Jackson &
Brentwood !

Dear Natalie,

| am sharing your comments with the Planner that is overseeing
this application at 135 Jackson, Brian Bateman. | have also sent
your comments to Clir Stephanie Stretch.

There will be a neighbourhood information session held. Details to
join are in the link below and, by way of this email, | am asking
you be added to the list for

updates. https://app2.kitchener.ca/AppDocs/OpenData/AMANDA
DataSets/701880 POSTCARD%20(NOTICE%20&%20NIM)%20(
135%20Jackson).pdf

Following that, staff will consolidate the feedback in order to
finalize a recommendation to be considered by Planning
Committee and City Council.

Then Council’s decision will be communicated back to the
residents who participated in the information session.

Elizabeth Leacock

Constituency Assistant to Council | Office of the Mayor and
Council | City of Kitchener

519.741.2200 x7792 | TTY 1-866-969-9994 |
elizabeth.leacock@kitchener.ca
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Confidentiality Notice: This email commespondence (including any attachments) may contain information which is confidential; privileged; and/or exempt from
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Sent: Thursday, January 25, 2024 3:58 PM

To: Internet - Council (SM) <council@kitchener.ca>
Subject: Proposed Development in your Neighbourhood - Jackson & Brentwood !

You don't often get email fromii I | <orn why this is important

| am writing as a private citizen of the Ward 10 property located at 212 Montgomery in
Kitchener N2H 3P7 to express my vehement opposition to the proposal redevelopment
per planning application 135-161 Jackson & 136 Brentwood Ave.

| am unclear why Kitchener paid thousands of dollars for this and we completely ignore
this.

Residential intensification in established neighbourhoods study

Residential intensification in established
neighbourhoods study

Policy and regulation review of developments in established
communities

The Eastwood neighbourhood within which | live is a quiet and serene older wartime
neighbourhood consisting of mainly single-family dwellings, which is the primary



motivating factor in my decision to purchase my home here. This neighbourhood would
be severely impacted by not only the visual uglification of the surrounding neigbourhood
by way of impositions of tall structures on the skyline, but also by the unwanted
population intensification which will manifest itself in many ways, including but not
limited to:

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

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

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

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

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

* Erosion of our voices as voters and as property owners within the physical boundaries
of this neighbourhood.

[ ask that the City of Kitchener to:

1. Deny this application and prevent the project from going forward,

2. Withhold from use any funds from the tax base at the municipal, regional, provincial,
and federal levels into which our community residents contribute, saving those funds
from being diverted away from the neglected community standards enforcement already
plaguing this community to further enhance profitability of the commercial interests of
this property owner and commercial entities working with them.

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

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

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

Sincerely,
Natalie Sebastian
212 Montgomery road Kitchener N2H3P7



Kindest regards,
Natalie

www.enpointeandjustdance.ca




From: Elizabeth Leacock on behalf of Internet - Council (SM)

Sent: Friday, January 26, 2024 11:07 AM
To: Stephanie Stretch; Brian Bateman
Subject: FW: Proposed Development in your Neighbourhood - Jackson & Brentwood !

Good morning Brian and Stephanie,

Brian, | see that you are the planning contact for this site plan
application. Would you take a look at the email below, and
comment on the list of asks/suggestions by the resident to assist
Stephanie in responding to the resident please.

| also believe there is a Virtual Zoom Meeting for the public on
February 21t at 7pm. To join go to www.zoom.us/join, enter
meeting |ID# 82817583252 or participate by phone dial
1.647.558.0588 and enter meeting ID# 828 1758 3252

Specific question can be submitted to the planner at
brian.bateman@kitchener.ca r 51-741-2200 x7869

Thanks so much,

Elizabeth Leacock

Constituency Assistant to Council | Office of the Mayor and
Council | City of Kitchener

519.741.2200 x7792 | TTY 1-866-969-9994 |
elizabeth.leacock@kitchener.ca

Q06000006

%\:ﬂe ht:;x“. A .

[ toryou | info@kitchener.ca
rLIWPA 5197412345

Confidentiality Notice: This email comespondence (including any attachments) may contain information which is confidential; privileged; and/or exempt from
disclosure under applicable law. It is intended only for the use of the designated recipient(s) listed above. Any unauthorized use, distribution or disclosure is




strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, or have otherwise received this message by mistake, please notify the sender immediately by replying via
email, and destroy all copies of this original comespondence (including any attachments). Thank you for your cooperation.

From: Natalie Sebastian

Sent: Thursday, January 25, 2024 3:58 PM

To: Internet - Council (SM) <council@kitchener.ca>

Subject: Proposed Development in your Neighbourhood - Jackson & Brentwood !

You don't often get email from . Learn why this is important

| am writing as a private citizen of the Ward 10 property located at 212 Montgomery in
Kitchener N2H 3P7 to express my vehement opposition to the proposal redevelopment
per planning application 135-161 Jackson & 136 Brentwood Ave.

I am unclear why Kitchener paid thousands of dollars for this and we completely ignore
this.

Residential intensification in established neighbourhoods study

Residential intensification in established
neighbourhoods study

Policy and regulation review of developments in established
communities

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



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

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

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

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

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

* Erosion of our voices as voters and as property owners within the physical boundaries
of this neighbourhood.

| ask that the City of Kitchener to:

1. Deny this application and prevent the project from going forward,

2. Withhold from use any funds from the tax base at the municipal, regional, provincial,
and federal levels into which our community residents contribute, saving those funds
from being diverted away from the neglected community standards enforcement already
plaguing this community to further enhance profitability of the commercial interests of
this property owner and commercial entities working with them. ,

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

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

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

Sincerely,
Natalie Sebastian
212 Montgomery road Kitchener N2H3P7



From: Stephanie Stretch

Sent: Tuesday, February 13, 2024 4:03 PM
To: e =— =3
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Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Hi Brian,

Can you follow up with Gabriele? And cc me?
Thank you,

Stephanie Stretch

Councillor, Ward 10 | Office of the Mayor and Council | City of Kitchener
519-741-2786 ext.2786 | TTY 1-866-969-9994 | Stephanie.Stretch@Kitchener.ca

Customers can now connect with the City of Kitchener anytime by calling
the 24/7 Corporate Contact Centre at 519-741-2345

From: Gabriele (D
Sent: Tuesday, February 13, 2024 2:24 PM

To: Stephanie Stretch <Stephanie.Stretch@kitchener.ca>
Subject: Re: Development on Jackson

Hello Stephanie,

I'm unable to meet before the meeting, as well as unable to attend the meeting. Please let me know
what considerations have been given in regards to height/towering over properties on Brentwood and
Fairmount. How will you deal with increased traffic considering the other developments hsppening in
the area? Remember parents stop and wait to pick up students from school using Jackson all the way
up the hill as well as along Brentwood and Montgomery What has been done to reduce the traffic. What
about runoff into the lower yards on Brentwood. How much greenspace excluding Montgomery park
and Eastwood's soccer field has been included in the development? What about the trees at 161? Take
them down for a small fine? What about a parking garage or hidden driveway? Rental or ownership?
What percentage is affordable? No 'flop housing' please as the current landlord is practising. This has
resulted in an unstable and unsafe neighbourhood. What about sewer capacity and water pressure,
how will that affect the area? With our property values going down, will we see a reduction in taxes?
Where can we see an actual plan? The diagram on the sign and the postcards do not do justice to the
magnitude of the undertaking. Will you be sending out emails with the minutes of the meeting? If so
please include me.



Regards
Gabriele

On Thu., Feb. 1, 2024, 4:11 p.m. Stephanie Stretch, <Stephanie.Stretch@kitchener.ca> wrote:

Hi Gabriele,

Leave this with me for a few days and I'll see what | can do. Maybe a hybrid meeting in person with
others joining on line? I'll get back to you once | know what’s possible.

Thanks

Stephanie Stretch

Councillor, Ward 10 | Office of the Mayor and Council | City of Kitchener
519-741-2786 ext.2786 | TTY 1-866-969-9994 | Stephanie.Stretch@Kitchener.ca

Customers can now connect with the City of Kitchener anytime by calling the 24/7
Corporate Contact Centre at 519-741-2345

From: Gabriele

Sent: Thursday, February 1, 2024 3:10 PM

To: Stephanie Stretch <Stephanie.Stretch@kitchener.ca>
Subject: Re: Development on Jackson




You don't often get email from - Learn why this is important

Several households are not into zoom. Now that the pandemic is behind us, | feel a gathering at a
public space would be less discriminating. The telephone suggestion does not allow for visual content.

