CPC2017-273

Attachment 2
Albrecht, Linda Letter 1
From: Andrew Willis <ajwillis@shaw.ca>
Sent: Monday, July 17, 2017 9:35 PM
To: City Clerk; Communications & Community Liaison Ward 7
Cc: Office of the Mayor
Subject: [EXT] CPC2017-273. ARP Amendment for 1616 11 Ave NW

Dear City Clerk

Bylaw 47P2017 - A proposed amendment to the Hounsfield Heights - Briar Hill Area Redevelopment Plan
would change the land use policy for the site located at 1616 11 Avenue NW to exempt the site from the
restrictions on subdivision and development in the Area Redevelopment Plan.

| understand that City of Calgary Planning Department and the Calgary Planning Commission are
recommending APPROVAL and ADOPTION of this item at City Council on July 31st.

As a resident of this community and nearby neighbor of the affected property, | have previously expressed my
concern to both the City Planning Department and Ward 7 Councilor Farrell that the precedent set by allowing
this site to be exempted from the ARP solely for the financial gain of a single property developer and against
the wishes of the community residents and Community Association is democratically unacceptable. This
developer has submitted a series of development proposals for this site over the years, all of which have been
rejected. Allowing a single otherwise unremarkable site to be exempted from the ARP seriously jeopardizes
the integrity and future applicability of the ARP. | wish to strongly object to this exemption and am copying
Councilor Farrell's office again on this message with the request that she vote against this proposal on behalf
of her Ward residents.

| sincerely hope that the other city councilors respect the wishes of the HHBH Community association and
other community residents who have expressed their concerns over this proposal and vote to reject it on July
31st.

regards, - §
Andrew Willis 54 ;
1339 15 ST NW. e = &
Calgary. AB - - O
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ajwillis@shaw.ca I Tom =
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From: "shane gagnon" <Shane.Gagnon@calgary.ca> R-;

To: "Andrew Willis" <ajwillis@shaw.ca> ==
Sent: Tuesday, 23 May, 2017 14:25:07
Subject: RE: ARP modification 1616 11 AVE NW

Dear Mr. Willis,
Thank you for your email. Your comments will be considered during review of this application.
Please feel free to contact me at any time should you have any questions or further comments.

Sincerely,



Shane Gagnon

Planner, North Planning Area

Community Planning

The City of Calgary | Mail Code #8076

Municipal Building, Floor 5, 800 Macleod Trail S.E.

P.0. Box 2100, Station M, Calgary AB Canada T2P 2M5
T:403.268.8701

From: Andrew Willis [mailto:ajwillis@shaw.ca]

Sent: Saturday, May 20, 2017 9:29 AM

To: Gagnon, Shane <Shane.Gagnon@calgary.ca>

Cc: bmacinnis@shaw.ca; land.use@hh-bh.ca; Communications & Community Liaison Ward 7 <caward7 @calgary.ca>;
leaprice <leaprice@shaw.ca>

Subject: ARP modification 1616 11 AVE NW

Dear Mr Gagnon,

RE:Amendment to the Hounsfield Heights Briar Hill Area Redevelopment Plan related to 1616 11 AVE NW

It has come to my attention that the developer of this property has once again (I believe this is now the fourth attempt)
submitted a proposal to subdivide this lot, this time by exempting the property from section 2.1.3.4 of the ARP.

section 2.1.3.4 states that "subdivision of existing lots should respect the general development and subdivision pattern of
the adjacent area in terms of parcel size, dimensions and orientation"

The developer purchased this lot with full knowledge of this restriction and the style of the neighborhood it is designed to
maintain, as did all of the adjacent home owners and the larger community of Hounsfield Heights Briar Hill.

Subdivision applications by this developer for the lot have aiready has been rejected twice by the City's subdivision
authority and canceled once. Having been rejected, the developer is now trying to gain an exemption from the very rules
which caused the rejection, which is unacceptable if an ARP is to have any value. Amendments to an ARP should be
made to benefit the wider community which they were created to protect, not for the one time financial gain of developers.

Since subdivision of the lot clearly DOES NOT respect the general development and subdivision pattern of the adjacent
area, | urge you most strongly to reject the application to amend the ARP.

| am copying our Ward 7 office on this email and trust that Councillor Farrell will support the community in opposing this
amendment to the ARP.

regards
Andrew Willis
1339 15 ST NW



CPC2017-273
Attachment 2
Letter 2

Albrecht, Linda
From: Jason Biever <jjbiever@yahoo.com>
Monday, July 17, 2017 10:04 PM

Sent:

To: City Clerk

Cc: Jason Biever

Subject: [EXT] CPC2017-273: ARP Amendment for 1616 11 Ave NW

To whom it may concern,
I, Jason Biever, resident of Briar Hill/Houndsfield Heights located at 1220-18a Street NW, object to the
proposed amendment to the HHBH ARP on the grounds that the precedent it sets is unacceptable. It would
undermine the future applicability of the ARP and is highly preferential to exempt an individual location from
the existing community redevelopment rules without first examining a broader change to the ARP.

Regards,
Jason

Sent from my iPhone
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Safppet Hor ARE Amendment

1616 11 Ave NW.

Approved by Administration & Calgary Planning Commission

1. 4 blocks to North Hill LRT Station.
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2. 4 blocks to North Hill Shopping Centre. ==
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3. 11" Ave is main feeder road for the areas north & south. ‘;,;gz
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4. The policy in the ARP is 30 yrs. old and does not fit in today's _%
Planning & Development guidelines. As stated in “Plan it Calgary”

5. Other lots in area that are the same width have been subdivided.

6. The Community Assoc. is not opposed to the Development.
as stated in a email, but they support the neighbors.

7. 2 Single houses have a smaller footprint than one house 72' wide.
8. The 2 homes are only 35% coverage on each lot. Not 45%

9. Development needs no relaxation. As approval in 2010

10. All decks face south to accommodate the neighbor and give privacy.

11. More green spaces with 2 houses.

12. One house would have more massing at 72' wide

13. Today's homebuyers want smaller houses & yards.

14. The lot is close to Transportation Oriented Development. "Density”
15. Managers of Development & Subdivision talk density.

