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Mrs. Bonnie & Mr. Kerry Hataley
B /01 Cartwright Street
Saskatoon, SK S7T 0B3

e h ks A January 19, 2021

Ms. Anastasia Conly, Planner,

City of Saskatoon Planning and Development Department,
City Hall

222 3rd Ave N

Saskatoon, SK S7K 0J5

CITYCLE
Sk

To Whom It May Concern:
Re: Proposed Concept Plan Amendment - The Willows Western Phase 2

As homeowners in Woodbridge | Condominium, we oppose the current proposed Willows
Concept Plan Amendment to change the original Western Phase 2 plans from 2003. The
original 2003 development plan was in place, and reviewed by us prior to purchase.

We have reviewed the new Proposed Amendment as available on your website, as well as
information gathered by a fellow resident, and have a number of concerns and questions.

Concerns:

1. There is not very much detailed information on the website regarding the proposed
Amendment, mostly public relations pictures conspicuously missing the commercial
sections, and detailed information. No information about any surveys, impact studies,
numbers, structures.

2. The much enlarged new Western Development shows 2 new access roads, now with
connected sections, opening onto Cartwright Street, and one less road to Lorne Ave. In
fact, there is already a work road built from the northern portion of the Western
development to Cartwright Street, NOT on the previously accepted plans. Was this road
authorized? Previously, the Western Development was designed to enter/exit via Lorne
Avenue from 2 separate sections. This proposed change will significantly (don’t know by
how much because there is no information on number of proposed units, etc. on the
website) increase traffic congestion through the residential area on Cartwright Street likely
negatively affecting property values.

3. A new commercial and mixed commercial/residential area is being proposed for
development with very few details being offered, and not
visualized on the plans on the website. Was that

intentionally done to mislead the public? So we would not : Uiew Change
comprehend the magnitude of the changes? These areas 1 torles
previously had a small barn hidden within a large treed area ?;:2;2,?{;,3;{

(ecological zone), or green space or parking lots. Adding a
hotel in this area, and other commercial buildings will
significantly interfere with the current pleasant aesthetic
view for multiple residents (our view is pictured at right with
proposed hotel on orange grid), and increase traffic
congestion of the neighborhood and roadways, and likely

negatively affecting property values. Having purchased the o

Penthouse suite in Woodbridge | largely for the view and e M

quiet residential/ golf course neighborhood, our view will be J

ruined. We would not have purchased this condo if we —A i

thought we would be looking at the back of buildings and a
hotel. In addition, we do not believe there is “a need” for additional page 1 of 3



shops or hotels as there are many shops and hotels a
one kilometer away. Was an area needs study performed
for the proposed commercial plans?

A new large residential development area has been
added to the Western Development Amendment on
current golf course land, south of the rotary by the
clubhouse. This area previously existed as golf course/
green space, and this area was not originally scheduled
for development in Phase 2. This will add to the overall
traffic congestion of the neighborhood and roadways,
and again, impact the view very negatively from our
condo, previously looking out at green space, we would
instead be looking at houses (see picture to right with
orange grid boxes showing where new house will be
located). Both increased traffic and a damaged view, will
likely negatively affect property values.

The Western Residential Area has been expanded significantly in size, and no long exits via
Lorne Avenue, again adding to the congestion on Cartwright Street, likely negatively
affecting property values.

The changes in the roads and parking area south of the rotary are not indicated on how this
will accommodate the new road exiting to the south of the rotary to the new proposed
residential section. Are golfers/pedestrians meant to cross a busy residential road from a
parking lot as their main access to the Clubhouse?

Vague information given regarding removal of the Bare Land Condominium requirement for
the new residential areas (free hold lots). This removes the stability of architectural and
aesthetic control of the neighborhood potentially negatively affecting property values/
investments.

Additional Questions:

1.

What is the difference between the Original Phase 2 plan and the Proposed Phase 2 plan in
regards to the total number of households being added to the community? How many cars
have been projected to be added to the community and the traffic flow on Cartwright Street
for Phase 2 residential sections? What is that number when you include the proposed
commercial sections in total? Also what percentages of current traffic do these new totals
signify (ie. Total Increase of 20%?). Have any impact studies been conducted on these
questions?

Have impact studies been conducted on how increased traffic flow may affect property
values? Emergency vehicle access? Appropriate road width for density? Additional
school busses?

What is the reasoning by the developer to add to the traffic on Cartwright Street instead of
funneling traffic to Lorne Avenue as previously planned? Why are they creating a “short
cut” through our neighborhood from Lorne Ave. to Clarence Street for people who may live
outside our neighborhood?

Is there an area needs study for these proposed businesses? | have not spoken to anyone
within the community who feels the need for additional businesses within our neighborhood
as there are multiple current options a kilometer away.

From what | understand, there are no suburban neighborhoods in Saskatoon that have a
commercial district at their core, why is it being considered here? Why is a 50 year old
philosophy being changed? We purchased our condo with the current and 2003 Phase 2
plans, and a 50 year history of consistent planning and zoning as a reason to purchase.
Please provide the results of the your impact studies conducted to demonstrate current
and future (3-5 years from now) property values under the current Phase 2 plan versus the
Proposed Phase 2 plan? Please include projections specifically page 2 of 3



for #401 Cartwright Street Northwest facing condo units that will have their views altered
(from current green space to backs of hotels/ buildings), along with the increased
congestion/ traffic.

7. Please also provide impact studies to demonstrate how changing our neighborhood from
partial Bare Land Condominium requirement mixed with the new free hold residential lots
will affect future property values.

8. How will Dream Developers compensate us for our decreased property values?

In summary, we object to the propose amendment for the following reasons:

1. Ruined view - from pleasant green space to backs of hotel/buildings

2. Increased Traffic, potentially not supported by current roadways

3. Change in feel of neighborhood from a heavy green space/ golf course, light residential to
mixed commercial, reduced golf course, heavy residential/traffic, minimal green space

4. Reduced regulations on buildings/ appearance (free hold residents)

5. Probable reduced property values.

We purchased our penthouse condo unit in #401 Cartwright Street, Woodbridge | largely
because of the serenity and green space beauty of our views and neighborhood. The
Proposed Amendment will ruin our reasons for being here, and we are quite certain our
property values will diminish by an unacceptable amount. Again, we are ardently opposed to
this Amendment.

Since

(Mrs. Bonnie Hataley) & (Mr. Kérry ‘Hataley)

CC: Charlie Clark, Mayor, City Hall 222 34 Ave N, Saskatoon, S7K 0J5
Bronwyn Eyre, MLLA Saskatoon Stonebridge Dakota, Unit 18, 102
Cope Crescent, Saskatoon, SK. S7T 0X2
Don Mc Morris, Minister of Government Relations, Box 720, Balgonie, SK SOG OEQ
City Clerk (for distribution to council) City Hall 222 3rd Ave N, Saskatoon, S7TK 0J5
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Walter, Penny

Subject: FW: Email - Communication - Glenn Stephenson - Willows Proposed Concept Plan Amendment - CK
4131-24
Attachments: willows_original_plan.gif

From: Web NoReply <web-noreply@Saskatoon.ca>

Sent: June 21, 2021 10:54 AM

To: City Council <City.Council@Saskatoon.ca>

Subject: Email - Communication - Glenn Stephenson - Willows Proposed Concept Plan Amendment - CK 4131-24

--- Replies to this email will go to _--—

Submitted on Monday, June 21, 2021 - 10:54

Submitted by user:_

Submitted values are:

Date Monday, June 21, 2021

To His Worship the Mayor and Members of City Council
First Name Glenn

Last Name Stephenson

Phone Number

-301 Cartwright Terrace
City Saskatoon

Province Saskatchewan

Postal Code
Name of the organization or agency you are representing (if applicable)
Subject Willows proposed concept plan amendment

Meeting (if known)

Comments

I'm writing today to reiterate my opposition to the proposed Willows concept plan amendment. | don't know how | can
state forcefully enough that this redevelopment plan is a complete abrogation of the original plan that Dream (then
Dundee) sold to the original purchasers here. The redevelopment proposed by Dream now would substantially increase
the housing density, increase traffic and introduce commercial development in the form of the hotel/spa. | know that
virtually all redevelopment proposals in existing areas evoke some opposition from homeowners, who are often
referred to as "nimbys". | believe, however, that because the Willows was developed fairly recently with a very specific
plan for a unique, quiet residential community, and sold on that basis, that there is no reason to allow Dream to reneg
on that commitment. Dundee agreed, the city agreed, and the homeowners agreed to the original plan. Case (should be)
closed!

Dream has said that they have to change their development plan because the golf course has lost money. Is this the
city's problem? Or the homeowners? Again, Dundee bought the golf course property and sold lots and homes, with the
original plan and knowing the economics. They should, therefore, succeed or fail on that basis. If they can't succeed
without this dramatic redevelopment, | don't see how the existing homeowners should, in essence, bail them out.



| have attached a copy of Dream's original plan. Phase lll was to include two other townhome developments and approx
100 single family lots, all under the original "condo" concept, and all accessed via Lorne Avenue, not Cartwright Street
(thus keeping traffic within the Willows to a minimum) and no commercial development whatsoever.

There are many more arguments | could present showing how unreasonable this proposal is. Can any of you imagine a
hotel/spa being built behind your back fence, in your quiet residential neighbourhood? Would you like to see a doubling
or tripling of traffic on your street? Would you vote to see the "park" across from your home, with a native aspen bluff,
torn up so more houses can go in?

| would implore the city and city council to reject this proposed redevelopment plan from Dream.

Yours truly,

Glenn Stephenson

301 Cartwright Terrace
Attachments

willows original plan.gif

The results of this submission may be viewed at:

https://www.saskatoon.ca/node/398/submission/508446
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A Residential Golf Community
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THE DEVELOPMENT PLAN
The Wi ll:m*-, residential golf community
will be developed in phases with Phase |
underway in 2004. The hirst phase
includes single family lots (the Wentworth
area), two townhome villa sites, and one
apartment style home site. Phase 1 1s
located northeast of the clubhouse on the
north side of the newly aligned
Cartwright Street.

Phase II will commence in 2005 and
includes single family lots (the Waterford
area), a townhome villa site, and an
apartment style home site. This phase 1s
located east of the clubhouse on the south
side of Cartwright Street. The golf
course will continue as a 36 hole
facility during this phase. Four new
holes in the Wentworth area will replace
four holes on the Xena nine affected by
Phase 11 development. All other
S holes (Bridges/Lakes/Islands)
| will remain in play as you
presently know them.

Phase 111 1s west of the
clubhouse and is expected to
begin in 2007/2008. This
phase will coincide with the
reduction on the Lakes/
Islands golf course from

18 holes to a reconfigured
9 hole layout. This phase
includes single family lots
(the Westport area) and two
townhome villa sites.
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Comments - Barry Charington

Barry Charingten
401 Cartwright Street R EC E!VE D
Saskatoon, SK
JUL 22 2011
CITYCLE
I RIS OFFICE
SASKATOON
I
Date: July 18, 2021
TO: Anastasia Conly Mairin L.oewen
Planner Councillor, Ward 7
City of Saskatoon City of Saskatoon

To All Concerned:

| am writing you on behalf of a committee of Concerned Owners at 401 Cartwright Street. All 33 of our
owners are concerned about the proposal to completely rewrite the Development Plan for the Willow
Residential Golf Community. This package contains 19 documents from resident owners expressing
their concerns about possible developments here at the Willows.

You will have heard from some of our owners at the June 23" Online Teams Meeting, but others had
other commitments or tried to get on but because attendance was much greater than anticipated the
platform could not support all those who were interested.

Enclosed you will find copies of 19 documents all stating no support of Dreams revised development
plans, We hope that you will consider the concerns of current residents of the Willows who purchased
under the original 2003 Development Plans and are diametrically opposed to any changes in Phase | and
are concerned about the change in layout and insertion of multi-use, commercial and hotel properties in
phase 2.

SincereLy,? , /
/'y, /c)

,-/ - - 4 - JI _,;"'
7 ) . //L_‘\
Barry harington :

Ce: Charlie Clark, Mayor
Bronwyn Eyre, MLA Stonebridge Dakota

Don Mc Morris, Minister of Government Relations
City Clerk {for distribution to council)



Response to Dream
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Comments - Barry Charington

Date: July 12,2021

Ms. Anastasia Conly Councillor Mairin Loewen,
Planner Ward 7
City of Saskatoon City of Saskatoon

Re: The Proposed Willows Phase II Concept Plan Amendment
To All Concerned:

We appreciate Dream offering changes in their proposal, as presented at the June 23+, 2021 public forum, however
several major concerns persist. The addition of pocls, a spray pad, tennis and pickieball courts are welcome
community additions (if available within the City of Saskatoon Leisure Pass as Municipal Reserves; this was not
addressed). Also, the increased setback for the Spathotel on the north side against Windermere Villas is appreciated,
but we are still opposed to a Spa‘hotel in the central portion of the community. Describing the intended use of
commercial space was also helpful, but not binding. The following are our major concerns:

1. Traffic problems. The original Phase Hl would pot have impacted the traffic flow of Cartwright Street;
residences with access only via Lorne Avenue, and no new commercial construction on Cartwright Street.
Current proposals will significantly increase the traffic that flows 10M from my balcony and condo. We feel the
studies presented by Dream do not give a complete picture, and do not adequately include the expected real life
traffic generated by either of the increased/rearranged residential and commercial entities proposed.

A. Residential traffic from Phase I1, originaily directed traffic via 2 passages only to Lorne Avenue
(no original passage onto Cartwright Street). The new proposal has I passape to Lerne Avenue and
2 passages onto Cartwright Street. We prefer the original plan of 2 passages only to Lorne, or
developing a new road at the very south end of The Willows that leaves Phase II and intersects with

Clarence, with no passage onto Cartwright.
* Currently the only residential cars that pass the block 400 are from the block 300 and the golf

couirse visitors.

+ The Woodbridge block (400) is situated with their balconies just 10M from Cartwright, and 8
driveways (not Access Road) empty directly onto Cartwright from block 400, just east of a curve
with limited visibility of oncoming traffic. '

* Dundee (precursor to Dream} placed the Woodbridge lots very close to the road allowance for
some reason, and did not provide an Access Road as was done with the other detached homes and
villas. This error in planning has left no room to improve Cartwright Street to Arterial status or
even a true collector road. And this places the homeowners “right or top” of what was intended to

be a very quiet road.
¢ Resident from Phase Il would likely use Cartwright to shop in Stonebridge, or access Circle Drive

East (not Melville 5t.)

+ The existence of a street level crossing on the CNR mainline with frequent mile long slow -moving
trains will discourage the use of Lorne Avenue if there is an option to access Phase I from
Cartwright Street.

* Opening Phase II access to Cartwright Street would cause a remarkable increase in Residential
traffic, even if Dream stayed with the original number of residences in the original 2003 Phase 11
proposal. But the proposal calls for a significant increased number of residences for the new Phase
11, to be serviced by Cartwright Street.

+ We must also consider and include the Residential traffic that will have access to Cartwright Street
from the new multi-family residences proposed in northwest corner on Cartwright Street currently
outside The Willows perimeter (asking to be included in The Willows DCD-4). Page 1 of 3




Comments - Barry Charington

B. Commercial Traffic estimates must include estimated customers, but also employees and service
vehicles and trucks. The Proposal to locate these Commercial entities in the middle of the
Residential area, will bring the increased traffic right by current residences.

The addition of the Hotel/Spa and commercial area which will generate upwards of 47,000
(according to the spa Feasibility Study) extra “visits” annually. Do these “visits” include just
number of estimated guests, or does it include projected additional trips guests may take while
visiting? Do the numbers include employee trips or service vehicle/truck trips that service the
hotel. Looking logically at traffic patterns (see above), the majority of visitors/femployees/service
vehicles will come in via Clarence and Cartwright Street. What entrance do you think will be
marketed by the hotel, Cartwright Street that passes by the beautiful Willows sign and golf course,
or Lorne Avenue that passes by the railroad tracks and yards with no Welceme to the Willows sign?
Aquote from the Willows Hotel and Spa Location and Commercial Feasibility Analysis 2021; “Tt
is our opinion that the hotel and spa are uot desirable in this location if the proposed concept fo add
additional roadway capacity is not approved. The hotel and spa require the additional capacity to
adequately serve the site.” Dream’s response to this is to present Access Roads A, B, C as the
“additional roadway”. This would mean that their intent would be to funnel a portion of the 47,000
{94,000+) extra non-resident hotel and spa guest trips (plus employees) past their prime residential
lots and the playground at the junction of A, B and C.

Do these feasibility numbers included the trips to other proposed commercial entities?

The traffic studies presented by Dream are invalid because they were both completed without
inclusion of the Spa/hotel numbers.

+ Closer examination reveals that both Willowgrove and Evergreen {(comparable communities cited
by the City Planners), access their Town Centre via a four-lane divided road with no direct access to
individual homes. The Woodbridge block has 8 direct access driveways, and living space 10M
from the 2 lane road (not wide enough even for street parking). In the Feasibility Study, Dream
used resorts as comparables whose access occurs via four lane divided roads (with no direct access
driveways). This is not what Dream is proposing

2. Placement of additional Commercial buildings in the center of a Residential area is not desired.

A. Placement of a commercial zone in the middle of 2 residential suburb is not desired by the
residents, was not in the original design, and has been avoided by reputable city planners for
decades. And certainly not a large hotel.

+ When current city planners were questioned about this, they pointed out that both Willowgrove and
Evergreen had commercial {not Spa/hotel) property in their core. In both local cases we see that
there is a buffer of apartments and row housing between the commercial spaces and the single-
family homes, not present in Dream’s Proposal. Does this mean that the City Planners therefore
equate the 4 condo buildings in the Willows 400 block , housing 120+ units, ranging in value from
$400,000 to $1,200,000 with the buffer row housing and apartments from Willowgrove and
Evergreen?

+ Further, if you look at the success of these Town Centres, you will notice that they are only about
half filled and a large amount of space is left undeveloped, despite the fact that housing in both case
is virtually built out. Avalon and Eastview provide examples of earlier applications of the Town
Centre Concept which when built were more successful, but with changes in consumer preference,
small mainline supermarkets that anchored these sites have long gone, and the strip malls struggle to
maintain relevance.

B. Liquor license opposed. Since the Spa/ hotel is in the middle of a residential neighbourhood and
patrons must drive through these residential neighbourhoods (where residents live, play and walk),
the hotel/spa should not be granted a liquor licence under any circumstances and changes in DCD-4
should clearly state that to avoid the vague wording that might allow bars and other undesirable
businesses within the residential community. Current and proposed “descriptions” of Page2 of 3
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Comments - Barry Charington

allowable businesses are vague at best, and wording like “intended businesses” is by no means any
sort of guarantee. This also is fitting with Dream’s desire to make this a “wellness resont”.

C. Building Design issues. If City Council still approves (despite the residents disapproval} the
building of commercial buildings/hote! in the center of our residential community, at the very least
the buildings should follow the same design parameters of the other buildings within The Willows
for community continuity (originally designed as an HOA community} and aesthetic appeal.

. Siding should be stone, brick or stucco {not clapboard}.

+  Height should be limited to 3 stories {not the 4 proposed). Because of the Spa/hotel proposed size

it cannot be hidden by trees or berms as suggested.

3. Mumniciple Reserve Issues. The Willows was originally designed (both Phase I & Phase II) to have centralized
green space in the form of the golf course, thus the Developers were allowed to forego the usual establishment
of parks in the central area by paying a fine.

+ Now Dreamn changed this, and plans to remove the centralized golf course serving as green space and replace it
with commercial buildings. The City may have felt the original design adequate as it did provide centralized
green space, however the new design does not. In the new proposal by Dream there is no improvement in
centralized Municipal reserve for parks and recreation.

* Fining Dream monetarily for not providing more than a handful of pocket and ribbon parks (located only deep
within Phase II), or providing additional parkland in Brighton or Kensington {instead of The Willows) in no way
benefits current Phase I residents of the Willows. We must really strongly question the “infill argument” posed by
Dream and the exemptions that this would present. This is on the suburban scuth edge of the city in a region that
sits outside the natural city boundary of the CNR tracks, rot in the city core or a decaying neighbourhood
requiring revitalization. How can you “infill” a neighbourhood that has not even been built yet?

+ Perhaps the Golf Course pools, splash pads, tennis courts and pickleball courts could be managed by the City, as
part of the Muricipal reserve, included in the City of Saskatoon Leisure Pass program run by the city (at the same
rates) and be made accessible to residents. This does not truly represent needed centralized green space, but adds

to the centralized “park/playground” space.

The current and future original design of The Willows, with a central golf course, large amounts of green spaces
with rolling, treed landscape, a quiet community with low traffic volume, is what was designed, accepted by the City
and Province, and invested in by the current homeowners. We purchased our home based on this design, and are
asking the City Planners/Councii to hold the Developers to the original concept. We understand more money can be
made for the Developers if the new proposal is accepted, but we feel it dramatically changes the character of our
community, and not for the better. We remain in total opposition to the proposal as presented on June 23, 2021.
Major concerns around traffic congestion, roise, the location and description of the commercial spaces at the core,

and park spaces were not adequately addressed in this revision.

Si Ilceml}jy? -

Bonnie and Kerry Hataley

I V/oodbridge Condo 1,401 Cartwright Street Saskatoon, Sk, | Page 3 of 3

Ce:

His Worship, Charlie Clark, Mayor of Saskatoon

Honourable Bronwyn Eyre, MLA Stonebridge Dakota
Honourable Don Mc Morris, Minister of Govemment Relations
City Clerk {for distribution to council)

Honourable Jim Reiter, Minister Minister Responsible for Liguor and Ganming - [ | | |G-
Honourable Fred Bradshaw, Minister of Highways - h
Honourable Gordon Wyant, Q.C. Minister of Justice and Attomey General Saskatoon Northwest - _
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TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN,

While new improvements are given further consideration, it remains insufficient to be in total agreement or
opposition to the most recent proposal presented on June 23.

Maior concerns with traffic congestion, noise issues, lack of community recreation spaces {except for "private
membership use” fee paid golf) and the locations of commerciat zoning spaces, which brings no franquility to the
core of an established neighborhood at the Willows, were not addressed in the revision.

The placement of commercial zoning in the middle of a residential area and uncontrolled traffic problems
exacerbated by these additions remain major concerns.

The traffic studies that were previously presented by Dream are invalid and void of current additions given they
were completed prior to the additions of a Hotel/Spa and mixed use commercial spaces which will {according o
the spa Feasibility Study) generate upwards of 47 000 extra visits annually. When traffic patterns are put infp
perspective, it becomes obvicus that the majerity of visitor access will flood in from the only singte lane traffic
access at the only eastern enfrance at Clarence Avenue and Cartwright Street. Residents who work, shop or
atiend appointments downtown, in the north, east, west or University core typically transit from and return via
circle drive exiting at Clarence Avenue off ramps. The curren{ Lorne Avenue exits off of Circle drive westbound
are very confusing. In addition to the confusion comes the added frustration with CN/CP mainline level crossing
that fails to retieve a flow thru of any traffic when you have multiple train cars stopping to swilch tracks or
shunting to brake miles down the line. The noise levels and frequency of trains moving hourly in both directions
has increased tremendously. It's extremely loud with very fong lines, that are either moving too fast and more
often very slow moving trains, that discourage intentional use of Lorne Avenue. That being said, the existing and
all future traffic will exacerbate via Cartwright Street especially at the traffic circle that is also within 10m of street
side balconies on four condes at 400 Cartwright and several other road accesses and property backyards.

What ever happened to the plans that included continuous sidewalks along both sides of Cartwright's corridor?

There is very iittle effort by the very people who continue to throw dumb ideas around and then somehow
manage to have them pushed through (as a process) for approval while delivering it with a huge lack of
transparency or forethought that renders ne solutions or concessions for the oversights in poor planning. The city
of Saskatoon, Dundee/Dream capably approved the spacing of lots unnecessarily ciose o the present road
allowance. This error in planning has ieft no room for improvement on Cartwright Street to an arteriai status or

petter yet a true collector road.

There are very sirong opinions regarding a holel/spa that are not desirable for this location. The noise levels
from everyday traffic that include test driving high end cars from nearby dealerships, road racing of motorbikes,
heavy equipment service and delivery trucks to golf course maintenance mowers and such, the constant
movement of irains and now rerouted air traffic... that do not exactly lend fo a spa seiting of tranquility and
relaxation. Those discerning noises simply guash the thought for a hotel/spa setting in this neighborhood as an
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idea! location.

We chalienge the City of Saskatoon and Dream to show the residents of the Willows one successful operating

hotei/spa that's located in the middle of any residential golf community in this couniry?

As guoted, directly from Willows Hotel and Spa Location and Commercial Feasibility Analysis, 2021 - “It is our
opinion that the hotel and spa are not desirable in this location if the proposed concept to add additional
roadway capacity is not approved. The hotel and spa require the additional capacity to adeguately serve

the sife.”

Dream's response is to present Access Roads A, B, C as the additional roadway. However in reality their intent is
to funnel a portion of 47,000 extra non-resident hotel/spa guests past prime residential lots and a playground at

the junction of A, B and C.

Since the hotel is in the middle of a residential neighborhood, visitors will pass close by residents in the condos
of 400 block and through established residential neighborhoods with future playgrounds, the hotel/spa should not
under any circumstances be granted a liguor license. Revisions in DCD-4 should clearly state this, given that it is

Dream's desire for a wellness resort.

Cn a simitar note, | have yet to hear an educated response for how an adult only spa will go over when families
occupy this hotel? AND how the new club house dining room will sustain is food and beverage paironage when
their competition (from the hotel/ spa) is across the street? Did anybody study these aspecis? Saskatchewan
Human Rights Code - "prohibits discrimination on any of these grounds is not allowed when people are...
shopping in a store, renting a hotel room, eating in a restaurant or using other public services...”.

Placement of commercial zoning in the middle of a residential suburb is short of bastardizing the plans. Such
has been avoided by reputable city planners for decades. AND when city planners were appreached on this,
they pointed out that both Willowgrove and Evergreen had commercial (atbeit no hotel/spa) property in their
core. YET upon closer examination, the revelations were that in both of these cases, access was through a four-
lane divided road with no direct access to individual residential properties. This stands true in the comparabie
resort developments used by the developer in the Feasibility Study. In both local cases we see that there is a
huffer of apartments and row housing between commercial spaces and single family homes, not present in this
plan. Furthermore when viewing the success of these centers, you might also observe that they are only 50%
occupied with an abundance of undeveloped space, despite the fact that housing was virtually built out. Avalon
and Eastview provide examples of earlier applications of Town Center Concepts, which when builf, were more
successful. However with the increased dependence on cars, these small mainiine supermariets that anchored
these sites have long gone and strip malls struggie to maintain any relevance in those neighborhoods.
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The exterior design and finishing of the hotel remains contentious. Incorporating the same design parameters as
those stipulated for the rest of the Willows using stone, brick and stucco (not clapboard) should be applied.
Current structures at the Willows are limited to three stories. A hotel taller than three stories will be projecting an
eyesore that is out of character with nearby community properties. The building, despite the addition of adding a
tree line, will not be concealed behind any berms and should therefore be buiit in accordance to harmonizing

with existing criteria.

We must strongly question the "infill argument” posed by Dream and the exemptions that this would present.
These proposais are planned for the suburban (most southern} edge of the city in a region that sits outside the
natural city boundary bordering twinned mainline frain tracks. Structurally, it is not within the city core or any
decaying neighborhood that either affords or requires a revitalization. 1t is ludicrous to suggest “infilling of a
neighborhood” when such neighborhood has yet to be buiit!

Pushing ahead with these proposed plans, without conducting due diligence and/or providing full disclosure, will
leave an indelible costly blight on the landscape. This is our little community - that we like to call home!

Respectfully submitted, July 12, 2021

THERESA GROSSE

401 Cartwright Street
SASKATOON, SK



Comments - Barry Charington

Date: july 3, 2021

Anastasia Conly Mairin Loewen

Planner Councillor, Ward 7

City of Saskatoon City of Saskatoeon

To AHl Concerned:

While | appreciate many of the changes offered by Dream at the June 23, 2021 public forum, many
major concerns persist. The addition of pocls, a spray pad and tennis and pickleball courts are a
welcome addition. Also, the increased setback on the north side against 301 is a start. Defining the
commercial space was also helpful. However, the major concerns regarding the placement of
commercial zoning in the middle of a residential area and traffic problems exacerbated by this remain

major concerns.