On Tue., Jan. 30, 2024, 4:35 p.m. Stephanie Stretch, <Stephanie.Stretch@kitchener.ca> wrote:

Hi Gabriele,

Yes, absolutely that is possible. What works best for you? Phone or in person? | am happy to connect
but also encourage you to contact Brian Bateman. He is the lead planner on this file and will be able to
answer any questions you might have. If you are able, please attend the Neighbourhood Meeting on
Feb 21 @ 7pm via zoom where you can ask any questions you might have of staff and/or the
applicant/owner. No decisions will be made at the meeting.

| have also included Brian Bateman in this email so that he can help answer any questions you may
have, as he is the lead planner on this file.

Please share this meeting information with neighbours as your feedback is important and crucial at
this time.

Virtual Zoom Meeting for the public on February 21st at 7pm.

To join go to http://www.zoom.us/join, enter meeting ID# 82817583252 or participate by phone dial
1.647.558.0588 and enter meeting ID# 828 1758 3252

Specific question can be submitted to the planner at brian.bateman@kitchener.ca r 51-741-2200
X7869

Thank you and let me know how you would like to connect.
Stephanie Stretch

Councillor, Ward 10 | Office of the Mayor and Council | City of Kitchener
519-741-2786 ext.2786 | TTY 1-866-969-9994 | Stephanie.Stretch@Kitchener.ca

Customers can now connect with the City of Kitchener anytime by calling the 24/7 Corporate Contact
Centre at 519-741-2345



From: noreply@kitchener.ca <noreply@kitchener.ca> On Behalf Of Gabriele
Sent: Tuesday, January 30, 2024 11:03 AM

To: Stephanie Stretch <Stephanie.Stretch@kitchener.ca>

Subject: Development on Jackson

[You don't often get email from Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderldentification ]

There is a new development in the works on Jackson Ave -135 -161. The neighbourhood has many
questions, and concerns. Personally | would like to speak with you regarding the development. Would
that be possible?

Thanks

Gabriele

Origin: https://www.kitchener.ca/en/council-and-city-administration/councillor-stephanie-
stretch.aspx

This email was sent to you by Gabriele through
https://www.kitchener.ca/.




From: Natalie Sebastian (

Sent: Tuesday, February 6, 2024 4:12 PM
To: Stephanie Stretch; Brian Bateman
Subject: Jackson Ave

You don't often get email from (N <2 why this is important

Stephanie and Brian
Why is this listed on the developers site ?
I thought this was a proposal!!ll

https://www livabl.com/kitchener-on/new-homes/page-2
in Kindness,
Natalie



From: Kelly Karges (i D

Sent: Sunday, February 4, 2024 5:27 PM
To: Brian Bateman
Subject: Jackson Development

[You don't often get email from (I - - why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderldentification ]

Hello,

| reside on Brentwood Avenue directly behind the site of the proposed development. | will be sending a
follow up email with feedback requested by the City as it relates to this project. Today | am reaching out
as a neighbour just informed us (and all others in the area) that this development is already being
advertised on livabl.com. | am wondering why the city is holding a meeting with those affected by this
development, when it seems as though the developer is confident that these plans will come to fruition
despite the fact that there may be extensive concerns of those that will be impacted. At this stage-
according to the card | was sent in the mail-the council has not finalized its decision and needs to
complete the process outlined on the card. It is clear that this developer is eager to get through this
phase and begin turning a profit. Is the city of Kitchener holding this meeting to placate the residents of
Brentwood and Jackson Ave or will our feedback actually be considered? | feel as though it is in bad faith
to allow advertising of this development to commence at this stage. The message that is being relayed is
that this project will proceed as planned despite those spearheading it having to go through the motions
as outlined. | would request that the City of Kitchener kindly ask the developer to remove all advertising
pertaining to this project until a formal decision has been reached. The neighbourhood is asking for the
respect and platform to be able to provide feedback as outlined, and to feel as though this information is
being considered on some level by those receiving it.

Thank you,
Kelly Karges



From: Doug Wilson (D

Sent: Tuesday, February 13, 2024 9:08 AM
To: Brian Bateman
Subject: Proposed Development 135 - 161 Jackson Avenue

You don't often get email from (N L ¢ 2 why this is important

Hello Brian,
We own a residence on Brentwood Avenue.

Regarding this proposed development, can you tell me if the developer has already submitted
an application for an Official Plan Amendment? Would the developer also need an amendment to the
Regional Official Plan?

Thanks,

Doug Wilson

Doug Wilson

President,

Cambridge Butterfly Conservatory
2500 Kossuth Road

Cambridge, ON

N3H 4R7



From: Robert Young (I GGG

Sent: Thursday, February 8, 2024 8:39 PM
To: Brian Bateman; Internet - Council (SM); Hailey Young
Subject: Proposed Development In My Neighborhood.

I have a property on Brentwood - 132 next to 136, | have concerns regarding

* the number of vehicles that would be coming and going throughout the day and night idling beside my
house, the headlights on my windows day and night. Potential for 124 vehicles??

* the increase in pollution to the air quality.

* Will the property be level with my property or will it be higher and casting a shadow?

* Will there be privacy?

* Snow removal at my driveway and property line?

Councillor Stretch, what are my options as a resident and property owner?

I am slowly renovating 132 Brentwood; when my Daughter is finished University 1 was going to give it to
her, she was born in Kitchener and raised in this house, She is excited to raise her family there. Does not
look like it will be a quiet wooded area now. Concrete jungle.



From: Karen Reed

Sent: Thursday, February 8, 2024 9:17 AM

To: Brian Bateman; Internet - Council (SM)

Cc: Stephanie Stretch

Subject: Proposed Development Jackson Ave., Kitchener

You don't often get email from [ -2 rn why this is important

To whom this concerns,

I am writing to express some thoughts with respect to the above mentioned development. I expect
you are hearing from many in this neighbourhood and are aware that we are not certain that our
voices matter. I am sure you know that there is 'pre-sales' advertised for that development that there
are questions about the relevancy of the online meeting. Is thete a reason that the meeting is online?
Clearly an online meeting is much less impactful and effective than in person. It also excludes those
that are not adept with the 'tech approach' and are then excluded.

I think something not mentioned but is hopefully implied is the impact this kind of development
will have on the mental health of those in the neighbourhood. You may not take that concern
seriously. However, anyone who moved to this neighbourhood chose it for what it already was. We
wete an established quiet family oriented community, not an "up and coming neighbourhood" as
was described in one real estate ad. Sadly, a number of homes have been bought by 'investors' who
have turned them into rentals which already has had an impact on the community. I am not in
opposition to rental homes but am against anything that has a negative impact on the
neighbourhood. I live beside one such property and am stressed over the disregard for properties,
neighbours, sense of community etc... At this point and as described in one of the patagraphs
below, the neighbourhood as we once knew it, appears to be dissolving. I didn't move here because
I wanted to live in a big overgrown, overpopulated, metropolis. If you take into consideration all of
the developments underway here, this is what this small neighbourhood is becoming. I guess if
someone came along with an offer I couldn't refuse, in light of what appears to be transpiting to my
neighbourhood, I would be gone. I moved approximately 20 years ago because of what this area was
and am distressed to see how we are being infringed upon. This development, by the very nature of
what is being proposed, will not blend in to the current area.

The best expression of concerns that have been made in gteat detail come from our neighbour Jim
Laturney, of whom you have already heard from but I shall include is information again: If I could

be so thorough and come from his background/experience, I would be covering the same details :
d

"Brian Bateman, Senior Planner
City of Kitchener

Brian this will forward to the mayor, Stephanie Stretch and posted the Eastwood
Neighbourhood Association Facebook page

I come from a background in the electrical industry and Health and Safety, in both these areas
there is a set of minimum standards not to be crossed.



We all know that this site will be rezoned for the project it is just a matter of getting it to fit the
City of Kitchener standards.

[ have to assume the City of Kitchener Planning department and council spent time and money
on establishing our minimum standards for building in Kitchener to maintain the quality of life
for adjacent residents and new residents alike. I also assume these minimum standards were
not kept secret so the developer, engineers and architects had all these standards when
developing a plan for this site, and chose to ignore them.

FSR: The floor space ratio is requested to be increased by 166% form .6 to 1 so they can put
more building on the 1.13 hectare lot.

Building Height: The increase from 9 m to 12.5 m is a 138% increase in height. These
buildings will tower over the adjacent properties with direct nightlines into their backyards
and homes.

Set Back: From 7.5m to 6m is 80% of what it should be. At 6m there is barley room to move
construction equipment around the buildings without encroaching on the adjacent properties.
7.5 is an adequate space for construction and leisure use when completed.

Parking: Parking should be 1.1 / unit to allow for visitor and owner’s parking. The parking
space #s should not include the 4 garage parking spots or the 6 Handicap spots. So 127 parking
spaces + 6 Handicap = 133 (not including the townhouse garage spots)

To all the variances in this case | would say No

EV Charging: The city should require at least 5% of the parking spots have access to a charging
station this would be 6 - 7 charging stations. These can be user pay charging stations. The
equipment provided by the developer and the cost of electricity and capital should be paid by
the user of the EV charger.