16. There are no privacy issues as stated by an email sent by the
Manager of New Community's & Subdivision "Scott Lockhart"

NISWI Casa Company Ltd.

(Y] (Pierino) Mauro

c: 403.850.6074

p/fi 403.284.2360 B 1004 - 1726 - 14 Ave N.W.
e: 1211 quattro@gmail.com P.M. Calgary, Alberta, T2N 4Y8
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1616 11th Ave NW - Front - June 6.jpg https://mail.google.com/_/scs/mail-static/_/js/k=gmail.main.en.gNcE...
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1616 11th Ave NW - Corner - Revised - June 6.jpg https://mail.google.conv_/scs/mail-static/_/js/k=gmail.main.en.gNcE...

loftl 7/19/2017 2:01 PM
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CPC2017-273

Attachment 2
Albrecht, Linda Letter 4
From: Candace <cloken@shaw.ca>
Sent: Thursday, July 20, 2017 1:44 AM
To: City Clerk
Subject: [EXT] RE CPC2017-273

Honorable Members of Council,
Thank you for your hard work but

1.

10.

I urge the City Council to reject the proposed amendment to exempt the lot located at 16™ St NW and 11Ave
NW from the Hounsfield Heights/ Briar Hill Area Redevelopment Plan, relying on

s 2.1.3.4 of the ARP: “Re-subdivision of existing lots should respect the general development and subdivision
pattern of the adjacent terms of parcel size, dimensions and orientation.”

The applicant (Peter Mauro New Casa Holdings Itd) has already been denied his application to subdivide the lot
at 16" St NW and 11* Ave NW. This denial was upheld by the Subdivision Appeal Board

| submit that the file manager ignored the objections of 26 homeowners, and the objections of the Hounsfield
Heights/ Briar Hill Community Association.

Agreed that the area does have a number of 1950’s bungalows, many of which have been renovated inside and
out by the owners or new owners.

The applicant states “Todays new home buyers...are looking for smaller homes on smaller lots”. 1 would submit
that the statement is a very global one and not all home buyers want the aforementioned. Some want to buy a
bungalow and renovate it

There are newly built homes which have been built in compliance with the ARP.

In addition there are older homes dating from 1911. This would include the “Riley” home on 16 A St.

Within the Municipal Development Plan, the City should be respectful of the unique characters an embodied in
the ARPs.

While our ARP might have been passed in 1989, to chip away at it in such a haphazard manner is very
disrespectful. It is a very slippery slope for more applications for exemption. Finally, this process should not be
adversarial.

| submit that the application

should be rejected.

Respectfully submitted,
Candace E Loken
1315 16" St. N.W.
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Albrecht, Linda

Candace <cloken@shaw.ca>

From:
Sent: Thursday, July 20, 2017 1:25 AM
To: City Clerk

[EXT] Re CPC2017-273

Subject:

Honorable Members of Council,

Thank you for all of your hard work, and
1. 1lurge the City Council to reject the proposed amendment to exempt the lot located at 16" St NW and 11Ave

NW from the Hounsfield Heights/ Briar Hill Area Redevelopment Plan, specifically
s 2.1.3.4 of the ARP: “Re-subdivision of existing lots should respect the general development and subdivision

pattern of the adjacent terms of parcel size, dimensions and orientation.”
The applicant (Peter Mauro New Casa Holdings Itd) has already been denied his application to subdivide the lot

2.
at 16™ St NW and 11% Ave NW. This denial was upheld by the Subdivision Appeal Board
| submit that the file manager ignored the objections of 26 homeowners, and the objections of the Hounsfield

w

Heights/ Briar Hill Community Association.
Agreed that the area does have a number of 1950’s bungalows, many of which have been renovated inside and

&

out by the owners or new owners.
5. The applicant states “Todays new home buyers...are looking for smaller homes on smaller lots”. | would submit

that the statement is a very global one and not all home buyers want the aforementioned.

6. There are also very newly built very expensive homes approved in compliance with the ARP, and older homes
dating from 1911. This would include the renovated original “Riley” home on 16 A St.

7. Within the Municipal Development Plan, of course the City is respectful of the difference and range of

neighborhoods in the City. Each of the older neighborhoods has a unique character.
8. While our ARP might have been passed in 1989, to chip away at it in such a haphazard manner is very

disrespectful and unnessary.
9. Isubmit that the application

should be rejected.
While the ARP dates from
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CPC2017-273
Attachment 2
Letter 5

Albrecht, Linda

Robert Mc Laughlin <robbiemclaughlin@me.com>

From:

Sent: Wednesday, July 19, 2017 11:00 PM

To: City Clerk

Cc: Bob Maclnnis

Subject: [EXT] CPC FILE NUMBER ................. CPC 2017 -- 273
Dear City Clerk

Re Hounsfield Heights / Briar Hill Area Redevelopment Plan ( ARP )

We are writing to you with respect to the recommendation of the City’s File Manager (Shane Gagnon ) to the
Calgary Planning Commission (CPC ) that it approve the proposed amendment to exempt the subject property

1616, 11th Avenue NW from the following policy:

“2.1.3.4 Re-subdivision of existing lots should respect the general development and subdivision pattern of the
adjacent area in terms of parcel size, dimensions and orientation.”

This email is a follow up to the email we sent to Shane Gagnon on May 30th 2017 last in which we objected to
the proposed amendment to the ARP being sought by New Casa Company Ltd.