The traffic studies presented by Dream are invalid because they were both completed prior to the
addition of the Hotel/Spa and commercial area which will generate upwards of 47,000 {according to the
spa Feasibility Study) extra visits annually. if one looks logically at the traffic patterns, the majority of
visitors will continue to come in the single eastern entrance at Clarence and Cartwright Street.
Residents who work in the north end, east side or University will more than likely come and go via the
Freeway and exit at Clarence Avenue. Visitors coming from Regina and Yorkton will likely also use
Clarence. The Lorne Avenue exit is confusing when approaching from the east and the existence of a
tevel crossing on the CNR mainline with frequent mile long slow-moving trains will discourage the use of
Lorne Avenue. Even residents approaching from Downtown or from the west are likely to carry on to
Clarence Avenue to avoid the delays posed by the trains. This means that the majority of traffic will
continue on Cartwright Street between Clarence Avenue and the traffic circle passing within 10m of
balconies of the four condo blocks at 400 Cartwright and past the eight driveways of these condo
buildings. We can see no solution to this as Dundee {precursor to Dream) placed the lots unnecessarily
close to the road aliowance for some reason rather than providing an access road as was done with the
other detached home and villas. This error in planning has left no room to improve Cartwright Street to

Arterial status or even a true coilector road.

“It is our opinion that the hotel and spa are not desirable in this location if the proposed concept to add
additional roadway capacity is not approved. The hotel and spa require the additional capacity to
adequately serve the site.” This is quoted directly from Willows Hotel and Spa Location and Commercial
Feasibility Analysis, 2021. Dream’s response to this is to present Access Roads A, B, C as the additional
readway. This would mean that their intent wouid be to funnel a portion of the 47,000 extra non-
resident hotel and spa guests past their prime residential lots and the playground at the junction of A, B

and C.

Since the hotel is in the middle of a residential neighbourhood and visitors must pass close by residents
in the condos of 400 block and through the new residential neighbourhood, the hotel/spa should not be
granted a liquor licence under any circumstances and changes in DCD-4 should clearly state that. This
also is fitting with Dream’s desire to make this a wellness resort.

Placement of a commercial zone in the middle of a residential suburb is just bad planning and has been
avoided by reputable city planners for decades. When city planners were questioned ahout this, they



Comments - Barry Charington

pointed out that both Willowgrove and Evergreen had commercizl (albeit not hotel} property in their
core. Closer examination reveals that in both of these cases access is through a four-lane divided road
with no direct access to individual homes. This is also true in the comparable resort developments used
by the developer in the Feasibility Study. in both local cases we see that there is a buffer of apartmenis
and row housing between the commercial spaces and the single-family homes, not present in this plan.
Further, if you ook at the success of these town centres, you will notice that they are only about haif
filled and a large amount of space is left undeveloped, despite the fact that housing in both case is
virtually buiit out. Avalon and Eastview provide examples of earlier applications of the Town Centre
Concept which when built were more successful, but with the increased dependence on cars the small
mainline supermarkets that anchored these sites have long gone, and the strip malls struggle to
maintain relevance.

The design of the hotel remains contentious. Why does it not have to follow the same design
parameters of the rest of the Willows? How can they use clapboard siding when the rest of the
neighbourhood must use stone, brick and stucco. Cther structures are limited to three stories, yet the
hotel which will be an eyesore across the Willows is four stories. Because of its size it cannot be hidden
behind berms and trees. If this hotel must be built, it should be more in harmony with the
neighbourhood as a low-rise stone or brick and stucco design that blends in with the wooded site rather
than sticking out like a sore thumb.

In the new proposal by Dream there is no improvement in Municipal reserve for parks and recreation, |
fail to see how fining Dream for not providing more than a handful of pocket and ribbon parks or
providing additional parkland in Brighton or Kensington is of any benefit to current and future residents
of the Wiilows. Perhaps the pools, splash pads, tennis courts and pickleball courts could be inctuded in
Municipal reserve and managed by the city. Then they could be included in the Leisure Pass program
run by the city and be made more accessihle to residents.

We must really strongly question the “infill argument” posed by Dream and the exemptions that this
would present. This is on the suburban south edge of the city in 2 region that sits cutside the natural
city boundary of the CNR tracks, not in the city core or a decaying neighbourhood requiring
revitalization. How can you “infill” a neighbourhood that has not even been built yet?

While we see some improvements in this new proposal, we do not see encugh to shift our position of
total opposition to the proposal as presented on June 23. Major concerns around traffic congestion,
noise, lack of munity recreation spaces (except for fee paid golf) and the location of the commercial
spaces at the% ot addressed in any way in this revision.

Sincerely,

—

/1/'111'

Unifiill] . Woodbridge Condo 1, 401 Cartwright Street Saskatoon, Sk, ||

Cor Charlie Clark, Mayor
Bronwyn Eyre, MLA Stonebridge Dakota

Don ivic Miorris, Minister of Government Relations

City Clerk (for distribution to council)



Comments - Batry Charington

Date: July 3, 2021

Anastasia Conly Mairin Loewen
Planner Coungitlor, Ward 7
City of Saskatoon City of Saskatoon

To All Concerned:

While I appreciate many of the changes offered by Dream at the June 23“’, 2021 public forum, many
major concemns persist. The addition of pools, a spray pad and tennis and pickleball courts are a welcome
addition. Also, the increased setback on the north side against 301 is a start, Defining the commercial
space was also helpful. However, the major concerns regarding the placement of cornmercial zoning in
the middie of a residential area and traffic problems exacerbated by this remain major concerns.

The traffic studies presented by Dream are invalid because they were both completed prior to the addition
of the Hotel/Spa and commercial area which will generate upwards of 47,000 (according te the spa
Feasibility Study) extra visits annually. 1f one Jooks Jogically at the traffic pattemns, the majority of
visitors will continue to come in the single castern enirance at Clarence and Cartwright Street. Residents
who work in the north end, east side or University will more than likely come and go via the Freeway and
exit at Clarence Avenue. Visitors coming from Regina and Yorkton will likely alse use Clarence. The
Lorue Avenue exit is confusing when approaching from the east and the existence of a level crossing on
the CNR mainline with frequent mile long slow-moving trains will discourage the use of Lorme Avenue.
Even residents approaching from Downtown or from the west are likely to cazry on to Clarence Avenue
to avoid the delays posed by the trains. This means that the majority of traffic will continue on
Cartwright Street between Clarence Avenue and the traffic circle passing within 10m of balconies of the
four condo blocks at 400 Cartwright and past the eight driveways of these condo buildings. We can see
0o solution to this as Dundee (precursor to Dream) placed the lots unnecessarily close to the road
allowance for some reason rather than providing an access road as was done with the other detached
home and villas. This error in planning has left ne roon to improve Cartwright Street to Arerial status or
even a true collector road.

“It is our opinion that the hotel and spa are not desirable in this location if the proposed concept to add
additional roadway capacity is not approved. The hotel and spa require the additional capacity to
adequately serve the site.” This is quoted directly from Willows Hotel and Spa Location and Comrnescial
Feasibility Analysis, 2021. Dream’s response to this is to present Access Roads A, B, C as the additional
roadway. This would mean that their intent would be to funnel a portion of the 47,000 extra non-resident

hotel and spa guests past their prime residentiat lots and the playground at the junction of A, B and C,

Since the hotel is-in the middle of & residential neighbourhood and visitors must pass close by residents in
the condos of 400 block and through the new residential neighbourhood, the hotel/spa should not be
granted a liguor licence under any circwmnstances and changes in DCD-4 shoutd clearly state that. This
also is fitting with Dream’s desire to make this a weliness resort.

Placernent of 2 commercial zone in the middle of a vesidential suburb is just bad planning and has been
avoided by reputable city planners for decades. When city planners were questioned about this, they
pointed out that both Willowgrove and Evergreen had commercial (albeit not hotel) property in their core.
Closer examination reveals that in both of these cases access is through a four-lane divided road with ro
direct access to individual homes. This is elso true in the comparable resort developments used by the
developer in the Feasibility Study. In both local cases we see that there is a buffer of apartments and row
housing between the commercial spaces and the single-family homes, not present in this plan. Further, if
you look at the suceess of these town centres, you will notice that they are only about half filled and a
large amount of space is left undeveloped, despite the fact that housing in both case is virtually built out.
Avalon and Eastview provide examples of earlier applications of the Town Centre Concept which when
built were more successful, but with the increased dependence on cars the small mainline supermarkets
that anchored these sites have long gone, and the strip malls struggle to maintain relevance.

The design of the hotel remains contentious. Why does it not have to follow the saine design parameters
of the rest of the Willows? How can they use clapboard siding when the rest of the neighbourhood must
use stone, brick and stucco. Other structures are timited to three stories, yet the hotel which will be an
eyesore across the Willows is four stories. Because of ifs size it cannot be hidden behind berms and trees.
If this hotel must be builf, it should be more in harmony with the neighbourhood as a low-rise stone or
brick and stucco design that blends in with the wooded site rather than sticking out like & sore thumb.

In the new proposal by Dream there is no improvement in Municipal reserve for parks and recreation. 1
fail to see how fining Dream for not providing more than a handfui of pocket and ribbon parks or
providing additional parkland in Brighton or Xensinglon is of any benefit to current and fiture residents
of the Willows. Perhaps the pools, splash pads, tennis courts and picklebali courts coutd be included in
Municipal reserve and managed by the city. Then they could be included in the Leisure Pass program run
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would present. This is on the suburban south edge of the city io a region that sits outside the natural city
boundary of the CNR tracks, not in the city core or a decaying neighbourhood reqguiring reyijtalization. .
How can you “infill” a neighbourhood that has not even been built yet? omments - Barry Charlngton

While we sec some improvements in this new proposal, we do not see enough to shift cur position of total
opposition to the proposal as presented on June 23. Major concemns around traffic congestion, noise, lack
of comrounity recreation spaces {except for foe paid golf) and the location of the commercial spaces at the
core were rof addressed in any way in this revision.

Sincerely,

Unit lﬂ Woodbridge Condo 1, 401 Cartwright Street Saskatoon, Sk, \ T

Ca: Charlie Clark, Mayor g N

Bronwyn Eyre, MLA Stonebridge Dakota
Don Mc Morris, Minister of Government Relations
City Clerk (for distribution to council)



Comments - Barry Charington

Date: july 3, 2021

Anastasia Conly Mairin Loewen
Planner Councillor, Ward 7
City of Saskatoon City of Saskatoon

To All Concerned:

While | appreciate many of the changes offered by Dream at the lune 23", 2021 public forum, many
major concerns persist. The addition of pools, a spray pad and tennis and pickleball courts are a
welcome addition. Alsg, the increased setback on the north side against 301 is a start. Defining the
commercial space was also helpful. However, the major concerns regarding the placement of
commercial zoning in the middle of a residential area and traffic problems exacerbated by this remain

major concerns,

The traffic studies presented by Dream are invalid because they were both completed prior to the
addition of the Hotel/Spa and commercial area which will generate upwards of 47,000 (according to the
spa Feasibility Study) extra visits annuatly. If one looks logically at the traffic patterns, the majority of
visitors will continue to come in the single eastern entrance at Clarence and Cartwright Street.
Residents who work in the north end, east side or University will more than likely come and go via the
Freeway and exit at Ciarence Avenue. Visitors coming from Regina and Yorkton will likely also use
Clarence. The Lorne Avenue exit is confusing when approaching from the east and the existence of a
level crossing on the CNR mainline with frequent mile long slow-moving trains will discourage the use of
Lorne Avenue. Even residents approaching from Downtown or from the west are likely to carry on to
Clarence Avenue to aveid the delays posed by the trains. This means that the majority of traffic wil
continue on Cartwright Street between Clarence Avenue and the traffic circle passing within 10m of
balconies of the four condo blocks at 400 Cartwright and past the eight driveways of these condo
buil_dings. We can see no solution to this as Dundee (precursor to Dream) placed the lots unnecessarily
ciose to the road aliowance for some reason rather than providing an access road as was done with the
other detached home and villas. This error in planning has left no room to improve Cartwright Street 1o
Arterial status or even a true collector road.

"It is our opinion that the hotel and spa are not desirable in this location if the proposed concept to add
additional roadway capacity is not approved. The hotel and spa reguire the additional capacity to
adequately serve the site.” This is quoted directly from Willows Hote! and Spa Location and Commercial
Feasibility Analysis, 2021. Dream’s response to this is to present Access Roads A, B, C as the additional
roadway. This would mean that their intent would be to funnel a portion of the 47,000 extra non-
resident hotel and spa guests past their prime residential fots and the playground at the junction of A, B

and C.

Since the hotel is in the middle of a residential neighbourhood and visitars must pass close by residents
in the condos of 400 block and through the new residential neighbourhood, the hotel/spa should not be
granted a liquor licence under any circumstances and changes in DCD-4 should clearly state that. This
also is fitting with Dream’s desire to make this a wellness resort.

Placement of a2 commercial zone in the middle of a residential suburb is just bad planning and has been
avaided by reputable city planners for decades. When city planners were questioned about this, they



Comments - Barry Charington

pointed out that both Willowgrove and Evergreen had commercial {albeit not hotel} property in their
core. Closer examination reveals that in both of these cases access is through a four-lane divided road
with no direct access to individual homes. This is also true in the comparable resort developments used
by the developer in the Feasibility Study. (n both local cases we see that there is a buffer of apartments
and row housing hetween the commercial spaces and the single-family homes, not present in this plan.
Further, if you lock at the success of these town centres, you will notice that they are only about half
filled and a large amount of space is left undeveloped, despite the fact that housing in both case is
virtually built out. Avalen and Eastview provide examples of earlier applications of the Town Centre
Concept which when built were more successful, but with the increased dependence on cars the small
mainline supermarkets that anchored these sites have long gone, and the strip malls struggle to
maintain relevance.

The design of the hotel remains contentious. Why does it not have to follow the same design
parameters of the rest of the Willows? How can they use clapboard siding when the rest of the
neighbourhood must use stone, brick and stucce. Other structures are limited to three stories, yet the
hotel which will be an eyesore across the Willows is four stories. Because of its size it cannot be hidden
behind berms and trees. If this hotel must be built, it should be more in harmony with the
neighbourhcod as a low-rise stone or brick and stucco design that blends in with the wooded site rather
than sticking out like a sore thumb.

In the new proposal by Bream there is no improvement in Municipal reserve for parks and recreation. |
fail to see how fining Dream for not providing more than a handful of pocket and ribbon parks or
providing additicnal parkland in Brighton or Kensington is of any benefit to current and future residents
of the Willows. Perhaps the pools, splash pads, tennis courts and pickleball courts could be included in
Municipa!l reserve and managed by the city. Then they could be included in the Leisure Pass program
run by the city and be made more accessible to residents.

We must really strongly question the “infill argument” posed by Dream and the exemptions that this
would present. This is on the suburban south edge of the city in a region that sits outside the natural
city boundary of the CNR tracks, not in the city core or a decaying neighbourheood requiring
revitalization. How can you “infili” a neighbourhood that has not even been built yet?

While we see some improvements in this new propesal, we do not see enough to shift cur position of
total opposition to the proposal as presented on June 23. Major concerns around traffic congestion,
noise, lack of community recreation spaces (except for fee paid golf} and the location of the commercial
spaces at the core were not addressed in any way in this revision.

Sincerely,

Unit-, Woodbridge Condo 1, 401 Cartwright Street Saskatoon, Sk,-

Cc: Chariie Clark, Mavyor
Bronwyn Eyre, MLA Stonebridge Dakota

Darn Mc Morris, Minister of Government Relations

City Clerk {for distribution to council}



Comments - Barry Charington

Date: July 3, 2021

Anastasia Conly Mairin Loewen

Planner Councillor, Ward 7

City of Saskatoon City of Saskatoon

To Ali Concerned:

While | appreciate many of the changes offered by Dream at the June 23™, 2021 pubiic forum, many
major concerns persist. The addition of pools, a spray pad and tennis and pickleball courts are 2
welcome addition. Also, the increased setback on the north side against 301 is a start. Defining the
commercial space was also helpful. However, the major concerns regarding the placement of
commercial zoning in the middle of a residential area and traffic problems exacerbated by this remain

major concerns.

The traffic studies presented by Dream are invalid because they were both completed prior to the
addition of the Hotel/Spa and commercial area which will generate upwards of 47,000 (according to the
spa Feasibility Study) extra visits annually. if one looks logically at the traffic patterns, the majority of
visitors will continue to come in the single eastern entrance at Clarence and Cartwright Street.
Residents who work in the north end, east side or University will more than likely come and go via the
Freeway and exit at Clarence Avenue. Visitors coming from Regina and Yorkton will likely also use
Clarence. The Lorne Avenue exit is confusing when approaching from the east and the existence of a
level crossing on the CNR mainline with frequent mile long slow-moving trains will discourage the use of
Lorne Avenue. Even residents approaching from Downtown or from the west are likely to carry on to
Clarence Avenue to avoid the delays posed by the trains. This means that the majority of traffic will
continue on Cartwright Street between Clarence Avenue and the traffic circle passing within 10m of
balconies of the four condo blocks at 400 Cartwright and past the eight driveways of these condo
buildings. We can see no solution to this as Dundee {precursor to Dream) placed the lots unnecessarily
ciose to the road allowance for some reason rather than providing an access road as was done with the
other detached home and villas. This error in planning has left no room to improve Cartwright Street te

Arteriai status or even a true collector road.

“It is our opinion that the hotel and spa are not desirable in this location if the proposed concept to add
additional roadway capacity is not approved. The hotel and spa reguire the additional capacity to
adequately serve the site.” This is quoted directly from Willows Hotel and Spa Location and Commercial
Feasibility Analysis, 2021. Dream’s response to this is to present Access Roads A, B, C as the additional
roadway. This would mean that their intent would be to funnel a portion of the 47,000 extra non-
resident hotel and spa guests past their prime residential lots and the playground at the junction of A, B

and C.

Since the hotel is in the middle of a residential neighbourhood and visitors must pass cicse by residents
in the condos of 400 block and through the new residential neighbourhood, the hotel/spa should not be
granted a liguor licence under any circumstances and changes in DCD-4 should clearly state that. This
also is fitting with Dream’s desire to make this a wellness resort.

Placement of a commercial zone in the middle of a residential suburb is just bad planning and has been
avoided by reputable city planners for decades. When city planners were questioned about this, they



Comments - Barry Charington

pointed out that both Willowgrove and Evergreen had commercial {albeit not hotel} property in their
core. Closer examination reveals that in both of these cases access is through a four-lane divided road
with no direct access to individual homes. This is also true in the comparable resort developments used
by the developer in the Feasibility Study. in both local cases we see that there is a buffer of apartments
and row housing between the commercial spaces and the single-family homes, not present in this plan.
Further, if you look at the success of these town centres, you will notice that they are only about half
filled and & large amount of space is left undeveloped, despite the fact that housing in both case is
virtually built out. Avalon and Eastview provide examples of earlier applications of the Town Centre
Concept which when built were more successful, but with the increased dependence on cars the small
mainline supermarkets that anchored these sites have long gone, and the strip malls struggle to
maintain relevance.

The design of the hotel remains contentious. Why does it not have to follow the same design
parameters of the rest of the Willows? How can they use clapboard siding when the rest of the
neighbourhcod must use stone, brick and stucco. Cther structures are limited to three stories, yet the
hotel which will be an eyesore across the Willows is four stories. Because of its size it cannot be hidden
behind berms and trees. If this hotel must be built, it should be more in harmony with the
neighbourhood as a low-rise stone or brick and stucco design that blends in with the wooded site rather
than sticking out like a sore thumb.

in the new proposal by Dream there is no improvement in Municipal reserve for parks and recreation. |
fail to see how fining Dream for not providing more than a handful of pocket and ribbon parks or
providing additional parkland in Brighton or Kensington is of any benefit to current and future residents
of the Willows. Perhaps the poals, splash pads, tennis courts and pickieball courts could be included in
Municipal reserve and managed by the city. Then they could be included in the Leisure Pass program
run by the city and be made more accessible to residents.

We must really strongly question the “infill argument” posed by Dream and the exemptions that this
would present. This is on the suburban south edge of the city in a region that sits outside the natural
city boundary of the CNR tracks, not in the city core or a decaying neighbourhood requiring
revitalization. How can you “infill” a neighbourhood that has not even been built yet?

While we see some improvements in this new proposal, we do not see enough to shift cur position of
total opposition to the proposal as presented on June 23. Major concerns around traffic congestion,
noise, lack of community recreation spaces {except for fee paid golf} and the location of the commercial
spaces at the core were not addressed in any way in this revision.

Sincerely,

Unit ﬁ Woodbridge Condo 1, 401 Cartwright Street Saskatoon, Sk, ||

Cc: Charlie Clark, Mayor
Bronwyn Eyre, MLA Stonebridge Dakota

Don Mc Morris, Minister of Government Relations
City Clerk {for distribution to council)



Comments - Barry Charington

Date: duly 32021

Anastasta Conly Mairia Locwen

Planaer Coumeilior. Ward 7

City of Saskatoon Cily of Saskatoon
Te All Concerned:

While I appreciate many of the changes offered by Dream at the June 23", 2021 public forwn, many
major concems persist. The addition of pools, a spray pad and tennis and pickleball courts are a welcome
addition. Also, the increased setback on the north side against 301 is a start. Defining the commnercial
space was also helpful. However, the major concerns regarding the placement of commercial zoning in
the middle of a residentiai area and traffic problems exacerbated by this remain major concerns,

The traflic sludies presenled by Dream are invalid because they were both completed prior lo the addilion
of the Hotel/Spa and commnercial area which will generate upwards of 47,000 (according fo the spa
Feasibility Study) extra visits annually. If one looks logically at the tzaffic patterns, the majority of
visitors wili continue to come in the single eastern entrance at Clarence and Cartwright Street. Residents
who work in the north end, east side or Universily wili more lhan likely come and go via the Freewiay and
exit at Clarence Avenue. Visitors coming from Regina and Yorkton will likely also use Clarence. The
Lome Avenue exit is confusing wher approaching from the east and the existence of a leved crossing on
the CNR mainline with frequent mile long slow-moving trains will discourage the use of Lorne Avenue.
Even residents approaching from DoWwntown or from the wesl are likely to carry on (o Clarence Avenug
10 avoid the delays posed by the trains. This means that the majorily of traffic will continue vn
Cartwright Street between Clarence Avenue and the traffic circle passing within 10m of baleonies of the
four condo blocks at 400 Cartwright and past the eight driveways of these condo buildings. We can see
no solution to this as Dundee {precursor to Dream) placed the lots unnecessatily close to the road
allowance for some reason rather than providing an access road as was done with the other detached
home and vijlas. This error in planning has left no room to improve Cartwright Street to Asterial status or
even a true collector road.
“It is our opinicn that the liofel and spa are not desirabié in this focalion if the proposed concept 10 add
additional roadway capacity is not approved. The hotel and spa require the additional capacily to
adequately serve the site.” This is quoted directly from Willows Hotel and Spa Location and Commereial
Feasibility Analysis, 2021. Dream’s response to this is to present Access Roads A, B, C as the additional
roadwiy. This wiold miear thal their intent would b to furidel a poriion of the 47,000 exira rior-residenl

hotel and spa guests past their prime residential Jots and the playground at the junction of A, B and C.

Since the hotel is in the middie of a residential neighbourhood and visitors inust pass close by residents in
the condos of 400 block and through the new residentizl neighbourhood, the holel/spa should not be
granted a liquor licence under any circumstances and changes in DCD-4 should clearly state that. This
also 1s fitting with Dream’s desire to make this a wellness resort.
Pldcemient of & commicrcial 2oné in the miiddle of a residentiad suburb is jost bad plannirig dnd lias been
avoided by reputable city planners for decades. When city planners were questioned abowt this, they
pointed out that both Willowgrove and Evergreen had commereial (albeit not hotel) property in their core.
Closer examnination reveals that in both of these cases access is through a four-lane divided road with no
direct accéss fo individual liomes, This is also lrue in the comparable resort developments used by (tie
developer in the Feasibility Study. In both local cases we see that there is a buffer of apartinents and row
housing between the commercial spaces and the single-family homes, not present in this plan. Fusther, if
you Jook at the success of these town centres, you will notice that they are only about heif filled and a
Jarge amount of space is left undeveloped, despite the fact that housing in both case is virtually built ont.
Avalon and Eastview provide example of earlier applications of the Town Centre Concept which when
built were more successful, but with the increased dependence on cars the small mainline supermarkets
that anchored these sites have long gone, and the strip malls struggle to maintain relevance,

The design of the hotel temains contentious. Why does it not have to follow the same design parameters
of the rest of the Willows? How can they use clapboard siding when the rest of the neighbourhood must
tise sfone, brick 4nd sfucco. Oftier siruclures are limited Lo three stories, yet the hote] which will be an
evesore actoss the Willows is four stories. Because of its size it cannot be hidden behind berms and trees.
Ef this hotel must be buiit, it should be more in hannony wilh the neighbourhood as a iow-rise stone or
brick and stucco design that blends in with the wooded site rather than sticking out like a sore thumb.

In Lhe new proposal by Dream there is no.improvemesil it Municipel reserve for parks and recréation. |
fail to see how fining Dream for not providing more than a handful of pocket and ribbon parks or
providing additional parkland in Brighton or Kensington is of any benefit to current and future residents
of the Willows. Perhaps the pools, splash pads, tennis courts and picklebail courts could be included in
Municipal reserve and managed by the city. Then they could be included in the Leisure Pass program run
v the rity and he made more accessihle to residents.



‘We must really strongly question the “infill argument” posed by Dream and the exemptions that this

would present. This is on the suburban south edge of the city in a region that sifs outside the natural city .

boundary of the CINR tracks, not in the city core or a decaying neighbourhood requiring fe@RMARRALS - Barry Charington
How can you “infill” a neighbourhood that has not even been built yet?

While We see sothe ithprovethetits in this new propuosal, we do not see enougho shift oor position of otal

opposition to the proposal as presented on June 23. Major concermns around iraffic congestion, noise, lack

of community recreation spaces (except for fee paid golf) and the location of the commercial spaces at the

core were not addressed in any way in this revision.

s
Unitfjii] . Woodbridge Condo 1, 401 Cartwright Street Saskatoon, Sk, [N

Ces Charlie Clark, Mayor

Bronwyn Eyre, MLA Stonebridge Dakota
Don Me Morris, Minister of Government Relations
City Clerk (for distribution to couneil)



Comments - Barry Charington

Date: July 3, 2021

Anastasia Coniy Mairin Loewen
Planner Councillor, Ward 7
City of Saskatoon City of Saskatoon

Te All Concerned:

While | appreciate many of the changes offered by Dream at the June 23%, 2021 pubtic forum, many
major concerns persist. The addition of pools, a spray pad and tennis and pickieball courts are a
welcome addition. Also, the increased setback on the north side against 301 is a start. Defining the
commercial space was also helpful. However, the major concerns regarding the placement of
commaercial zoning in the middle of a residential area and traffic problems exacerbated by this remain

major concerns.

The traffic studies presented by Dream are invalid because they were both completed prior to the
addition of the Hotei/Spa and commercial area which will generate upwards of 47,000 {according to the
spa Feasibility Study} extra visits annually. If one tooks logically at the traffic patterns, the majority of
visitors wili continue to come in the single eastern entrance at Clarence and Cartwright Street.
Residents who work in the north end, east side or University will more than likely come and go via the
Freeway and exit at Clarence Avenue. Visitors coming from Regina and Yorkton will likely also use
Clarence. The Lorne Avenue exit is confusing when approaching from the east and the existence of a
level crossing on the CNR mainline with frequent mite long slow-moving trains will discourage the use of
Lorne Avenue. Even residents approaching from Downtown or from the west are likely to carry on {o
Clarence Avenue to avoid the delays posed by the trains. This means that the majority of traffic will
continue on Cartwright Street between Clarence Avenue and the traffic circle passing within 10m of
balconies of the four condo blocks at 400 Cartwright and past the eight driveways of these condo
buildings. We can see no solution to this as Dundee {precursor to Dream) placed the lots unnecessarily
close to the road allowance for some reason rather than providing an access road as was done with the
other detached home and vilias. This error in planning has left no room to improve Cartwright Street to
Arterial status or even a true collector road.

“It is our opinion that the hotel and spa are not desirable in this location if the proposed concept to add
additional roadway capacity is not approved. The hote! and spa require the additional capacity to
adequately serve the site.” This is quoted directly from Wiliows Hotel and Spa Location and Commercial
Feasibility Analysis, 2021. Dream’s response to this is to present Access Roads A, B, C as the additional
roadway. This would mean that their intent would be to funnel a portion of the 47,000 extra non-
resident hotel and spa guests past their prime residential lots and the playground at the junction of A, B

and C.

Since the hotel is in the middle of a residential neighbourhood and visitors must pass close by residents
in the condos of 400 block and through the new residentiai neighbourhood, the hotel/spa should not be
grantad a liquor ficence under any circumstances and changes in DCD-4 should clearly state that. This
also is fitting with Dream’s desire to make this a weliness resort.