Trees: Save or replace 10% more trees scheduled to be removed as listed 103,104, 402, 403,
405,421,422,423,424,425,426,427,472, 495 and 496 be saved. This will be about an extra
10%. I find it puzzling in section 3.1 of the Arborist Report that trees on adjacent lots are listed
in Good condition while the subject site they are listed as Fair. Before construction starts the
trees should be pruned, fertilized and protected at least as far as the drip line. The owner
should be required to have the remaining trees and trees on adjacent property impacted by
their construction taken care of for 5 years. If a tree were to die or have to be removed it must
be replaced by a tree with at least a 5” diameter.

Site Fencing: An 8’ privacy fence (at the developers expense) should be installed around the
subject site prior to start of construction to prevent construction waste and workers from
encroaching on the adjacent properties.

Road Conditions and Construction Traffic: The contractor under the Highway Traffic Act is
required to keep the roadway clear of mud and debris (the roadway should be cleaned at least
twice a day during construction) until the lot is paved. There should be No Construction
traffic signs posted on Mackenzie, Sheldon, Raymond, Edmund, Jackson and Fairmont. All
construction traffic must use Montgomery to Brentwood the Brentwood to 136 for entry to the
site.

Dust Control: The constructor must have a dust control plan in place before construction
starts. Such as listing that the site will be watered as required to prevent dust enveloping the



adjacent properties. The adjacent properties should not have to suffer living in a dust bowl
because of construction. This site is literally in the middle of a neighbourhood.

Building Permit: The developer wants to do this in 2 phases. Build the 3 units that back on to
the Brentwood properties and 105 parking spaces. This implies to me that they don’t have the
money or unwilling to spend the money to build this out all at the same time. We do not want
this to end up like the building on Fergus Ave. in Kitchener, bankrupt not complete or even
enclosed from the weather left to rot. The project must be built out in a single phase with a
timeline of 2.5 years from when the first home is demolished to occupancy permits issued for
all the units. If this goes in 2 phases the construction timeline may be 5 years, not fair to the
neighbouring property owners. All the buildings scheduled for demolition should be taken
down at the same time, so we don’t have abandon houses to attract problems. This site should
be built out completely before Kitchener allows occupancy.

There should also be an adjusted work time for the site This is in the middle of a
neighbourhood work should only be permitted from 08:00 to 17:00 Monday to Friday. The
only work allowed on the weekends or statutory holiday is interior work on an enclosed
building.

The constructor must be required to provide off street parking for construction vehicles and
workers. These streets have been narrowed during street reconstruction and the extra on
street parking will cause problems for the area residents as well as emergency vehicles.

As stated before that this is literally in the middle of a neighbourhood completely surrounded
by houses.

Traffic Patterns and Parking: Fire Routes must be established on Brentwood, Jackson,
Fairmount and Montgomery surrounding the project should be in place before construction
starts.

The city should put a 4 way stop at Jackson and Brentwood. Along with 3 way stops at
Brentwood and Edmund and Brentwood and Raymond to discourage traffic from the complex
using Brentwood to Sheldon to Mackenzie to Ottawa. The traffic should be encouraged to go
Brentwood to Montgomery to Weber.

Thank you:

Jim Laturney”

or:

The Eastwood neighbourhood has been dealing with the fallout from the homeless shelter
at 1668 King St.E. for a few years now. We have had cars broken into, property damage
and theft, a large potion of which can be attributed to the presences of the homeless
shelter.

The existing area has about 275 single family houses, 16 apartment building (3 floor
walkups) consisting of about 80 units and a condo complex at 260 Sheldon Ave.N.
consisting of 94 units for a total of about 470 living units or between 940 and 1880
residents.

The City of Kitchener must look at a neighbourhood as a whole before approvingnew
housing complexes in existing neighbourhoods. With the scheduled influx of residents we



are looking at the population of the area bounded by Montgomery, Weber St., Ottawa St.
and the expressway to be 134% of existing. This does not even consider the possibility of
4000-7000 new residents of the apartment tower complex planned for King St.E.,
Montgomery and Weber. According to Census Canada Breslau only had about 5000
residents as of 2021.

In late 2023 the Threshold Group opened their expanded group home and affordable
housing units at 290 Sheldon Ave. N.. This complex has 24 units this will bring up to 75 new
residents in the area. Again only 1 access from Sheldon Ave. N. at the dead end.

There is another housing development approved and scheduled for 295 Sheldon Ave. N., a
40 unit complex with 2 buildings and only 44 parking spaces and only 1 point of access
Sheldon Ave. N. at the dead end. This can bring in between 80 and 160 new residents to
this project.

Where about 15 people lived in 3 houses we now have a possibility of 235 residents added
to the end of the street (only 1 access from Sheldon Ave. N. at the dead end).

Now the city of Kitchener wants to approve a 120 unit complex to the neighbourhood with
only 124 parking spaces. We can expect 240-480 new residents. If this development is
approved this complex should not be allowed to have a cellular antennas on the building.
This will cause increased exposure to RF radiation in the area residents. With the push
toward electric vehicles | have not seen any requirement for EV chargers in the complex,
there should be a requirement for 10% of the parking space to have access to EV charging
or 13 EV changing stations. All E-bike storage must be stipulated to be outside due to the
number of fires caused by Lithium-lon batteries, there should be some sort of charging
station in this area so residents will not need to take these units inside to charge.

With this development in the middle of an existing neighbourhood the construction times
should be changed from 7 am to 8 am Monday to Friday. No excavation, concrete pouring
or paving like work is to be done on the weekends. There needs to be strict dust controls
during construction, this needs to monitored and enforced. To protect the existing residents,
this should be done by a third party consultant paid for by the developer with authority to
shut down construction if the dust controls are not working or not being used. The roads
must be kept clear of mud etc..

Parking is a large concern with up to 480 residents. With 124 parking spaces are not
enough. This will lead to on street parking. The streets have been narrowed as they were
rebuilt and any parking on the street causes problems for traffic and emergency services.
The streets surrounding the complex should become Fire Routes so there is only parking on
1 side of the roadway at times the bylaws permit. Brentwood, Montgomery, Jackson and
Fairmount should have these designations and enforced. Sheldon Ave.N. from Fairmount to
the dead end should also be designated as a Fire Route due to the number of vehicles that
will be at the dead end. This should be done before construction begins as the area will get
clogged with construction vehicles during the build. As part of the permit process the
developer should be required to provide off street parking for construction vehicles.

| have concerns about the availability of services for the influx of residents to the
neighbourhood (bounded by Montgomery, Weber St., Ottawa St. and the expressway). Is
there enough Hydro, water, sewage capacity, natural gas, park space, schools and of
course Police, Fire and Ambulance services. If the infrastructure needs to be increased this
causes a disturbance in the community with roads being dug up, most of which having just
been rebuilt in the last 5-7 years.

There must be controls in place to prevent any or all of these developments ending up like
the condo complex on Fergus Ave. Kitchener with worked stopped the building not
completed or weathered in and the purchasers of the condos are without a place to live or



their money. There should be as part of the building permit a time line to start and a max of
3 years to full occupancy (or allowed occupancy of every uint in the complex). If the
buildings are not complete within 3 years from the start date the building permit expires and
they must stop work and apply for a new building permit with a cost which should be 50%
higher than the original building permit.

The developer must be able to prove they have the finances to complete the project on
time.

Just because the City of Kitchener can does not mean you must build on any open lot or
redundant building. You must consider the neighbourhood you are looking at and what
effect this will have on the existing residents. Remember you work for us the tax payer of
the City of Kitchener and not for the province or the federal governments.

***Please also note how the many developments are going to impact the area:
(reliable information as collected by a member of our neighbourhood, Jim L)***

1770 King St. E. 503 units

1668 King St. E 616 units

1253 King St. E. 403 units

295 Sheldon Ave. N. 40 units

Clive 40 units

(Between Montgomery and Fairmount)

135 Jackson 120 units

Charles and Borden 2 towers?

King, Charles, Ottawa and Borden

2 towers?

20 Ottawa St. N. 2 towers?

as well as

Corner Delroy and Weber St.

Fergus Ave. beside the Beer Store

These developments can bring in between 6000 - 12,000 more residents to the area. When
will the City say no more in this area. 12,000 is about 2.5 times the size of Breslau from the
2021 Census.

Some of these will have to be stopped before we get overwhelmed. As | wrote to mayor
before if | wanted to live in Mississauga | would have moved there.

*And this is also something that should be considered** (again, the brilliant work of
JimL.))

The high point in this project is 161 Jackson Ave. and all the run off water runs toward
Montgomery and Brentwood.