We wholeheartedly support and endorse the position take by the Briar Hill Hounsfield Heights Community
Association as outlined in their letter under the heading S Gagnon Appendix III “Letter From Hounsfield
Heights/Briar Hill Community Association” signed by Lara Hunt , President Carol Sandhal et al and remain

opposed to the proposed amendment for the reasons stated therein.

To quote Jane Jacobs ( 1916 - 2006 ) the famous Toronto based Canadian - American journalist, writer and
activist best known for her influence on urban studies ..

“Cities ( read the Hounslfiel Heights / Briar Hill neighbourhood and property owners ) have the capability of
providing something for everybody, only because, and only when, they are created by everybody”

This proposal to amend the ARP is the creation of a single individual while the voices of the overwhelming
majority of homeowners ( 1018 occupied dwellings and population of 2921 in 2014 according to the City of
Calgary community profile ) who oppose this creation and live in the neighbourhood are, it would appear,

resolutely ignored by City Hall.

A sorry state of municipal affairs indeed.

Yours sincerely

Robbie Mc Laughlin & Sharmilla Naidoo ( homeowners)

1604 10th Avenue NW 2 P
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CPC2017-273

Attachment 2
Albrecht, Linda Letter 6
From: Shirlene McGovern <fivemcpins@shaw.ca>
Sent: Wednesday, July 19, 2017 11:43 PM
To: City Clerk
Subject: [EXT] Application for amendment/exemption to Hounsfeild Heights/Briar Hill ARP at 1616 11
Avenue NW
—t—
M —
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Calgary City Council:

Re: Application for amendment/exemption to Hounsfield Heights/Briar Hill ARP at 1616 11
Avenue NW.

We are adjacent owners (1124 16 ST NW) to the above subject property.

We strongly oppose this application. It is without merit. There is no justification for an ad hoc
amendment to our local ARP for this otherwise unremarkable site. These types of ad hoc
amendments should only be considered when there are extenuating circumstances which is not the
case here. The integrity of our local ARP is important and should not be subject to these attempts to
undermine it for private gain at the expense of our community.

We further note that this application garnered complete opposition from 26 local property owners as
well as our community association all of whom wrote into city administration when this application
became public. There was only one letter of support from presumably the applicant.

We are unable to attend the July 31st meeting when this matter will be considered. | understand that
my neighbor, Robert Maclinnis, will speak to this matter and certainly we authorize him to register our
opposition to this application on this occasion.

We strongly urge you to reject this application as it is without merit and is broadly opposed in our
community. The ARP needs to be respected and not subverted for the private benefit of a developer
over the common interests of the community at large which the ARP is meant to protect.

Sincerely,

James Pinilla and Shirlene McGovern



CPC2017-273

Attachment 2
Albrecht, Linda Letter 7
From: Kellie Johnston <kelliejohnston@shaw.ca>
Sent: Thursday, July 20, 2017 9:32 AM
To: City Clerk
Cc: Office of the Mayor; Commn. & Research Analyst Ward 1; Commn. & Community Liaison -

Ward 2; Commn. & Community Liaison - Ward 3; Commn. & Community Liaison - Ward 4,
Commn. & Community Liaison - Ward 5; Commn. & Community Liaison - Ward 6; Ward 7
Contact; Constituent Assistant Ward 8; Community Liaison — Ward 9; Commn. & Community
Liaison - Ward 10; Constituent Liaison - Ward 11; Commn. & Community Liaison - Ward 12;
Communications Liaison - Ward 13; Commn. & Community Liaison - Ward 14

Subject: [EXT] CPC2017-273. ARP Amendment for 1616 11 Ave NW

| am a resident of Hounsfield Heights Briar Hill and | am writing with respect to CPC2017-273. ARP Amendment for 1616
11 Ave NW.

| vehemently object to the application to be exempt from the Area Redevelopment Plan (ARP). Allowing a single
otherwise unremarkable site to be exempted from the ARP seriously jeopardizes the integrity and future applicability of
the ARP, and is contrary to the purpose and intent behind the ARP. The ARP is both current and relevant based on how
recent and frequent it is used by residents to shape redevelopment within the community and it is of the utmost
importance that the ARP be upheld. Also, residents in the immediate vicinity of the site continue to object to proposed
subdivision of the property.

Regards,

Kellie Johnston

1411 22A Street NW ;:"
Calgary Tt



CPC2017-273

Attachment 2
Albrecht, Linda Letter 8
From: Jeff Marsh <strategic.planning@hh-bh.ca>
Sent: Thursday, July 20, 2017 9:41 AM
To: City Clerk
Cc: Communications & Community Liaison Ward 7; Executive Assistant Ward 7; president@hh-

bh.ca; vp@hh-bh.ca; secretary@hh-bh.ca; treasurer@hh-bh.ca; communications@hh-bh.ca;
land.use@hh-bh.ca; sears.plume@hh-bh.ca
Subject: Submission regarding CPC2017-273 Bylaw 47P2017 (M-2017-017, The City of Calgary)

CPC2017-273 Bylaw 47P2017 (M-2017-017, The City of Calgary)

The Hounsfield Heights Briar Hill Community Association respectfully requests that City Council REFUSE the
application to exempt 1616 11 Avenue NW from provisions of our ARP.

Our reasons are the same as those outlined in our June 1, 2017 correspondence to the Administration, namely:
(1) there is no compelling reason to do so, and (ii) the precedent which would result may substantially limit the
future effectiveness and utility of our ARP. The content of our previous correspondence is not repeated here as
it is already included in the CPC Report to Council. Instead, the purpose of this letter is to comment on the
Administration's recommendation to Calgary Planning Commission - this is our first opportunity to do so.