Placement of a commercial zone in the middle of a residential suburb is just bad planning and has been
avoided by reputable city planners for decades. When city planners were gquestioned about this, they



Comments - Barry Charington

pointed out that both Willowgrove and Evergreen had commercial {albeit not hotel) property in their
core. Closer examination reveals that in both of these cases access is through a four-lane divided road
with no direct access to individual homes. This is also true in the comparable resort developments used
by the developer in the Feasibility Study. In both local cases we see that there is a buffer of apartments
and row housing between the commercial spaces and the single-family homes, not present in this plan.
Further, if you look at the success of these town centres, you will notice that they are only about half
filled and a large amount of space is left undeveloped, despite the fact that housing in both case is
virtually built out. Avalon and Eastview provide examples of earlier applications of the Town Centre
Concept which when buitt were more successful, but with the increased dependence on cars the small
mainline supermarkets that anchored these sites have long gone, and the strip malls struggle to
maintain relevance,

The design of the hotel remains contentious. Why does it not have to follow the same design
parameters of the rest of the Willows? How can they use clapboard siding when the rest of the
neighbourhood must use stone, brick and stucco. Other structures are limited to three stories, yet the
hotel which will be an eyesore across the Willows is four stories. Because of its size it cannot be hidden
behind berms and trees. If this hotel must be built, it should be more in harmony with the
neighbourhood as a low-rise stone or hrick and stucco design that blends in with the wooded site rather
than sticking out like a sore thumb.

In the new proposal by Dream there is no improvement in Municipal reserve for parks and recreation. |
fail to see how fining Dream for not providing more than a handful of pocket and ribbon parks or
providing additional parkland in Brighton or Kensington is of any benefit to current and future residents
of the Willows. Perhaps the pools, splash pads, tennis courts and pickleball courts could be included in
Municipal reserve and managed by the city. Then they could be included in the Leisure Pass program
run by the city and be made more accessible to residents.

We must really strongly question the “infill argument” posed by Dream and the exemptions that this
would present. This is on the suburban south edge of the city in a region that sits outside the natural
city boundary of the CNR tracks, not in the city core or a decaying neighbourhood reguiring
revitalization. How can you “infill” a neighbourhood that has not even been built yet?

While we see some improvements in this new proposal, we do not see enough to shift our position of
total opposition to the proposal as presented on June 23. Major concerns around traffic congestion,
noise, lack of community recreation spaces {except for fee paid golf) and the locatien of the commercial
spaces at the core were not addressed in any way in this revision.

Uni‘_, Woodbridge Condo 1, 401 Cartwright Street Saskatoon, Sk,-

Ce: Charlie Clark, Mayor
Bronwyn Eyre, MLA Stonebridge Dakota

Bon Mc Maorris, Minister of Government Relations
City Clerk {for distribution to council)



Comments - Barry Charington

Date: fuly 3, 2021

Anastasia Conly Mairin Loewen

Planner Councillor, Ward 7

City of Saskatoon City of Saskatoon

To All Concerned:

While | appreciate many of the changes offered by Dream at the June 23, 2021 public forum, many
major concerns persist. The addition of pools, a spray pad and tennis and pickleball courts are a
welcome addition. Also, the increased setback on the north side against 301 is a start. Defining the
commercial space was also helpful. However, the major concerns regarding the placement of
commercial zoning in the middle of a residential area and traffic problems exacerbated by this remain

major concerns.

The traffic studies presented by Dream are invalid because they were hoth completed prior to the
addition of the Hotel/Spa and commercial area which will generate upwards of 47,000 {according to the
spa Feasibility Study) extra visits annually. )f one looks logically at the traffic patterns, the majority of
visitars will continue to come in the single eastern entrance at Clarence and Cartwright Street.
Residents who work in the north end, east side or University will more than likely come and go via the
Freeway and exit at Clarence Avenue. Visitors coming from Regina and Yorkton will likely also use
Clarence. The Lorne Avenue exit is confusing when approaching from the east and the existence of a
level crossing an the CNR mainline with frequent mile long slow-moving trains will discourage the use of
Lorne Avenue, Even residents approaching from Downtown or from the west are likely to carry on to
Clarence Avenue to avoid the delays posed by the trains. This means that the majority of traffic will
continue on Cartwright Street between Clarence Avenue and the traffic circle passing within 10m of
balconies of the four condo blocks at 400 Cartwright and past the eight driveways of these condo
buildings. We can see no solution to this as Dundee {precursor to Dream) placed the lots unnecessarily
close to the road ailowance for some reason rather than providing an access road as was done with the
ather detached home and villas. This error in planning has left no room to improve Cartwright Street to
Arterial status or even a true collector road.

“It is our opinion that the hotel and spa are not desirable in this location if the proposed concept to add
additional roadway capacity is not approved. The hotel and spa require the additional capacity to
adequately serve the site.” This is quoted directly from Willows Hotel and Spa Location and Commercial
Feasibility Analysis, 2021. Dream’s response to this is to present Access Roads A, B, C as the additional
roadway. This would mean that their intent would be to funnel a portion of the 47,000 extra non-
resident hotel and spa guests past their prime residential lots and the ptayground at the junction of A, B

and C.

Since the hotelis in the middle of a residential neighbourhood and visitors must pass ciose by residents
in the condos of 400 block and through the new residential neighbourhood, the hotel/spa should not be
granted a liguor licence under any circumstances and changes in DCC-4 should clearly state that. This
also is fitting with Dream’s desire to make this a wellness resort.

Placement of a commercial zone in the middle of a residential suburb is just bad planning and has been
avoided by reputable city planners for decades. When city planners were questioned about this, they



Comments - Barry Charington

pointed out that both Willowgrove and Evergreen had commerciat {albeit not hotel} property in their
core. Closer examination reveals that in both of these cases access is through a four-lane divided road
with no direct access to individual homes. This is also true in the comparable resort developments used
by the developer in the Feasibility Study. In both local cases we see that there is a buffer of apartments
and row housing between the commercial spaces and the single-family homes, not present in this plan.
Further, if vou look at the success of these town centres, you will notice that they are only about half
filled and a large amount of space is left undeveloped, despite the fact that housing in both case is
virtually built out. Avalon and Eastview provide examples of earlier applications of the Town Centre
Concept which when built were more successful, but with the increased dependence on cars the small
mainline supermarkets that anchored these sites have long gone, and the strip malls struggle to
maintain relevance.

The design of the hotel remains contentious. Why does it not have to follow the same design
parameters of the rest of the Willows? How can they use clapboard siding when the rest of the
neighbourhood must use stone, brick and stucco. Other structures are limited to three stories, yet the
hotel which will be an eyesore across the Willows is four stories. Because of its size it cannot be hidden
behind berms and trees. [f this hotel must be built, it should be more in harmony with the
neighbourhood as a low-rise stone or brick and stucco design that blends in with the wooded site rather
than sticking out like a sore thumb.

In the new proposal by Dream there is no improvement in Municipal reserve for parks and recreation. |
fail to see how fining Dream for not providing more than a handful of pocket and ribbon parks or
providing additional parkland in Brighton or Kensington is of any benefit to current and future residents
of the Willows. Perhaps the pools, splash pads, tennis courts and pickleball courts could be included in
Municipal reserve and managed by the city. Then they could be included in the Leisure Pass program
run by the city and be made more accessible to residents.

We must really strongly question the “infill argument” posed by Dream and the exemptions that this
would present. This is on the suburban south edge of the city in a region that sits cutside the natural
city boundary of the CNR tracks, not in the city core or a decaying neighbourhood requiring
revitalization. How can you “infill” a neighbourhood that has not even been built yet?

While we see some improvements in this new proposal, we do not see enough to shift our position of
total opposition to the proposal as presented on lune 23. Major concerns around traffic congesticn,
noise, lack of community recreation spaces (except for fee paid goif) and the location of the commercial
spaces at the core were not addressed in any way in this revision,

Sincerely,

Unit ﬁ Woodbridge Condo 1, 401 Cartwright Street Saskatoon, Sk,-

Ce: Charlie Clark, Mayor
Bronwyn Eyre, MLA Stonebridge Dakota

Don Mc Morris, Minister of Government Relations

City Clerk (for distribution to council}



Comments - Barry Charington

Date: July 3, 2021

Anastasia Conly Mairin Loewen
Planner Councillor, Ward 7
City of Saskatoon City of Saskatoon

To All Concerned:

While | appreciate many of the changes offered by Dream at the June 23", 2021 public forum, many
major concerns persist. The addition of pools, a spray pad and tennis and pickleball courts are a
welcome addition. Also, the increased setback on the north side against 301 is a start. Defining the
commercial space was also helpful, However, the major concerns regarding the placement of
commercial zoning in the middle of a residential area and traffic problems exacerbated by this remain
major concerns.

The traffic studies presented by Dream are invalid because they were both completed prior to the
addition of the Hotel/Spa and commercial area which will generate upwards of 47,000 (according to the
spa Feasibility Study} extra visits annually. If one locks logically at the traffic patterns, the majority of
visitors will continue to come in the single eastern entrance at Clarence and Cartwright Street.
Residents who work in the north end, east side or University will more than likely come and go via the
Freeway and exit at Clarence Avenue. Visitors coming from Regina and Yorkton will likely also use
Clarence. The Lorne Avenue exit is confusing when approaching from the east and the existence of a
level crossing on the CNR mainline with frequent mile long siow-moving trains wiil discourage the use of
Lorne Avenue. Even residents approaching from Downtown or from the west are likely to carry on to
Clarence Avenue to avoid the delays posed by the trains. This means that the majority of traffic will
continue on Cartwright Street between Clarence Avenue and the traffic circle passing within 10m of
balconies of the four condo blocks at 400 Cartwright and past the eight driveways of these condo
buildings. We can see no solution to this as Dundee (precursor to Dream) placed the lots unnecessarily
ciose to the road allowance for some reascn rather than providing an access road as was done with the
other detached home and villas. This error in planning has left no room to improve Cartwright Street to

Arterial status or even a true collector road.

“1t is our opinion that the hotel and spa are not desirable in this location if the proposed concept to add
additional roadway capacity is not approved. The hotelf and spa require the additional capacity to
adeguately serve the site.” This is quoted directly from Willows Hotel and Spa Location and Commercial
Feasibility Analysis, 2021. Dream’s response to this is to present Access Roads A, B, C as the additional
roadway. This would mean that their intent would be to funnel a portion of the 47,000 exira non-
resident hotel and spa guests past their prime residential lots and the playground at the junction of A, B

and C.

Since the hotel is in the middle of a residential neighbourhood and visitors must pass close by residents
in the condos of 400 biock and through the new residential neighbourhood, the hotel/spa should not be
granted a liquor licence under any circumstances and changes in DCD-4 should ciearly state that. This
also is fitting with Dream’s desire to make this a weliness resort.

Placement of a commercial zone in the middle of a residential suburb is just bad planning and has been
avoided by reputable city planners for decades. When city planners were gquestioned about this, they



Comments - Barry Charington

pointed out that both Willowgrove and Evergreen had commercial (albeit not hotel) property in their
core. Closer examination reveals that in both of these cases access is through a four-lane divided road
with no direct access to individual homes, This is also true in the comparable resort developments used
by the developer in the Feasibility Study. In both local cases we see that there is a buffer of apartments
and row housing between the commercial spaces and the single-family homes, not present in this plan.
Further, if you look at the success of these town centres, you will notice that they are only about half
filled and a targe amount of space is left undeveloped, despite the fact that housing in both case is
virtually built out. Avalon and Eastview provide examples of earlier applications of the Town Centre
Concept which when built were more successful, but with the increased dependence on cars the small
mainline supermarkets that anchored these sites have long gone, and the strip malls struggle to
maintain relevance.

The design of the hotel remains contentious. Why does it not have to follow the same design
parameters of the rest of the Willows? How c¢an they use clapboard siding when the rest of the
neighbourhood must use stone, brick and stucco. Other structures are limited to three stories, yet the
hotel which will be an eyesore across the Willows is four stories. Because of its size it cannot be hidden
behind berms and trees. if this hotel must be built, it should be more in harmony with the
neighbourhood as a low-rise stone or brick and stucco design that blends in with the wooded site rather
than sticking out like a sore thumb.

In the new proposal by Dream there is no improvement in Municipal reserve for parks and recreation. |
fail to see how fining Dream for not providing more than a handful of pocket and ribbon parks or
providing additional parkland in Brighton or Kensington is of any benefit to current and future residents
of the Willows. Perhaps the pools, splash pads, tennis courts and picklebail courts could be included in
Municipal reserve and managed by the city. Then they could be included in the Leisure Pass program
run by the city and be made more accessible to residents.

We must really strongly question the "infill argument” posed by Dream and the exemptions that this
would present. This is on the suburban south edge of the city in a region that sits cutside the natural
city boundary of the CNR tracks, not in the city core or a decaying neighbourhoed requiring
ravitalization. How can you "infill” a neighbourhood that has not even been built yet?

While we see some improvements in this new proposal, we do not see enough to shift our position of
total opposition to the proposal as presented on June 23, Major concerns around traffic congestion,
noise, lack of community recreation spaces {except for fee paid golf} and the location of the commercial
spaces at the core were not addressed in any way in this revision.

unit L. Wwoodbridge Condo 1, 401 Cartwright Street Saskatoon, Sk, [ N

Cc: Charlie Clark, Mayor
Bronwyn Eyre, MLA Stonebridge Dakota

Don Mc Morris, Minister of Government Relations

City Clerk {for distribution to council}



Comments - Barry Charington

Date: July 3, 2023

Anastasia Conly fairin Loewen
Planner Councillor, Ward 7
City of Saskatoon City of Saskatoon

To All Concerned:

While | appreciate many of the changes offered by Dream at the june 23, 2021 public forum, many
major concerns persist. The addition of pools, a spray pad and tennis and pickleball courts are a
welcome addition. Also, the increased setback on the north side against 301 is a start. Defining the
commerdcial space was also helpful. However, the major concerns regarding the placement of
commercial zoning in the middle of a residential area and traffic problems exacerbated by this remain

major concerns.

The traffic studies presented by Dream are invalid because they were both completed prior to the
addition of the Hotel/Spa and commercial area which will generate upwards of 47,000 (according to the
spa Feasibility Study) extra visits annually. If one focks logically at the traffic patterns, the majority of
visitors will continue to come in the single eastern entrance at Clarence and Cartwright Street.
Residents who work in the north end, east side or University will more than likely come and go via the
Freeway and exit at Clarence Avenue. Visitors coming from Regina and Yorkton will likely also use
Clarence. The Lorne Avenue exit is confusing when approaching from the east and the existence of a
level crossing on the CNR mainline with frequent mile long slow-moving trains will discourage the use of
Lorne Avenue. Even residents approaching from Downtown or from the west are likely to carry onto
Clarence Avenue to avoid the delays posed by the trains. This means that the majority of traffic will
continue on Cartwright Street between Clarence Avenue and the traffic circle passing within 10m of
balconies of the four condo blocks at 400 Cartwright and past the eight driveways of these condo
buildings. We can see no solution to this as Dundee (precursor to Dream} placed the lots unnecessarily
close to the road allowance for some reason rather than providing an access road as was done with the
other detached home and villas. This error in planning has left no room to improve Cartwright Street to

Arterial status or even a true collector road.

"1t is our opinion that the hotel and spa are not desirable in this location if the proposed concept to add
additional roadway capacity is not approved. The hotel and spa require the additional capacity to
adequately serve the site.” This is quoted directly from Willows Hotel and Spa Location and Commercial
Feasibility Analysis, 2021. Dream’s rasponse to this is to present Access Roads A, B, C as the additional
roadway. This would mean that their intent would be te funnel a portion of the 47,000 extra non-
resident hotel and spa guests past their prime residential lots and the playground at the junction of A, B

and C.

Since the hotel is in the middle of a residential neighbourhooed and visitors must pass close by residents
in the condos of 400 block and through the new residential neighbourhood, the hotel/spa should not be
granted a liquor licence under any circumstances and changes in DCD-4 should clearly state that. This
also is fitting with Dream’s desire to make this 3 wellness resort.

Placement of a commercial zone in the middle of a residential suburb is just bad planning and has been
avoided by reputable city planners for decades. When city planners were questioned about this, they



Comments - Barry Charington

pointed out that both Willowgrove and Evergreen had commercial (albeit not hotel} property in their
core. Closer examination reveals that in both of these cases access is through a four-lane divided road
with no direct access to individual hemes. This is also true in the comparable resort developments used
by the developer in the Feasibility Study. In both local cases we see that there is a buffer of apartments
and row housing between the commercial spaces and the single-family homes, not present in this plan.
Further, if you look at the success of these town centres, you will notice that they are only about half
fiied and a large amount of space is left undeveloped, despite the fact that housing in both case is
virtuatly buitt out. Avaton and Eastview provide examples of earlier applications of the Town Centre
Concept which when built were more successful, but with the increased dependence on cars the smatl
mainline supermarkets that anchored these sites have long gone, and the strip malls struggle to
maintain relevance.

The design of the hotel remains contentious. Why does it not have to follow the same design
parameters of the rest of the Willows? How can they use clapboard siding when the rest of the
neighbourhood must use stone, brick and stucco. Other structures are limited to three stories, yet the
hotel which will be an eyesore across the Willows is four stories, Because of its size it cannot be hidden
behind berms and trees. If this hotel must be built, it should be more in harmony with the
neighbourhood as a low-rise stone or brick and stucco design that blends in with the wooded site rather
than sticking out like a sore thumb.

in the new proposal by Dream there is no improvement in Municipal reserve for parks and recreation. |
fail to see how fining Dream for not providing more than a handful of pocket and ribbon parks or
providing additional parkland in Brighton or Kensington is of any benefit to current and future residents
of the Willows. Perhaps the pools, splash pads, tennis courts and pickieball courts could be included in
Municipal reserve and managed by the ¢ity. Then they could be included in the Leisure Pass program
run by the city and be made more accessible to residents.

We must really strongly question the “infill argument” posed by Dream and the exemptions that this
would present. This is on the suburban south edge of the city in a region that sits outside the natural
city boundary of the CNR tracks, not in the city core or a decaying neighbourhood requiring
revitalization. How can you “infill” a neighbourhood that has not even been built yet?

While we see some improvements in this new proposal, we do not see enough to shift our position of
total opposition to the proposal as presented on June 23, Major concerns around traffic congesticn,
noise, lack of community recreation spaces {except for fee paid golf) and the location of the commaercial
spaces at the core were not addressed in any way in this revision.

Sincereli‘ I

v -
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Ce Charlie Clark, Mayor
Bronwyn Eyre, MLA Stonebridge Dakota

Con Mc Morris, Minister of Government Relations
City Clerk {for distribution to council)
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Comments - Barry Charington

Date: luly 3, 2021

Anastasia Conly Mairin Loewen
Planner Councillor, Ward 7
City of Saskatoon City of Saskatoon

To All Concerned:

While | appreciate many of the changes offered by Dream at the June 237, 2021 public forum, many
major concerns persist. The addition of pools, a spray pad and tennis and picklebalt courts are a
welcome addition, Also, the increased setback on the north side against 301 is a start. Defining the
commercial space was also helpful, However, the major concerns regarding the placement of
commercial zoning in the middle of a residential area and traffic problems exacerbated by this remain

Major concerns.

The traffic studies presented by Dream are invalid because they were both completed prior to the
addition of the Hotel/Spa and commercial area which will generate upwards of 47,000 (according to the
spa Feasibility Study) extra visits annuaily. If one looks logically at the traffic patterns, the majority of
visitors will continue to come in the single eastern entrance at Clarence and Cartwright Street. Residents
who work in the north end, east side or University will more than likely come and go via the Freeway and
exit at Clarence Avenue. Visitors coming from Regina and Yorkton will likely also use Clarence. The
Lorne Avenue exit is confusing when approaching from the east and the existence of a level crossing on
the CNR maintine with frequent mile long slow-moving trains will discourage the use of Lorne Avenue.
Even residents approaching from Downtown or from the west are likety to carry on to Clarence Avenue
to avoid the delays posed by the trains. This means that the majority of traffic wili continue on
Cartwright Street between Clarence Avenue and the traffic circle passing within 10m of balconies of the
four condo blocks at 400 Cartwright and past the eight driveways of these condo buildings. We can see
no solution to this as Dundee (precursor to Dream) placed the lots unnecessarily close to the road
allowance for some reason rather than providing an access road as was done with the other detached
home and villas. This error in planning has left no room to improve Cartwright Street to Arterial status or
even a true collector road. |

“It is our opinion that the hotel and spa are not desirabie in this location if the proposed concept to add
additional roadway capacity is not approved. The hotel and spa require the additional capacity to
adequately serve the site.” This is quoted directly from Willows Hotel and Spa Location and Commercial
Feasibility Analysis, 2021. Dream’s response to this is to present Access Roads A, B, C as the additional
roadway. This would mean that their intent would be to funnel a portion of the 47,000 extra
non-resident hotel and spa guests past their prime residential lots and the playground at the junction of
A, Band C.

Since the hotel is in the middie of a residential neighbourhood and visitors must pass close by residents
in the condos of 400 block and through the new residential neighbourhood, the hotei/spa should not be
granted a liguor licence under any circumstances and changes in BCD-4 should clearly state that. This
also is fitting with Dream’s desire to make this a wellness resort.

Ptacement of a commercial zone in the middle of a residential suburb is just bad planning and has been
avoided by reputable city planners for decades. When city planners were questioned about this, they
pointed out that both Willowgrove and Evergreen had commercizal {albeit not hotel} property in their
core. Closer examination reveals that in both of these cases access is through a four-lane divided road
with no direct access to individual homes. This is also true in the comparable resort developments used
by the developer in the Feasibility Study. In both local cases we see that there is a buffer of apartments
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and row housing between the commercial spaces and the single-family homes, not present in this plan.
Further, if you look at the success of these town centres, you will notice that they are only about haif
filled and a large amount of space is left undeveloped, despite the fact that housing in both case is
virtually built out. Avaion and Eastview provide examples of earlier applications of the Town Centre
Concept which when built were more successful, but with the increased dependence on cars the small
mainline supermarkets that anchored these sites have long gone, and the strip malls struggle to maintain
relevance.

The design of the hotel remains contentious. Why does it not have to follow the same design
parameters of the rest of the Willows? How can they use clapboard siding when the rest of the
neighbourhood must use stone, brick and stucco. Other structures are limited to three stories, yet the
hotel which will be an eyesore across the Willows is four stories. Because of its size it cannot be hidden
behind berms and trees. If this hotel must be built, it should be more in harmony with the
neighbourhood as a low-rise stone or brick and stucco design that blends in with the wooded site rather
than sticking out like a sore thumb,

In the new propaosal by Dream there is no improvement in Municipal reserve for parks and recreation. |
fail to see how fining Dream for not providing more than a handful of pocket and ribbon parks or
providing additional parkland in Brighton or Kensington is of any benefit to current and future residents
of the Willows. Perhaps the pools, splash pads, tennis courts and picldeball courts could be included in
Municipal reserve and managed by the city. Then they could be included in the Leisure Pass program
run by the city and be made more accessible to residents.

We must really strongly question the "infill argument” posad by Dream and the exemptions that this
would present. This is on the suburban south edge of the city in a region that sits outside the natural
¢ity boundary of the CNR tracks, not in the city core or a decaying neighbourhood requiring
revitatization. How can you "infill” a neighbourhood that has not even been built yet?

While we see some improvements in this new proposal, we do not see enough to shift our position of
total opposition ta the proposal as presented on June 23. Major concerns around traffic congestion,
noise, lack of community recreation spaces {except for fee paid golf) and the location of the commercial
spaces at the core were not addressed in any way in this revision.

Sincerely, = _ g . w f -

Unit -, Woodbridge Condo 1, 401 Cartwright Street Saskatoon, Sk, ||

Cc: Charlie Clark, Mayor
Bronwyn Eyre, MLA Stonebridge Dakota

Don Mc Morris, Minister of Government Relations
City Clerk {for distribution to council}
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Date: July 3, 2021
Anastasia Conly Mairin Loewen

Planner Councillor, Ward 7

City of Saskatoon City of Saskatoon
Te All Concerned:

While [ appreciate many of the changes offered by Dream at the June 23"1, 2021 public forum, many
major concerns persist. The addition of pools, a spray pad and tennis and pickleball courts are a welcome
addition, Also, the increased setback on the north side against 301 is a start. Defining the commercial
space was also helpful. However, the major concerns regarding the placement of comumercial zoning in
the middie of a residential area and traffie problems exacerbated by this remain major coneerns.

The treffic studies presented by Dream are invalid becatse they were both completed prior to the addition
of the Hotel/Spa and commercial area which will generate upwards of 47,000 (according to the spa
Feasibility Study) extra visits annually. If one looks logically at the traffic patterns, the majority of
visitors will continue to come in the single eastern entrance at Clarence and Cartwright Street. Residents
who work in the north end, east side or Undversity will snore than likely come and go via the Freeway and
exit at Clarence Avenue. Visitors coming from Regina and Yorkton will likely also use Clarence. The
Lome Avenue exit is confusing when approaching frow the east and the existence of a level crossing on
the CNR. mainline with frequent mile long slow~moving trains will discourage the use of Lome Avenue.
Even residents approaching from Downtown ot from the west are likely to carry on to Clarence Avenue
to avoid the delays posed by the trains. This means that the majority of traffic will continue on
Cartwright Street between Clarence Avenue and the traffic circle passing within 10m of balconies of the
four condo blocks at 400 Cartwright and past the eight driveways of these condo buildings. We can see
no solution to this as Duadee {precursor to Drearn) placed the lots unnecessarily close to the road
allowance for some reason rather than providing an access road as was done with the other detached
home and vilias. This error in planning has left no room to improve Cartwright Street to Arterial status or
even a true collector road.

“It is our opinion that the hotel and spa are not desirable in this location if the proposed concept to add
additional roadway capacity is not approved. The botel and spa require the additional capacity to
adequately serve the site.” This is quoted directly from Willows Hotel and Spa Location and Commercial
Teasibility Analysis, 2021. Dream’s response to this is to present Access Roads A, B, C as the additional
roadway. This would mean that their intent would be to funnel & portion of the 47,000 extra non-resident

hotel and spa guests past their prime residential lots and the playground at the junction of A, B and C.

Since the hotel is in the middle of a residential neighbourhood and visitors must pass close by residents in
the condos of 400 block and through the new residential neighbourhood, the hotel/spa should not be
granted a liguor licence uader any circumstances and chenges in DCD-4 should clearly state that. This
also is fitting with Dreatn’s desire to make this a wellness resort.

Placement of 8 cornmercial zone in the middie of a residential suburb is just bad planmning and has been
avoided by reputable city planners for decades. When city planners were questioned about this, they
pointed out that both Willowgrove and Evergreen had commerciai (atbeit sot hotel) property in their core.
Closer examination reveals that in both of these cases access is through a four-lane divided road with no
direct access to individual homes. This is also true in the comparable resort developinents used by the
developer in the Feasibility Study. In both local cases we see that there is a buffer of apartments and row
housing between the commercial spaces and the single-family homes, not present in this plan. Further, if
vou fock at the success of these town centres, you will notice that they are only about half filled and a
large amount of space is left undeveloped, despite the fact that housing in both case is virtually built out.
Avalon and Eastview provide examples of earlier applications of the Town Centre Concept which when
bujlt were more successful, but with the increased dependence on cars the small mainiine supermarkets
that anchored these sites bave long gone, and the strip malls struggle to maintain relevance.

The design of the hotel remains contentions. Why does it not have to follow the samne design parameters
of the rest of the Willows? How can they use clapboard siding when the rest of the neighbourhood niust
use stone, brick and stucco. Other structures are limited to three stories, yet the hotel which will be an
eyesore across the Willows is four stories. Because of its size it cannot be hidden behind benns and trees.
If this hotel must be built, it should be more in harmony with the neighbouthiood as a low-rise stone or
brick and stucco design that blends in with the wooded site rather than sticking out like a sore thutob.

In the new proposal by Dream there is no improvement in Musicipal reserve for parks and recreation. 1
fail to see how fining Drean for not providing more than a handful of pocket and ribbon parks or
providing additional parkland in Brighton: or Kensington is of any benefit to current and fiture residents
of the Willows. Perhaps the pools, splash pads, tennis courts and picklebali courts could be included in
Municipel reserve and managed by the city. Then they could be included in the Leisure Pass program run

by the ity and be made more accessible o residents.
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Comments - Barry Charington

Date: July 3, 2021

Anastasia Conly Mairin Loewen
Planner Councillor, Ward 7
City of Saskatoon City of Saskatoon

To All Concerned:

While | appreciate many of the changes offered by Dream at the June 23", 2021 public farum, many
major concerns persist. The addition of pools, 2 spray pad and tennis and pickleball courts are a
welcome addition. Also, the increased setback on the north side against 301 is a start. Defining the
commercial space was also helpful. However, the major concerns regarding the placement of
commercial zoning in the middle of a residential area and traffic proklems exacerbated by this remain

major ¢concerns.