Storm Water Management this area has been a storm water sink for at least 50 yrs most of
the houses in the area were built in the 50’s and 60’s. From my rough calculations this
property is about 165,000 sq. ft. or 156329 sqg. m. it is going from 98% green space with a
retention pond to 98% hardscape. This will allow aprox. 2690 litres / hour run off with a
25mm/hr rain fall. With an all day rain it will shed about 21520 litres in and 8 hour period
(equivalent to filling your car 269 times). Where is all this water going to go? Is there a
retention system underground on the property to hold and slowly dissipate the storm water
run off or will the houses on Montgomery and Brentwood take the brunt of the run off in their
yards and basements. Has any consideration been given to an underground storage tank?
The water can then be used to flush toilets and water the landscaping. This will save on the



storm water management, water usage and sewage charges on bill from the Kitchener
Utilities

If you have gotten this far, thank you for reading this email.

Sincerely,

~Karen



From: Kelly Karges (RN

Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2024 9:03 PM
To: Brian Bateman; Internet - Council (SM)
Subject: Proposed Development Jackson Avenue

You don't often get email from (NS c2rn why this is important

Hello,

| hope this email finds you well. | am writing to provide feedback ahead of tomorrow’s information
session. | am the homeowner at 124 Brentwood Avenue, and reside directly behind the proposed
development. I have reviewed the documents available on the city’s website. There has been much
discussion occurring among those who would be affected by this plan. Although | am absolutely not
opposed to development and housing, | am very much opposed to the plan put forth by the Jackson
Avenue owner.

Although the property of 135 Jackson Avenue occupies a large space quite literally in the centre of the
block, this should not equate to the new owner/developers having the bulk of authority and free rein to
do whatever they please. They most certainly should not be granted permission to skirt existing zoning
laws. It is unsettling to think that the developers can simply buy up properties in a mature
neighbourhood and create upheaval to maximize upon a business venture.

There are many aspects of this plan that do not seem feasible. | will list some of them.

1, The space is simply too small. The developers would like to cram several buildings into this area.
It is not realistic and it infringes upon all the surrounding neighbours who encompass the full
perimeter of this proposed development. The parking alone will not realistically support all the
residents within the units.

2, The proposed buildings will be too close to the existing property lines

The proposed height of the buildings are unacceptable and will obliterate privacy.

4. The owner plans to demolish the wall that separates 135 Jackson from the surrounding
properties. Why?

5. Having two entrances via the demolition of homes on Brentwood and Jackson is disruptive to
the neighbourhood and will create major traffic congestion, increased parking on the road
(often utilized by residents of Brentwood as the majority of homes utilize tandem parking due to
narrow driveways). Traffic studies need to be prolonged and repeated at different times of the
year. | know a traffic study has been submitted. | do not believe it is thorough enough.

6. People choose to live in mature, established neighbourhoods to avoid development such as
this.

7. Approving this proposal would be prioritizing the financial gains of a developer. This does not
appear to be affordable housing. This level of development is not necessary here in this space.

8. Concerns that construction will drive displaced rodents/rats into surrounding homes.

9. High-rise construction to commence on King/Montgomery-there are ongoing efforts to address
housing issues-the development on 135 Jackson appears opportunistic and unnecessary.

10. Any development on that property would need to be scaled down extensively and should
consider how it integrates into an established neighbourhood. This developer is attempting to
completely reconfigure and dismantle the block to accommodate an over ambitious project.

g



We are prepared to convene with neighbours and seek litigious advice should this development be
approved as is. ‘

Thank you for your time,
Kelly Karges



From: Melanie Cameron ()

Sent: Wednesday, January 31, 2024 3:26 PM

To: Brian Bateman

Cc: Marguerite Love; Internet - Council (SM)

Subject: Query re Proposed Development at 135-161 Jackson Ave and 136 Brentwood
Ave

You don't often get email from NN ©arn why this is important
Hello, Brian.

I'm the daughter of Marguerite (Love} Cameron (cc’ed in here, along with Ward 10 Councilior, Stephanie
Stretch).

Marguerite owns and resides at 140 Brentwood Ave, located immediately to the right of 136 Brentwood
Ave.

We plan to attend the February 21 meeting to learn more about this proposal. In the meantime, we
have several questions and are wondering if you’re able to answer these.

1/ We see the proposal outlines a rear yard setback of 6.1 metres. What is the proposed setback from
the side lot-line of 140 Brentwood Ave?

2/ Is there fencing / a barrier proposed between what is now 136 Brentwood and 140 Brentwood, to
help mitigate impact of traffic noise of the some 124 vehicles, plus bicycles, that would now be passing
immediately along the 140 Brentwood side lot-line?

3/ Presumably, proceeding with this proposal would greatly impact quality of life in the 140 Brentwood
residence, as well as significantly lessen resale value of the 140 property. Does the developer or City
have a proposal for how to recompense the current owner of 140 Brentwood Ave?

Thank you for your time with our questions. We look forward to hearing from you.

Melanie Cameron,
on behalf of Marguerite (Love) Cameron



From: Dennis &/or Barb (I

Sent: Tuesday, February 6, 2024 3:58 PM
To: Brian Bateman
Subject: RE: 135-161 Jackson Ave & 136 Brentwood

You don't often get email from i L c 2rn why this is important

Brian,

Your legal department can send me directly the paperwork me as head of our action commitee; as we
have three individuals in our neighbourhood who are representing all of us and themselves in this
matter we will be meeting before this Zoom.

Please send paperwork to 159 Brentwood Avenue Kitchener On N2H2C9

Regards,
Barbara Maslanko and Dennis Gibson

From: Brian Bateman <Brian.Bateman@kitchener.ca>
Sent: February 6, 2024 3:49 PM

To: 'Dennis &/or Barb' [ D

Cc: Garett Stevenson <Garett.Stevenson@kitchener.ca>
Subject: RE: 135-161 Jackson Ave & 136 Brentwood

Thank you for the request. | can have the City’s Legal Dept. send it directly to your lawyer. Please send
me his name and contact information at your earliest convenience.

Brian Bateman, MCIP, RPP
Senior Planner

City of Kitchener

519-741-2200 x7869, TTY 1-866-969-9994

0060000606

From: Dennis &/or Barb
Sent: Tuesday, February 6, 2024 12:03 PM

To: Brian Bateman <Brian.Bateman@kitchener.ca>
Subject: Re: 135-161 Jackson Ave & 136 Brentwood

You don't often get email from o NN -2 rn why this is important

Mr. Bateman,

Before the meeting the neighbours’ lawyer has ask for the paperwork when this area was rezoned. Over
30 years ago we have the documentation and the original owner told us all he was not allowed to build
his proposed 3 storey apartments so he built the mansion. We have been asked by counsel to get the
documentation of when the City of Kitchener rezoned our area, paperwork, and Mayor in office. We



would also need how a driveway is zoned; proposed building plan is removing a residential dwelling to
install a roadway; is this legal?

We all look forward to your prompt response and our lawyer for the neighbourhood will acting on our
behalf.

Regards,
Barbara Maslanko and Dennis Gibson

Get Qutlook for iOS

From: Brian Bateman <Brian.Bateman@kitchener.ca>

Sent: Tuesday, February 6, 2024 11:37:08 AM

To: 'Dennis &/or Barb'

Cc: Garett Stevenson <Garett.Stevenson@kitchener.ca>; Stephanie Stretch

<Stephanie.Stretch@kitchener.ca>
Subject: RE: 135-161 Jackson Ave & 136 Brentwood

Hello Dennis & Barb,

| wanted to acknowledge receipt of your email and voicemail noting concerns to the development
proposal. They will be taken under consideration in the staff report. A virtual Neighbourhood Meeting
has been arranged for February 21, 2024, at 7 pm. No decisions will be made and it’s an opportunity to
be informed of the process, the proposal and ask questions of staff and/or the applicant/owner. Hope
you can attend. If not, it will be recorded and posted on the City’s website for viewing later. See
attached for meeting details.

Brian Bateman, MCIP, RPP
Senior Planner

City of Kitchener

519-741-2200 x7869, TTY 1-866-969-9994

Q0060000006

From: Dennis &/or Barb

Sent: Tuesday, February 6, 2024 9:40 AM

To: Brian Bateman <Brian.Bateman@kitchener.ca>
Subject: 135-161 Jackson Ave & 136 Brentwood

You don't often get email from Learn why this is important

Mr. Bateman,

My family and | are residents of the Brentwood and Jackson area for over 30 years and are opposed to
this proposed development of the as we call it the Mansion Site. The original owner of this site was
refused development on the following basis:



e ruin the character of the neighbourhood established by Architect Schwartz you would not do
this on Lydia St.

s Hydro services are over 50 years old and cannot accommodate this development. Area fed from
5TS from Enova on feeder 5M13 which is maxed out, who would be paying for new hydro
services to the area? Or have you even considered this

» Sewar, water infrastructure in the area was updated about 15 years ago and to add this type of
development who is paying for upgrade to accommodate.

