
North Haven Community Association 
Development Review Committee 
arnettt@telusplanet.net 
2018-01-29 

Councillor Sean Chu, Ward 4 
City of Calgary 

Dear Sean, 

Re: Secondary Suites policy 

There is a concern that the new process for approving secondary suites in R1 and R1c districts in 
developed areas will lead to automatic approval of all applications simply because the design meets the 
various codes.  The further concern is that even if there is widespread opposition by community 
residents to a particular application, city officials will simply decide that the opposition is not specifically 
about a failure to meet stated planning principles and therefore is irrelevant.  The decision affects the 
character of a community, not just for three years (such as with a change in use), but continuously. 

Such an attitude would mean that property owners would be ceding all control of the area in which they 
live to bureaucrats, without a chance to express their views and to have those views considered.  
Preserving the existing character of a healthy community is a valid concern of existing property owners 
and should be given fair and significant consideration. 

As an example, there is a current application for a secondary suite at 4831 North Haven Drive NW.  City 
Planning’s approval report cites the reason to approve as: “is compatible with and complementary to 
the established character of the community”.   Our Development Review Committee has no idea what 
planning principles have led to that conclusion.  The affected residents are more capable of determining 
compatibility and in this particular application, they are opposed.   Recently, 29 of the immediately 
affected residents within a block of the application organized a protest and have signed the attached 
petition.  This represents almost all the immediately affected residents within a block radius (we 
understand a couple are away).   No residents have approached NHCA supporting the application.   

The NHCA Development Review Committee has considered the 4831 application from a broader 
community planning perspective and has concluded this is not compatible with and is not 
complementary to the established character of our community.   If the city ignores community opinions 
and proceeds with approval, citizens should have the right to appeal.  This right needs to be written as a 
commitment into the new policy. 

From a policy perspective, we request you to provide copies of this letter (and petition) to your Council 
colleagues and to administration to advocate that the wishes and opinions of community residents be 
given consideration as part of the process of evaluating requests for approval of secondary suites in R1 
and R1c districts.  We request that such submissions should be approved based upon community 
opinions for specific applications.   

We are not opposed to secondary suites if there is support.   If we wanted to initiate a lane paving 
project, add a playground or if we wanted to have parking permit restrictions, these would only be 
approved if most of the affected residents within a one block radius signed a petition supporting the 
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initiative.  If we wanted to have a home business, we would have to get a permit valid only for three 
years to allow reconsideration of community fit.  The same principles should apply to secondary suites in 
residential communities such as ours.  We believe that if a clear majority of residents oppose an 
application, it should be declined.  This would be a true test of “compatibility”. 

 
 
 
Terry Arnett, M.Arch., Ph.D., CGAP, PMP 
Director, Civic Affairs & Chair DRC 
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McDougall, Libbey C.

From: Smith, Theresa L.
Sent: Wednesday, February 07, 2018 1:37 PM
To: Public Submissions
Subject: FW: [EXT] 4831 North Haven Dr. Nw

 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Robert Kos [mailto:kosbuilders@gmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, February 07, 2018 1:30 PM 
To: City Clerk <CityClerk@calgary.ca> 
Subject: [EXT] 4831 North Haven Dr. Nw 
 
 
To whom it concerns. 
 
 
My name is Rob Kos I live at 4824 N. Haven Dr. NW. I am opposed to the RC1S application this house is already being run 
as an illegal rental suite with snow removal business run out of it. There are many vehicles coming and going on a 
regular basis. I am not sure that I want any more vehicles with the rental suite that is official. Seeing that I used to live in 
Mount Pleasant And moved away from that area because of the issues that we had with the infill developments. Parking 
became a huge problem in the area. I understand rebuilding houses in the areas where the houses are under 1000 ft.² 
but this area we don’t need grandma suits or any extra rentals there are tons of condos for rent downtown.  We bought 
our house in this area to this area because Family oriented neighborhood. Also I am opposed to adding any extra traffic 
in this neighbourhood as it is already impossible during rush hour to exit Northaven you cannot exit 14 easily and you 
cannot exit on John Laurie. 
You really need to stop changing Neighbourhoods. 
Thanks Rob Kos 
 
 
 
 
 
I am also concerned and regards the asbestos siding and in drywall Being renovated without proper testing and disposal. 
Sent from my iPhone 
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