The traffic studies presented by Dream are invalid because they were both completed prior to the
addition of the Hotel/Spa and commercial area which will generate upwards of 47,000 (according to the
spa Feasibility Study} extra visits annually. If one looks fogicaliy at the traffic patterns, the majority of
visitors will continue to come in the single eastern entrance at Clarence and Cartwright Street.
Residents who work in the north end, east side or University will more than likely come and go via the
Freeway and exit at Clarence Avenue. Visitors coming from Regina and Yorkton will likely aiso use
Clarence. The Lorne Avenue exit is confusing when appreaching from the east and the existence of a
fevel crossing on the CNR mainiine with frequent mile long slow-moving trains will discourage the use of
Lorne Avenue. Even residents approaching from Downtown or from the west are likely to carry on to
Clarence Avenue to avoid the delays posed by the trains. This means that the majority of traffic will
continue on Cartwright Street between Clarence Avenue and the traffic circle passing within 10m of
balconies of the four condo blocks at 400 Cartwright and past the eight driveways of these caendo
buildings. We can see no solution to this as Dundee {precursor to Dream) placed the lots unnecessarily
close to the road allowance for some reason rather than providing an access road as was done with the
other detached home and villas. This error in planning has {eft no room to improve Cartwright Street to
Arterial status or even a true collector road.

“It is our opinion that the hotef and spa are not desirable in this location if the proposed concept to add
additional roadway capacity is not approved. The hote! and spa require the additional capacity to
adequately serve the site.” This is quoted directly from Wiltows Hotel and Spa Location and Commercial
Feasibitity Analysis, 2021. Dream’s response to this is to present Access Reads A, B, C as the additional
roadway. This would mean that their intent would be to funnel a portion of the 47,000 extra non-
resident hotel and spa guests past their prime residential lots and the playground at the junction of A, B

and C.

Since the hotel is in the middlie of a residential neighbourhood and visitors must pass close by residents
in the condos of 400 block and through the new residential neighbourhood, the hotel/spa should not be
granted a liquor licence under any circumstances and changes in DCD-4 should clearly state that., This
also is fitting with Dream’s desire to make this a wellness resort,

Placement of a commercial zone in the middle of a residential suburb is just bad planning and has been
avoided by reputable city planners for decades. When city planners were questioned about this, they



Comments - Barry Charington

pointed out that both Willowgrove and Evergreen had commerciai {albeit not hotel) property in their
core. Closer examination reveals that in both of these cases access is through a four-lane divided road
with no direct access to individual homes. This is also true in the comparable resort developments used
by the developer in the Feasibility Study. In both local cases we see that there is a buffer of apartments
and row housing between the commercial spaces and the single-family homes, not present in this plan.
Further, if you lock at the success of these town centres, you will notice that they are only about half
filled and a farge amount of space is left undeveloped, despite the fact that housing in both case is
virtually built out. Avalon and Eastview provide example: of earlier applications of the Town Centre
Concept which when built were more successful, but with the increased dependence on cars the small
mainline supermarkets that anchored these sites have long gone, and the strip malls struggle to
maintain relevance.

The design of the hotel remains contentious. Why does it not have to follow the same design
parameters of the rest of the Willows? How c¢an they use clapboard siding when the rest of the
neighbourhood must use stone, brick and stucco. Other structures are limited to three stories, yet the
hotel which will be an eyesore across the Willows is four stories. Because of its size it cannot be hidden
behind berms and trees. If this hotel must be buil, it should be more in harmony with the
neighbourhood as a low-rise stone or brick and stucco design that blends in with the wooded site rather
than sticking out fike a sore thumb.

in the new proposal by Dream there is no improvement in Municipal reserve for parks and recreation. |
fail to see how fining Dream for not providing more than a handfu of pocket and ribbon parks or
providing additional parkiand in Brighton or Kensington is of any benefit to current and future residents
of the Willows. Perhaps the pools, splash pads, tennis courts and pickleball courts could be included in
Municipal reserve and managed by the city. Then they could be included in the Leisure Pass program
run by the city and be made more accessible to residents.

We must really strongly question the “infill argument” posed by Dream and the exemptions that this
would present. This is on the suburban south edge of the city in a region that sits outside the natural
city boundary of the CNR tracks, not in the city core or a decaying neighbourhood requiring
revitatization. How can you “infill” a neighbourhood that has not even been built yet?

While we see some improvements in this new proposal, we do not see enough to shift our position of
total opposition te the proposal as presented on June 23. Major concerns around traffic congestion,
noise, lack of community recreation spaces {except for fee paid golf) and the location of the commercial
spaces at the core were not addressed in any way in this revision.

Sincer
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unit - [l Woodbridge Condo 1, 401 Cartwright Street Saskatoon, Sk, [ il

Cc: Charlie Clark, Mayor
Bronwyn Eyre, MLA Stonebridge Dakota

Dan Mc Morris, Minister of Government Relations
City Clerk (for distribution to council)



Comments - Barry Charington

Date: huly 3. 2021

Anastasia Conly Mairin Loewen
Plamey Councitior, Ward 7
City of Saskatoon City of Saskatoon

To All Concerned:

While I appreciate many of the changes offered by Dream at the June 23"', 2021 public forum, many
major concerns persist. The addition of pools, a spray pad and tennis and pickleball courts are a weleome
addition, Also, the increased setback on the north side against 301 is a start. Defining the commercial
space was also helpful. However, the major concerns regarding the placement of commercial zoning in
the middle of a residential area and traffic problems exacerbated by this remain major concerns.

The traffic studies presented by Dream are invalid because they were both completed prior to the addition
of the Hotel/Spa and commercial area which will generate upwards of 47,000 {(according to the spa
Feasibility Study) extra visits annually. If one looks logically at the traffic patterns, the majority of
visitors will continue to come in the single eastem entrance at Clarence and Carfwright Street. Residents
who work in the north end, east side or University will more than likely come and go via the Freeway and
exit at Clarence Avenue. Visitors coming from Regina and Yorkton will likely also use Clarence. The
Lorne Avenue exit is confusing when approaching from the east and the existence of a level crossing on
the CNR mainline with frequent mile long slow-moving trains will discourage the use of Lorne Avenue.
Even residents approaching from Downtown or from. the west are likely to canry on to Clarence Avenue
to avoid the delays posed by the trains. This means that the majority of traffic will continue on
Cartwright Street between Clarence Avenue and the traffic circle passing within 10m of balconies of the
four condo blocks at 408 Cartwright and past the eight driveways of these condo buildings. We can see
o solution to this as Dundee (precursor to Dream) placed the lots unnecessarily close to the road
allowance for some reason rather than providing an access road as was done with the other detached
home and villas. This emror in planning has left no room to improve Cartwright Street to Arterial status or
even a true collector road,

“It is our opinion that the hotel and spa are not desirable in this location if the proposed concept to add
additional roadway capacity is not approved. The hotel and spa require the additional capacity to
adequately serve the sife.” This is quoted directly from Willows Hotel and Spa Location and Commercial
Feasibility Analysis, 2021. Dream’s response fo this is to present Access Roads A, B, C as the additional
roadway. This would mean that their intent would be to funnel a portion of the 47,000 extra non-resident

hotel and spa guests past their prime residential Jots and the playground at the junction of A, B and C.

Since the hotel is in the middle of a residential neighbourhood and visitors must pass ¢lose by residents in
the condos of 400 block and through the new residential neighbourhood, the hotel/spa should not be
granted a liquor licence under any circumstances and changes in DCD-4 should clealy state that. This
also is fitting with Dream’s desire to make this a wellness resort.

Placement of a commereial zone in the middle of a residential suburb is just bad planning and has been
avoided by reputable city planners for decades. When city planners were questioned about this, they
pointed out that both Willowgrove and Evergreen had commercial {albeit not hotel) property in their core.
Closer examination reveals that in both of these cases access is through a four-lane divided road with no
direct access to individual homes. This is alse true in the comparable resort developments used by the
developer in the Feasibility Study. In both local cases we see that there is a buffer of apartments and row
housing between the commercial spaces and the single-family homes, not present in this plan. Further, if
you ook at the success of these town centres, you will notice that they are only about half filled and a
large amount of space is left undeveloped, despite the fact that housing in both case is virtually built out.
Avalon and Bastview provide examples of earlier applications of the Town Centre Concept which when
built were more successful, but with the increased dependence on cars the small mainline supermarkets
that anchored these sites have long gone, and the strip malls struggle to maintain relevance.

The design of the hotel remains contentious. Why does it not have to follow the same design parameters
of the rest of the Willows? How can they use clapboard siding when the rest of the neighbourhood must
use stone, brick and stucco. Other structures are limited to three stories, vet the hotel which wiil be an
eyesore across the Willows is four stories. Because of its size if cannot be hidden behind berms and trees.
If this hote] must be built, it should be more in harmony with the neighbourhaod as a low-rise stone or
brick and stucco design that blends in with the wooded site rather than sticking out like a sore thumb.

In the new proposal by Dream there is no improvement in Municipal veserve for parks and recreation. [
fail to see how fining Dream for not providing more than a handful of pocket and ribbon parks or
providing additional parkland in Brighton or Kensington is of any benefit to current and future residents
of the Willows. Perhaps the pools, splash pads, tennis courts and pickleball courts could be included in
Municipal reserve and managed by the city. Then they could be included in the Leisure Pass program run
by the ¢city and be made more accessible to residents.



We must really strongly question the “infill argument” posed by Dream and the exemptions that this

would present. This is on the suburban south edge of the city in a region that sits outside the natural city

boundary of the CNR tracks, not in the city core or a decaying neighbourhood requiring (S0@ligaents - Barry Charington
How can you “infill” a neighbourhood that has not even been built yet?

While we sec some improvements in this new proposal, we do rot see enough to shift our position of total
opposition to the proposal as presented on June 23. Major concerns around 1raffic congestion, noise, lack

of commnunity recreation spaces (except for fee paid golf) and the location of the commercial spaces at the
core were not addressed in any way in this revision.

Sincerely,

U[.VOOdbridge Condo 1, 401 Cartwright Street Saskatoon, Sk, [

Ce: Charlie Clark, Mayor

Bronwyn Eyre, MLA Stonebridge Dakota
Don Mc Morris, Minister of Govemnment Relations
City Clerk (for distribution to council)



Comments - Barry Charington

Date: July 3, 2021

Anastasia Conly Mairin Loewen
Planner Counciller, Ward 7
City of Saskatoon City of Saskatoon

To All Concerned:

While i appreciate many of the changes offered by Dream at the june 23%, 2021 public forum, many
major concerns persist. The addition of pools, a spray pad and tennis and picklebali courts are a
welcome addition. Also, the increased setback on the north side against 301 is a start. Defining the
commercial space was also helpful. However, the major concerns regarding the placement of
commercial zoning in the middle of a residential area and traffic probiems exacerbated by this remain
majorconcerns.

The traffic studies presented by Dream are invalid because they were both completed prior to the
addition of the Hotel/Spa and commercial area which will generate upwards of 47,000 {according to the
spa Feasibility Study) extra visits annually. if one looks logically at the traffic patterns, the majerity of
visitors will continue to come in the single eastern entrance at Clarence and Cartwright Street.
Residents who work in the north end, east side or University will more than likely come and go via the
Freeway and exit at Clarence Avenue. Visitors coming from Regina and Yorkton will likely also use
Clarence. The Lorne Avenue exit is confusing when approaching from the east and the existence of a
fevel cressing on the CNR mainline with frequent mile long slow-moving trains will discourage the use of
Lorne Avenue. Even residents approaching from Downtown or from the west are likely to carryon to
Clarence Avenue to avoid the delays posed by the trains. This means that the majority of traffic will
continue on Cartwright Street between Clarence Avenue and the traffic circle passing within 10m of
balconies of the four condo blocks at 400 Cartwright and past the eight driveways of these condo
buildings. We can see no solution to this as Dundee (precurscr to Dream) placed the iots unnecessarily
close to the road allowance for some reason rather than providing an access road as was done with the
other detached home and villas. This errer in planning has left no room o improve Cartwright Street to
Arterial status or even a true collector road.

“It is our opinion that the hotel and spa are not desirable in this iocation if the proposed concept to add
additional roadway capacity is not approved. The hotel and spa require the additional capacity to
adequately serve the site.” This is quoted directly from Willows Hotel and Spa Location and Commercial
Feasibility Analysis, 2021. Dream’s response to this is to present Access Roads A, B, C as the additional
readway. This would mean that their intent would be to funnel a portion of the 47,000 extra non-
resident hotel and spa guests past their prime residential ots and the playground at the junction of A, 8

and C.

Since the hotel is in the middie of a residential neighbourhood and visitors must pass close by residents
in the condos of 400 block and through the new residential neighbourhood, the hotel/spa should not be
granted a liquor licence under any circumstances and changes in DCD-2 shouid clearly state that. This
also is fitting with Dream’s desire to make this a wellness resort.

Placement of a commercial zone in the middle of a residential suburb is just bad planning and ha.s been
avoided by reputable city planners for decades. When city planners were questioned about this, they



Comments - Barry Charington

pointed out that both Willowgrove and Evergreen had commercial {albeit not hotel} property in their
core. Closer examination reveals that in both of these cases access is through a four-lane divided road
with no direct access to individual homes. This is also true in the comparable resort developments used
by the developer in the Feasibility Study. In both ocai cases we see that there is a buffer of apartments
and row housing between the commercial spaces and the single-family homes, not present in this plan.
Further, if you look at the success of these town centres, you wili notice that they are only about half
filted and a large amount of space is left undeveloped, despite the fact that housing in both case is
virtually built out. Avalon and Eastview provide examples of earlier applications of the Town Centre
Concept which when built were more successful, but with the increased dependence on cars the small
mainiine supermarkets that anchored these sites have long gone, and the strip malls struggle to
maintain relevance.

The design of the hotel remains contenticus. Why does it not have to follow the same design
parameters of the rest of the Willows? How can they use clapboard siding when the rest of the
neighbourhood must use stone, brick and stucco. Other structures are limited to three stories, yet the
hotel which will be an eyesore across the Willows is four stories. Because of its size it cannot be hidden
behind berms and trees. If this hotel must be built, it should be more in harmony with the
neighbourhood as a low-rise stone or brick and stucco design that blends in with the wooded site rather
than sticking out like a sore thumb.

In the new proposal by Dream there is no improvement in Municipal reserve for parks and recreation. |
fail to see how fining Dream for not providing more than a handful of pocket and ribbon parks or
providing additional parkland in Brighton or Kensington is of any benefit to current and future residents
of the Willows. Perhaps the pools, splash pads, tennis courts and picklebail courts could be included in
Municipal reserve and managed by the city. Then they could be included in the Leisure Pass program
run by the city and be made more accessible to residents.

We must really strongly question the “infill argument” posed by Dream and the exemptions that this
would present. This is on the suburban south edge of the city in a region that sits outside the natural
ity boundary of the CNR tracks, not in the city core or a decaying neighbourhoed requiring
revitalization. How can you “infitl” a neighbourhood that has not even been huilt yet?

While we see some improvements in this new proposal, we do not see enough to shift our position of
total opposition to the proposal as presented on June 23. Major concerns around traffic congestion,
noise, lack of community recreation spaces {except for fee paid goif) and the location of the commercial
spaces at the core were not addressed in any way in this revision,

Si

Derrick Rankin, per Howard Rankin
Uni-)_, Woodbridge Condo 1, 401 Cartwright Street Saskatoon, Sk, |||

Ce: Charlie Clark, Mayor
Bronwyn Eyre, MLA Stonebridge Dakota

Don Mc Morris, Minister of Government Relations

City Clerk {for distribution to council}



Comments - Barry Charington

Date: July 3, 2021

Anastasia Conly Mairin Loewen
Planner Councillor, Ward 7
City of Saskatoon City of Saskatoon

To All Concerned:

While | appreciate many of the changes offered by Dream at the June 23, 2021 public forum, many
major concerns persist. The addition of poois, a spray pad and tennis and pickiebali courts are a
welcome addition. Also, the increased setback on the north side against 301 is a start. Defining the
commercial space was also helpful. However, the major concerns regarding the placement of
commercial zoning in the middle of a residential area and traffic problems exacerbated by this remain

major concerns.

The traffic studies presented by Dream are invalid because they were both completed prior to the
addition of the Hotel/Spa and commercial area which will generate upwards of 47,000 {according to the
spa Feasibility Study) extra visits annually. If one looks logically at the traffic patterns, the majority of
visitors will continue to come in the single eastern entrance at Clarence and Cartwright Street.
Residents who work in the north end, east side or University will more than likely come and go via the
Freeway and exit at Clarence Avenue. Visitors coming from Regina and Yorkton will likely also use
Clarence. The Lorne Avenue exit is confusing when approaching from the east and the existence of a
level crossing on the CNR mainiine with frequent mile long slow-maoving trains will discourage the use of
Lorne Avenue, Even residents approaching from Downtown or from the west are fikely to carryon to
Clarence Avenue to avoid the delays posed by the trains. This means that the majority of traffic will
continue on Cartwright Street hetween Clarence Avenue and the traffic circle passing within 10m of
halconies of the four condo blocks at 400 Cartwright and past the eight driveways of these condo
buildings. We can see no solution to this as Dundee {precursor to Dream) placed the {ots unnecessarily
ciose to the road aliowance for some reason rather than providing an access road as was done with the
other detached home and villas. This error in planning has left no room to improve Cartwright Street to

Arterial status or even a true collector road.

“It is our opinion that the hotel and spa are not desirable in this location if the proposed concept to add
additional roadway capacity is not approved. The hotel and spa require the additionai capacity to
adegquately serve the site.” This is quoted directly from Willows Hotel and Spa Location and Commercial
Feasihility Analysis, 2021. Dream’s response to this is to present Access Roads A, B, C as the additional
roadway. This would mean that their intent would be te funnel a portion of the 47,000 extra non-
resident hote! and spa guests past their prime residential lots and the playground at the junction of A, B

and C.

Since the hotei is in the middle of a residential neighbourhood and visitors must pass close by residents
in the condos of 400 block and through the new residential neighbourhood, the hotel/spa should not be
granted a liguor licence under any circumstances and changes in DCD-4 should clearly state that. This
also is fitting with Dream’s desire to make this a wellness resort.

Placement of a commercial zone in the middle of a residential suburb is just bad planning and has been
avoided by reputable city planners for decades. When city planners were questioned about this, they
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pointed out that both Willowgrove and Evergreen had commercial (albeit not hotel) property in their
core. Closer examination reveals that in both of these cases access is through a four-lane divided road
with no direct access to individual homes. This is also true in the comparable resort developments used
by the developer in the Feasibility Study. In both local cases we see that there is a buffer of apartments
and row housing between the commercial spaces and the single-family homes, not present in this plan.
Further, if you look at the success of these town centres, you will notice that they are only about half
filled and a large amount of space is left undeveloped, despite the fact that housing in both case is
virtually built out. Avalon and Eastview provide examples of earlier applicaticns of the Town Centre
Concept which when built were maore successful, but with the increased dependence on cars the small
mainline supermarkets that anchored these sites have long gone, and the strip malls struggle to
maintain relevance.

The design of the hotel remains contentious. Why does it not have to follow the same design
parameters of the rast of the Willows? How can they use clapboard siding when the rest of the
neighbourhood must use stone, brick and stucco. Other structures are limited to three stories, yet the
hotel which will be an eyesore across the Willows is four stories. Because of its size it cannot be hidden
behind berms and trees. If this hotel must be built, it should be more in harmony with the
neighbourhood as a low-rise stone or brick and stucco design that blends in with the wooded site rather
than sticking out like a sore thumb.

In the new proposal by Dream there is no improvement in Municipal reserve for parks and recreation. |
fail to see how fining Dream for not providing more than a handful of pocket and ribbon parks or
providing additional parkland in Brighton or Kensingten is of any benefit to current and future residents
of the Willows. Perhaps the pools, splash pads, tennis courts and pickleball courts could be included in
Municipal reserve and managed by the city. Then they could be included in the Leisure Pass program
run by the city and be made more accessible to residents.

We must really strongly question the “infill argument” posed by Dream and the exemptions that this
would present. This is on the suburban south edge of the city in a region that sits outside the natural
city boundary of the CNR tracks, not in the city core or a decaying neighbourhocd requiring
revitalization. How can you “infill” a neighbeourhood that has not even been built yet?

While we see some improvements in this new proposal, we do not see encugh to shift our position of
total opposition to the proposal as presented on June 23. Major concerns around traffic congestion,
noise, lack of community recreation spaces {except for fee paid golf) and the location of the commercial
spaces at the core were not addressed in any way in this revision.

Cig Charlie Clark, Mayor
Bronwyn Eyre, MLA Stonebridge Daketa

Don Mc Maorris, Minister of Government Relations
City Clerk {for distribution to council)
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Date: July 3, 2021

Anastasia Conly Mairin Loewen
Planner Councillor, Ward 7
City of Saskatoon City of Saskatoon

To All Concerned:

While | appreciate many of the changes offered by Dream at the June 23, 2021 public forum, many
major concerns persist. The addition of pools, a spray pad and tennis and pickleball courts are a
wefcome addition. Also, the increased setback on the north side against 301 is a start. Defining the
commercial space was also helpful. However, the major concerns regarding the placement of
commercial zoning in the middle of a residential area and traffic problems exacerbated by this remain

major concerns.

The traffic studies presented by Dream are invalid because they were both completed prior to the
addition of the Hotel/Spa and commercial area which will generate upwards of 47,000 {(according to the
spa Feasibility Study) extra visits annually. if one looks logically at the traffic patterns, the majority of
visitors will continue to come in the single eastern entrance at Clarence and Cartwright Street.
Residents who work in the north end, east side or University will more than likely come and go via the
Freeway and exit at Clarence Avenue. Visitors coming from Regina and Yorkton will likely also use
Clarence. The Lorne Avenue exit is confusing when approaching from the east and the existence of a
level crossing on the CNR mainline with frequent mile long slow-moving trains will discourage the use of
Lorne Avenue. Even residents approaching from Downtown or from the west are likely to carry on to
Clarence Avenue to avoid the delays posed by the trains. This means that the majority of traffic will
continue on Cartwright Street between Clarence Avenue and the traffic circle passing within 10m of
balconies of the four conde blocks at 400 Cartwright and past the eight driveways of these condo
buildings. We can see no solution to this as Dundee {precursor to Dream) placed the lots unnecessarily
close to the road allowance for some reascn rather than providing an access road as was done with the
other detached home and villas. This error in planning has left no room to improve Cartwright Street to
Arterial status or even a true collector road.

“It is our opinion that the hotel and spa are not desirable in this location if the proposed concept to add
additional roadway capacity is not approved. The hote! and spa require the additional capacity to
adequately serve the site,” This is guoted directly from Willows Hotel and Spa Location and Commaercial
Feasibility Analysis, 2021. Dream’s response to this is to present Access Roads A, B, € as the additional
roadway. This would mean that their intent would be to funnel a portion of the 47,000 extra non-
resident hotel and spa guests past their prime residentiai lots and the playground at the junction of A, B

and C.

Since the hotel is in the middle of a residential neighbourhood and visitors must pass close by residents
in the condos of 400 block and through the new residential neighbourhood, the hotel/spa should not be
granted 2 liguor licence under any circumstances and changes in BCDB-4 should cieariy state that. This
also is fitting with Dream’s desire to make this a weilness resort.

Piacement of a commercial zone in the middle of a residential suburb is just bad pianning and has heen
avoided by reputable city planners for decades. When city planners were guestioned about this, they



Comments - Barry Charington

painted out that both Willowgrove and Evergreen had commercial {albeit not hotel} property in their
core. Closer examination reveals that in both of these cases access is through a four-lane divided road
with no direct access to individuat homes. This is aiso true in the comparable resort developments used
by the developer in the Feasibility Study. In both local cases we see that there is a buffer of apartments
and row housing between the commercial spaces and the single-family homes, not present in this plan.
Further, if you look at the success of these town centres, you will notice that they are only about half
filled and a large amount of space is left undeveloped, despite the fact that housing in both case is
virtually built out. Avalon and Eastview provide examples of earlier applications of the Town Centre
Concept which when built were more successful, but with the increased dependence on cars the small
mainline supermarkets that anchored these sites have fong gone, and the strip malls struggle to
maintain relevance.

The design of the hotel remains contenticus. Why does it not have to follow the same design
parameters of the rest of the Willows? How can they use clapboard siding when the rest of the
neighbourhood must use stone, brick and stucco. Other structures are limited to three stories, yet the
hotel which will be an eyesore across the Willows is four stories. Because of its size it cannot be hidden
behind berms and trees. If this hotel must be built, it should be more in harmony with the
neighbourhood as a low-rise stone or brick and stucco design that blends in with the wooded site rather
than sticking out like a sore thumb.

In the new proposal by Dream there is no improvement in Municipal reserve for parks and recreation. !
fail to see how fining Dream for not providing more than a handful of pocket and ribbon parks or
providing additional parkland in Brighton or Kensington is of any benefit to current and future residents
of the Willows. Perhaps the pools, splash pads, tennis courts and pickieball courts could be included in
Municipal reserve and managed by the city. Then they couid be included in the Leisure Pass program
run by the city and be made more accessible to residents.

We mist really strongly guestion the “infill argument” pesed by Dream and the exemptions that this
would present. This is on the suburban south edge of the city in a region that sits outside the natural
city boundary of the CNR tracks, not in the ¢ity core or 3 decaying neighbourhood requiring
revitalization. How can you “infill” a neighbourhood that has not even been built yet?

While we see some improvements in this new proposal, we do not see enough to shift our position of
total opposition to the proposal as presented on June 23. Major concerns arcund traffic congestion,
noise, lacic of community recreation spaces (except for fee paid golf) and the iocation of the commercial
spaces at the core were not addressed in any way in this revision.

Verone Charington
Unit , Woodbridge Condo 1, 401 Cartwright Street Saskatoon, Sk,-

Cc: Charlie Clark, Mayor
Bronwyn Eyre, MLA Stonebridge Dakota

Don Mc Morris, Minister of Government Relations
City Clerk {for distribution to council)



Comments - Barry Charington

Date: July 3,2021
Anastasia Conly Mairin Loewen

Plaaner Couneillor. Ward 7

City of Saskatoon .Cit); of Sa_.sl-catoon
To All Concerned:

‘While ] appreciate many of the changes offered by Dream at the June 23'6, 2021 public forurn, many
major concerns persist. The addition of pools, 2 spray pad and tennis and picklebail courts are a welcome
addition. Also, the imcreased setback on the north side against 301 is a start. Defining the commercial
space was also helpful. However, the major concerns regarding the placement of commercizal zoning in
the middie of a residential area and traffic problems exacerbated by this remain major concerns.

The traffic studies presented by Dream are invalid because they were both completed prior to the addition
of the Hotel/Spa and commercial area which will generate upwards of 47,000 {according to the spa
Feasibility Study) extra visits annually. If one looks logically at the traffic patterns, the majerity of
visitors will continue fo come in the single eastern entrance at Clarence and Cartwright Street. Residents
who work in the north end, east side or University will more than likely come and go via the Freeway and
exit at Clarence Avenue. Visitors coming from Regina and Yorkton will likely also use Clarence. The
Lorne Avenus exit is confusing when approaching from the east and the existence of a level crossing on
the CNR mainline with frequent mile long slow-moving trains will discourage the use of Lorne Avenue.
Even residents approaching from Downtown or from the west are likely to carry on to Clarence Avemue
to avoid the delays posed by the trains. This means that the majority of traffic will continue on
Cartwright Street between Clarence Avenue and the traffic circle passing within 10m of balconies of the
four condo blocks at 400 Cartwright and past the eight driveways of these condo buildings. We can see
no solution to thig as Dundee (precursor to Dream) placed the lots unnecessarily close 1o the road
allowance for some reason rather than providing an access road as was dove with the other detached
home and villas. This error in planning has left no room to improve Cartwright Street to Axteral status or
even a true collector road.

“It is our opinion that the hotel and spa are not desirable in this location if the proposed concept to add
additional roadway capacity is not approved. The hotel and spa require the additional capacity to
adequately serve the site.”” This is quoted directly from Willows Hotel and Spa Lacation and Commercial
Feasibility Analysis, 2021. Dream’s response to this is to present Access Roads A, B, C as the additional
roadway. This would mean that their intent would be to funnel a portion of the 47,000 extra non-resident

hotel and spa guests past their prime residential lots and the playground at the junction of A, B and C.

Since the hotel is in the middle of a residential neighbourhood and visitors moust pass close by residents in
the condos of 400 block and through the new residential neighbourhood, the hotel/spa should not be
granted a Houor licence under any cireumstances and changes in DCD-4 should clearly state that. This
also is fitting with Dream’s desire to make this a2 wellness resort.