First, with all due respect, the Administration's reasoning for its recommendation for approval is flawed and
without basis in policy or practice. In particular:

a) The Administration contends that Section 2.1.3.4 of the ARP "seeks to restrict infill development". This
assertion is unsubstantiated in the report and is untrue.

1) The intent of ARP section 2.1.3.4 is the same as section 2.2.5 of the MDP (cited by the Administration
earlier in its report) - to ensure compatible and complementary infill redevelopment. Maintaining 'relative' lot
size, which is explicitly mentioned in the ARP, is simply one of many factors to be considered when
determining the compatibility and complementary nature of an infill redevelopment. In this regard the ARP
aligns completely with the MDP.

i1) From a practical perspective, the rapid pace of infill development within Hounsfield Heights Briar Hill
since 2010, including projects involving subdivision, demonstrates that interpretation of this provision of the
ARP has not and does not restrict infill development within the community.

b) The Administration's acknowledgement that "... there are no special circumstances or characteristics of the
subject site and that a site specific amendment is not preferable to a comprehensive review of the policy;
however, this is consistent with established practice and is appropriate until such time as a comprehensive
review of the ARP occurs", directly contradicts sections 1.4.4 and 1.4.6 of the MDP which state:

"ARPs and ASPs in existence prior to approval of the MDP are recognized by the MDP as policies providing
specific direction relative to the local context. Future reviews of, and amendments to, those ARPs and ASPs
will be required to align with the policies of the MDP."
and

"In areas where an approved ASP or ARP is in effect when making land use decisions, the specific policies
and design guidelines of that plan will continue to provide direction. In cases where the ASP or ARP is silent, or
does not provide sufficient detail on land use, development or design issues, the MDP should be used to provide
guidance on the appropriate land use districts, as deemed appropriate by the Approving Authority."

It is clear from the above that the ARP - which does contain guidance on infill redevelopment - is, despite pre-
dating the MDP, to provide direction in making land use decisions and is to remain in effect unless and until it
is amended. Respectfully, the Administration's recommendation to approve the exemption from the ARP is in

1



contravention of the principles in the MDP.

Second, we submit that the Administration has mishandled this application to the extent that the integrity of its
recommendation must be questioned:

a) The Administration failed to undertake adequate public consultation before rendering its recommendation.

i) While the Administration has verbally informed us that there is a statutory notice requirement for "Minor
ARP Amendments", the advertisement it undertook in the case of this application was minimal. The
Community Association did not receive notification. In fact, the only persons who received any notification
were the approximately half dozen directly adjacent property owners. ARP amendments are typically afforded
a significantly higher level of public consultation ranging from advertising directly to the community as well as
through the Community Association to formal engagement processes through Calgary Engage program. While
the potential impact of a single low density residential site redevelopment may be perceived to be "minor”, the
policy implications associated with this ARP Amendment application are NOT and thus, we submit, a greater
degree of public consultation should have been undertaken.

ii) The Administration report to CPC indicates that it received 26 letters of objection and 1 letter in support of
the application. The fact that the number of responses were 4 times the notices provided by the Administration

is indicative that a greater degree of community consultation was required. However, the Administration did
nothing to expand the scope of consultation.

b) The Administration failed to follow the process that it itself set out for evaluating the application. For
example, the file manager confirmed on numerous occasions to both the Community Association and residents
that the deadline for submissions was June 1, 2017 and that submissions received before midnight that night
would be compiled and considered the following day. However, ou June 1, 2017 at 3:07pm, the Community
Association received an email from the Administration advising "that the proposed policy amendment will be
going forward to CPC on 15 June with a recommendation of approval" and included an excerpt from the

report. Apparently, the Administration had not only made its decision but also had finished writing the report
before the period for comments had closed.

¢) The Administration did not take adequate time to substantively consider the comments provided by the
Community Association in its written submission. The submission was emailed to the Administration on June

1,2017 at 2:31 pm and, as mentioned above the Community Association received notice of decision including
excerpts from the report, a mere 36 minutes later.

d) Despite requests from the Community Association and residents for all available information regarding the
application, the Administration provided only the one page City of Calgary Notice of Application
document. The existence of the Applicant's Submission (Appendix I in the CPC Report to Council) was never

acknowledged or provided to any party until it was published as Appendix I in the Administration Report to
CPC.

For all of these reasons, we respectfully request that City Council REFUSE the application to exempt 1616 - 11
Avenue NW from provisions of our ARP.

Sincerely,

19 2HL

Laura Hunt, President

Carol Sandahl, Vice President

Joanna Greco, Secretary

Sarah Zhu, Treasurer

Sandra Falconi, Director, Communications
Terry Woods, Director, LLand Use

19

4 ;

NERRRS!
1)
qanao3d

W=

AYOTYO 30 AL
en:6 Wi 0207 LT



Rocco Giammarino, Director, Sears Plume
Jeff Marsh, Director, Strategic Planning & IT

Hounsfield Heights - Briar Hill Community Association
Box 65086, RPO North Hill

Calgary, AB

T2N 4T6

(403)282-6634

http://hh-bh.ca/




CPC2017-273

Attachment 2
Albrecht, Linda Letier
From: Molnar, Gary <Gary.Molnar@cenovus.com>
Sent: Thursday, July 20, 2017 9:49 AM
To: City Clerk
Cc: Gagnon, Shane; Bob Maclnnis; land.use@hh-bh.ca; Communications & Community Liaison
Ward 7, Lise M. |. Houle
Subject: CPC2017-273 - For public Hearing on July 31, 2017

We are writing in opposition to the proposed policy amendment (CPC 2017-273) that was initiated by New Casa
Company Ltd. (the “Developer”) regarding the Hounsfield Heights/Briar Hill ("HHBH") Area Redevelopment Plan (“ARP”)
specific to the subject property, 1616 11" Ave NW (the “Property”).

