
PH1 - 6. CD-1 Rezoning: 1405 East 15th Avenue and 3047-3071 Maddams Street - OPPOSED

Date 
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07/06/2021 12 31 Oppose

I would like to express concern about this rezoning. I object to the rezoning for the following reasons: 1) There 
are not adequate school places in catchment to service this additional density. 2) Parking - the park is a popular 
destination that can not absorb more street parking. 3) Area and environmental disruption. Clark Park is an 
underappreciated city landmark. It is treasured by neighborhood families and a large construction project will be 
very disruptive to the enjoyment of the park. Please reconsider. I speak for many of my neighbors.

Paul Hecht Kensington-Cedar 
Cottage No web 

attachments.

07/06/2021 13:19 Oppose

I'm opposed to this rezoning for the reasons stated in a letter sent by Cedar Cottage Area Neighbours. 
https //cityhallwatch.wordpress.com/2021/07/05/rezoning-1405-e15th-3047-maddams/ I'm particularly disturbed 
that the proposed development would break the law by overriding a land title covenant granted in perpetuity . As 
stated by CCA Neighbours: 'All development over the easement is disallowed since 1963 into perpetuity. 
Attached is the easement document from Land Title that shows this. (Link to PDF here ' 1405 E15 Ave 
EASEMENT document Land Title 373251M Jul-2021)' Careful observers of public hearings will know that ' sad 
but true -- there is no requirement for city planners or councillors to adhere to City plans and policies. (At the 
January 20/2021 City Council meeting, Mayor Stuart stated: 'Because we pass a policy, it doesn't mean we're 
bound to follow it'. City lawyer Goldberg, Chief Planner O'Donnell, and City Manager Mochrie concurred.) But 
breaking the law is a little bit different, is it not' City officials, you have been elected by the good grace that here 
in Canada, we have a democratic form of government. Think deeply before you vote, and do not use your office 
to break laws. A vote FOR this proposal is a vote against the rule of law.

Kelly Talayco Kensington-Cedar 
Cottage No web 

attachments.

07/06/2021 14 03 Oppose This project is not situated on an arterial and there are too many projects being built within this ten block radius. It 
also has insufficient off-street parking. Get real, most people drive cars. Leon Chapelle Kensington-Cedar 

Cottage No web 
attachments.

07/06/2021 14:14 Oppose Our letter with comments is attache as a word document Mr. Bob Straten, Secretary 
CCAN

Kensington-Cedar 
Cottage APPENDIX A

07/06/2021 14 26 Oppose

Unlike the many opinions you've received, I'm actually a resident of Cedar Cottage. We are being over-densified 
and without an increase in services. There has been a vacancy sign at the building across the street since it 
opened. What makes City Planning think we need another at the expense of residences & trees' In an area that 
already has the maximum developments! Follow your own rules and listen to residents who have no interest but 
that of their neighborhood and community.

Rebecca Fox Kensington-Cedar 
Cottage No web 

attachments.

07/06/2021 14 26 Oppose

Unlike the many opinions you've received, I'm actually a resident of Cedar Cottage. We are being over-densified 
and without an increase in services. There has been a vacancy sign at the building across the street since it 
opened. What makes City Planning think we need another at the expense of residences & trees' In an area that 
already has the maximum developments! Follow your own rules and listen to residents who have no interest but 
that of their neighborhood and community.

Rebecca Fox Kensington-Cedar 
Cottage No web 

attachments.

07/06/2021 14 34 Oppose Attached are my comments in a word document Grace MacKenzie Kensington-Cedar 
Cottage APPENDIX B

07/06/2021 14 57 Oppose I have attached, as a word document, my comments Denise Chattan Kensington-Cedar 
Cottage APPENDIX C