Placement of a comunercial zone in the middle of a residential suburls is just bad planning and bas been
avoided by reputable city planners for decades. When city planners were questioned about this, they
pointed out that both Willowgrove and Evergreen had commercial (albeit not hotel} property in their core,
Closer examination reveals that in both of these cases access is through a four-lane divided road with ne
direct access to individuel homes. This is also true in the comparable resort developments used by the
developer in the Feasibility Study. In both local cases we sce that there is a buffer of apartments and row
housing between the commercial spaces and the single-family homes, not present in this plan. Further, if
you look at the stecess of these town centres, you will notice that they are only about helf filledand a
large amount of space is left undeveloped, despite the fact that housing in both case is virtually built cut,
Avalon and Eastview provide example - of earlier applications of the Town Centre Concept which when
built were more successful, but with the increased dependence on cars the small mainline supermarkets
that anchored these sites have long gone, and the strp malls struggle to maintain relevance.

The design of the hotel remains contentious. Why does it not have to follow the same design parameters
of the rest of the Willows? How-can they use clapboard siding when the rest of the neighbourhood must
use stoue, brick and stucco. Other structures are limited to three stories, yet the hotel which will be an
avesore across the Willows is four stories. Because of its size it cannot be hidden behind berms and trees.
If this hotel must be built, it should be more in harmony with the neighbovrhood as a low-rise stone or
brick and stucco design that blends in with the wooded site rather than sticking out Hke a sore thurnb.

In the new proposal by Dream there is no improvement in Municipal reserve for parks and recreation. 1



Comments - Barry Charington
fail to sce how fining Dream for not providing more than a haodful of pocket and ribbon parks or y 9

providing additiopal parkland in Brighton or Kensington is of any benefit to cumrent and future residents
of the Willows. Perhaps the pools, splash pads, tennis courts and pickleball courts could be included in
Municipal reserve and managed by the city. Then they could be included in the Leisure Pass program run
by the cify and be made more accessible to residents.

We must really strongly question the “infilt arpument” posed by Dream and the exemptions that this
would present. This is on the suburban south edge of the city in a region that sits outside the patural city
boundary of the CNR tracks, not in the city core or a decaying neighbourbood requiring revitatization.
How can you “infili” a neighbourhood that has not even been built yet?

While we see some improvements in this new proposal, we do not see enough to shift cur position of total
oppositicn to the proposal as presented on June 23. Major concerns around traffic congestion, noise, lack
of community recreation spaces {(except for fee paid golf) and the location of the commercial spaces at the
core were not addressed in any way in this revision.

Sincerely,

Unii. , Woodbridge Condo 1, 401 Cartwright Street Saskatoon, Sk,-

Ce: Charlie Clark, Mayor

Bronwyzn Eyre, MLA Stonebridge Dakota
Don Me Morris, Minister of Government Relations
City Clerk (for distribution to couneil}






M. Soledade Pedras

Walter, Penny

From: City Council

Subject: FW: Email - Communication - M Soledade Pedras - Concept Plan Amendment Application - Willows
Neighbourhood - CK 4131-24

Attachments: 1-pedras_request-mayorcitycouncil-2nov-2021.pdf

From: Web NoReply <web-noreply@Saskatoon.ca>

Sent: Tuesday, November 2, 2021 11:54 AM

To: City Council <City.Council@Saskatoon.ca>

Subject: Email - Communication - M Soledade Pedras - Concept Plan Amendment Application - Willows Neighbourhood -
CK4131-24

--- Replies to this email will go to_ -

Submitted on Tuesday, November 2, 2021 - 11:54

Submitted by user:_

Submitted values are:

Date Tuesday, November 02, 2021

To His Worship the Mayor and Members of City Council
First Name M. Soledade

Last Name Pedras

Phone Number

-301 Cartwright Terrace
City Saskatoon

Province Saskatchewan

Postal Code
Name of the organization or agency you are representing (if applicable)

Subject Dream Development application to amend the Willows Neighbourhood Concept Plan

Meeting (if known) City Council

Comments

Please accept the pdf file attached below named "1-Pedras request-Mayor+CityCouncil-2Nov-2021.pdf" containing my
comments and request regarding the Dream Development application to amend the Willows Neighbourhood Concept
Plan.

Thank you very much.

Maria Soledade Pedras _)

Willows resident

Attachments

1-pedras request-mayorcitycouncil-2nov-2021.pdf

Will you be submitting a video to be vetted prior to council meeting? No




M. Soledade Pedras

Pedras, Letter to Mayor & City Council Members 1
Saskatoon, November 2, 2021

To: His Worship the Mayor and Members of City Council

Re: Dream Development application to amend the Willows Neighbourhood Concept Plan
and Direct Control District 4 (DCD4) regulations

Dear Mayor and Members of City Council:

| chose to purchase and live in a condominium property at the Willows (Phase 1) more than 16
years ago because this area was the only URBAN GREEN residential area with low-traffic and low-
housing density. At the time of purchase, | (and a few hundreds of residents) signed a purchase
agreement with Dundee (now Dream Development), containing a plan for future development of
the Willows Neighbourhood Phases 1 & 2 that reassured us that it would be "impossible" for any
developer to turn it into a busy and congested neighbourhood (since the Willows plan had been
totally endorsed by the City in 2003 and protected by Direct Control District 4 (DCD4) bylaw, we
believed these regulations were "real" laws).

Regrettably, Dream has decided that their previous development agreements with all existing
Willows property' owners should be set aside (no doubt due to substantial financial gains). It is
devastating to realise how easily Dream can avoid LEGAL responsibilities and disregard the
voices of hundreds of Willows Phase 1 property owners — we all have been marginalised! How is
this possible? Is Dream on the right side and residents on the wrong side of the law?

Dream is seeking to make tremendous changes to Phase 2 of the Willows development, changes
that will make our quiet community emerge as another residential-commercial development within
our City, NOT the UNIQUE URBAN GREEN community we bought into. Please note the dramatic
changes to Phase 2 in proposed plan: tremendous loss of green space to increase residential
density and traffic (cf. Fig. 1).

Phase 2 Phase 1 roads Phase >
(= )
2003 Plan Phase 2 roads I TOPOsed Plan | gerimeter
7.4 hectare development

area adjacent to Cartwright

Street referred to as the
“North Development Area”

Phase 1

Phase 1

S

Figure 1. Willows 2003 Plan (approved) and Proposed Plan. My request: move all proposed
new commercial, services, hotel and spa to the North Development Area.



M. Soledade Pedras
Pedras, Letter to Mayor & City Council Members 2
Saskatoon, November 2, 2021

In an attempt to bamboozle both residents and City Officials, Dream hired a consulting company
(C&W) to rebrand their proposed amendment to look noble, magnanimous, and consistent with
City guidelines. However, this blatantly self-promoting document of October 5, 2021 is even more
offensive and deceiving than the previous iteration. Very recently, Dream reps started using scare
tactics insinuating that the golf course is under financial hardship (poor management has been
obvious for years). In short, Dream appears to ignore the requests and concerns of the Willows
property owners — is it because they cannot profit from us anymore?

Dream's proposed amendment may be legalised by changing the DCD4 Zoning District bylaw, but |
dare to ask, is this action morally acceptable or just? Who is responsible to protect the
interests and legal agreements of Saskatoon property owners? Please, tell us, where can we
seek justice?

| wish to see the Willows Phase 2 plan remaining as approved in 2003, there is no support or
demand for any sort of commercial development, there is already enough commercial, hotels and
services around us (cf. Fig. 2).

. Sandman Signature Hotel
. Sheraton Four Points Hotel
. Hampton Inn

. Towne Place Suites 9 Numerous hotels (Q, grocery stores (Q),
. Home Onn & Suites restaurants (9), services (doctor, dentist,

optometrist, physiotherapist, chiropractor,

©
[LIFNFRANIN

hair salon, etc.), and multiple retail outlets
are within 3 km of the Willows in Stonebridge

. Co-op Food Store 29 499

5

. Walmart Super St
e F Fe
923 91.6km[
Q 2

~— 1
F Stonebridge

. Tim Horton’s; KFC; Taco Bell

. Browne’s Social; Dairy Queen

. The Granary; Boston Pizza; Shoeless Joe's

. Starbuck’s; The Canadian Brew House;
Cora Breakfast & Lunch, Angeethi Flame;
Rock Creek Grill & Bar; Mucho Burito;
Hip Hong Dim Sum

5. Tim Hortons; MacDonalds; Pizza Hut

N

O

1.3 km

AWN =

The Willows

Figure 2. Services and commercial within a 3 Km radius of the Willows Community.

The serious negative impacts on the existing residents of The Willows have not been considered or
even acknowledged by Dream or City Planning and Development. So far, our residents' voices
have been ignored. Hence, | am now personally appealing to our Elected City Officials, Mayor
Clark, and Counselor Mairin Loewen together with all City Council Members, YOU ARE OUR
ONLY RECOURSE!

PLEASE DO NOT permit expansion of the commercial zoning within the Willows, NO changes to
the regulations contained within the DCD4 Zoning District and stand firm on your 2020 official
community plan! Please demand that Dream relocates all new commercial, hotel, spa, services
properties to the North Development Area. There is no neighborhood in Saskatoon like ours!

Thank you very much for your time.

Maria Soledade Pedras )
[li-301 Cartwright Terrace, Saskatoon SK



dale ward

Walter, Penny

From: City Council

Subject: FW: Email - Communication - Dale Ward - Willows Feedback Compiled Document Concept Plan
Amendment Application - Willows Neighbourhood - CK 4131-24

Attachments: tables_of_contents.pdf

From: Web NoReply <web-noreply@Saskatoon.ca>

Sent: Tuesday, November 2, 2021 11:00 PM

To: City Council <City.Council@Saskatoon.ca>

Subject: Email - Communication - Dale Ward - Willows Feedback Compiled Document Concept Plan Amendment
Application - Willows Neighbourhood - CK 4131-24

--- Replies to this email will go to _---

Submitted on Tuesday, November 2, 2021 - 22:59

Submitted by user:-

Submitted values are:

Date Tuesday, November 02, 2021

To His Worship the Mayor and Members of City Council
First Name Dale

Last Name Ward

Phone Number
Email
Address|i-301 Cartwright Terrace

City Saskatoon

Province Saskatchewan

Postal Code

Name of the organization or agency you are representing (if applicable)

Subject The Willows Concept Plan Amendment

Meeting (if known) City Council, Nov 22

Comments

The revised agenda for the Oct 26 MPC meeting (>700 pg) and the "Willows Feedback Compiled Document" (199 pg)
present over 800 pages of uncurated submissions from residents of the Willows neighbourhood. To facilitate your
productive navigation of those two documents, | have compiled that attached Tables of Contents.

Attachments

tables of contents.pdf

Will you be submitting a video to be vetted prior to council meeting? No




dale ward

Willows Feedback Compiled Document

(under the “Written Correspondence From the Public” tab at:
https://www.saskatoon.ca/engage/will ows-concept-plan-amendment)

Table of Contents

I 4 TS (TOTAL =475)
Letter 1 (229 individually provided and Signed COPIES)........cccuvreerererreenienieniennens 1
Letter 2 (171 individually provided and Signed COPIES)........cccuvreerererrieerieneenieenens 2
Letter 3 (3 individually provided and signed)..........cccocoevieierieninnenienne 3-4; 103
Letter 4 (18 individually provided and signed COPIES).......c.ccevereereenierienneeene 13-46

Letter 5 (27 individually provided and signed copies/similar) . 48-62; 65-66; 68-78
L etters 6-42 (different lettersindividually provided and signed)

(Many are SEVEral PAgES) .......ccerueererreerieeieeseesiesee e sse s sre e e 5,7,10, 63, 67
....................................................................... 79, 90, 94, 95, 97, 100, 101, 102, 104
..................................................................... 108, 122, 128, 130, 137, 140, 141, 142
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Willow Glen — 201 Cartwright TETaCe .......ccceeveevieeieece e 126-127
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401 Cartwright Street (3 storey condo) (2 COPI€s) ......ccceeerveruenee. 110-121; 155-165
Wentworth — 501 Cartwright SIreet ........cooeeiiiiiiiereeeee e 85-89
Waterford Villas— 602 Cartwright Street .........ccceeveiveeneninneeneeie e 124-125

Waterford — 602 Cartwright Street (2 COpI€s) ......ccovrverreeriernenne 151-154; 184-187



MPC: Revised agendafor Oct 26 meeting
(https://pub-saskatoon.escri bemeeti ngs.com/Fil eStream.ashx ?Documentl d=148119)
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AppendiX 6 — TEChNICAl TEVIBW .......cccueeieceeceee e 88-90
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Willow Glen — 201 Cartwright TErrace .......ccooeeveeieneeneeeeeee e 700-703
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Maurice Lindsay

Walter, Penny

From: City Council
Subject: FW: Email - Communication - Maurice Lindsay - Willows Concept Plan Amendment - File CK 4131-24
Attachments: 2021_nov_letter_to_council_re_dream_proposal_2.jpg; 2021

_nov_letter_to_council_re_dream_proposal.jpg

From: Web NoReply <web-noreply@Saskatoon.ca>

Sent: Thursday, November 4, 2021 10:10 AM

To: Web E-mail - Mayor's Office

Subject: Contact The Mayor (Maurice Lindsay: Dream Development Proposal for Willows)

--- Replies to this email will go to _---

Submitted on Thursday, November 4, 2021 - 10:09

Submitted by user:-

Submitted values are:

First Name Maurice

Last Name Lindsay

Address 404 Cartwright Street
Email
Confirm Email

Other Phone
City saskatoon

Province SK

Your Message

Inquiry Category Raise a concern about a City policy, bylaw, campaign or council decision
Subject Dream Development Proposal for Willows

Message Please see attached Letter in Opposition to Dream Proposal for Willows
Attachment

2021 nov letter to council re dream proposal 2.ijpg

2021 nov letter to council re dream proposal.ipg




Maurice Lindsay



Maurice Lindsay




Walter, Penny

From: City Council
Subject: FW: Email - Communication - Dale Johnson - Proposed Willows Concept Plan Amendment - File CK
4131-24

From: Web NoReply <web-noreply@Saskatoon.ca>

Sent: Friday, November 5, 2021 5:00 PM

To: City Council <City.Council@Saskatoon.ca>

Subject: Email - Communication - Dale Johnson - Proposed Willows Concept Plan Amendment - File CK 4131-24

--- Replies to this email will go to_ -

Submitted on Friday, November 5, 2021 - 17:00

Submitted by user:-

Submitted values are:

Date Friday, November 05, 2021

To His Worship the Mayor and Members of City Council
First Name Dale

Last Name Johnson

Phone Number
Email

-201 Cartwright Terrace
City Saskatoon

Province Saskatchewan

Postal Code
Name of the organization or agency you are representing (if applicable)

Subject DREAM's Amended proposal at the Willows

Meeting (if known)

Comments

We are very much opposed to DREAM'S amended proposal at the Willows. We bought our townhouse here under the
impression that DREAM'S 2003 proposal for future development would be implemented at some time in the future.
We are very much opposed to DREAM'S amended proposal that includes a hotel, commercial property and a much
denser housing development plan. The Willows is supposed to be a Residential Golf Community and we are quite
disappointed that a developer would try to drastically change our community.

The Municipal Planning Committee's meeting was conducted very unfairly. There was a lot of opposition presented at
this meeting and it did not get the exposure that it deserved. With all the opposition from the Willows community, how
could this committee recommend allowing DREAM to continue with this unwanted proposal? Please don't let DREAM
get away with this proposal. Thanks

Attachments

Will you be submitting a video to be vetted prior to council meeting? No



Walter, Penny

From: City Council
Subject: FW: Email - Communication - Brian Gerhardt - Concept Plan Amendment Application - Willows
Neighbourhood - CK 4131-24

From: Web NoReply <web-noreply@Saskatoon.ca>

Sent: Monday, November 8, 2021 10:11 AM

To: City Council <City.Council@Saskatoon.ca>

Subject: Email - Communication - Brian Gerhardt - Concept Plan Amendment Application - Willows Neighbourhood - CK
4131-24

--- Replies to this email will go to _---

Submitted on Monday, November 8, 2021 - 10:10

Submitted by user_

Submitted values are:

Date Monday, November 08, 2021

To His Worship the Mayor and Members of City Council
First Name Brian

Last Name Gerhardt

Phone Number
Email

-201 Cartwright Terrace
City saskatoon

Province Saskatchewan

Postal Code
Name of the organization or agency you are representing (if applicable)

Subject rezoning request submitted by Dream

Comments

Hello Mayor Charlie Clark, Mairin Loewen, and other council members,

Lorraine Tucker and | moved into the community of Willow Glen late last fall and we are opposed to the application to
amend the Willows Neighbourhood Concept Plan submitted by Dream Developments.

Rezoning this area would be very unfair to us and all the people who have made substantial investments in an area that
is very well suited to citizens that are semi retired or enjoying their retirement years. There is plenty of development in
the city for those that wish to live in higher density areas with all the amenities that are expected in such areas.

In my opinion Dream's proposed changes will overload existing traffic infrastructure, change the dynamics of a peaceful
quiet area that has lots of green space and they will destroy the homes of many types of wildlife. The proposed changes
will be detrimental and have a lasting negative environmental impact.

Dream Developments will already make themselves a handsome profit changing half of the Willows Golf course property
into residential lots. Their commercial interests here serves only their pocket books! Don’t let them change the
ambiance of this area that many of your citizens value in a place to call home.

Brian Gerhardt

.-201 Cartwright Terrace

Saskatoon



Walter, Penny

From: City Council

Subject: FW: Email - Communication - Charles Rhodes - Concept Plan Amendment Application - Willows
Neighbourhood - CK 4131-24

Attachments: city_council_letter_nov._9_2021.docx

From: Web NoReply <web-noreply@Saskatoon.ca>

Sent: Tuesday, November 9, 2021 12:09 PM

To: City Council <City.Council@Saskatoon.ca>

Subject: Email - Communication - Charles Rhodes - Concept Plan Amendment Application - Willows Neighbourhood - CK
4131-24

--- Replies to this email will go to _---

Submitted on Tuesday, November 9, 2021 - 12:08

Submitted by user:_

Submitted values are:

Date Tuesday, November 09, 2021

To His Worship the Mayor and Members of City Council
First Name Charles

Last Name Rhodes

Phone Number
Email

202 Cartwright Terrace
City Saskatoon

Province Saskatchewan

Postal Code
Name of the organization or agency you are representing (if applicable) Willow Glen Condominiums

Subject Proposal to Amend the Willows Neighborhood Plan

Meeting (if known) City Council Meeting

Comments

This letter is sent to his Worship Mayor Charlie Clark and City Councilors for the November 22 meeting of Council. It is
sent by the Board of Directors of Willow Glen Condominiums on behalf of the residents.

We are not requesting to speak at this time.

Attachments
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Willow Glen homeowners and residents would like to take this opportunity to
sincerely thank in advance your Worship Mayor Clark and Councilors for your time
and careful attention in listening to, reviewing, and considering all of the individual
and collective Willows homeowners’ concerns regarding the proposed amendments
to the Willows Neighborhood Concept Plan. We want to clearly state up front that
we continue to fully support the currently approved Willows Neighborhood
Concept Plan. As you know this plan consists of two Phases. Phase 1 is nearly
completed. Phase 2 consists of an additional 125 individual lots yet to be developed.

However, we continue to strongly oppose the proposed Amendment to the Plan and
are expressing our desire that the existing DCD4 of the Zoning Bylaw remain as is
and not be changed. Below we have outlined our key concerns with the proposed
Amendment to the currently approved plan:

e The Willows was planned, designed, and marketed as a residential golf
community unique to Saskatoon. This fact was even noted by a member of
the Planning Dept. staff the Willows neighborhood is unique; it is
“Saskatoon’s only residential golf course community”. Our homeowners
purchased their current properties, usually at a premium, based on this
concept as outlined in the 2003 approved Willows Neighborhood Concept
Plan. The dramatic changes and scope of the alterations proposed totally
deviate from the concept, plan, and design of a residential golf community;
and the changes being proposed would alter the appearance, lifestyle,
ambiance, and appeal of this community forever. They are a radical
departure from the Council approved plan and most definitely would NOT
enhance our community.

e Ahotel and commercial units were never part of the original concept plan. In
fact, the description specifically prohibits such development. As homeowners
we oppose the addition of a hotel and commercial business units, not only
due to the increases in traffic and congestion that will be added onto the
streets of our community, but more importantly because with the addition of
a hotel and commercial businesses the Willows is no longer a residential,
lifestyle focused community, but rather a tourism and retail oriented
community. We did not purchase property to live in this type of community.
Note: Within walking distance of the Willows community we have 3 hotels,
and every type of commercial business and professional service one could
need.

e We strongly object to the proposed change in traffic flow. The original Plan
had all streets in Phase 2 entering and exiting on Lorne Avenue. The
Proposed Amendment has all streets entering and exiting on to Cartwright



Street with some limited access on to Lorne Avenue. This will greatly
increase traffic noise and congestion in the community. In addition this
increase in traffic flow will greatly reduce safety for the many cyclists,
walkers, and joggers who currently use this street on a daily basis. It should
also be noted that traffic has already been identified as an issue of concern
during a recent traffic study conducted by the City on Cartwright Street. Just
this summer the city installed traffic calming measures to increase safety on
this street to address existing concerns.

e Although this proposed Amendment has been marketed by Dream as an
improvement and enhancement to the community with an additional focus
on the inclusion of amenities for residents, it should be clearly understood
that none of the changes in the proposed amendment have been requested or
suggested by residents. Dream has indicated they would consider adding
amenities such as tennis courts and a swimming pool. These additions could
be done tomorrow without any change to the original Neighborhood Plan. It
appears that any promises like these made by Dream, which do not require
City Council approval to implement, are merely to make their proposed
changes more palatable to our residents in hopes of reducing opposition to
what they actually need approval for with little assurance that these
enhancements will be implemented in the future.

In closing, we would like to leave you with some questions to consider:

1) The Willows has been a vibrant, attractive and unique flower to the City of
Saskatoon’s bouquet of neighborhood choices. While we realize change is
always going to occur, is it appropriate to degrade and grossly alter this
wonderful and successful community in order to give in to the demands a
national land development company has made in order to address their
financial coffers at the expense of our own Saskatoon residents?

2) Isit good city planning to insert a hotel and commercial units in an
established neighborhood when a full slate of such amenities is just a short
distance away?

3) Is the likelihood of increased traffic noise, congestion, and reduced safety to
be ignored when an already approved plan would not impact traffic on
Cartwright Street at all?

You should know that Willow Glen has 67 adult residents in 36 houses of which 61
(91%) have signed individual letters objecting to this bylaw change. These letters
have been submitted to Anastasia Conly in the Planning and Development Dept.,
with copies sent to our Councilor Mairin Loewen, and demonstrate the united
opposition of Willow Glen residents.



Thank you again for your time and careful consideration of our concerns. The
Willows is a splendid place to live, and we hope it continues to be for many years to
come.



Walter, Penny

From: City Council
Subject: FW: Email - Communication - Terry Bergan - Concept Plan Amendment Application - Willows
Neighbourhood - CK 4131-24

From: Web NoReply <web-noreply@Saskatoon.ca>

Sent: Tuesday, November 9, 2021 12:36 PM

To: City Council <City.Council@Saskatoon.ca>

Subject: Email - Communication - Terry Bergan - Concept Plan Amendment Application - Willows Neighbourhood - CK
4131-24

--- Replies to this email will go to_ -

Submitted on Tuesday, November 9, 2021 - 12:35

Submitted by user:-

Submitted values are:

Date Tuesday, November 09, 2021

To His Worship the Mayor and Members of City Council
First Name Terry
Last Name Bergan
Phone Number

-201 Cartwright Terrace
City Saskatoon

Province Saskatchewan

Postal Code
Name of the organization or agency you are representing (if applicable)

Subject Willows - Dream Proposal/Ammendment

Meeting (if known) Council

Comments

| submit this note in full support of the numerous opposition letters and the Willow Glen letter dated November 9, 2021,
expressing our concerns and opposition to the “proposed amendments to the Willows Neighbourhood Concept Plan”.
As I've presented in previous correspondence, I've followed in detail the proposal and various revisions, I've had a few
discussions with Dream and cannot support any of the proposed changes.

| hereby submit this note, expressing my strong opposition as noted above. Tx

Terry Bergan

--201 Cartwright Terrace

Willow Glen

Attachments

Will you be submitting a video to be vetted prior to council meeting? No



Walter, Penny

From: City Council
Subject: FW: Email - Communication - Yvette Sander - Concept Plan Amendment Application - Willows
Neighbourhood - CK 4131-24

From: Web NoReply <web-noreply@Saskatoon.ca>

Sent: Tuesday, November 9, 2021 2:02 PM

To: City Council <City.Council@Saskatoon.ca>

Subject: Email - Communication - Yvette Sander - Concept Plan Amendment Application - Willows Neighbourhood - CK
4131-24

--- Replies to this email will go to _---

Submitted on Tuesday, November 9, 2021 - 14:01

Submitted by user_

Submitted values are:

Date Tuesday, November 09, 2021

To His Worship the Mayor and Members of City Council
First Name Yvette

Last Name Sander

Phone Number

Address -201 Cartwright terrace

City Saskatoon

Province Saskatchewan

Postal Code

Name of the organization or agency you are representing (if applicable)

Subject Willows development

Meeting (if known) City council meeting on Willows amendments to existing plan

Comments

As a resident who purchased a home in a very quiet and beautiful area with the promise no commercial expansion
would occur, | STRONGLY object to Dream holdings amending this plan. | also read in the Star Phoenix a few months ago
that Dream holdings were experiencing financial trouble in eastern Canada. Their solution seems to resolve this crisis by
increasing unwanted development in the Willows here.

Traffic and noise will destroy this area which was purchased at premium prices with guarantee that no commerce would
be proposed . Please support your local taxpayers instead rather than to satisfy the Dream corporation from eastern
Canada.

Thank you.

Yvette Sander

Attachments

Will you be submitting a video to be vetted prior to council meeting? No



Submission to Saskatoon Mayor and City Council Meeting

Nov. 22, 2021

This letter urges City Council to reject Dream’s amendments to the proposed text and map
amendments: Bylaw NO 9785- The official Community Plan Amendments.

The City of Saskatoon has encouraged citizens to engage with the city on proposed changes to
community plans. The Willows, a residential and golf community, has taken this in good faith.
Several hundred pages of reactions to this proposed new plan were provided to the MPC for
consideration. The overwhelming majority of residents were strongly opposed to Dream’s
proposed amendments to change our community from its original approved plan. It was
appalling to witness the MPC'’s lack of consideration for how our community felt about these
changes and for what it would mean to the character of our residential and golf community. In
spite of the vast amount of information provided to MPC by our communities (in opposition)
only two questions were even asked of the presenters:

a) one question from the chair about the direction of traffic flow out to Lorne Avenue
b) one question for each presenter from Mr. Jeffries about what an acceptable change
from the original plan for expansion in the community would be

At the conclusion of the community and individual presentations questions were requested.
None were received. The Willows Community asked four questions of the MPC. They did not
attempt to deal with these or even seem interested in the issues raised. Will Council attempt to
deal with these issues and questions that will alter the appearance, lifestyle, ambiance, and
appeal of this community forever?

1. Isit appropriate to degrade and grossly alter this wonderful and successful
community because a development company wants to squeeze out a few more
dollars in land sales?

2. lIsit good city planning to plop down a hotel and commercial units in the middle of
an established residential neighbourhood when a full slate of such amenities is just a
short distance away in Stonebridge (an area planned to accommodate commercial
and hotels)? Is Dream’s new proposal not a radical departure from the Council’s
approved plan for a residential and golf community?

3. Isthe likelihood of increased traffic noise and congestion to be ignored when a
preventative solution is already approved?

4. We realize change is always going to occur. However, will the changes improve the
life of Saskatoon citizens now and in the future? Or will the proposed changes only
enrich the financial coffers of a national company that is focused primarily on land
sale?



Thoughtful and considered debate by Council on this very important proposal for text and map
amendments to our community is anticipated. If Council wants to build better communities it
must be prepared to listen to the concerns and wishes of its residents and taxpayers. Should
Council approve the Dream proposal, our quality of life at the Willows will be downgraded and
our property values will decrease. The only beneficiary will be Dream Corporation.

Thank you for your consideration.
Len Gusthart

Unit.

201 Cartwright Ter

Saskatoon, SK



Submission to Saskatoon Mayor and City Council

Nov. 22, 2021

This letter urges City Council to reject Dream’s amendments to the proposed text and map
amendments: Bylaw NO 9785- The official Community Plan Amendments.

The City of Saskatoon has encouraged citizens to engage with the city on proposed changes to
community plans. The Willows, a residential and golf community, has taken this in good faith.
Several hundred pages of reactions to this proposed new plan were provided to the MPC for
consideration. The overwhelming majority of residents were strongly opposed to Dream’s
proposed amendments to change our community from its original approved plan. It was
appalling to witness the MPC'’s lack of consideration for how our community felt about these
changes and for what it would mean to the character of our residential and golf community. In
spite of the vast amount of information provided to MPC by our communities (in opposition)
only two questions were even asked of the presenters:

a) one question from the chair about the direction of traffic flow out to Lorne Avenue
b) one question for each presenter from Mr. Jeffries about what an acceptable change
from the original plan for expansion in the community would be

At the conclusion of the community and individual presentations questions were requested.
None were received. The Willows Community asked four questions of the MPC. They did not
attempt to deal with these or even seem interested in the issues raised. Will Council attempt to
deal with these issues and questions that will alter the appearance, lifestyle, ambiance, and
appeal of this community forever?