We understand that City File Manager, Shane Gagnon, and the Calgary Planning Commission (“CPC”) are recommending
Council approve the proposed amendment for the benefit of the developer despite the objections of 26 homeowners in
the area and the objection of the Hounsfield Heights/Briar Hill Community Association. We understand there was only 1
letter of support, and we do not know the nature or source of that letter.

We also understand that this is the third such attempt by the Developer to subdivide the Property. In previous
instances, the City of Calgary Subdivision Authority and Subdivision and Development Appeal Board rejected the
proposal. We would submit that nothing has changed since these previous rejections to warrant the City of Calgary re-
visiting the same facts and issues again. No detailed analysis or rationale has been provided that would warrant a
reversal of the City’s position.

In particular, we have read the reasons for the recommendation (CPC report to council 2017 July 31), and offer a careful
breakdown of those reasons, along with our response to each:

1) “subdivision ...would facilitate sensitive and appropriate infill development, in accordance with
Municipal Development Plan (MDP) direction” . — \We submit that, as described elsewhere, this
application does not meet the requirement of “sensitive and appropriate infill development”. The lot is
in the middle of the neighborhood, away from the mostly “50’s bungalows” alluded to, and is
surrounded by large, newer two-story homes. Much re-development has already occurred in the
neighborhood, and all development to date has involved either significant renovations of heritage
homes or the demolition of older bungalows, replaced by larger estate homes. A comparison of the
average square footage of all new development in the neighborhood would reveal that the square
footage of an infill, proportional to lot size, would be noticeably incongruous to the rest of the
neighborhood.

2)  “the Hounsfield Heights/Briar Hill Area Redevelopment Plan (ARP) seeks to restrict infill development
and is therefore not aligned with the MDP” — If the ARP is out of date and needs re-alignment or re-
consideration, then the right thing to do is for the City to initiate a complete review of it. It is not
appropriate to undermine, and essentially overturn, the ARP through the back door, via a single
subdivision, before the City has had a chance to do a fulsome, overarching review of the plan. To allow
otherwise, is to seek to do indirectly what a strategic, principled municipal development process should
be doing directly.

3) “Itis acknowledged that there are no special circumstances or characteristics of the subject site and
that a site specific amendment is not preferable to a comprehensive review of the policy” — we support
this finding. This statement clearly acknowledges that this subdivision is not “special”, and that a full
review of the ARP is preferable. If the City’s objective in municipal planning is to approach development
in a holistic and principled way, then the right approach is to initiate a full review of the ARP before
permitting an adhoc subdivision that reveals no pressing need or circumstance.

1



4) “however, [a site specific amendment] is consistent with established practice and is appropriate until

such time as a comprehensive review of the ARP occurs” - We strongly object to this conclusion for two
reasons:

There is no explanation of how this subdivision is consistent with "established practice”: what
practice is being referred to, exactly? —itis certainly not “established practice” in HHBH — indeed,
just the reverse, given the longstanding ARP. We also question whether such “established practice”
applies to other inner city neighborhoods like Elbow Park, Scarborough or Rosedale?; and

a site specific amendment in this case could not, by any measure, be “appropriate” when:

a) it would have the effect of completely negating the ARP, and makes a “comprehensive
review” after the fact, moot. Would the site specific amendment be valid only “until such
time” as a review of the ARP occurs? Obviously not. Once the infills are built the proverbial
horse is out of the barn;

b) there are no special circumstances or characteristics of the subject site that warrant it be
given special consideration at this time, or at all; and

c)

the overwhelming opposition of at least 26 neighboring homeowners, compared to one
unidentified letter of support.

The HHBH community is a very distinct, diverse and stable inner-city neighborhood and home to estate residences

dating back nearly 80 years. As one of the last remaining R-1 zoned districts in Calgary, the community has worked hard
to maintain the character and personality of a small close knit community.

The proposed amendment by the Developer would result in a subdivision of an existing lot that in no way would respect
the general development and subdivision pattern of the adjacent area in terms of parcel size, dimensions and
orientation or the neighborhood’s traditional character. Such an amendment would go against HHBH’s long standing

ARP of maintaining and reinforcing the continued viability of the community as an attractive, family-orientated
residential neighborhood.

The community already incorporates medium-density apartments, an LRT line, commercial development (Northhill Mall)
as well as major health care and youth treatment facilities. The HHBH community fully supports, and already assumes its

fair share of, high density use and high traffic areas. There is absolutely no need to erode the community through the
subdivision of a lot in the heart of HHBH for the financial gain of one developer.

| strongly urge you to reject the proposed policy amendment and respect the long standing character and history of the
Hounsfield Heights Briar Hill Community and its established ARP.
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Gary F. Molnar

Email: gary. molnan@cenovus.com
Telephone: 403.766.4660

The information transmitted in this email and any attachments is intended only for the use of the intended recipient and may contain confidential
material. Any review, retransmission, dissemination or other use of, or taking any action in reliance on, this information by persons or entities other
than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you received this in error, please contact the sender immediately and delete this email and any
attachments.