= Kitchener landfill was only good for approximately 15 more years for the current population this
is irresponsible to add this many residents.

= With the new proposed apartment in the same area on King St the schools in the area cannot
already handle the areas students, Shepard PS, Saint Anne CS, Sunnyside Middle School, and
Eastwood Cl with all these new families.

*  What about the traffic? You add over a hundred cars to our quiet neighbourhood?

= They are also proposing tearing down Mr. Silver's house for a driveway in the middle of
Brentwood; all | going and outgoing traffic will shine lights continually into Dave's, Carl's,
Margurite’s and Sue's house. As you can see this is not just a neighborhood we all know each
other and watch out for the seniors out area.

= This developer has been buying up homes in our neighborhood and renting them out to
students to the total destruction of these homes. They do not clean their snow, rake leaves,
leave garbage all over the place to chase residents from our area which we have maintained for
over 30-50 years. This development is not an improvement it is a destruction of the
architectural character of our neighbourhood.

= | am not sure how you plan but this is not a good one.

= Infrasturure, schools, traffic, hydro, gas restriction would destroy our mature trees, increase
traffic for residents and students to unsafe levels,

= This is a neighbourhood of people who built Kitchener: John Wynn's KW Transport School,
numerous Schneider Foods retires, Minister at St. Paul's, numerous ATS employees, employees
at Google, etc

* We have a quiet neighbourhood of friends which this development will destroy.

Get Qutlook for iQS



From: Stephanie Stretch

Sent: Monday, February 5, 2024 12:37 PM

To: Andy Kheir

Cc: Anita Zapletan Csonti; Elizabeth Leacock; Brian Bateman
Subject: RE: Development and our Neighbourhood

Hello Mr. Andy Kheir,

I am hearing from many constituents about the 135 Jackson proposal. | wanted to pass on
some information | have learned and wanted you to keep encouraging neighbours to attend
the Feb 21° meeting and formally write the file manager Brian Bateman and myself with
their questions and their comments so that they can be captured in a meaningful and
useful way.

If you aren’t aware of this link to new developments for more info, see here.

You can also refer to the process here. We are currently at stage one and moving into
G © | with the meeting. Please keep encouraging people to attend.

Brian do you have anything else to add?
Thank you,

Stephanie Stretch

Councillor, Ward 10 | Office of the Mayor and Council | City of Kitchener
519-741-2786 ext.2786 | TTY 1-866-969-9994 | stephanie.Stretch@Kitchener.ca

Customers n now connect with the City of Kitchener anytime by calling the 24/7
Corporate Contact Centre at 519-741-2345

From: Andy Kheir
Sent: Sunday, February 4, 2024 3:43 PM

To: Stephanie Stretch <Stephanie.Stretch@kitchener.ca>
Subject: Development and our Neighbourhood

You don't often get email from (SN o2 why this is important
Hi Stephanie,

| notice that you are not active in our neighbourhood conversations, especially with
development projects.



| think you may benefit from seeing the conversation online:
https://www.facebook.com/groups/EastwoodNAKitchener

| think everyone in the Eastwood neighbourhood is getting fed up with the decisions
from the city that are PRE-MADE before consultation and being imposed on us.

As our representative, you *should be* part of the regular discussions.

BTW - Almost everyone HATES the 135 Jackson proposal! How is this being pre-sold
already??? We haven't even had the consultation meeting? Has this been decided
before the process began??

Regards.

Andy Kheir



From: Stephanie Stretch

Sent: Tuesday, January 30, 2024 4:35 PM
To: Gabriele

Cc: Brian Bateman

Subject: RE: Development on Jackson

Hi Gabriele,

Yes, absolutely that is possible. What works best for you? Phone or in person? [ am happy to connect but
also encourage you to contact Brian Bateman. He is the lead planner on this file and will be able to
answer any questions you might have. If you are able, please attend the Neighbourhood Meeting on Feb
21 @ 7pm via zoom where you can ask any questions you might have of staff and/or the
applicant/owner. No decisions will be made at the meeting.

I have also included Brian Bateman in this email so that he can help answer any questions you may have,
as he is the lead planner on this file.

Please share this meeting information with neighbours as your feedback is important and crucial at this
time.

Virtual Zoom Meeting for the public on February 21st at 7pm.

To joingo to
https://can01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.zoom.us%2Fjoin&data=05%7
C02%7CBrian.Bateman%40kitchener.ca%7Cbe46fcab8ac14b1bf70508dc21db5e67%7Cc703d79153f643a
59255622eb33alb0b%7C0%7C0%7C638422473263567948%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eylWljoiM
CAwlLjAWMDAILCIQljoiV2luMzliLCIBTIil6lk1haWwiLCIXVCI6Mn0%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=Va9CvDrU

mQg3TfCmzSAIVePwyhTq4dupbMqbublgkHac%3D&reserved=0, enter meeting ID# 82817583252 or
participate by phone dial 1.647.558.0588 and enter meeting ID# 828 1758 3252

Specific question can be submitted to the planner at brian.bateman@kitchener.ca r 51-741-2200 x7869
Thank you and let me know how you would like to connect.
Stephanie Stretch

Councillor, Ward 10 | Office of the Mayor and Council | City of Kitchener
519-741-2786 ext.2786 | TTY 1-866-969-9994 | Stephanie.Stretch@Kitchener.ca

Customers can now connect with the City of Kitchener anytime by calling the 24/7 Corporate Contact
Centre at 519-741-2345

--—-0Original Message-----



From: noreply@kitchener.ca <noreply@kitchener.ca> On Behalf Of Gabriele
Sent: Tuesday, January 30, 2024 11:03 AM

To: Stephanie Stretch <Stephanie.Stretch@kitchener.ca>

Subject: Development on Jackson

[You don't often get email from Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderldentification ]

There is a new development in the works on Jackson Ave -135 -161. The neighbourhood has many
questions, and concerns. Personally | would like to speak with you regarding the development. Would
that be possible?

Thanks

Gabriele

Origin:
https://can01.safelinks. protection.outlook.com/?u rl=https%3A%2F%2 Fwww kitchener.ca%2Fen%2Fcoun
cil-a nd-city-administration%2Fcouncillor-stephanie-

stretch.aspx&data=05%7C02%7CBrian.Batema n%40kitchener.ca%7Cbe46fcab8ac14b1bf70508dc21db5e
67%7Cc703d79153f643a59255622eb33a 1b0b%7C0%7C0%7C638422473263576020%7CUnknown%7CT
WFpbGZsb3d8eyJWIjoiMC4wLiAWM DAILCIQIjoiV2IuMzIiLCIBTIil61k1haWwiLCIXVCIEMn0%3D%7C0%7C%
7C%7C&sdata=I3riEJJUuVZxcy8kcEDr7dCqspTnXNPea BNHOodjYOQ%3D&reserved=0

This email was sent to you by (N (oL

https://can01.safelinks. protection.outlook.com/?url=https%3A%2F%2 Fwww. kitchener ca% IF Bdata=05%
7C02%7CBrian.Bateman%40kitchener.ca%7Cbed6fcabRac14b1bf70508dc21db5 e67%7Cc703d79153f643
a59255622eb33a1b0b%7C0%7C0%7C638422473263582131%7CUn known%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJWljoi
MCAwLJAWMDAILCJQljoiV2IuMzIiLCIBTil6l k1haWwiLCIXVCIEMn0%3 D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata=pVCdnc
KE3AwnUUkrBLwskUPzd34R72t%2BJtUtqlsaxms%3D&reserved=0.



From: Thomas van der Hoff

Sent: Tuesday, February 6, 2024 11:22 AM

To: Lenore Ross; Brian Bateman

Cc: Stephanie Stretch

Subject: RE: [EXT] RE: Application #2ZBA24/002/1/BB - 135 Jackson Ave

Some people who received this message don't often get email from () <=1 why this is
important

Thanks again for the detailed response, Lenore.

Looking forward to the playground replacement at Edmund Green, and | know the community and
frequent pickleball users will appreciate the court lining.

Have a great week.

Thomas vaw der Hoff

Deputy Director
Recreation and Community Services
Office:

ﬂ]LWICH
. TOWNSHIP

Woolwich.ca | EngageWR |

This email may contain confidential information. If you received this email in error, please notify the sender and delete the email. Please consider the
environment before printing.