07/06/2021 15 37 Oppose

took a look at the PH report and revised proposal. Found here: 
https //council.vancouver.ca/20210706/documents/phea6report.pdf As a neighbor I am not supportive of this 
project for the below reasons: Number of parking stalls The number of parking stalls is too low (0 3/unit). This 
building is only proposing one level of parking and 24 stalls to accommodate 82 MARKET rental units, of which 
35% of the units (29 units) will be larger/family units. Every family I know has at least 1 car and many have 2 
cars. All the families can not be accommodated in the parkade let alone other 'regular' residents. With no parking 
available in the building, residents will park on the street which will place the burden on neighbours and not the 
developer. The developer stands to make a significant profit - what benefit does this building provide to 
neighbours who are the ones that will be inconvenienced by it' Setting precedence and Community context I 
chose to live in a quiet community over living in a multi-family downtown area. I know all my neighbours by name 
and we've worked hard to create a safe and caring community - my kids can run up and down my street because 
I know everyone on my block. With so many new people moving in there are safety concerns as I wont be able to 
get to know everyone and traffic will increase. Permitting additional density in the form of six storey buildings is 
out of context. This is not a Community Plan area and as such, development beyond single/two family homes 
should not be permitted. Otherwise, this is spot zoning whereby select properties benefit from up-zoning. While 
the report specifies that only two such multi-family buildings are permitted within a 10 block radius - policy is 
always subject to change. What can be done to guarantee that the entire block is not going to be redeveloped or 
that other consolidations won't be spot-rezoned to permit additional density in the name of providing 'rental'. The 
existing 6 storey development on the corner of 15th and Knight along with the proposed subject 6 storey 
development will create a significant precedent for future similar developments to be constructed. Public 
Comment The report notes that people support this project. It would be helpful if the Planner provided 
information related to where these people live. E.g. these supportive comments could be written by anyone living 
anywhere (aka not directly impacted by this project). Driveway Access On the plan the development driveway 
access will be off Maddams Street. This is a small half block street surrounded by a no-left turn access point to 
Knight Street off of 14th. The lack of traffic flow, congestion due to increased parked cars, lack of traffic 
infrastructure (signs & warnings about no left turn on Knight street) & park speeding zones will surely all lead to 
mass confusion, congestion and accidents in a heavily young child family neighbourhood. I am opposed to the 
rezoning.

Krista Forbes Kensington-Cedar 
Cottage No web 

attachments.
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PH1 - 6. CD-1 Rezoning: 1405 East 15th Avenue and 3047-3071 Maddams Street - OPPOSED

07/06/2021 15:45 Oppose

I am stronly opposed for the reasons stated in CCAN's email to you of July 4,c 2021. It is unbelievable to me that 
this matter is proceeding where it violates the cities own policies. ie 2 such projects within 10 blocks and that it is 
not on an arterial. t is extremely disconcerting that the recommendation is based on an intentional 
misrepresentation by staff that it is on an arterial. The front of the building is clearly not on an arterial. This 
project will severley change the character of the neibourhhod on the backs of existing residents. It is also not in 
scale to the existing neighbourhood. The project also will further overwelm John Hendry Park and the Trout Lake 
Community center. The numerous identical comments from persons who are non-residents of this area and who 
in all liklihood have a connection to the developer and likely monetery interest in the project should be given little 
wieght.

Chris Flerlage Kensington-Cedar 
Cottage No web 

attachments.
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Hello Mayor Stewart and City Council 

RE:  CD-1 Rezoning: 1405 East 15th Avenue and 3047-3071 Maddams Street,  Public Hearing 
July 6, 2021 

We are residents and business owners from Cedar Cottage. We are the Cedar Cottage Area 
Neighbours (CCAN) with 83 members. 

We are opposed to this rezoning as presented through the “Affordable Housing Policy” (AHC 
Policy).  We ask that you not approve it based on our objections as we state below. 

The staff report to Council for this project says, on page 4: 
https://council.vancouver.ca/20210608/documents/rr5.pdf 

Rezoning applications considered under the AHC Policy must meet a number of criteria such as providing 
100% of the residential floor area as secured rental housing, fitting contextually with neighbouring 
development and meeting location requirements. The subject site is located on an arterial and within 500 m 
of a local shopping area, where six-storeys buildings may be considered under the AHC Policy.  

This project is not on an arterial. There is a lane and City easement between this proposal and the 
arterial.  All development over the easement is disallowed since 1963 into perpetuity. Attached is 
the easement document from Land Title that shows this.  

The block faces for this project are on East 15th Avenue and Maddams Street, NOT the arterial.  
The City says that if a lot faces off an arterial, within100 m from an arterial, then it can only at most 
be built to 4 storeys. Following is the link to the AHC Policy, see page 2:   
https://bylaws.vancouver.ca/bulletin/policy-rezoning-affordable-housing-choices.pdf   

Below is a excerpt including the City's definition of a block face: 

The other issue is the fact that there are already 2 of these projects within 10 blocks of each other 
on ANY arterial.  That's the City policy and it says that only two can be built to maintain 
neighbourhood character and this project will make three.  
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Below, A & B, explain what our issues are with this project under AHC Policy. 
  