This email communication and any files transmitted with it may contain
confidential and or proprietary information and is provided for the use of the
intended recipient only. Any review, retransmission or dissemination of this
information by anyone other than the intended recipient is prohibited. If you
receive this email in error, please contact the sender and delete this
communication and any copies immediately. Thank you.
http://www.cenovus.com




Albrecht, Linda

CPC2017-273
Attachment 2
Letter 10
From: Robert Maclnnis <bmacinnis@shaw.ca>
Sent: Thursday, July 20, 2017 9:53 AM
To: City Clerk
Subject: [EXT] Fwd: Proposed Amendment to Hounsfield Heights/Briar Hill Area Redevelopment Plan
(ARP) - CPC2017-273, Bylaw 47P2017
Attachments:

CRC2017273Presentation.pptx; HHBH161611AveNWLots.jpg, Ward7HHBHMap.JPG;
SDAB2010-0082.pdf; HHBH161611AveNWPic.PNG
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From: Bob Maclnnis <bmacinnis@shaw.ca>
Date: 07-20-2017 9:24 AM (GMT-07:00)

To: bmacinnis@shaw.ca

Subject: FW: Proposed Amendment to Hounsfield Heights/Briar Hill Area Redevelopment Plan (ARP) - CPC2017-273,
Bylaw 47P2017

From: Bob Macinnis [mailto:bmacinnis@shaw.ca]
Sent: July 20, 2017 9:23 AM

To: 'citycerk@calgary.ca' <citycerk@calgary.ca>
Cc: 'Communications & Community Liaison Ward 7' <caward7 @calgary.ca>

Subject: Proposed Amendment to Hounsfield Heights/Briar Hill Area Redevelopment Plan (ARP) - CPC2017-273, Bylaw
47P2017

Office of the City Clerk
The City of Calgary
700 Macleod Trail SE

P.O. Box 2100, Postal Station “M”

Calgary, Alberta

T2P 2M5

RE: Proposed amendment to Hounsfield Heights/Briar Hill Area Redevelopment Plan (ARP) — CPC2017-273,
Bylaw 47P2017

Dear City Clerk,

My name is Robert Maclnnis and | am co-owner of the property located at 1312 — 16" Street NW Calgary,
Alberta.

| recently received a notice from the City of Calgary (see attached) regarding an application to amend the ARP.

The application proposes to change the ARP to exempt the Property at 1616 — 11 Ave NW from the following
policy:



“2.1.3.4 Re-subdivision of existing lots should respect the general development and subdivision pattern
of the adjacent area in terms of parcel size, dimensions and orientation.”

As an adjacent property owner, | am strongly opposed to this application for amendment to the ARP.

There have been three (3) subdivision proposals for the Property over the last number of years. Two (2) were
rejected by the city’s Subdivision Authority and one (1) was cancelled. The first attempt was appealed to the
Subdivision and Development Appeal Board (SDAB) and the board concurred with the decision of the
Subdivision Authority. The SDAB rejected the subdivision appeal due to the fact that it did not conform to the
ARP, in particular section 2.1.3.4. Nothing has changed since that decision which would support revisiting that
decision.

The proposed subdivision of the Property would result in two (2) lots half the size of an average lot in the area,
and almost a third the size of my adjacent lot. The size, dimensions and orientation of the lots has been
deemed by the city’'s SDAB to be out of character with the pattern of the surrounding neighborhood. The
proposed amendment is an attempt by the Developer to exempt the Property from the ARP policy that has
thwarted their attempts at re-subdivision.

| intend on speaking at the upcoming Public Hearing on July 31, 2017. In light of that | am including
attachments with this email of relevant documents that may be referenced at that presentation so that they
may be available to Council to refer to at the time of the presentation.

| also urge City Council to reject this application.

Thank you for your consideration in this matter.

Regards,

Robert Maclinnis
1312 - 16 St. NW
Calgary, Alberta
T2N 2C6



Amendment to Hounsfield Heights/Briar Hill Area
Redevelopment Plan (ARP)

Robert Maclnnis
Adjacent Property Home Owner

Hounsfield Heights/Briar Hill (Ward 7)
July 31, 2017

CPC2017-273 Bylaw 47P2017 (M-2017-017)
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Introduction

e Mr. / Madame Chair / Your Worship my name is Robert Maclnnis and | am the
co-owner and resident of the property at, 1312 — 16 Street NW which is
adjacent to and abuts the subject property at 1616 — 11 Ave NW, directly to
the north.

» | oppose the applicant’s proposal to amend the Hounsfield Heights / Briar Hill
Area Redevelopment Plan (ARP) to exempt the subject property from the
following policy:

+ 2.1.3.4 Re-subdivision of existing lots should respect the general development and
subdivision pattern of the adjacent area in terms of parcel size, dimensions, and
orientation.

» The objections stated here are not just the views of a few adjacent owners
affected by this proposal but they are also shared by at least 26 nearby home

owners.



Proposal

» Application
o Details in Report To Council for CPC2017-273
e Background

= There were three (3) attempts by Applicant to subdivide the subject property in the past
SBZOlO 0100 (Rejected by SA, appealed to SDAB, appeal denied by SDAB)
SDAB appeal number SDAB2010-0082

- The SDAB in its decision on the appeal had regard to the MDP and the ARP policy in question (See Reason 6 of the SDAB’s
Decision report).

* The SDAB noted that while the MDP is a statutory document it is a policy document rather than a regulatory document. As a
policy document it is general in nature and sets out long term alanning objectives as well as goals and proposals for future
development. (see Reason 12)

* The SDAB found that the proposed subdivision would create a lot pattern that was, (and still is), out of character with the
existing neighbourhood development within the area. In the Board’s opinion, the proposed subdivision was not, (and still is
not), consistent with the general character of the surrounding area in terms of parcel size, dimensions and orientation. (See
decision reason 20)

* SB2013-0003 (Rejected by SA)
* SB2015-0366 (Cancelled)

No notice received from city by adjacent home owners



Proposal

e Comments
o Regarding MDP
* MDP policy supports development and redevelopment that is similar in scale and built form
(Ref. MDP 2.2 a)
* MDP policy respects the existing character of low-density residential areas (Ref. MDP 2.3.2 a)

* MDP policy ensures infill development complements the established character of the area and
does not create dramatic contrasts in the physical development pattern (Ref. MDP 2.3.2 ¢)

* MDP policies recommend that redevelopment opportunities should be focused on the
Neighbourhood Activity Centres (Ref. MDP 3.5.3 b).

o Regarding ARP
* ARPs and ASPs in existence prior to approval of the MDP are recognized by the MDP as policies
providing specific direction relative to the local context (Ref. MDP 1.4.4 Local Area Plans)

* The Hounsfield Heights/Briar Hill ARP was last amended in June of 2008. It is still relevant as
demonstrated by the rejection of the previous subdivision applications for the subject property.