From: Lenore Ross <Lenore.Ross@kitchener.ca>

Sent: Tuesday, February 6, 2024 10:41 AM

To: Thomas van der Hoff ; Brian Bateman <Brian.Bateman@kitchener.ca>
Cc: Stephanie Stretch <Stephanie.Stretch@kitchener.ca>

Subject: RE: [EXT] RE: Application #ZBA24/002/1/BB - 135 Jackson Ave

Good morning Thomas,

The City’s Parkland Dedication Bylaw and Parkland Dedication Policy do not currently allocate the funds
collected from a specific development application to park improvements or park acquisition within the
subject Planning Community or neighbourhood; the funds are utilized across the City based on priorities
and identified needs.



The play equipment at Montgomery Park was installed in 1994 and our typical playground life cycle is
about 25 years. We inspect all playgrounds regularly for safety and compliance and prioritize playground
replacements where we can no longer get replacement parts or the equipment is not compliment with
current standards. Although Montgomery Park playground is past typical life expectancy it is still in
good and safe condition and will likely be renewed within the next 5 years.

This year we have plans to resurface and repaint the existing courts at Montgomery Park and to include
pickleball facilities along with some parking upgrades. The Neighbourhood Development Office (NDO)
also has some place making projects planned with the community, including additions to the disc golf
course at Montgomery Park; this work is planned over the course of the next year or so.

While we currently have no park or facility improvement plans for Knollwood Park, we are looking to
upgrade the playground at Edmund Green within the next 2 years and will be including accessible
pathways at the same time.

Finally, we are reviewing the amenities and condition of recreation facilities at the Aud — including the
skate park —to determine future needs and projects.

Regards,

Lenore

From: Thomas van der Hoff

Sent: Sunday, February 4, 2024 8:06 AM

To: Lenore Ross <Lenore.Ross@kitchener.ca>; Brian Bateman <Brian.Bateman@kitchener.ca>
Cc: Stephanie Stretch <Stephanie.Stretch@kitchener.ca>

Subject: Re: [EXT] RE: Application #ZBA24/002/1/BB - 135 Jackson Ave

Some people who received this message don't often get email from tvanderhoff@woolwich.ca. Learn why this is
Impartant

Thanks Lenore,

One additional comment and question. If the City does opt to receive cash in lieu of parkland, it would
be nice to see a portion reinvested into the neighbourhood, which would be warranted by the additional
residents, and age and size of the playground. The other amenities within Montgomery Park are in fine
condition, however many parents in the neighborhood opt to forgo the playground to visit other parks.

Possibly a question for the department that oversees asset management, but does the City have a
usefull life assigned to playground assets, and if so what is the age? Outside of part replacements (swing
seating, etc.), much of the playground equipment in the area (Knollwood Park, Edmund Green,
Montgomery Park) appears to be twenty five plus years old. Do you know if any of these
playgrounds are in the ten year capital forecast for replacement?

Thanks,

Thomas van der Hoff



Deputy Director
Recreation and Community Services
Township of Woolwich

From: Thomas van der Hoff

Sent: Friday, February 2, 2024 1:46:29 PM

To: Lenore Ross <Lenore.Ross@kitchener.ca>; Brian Bateman <Brian.Bateman@kitchener.ca>
Cc: Stephanie Stretch <Stephanie.Stretch@kitchener.ca>

Subject: RE: [EXT] RE: Application #ZBA24/002/)/BB - 135 Jackson Ave

Thanks Lenore!

Have a wonderful weekend.

Thomas van der Hoff

Deputy Director
Recreation and Community Services
Office:

b, Sl
o TOWNSHIP

Woolwich.ca | EngageWR | Facebook | Instagram | Twitter

This email may contain confidential information. If you received this email in error, please notify the sender and delete the email. Please consider the
environment before printing.

From: Lenore Ross <Lenore.Ross@kitchener.ca>

Sent: Friday, February 2, 2024 1:37 PM

To: Thomas van der Hoff <tvanderhoff@woolwich.ca>; Brian Bateman <Brian.Batemani@kitchener.ca>
Cc: Stephanie Stretch <Stephanie.Stretch@kitchener.ca>

Subject: RE: [EXT] RE: Application #ZBA24/002/)/BB - 135 Jackson Ave

Hello Thomas and Councilor Stretch,

The site is within the Eastwood Planning Community and through Places and Spaces — An Open Space
Strategy for Kitchener, this community has been identified as well served with active neighbourhood
park space and the development site is within the recommended walking distance to existing active
neighbourhood park space; acquiring additional public parkland in this location is not a priority and
parkland dedication as cash in lieu of land is recommended.



Link to Places and Spaces webpage https://www kitchener.ca/en/strategic-plans-and-projects/parks-
strategic-plan.aspx? mid =25203

Link to Spaces document — it is

large! https://www.kitchener.ca/en/resourcesGeneral/Documents/INS PARKS Places and Spaces Spa
ces.pdf

The parkland dedication requirement will be deferred at the Official Plan Amendment/Zoning By-law
Amendment applications and assessed at a future Site Plan Application. Parkland dedication will be
assessed based on the land use classes, residential units and density approved through the OPA and ZBA
and required as a condition of final Site Plan Approval.

The developer has proposed that the area at the front of the site be developed as a POPS (Privately
Owned Publicly Accessible Space). If this is considered by the City, full public access easements would
be required to be registered on title and all maintenance responsibilities would remain with the
developer and the future residents/condominium corporation. The Planning Act and City’s Park
Dedication Bylaw 2022-101 and Park Dedication Policy permit the City to consider such arrangements
and allow a partial credit of 25% of the POPS land area towards the required park dedication
requirements. Any built features or landscaping within the POPS are not eligible for parkland dedication
credits. If the POPS is pursued by the developer and considered by the City, Parks in conjunction with
Urban Design would review and approve the proposed POPS,

The City has additional site design guidance for multi-residential developments that relate to the
provision of private onsite amenity spaces and the conceptual design and renderings of the amenity
space and POPS provided with the OPA/ZBA submission and the Urban Design Brief can be used to help
guide that design at the site plan stage.

Regards,
Lenore

Lenore Ross MSc, MCIP, RPP
Parks Planning and Development Project Manager

Development and Housing Approvals | Development Services | City of Kitchener
519-741-2200 ext 7427 | TTY 1-866-969-9994 | Lenore.Ross@Kitchener.ca

Discover nature in the city: www.kitchener.ca/parks

A City for Everyone ~ Working Together ~ Growing Thoughtfully ~ Building Community

000000000

From: Thomas van der Hoff - _

Sent: Thursday, February 1, 2024 8:14 PM

To: Brian Bateman <Brian.Bateman@kitchener.ca>

Cc: Stephanie Stretch <Stephanie.Stretch@kitchener.ca>; Lenore Ross <Lenore.Ross@kitchener.ca>
Subject: RE: [EXT] RE: Application #ZBA24/002/1/BB - 135 Jackson Ave




Some people who received this message don't often get email from tvanderhoff@woolwich.ca. Learn why this is
important

Thanks Brian. Happy to discuss Lenore.

Thomas vow der Hoff
Deputy Director

Recreation and Community Services
Office: 519-514-7024

WOOLWICH
TOWNSHIP
="

— |

Woolwich.ca | EngageWR | Facebook | Instagram | Twitter

This email may contain confidential information. If you recelved this email in error, please notify the sender and delete the email. Please cansider the
environment before printing.

From: Brian Bateman <Brian.Bateman@kitchener.ca>

Sent: Thursday, February 1, 2024 10:21 AM

To: Thomas van der Hoff

Cc: Stephanie Stretch <Stephanie.Stretch@kitchener.ca>; Lenore Ross <Lenore.Ross@kitchener.ca>
Subject: [EXT] RE: Application #ZBA24/002/1/BB - 135 Jackson Ave

[EXTERNAL EMAIL] DO NOT CLICK links or attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content
is safe.

Hello Thomas,

Thank you for the parkland comments as it relates to the development proposal. | have copied Parks so
they have an opportunity to view your comments and respond in kind. | have received a few comments
so far related to parkland. Hope you are able to attend the Neighbourhood Meeting on February 21
starting at 7pm.

Brian Bateman, MCIP, RPP
Senior Planner

City of Kitchener

519-741-2200 x7869, TTY 1-866-969-9994
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From: Thomas van der Hoff

Sent: Saturday, January 20, 2024 8:29 AM

To: Brian Bateman <Brian.Bateman@kitchener.ca>
Subject: Application #2BA24/002/1/BB - 135 Jackson Ave

You don't often get email from tvanderhoff@woolwich.ca. Learn why this is important

Hi Brian,

Sharing a perspective for consideration by the City in regard to parkland at the proposed development
at 135 Jackson Ave. As a resident of the neighbourhood, my family frequents the park on Montgomery
Rd. In reviewing the development application, it appears parkland has been included. Considering the
development is within the assumed 400 metre Parks Master Plan standard for proximity to the nearest
neighbourhood playground (100 metres from the park), there is opportunity for the City to receive cash-
in-lieu of parkland dedication, allocating these funds to the existing park which is in much need of
replacement and expansion of the existing playground.