1. Isit appropriate to degrade and grossly alter this wonderful and successful
community because a development company wants to squeeze out a few more
dollars in land sales?

2. lIsit good city planning to plop down a hotel and commercial units in the middle of
an established residential neighbourhood when a full slate of such amenities is just a
short distance away in Stonebridge (an area planned to accommodate commercial
and hotels)? Is Dream’s new proposal not a radical departure from the Council’s
approved plan for a residential and golf community?

3. Isthe likelihood of increased traffic noise and congestion to be ignored when a
preventative solution is already approved?

4. We realize change is always going to occur. However, will the changes improve the
life of Saskatoon citizens now and in the future? Or will the proposed changes only
enrich the financial coffers of a national company that is focused primarily on land
sale?



Thoughtful and considered debate by Council on this very important proposal for text and map
amendments to our community is anticipated. If Council wants to build better communities it
must be prepared to listen to the concerns and wishes of its residents and taxpayers. Should
Council approve the Dream proposal, our quality of life at the Willows will be downgraded and
our property values will decrease. The only beneficiary will be Dream Corporation.

Thank you:

Esther Gusthart
Unit.

201 Cartwright Ter

Saskatoon, SK
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To: Mayor Clarke and City Councillors

d 6

From: Murray & Carol Osborn

Re: Dream’s Proposed Amendment for The Willows

Please accept this submission as opposition to the proposed amendment for the completion of
The Willows neighbourhood.

1.

You have by now or soon will receive numerous objections. Over 80% of the residents
of The Willows have written, e-mailed, phoned, and/or have met with Administration and
Councillor Loewen. As politicians you must be excited that a file has not been met with
apathy!

These objections cover the range of issues- commercial, fee simple, increased density,
safety and security, hotel in the middle of an existing neighbourhood, and other
arguments.

We will not take your time to mention all the objections in detail. You will learn more
about these before November 22 and on that date. Let us simply say that any change
from the 2003 plan will be a complete abdication of faith and trust by both the developer
and more importantly the city. Residents who occupied their home before November
2020 were never told of any changes to the plan. Builders and/or real estate agents
talked of The Willows build-out plan, known as Phase 2; it was expected to be the same
as Phase 1. Dream has never attempted any meaningful dialogue with the residents.
The proposed amendments are a drastic change. The passage of time and years do
allow for change. But we have not received any arguments from the developer nor City
to justify the drastic deviations from the original plan. We are led to assume that more
sales income and tax revenues are the main reasons for the amendment. Neither is
good enough to alter a vision for The City of Saskatoon.

We ask you to look at the roadway proposed just to the east of the clubhouse. This is
the road to the new housing in the south. There will be walking traffic from the parking
lot to and from the clubhouse (keep in mind a renovated clubhouse with swimming pool,
children’s play areas, pickleball and tennis courts...this is what the golf course members
were told on November 1, 2021 by Dream). There is cart traffic from the clubhouse to
the first tee across Cartwright, golf cart traffic from the 9th green back to the clubhouse.
This movement is close to the entrance/exit from the traffic circle. The traffic volume will
be high through a congested area. This will be dangerous, unsafe for walkers, golf
patrons, golf cart operators, vehicle operators. The proposed road is an integral
component of the amendment. If for no other reason, the amendment should be denied
as presented.

The Willows Golf Course is a privately owned operation. It sells annual memberships;
but there is no annual meeting, no board of directors, no finance committee, and so on.
We have been told since December 2020 by Administration that they have no say in the



10.

golf operation. It could be 36 holes, 27, 18, 9 or 12. There need be only a golf course
as part of the “residential golf course community”. Dream’s presentation at the Municipal
Planning Commission used the poor financial returns of the golf course as justification
for increased density and commercial development. Administration too picked up this
theme and wondered what would happen if the golf course ceased to operate. Does
administration truly believe that the golf course will cease operations as they are
developing Phase 2 and selling housing properties to builders? Does it believe that
Dream'’s financial situation is so dire to have this happen? One can only imagine that
financial returns from Stonebridge, Brighton, and even Phase 1 might be enough! Not to
mention the financial resources from the rest of the country. This is a publicly traded
company with headquarters in Toronto. As a city we need not protect operations of such
a corporation.

Further to the golf course operation, a review of the city-owned Holiday Park with 27
holes, and contacting privately owned Moon Lake may provide some very interesting
answers to the viability of 27-hole golf operations. We have reached out to both. It is
doubtful that the argument of poor Dream has much merit.

The wording of the DCD4 regulations states that commercial within The Willows is
allowed for the “normal operations of the goif course AND the daily needs of the
residents.” It does not state “for the normal operations of the golf course OR the daily
needs of the residents”. How do specialty shops such as meat vendors, pet grooming,
professional services such as dentists or doctors meet the definition of accepted
commercial outlets? The proposed hotel-whether it a wellness/Nordic spa type or any
other type- stretches the imagination of meeting the needs of the golf course and
residents.

Administration has stated that the proposal does not incorporate any significant change
from any other area of the city. This is exactly the issue. The Willows should be
different from any other area of the city. It is the only golf course residential
neighbourhood. The OCP and DCD4 bylaw address this uniqueness. The Willows area
was annexed, planned, approved, and executed in Phase 1 to recognize this difference.
Phase 2 was planned to be consistent with Phase 1. The proposal should be
considered as to how it will remain unique, not how it will be the same as other
neighbourhoods (if this were the case, Montgomery Place shouid be examined...no
commercial, no sidewalks, limited services; it should be changed to make it the same as
other neighbourhoods!)

We ask that Council review the proposed amendment carefully. We ask that you review
the community objections carefully. We ask too that you review the process that has
been followed in 2021 during this unusual time of Covid. Yes, the appropriate steps
were followed but No, the normal execution within these steps was not able to happen.
There was no real opportunity for questions and answers, there were technical
difficulties on Zoom presentations. This is not the largest area of development that will
come before Council. But it is one that must be dealt with truth, trust and integrity. We
sincerely hope that City Council will honour a commitment that was made almost 20
years ago. You have an obligation to finish a vision that was created for a special
neighbourhood within the City of Saskatoon.






Walter, Penny

From: City Council
Subject: FW: Email - Communication - Lorraine Tucker - Concept Plan Amendment Application - Willows
Neighbourhood - CK 4131-24

From: Web NoReply <web-noreply@Saskatoon.ca>

Sent: Thursday, November 11, 2021 12:57 PM

To: City Council <City.Council@Saskatoon.ca>

Subject: Email - Communication - Lorraine Tucker - Concept Plan Amendment Application - Willows Neighbourhood - CK
4131-24

--- Replies to this email will go t_ -

Submitted on Thursday, November 11, 2021 - 12:56

Submitted by user:-

Submitted values are:

Date Thursday, November 11, 2021

To His Worship the Mayor and Members of City Council
First Name Lorraine

Last Name Tucker

Phone Number

Address 201 Cartwright Terrace

City saskatoon

Province Saskatchewan

Postal Code

Name of the organization or agency you are representing (if applicable)
Subject rezoning request submitted by Dream/proposed amendments to The Willows concept plan
Meeting (if known)

Comments

To: Saskatoon City Council

From: Lorraine Tucker

Re: Proposed Amendments to The Willows Concept Plan

| am writing to express my objection to the amendments which have been proposed regarding the Willows Concept
Plan. | purchased my home in Willow Glen (.-201 Cartwright Terrace) one year ago in October. My spouse, Brian
Gerhardt, and | spent many months looking for a home that would enable the lifestyle we wanted. The location and the
ambiance here in the Willows is what drew us to Willow Glen. | invested a significant amount of money to have a home
in a residential area where it is quiet, with beautiful greenspace, less traffic and has safe and easy access to walking
paths. Having access to a full complement of services nearby including hotels and retail easily accessible, but not
intrusive, is an added benefit.

| believe the proposed changes will alter the idyllic area of the Willows and degrade our property values. There are
1



several hotels, commercial retail, as well as professional services easily accessible to The Willows. These services are
within walking distance. | do not agree with construction of commercial and retail businesses in our neighborhood which
was originally designated residential only. In addition, these proposed changes, including the entrance and exit of Phase
2 onto Cartwright, will increase traffic and noise on Cartwright as well as impact traffic and pedestrian safety on a street
that is narrow and not built to accommodate a lot of traffic. It is difficult to understand the benefits of these changes,
both to the neighborhood and to the city.

The proposed amendments will disrupt the positive aspects of living in the Willows. | understand the owner wants to
maximize their profit, but | object to it happening at the resident's expense. | bought property because the original
concept plan was one that resonated with how and where we wanted to live. To change the plan now seems unfair to
the residents of The Willows who bought into the original concept plan.

Thank you for taking my concerns into consideration.

Attachments
Will you be submitting a video to be vetted prior to council meeting? No



Walter, Penny

From: City Council
Subject: FW: Email - Communication - Sandie Matheson - Proposed Dream Development Amendment for the
Willows - CK 4131-24

From:

Sent: Friday, November 12, 2021 2:22 PM

To: Clark, Charlie

Cc: Web E-mail - City Clerks <City.Clerks@Saskatoon.ca>

Subject: Proposed Dream Development Amendment for the Willows

F

November 10, 2021

Dear Mayor Clark,

Greetings. My name is Sandie Matheson. We have had the pleasure to meet on several occasions. My husband Doug
and | reside in the Willows on 602 Cartwright Street, and | am also a member of the ‘Waterford at the Willows’ strata
condominium board which represents 602 Cartwright Street. Doug and | are grateful and appreciate the opportunity to
live in a quiet residential area such as the Willows. We look forward to living in this community in its present form for
years to come.

| am writing to you regarding the application for the proposed amendment from Dream Development, and the
developer’s intention to forever alter the character and nuance of the Willow’s community. | cannot begin to express
my concern for such a transformation, and the process, or lack thereof, to acknowledge the voices, and the solid,
consolidated, articulated opposition of our residents. | am passionate about maintaining the community we know in its
existing form.

For the past eleven months, our community has put forward extraordinarily strong, calculated facts and letters stating
our position. Close to 90% of our residents are opposed to Dream’s amended plan, and that plan would take away
specific aspects of the Willows neighbourhood that were marketed and promised to home buyers by Dream itself prior
to 2020. This opposition from residents has been documented and submitted officially to the City of Saskatoon. 228
letters of opposition to Dream’s plan from residents have been submitted to the City Clerk’s office from 602/Waterford
residents alone. The opposition and letters submitted by the surrounding seven residential streets and condominium
associations have been equally as prolific in their correspondence.

| ask that you take the time to become informed and educated before the vote regarding the Dream Development’s
amendment on November 22", Attached is a fact sheet on this matter, but | am confident that you might already be
familiar with the proposed amendment, and our community’s advocacy. The impact of this amendment, if accepted,
would dramatically affect seniors in the close lying condominium units, as well as all families in the surrounding areas.
The increased traffic, change in zoning, commercial development, population increase, and diminishing green space are
all factors of significant concern. NO other residential area of Saskatoon has had a hotel complex plummeted into the
centre of their community. This scenario is not the plan residents would foresee or commit to when purchasing a
property in the community.



Please take time to review the attached fact sheet (which was prepared for Municipal Planning Commission meeting for
Oct. 26, 2021). | trust, at this time, that yourself and City Council will recognize and respect the voices from our
community and appreciate the passion and commitment that our residents have shared to preserve the substance of
our quiet community as it exists. We look forward to your support.

Kind Regards,

Sandie Matheson

My address is. 602 Cartwright Street Saskatoon, -



Walter, Penny

From: City Council
Subject: FW: Email - Communication - Joseph Monette - Concept Plan Amendment Application - Willows
Neighbourhood - CK 4131-24

From: Web NoReply <web-noreply@Saskatoon.ca>

Sent: Friday, November 12, 2021 3:58 PM

To: City Council <City.Council@Saskatoon.ca>

Subject: Email - Communication - Joseph Monette - Concept Plan Amendment Application - Willows Neighbourhood - CK
4131-24

--- Replies to this email will go to_ -

Submitted on Friday, November 12, 2021 - 15:57

Submitted by user:-

Submitted values are:

Date Friday, November 12, 2021

To His Worship the Mayor and Members of City Council
First Name Joseph

Last Name Monette

Phone Number

401 Cartwright Street
City Saskatoon

Province Saskatchewan

Postal Cod
Name of the organization or agency you are representing (if applicable) N/A

Subject Willows Amendment - OPPOSITION

Meeting (if known) City Council November 22, 2021

Comments

We do not want/need additional commercial development in the CENTER of the Willows neighbourhood

We don not need a hotel/spa;

Over 80% of Willows residents, whom this amendment directly affects have voiced individual letters in opposition to the
MCP priorate to their meeting on October 26, 2021,

Oppose additional traffic being DUMPED onto Cartwright St;

Dream Development has not been open, candid nor truthful regarding their plan

An environmental assessment with regards to animal habitat has not been conducted especially on moose, deer, rabbit,
falcons, ducks, geese, etc on how their movement will be adversely affected

Attachments

Will you be submitting a video to be vetted prior to council meeting? No




Walter, Penny

From: City Council
Subject: FW: Email - Communication - August Sander - Concept Plan Amendment Application - Willows
Neighbourhood - CK 4131-24

From: Web NoReply <web-noreply@Saskatoon.ca>

Sent: Sunday, November 14, 2021 11:27 AM

To: City Council <City.Council@Saskatoon.ca>

Subject: Email - Communication - August Sander - Concept Plan Amendment Application - Willows Neighbourhood - CK
4131-24

--- Replies to this email will go to_

Submitted on Sunday, November 14, 2021 - 11:26

Submitted by user:-

Submitted values are:

Date Sunday, November 14, 2021

To His Worship the Mayor and Members of City Council
First Name August

Last Name Sander

Phone Number

Address -201 Cartwright Terrace

City Saskatoon

Province Saskatchewan

Postal Code

Name of the organization or agency you are representing (if applicable) Willow Glen Condominiums

Subject The Willows Concept Plan Amendment

Meeting (if known) City Council, November 22, 2021

Comments

Mayor Charlie Clarke and Council Members

It is rather ironic that we, as tax paying citizens, have to approach our local government, asking them to do the right
thing. When we moved into The Willows we bought into a deal which promised no Commercial development. Dream is
proposing that the Promise be scrapped. As the poet said, “a promise made is a debt unpaid........ ”. We do not want or
need commercial development(s) at the willows.

Truly

A.P. Sander

Attachments

Will you be submitting a video to be vetted prior to council meeting? No



November 14, 2021

Submission to the Saskatoon City Council

As a long term resident of The Willows, | wish to express my disappointment in Dream’s
proposal for the commercial development consisting of a hotel/spa complex, and a commercial strip
mall. When we built our home in The Willows, we were not opposed and we well aware of the
additional residential under consideration for Phase Two. The hotel and commercial complex were NOT
part of the plan and yet Dream feels that this is necessary. In addition the proposed change in traffic
flow is disturbing. The original plan calls for access from Lorne Avenue, and now the proposed
amendment has the all streets entering and exiting on to Cartwright Street with limited access on to
Lorne Avenue. We have three new hotels with-in walking distance, and additional commercial stores.
More are being built in this commercial area.

Dream has also suggested adding some amenities such as a swimming pool and tennis courts
next to their current complex. This was just a ploy, in my opinion, just to make their proposed changes
in Phase Two more acceptable to the residents of The Willows.

My question is :
Do we really need another hotel/spa complex along with a commercial development??

The Willows has signage at each end of the neighbourhood indicating that this is a residential
and golfing community. The Willows is a unique and attractive neighbourhood in the City of Saskatoon.

Why is Dream trying to destroy the ambiance of this area with their commercial development??

Best regards,
Arnold and Shirley Kostuik

- 201 Cartwright Terrace



Walter, Penny

From: City Council

Subject: FW: Email - Communication - A Kirsten Logan - Concept Plan Amendment Application - Willows
Neighbourhood - CK 4131-24

Attachments: The Willows letter to City Council November 14, 2021.docx

From: Kirsten Logan
Sent: Sunday, November 14, 2021 5:41 PM

Meeting of City Council November 22, 2021

Hello

Attached is my letter which | have submitted to be considered at the meeting of City Council on November 22, 2021.

| am submitting this letter in opposition to the application made by Dream Developments to amend the Official
Community Plan and DCD4 Amendments. |, along with the vast majority of the residents of The Willows, oppose the
application made by Dream to radically alter the Community Plan approved by the City in 2003 and upheld in 2014. This
proposal by Dream is unnecessary for the City of Saskatoon and will be hugely detrimental to the residents of The
Willows only to benefit the bottom line of an Ontario company.

Please consider the comments in my letter and vote to deny the application to amend the Community Plan.
Thank you for your attention.
A Kirsten Logan, Q.C.

.501 Cartwright Street
Saskatoon, Saskatchewan,




To: The Mayor and Council

Re: OPPOSITION to the Proposed Willows Concept Plan, Official Community
Plan DCD4 Amendments Applicant: Dream Developments

Meeting: City Council November 22, 2021

Introduction

My name is Kirsten Logan. My husband and I purchased our home at 21-501
Cartwright Street in April of 2007. Like most people, the purchase of our home is
the single largest investment in our life. But it is more than an investment. It is
our home.

Prior to purchasing our home, we conducted our “due diligence” and fully
investigated the parameters of this “unique” “low to medium” “residential
development” to be integrated with the Willows Golf and Country Club. After
having done so and relying heavily on the bylaws and the representations that we
had received from Dundee Developments [now Dream Developments] [“Dream”]
we proceeded with the purchase. Our plan was, and is, for this home to be our
final home. It was a long-term commitment. It was where we intended to live,
work and retire. With this in mind, we fully landscaped our property, maintained
our property and invested in significant renovations to improve the interior and
exterior of house and yard.

To say that we are concerned and disappointed with the proposed change to the
bylaw and “concept” is an understatement. Changing the rules at this stage is an
unprincipled breach of trust that should not be tolerated, let alone condoned, by the
City of Saskatoon. Breaching the spirit and intent of what we have been led to
believe was a long term legal and moral commitment made to us by both the City
and Dream 1is disgraceful.

The proposed change should not, and must not, be approved.

Phase 1 and Phase 2

We purchased our home at the Willows fairly early on in the development. Our
street, known as 501 Cartwright Street, had only 8 houses on it. Gradually the 41
lots were filled. Over time, 602 Cartwright Street and three additional



condominium buildings were initiated and, as of now, are almost fully developed.
That completed, more or less, Phase 1 of the development.

Quite frankly, having only Phase 1 on a 36-hole golf course would suit us quite
fine. The openness and low density are exactly what we wanted. However, we
knew that there might come a day when the golf course would lose 9 holes and
become a 27-hole golf course and that Phase 2 would be developed. As
mentioned, although we prefer the status quo, we fully understand that it would be
unreasonable of us to petition the City to stop the previously approved Phase 2
development from proceeding, because we went into this long-term venture
knowing that this was what had been bargained for. 1 say this to underscore the
point that it would be just as wrong for us to lobby the City to shut down the long
ago approved Phase 2 development as it is wrong for Dream to try to radically and
significantly change what the City had approved as the “concept” in 2003 and was
promised to us in 2007.

Radical Change

What is being sought by Dream is a radical and significant change to what had
been previously approved.

The initial Phase 2 plan was projected to have an estimated 283 units [697
residents]. The proposed Phase 2 plan would have 776 units [1697 residents].
This is an increase 493 lots, which amounts to a bump in the density of 174%to
Phase 2. This is not a minor tinker with an existing plan—this is a significant and
large-scale change.

People who have invested their life savings into a home believing that they would
be bordering green space, face the prospect of construction and housing abutting
their property. This is simply not fair.

Also, the lots proposed will be much smaller and will be more akin to other
neighborhoods, such as Stonebridge, which is not what was contemplated by those
of us who purchased at the Willows, believing, justifiably, that the entire project—
both Phase 1 and Phase 2 was going to be, according to the existing Zoning Bylaw,
“...aunique category of residential development by integrating larger lot, one-
unit dwelling and low to medium density multiple -unit dwellings with the
Willows Golf and Country Club” and to “create single-unit lot areas, frontages,
front, rear and side yard sit backs that generally exceed the typical standards for
conventional residential development . . .”



Further, as if the increase of the residential density in a low to medium density
environment is not problematic enough, Dream proposes a hotel and other
commercial construction. Again, as mentioned, neighbors who purchased their
property in good faith and expected to have green space abutting their property
now have the worry that they will be facing the back of a hotel or a commercial
facility, with all of the waste removal, delivery trucks and other things that come
along with such a zoning change. Dream’s proposal purports to deal with the
increased traffic, brought on by the increased number of residents in the area along
with the hotel and other commercial businesses, by using Cartwright Street rather
than Lorne Avenue. This additional negative aspect of the new application will
bring on increased risk of accidents to the current residents as well as the nuisance
of noise, disruption and destruction of views and green space. This is not what was
contemplated by anyone when the good citizens of this City purchased and
constructed their homes at the Willows.

In addition, the suggestion that Phase 2 will move to a fee simple [non-
condominium] development creates further complications, the significance of
which are not yet fully understood, to the current residents of Phase 1, who are all
part of several condominium organizations. Is the City wanting to “take over” the
obligations of the current condominium corporations? What happens to the reserve
funds? Who is responsible for all of the costs of converting condominiums back to
fee simple-if that was to happen? Again, all the rights, responsibilities and
obligations of existing residents are being sacrificed in order to clear the way for
more profit for Dream.

Why?

As far as [ am aware, there has never been a reason given as to “why” this massive
change is being requested. Although the reason has not been offered, it is obvious.
Money. Dream, the Ontario based corporation that is proposing the change, wants
to extract more money from Saskatoon at the expense of the existing residents.
While I am not privy to the cost of lots in Saskatoon or the proposed development,
simple arithmetic would suggest that adding an additional 493 lots to Phase 2
would expand profits exponentially. Even estimating the sale price of one of the
lots at a modest $300,000 per unit, this would add close to $150 million dollars, in
addition to whatever additional profit was built into the original plan, to the
pockets of Dream. It is important to underscore that this $150,000,000.00 would
be in addition to whatever profit was contemplated in the original plan. Granted,



there are infrastructure costs that need to be expended, but, this number does not
include the additional revenue that would accrue to Dream in relation to the
sale/lease of the hotel and proposed commercial units. The bottom line is that the
motivation for the proposed change is to put money in the pockets of the Ontario
corporation, at the expense of the citizens of the Willows neighborhood in
Saskatoon who whose homes will be negatively affected. While I certainly
understand that corporations are entitled to make money, to change the rules part
way through, to our detriment, must not be allowed.

Dream is suggesting that it is losing money on the golf course, and if the change to
the bylaw, zoning and community plan is not allowed, they might close the golf
course and let it deteriorate. This is nothing but a disingenuous ploy. Over the last
18 months golf has been flourishing in the City. If Dream is unable to make
money on the golf course, it is because of poor management. The course has had
at least 3 managers in the last 5 years. It is decreasing the number of memberships
being offered for the 2022 season. Even without the pandemic, my husband and |
do not patronize the restaurant as we did when we first moved here, because the
food quality has deteriorated to the point that meals are inedible, and the service is
abysmal. From my perspective, the suggestion that Dream will abandon the
Willows i1s an empty threat to force the City to change the Bylaws and Zoning to
pave the way to increase Dream’s profits. I am confident that if Dream abandons
the golf course, a new owner would quickly take over and we would all be better
off.

Developer Enticements

In a somewhat clumsy attempt to placate the existing Willows residents, Dream
has floated out some very murky, imprecise and ill defined “promises™ as to what it
is going to do with some of the profits they will reap. Pickle ball courts, a
swimming pool, cross-country ski trials, and an active club house for the residents
are all being dangled before us in a veiled attempt to influence favour towards the
proposed changes. However, there are at least two major flaws with Dream’s
approach.

First, even if Dream proceeded with these vague promises, the benefits that would
allegedly accrue to the Willows residents would pale in comparison to the loss of
value to our property and the loss of esthetics that we will collectively suffer.

Second, I have zero confidence that the implementation of any of these amenities
will happen. If this was a genuine intention, one wonders why these amenities



were not initiated long ago. The organization that has operated the Willows since
we moved to our home, almost 15 years ago, has been less that accommodating to
our neighbourhood. Yes, over the past couple of years a short cross-country ski
trial has been set. Yes, a few years ago the Willows Golf Club did offer 15% off a
round of golf if one was a resident. But aside from that, there has been not much
else. I understand that the number residents who have golf memberships at the
Willows Golf Club is embarrassingly low. Most prefer to go elsewhere, such as
the Riverside Golf Club. Because of poor management and service, there is little
or no benefit to becoming a member. The suggestion that Dream is somehow going
to change its well established and consistent practice of ignoring the residents is
absolutely inconsistent with the way in which they have treated the residents since
we have lived at the Willows. My lack of confidence in Dream following through
with these enticements, such that they are, is further demonstrated by the very fact
that they are making application for this bylaw amendment to change the unique
nature of the Willows that was promised to us on our purchase of our home.

Municipal Planning Commission Recommendation Unreliable

I listened to the proceedings of the Municipal Planning Commission
[Commission] meeting held October 26. [ was dismayed by the process. Dream
was given at least an hour to make its pitch. I realize that it is their application to
make, however, those speaking in opposition to the application were given a strict
five minutes to put forward their argument which they supported by evidence and
visual aids. No comments or questions were posed regarding the positions put
forward except for the same question asked by the same Commission member of
all presenters to the effect of “What changes to the existing Phase 2 of the
development are residents prepared to accept?” It appeared that the Commission
did not take the facts or nature of the opposition into account. Only one member of
the Commission dissented from the Commission’s recommendation that Dream’s
application be approved, and was taken to task for that by the Chair. The
Commission approved Dream’s application without any deliberation by its
members. The lack of due process by the Commission in that meeting was most
concerning. As a result, no weight should be given by Council to the

recommendation made by the Commission because the process was seriously
flawed.



Conclusion

The idea that anyone would approve the changes being sought by Dream is
reprehensible. The legal and moral contract that was made with the Willows
residents who invested significant resources on their homes on the basis of what
they were led to believe would be a unique low-density residential neighborhood,
should not be displaced whether to increase the profit level of Dream or whatever
other justification Dream puts forward.

This is a very, very important issue that strikes at the heart of my being in this City.
A decision to approve the Dream proposal to enable it to balloon its profits at the
expense of the residents of the Willows will cause irreparable harm as between the
City and the residents. Our trust in our current civic leaders will be lost and will
never be restored. I would respectfully request that the proposed change be denied.

A. Kirsten Logan, Q.C.

21-501 Cartwright Street
Saskatoon, Saskatchewan
kirstenlogan@sasktel.net



Walter, Penny

From: City Council
Subject: FW: Email - Communication - Brant Regust - Concept Plan Amendment Application - Willows
Neighbourhood - CK 4131-24

From: Walter, Penny

Sent: Monday, November 15, 2021 8:04 AM

To: City Council <City.Council@Saskatoon.ca>

Subject: Email - Communication - Brant Regust - Concept Plan Amendment Application - Willows Neighbourhood - CK
4131-24

From:
Sent: Saturday, November 13, 2021 10:46 AM
To: Walter, Penny <

 We do not want additional commercial development in the CENTER of the Willows
neighbourhood, and certainly no hotel/spa;

* Over 80% of Willows residents, whom this amendment directly affects have voiced
individual letters in opposition to the MCP priorate to their meeting on October 26, 2021;
« We oppose to any additional traffic being DUMPED onto Cartwright St;

Brant Regush

.—501 Cartwright Street



Walter, Penny

From: City Council
Subject: FW: Email - Communication - Karen Willms - Concept Plan Amendment Application - Willows
Neighbourhood - CK 4131-24

From: Walter, Penny

Sent: Monday, November 15, 2021 8:04 AM

To: City Council <City.Council@Saskatoon.ca>

Subject: Email - Communication - Karen Willms - Concept Plan Amendment Application - Willows Neighbourhood - CK
4131-24

From: Karen WiIIms_n_et>
Sent: Sunday, November 14, 2021 2:48 PM
To: Walter, Penny

Subject: Willows Amendment — OPPOSITION
Meeting: City Council November 22, 2021

| am writing to you today in regards to the proposed amendment at The Willows... | am in opposition to some
of the recommendations and would like that to be noted.
The developers and the City created the Willows Community in 2003 as a unique, golf course/residential
community with its own zone (DCD4) describing its unique characteristics.
Now, eighteen years later, the developer wishes to substantially change our community by amending the
zoning, in a way that |, and over 80% of my fellow neighbors, do NOT desire.
Do the desires of the one developer outweigh the overwhelming opposition of the residents within the
community this amendment affects?
| feel the proposal substantially changes the character of the community we were sold...