Proposal

e Comments

= Regarding Transit Oriented Development (TOD)

* The following statement can be found in section 1.6, Application of TOD Policy
Guidelines, of the city’s Transit Oriented Development Guidelines.

* “These TOD Policy Guidelines will respect existing, stable communities. While
redevelopment may occur over time, the TOD Guidelines should not be used to “spot
redesignate” individual sites in existing single-detached areas without the benefit of a
more comprehensive planning process.”

- Also, with regard to the reference to development within the 600m radius around LRT
station, in section 2.1 of the TOD Policy Guidelines it states the following:

+ “Equally as important, this radius may be reduced where existing, stable communities
exist around existing stations and in new suburban communities where a smaller
radius of transit-supportive development would create a more viable node around the
station.”



Proposal

e Comments

o Regarding Proposal Recommendation

 Contrary to the suggestion by the city administration that ARP policy 2.1.3.4
restricts infill development, MDP policies outlined above would seem to
indicate that these statutory documents work together with the same goal in
mind with the ARP providing the local context needed to make the proper
planning decision.

* The SDAB did not identify any conflict in policies between the MDP and the ARP
when it made its decision regarding appeal SDAB2010-0082.



Issues/Concerns

e Citizen comments
= Areas of concern of 26 nearby home owners

ARP needs to be respected. Precedent will lead to undermining the effectiveness of
the ARP.

Less Pedestrian Friendly due to additional driveways on street
Increased traffic and parking concerns

Privacy concerns

Property value concerns

Does not respect Local character of community which typically has larger lot sizes (See
local context), or general development and subdivision pattern of the adjacent area.

Densification more appropriate near LRT station as part of North Hill Mall
redevelopment. The community recently held workshops on this matter.



Issues/Concerns

e Community Association (CA) Comments

= CA objects to ARP amendment
* Details in Appendix lll of Report To Council



Local Context

» During the SDAB appeal, SDAB2010-0082, a spreadsheet containing lot size
data for over 90 homes in the area was presented to the Board to provide
local context. It is included with this presentation for your reference along
with a map and 2 charts.

* |In the spreadsheet the average lot size is 675 square meters or 7264 square
feet. This makes the proposed lot size of 345 square meters or 3715 square
feet about half the size of the average lot in the area. The average frontage in
the spreadsheet is 64 feet, not 41 feet, as proposed.

* The lot size of my own property at 1312 — 16 St. NW, which abuts the subject
property, is 9968 square feet. That is almost 3 times the size of the proposed

lots.



Recommendation

 The Community’s Recommendation to Council is to Reject this proposed
amendment to the ARP as there is no compelling reason to do so and
the precedent which would result from doing so would jeopardize the
effectiveness of the community’s ARP.
= CA objects to ARP amendment
= Overwhelming objection of proposal by Neighbouring Home Owners



Hounsfield

Hounsfield Heights f Briar Mill (HHEBHM) Lot Size Context

Heights/Briar Hill (HHBH) Lot Size Context

Ref #liot stroet front-ro it |cepth-m] LA-sgm LA-sqfi comments

1] _Ti11]36A Street NV 17.54 & 33.53 7

2| 1TIS|16A Sireet NW 15 3% 23.53

3] _1123|16A Sueet NW 24 OS 28.85 S

<] 12251168A Sueet NW 18.2¢ £1.64 13

5] 1225]18A Street NW 15.04 4033 13

S| 1231]16A Streat NW 35.66 17.83 £

71 _1235]115A Sureet NwW 14 88 <389 14 {

&l 1233116A Sueet NW 14 6 4018 13 |Buiit 1887. Pre exists ARP_Backs on park
2| 124C|16A Street NW 1526 S2.24 1 1|

5| 1243]16A Stast NV 3= 57 27.26 'BGIL 1985, Pre cxisic ARP. Backs on park
Sl 2471184 Swzet NV 21.37 I8 22 Buit 1683 Pre exists ARP Backs on park
1Z| 1307 |iGA Sueet NV 1806 538

13] 1311[16A Swreat NW 15.06 & 51.G7

16A Strect NW 26 88 3C.9
1SA Street NV 1€ OS5 2 48 34

? g 16A Stieet NW 16.7 - =£.24

37 19| 16A Straet NW 16 .08 S <5.62

18 22| 164 Stroet NV 15.7 - 38.7

1S 28] 16A Street NW 187 S 2137
20 332|164 Sreet N 15.07 3 “a 79
21 54C|16A Streetl NW 42 52 = 44.71
221 1503111 Avenue NW 33 <) 15.24
23] 1504111 Avenue NW 33 .52 10 22 88

4] 1507|171 Avenue INVY 26.51 20 315.24
25] 801111 Avenue NVYY 24 42 30 30.4

26) B0AI T Avenue NYY 22 0F 5 3.2
27| 1605|1171 _Avenue Nwvv 27 7C 30.4 5O

28| 1808|171 Avenue NV 167 > 27.7. 1

28| 181331 Avenue NY 25.15 27 .44 1)

301 1813|711 Avenus NV 18.77 27.75 1

31] 3818113 Avenue NW 25 14 2, 27 44 0 proposed subdivision into two Iots of 3715 sg ft
32| 1830|31 Avenue NVY 38.6 k] l 22 88 5

33| 1834111 Avanua NW 17.2 56 22.88 75

Anpeal No : SDABZ2O10-QT82
Nole £

3i8 derdved frorn City My Fropeny/Assessmern! websita, Frontage and Oepths are approximate.