A.   Following is the Council Report that states the '2 within a 10 block rule' on any arterial, NOT 
just on the same arterial: 
http://former.vancouver.ca/ctyclerk/cclerk/20121003/documents/ptec20121003min.pdf 
 The Council Report on housing affordability says (on page 5 of 13): 
Action 1: Implement an Interim Rezoning Policy that increases affordable housing choices in Vancouver’s 
neighbourhoods  
• The maximum number of affordable housing rezoning applications be 20, and limited to 2 within ten 
blocks on any arterial, to maintain neighbourhood character;  

   There are already 2 of these types of projects within 10 block of each other on arterials and also 
within a 10 block radius.  There is one across the street from this proposal and a second one 7 
blocks from the proposal; following are the addresses to the projects already built: 

  3120 to 3184 Knight  

  3365 Commercial Drive and 1695 to 1773 East 18th Avenue 

  
B.  The fact is that in the Council report where the last one of these projects was built in our area 
just off an arterial, that report relied on the point that there would be no more of these in a 10 block 
radius.  If the City is going to use that reasoning for that project then the same reasoning should be 
used for this new project.  Again, this project will make too many of these projects in an area. 
Attached is a picture showing the 2 within a 10 block radius. Following explains this point: 
  
The City has already validated the '2 within a 10 block radius rule' because they used it with the Rezoning at 
3560-3570 Hull Street which is off an arterial and referred to the rezoning at Commercial Drive & East 18th 
Avenue as the second project. Following is the link to that report for the Public Hearing of July 10, 2018 
which shows this, please read page 5:    https://council.vancouver.ca/20180619/documents/p2.pdf 
  

A maximum of 20 applications are permitted under this policy, and no more than two projects within 10 
blocks along an arterial street. This is the second rezoning application within a 10-block radius (the first 
one approved was at 18th Avenue and Commercial Drive), thereby neutralizing this portion of Commercial 
Drive and the Victoria Diversion from future AHC applications.  

  
CCAN feels that the Corporate Policy AE-028-01, Code of Conduct of Feb 9 2021 is not being 
followed, especially we are relying on the fact that staff must follow the established policies. 
Following is the code link and what it says staff must do:   https://policy.vancouver.ca/AE02801.pdf 
  
7.3   Staff are expected to:       • Give effect to the lawful policies, decisions and practices of Council, 
whether or not the staff member agrees with or approves of them 
  
  
Page 7 of the Council Report says staff have analyzed the proposal against the RT-2 District 
Schedule.  We assert that the intent with development in this area is to analyze the effect on 
adjacent properties and the character of the area.  This development is in fact a 7 storey building in 
an area of single family houses and therefore the massing and density is not compatible with the 
neighbourhood. 
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This proposal will create extreme shadowing on the houses to the north of the proposal.  If an 
amenity area is put on the roof this will create overlook to the houses and a lot of noise given there 
will be 82 units using this space.  
  
Further, all the affordable housing buildings built in this area over the last few years have had 
vacancy signs up ever since they were built.  This shows us that too many units are being built in 
our area for the demand. 
  
  
Thank you for considering our input.   
  

Yours truly, 
Mr. B. Straten, Secretary 
On behalf of CCAN members (Cedar Cottage Area Neighbours)  

https://ccan2013.wordpress.com/ 
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Dear Mayor and City Council 
-----  1405 East 15th Avenue and 3047-3071 Maddams Street - Public Hearing  - July 6 2021  -----
-- 
I'm opposed to this project at 1405 East 15th and 3047-3071 Maddams Street.  It's too big and 
doesn't fit into the neighbourhood.  Really, seven storeys next to small houses. REALLY, you 
think this will be comfortable for the people living in the houses.. 
  
There are already so many vacancies in these new buildings around the neighbourhood.  You 
are taking away too many already affordable rental units in the old houses in the 
neighborhood to put in these too expensive units in the new buildings.  I'm just letting you 
know, you are taking away good, inexpensive places to live----in case you really do care about 
renters as you say. 
  