- | do not desire additional commercial development in the center of our residential community -
certainly not a hotel/spa

- | oppose the change from Land Condos to Fee Simple Lots — that is certainly unfair by comparison for
resale

- | oppose the changes in lot sizes
We understood and accepted from purchase that there would be a Phase Il Development, but thought it
would be similar to what was present in 2003.
We ask our Councillors and Mayor to respect your citizens and agree with us and turn down this amendment.
As a neighborhood, we are willing to sit down and discuss with Dream and the City, changes we might be
willing to accept in the future.

Thank you in advance for your consideration,
Karen Willms

.—501 Cartwright Street
Saskatoon, Sask.



Walter, Penny

From: City Council
Subject: FW: Email - Communication - Sandra Currie - Concept Plan Amendment Application - Willows
Neighbourhood - CK 4131-24

From: Walter, Penny

Sent: Monday, November 15, 2021 8:05 AM

To: City Council <City.Council@Saskatoon.ca>

Subject: Email - Communication - Sandra Currie - Concept Plan Amendment Application - Willows
Neighbourhood - CK 4131-24

----- Original Message-----

From: Sandra currie

Sent: Sunday, November 14, 2021 7:18 PM
To: Walter, Penny

To Whom It May Concern:

We do not want additional commercial development in the CENTRE of the Willows neighborhood,
and certainly no hotel/spa;

Over 80% of Willows residents, whom this amendment directly affects have voiced individual letters in
opposition to the MCP priorate to their meeting on October 26, 2021,

Oppose additional traffic being DUMPED onto Cartwright Street;

Sandra Currie

401 Cartwright Street

Sent from my iPad



Walter, Penny

From: City Council
Subject: FW: Email - Communication - Ken Currie - Concept Plan Amendment Application - Willows
Neighbourhood - CK 4131-24

From: Walter, Penny <Penny.Walter@ Saskatoon.ca>

Sent: Monday, November 15, 2021 8:05 AM

To: City Council <City.Council@Saskatoon.ca>

Subject: Email - Communication - Ken Currie - Concept Plan Amendment Application - Willows
Neighbourhood - CK 4131-24

----- Original Message-----

From: Sandra currie <} G-
Sent: Sunday, November 14, 2021 7:36 PM
To: Walter, Penny

[Warning: This email originated outside our email system. Do not click links or open attachments
unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.]

To Whom It May Concern:

We do not want additional commercial development in the CENTRE of the Willows neighborhood,
and certainly no hotel/spa.

Over 80% of Willows residents, whom this amendment directly affects have voiced individual letters in
opposition to the MCP priorate to their meeting on October 26, 2021.

Oppose additional traffic being DUMPED onto Cartwright Street.

Ken Currie
401 Cartwright Street

Sent from my iPad



Walter, Penny

From: City Council

Subject: FW: Email - Communication - Ken Hoscheit - Concept Plan Amendment Application - Willows
Neighbourhood - CK 4131-24

Attachments: letter_for_public_hearing.pdf

From: Web NoReply <web-noreply@Saskatoon.ca>

Sent: Monday, November 15, 2021 3:12 PM

To: City Council <City.Council@Saskatoon.ca>

Subject: Email - Communication - Ken Hoscheit - Concept Plan Amendment Application - Willows Neighbourhood - CK
4131-24

--- Replies to this email will go to_———

Submitted on Monday, November 15, 2021 - 15:12

Submitted by user:_

Submitted values are:

Date Monday, November 15, 2021

To His Worship the Mayor and Members of City Council
First Name Ken

Last Name Hoscheit

Phone Number

-201 Cartwright Terrace
City Saskatoon

Province Saskatchewan

Postal Code
Name of the organization or agency you are representing (if applicable)

Subject Proposed Willows Concept Plan Amendment

Meeting (if known) November 22 City Council Public Hearing Meeting

Comments

| would like to submit this letter to express my opposition to the proposed amendment. | would like to attend the
meeting remotely by viewing the live-streaming.

Attachments

letter for public hearing.pdf

Will you be submitting a video to be vetted prior to council meeting? No




November 15, 2021

To All Concerned:

My name is Ken Hoscheit. My wife Joyce and I own and live at [Jjjj201
Cartwright Terrace.

[ am writing to voice my displeasure once again at Dream Development’s latest
proposal for the Willows community. Joyce and I moved to Saskatoon three years
ago and when looking for a place to live, we chose the Willows for the simple fact
that once we crossed the railway overpass on Clarence Ave South and turned west
on Cartwright Street, we had the feeling that we were leaving the hustle and bustle
of the city behind. This, of course, will all change if Dream Development achieves
their goal. Neither Joyce nor I are in favour of commercializing portions of
Cartwright Street. We don’t feel it’s necessary, as we have all the amenities we
need a short distance away.

Traffic control has not been properly addressed and cannot ever be addressed
without first providing an overpass over the Lorne Ave. railway crossing. Almost
all of the traffic from this new area will be pushed onto Cartwright Street, which
was not designed to be a collector street. The extra traffic will also overload
Clarence Avenue North which is already experiencing problems.

Another concern Joyce and I have is property devaluation. The Willows will no
longer be the golf course community concept we bought into. We paid dearly for
that concept, we are taxed dearly for that concept, and we are worried that the
value of our home will decrease if the new proposal for the Willows is approved.

Sincerely,

Ken and Joyce Hoscheit



Walter, Penny

From: City Council

Subject: FW: Email - Communication - Charles Rhodes - Proposed Amendment to the Willows Neighborhood
Plan - CK 4131-24

Attachments: letter_to_council_nov._2021.docx

From: Web NoReply <web-noreply@Saskatoon.ca>

Sent: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 2:31 PM

To: City Council <City.Council@Saskatoon.ca>

Subject: Email - Communication - Charles Rhodes - Proposed Amendment to the Willows Neighborhood Plan - CK 4131-
24

--- Replies to this email will go to_

Submitted on Tuesday, November 16, 2021 - 14:30

Submitted by user:_

Submitted values are:

Date Tuesday, November 16, 2021

To His Worship the Mayor and Members of City Council
First Name Charles

Last Name Rhodes

Phone Number

-202 Cartwright Terrace
City Saskatoon

Province Saskatchewan

Postal Code
Name of the organization or agency you are representing (if applicable) myself

Subject proposed Amendment to the Willows Neighborhood Plan

Meeting (if known) City Council public meeting - November 22nd

Comments

| am not requesting to speak, but am attaching a letter for Councilors and his Worship Mayor Clark.
Attachments

letter to council nov. 2021.docx

Will you be submitting a video to be vetted prior to council meeting? No




Your Worship Mayor Clark and City Councilors,

| have been a resident of Willow Glen Condominium community for over 10 years. Previously we lived
in the Wildwood neighborhood for 30 years. We weren’t golfers at the time we purchased, but we were
attracted to the quiet, natural beauty of the community and the concept of a condominium community.
We also appreciated the multitude of professional and commercial services immediately adjacent to the
Willows. My reason for writing is that | have serious concerns with some of the key components of the
so called Amendment to the Willows Neighborhood Plan. | accept and fully support the original
Willows Neighborhood Plan (2003) which will provide an additional 125 lots yet to be developed.

While it may seem like a matter of semantics, | would strongly suggest that the proposed Amendment is
really a totally new plan and should be viewed, reviewed and critically considered as such. The scope
and significant change being proposed equates to a proposal for a “new” neighborhood, not anything
resembling the neighborhood and plan that we currently live in or expected for the future of the
Willows community.

In reviewing this proposal there are many questions that arise. | would like to note some that come to
mind for me:

e  Why would Council approve the construction of a 120 room hotel in the midst of a
developed residential neighborhood?

e What is unique about this proposed hotel that makes it consistent with a residential
golf course community?

III

e Why would Council approve the construction of a “strip mall” within an existing
residential community?

e Can you identify any services that these proposed commercial units will provide that
are not already provided within walking distance in the Stonebridge area?

e Dream reported at the recent MPC meeting that the reason for these proposed changes
is to secure additional funds to do maintenance on the golf course and renovate the
clubhouse. Is this reason sufficient (or appropriate) for Council to justify approval of
such a drastic community changing Amendment?

e If this Amendment is approved will it create a precedent in the City for other
commercial businesses to seek financial relief from Council to renovate or upgrade their
facilities?

e Under the currently approved Willows Community Neighborhood Plan all residential
lots are “bare land” developments meaning they are part of a condominium
community. Why would Council approve a change in the development of the phase 2
lots to be “fee simple” meaning the City would then be financially and operationally
responsible for the maintenance of roadways, snow clearing of roadways, maintenance
of storm and sanitary sewer lines, fire hydrant inspection/maintenance and street
lighting? As a tax payer this seems totally inconsistent with the frequent reports from
Council of increasing operating costs and the need to increase taxes — can you explain
this reasoning?



e Canyou list any improvements in amenities or services that this massive disruption to
our community will provide? It should be noted that none of the changes proposed by
the Dream proposal were requested by residents of the Willows. In fact, there is an
overwhelming objection to most of them.

e In “presenting” this Amendment at the MPC meeting Dream said it will put in a play
park, sports courts, etc. as part of their renovations. All of these additions could be
done tomorrow if Dream so desired without any change to the 2003 Neighborhood
Plan. Do you think these promotional statements contradict Dream’s overall
justification for this Amendment?

In conclusion, | trust you will give this very significant Amendment the thoughtful and rigorous review
that is appropriate. It is a proposal to negatively change Saskatoon’s only residential golf course
community forever. Thank you in advance for your consideration of my concerns and questions.

Sincerely,

Chuck Rhodes
.-201 Cartwright Terrace



Walter, Penny

From: City Council
Subject: FW: Email - Request to Speak - Sharon Yuzdepski - Opposition to Willow Amendment - CK 4131-24

From: Web NoReply <web-noreply@Saskatoon.ca>

Sent: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 2:34 PM

To: City Council <City.Council@Saskatoon.ca>

Subject: Email - Request to Speak - Sharon Yuzdepski - Opposition to Willow Amendment - CK 4131-24

--- Replies to this email will go to_

Submitted on Tuesday, November 16, 2021 - 14:34

Submitted by user:_

Submitted values are:

Date Tuesday, November 16, 2021

To His Worship the Mayor and Members of City Council
First Name Sharon
Last Name Yuzdepski
Phone Number

401 Cartwright Street
City Saskatoon

Province Saskatchewan

Postal Code
Name of the organization or agency you are representing (if applicable)

Subject Willow Amendment OPPOSITION

Meeting (if known) City Council November 22, 2021

Comments

| strongly oppose any additional commercial development in the centre of the Willows neighbourhood, especially a hotel
and spa. It is my understanding that already over 80% of the Willows residents have already voiced their strong
opposition through individual letters prior to the meeting that was held on October 26, 2021. | also oppose the
additional traffic that would result on Cartwright Street.

In 2003, the developers and the City created the Willows Community as a unique, lovely, and quiet residential
community surrounding a golf course. This theme was developed, marketed and sold to us and now the developer
wishes to substantially change our community by amending the zoning in a way that | and over 80% of my fellow
neighbors oppose? That is unacceptable. This proposal substantially changes the character of the community we were
sold. We do not desire additional commercial development in the center of our residential community, and certainly no
hotel/spa. We do not want additional traffic dumped onto Cartwright Street. We oppose the changes in lot sizes and
changing to Fee Simple Lots. We ask our Councillors and Mayor to protect us as your citizens and turn down this
amendment. Your decision will have a lasting impact on the future trust put in you by the people of Saskatoon. | will be
submitting a request to speak at the meeting.

Attachments

Will you be submitting a video to be vetted prior to council meeting? No



Walter, Penny

From: City Council
Subject: FW: Email - Communication - Kathleen Chipperfield - Opposition to Willow Amendment - CK
4131-24

From: Web NoReply <web-noreply@Saskatoon.ca>

Sent: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 2:54 PM

To: City Council <City.Council@Saskatoon.ca>

Subject: Email - Communication - Kathleen Chipperfield - Opposition to Willow Amendment - CK 4131-24

--- Replies to this email will go t_ ---

Submitted on Tuesday, November 16, 2021 - 14:53

Submitted values are:

Date Tuesday, November 16, 2021

To His Worship the Mayor and Members of City Council
First Name Kathleen
Last Name Chipperfield
Phone Number

-401 Cartwright Street
City Saskatoon

Province Saskatchewan

Postal Code
Name of the organization or agency you are representing (if applicable) self
Subject Willows Amendment -Opposition

Meeting (if known) City Council November 22, 2021

Comments

Willows Amendment by Dream

| believe that the main reason there is so much pushback on the Dream development changes to the Willows plan:

1. They are putting a hotel and commercial strip in the middle of a quiet neighbourhood. One where people paid a
premium to be in. Dream has a very large piece of land. The proposed hotel/spa and commercial development could
very easily be relocated to either the far north west or far south west sections of the property directly off Lorne Ave. If
this was done, then the associated traffic would more likely stay in that area and not be forced down our one and only
main road, Cartwright Street. The street is so narrow that there is no room for parking on either side.

2. If kept in the presently proposed location, the associated increase of traffic would not only include the extra hotel and
spa traffic, but the associated traffic for the operation of the facility — food trucks, garbage, cleaning, maintenance plus
the patron traffic. This is on top of the proposed 1500 homes to be built on the west and middle parts of the property.
This would probably add an extra 3000 vehicles using Cartwright Street.

3. The trainline. When trains come by, which is upwards of 15 times per day, the traffic line up and down Lorne Ave goes
a considerable distance down the road, often as far as the ice rink and beyond on the south side, and as far as Chop on
the north side. Many vehicles already use Cartwright Street as a short cut to avoid the train traffic buildup. When a
hotel/spa, commercial property and 1500 more households are added, we can assume this will become a more major
problem.



The big white elephant in the room is the location of the Hotel/spa and commercial development. | feel strongly that if
this was rethought and repositioned to the north west corner near the ice rink along Lorne Ave., or the far south west
corner, then there would be a lot less protest. One could ask the council members themselves if they would object to a
hotel being build next to their home?

Attachments
Will you be submitting a video to be vetted prior to council meeting? No



Walter, Penny

From: City Council
Subject: FW: Email - Communicattion - Cheryl Kimpinski - Opposition to Willow Amendment - CK 4131-24

From: Walter, Penny

Sent: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 2:58 PM

To: City Council <City.Council@Saskatoon.ca>

Subject: Email - Communicattion - Cheryl Kimpinski - Opposition to Willow Amendment - CK 4131-24

----- Original Message-----
Sent: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 2:45 PM

To: Walter, Penny
Subject: Council Meeting Nov 22 - Opposition to Willows Admendment

To His Worship Mayor Clark and Members of Council:

| am a resident of Windermere Villas at The Willows. Our condominium corporation has previously

submitted position papers outlining the reasons why Dream’s amendment application is opposed by
the majority of Willows residents. Today | write as an individual resident of Saskatoon, speaking for

no one but myself. | urge Council to deny this application.

This entire process is new to me and has been a learning experience. Of course | am terribly
disappointed that Administration and the Municipal Planning Commission have, without giving
reasons, recommended approval of Dream’s overhaul of The Willows. | naively believed that the
Zoning Bylaw (DCD4) was the law and would preserve our neighbourhood. | find it shocking that this
developer casually expects this law will be rewritten to accommodate its new plans.

When my husband and | sold our family home, we specifically chose our ‘golden years’ condo at The
Willows because of what Dream(formerly Dundee) was offering. There were other condo
developments we could have chosen but we paid a premium to be at The Willows because of the
2003 Neighbourhood Concept Plan the developer was actively promoting. We bought into a
residential, golf course community with many trees and lovely views. It's like living in the country but
just 10 minutes from downtown.

Since we settled here, 3 of our 4 adult children have moved to within 10 minutes of us.

Now, the very developer who sold us our pricey condo wants to remake our entire neighbourhood.
It's astonishing that Dream proposed this new plan without any meaningful discussions with current
Willows residents. Surely some reasonable compromise could have been reached. The presence of
lawyers at the MPC level suggests that door may have closed.

Personally, the major objection | have relates to the location of the hotel. Extra homes will be built
gradually and resulting traffic issues can likely be dealt with as they arise over the years. A few more
medium density buildings, comparable to the four we have, wouldn’t concern me. However, a large
hotel just metres from our little terrace will create ALOT of extra traffic and noise. A hotel is a 24/7
operation with comings/goings and deliveries at all hours. A quiet, residential neighbourhood is no
place for such a business. Why not build it closer to Lorne Ave. nearer the former German Club site?
That way, the related traffic could come and go via Lorne Avenue instead of right past our homes.

1



People purchasing lots in the new phase would know from the outset that there would be a hotel
nearby.

| have participated in the public meetings, attended the MPC via teleconference and read all the
materials provided by the developer and city planners/administration.

Nowhere has it been explained why the wishes of a large, Toronto-based developer should be given
precedence over those of the hundreds of Saskatoon citizens living at The Willows. One sincerely
hopes Council’s view is that they should not.

Thank you in advance for your careful consideration of this matter and for your ongoing service to
this lovely city of ours.

Yours truly,

CHERYL KIMPINSKI
301 Cartwright Terrace

Sent from my iPad



Walter, Penny

From: City Council
Subject: FW: Email - Communication - Bonnie Hataley - Opposition to Willow Amendment - CK 4131-24

From: Web NoReply <web-noreply@Saskatoon.ca>

Sent: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 3:54 PM

To: City Council <City.Council@Saskatoon.ca>

Subject: Email - Communication - Bonnie Hataley - Opposition to Willow Amendment - CK 4131-24

--- Replies to this email will go to_

Submitted on Tuesday, November 16, 2021 - 15:53

Submitted by user:_

Submitted values are:

Date Tuesday, November 16, 2021

To His Worship the Mayor and Members of City Council
First Name Bonnie
Last Name Hataley
Phone Number

401 Cartwright Street
City Saskatoon

Province Saskatchewan

Postal
Name of the organization or agency you are representing (if applicable) self
Subject Willows Amendment - OPPOSITION

Meeting (if known) City Council November 22, 2021

Comments

I, as a current homeowner in The Willows, am opposed to the Proposed Amendment as it stands, as are 80% of our
residents. This is important because the DCD4 currently ONLY affects our residents as the ONLY golf course community
in Saskatoon. The Willows was created by the developers & the City as a "unique" golf course residential community
creating a new zone (DCD4) specifically describing its unique characteristics. Eight-teen years later, this lovely, quiet,
established residential community with a “country feel”, within a golf course was developed, marketed, and sold to us.
The developer now wishes to SUBSTANTIALLY change our community by amending the zoning, in a way that |, and over
80% of my fellow neighbors, do NOT desire. We do not desire:

1. SUBSTANTIAL additional commercial development (Dream is asking for FOUR times the original DCD4 allotment) in
the center of our residential community: The few city neighborhoods with central commercial development were
planned this way on the original plans. In other words, homeowners knew what they were getting. Our Center was
supposed to be a golf course and clubhouse.

2. No hotel/spa: Does the City now favor the development of large scale commercial development and hotels in the



middle of already established neighborhoods (no other residential neighborhoods have a central hotel)? So will this be a
precedent for all established residential neighborhoods?

3. SUBSTANTIAL additional traffic dumped onto Cartwright Street: INCONSISTENT information about how much traffic is
truly projected. Traffic studies performed by Dream do not make sense when City Traffic studies are reviewed. No
explanation was offered (MPC Meeting 10/26/21). And according to original plans NO new traffic was to occur on
Cartwright. | suspect the proposed increased density of Phase Il prohibits safe access to highway 219. Did they consider
moving the traffic light from Cartwright/Lorne to a single entrance from Western Phase Il onto 219, and no new access
to Cartwright?

4. Changes in lot sizes: That “country feel" sold to us requires open land. The proposal is asking for a reduction in
minimum site width from 18m to 15m (an 17% reduction in size). Phase | did not have community green spaces, and the
developers paid a fee to the city for this exception. | was not there but wonder if this was accepted based on the fact
that we already had substantial green space provided in the form of a golf course, which is now being cut form 27 to 18
holes?

5. Change to Fee Simple Lots: At the MPC it was stated the City found bare land/condo lots are sustainable with our
current density, and that is our standard in this neighborhood. Why would the City want to change to fee simple lots and
incur added costs to the City for services that the bare land/condos currently pay for themselves? In the same
neighborhood, at the same mill rates, why should established residents not enjoy the same tax-paid city services
proposed for Phase II? The Mill rate for Residential Class and the Condominium subclass are both at 0.0069731 for 2021
and they have NEVER been different. How will this affect our resale values? Councillor Jeffries asked (MPC Meeting
10/26/2021) why not keep it all bare land/condo lots and keep the neighborhood uniform and working as it is now? Mr.
Zurevinski answered that the bare land/condos did pay for themselves, but fee simple next to bare land/condos exist in
other city neighborhoods side by side (the Planning Commission answered the same way) - which is a statement that
there exists a city precedent, but doesn't really answer the question. So why not keep it as bare land/condo lots?

6. Brad Zurevinski indicated the golf course was losing money (MPC Meeting 10-26-2021): “Yes the Willows GC is
definitely not in a very healthy financial position, and the last track record of the last 10-15 years has been very poor,
haven’t made money in the last 10 years, and losses have been in the millions, and going back 15 years, it gets worse”.
How is this possible when they sold out of full memberships for the last 2 years, and all other golf courses in and around
the city are not losing money? If the City has a concern that the golf course might cease operation or declare
bankruptcy, should the City investigate how it would handle that situation and how it proceeds? Could this be more of a
management issue? Mr. Zurevinski also did not provide Councillor Jeffries with a clear answer to his question of HOW
this proposal improves the viability of the golf course. How does the addition of commercial space and a hotel guarantee
the viability of the golf course? This seems to be a central issue, and requires further due diligence.

7. The MPC approved the proposal (only one vote was noted in opposition - because of the neighborhood opposition; no
vote count for those in favor was reported on the meeting video; is that proper procedure?). Throughout the meeting
the Planning Commission stated the OCP or the City Council “supports”a particular part of the proposal...a better
statement may have been “allows for in other parts of the city outside the DCD4”. They also stated “TheAdministration
is recommending approval of the proposal due its alignment with city policy for golf course communities.” The proposal
was not aligned to current city policies for golf course communities (the DCD and the OCP) - they will be required to
make changes in the city policy (the DCD4 and the OCP) in order to the accept the proposal. The MPC stated ... “our role
as planners is to work towards addressing concerns while balancing the economic development of land.” Does this really
seem balanced? One developer against 80% of the community that the changes affect?



| respectfully ask our Councillors and Mayor, our elected representatives, to protect us as your citizens and turn down
this amendment. We expected Phase || development consistent with the current DCD4, but NOT like this. The changes
the developer made during the engagement process that the MPC spoke of, did nothing to address our concerns as
outlined above, they simply moved locations of the hotel/spa and commercial sites, added more condos and slightly
increased the property lot sizes. Do the desires of one developer outweigh the overwhelming opposition of the residents
within the only community this amendment affects? Will any community going forward be safe from drastic, unwanted
changes? The engagement process for both City Engagement Meetings were fraught with both technical and capacity
limiting on line communication difficulties. There were no open in-person meetings due to Covid for first time. Other
City Amendment Proposals have been delayed citing the inability to have open in-person meetings. This proposal is far
too important, with so many unanswered questions and so much opposition, to be rushed through without further
investigation to answer all of the questions, and explore possible options. Please vote no.

Attachments
Will you be submitting a video to be vetted prior to council meeting? No



Walter, Penny

Subject: FW: Council Meeting Nov 22 - Opposition to Willows Admendment

From: peterrobin@sasktel.net <G
Sent: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 5:04 PM
To: Walter, Penny

Subject: Council Meeting Nov 22 - Opposition to Willows Admendment

Dear His Worship & Members of Council,

As a Willows homeowner & resident, | am opposing any changes to Bylaw 8770 that would alter
section 13.4 & more specifically allow for any changes that would affect the traffic flow/ amounts on
Cartwright Street, any commercial developments & certainly NO hotels/spas, or alter the designated
locations of the land uses as defined on Map No. 1 in section 13.4.

Please, keep our loved community as a peaceful quiet & unique residential community as was
sold to us & promised in 2003 & again affirmed by City Council in June 2020 & the Saskatchewan
Provincial Government in August 2030.

Yours sincerely,
Peter Kilburn.

401 Cartwright Street Unit [JjJlj, Saskatoon, Sk ] Dated November 16, 2021



Walter, Penny

Subject: FW: Council Meeting Nov 22 - Opposition to Willows Admendment
Attachments: City Council position paper Nov 2021.docx

Sent: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 6:30 PM
To: Walter, Penny
Subject: Council Meeting Nov 22 - Opposition to Willows Admendment

| am writing on behalf of the residents for 301 Cartwright Windermere Condo association.
Please accept our position paper as it has the support of 96% of our street residents.

Willows Phase two needs to be built but Dream should respect the community model they built and that the City of
Saskatoon has development DCD4 regulations to help protect.

How many Saskatoon residential communities have a hotel built in the center of their community that encroach onto
residential properties? Our residents want Dream to honour their past promises and legal commitments to keep the
Willows a quiet residential golf course neighbourhood..

Thank you for your understanding and support.
KELVIN DERESKI
301Cartwright Windermere Condo Association president



301 Cartwright Windermere Villas Resident Condominium Associations
November 2021

"STAND BY YOUR 2020 OCP & DCD4 REGULATIONS™
"KEEP OUR WILLOWS COMMUNITY AS PROMISED"

Members of Saskatoon City Council we are seeking your understanding and support to NOT amend the
current Willows regulations and bylaws in favour of Dream’s phase 2 development application.

The Willows currently has 337 residential homes from which 80% have submitted written opposition letters to
City Planning and councillor Loewen against Dream’s phase 2 development application.

The general view of residents is that Dream’s proposed plan is totally different from the community model this
same developer marketed when phase 1 lots were sold. Residents see NO NEED for new commercial
development in their Willows neighbourhood. The majority of residents feel that expanding commercial
development into phase 2 will have a negative impact on the future environment and character of their
neighbourhood community.

| am writing on behalf of 301 Cartwright condominium associations where 98% of the residents have written
to the City in opposition to Dream’s development application. Dream’s phase 2 development application is not
a simple zoning change, it has many complex issues that will have irreversible negative effects on our
neighbourhood.

As you prepare for your November 22 City Council meeting, we ask you to please think about these following
questions:

1) Why does Dream believe they need to expand commercial development to save the Willows
neighbourhood and golf course? Why change the 2020 Official Community Plan and DCD 4
regulations?

Since 2003 Dream has marketed the Willows as a quiet neighbourhood golf community with restricted
commercial zoning protected by the City’s DCD4 regulations. Considering all the public consultation
hearings plus over 80% of Willow residents writing letters to City Planning it is clear that current
residents want Dream to honour their past legal commitments! Residents want phase 2 residential
properties built following the 2020 Official Community Plan and DCD4 regulations. It is expected that
completing Phase 2 residential development and giving the Willows club house a face lift will
significantly improve the marketability and profitability of the golf course, especially noting that 2021
memberships sold out and they have cut their operating costs by eliminating 9 holes of play.
Expanding commercial development will not secure the future of the golf course, but new high end
residential properties will!

2) What other city locations did Dream and Planning evaluate for a SPA-HOTEL? Were any locations
evaluated in zoning areas that would not encroach on existing residential properties? How many
Saskatoon residential neighbourhoods have a hotel built in the middle of their community?

3) The 2020/2021 city traffic studies have flagged Cartwright Street as high risk and vehicle control
measures for pedestrians’ safety were implemented, yet Dream is claiming that Cartwright Street can
accommodate doubling the population density and external commercial traffic volume. Who is right,
the City Traffic Department or Dream’s consultants?



4) What reasonable justification is there for the city to change their 2020 Official Community Plan and
DCD4 regulations to allow a hotel to be built in the middle of a residential community especially when
80% of the community are in opposition to the development proposal? Dream has made no successful
effort to educate the Willows community on why they want to deviate from their past promises and
legal commitments.

5) We are fortunate to have elected City Officials that represent the concerns of Saskatoon residents, and
we ask that you to seriously consider the voice of the 80% of Willow residents who have clearly stated
they do not want expanded commercial development in their community. City bylaws and regulations
are designed and enforced to protect the interests of the City and their residents. We believe that this
current City Council got it right last year when you reviewed and approved the new 2020 Official
Community Plan and revalidated the DCD4 regulations for golf course communities.

6) Please encourage Dream to find a suitable location for their hotel that does not encroach on existing
residential properties and move forward with their Willows phase 2 residential development following
the 2020 Official Community Plan and DCD4 regulations. It can be WIN WIN for all.