Hounsfield Heights/Briar Hill (HHBH) Lot Size Context

Page 2013

Hounsfieid Heights / Briar Hill (HHBH) Lot Size Context

Raf #ilot streot front-m | front-ft |depeh-m LA.-sgm LA-sgft comments
34| 1102[16 Sweet NV 1524 0 50.29 165 767 8258|green space
35| 110616 Street MV 3524 5O S0 2€ 165 757 8252
38! 1107|186 Street NW 17.88 8 21.34 70 373 4012 Built 1983. Pre exists ARP. Park on two sicas
37 111 B Streat NW. 18 &2 1822 50 338 3641 |8uwill 1585. Pre exists ARP. Park on two sices
38| 111216 Strest NV 16.24 50| 5028 6 766 824¢
36| 1118|158 Sueat NW 15 24 5C 50 29 i8S 766 €247
40| 1118|316 Street NW 17.0% [35) 50.26 i6s ac4 2720
41l 112416 Streal NW 573 g1 16.7 55 <55 4900
42| 1312|116 Strest NW 8 50 5029 365 S22 9928 |buil: 1812
a3 137 € Strest NW 24 33 5 3201 105 777
2 31616 Strect MW 35.24 55 50 20 T8 770 5286
45| 1218116 Streat MW 15 24 50 50.4- 185 766 8250
46| 1319116 Street NW 15.24 50 37.52 123 575! . 6186
A7) _1323|16 Street NV 15 24 50 42 07 138 SaC 6885
2 324116 Stree: N 15 24 50 50.98 367 781 B407
P 1325|16 Stract N 5 3 5C 46,07, 351 697 7500

0| 1326116 Street NV 5.2 —_ 50 52 9 71 758 B592|bun 1913
1] 1329116 Srest NW 15 36 50| a5 5 62 ZE 8017
62| 2330|168 Street NW 75.33 G 538 376 824 BE6S
53| 1333116 Strest NW 24.7 81 27.44 =) Ers 7268
Sa| 1338116 Steot MW, 75.4¢ 51 5 86 83 255 S247
55| _1340|1€ Sreal NW 7668 ER S8.72 193 1058] 11388
5| 1631113 Avenue NV 316 04 2586 a5 75 7710
7| 1107]15 Straat NV, 15.27 S0 4572 i50 697 7505
1111715 Sreet NV 31522 0 35.72 150 €97 7505
3112|715 Street NW 15.24 0 36.58 2 557 5983
B0| _1115]15 Street NW 15.24 50 25.72 S0 €97 750
61| _1716]15 Straet NW 1524 0 38.5¢ 12C 557 5960
62| 1119|115 Street NV 1524 5 45.73 150 GS7 7505
831 1120 Street NW. 16 24 0 36 5¢ 20 558 Duit 1912
G4 1124|115 Streot NW 15 24 50 35.5¢ 120 S56|  5088]
65| 1301 Street NV 22 86 = i 29 &0 Zie 4500
SE| 130215 Stree: NW 15 24 50; Se s8] 320 557 5998

Appazai No.! SCARB2C10-0082
Note: Data derived from Crty My Propeirty/Asssssment website. Frontage and Depths are approxirsate. duly 2, 2010



Hounsfield
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Heights/Briar Hill

Hounsfield Heights { Briar Hill (HHBH) Lot Size Context

BH

Appeal Mo SOABRZOTO-GOE2
Note: Dalts derived from Gty Ay Properly/Asse ssrmnent woebsite, Frontage and DOpilis 8re approxinnsis.

(Rer & fromnt-1mn idepth-rr ftlLA-sgon LA-s L comments
NV 2.2 40 45 72 9] 558 6004 [Built T9B8. Pre oxisis ARP.
S8 NW i5.24 S0 36, 5L <] 557 5998
5] NV 524 50 45 72 =C 597 7505 DUt 19712
7O NV 15.24 S0 36 5¢ 20 557 5898
7 NV 1522 50 45 72 35G 557 7504 |buit 1978
7z E N 19.05 >3 36.5¢ 20 5S7 457 |bullt 1972
7 NV 15 24 50 45 72 50 887 503
| 74 NV 10.05 5D 38 EE 20 556 74
7 E N 15.24 5 45 72 50 5S7 7502
75| 3 NV 16.05 2 35,58 =0 556 TADT
= 3 N 5 24 50 45 72 5C S57. 7502
78| 1 NW 1205 62 36.5¢ 320 595 7496
7S] 1 EE NVY 15.24 50 35 72 150 557 7600,
ol 4 3 NV 15.24 S0 35 72 150 7458
. KX NV 27.98 Sz 36.58 120
2 1 NV 16.61 54 47 18 185 9292
3| 1 70 NV 23,53 310 36.7 55 GO4S|ouilt 1930
4! 1 3 NV 18.29 S0 30.48 1C0 59956
85 30 N 16.29 60 30 48 100 T 55056
56 30 NV 4E.72 150 15.24 50 7505
7 7 WV 22 66 75 Sa.5% 0 824
88 34 N 22.86 75 B3 5% 0 24
) R N 22 BE 75 3352 30 824
20 4 NV 15.24 [ia] 33.53 [ 54Ot
51 4 NV 22 56 74 33.53 30 8090
&4 z 675 7264

Lot Size Context




Map 2 — HHBH Lot sizes nearby proposal
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Chart 2 —HHBH Sample Lot Frontage Distribution

Chart 2 - HHBH Sample Lot Frontage Distribution
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