I see in the staff report for this project that they are using the Rental Incentive Programs 
Bulletin to determine rents. 
https://bylaws.vancouver.ca/bulletin/bulletin-rental-incentive-programs.pdf 
In this Bulletin rents are too high and are not affordable to renters:  Maximum Rents -  Studio 
$1,653       1-bedroom $2,022      2-bedroom $2,647      3-bedroom $3,722    
  
The staff report goes into great detail about some statistics about rents in the area.  Yet staff 
also use the Rental Incentive Programs Bulletin to show the rents that can be charged.  Very 
different amounts, what is staff really trying to say -- what are the rents going to be here. 
 
These so called 'affordable housing' projects are only affordable to the developer because of all 
the breaks they get from the City when building this type of housing. They get breaks to build 
their business, strange because what other business in the City gets breaks to build their 
businesses.  What other business in the City gets The City to tell them how much they can 
charge for their product; that is their rents.  The City has given them a very high price that they 
can charge for their (rent) product, too.  Very strange,  it almost looks like the development 
community was the creator of this affordable housing policy. 
  
The cost of owning verses renting in the report is irrelevant.  I'm really sick of this irrelevant 
staff reason to build rental buildings, think of something new!  Many people want to rent, and 
not buy, because it gives them freedom so they are not tied down to ownership.  When we rent 
we can up and leave on a months notice; don't have all the maintenance costs and worries of 
ownership; can spend our spare money on having fun instead of putting it away for house 
repairs. As soon as a neighborhood gets creepy you can simply and quickly move. There are a 
lot of advantages to renting.  If staff are going to talk ad nauseam about owning verses renting 
then talk about both sides of the issue.  These staff reports are so one sided.   
 
I hope you are going to put in some 'loading' parking in front of this new building because the 
tenants in the new rental building at 18th and Commercial constantly uses the parking on the 
street in front of every other residence for loading.  It's very inconvenient to us living on these 



blocks around these new buildings.  Not that I think this is of any interest to the development 
process in The City. 
  
Best 
Grace MacKenzie 
resident Cedar Cottage 
   
 



To Mayor and Councillors 
 
I am opposed to the project at 1405 East 15th Avenue and 3047-3071 Maddams Street. It is on 
your public hearing agenda as Item #6.  
 
I live in the area.  I rent and have kids.   
 
The parking in my area is ridiculously hard to find now that two of these new buildings have gone up 
here with less parking than required for tenants in the new buildings.  Driving around the block to find 
parking is not good for the environment.  People like me need my car, especially for the kids.  Why 
would you ever consider putting in less parking. These new building are so expensive that there 
needs to be roommates living in the units and they both have cars.   
 
The Truth:  
1. Rents in new developments are more expensive than in older buildings. 
2. Landlords in older buildings can raise their rents to fall in line with higher rents in the area. 
 
http://www.rto.gov.bc.ca/content/rightsResponsibilities/rent.aspx 
 
How much can rent be increased for a residential tenancy? 
 
Residential tenancy landlords may increase rent annually by a percentage equal to the inflation rate 
plus two percent without tenants disputing the increase. 
 
Can a landlord request a larger rent increase than the allowable amount? 
 
A residential tenancy landlord may also seek an additional rent increase if the rent for a rental unit is 
significantly lower than that of similar units in the area. 
 
Rents can also be increased if the cost of property taxes goes up for the landlord.  The price of land 
always goes up if Council up-zones an area.  The more expensive the land the higher the property 
taxes.  Up-zoning increases property taxes and the tenant ends up with higher rents. 
 
Very frustrated, no one cares about the problems created for the people living in the area 
 
Denise Chattan 
Tenant in the area around this project 
 



Hello Mayor Stewart and City Council 

RE:  CD-1 Rezoning: 1405 East 15th Avenue and 3047-3071 Maddams Street,  Public Hearing 
July 6, 2021 

We are residents and business owners from Cedar Cottage. We are the Cedar Cottage Area 
Neighbours (CCAN) with 83 members. 

We are opposed to this rezoning as presented through the “Affordable Housing Policy” (AHC 
Policy).  We ask that you not approve it based on our objections as we state below. 

The staff report to Council for this project says, on page 4: 
https://council.vancouver.ca/20210608/documents/rr5.pdf 

Rezoning applications considered under the AHC Policy must meet a number of criteria such as providing 
100% of the residential floor area as secured rental housing, fitting contextually with neighbouring 
development and meeting location requirements. The subject site is located on an arterial and within 500 m 
of a local shopping area, where six-storeys buildings may be considered under the AHC Policy.  