In conclusion we ask for your support to DENY Dream’s phase 2 development application and to encourage
Dream to respect the DCD4 regulations that Dream (Dundee) helped draft in 2003 and the City of Saskatoon
just revalidated in 2020. The majority of Willows residents DO NOT want expanded commercial development
in their neighbourhood and the current DCD 4 regulations are the only protection residents have against a
developer making radical changes to our community.

Thank you for your understanding and support
KELVIN DERESKI



Walter, Penny

From: City Council
Subject: FW: Email - Communication - H Ravi Ravichander - Opposition of the Amendments to The Willows -
CK 4131-24

From: Web NoReply <web-noreply@Saskatoon.ca>

Sent: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 8:21 PM

To: City Council <City.Council@Saskatoon.ca>

Subject: Email - Communication - H Ravi Ravichander - Opposition of the Amendments to The Willows - CK 4131-24

Submitted on Tuesday, November 16, 2021 - 20:20

Submitted by user:-

Submitted values are:

Date Tuesday, November 16, 2021

To His Worship the Mayor and Members of City Council
First Name H (Ravi)

Last Name Ravichander

Phone Number
Email

Cartwright Street
City Saskatoon

Province Saskatchewan

Postal Code
Name of the organization or agency you are representing (if applicable) 501 Cartwright Street Committee

Subject Opposition of the Amendments to The Willows OCP & DCD4

Meeting (if known) City Council Meeting, Monday, Nov 22, 2021

Comments

This submission is from the 501 Cartwright Street Committee and includes written opposition from 56 individual
residents of 501 representing 30 units. The attached link is to the 6MB .pdf file entitled "2021-11-16 Wentworth 501
Cartwright to City Council"

To Summarize:

"STAND BY 2020 OCP_DCD4 DECISION"

"KEEP OUR COMMUNITY THE WAY IT WAS INTENDED TO BE"

* The Willows was designed, approved and marketed as a residential golf course community with very restricted
commercial uses.

¢ Residents of the Willows have no need for commercial development as all amenities are close by, within walking
distance.

* These controls for a Saskatoon golf course community are set out in DCD4 of the Zoning Bylaw and were recently
(August 2020) recommended by Municipal Planning Commission and reconfirmed by City Council approving

the updated 2020 Official Community Plan.

¢ As Willows residents, we oppose any changes to the Bylaw that would allow expanded commercial development in our

1



neighborhood and ask that you deny the application to amend the Bylaws.

We also oppose Fee Simple and smaller lots and ask that you deny the application to amend the Bylaws.

* Please keep our community as a quiet residential community as promised in 2003 and again in 2020 by Municipal
Planning Commission (MPC) and City Council.

e We are asking the Mayor of Saskatoon and the City Councillors of Saskatoon to stand by their August 2020 decisions.
Attachments

Will you be submitting a video to be vetted prior to council meeting? No



Wentworth at the Willows:
501 Cartwright Street, Saskatoon, SK

Neighbourhood rezoning application
Request for Denial

Prepared for:
The Mayor and City Councillors, Saskatoon

Prepared by:
501 Cartwright Street Committee



"STAND BY 2020 OCP_DCD4 DECISION"
"KEEP OUR COMMUNITY THE WAY IT WAS INTENDED TO BE"

o The Willows was designed, approved and marketed as a residential golf
course community with very restricted commercial uses.

» Residents of the Willows have no need for commercial development as all
amenities are close by, within walking distance.

« These controls for a Saskatoon golf course community are set out in DCD4
of the Zoning Bylaw and were recently (August 2020) recommended by
Municipal Planning Commission and reconfirmed by City Council approving
the updated 2020 Official Community Plan.

« As Willows residents, we oppose any changes to the Bylaw that would
allow expanded commercial development in our neighbourhood and ask
that you deny the application to amend the Bylaws.

We also oppose Fee Simple and smaller lots and ask that you deny the
application to amend the Bylaws.

« Please keep our community as a quiet residential community as promised
in 2003 and again in 2020 by Municipal Planning Commission (MPC) and
City Council.

« We are asking the Mayor of Saskatoon and the City Councillors of
Saskatoon to stand by their August 2020 decisions.



Summary and Supporting Letters from Residents:

501 Cartwright Street has forty-one (41) units, of which thirty (30) units have
submitted signed letters which equates to 73% of all units who have responded.
There are a total of fifty-six (56) residents who have provided letters in opposition
to this Bylaw change. The letters are attached below for your reference.

The residents of 501 Cartwright Street would like to take this opportunity to thank
the Mayor of Saskatoon and the members of the City Council for standing by your
1-year-young decision (August 2020) to recommend the existing DCD4 of the
Zoning Bylaw remain unchanged and keep the Willows neighbourhood as it was
intended.

"STAND BY 2020 OCP_DCD4 DECISION"
"KEEP OUR COMMUNITY THE WAY IT WAS INTENDED TO BE"

Copies of all individual signed letters below
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Wiard 7

City of Saskatoon

Dear Coumncillion Lossasn:

Thee Willowws wars. designed, approved and marketed as a residential goll course comenunity with verny
resiricted commercial uses.

These controls for 8 Saskatoon golf course community are set out in BCD4 of the Zoning Bylaw and were
recently reconfirmed by City Courdil aperoving the updated 2020 Official Cormmeunity Plan.

A o Willows resident, | oppose any changes to the Bylaw that would allow expanded commaeecial
develapment in our peighborhood; oppose Fee Simple and smaller sized lots.  Keep our commmunity as a
gpuiel residential comenianity a5 promised Iﬂ-l_lIﬂ and again in H020 by City Councill

Yours trdy,
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Date: éﬂT?T. f/;’tl?:l,.-‘

Wiard 7

iy o Saskatoon

Dear Courdilor Losssen:

The Willows was designed, approved ard marketed a3 a residential golf course community with very
restricted commercial uses,

These controls for & Sasicatoon golf course community are set out in BCD4 of (he Zoning Bylaw and were
recentiy recorfimned kry City Council sppnoving. the updated 2020 Officid Community Plan,

Ad & Willows ressident, | oppose any chamges to the Bylaw that would alléw expanded commercial
developrment in cur neighborhood; oppose Fes Simple ard sealler sived lold. Keep o commumity asa
fuiet residentisl community as promised in 2003 and again s 2020 by City Council!

Yewrs tridy,
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Date: September 8, 2021

Councdor Mairin Loewen
Ward 7

City of Saskatoon

Dear Councilor Loewen

The Willows was designed, approved and marketed as a residential golf course community with very

restrcted commercial uses

These controls for a Saskatoon golf course community are set out in DCDA of the Zoning Bylaw and were
recently reconfirmed by City Council approving the updated 2020 Official Community Plan

As a Willows resident, | oppose any changes to the Bylaw that would allow expanded commercial
development in our nelghborhood; oppose Fee Simple and smaller sized lots. Keep our community as a
quiet residential community as promised in 2003 and again in 2020 by City Courxil!

Yours truly,

print Name: __Sheila Savedia-Cayabyab

Address 4./)1 Cartwright Street

Saskatoon, SK
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Councilor Mairin Loeyeen
Ward 7

City of Saskatoan

Dear Councitor Logwer:

The Willcws was designed, approved and marketed 5 a resldentlal golf course community with very
restricted commercial mses

These controls for a Saskatoon golf cowrse cormmmunity sne S8l out in DO of the Zoning Byles and wene
recently recondirmed by City Councll approving the wpdated 2000 Official Comemuanity Flan.

A5 a ‘Willows resident, | oppose any changes to the Bylaw that would allow expanded commercial

development in our neighborhood; oppose Fee Simple and smaller sired lots.  Keep our Community &5 8
quissl reddentis] community 5 promised in 2003 and again in 2020 by City Coundill
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Date: %ﬁ"’fﬁéx”

Councilor Malrin Loswsen
Ward 7

Chy of Saskaboon

Dear Councilor Loewen:

The Willows waz designed, approved and marketed a5 a residential goff course comenunity with veny
restricted commercisl uses.

Thaesar controbs for 3 Saskatoon golf course comimuinity are et out in DCD4 of the Zoning Bylaw and wers
restenithy reconfirmed by City Cosncil appaening the updated 2030 Official Community Plan

Az 3 Willws resident, | oppode any changes to the Bylaw that woueld allow expanded commercial
development in cur neighborhood; oppose Fee Simple and smaller sized lots. Keep cur community as 2
quiet residential commundty a5 promised in 2003 and sgsin in 2020 by City Councll
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Councilor Mairin Losssn
Ward 7

City of Saskatnsn

Desar Councilor Loownés:

The Willows was designed, approved and marketed 24 & residential polf course community with wery
restricted commencial uses

These controls for 3 Sackatoon golf courss coenmueity are set out in DC04 af the Toning Bylaw and were
recenthy reconfinmed by City Councl approving the updated 2000 Official Community Plan,

A a Willorws resident, | oppose any changes 1o the Bylaw that would allow expanded commercial
developrvent in ouf neghberhcod; oppose Foe Simple and smaller sived Yot Kesp our commanity 73 2
guabet residential commonity as promised In 3003 snd again b 2000 by City Councdll

Yours truby,

I

asaress: JL S0/ ¢ 19 ## SF
= B



pate: ptoenper 8 292

Countilar Mairin Loswen
Ward 7

City of Saskatocn

Dear Countior Loswssan:

The Willows was designed, approved and marketed as a residential golf course communiby with very
restricted commereial udes.

Thiese cantrals for a Saskatoon golf course comenunity are et aut i DC0Y of the Zoning Bylaw and were
recenithy reconfirmad by City Councll approving the updated 2000 Official Community Plan.

fis 5 Willews resident, | oppose any changss to the Bylaw that would allow pxpanded commerncial
develapenent Inowr nelghborhood; oppase Fee Simphe gnd smaller sized lots.  Keep our coRMTURTY 35 3
quiet residentisl community a5 promised bn 2003 and again in 2020 by Oty Coundll






















Date: September 2, 2021

Counclior Mairin Loewen
Ward 7

City of Saskatoon

Dear Councilor Loewen

The Willows was designed, approved and marketed as a residential golf course community with very
restricted commercial uses.

These controds for a Saskatoon golf course community are set out in DCDM of the Zoning Bylaw and were
recently reconfirmed by City Council approving the updated 2020 Official Community Plan

As a Willows resident, | oppose any changes to the Bylaw that would allow expanded commercial
development in our neighborhood; oppase Fee Simple and smaller siced lots.  Keep our community &5 &
quiet residential community as promised in 2003 and again in 2020 by Caty Counail!

Yours truly,

Heather Shouse

.v(ll Cantwright Street

Saskatoon, Saskatchewan
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Councilor Malrn Loswen
Ward 7

City of Saskatoon

Dear Coundibor Loswen:

Thee Willows was designed, approved and marketed as a residential golf cowrse commanity with very
restricted commercisl udes,

Theese controts for @ Saskatoon golf course community are set out in DCDY of the Toning Bylew and
were recenthy recondirmad by Clity Councll approving the updated 3020 Officlal Community Plan,

A% b Willows redident, | appote ary changes to the Bylaw that would allow expanded commerdal
umminwmwbﬂﬁw. Kpop our comemnumily 335 & quiss] redan il community as promised
I 2003 and again in 2020 by City Coundill

Youurs truly,
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Date; _September 8, J020

Councilor Mairin Loessen
Waid 7

City af Satkatnon

Dear Councilor Loewen:

The Willows was designed, approsed and marketed a5 a residential golf course community with very
restricted commercial uses.

Thase controls for a Saskatoon mﬁm Comeninity are sel dwt i DORE o the Zoning Byl and wang
recenthy reconfirmed by City Council approving the updated 2020 Official Community Plan.

A5 B Willows resident, | oppode By changes 1o the Byl that would allow expanded commercial
e lpmeEn L in Gur neghborhood; oppode Fea Simple and smaller Siced lots.  Kiep our Comenanity &5 a
quiel resESential commundy a5 pramised & 2003 end again in 2000 by Gty Cowndll

¥ours truly,

Prist MEmE; Peber Lag
Addiress: 01 cartwright 5t

Sasketoon, Sk










Date: -E;.jﬁ!“ E 2pey

Councilor Mairin Loswen
Ward T

City of Saskatocn

Deenr Councilor Loswen:

The Willous was desigred, approved and macketed as a residentlal golf course commundty with very
restricted commencial wses.

These controks for a Saskatoon golf course community are st out in DED4 of the Zoning Bylaw and were
recerly reconfirmed by City Council approving the updated 2020 Official Community Flan,

Az @ Willows resident, 1 oppose any changes ta the Bylaw that would sllow expanded eommercial
cevelopment in tur neighborhood; oppose Fee Simple and smadler sized lots.  Keep our community a3 §
guiet resadeniial commaunity as promised in 3003 and again in 2020 by City Counclll

Yours truly,

Prinit Mame: &i; &Jgéagﬁw
m__lﬂ:!r Cﬂ#&-wa%g‘i""
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Councllor Mainin Loewen
Ward 7

Ciry of Saikataon

Dizar Courstilar Limwen:

The: Willows was desigrned, approved and marketed 55 5 residential golf course comenunify with very
restricted commanclal usis.,

Theda santrals for a8 Saskataan golf course comamunity are sat out i DDA of the Zoaning Bylaw and v
recently reconfimeed by Ciy Councll apprendag thie updated 2000 Official Community Plan,

i3 & Willows resident, | oppose ary changes to the Bylaw that would allow sxparded commaercial
development in cur neighborhood; apposs Foe Skmpls and srmaller foed o, KRG our cHMTILNLY 45 6
quiet residential community as promised bn 2003 end again in 2020 by City Councll|

Youes truly,

ﬂ_

Print Name: "”Ii.‘r-"‘"."ﬂ:'r’.i.‘.'-.-_}" ,’afr?gug&l

55:':?'; I i) v




ouer_cSach 9 \34

Councilor Mabrin Loswen
Ward 7

City of Saskatoon

Dwear Cousnoibon Loseien:

The Willows was designed, spproved and marketed ai a residential poil course Commiunity with vy
Fediricted comimercial uses.

These controls for a Saskatoon golf course community are set out in DCD. of the Zoning Bylew and
were necently reconfirmed by City Coundll spprowing the updated 5020 Officlal Comunity Plan,

As 3 ‘Willows regident, | oppose any changes 1o the Bylaw that would aficw expanded commercial
development in owr neighborbood. Keep our community as a quist residential community as promised
in 2003 and again in 2000 by City Coundl!

Waurs truly,
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Date: Segt DAy

Cruncilor Mairin Loewsen
Ward 7

City of Saskatoon

Daar Councilor Loavwan;

The Willows was designed, approwed and marketed 35 3 resldential galf course commundty with very
resiricted commercial uses.

These controls for a Saskatoon goff cowrse commianity aoe set ot in DCDY af the Toning Bylaw and
weres receatly reconfirmed iy City Councll approving the updated 2000 Odfscial Community Plan,

A5 3 Willows resident, | oppose sny changes 10 the Bylaw that would alfow expanded commercial
dirvirlopmeent in cur neighbothocd, Keep sur commianity & & quést residential community as promised
n 20032 and again in 2000 by City Council]
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Councilor Mairin Loswssen
Ward 7

City of Saskatoon

Dear Countilor Loewen:

Thie Willows was designed, approved and marketed &5 8 residential golf course community with weny
restricted commaertial uses.

These controls for a Satkatoon golf oourse commenity ane sef cut in DODG of the Zoning Bylaw and
wing retenlly retonlirmed by City Coundil appraving the updated 2020 Official Commamnity Man.

A5 a Willows resident, | oppose any changes 1o the Bylaw that would allow expanded comremencisl
develppment in cur nefghborhoad. Keep our commundty as a gulet residential community as promised
iin 2003 and again in 2020 by City Council

Yours truly,

Print Name: _ZAI-;W F@-‘f
Address: _!-11']' f‘armw .
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Councilor Malrin Loewen
Ward 7

ity o Saskaboon

Daar Countilon Loswen:

Tha ‘Willows was designed, approved and marketed as a residantial goif cowrse comemunity with vy
restricted comimercial uses,

These controts for 2 Saskatoon golf course commumily are 221 oul in DCDY of the 2oning Bylaw &nd
wire recenthy reconfirmeed by City Couancil approving the updated 1020 OMficisl Comuaity Plin.

Az & Willows resident, | oppose any changes to the Bylaw that would allow expanded commsercial

development in our Reighbarhood. Keep our community as a quiet residential community as promised
in 2003 ard again in H0L0 by City Councill

Yours truby,

Pring Kame: K'U‘Hﬁ- !Plﬂih
Address: ...-' Se | Cﬂr+ur-'*§='| ot -
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Councilor Mairin Loewen
‘Ward 7

Ciny af Saskatoce

Dear Councilor Lowasn:

The Willows was designed. spproved and marketsd a5 a residential gol course community with wery
resiricied commercial uses,

These controls for a Saskatoon golf course community are 26t out in DCD4 of the fonicg Byliw and
were recenily reconfirmed by City Coundl approving the updated H020 Officisl Community Plan.

As 8 Willcws resident, | oppose any changes to the Bylaw that would alice expanded commerdial
dewebopment in owr neighbarhood. Keep our community a3 a quiet residential community as promised
i 2003 ard apgain in 2020 by City Conncill

¥ours truly,

Prirt Hame: )E‘nﬁ-ﬂ "){ﬂ Ffﬂ]l‘\
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Countilor Mairin Lowan

Ward 7

Coty of Saskatoon

Dear Counclior Loswen:

Thee Willows wes designed, spproved and marketed as a retidential poll course community with very
restricted commencial uses.

Theese controls for a Saskatoon golf course community are set out in DLDY of the Zoning Bylaw and
were recently reconfirmed by City Councll spprowving the wpdated 2000 Official Community Plan.

AS B Willows resident, | oppose any changes 1o the Bylaw that wauld aiow expanded commercial
cevelopmant in our neighborhood, Keep our comemanity a5 a quiet residential community as promised
in 2003 and again in 2000 by City Counill

Yours trasy,

primname: L bvas PAPAGE RAk ¢
- -SGI CART L MU GHT
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Coundilior Mairin Lorwen
Ward 7

City of Saskatoon

Draar Councilior Loewen:

The Willows was designed, approved and marketed as a residential golf course commundty with very
restricted commercial uses.

Thaser corirots for & Seskatoon golf course community are set out in DEDA of the Zoming Bylaw and
were recenthy reonfirmed by City Councll approvieg the updated 2020 Officlal Community Plan.

Az @ Willows resident, | cppese ary changes Lo the Bylaw that would allow expanded commercial
devalopmient in our neighbarhood. Keep our community a5 3 quist residential community as promised
In 2003 and again in 30320 by City Council]

Yours truly,
Arov Bedi

Prist Name: Aray Bed

Address: - Cardy cight 54
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Date:

Councilor Mairin Loewen
Ward 7

City of Saskatoon

Dear Councilor Loewen:

The Willows was designed, approved and marketed as a residential golf course community with very
restricted commercial uses

These controls for a Saskatoon golf course community are set out in DCDM of the Zoming Bylaw and
were recently reconfirmed by City Council appeoving the updated 2020 Official Community Plan,

As 3 Willows resident, | oppose anry changes 1o the Bylaw that would allow expanded commercial
development in our neighborhood. Keep our community as a quiet residential community as promised
In 2003 and again in 2020 by City Council?

Yours truly,
] p -~ 3
Print Name: NSk S
Address !1 o Lactwrigh =51
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Date: JEptembar ¥ 202 |

Councilor Mairin Loewen
Ward 7

City of Saskatoon

Dear Councilor Loewen

The Willows was designed, approved and marketed as a residential golf course comnmunity with very
restricted commercial uses.

These controls for a Saskatoon golf course community are set out in DCD4 of the Zoning Bylaw and
were recently reconfirmed by City Counal approving the updated 2020 Official Commanity Plan.

As a Willows resident, | oppose any changes to the Bylaw that would allow expanded commercial
development in our neighborhood, Keep our community as a quiet residential community as promised
in 2003 and again in 2020 by City Council!

Yours trudy,
Print Name: daphuc. Bect
Address: .((J‘f Carfw cigh 7 >

Sas batczin 14
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Coancillor Malrin Lsewen
Ciry ol Saskaioon

Diear Councilor Logwen:

The Willcnas wad designaed, approved and marketed as a nesidential golf course commuity with veny
rerricted coemmercial uses,

Thase controes for a Sasiatoon goll course communeTy are 121 aut in DCDE of the Zaning Bylew and
mmwmmmﬂmﬂwuwmnﬁlammummmmmﬂmmmm.

s 2 ‘Willows resident, | oppose any changes to the Bylaw that would allow rxpanded commercial
development in our nelighborheod. Eeep our commundty as a guiet residentlal comemunity as promised
fin 2003 aned again in 2020 by City Cowuncll

Print Mama: Mrs, gﬂ.l‘rn{., Bed:
Address: | ETY s i b Shreed -
s Meodopn, S
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Date: JEpiern Deg l',-,

Councéiar Mairin Loewen
Ward 7

Clty of Saskatoon

Dear Councilor Loewen:

The Willows was designed, approved and marketed as a residential golf course community with very
restricted commercial uses.

These controls for 3 Saskatoon golf course community are set out in DCDM of the Zoming Bylaw and
were recently reconfiemed by City Council approving the updated 2020 Official Community Plan

As a Willows resident, | oppose any changes to the Bylaw that would allow expanded commerdal
development in our neighborhood. Keep our community as a quiet residential community as promised
in 2003 andd again in 2020 by City Council!

Yours truly,

N Nl R
Print Name: ur, Ha el
Address: .""j Lartw 1'“1,” <4
|
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Coungiler Mairn Loswen
Wiard 7

City of Saskatoon

Dear Counclor Loewen:

The Witlows was designed, appeoved and marketed as a residential goil course comemunity with veny
restricted commercial uses.

These cortnals bor & Seskatoon golf tourse community are s&1 oult in BC0E of the Zening Byliw and
were fecenily reconfirmed by City Coundil approving the updated 2020 Officis Community Plan,

A5 2 ‘Willows resident, | oppose any changes to the Bylaw that would aliew sxpanded commerctal
derwrlopment in owr neighbortood. Keep ouor comemunity as a gquiet residential commundty as promised
in 2003 and again in 2000 by City Council!

¥aurs truby,
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Councilor Mairin Loswen
‘Ward 7

Ciy of Saskatooa

Dear Councilor Lpgssen:

The ‘Willoves wat designed, spproved and marketed as a residential goff course community with very
restriciad comamarcial uses,

These controds for @ Saskatoon golf course community are s#1 out in DCDA of the Zoning Bylaw and
wihe retently reconfinmed by City Coundl approving the updated 2020 Official Community Flan,

A5 @ Willews resident, | oppese amvy changes to the Bylaw that would allow expanded commencial
development in our nelghborhood. Keep o commnity 8L 8 quiet residantial oo mimanity &9 peomied
in 2003 and again In 3020 by City Councll

Yaurs truly,
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Date:; .'H..f. q, @

Councilor Mairin Loswan
Ward 7

Ciny of Saskatoon

Daar Coumtilor Lowssen:

The Willows was designed, approved and marorted ul.rrﬂdlntn!g:nlfmmmrrmnhﬁlwhhw
redtricted commercial udes,

These controls for & Saskatoon golf course community are s#t out In DCDY of the Toning Bylew and
weng recenthy reconfirmed by City Council approving the updated 1020 Official Comenunity Flan,

A% a Willows, resident, | oppose ary changes o the Bylaw that would allow expanded commerdal
deslopment in our peighborhood, Keep our community a5 & quiet residentisl community as promised
in 2003 and again im 2030 by City Councill

Print Mame: Clewvdad PAPKGE @Akl
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Couwncilor Malirin Loswsen
Ward 7

Ciry of Saskatoon

Dear Councilor Lossen:

The: Willows was designied, approved and marketed as a residential golf course community with very
restricted commenial ues

These contrels for a Saskatoon golf course commuraty are set out in DCDS of the Toning Bylaw and were
reLanthy recenfinmeed by City Councll approving the updated 1020 Ofical Comreundty Plan,

Az m Willows resident, | oppose any changes to the Bylaw that would allow espended commercial
dwalopment in our resghborhond; oppose Fes Simple and smaller sioed bots.  Keep cur community as @
quiet netidentisl cormmunity 83 promised i 2003 and sgain in 2000 by City Councill

Yoaurs truly,

IO Cartwright, Saskatoon, SK
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Councilor Mairin Loewen
Ward 7

City of Saskatoon

Dear Councilor Loewen

The Willows was designed, approved and marketed as a residential golf course community with very
restricted commercial uses,

These controls for a Saskatoon golf course community are set out in DCD4 of the Zoning Bylaw and
were recently reconfirmed by City Council Jpproving the updated 2020 Official Community Plan.

As a Willows resident, | oppose any changes to the Bylaw that would allow expanded commercial
development in our neighborhood Keep our community as a quiet residential community as promised
in 2003 and again in 2020 by City Coundil!

Yours truly,

Print Name: /

Address:




Walter, Penny

From: City Council

Subject: FW: Email - Communication - Anita Rhodes - Proposed Amendment to the Willows Plan - CK
4131-24

Attachments: letter_to_mayor_council.docx

From: Web NoReply <web-noreply@Saskatoon.ca>

Sent: Tuesday, November 16, 2021 6:23 PM

To: City Council <City.Council@Saskatoon.ca>

Subject: Email - Communication - Anita Rhodes - Proposed Amendment to the Willows Plan - CK 4131-24

--- Replies to this email will go to_ -

Submitted on Tuesday, November 16, 2021 - 18:22

Submitted by user:_

Submitted values are:

Date Tuesday, November 16, 2021

To His Worship the Mayor and Members of City Council
First Name Anita J.

Last Name Rhodes

Phone Number

-201 Cartwright Terrace

City Saskatoon

Province Saskatchewan

Postal

Name of the organization or agency you are representing (if applicable) myself
Subject Dream proposed amendment in Willows neighbourhood
Meeting (if known) City Council

Comments no comment - see attached

Attachments

letter_to_mayor council.docx

Will you be submitting a video to be vetted prior to council meeting? No




To: His Worship the Mayor and Members of City Council
CC: Councilor Mairin Loewen

From: Anita Rhodes, Resident of Ward 7 Willows

Date: November 16, 2021

Re: Proposed Amendment to the Willows Plan

| am writing to express my great disappointment and dismay over the happenings regarding the proposed
amendment to the Willows Plan. | watched in disbelief as the vote was taken at the committee meeting
which resulted in only one dissenting vote to the change with absolutely no discussion. | am not attuned
to all the ins-and-outs of how council works but could not believe that in any supposed democracy there
was absolutely no discussion before the vote. To further add to my surprise was the fact that the one
dissenting vote was questioned on why they voted the way they did in spite of no discussion beforehand.
| do not call this a democracy---1 feel a vote is a personal thing and not to be subject to questions on why
it is cast.

The procedure used is not my biggest concern. My main concern and worry is that | cannot believe that
there is serious consideration being given to a private entity coming in to our lovely neighbourhood and
proposing a change that would affect our lives so drastically. Where is the common sense in allowing a
hotel to be built in a residential golf community?

My husband and | bought our present condominium in Willows as a retirement home after spending over
30 years in a large home in the Wildwood area while we raised our three children and lived a very happy
life. This home was meant to be our final home before any possible move to any nursing care facility in
our declining years. It was and continues to be a wonderful place to live---lovely neighbours who are
nearly all in our approximate age level and in or approaching retirement age. This home gives us a lovely
view of the golf course, quiet streets, the opportunity for golf for my husband, and any amenities we need
within walking distance or just a short drive away. Up until a couple years ago our neighbours and we
made regular use of the bar and dining facilities of the Willows Clubhouse for a regular Friday night
gathering. That only ended with the sporadic closures and the rapid decline of meal offerings. The
quality of food declined as well as the quality of the service. Our happy group (usually anywhere from 12
to 24+ persons) would be continuing to frequent Willows now except for this deterioration of the offerings
and service. BUT ... never did we ever think that we would have to be concerned about a hotel being
built right across the street in our direct view spoiling the peace and quiet of our lifestyle. Should this
crazy amendment go through it would definitely lead to a great drop in the value of our properties. Who
would ever want to buy into a supposed “residential” neighbourhood with a hotel and/or commercial strip
mall within a few steps? | can feel my blood pressure rising as | think about this potentially happening.

We residents just cannot understand how we were promised this lovely residential community and
believed the concept would proceed and be completed as described. This amounts to what | recall (from
my University marketing courses) as a “bait-and-switch” technique. We feel cheated and lied to and
mislead into settling here. We felt the plan (2003) was in place and we could live out our remaining lives
in bliss and contentment.

| feel | must add my voice to you who have the power---please, please, please do not let the concerns of
a profit seeking company change all our lives so drastically. Please do not set a new precedent by
allowing such a change of our neighbourhood to take place. Please come through for us and show us
that we citizens do matter and our voice can be heard when these decisions are made. We have very
simple needs and hope you are open minded and realize that what we are asking is only fair.

Thank you for your serious consideration of all our concerns and needs regarding this proposed
amendment.
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