The existing playground equipment is of significant vintage, and is primarily focused on the older age
range. The Eastwood neighbourhood is seeing a turnover of older residents with an influx of younger
families in recent years, and replacement of the existing playground would not only serve the new
residents but those who currently live here. A larger playground would be warranted as well,
considering the number of new residents who will be visiting the park.

This re-allocation of development lands also provides further opportunity for adding additional units
and/or parking.

Food for thought. Thanks Brian!

Thomas vaw der Hoff

Deputy Director
Recreation and Community Services
Office: 519-514-7024

g TOWNSHIP

Woolwich.ca | EngageWR | Facebook | Instagram | Twitter

This email may contain confidential information. If you received this smail in error, please notify the sender and dslete the email. Please consider the
environment before printing.



From: Christine Liebig ()

Sent: Tuesday, February 20, 2024 9:46 AM
To: Brian Bateman
Subject: Re: 135-161 Jackson Ave & 136 Brentwood Ave

You don't often get email from (i | carn why this is important

Good morning Brian,

Thank you for the invitation. However, I regret | am unable to attend tomorrow's meeting.

If I'may, I'd like to add one additional item/concern (over and above the parking congestion
issue) as "food for thought".
If not for this project, then perhaps the next in another Kitchener neighbourhood...

In a nutshell....

Obviously, the Eastwood Neighbourhood's R4 zoning designation opened the doors to such a
development...
And again, the housing crisis in Kitchener (as everywhere in Canada) notwithstanding...

However, please do consider that developments such as the one proposed, buy up (for the
most part) perfectly sound, affordable single-family homes in residential neighbourhoods.

As such, developments such as the one proposed render core urban areas with easy access to
schools and amenities inaccessible to middle income families with more than one child by
removing availability and choice.

For example, asingle teacher with a family of 3 can afford to live in our Eastwood
neighbourhood {and many do). They cannot afford to live in Westmount nor Deer Ridge {(and
often not even subdivisions in-and-around New Hamburg) and so must consider emerging
communities such as Listowel and then face a lengthy commute.

This has a significant structural and societal impacts in the long term, which I'm sure you as
planners can (and do) appreciate.

Thank you, Brian. | appreciate the opportunity to voice my concemns as a resident of the
Eastwood Neighbourhood in question and as someone born and raised in this city.

Respectfully,
Christine

From: Brian Bateman <Brian.Bateman@kitchener.ca>
Sent: February 9, 2024 9:33 AM

To: Christine Liebig (G

Subject: RE: 135-161 Jackson Ave & 136 Brentwood Ave

Hi Christine,
Thank you for your comments. They will be considered as part of the staff report. Hoping you can make
it on February 21, 2024 at 7 pm to the Neighbourhood Meeting. No decisions will be made.



Brian Bateman, MCIP, RPP
Senior Planner

City of Kitchener

519-741-2200 x7869, TTY 1-866-969-9994

Q000000606

From: Christine Liebig

Sent: Thursday, February 8, 2024 4:30 PM

To: Brian Bateman <Brian.Bateman@kitchener.ca>
Subject: 135-161 Jackson Ave & 136 Brentwood Ave

You don't often get email from Learn why this is important

Hello Brian,

Appreciate being asked to share concerns, albeit truly bemused as to why — when the
development is already advertising its listings, according to some resident who have suffered
themselves to look into the matter.

Moreover, after reviewing the robust development plans online, it's hard to see how anything will
impact the project from moving forward. So again, merely a (with respect) bureaucratic
exercise fo "check the boxes".

Having said that, | will voice the following:

1.

This neighbourhood, in which | have had the privilege of living in for the past 14 yrsis a
gem that the city has long overlooked and underappreciated. A family-focused,
inclusive, old-forested neighbourhood close to the core that is truly one-of-a-kind and an
exemplar of urban living, and represents a beautiful and authentic example of what

"a community" actually means.

In recent years, many neighbours have voiced safety, as well as other concerns to the
City & Councillors and received mere platitudes. So regrettably our trust in the sincerity of
the City asking for feedback is low.

Community upgrades (recent) positioned as democratically chosen to benefit residents
are, by far the majority, used only by those driving by car from other areas and have
disrupted our greenspace - Montgomery Park - to the point where very few, if any, local
residents walk through there any more.

Finally, and most relevant to this call for feedback: There are 3 developments going up in
three blocks (Sheldon, Clive & Jackson) in the next 1-3 years, which, instead of inciuding
underground parking, will bring over 300 new cars (1 per unit) to the area, as well as,
most assuredly, at least % that many more in co-habitants vehicles. My question is, where
will they park? In the streets? How will the intersections (at Brentwood, Montgomery,
Sheldon & Weber) and snowplowing accommodate the added load & congestion -
particularly when added fo Eastwood Collegiate traffic?



Obviously, we are all well aware of the housing crisis. And I'm not a "nol in my back yard”
proponent. But if the City truly had vision, there is plenty of commercial land available in
Kitchener to accommodate these "flat and wide" developments that are closer to, or even in
the midst of, amenities suited for 1-2 bedroom units, rather than so profoundly disrupting the
fabric of a quiet, family-residential neighbourhood, because a developer has slowly and
meticulously purchased one single-family homes after another, under different guises.

Thankfully, some people have choices - to stay or to leave. Others, who have chosen this
neighbourhood as a quiet urban oasis, close to schools for their young families, and seniors who
have lived here for decades are not as flexible, will suffer the brunt of the developments you
have chosen to support.

It's regrettable that the city views its citizens as tokens to appease with a postcard and a virtual
meeting - which is not accessible to many - rather than take responsibility and telling us this
development(s) is coming, whether we want it to or not.

Respectfully,
C.A. liebig

Christine A. Liebig
Mentor | Brand Story & Strategy

yboundless

ACCELERATOR

(formerly Innovation Guelph)

Office:

Mobile:

Web: BoundlessA ccelerator.ca

Email: Christine.

361 Southgate Drive, Guelph, ON N1G 3M5

Hhix message fas been rent as @ part of o discussion between Christing A Lichig and the addvessee whose mame s specified
above. Showld you hive received this message by mistake, please inforaus, We also ask that you kindly delete thiv message fiom
your mailbox and do not forward it (in whole or in part) to anyone else, as the information may be priviledged. Thank you for
your cooperation and understanding.



From: Dennis &/or Barb (D
Sent: Wednesday, February 7, 2024 6:35 PM

To: Brian Bateman; internet - Council (SM)
Subject: Re: 135-161 Jackson Ave & 136 Brentwood

You don't often get email from [ < 21 why this is important

Brian,

We will also require from your legal department the following:

installation of new roadway in existing neighbourhood by removing residential dwelling.

Traffic study results for the addition of 120 unit min 120 cars to 240 cars.

If new roadway can be installed that inflicts detriment to neighbours well being who will be
effected by vehicular lights.

Environmental study results on Montgomery Park stream and wildlife for increase in human
population and traffic.

Need results of sewar and water capacity currently and if new infrastructure has to be installed.
There is no indication were visitors to the proposed buildings are parking; concern as Brentwood
is emergency road if there is an issue on Weber St are they parking on Jackson and Brentwood.
Again, we will need confirmation on Hydro supply.

Height of the buildings are in a migratory path of Canada geese; was there a study done we
need results.

Concern they are only designing for Single car households; according to Census Canada most
Ontario workers commute between 25-85 Km and most partners do not work in the same place.
That means Two car households. There is no space for 240 cars, visitors cars etc. For example
the house they propose to tear down currently has 5 cars in its driveway? What is the solution
proposed for these issues.

Oro-medonte will not adjust height bylaws ever; this is from experience had to change the
engineering plans for a garage by 1.5” to meet their bylaws.

We would appreciate again all the responses to these statements above to prepare for the meeting.

All parties have been blind copied on these emails and sent you updates.

Regards,
Barbara Maslanko and Dennis Gibson

Get Qutlook for i0S

From: Brian Bateman <Brian.Bateman@kitchener.ca>
Sent: Wednesday, February 7, 2024 5:00:00 PM

To: 'Dennis &/or Barb'

Subject: RE: 135-161 Jackson Ave & 136 Brentwood



Zoning bylaw - City of Kitchener — By-law 2019-051, Zoning Schedule 174 lists the zoning of the subject
property and you can find permitted uses and regulations therein in the ZB. The previous ZB was By-law
85-1. My understanding is most of the subject lands in By-law 85-1 were zoned R-6 since approximately
1994 but will dig up that information.