This project is not on an arterial. There is a lane and City easement between this proposal and the 
arterial.  All development over the easement is disallowed since 1963 into perpetuity. Attached is 
the easement document from Land Title that shows this.  

The block faces for this project are on East 15th Avenue and Maddams Street, NOT the arterial.  
The City says that if a lot faces off an arterial, within100 m from an arterial, then it can only at most 
be built to 4 storeys. Following is the link to the AHC Policy, see page 2:   
https://bylaws.vancouver.ca/bulletin/policy-rezoning-affordable-housing-choices.pdf   

Below is a excerpt including the City's definition of a block face: 

The other issue is the fact that there are already 2 of these projects within 10 blocks of each other 
on ANY arterial.  That's the City policy and it says that only two can be built to maintain 
neighbourhood character and this project will make three.  
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Below, A & B, explain what our issues are with this project under AHC Policy. 
  
A.   Following is the Council Report that states the '2 within a 10 block rule' on any arterial, NOT 
just on the same arterial: 
http://former.vancouver.ca/ctyclerk/cclerk/20121003/documents/ptec20121003min.pdf 
 The Council Report on housing affordability says (on page 5 of 13): 
Action 1: Implement an Interim Rezoning Policy that increases affordable housing choices in Vancouver’s 
neighbourhoods  
• The maximum number of affordable housing rezoning applications be 20, and limited to 2 within ten 
blocks on any arterial, to maintain neighbourhood character;  

   There are already 2 of these types of projects within 10 block of each other on arterials and also 
within a 10 block radius.  There is one across the street from this proposal and a second one 7 
blocks from the proposal; following are the addresses to the projects already built: 

  3120 to 3184 Knight  

  3365 Commercial Drive and 1695 to 1773 East 18th Avenue 

  
B.  The fact is that in the Council report where the last one of these projects was built in our area 
just off an arterial, that report relied on the point that there would be no more of these in a 10 block 
radius.  If the City is going to use that reasoning for that project then the same reasoning should be 
used for this new project.  Again, this project will make too many of these projects in an area. 
Attached is a picture showing the 2 within a 10 block radius. Following explains this point: 
  
The City has already validated the '2 within a 10 block radius rule' because they used it with the Rezoning at 
3560-3570 Hull Street which is off an arterial and referred to the rezoning at Commercial Drive & East 18th 
Avenue as the second project. Following is the link to that report for the Public Hearing of July 10, 2018 
which shows this, please read page 5:    https://council.vancouver.ca/20180619/documents/p2.pdf 
  

A maximum of 20 applications are permitted under this policy, and no more than two projects within 10 
blocks along an arterial street. This is the second rezoning application within a 10-block radius (the first 
one approved was at 18th Avenue and Commercial Drive), thereby neutralizing this portion of Commercial 
Drive and the Victoria Diversion from future AHC applications.  

  
CCAN feels that the Corporate Policy AE-028-01, Code of Conduct of Feb 9 2021 is not being 
followed, especially we are relying on the fact that staff must follow the established policies. 
Following is the code link and what it says staff must do:   https://policy.vancouver.ca/AE02801.pdf 
  
7.3   Staff are expected to:       • Give effect to the lawful policies, decisions and practices of Council, 
whether or not the staff member agrees with or approves of them 
  
  
Page 7 of the Council Report says staff have analyzed the proposal against the RT-2 District 
Schedule.  We assert that the intent with development in this area is to analyze the effect on 
adjacent properties and the character of the area.  This development is in fact a 7 storey building in 
an area of single family houses and therefore the massing and density is not compatible with the 
neighbourhood. 
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This proposal will create extreme shadowing on the houses to the north of the proposal.  If an 
amenity area is put on the roof this will create overlook to the houses and a lot of noise given there 
will be 82 units using this space.  
  
Further, all the affordable housing buildings built in this area over the last few years have had 
vacancy signs up ever since they were built.  This shows us that too many units are being built in 
our area for the demand. 
  
  
Thank you for considering our input.   
  

Yours truly, 
Mr. B. Straten, Secretary 
On behalf of CCAN members (Cedar Cottage Area Neighbours)  

https://ccan2013.wordpress.com/ 
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Dear Mayor and City Council 
-----  1405 East 15th Avenue and 3047-3071 Maddams Street - Public Hearing  - July 6 2021  -----
-- 
I'm opposed to this project at 1405 East 15th and 3047-3071 Maddams Street.  It's too big and 
doesn't fit into the neighbourhood.  Really, seven storeys next to small houses. REALLY, you 
think this will be comfortable for the people living in the houses.. 

There are already so many vacancies in these new buildings around the neighbourhood.  You 
are taking away too many already affordable rental units in the old houses in the 
neighborhood to put in these too expensive units in the new buildings.  I'm just letting you 
know, you are taking away good, inexpensive places to live----in case you really do care about 
renters as you say. 

I see in the staff report for this project that they are using the Rental Incentive Programs 
Bulletin to determine rents. 
https://bylaws.vancouver.ca/bulletin/bulletin-rental-incentive-programs.pdf 
In this Bulletin rents are too high and are not affordable to renters:  Maximum Rents -  Studio 
$1,653       1-bedroom $2,022      2-bedroom $2,647      3-bedroom $3,722    

The staff report goes into great detail about some statistics about rents in the area.  Yet staff 
also use the Rental Incentive Programs Bulletin to show the rents that can be charged.  Very 
different amounts, what is staff really trying to say -- what are the rents going to be here. 

These so called 'affordable housing' projects are only affordable to the developer because of all 
the breaks they get from the City when building this type of housing. They get breaks to build 
their business, strange because what other business in the City gets breaks to build their 
businesses.  What other business in the City gets The City to tell them how much they can 
charge for their product; that is their rents.  The City has given them a very high price that they 
can charge for their (rent) product, too.  Very strange,  it almost looks like the development 
community was the creator of this affordable housing policy. 

The cost of owning verses renting in the report is irrelevant.  I'm really sick of this irrelevant 
staff reason to build rental buildings, think of something new!  Many people want to rent, and 
not buy, because it gives them freedom so they are not tied down to ownership.  When we rent 
we can up and leave on a months notice; don't have all the maintenance costs and worries of 
ownership; can spend our spare money on having fun instead of putting it away for house 
repairs. As soon as a neighborhood gets creepy you can simply and quickly move. There are a 
lot of advantages to renting.  If staff are going to talk ad nauseam about owning verses renting 
then talk about both sides of the issue.  These staff reports are so one sided.   

I hope you are going to put in some 'loading' parking in front of this new building because the 
tenants in the new rental building at 18th and Commercial constantly uses the parking on the 
street in front of every other residence for loading.  It's very inconvenient to us living on these 
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blocks around these new buildings.  Not that I think this is of any interest to the development 
process in The City. 
  
Best 
Grace MacKenzie 
resident Cedar Cottage 
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To Mayor and Councillors 

I am opposed to the project at 1405 East 15th Avenue and 3047-3071 Maddams Street. It is on 
your public hearing agenda as Item #6. 

I live in the area.  I rent and have kids. 

The parking in my area is ridiculously hard to find now that two of these new buildings have gone up 
here with less parking than required for tenants in the new buildings.  Driving around the block to find 
parking is not good for the environment.  People like me need my car, especially for the kids.  Why 
would you ever consider putting in less parking. These new building are so expensive that there 
needs to be roommates living in the units and they both have cars.  

The Truth: 
1. Rents in new developments are more expensive than in older buildings.
2. Landlords in older buildings can raise their rents to fall in line with higher rents in the area.

http://www.rto.gov.bc.ca/content/rightsResponsibilities/rent.aspx 

How much can rent be increased for a residential tenancy? 

Residential tenancy landlords may increase rent annually by a percentage equal to the inflation rate 
plus two percent without tenants disputing the increase. 

Can a landlord request a larger rent increase than the allowable amount? 

A residential tenancy landlord may also seek an additional rent increase if the rent for a rental unit is 
significantly lower than that of similar units in the area. 

Rents can also be increased if the cost of property taxes goes up for the landlord.  The price of land 
always goes up if Council up-zones an area.  The more expensive the land the higher the property 
taxes.  Up-zoning increases property taxes and the tenant ends up with higher rents. 

Very frustrated, no one cares about the problems created for the people living in the area 

Denise Chattan 
Tenant in the area around this project 
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