Brian Bateman, MCIP, RPP

Senior Planner
City of Kitchener
519-741-2200 x7869, TTY 1-866-969-9994

0000000006

From: Dennis &/or Barb « )

Sent: Tuesday, February 6, 2024 3:58 PM

To: Brian Bateman <Brian.Bateman@kitchener.ca>
Subject: RE: 135-161 Jackson Ave & 136 Brentwood

You don't often get email from -earn why this is important

Brian,

Your legal department can send me directly the paperwork me as head of our action commitee; as we
have three individuals in our neighbourhood who are representing all of us and themselves in this
matter we will be meeting before this Zoom.

Please send paperwork to 159 Brentwood Avenue Kitchener On N2H2C9

Regards,
Barbara Maslanko and Dennis Gibson

From: Brian Bateman <Brian.Bateman@kitchener.ca>
Sent: February 6, 2024 3:49 PM

To: 'Dennis &/or Barb' >

Cc: Garett Stevenson <Garett.Stevenson@kitchener.ca>
Subject: RE: 135-161 Jackson Ave & 136 Brentwood

Thank you for the request. | can have the City’s Legal Dept. send it directly to your lawyer. Please send
me his name and contact information at your earliest convenience.

Brian Bateman, MCIP, RPP

Senior Planner
City of Kitchener
519-741-2200 x7869, TTY 1-866-969-9994
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From: Dennis &/or Barb

Sent: Tuesday, February 6, 2024 12:U3 PM

To: Brian Bateman <Brian.Bateman@kitchener.ca>
Subject: Re: 135-161 Jackson Ave & 136 Brentwood

You don't often get email from dr.whistler@hotmail.com. Learn why this is important

Mr. Bateman,

Before the meeting the neighbours’ lawyer has ask for the paperwork when this area was rezoned. Over
30 years ago we have the documentation and the original owner told us all he was not allowed to build
his proposed 3 storey apartments so he built the mansion. We have been asked by counsel to get the
documentation of when the City of Kitchener rezoned our area, paperwork, and Mayor in office. We
would also need how a driveway is zoned; proposed building plan is removing a residential dwelling to
install a roadway; is this legal?

We all look forward to your prompt response and our lawyer for the neighbourhood will acting on our
behalf.

Regards,
Barbara Maslanko and Dennis Gibson

Get Qutlook for i0S

From: Brian Bateman <Brian.Bateman@kitchener.ca>

Sent: Tuesday, February 6, 2024 11:37:08 AM

To: 'Dennis &/or Barb' >

Cc: Garett Stevenson <Garett.Stevenson@kitchener.ca>; Stephanie Stretch
<Stephanie.Stretch@kitchener.ca>

Subject: RE: 135-161 Jackson Ave & 136 Brentwood

Hello Dennis & Barb,

I wanted to acknowledge receipt of your email and voicemail noting concerns to the development
proposal. They will be taken under consideration in the staff report. A virtual Neighbourhood Meeting
has been arranged for February 21, 2024, at 7 pm. No decisions will be made and it’s an opportunity to
be informed of the process, the proposal and ask questions of staff and/or the applicant/owner. Hope
you can attend. If not, it will be recorded and posted on the City’s website for viewing later. See
attached for meeting details.

Brian Bateman, MCIP, RPP

Senior Planner
City of Kitchener
519-741-2200 x7869, TTY 1-866-969-9994
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From: Dennis &/or Barb

Sent: Tuesday, February 6, 2024 9:40 AM

To: Brian Bateman <Brian.Bateman®@kitchener.ca>
Subject: 135-161 Jackson Ave & 136 Brentwood

You don't often get email frop .. Learn why this is important

Mr. Bateman,

My family and | are residents of the Brentwood and Jackson area for over 30 years and are opposed to
this proposed development of the as we call it the Mansion Site. The original owner of this site was
refused development on the following basis:

ruin the character of the neighbourhood established by Architect Schwartz you would not do
this on Lydia St.

Hydro services are over 50 years old and cannot accommodate this development. Area fed from
5TS from Enova on feeder 5M13 which is maxed out, who would be paying for new hydro
services to the area? Or have you even considered this

Sewar, water infrastructure in the area was updated about 15 years ago and to add this type of
development who is paying for upgrade to accommodate.

Kitchener landfill was only good for approximately 15 more years for the current population this
is irresponsible to add this many residents.

With the new proposed apartment in the same area on King St the schools in the area cannot
already handle the areas students, Shepard PS, Saint Anne CS, Sunnyside Middle School, and
Eastwood Cl with all these new families.

What about the traffic? You add over a hundred cars to our quiet neighbourhood?

They are also proposing tearing down Mr. Silver's house for a driveway in the middle of
Brentwood; all | going and outgoing traffic will shine lights continually into Dave's, Carl's,
Margurite's and Sue's house. As you can see this is not just a neighborhood we all know each
other and watch out for the seniors out area.

This developer has been buying up homes in our neighborhood and renting them out to
students to the total destruction of these homes. They do not clean their snow, rake leaves,
leave garbage all over the place to chase residents from our area which we have maintained for
over 30-50 years. This development is not an improvement it is a destruction of the
architectural character of our neighbourhood.

I am not sure how you plan but this is not a good one.

Infrasturure, schools, traffic, hydro, gas restriction would destroy our mature trees, increase
traffic for residents and students to unsafe levels.

This is a neighbourhood of people who built Kitchener: John Wynn's KW Transport School,
numerous Schneider Foods retires, Minister at St. Paul's, numerous ATS employees, employees
at Google, etc

We have a quiet neighbourhood of friends which this development will destroy.
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From: propertyappraisa

Sent: Friday, February 9, 2024 6:02 PM
To: Brian Bateman
Subject: Re: 135-161 Jackson Avenue and 136 Brentwood Avenue

You don't often get email from N == 11 why this is important

In regards to the proposed development | submit my following concerns:

1) Do to the large size of the proposed development (120 dwelling units) the increased traffic will
negatively affect neighbourhood property values (increase noise along with pedestrian safety).

2) Since, the majority of new builds are purchased by investors for rentals | am concerned the units will

be overcrowded (exceed occupany limits) which results in lack of maintenance and garbage
accumulation.

3) Existing community/neighbourhood infrastructure and park space (greenspace) is not adequate to
house such a large multi-residential development

4) Do to the size of this development it should have incorporated a designated kids
playpark/greenspace, since these types of units are typically purchased/rented by young families or

immigrants.

5) Environmental Assessments and Traffic Studies need to be completed to rule out negative impacts of
this neighborhood development.

6) Recently, large scale residential developments have had financial difficulties resulting in work not
being completed an schedule or not at all, Who will me manitering to make sure this development does
not end up incomplete which will negatively impacts the community.

Warm Regards,

Steven

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



From: Andy Kheir (S

Sent: Monday, February 5, 2024 1:34 PM

To: Stephanie Stretch; Mayor

Cc: Anita Zapletan Csonti; Elizabeth Leacock; Brian Bateman
Subject: Re: Development and our Neighbourhood

You don't often get emai! fromi S Lcarn why this is important

Thank you for the reply, but what developments are you speaking of? (information you
have learned) You do not list theml/it.

As well, perhaps someone, anyone, can explain the traffic assessment to us:

- It does NOT have an impact assessment for Sheldon Ave. N and McKenzie - everyone
in the neighbourhood uses McKenzie to get to the highway. Absolutely a fact - it was
either not foreseen or covered up.

- It does NOT address the poor visibility from Jackson to Weber St. for exiting - almost
impossible to do safely during normal hours (see Google Earth for visibility - it doesn't
take a genius on this one).

64 Jackson Ave - Google Maps

- It does NOT address the narrow width of Jackson Ave for traffic. BTW - It doesn't even
have curbs!... that is how low the density and traffic is on that street now! You'll have to
remove any parking on Jackson, BTW... there is no room to pass otherwise!

- It does NOT address the impact on school safety (doubles traffic flow around the high
school alone)

- It flatly states an incorrect JUDGMENT/OPINION - that a DOUBLING of traffic is
'moderate’ and that it 'will not be significantly impacted' - HOW?? It doubles them! It
ignores usage patterns!

"Based on the existing volumes on the surrounding roadways and the moderate
increases due to the Site Traffic, the study area roadways will not be significantly
impacted by the proposed development."
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- Narrow road - 120 units?? That i conervatively240 - 500 residents.

BTW:

- Where is the environmental impact study? Old growth trees replaced by saplings is
NOT an environmental impact study.

- Where is the water run off plan?

- Where is the crime increase assessment?

- Where is folded impact from high-rise development on Weber St./King St. at
Montgomery that is already approved?

- Where is the folded impact from the development at the end of Sheldon Ave N? (how
did this ever get approved?)

- Where is the folded impact from the possible development on Clive? (where were the
full consultations for the zoning change on this one??? - single unit dwelling to ... what
is it - 40 units?? How? Gentle densification?? NOT FOR US!)

Taking ONE project, perhaps - but ALL of these projects together? What is the FULL
impact of them together? Nothing about infrastructure for the whole. No full traffic



