CPC2021-0659
Attachment 6

Community Association Response

April 2, 2021

Christine Leung

Senior Planner | Community Planning, South Team
The City of Calgary

5th Floor, 800 Macleod Trail S.E.

Calgary AB T2G 2M3

Dear Christine:

Re: LOC2020-0002 @ 1404-1410 27th Street SW — JEMM Properties
LAND USE AMENDMENT

Thank you for the extension to the original deadline for comments. This allowed the applicant to meet
with us and numerous residents in the immediate area to provide more details concerning their plans
for the five-lot site.

Further to the two rounds of consultations with residents, O2 Design, LOLA and JEMM Properties, the
Shaganappi Community Association supports the position of residents from the immediate area who

have written letters of objection to you. The main issues have been captured in an additional letter of
April 1, 2021 signed by_ the local community representative for the adjacent residents.

In Shaganappi, our operational model is to support development and to get to “yes.” We have followed
a similar engagement process on several projects successfully and through negotiation and initiative,
have helped to create some highly successful projects.

Our website provides positive direction for developers who might want to build outside of policy: “We
recognize that the Land Use Regulations and Guidelines cannot cover all the possibilities and solutions
for achieving a high standard of design and development. As such, we are willing to enter into two-way
discussions with proponents to find mutually beneficial solutions for all concerned; we value high quality
design that will enhance Shaganappi as a desirable place to live and further a wider community
interest.”

Current Shaganappi Policy Context

Shaganappi has two very new ARPs, and a third very recent ARP amendment made to accommodate
Main Streets. Additional changes to City policy have brought a recent flurry of applications in response
to expected favourable new outcomes from the ongoing Westbrook Local Area Plan process. We believe
these applicants expect the election to introduce risk to that process and are trying to secure approvals
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around current policy without the City having fully completing the supporting engagement and planning
work for that policy. This applicant has directly referenced expectations of Westbrook in this application.

This area for this application is covered by the Shaganappi Point ARP, which was initiated by City staff in
2011 and implemented in November 2014, The ARP created appropriate development and interfaces
with the 12" Avenue frontage adjacent to Bow Trail and the Shaganappi Point LRT Station while being
sensitive to the established community that is approximately only two blocks wide between its Bow trail
and 17th Avenue edges. With our substantive support, in 2017, City staff subsequently implemented
significant land use intensification in support of Main Streets medium rise re-designations on 17th
Avenue. Both recent processes involved extensive consultation with adjacent residents to establish the
criteria for the area and for these properties.

These recent planning outcomes are working. In contrast, the results of academic and aspirational
Transit Oriented Development objectives are evident at Westbrook, where the availability of ambitious
and non-viable land use has promoted vacant and speculative land outcomes. Not every transit station
is created equal, and we believe a mixed and pragmatic approach to development around them is more
viable. The subsequent Shaganappi Point ARP and Main Streets areas are already attracting more
interest from developers looking to implement a mix of lower intensity ideas, the “Missing Middle” with
various entry points still at reasonable cost.

Ours is an older, established community with some homeowners that have been living here for 35-40
years. We have also been very successful in attracting new families, with the 2019 census confirming the
25-35 year-old age group as our number one demographic at 28% of residents. We think this has
occurred, partly, because we have very recent and appropriate planning policy. This policy was
thoughtfully derived, through collaboration, and has already achieved both the affordability objectives
of young families while still setting the broader goal of densification.

The trade-off in supporting density for both old and new residents is an expectation of stability. In our
meetings with the applicant, new young entrants to the community told us that their decision to invest
in a new home adjacent to the applicant’s site was based on a view that the density in the Shaganappi
Pont ARP was reasonably aspirational and appropriate. In this a situation, with policy already working, it
is not prudent for the City to consider a proposal outside of the framework of a relatively new ARP
unless the community fully supports it. Or the applicant justifies it. Ideally both.

If it is justified solely on the premise that we (probably meaning the City) should be grateful for the
investment we all should push back; if the applicant wants something beyond the policy they should
earn it through good design and appropriate scale.

Design Justification for Direct Control (“DC”) and ARP Amendments Not Supported by Application

JEMM'’s proposal involves a five-lot consolidation and increased Floor Area Ratio (“FAR”) and building
height that will allow a massive development to protrude well into the interior of a single-family
neighborhood that has already supported significant policy changes in support of increased density.

Issues of building design and scale are Development Permit (“DP”) matters, but the applicant has been
very clear that no concurrent DP will be provided to support this land use. As an alternative, a series of
DC districts and ARP amendments have been offered, with details not yet available. We expect these
policy and bylaw modifiers to be used as a proxy for a DP here, and the justifications for those
amendments will be made by reference to built form and design. These ideas have already been
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presented to us to foreshadow intentions, and therefore, despite generally being DP issues, it is
appropriate to discuss them here.

¢ The built form of this five-lot consolidation involves little, or no massing mitigations or step
backs employed at the 12th Avenue, or 27th Street edges. There are very minimal step downs
towards the adjoining homes. While the applicant has split the mass across the width and
moved it to create a shift in setbacks, the uniform and massy design proposed does not create a
compelling built form. Despite showing us images intended as inspiration, their own design is
blocky and massive with no redeeming features.

e The applicant has asked for a building height of 26 meters, but 6 stories tall where a maximum
height of 18 to 20 meters would be adequate. The design has a sloped roof, up to two-stories in
height, to help “blend in with surrounding homes”. In a building of this size, it is massive,
intrusive, and perhaps even old fashioned. Moreover, it ends up increasing the height ask
considerably to accommodate a slope that makes the problem it is trying to solve worse. We
would urge the applicant to reconsider this roof form.

s The design attempts to create a townhome feel to the base as a material design concession, but
in the absence of any step back, it just reads as banding, and really is not an effective tool to
create an interesting form.

¢ The applicant has not provided enough parking and is seeking a bylaw relaxation (0.5 stalls per
unit) citing that they plan to market the building to non-car owners. We do not think this is an
appropriate building form or type for our neighborhood. We question the assumptions
concerning market demand, and when pressed on the issue the applicant cited market research
that they admitted did not exist. Why will they pick Shaganappi over communities like East or
West Village on the edge of downtown in the free fare zone, Kensington at one train stop from
SAIT, or Bridgeland one train stop from Bow Valley college, the East Village and downtown.

e Street parking in Shaganappi is already tight and is an issue for this proposed development due
to an adjacent development with minimal (but ARP compliant) parking. There is no lane in the
block immediately to the west, which puts additional pressure on 27" Avenue.

In summary, we strongly feel that the proposed development is oversized, uninteresting, and its success
is dependent on conditions that do not exist here now and may not exist here in future. Nothing in the
intended design would justify any amendment or relaxation from existing policy or bylaw. Particularly if
secured by way of DCs which, if used in the manner proposed here particularly with parking, could
severely restrict if not practically eliminate our residents’ legitimate right to appeal.

This project needs to be done right if it is done at all. The numerous variances from City policy as
specified in the residents’ letters and the applicant’s actions to date cause us to conclude that the
applicant is unwilling to respect very recently set policy set through extensive consultation processes.

We also believe the applicant expects a better outcome from the Westbrook Local Area Planning
Process than from policy Shaganappi has now. We ask that prospective policy, not yet approved by
Council, not be considered in approving this land use application, especially policy that will need to be
supported by a Guidebook for Better Communities outcome that has been very difficult for Council to
approve.
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Seemingly justified by a fashionable development concept and limited coherent details, we are
concerned that this consolidation might allow the applicant secure land now for different options later.

As such, we cannot support the application in its current form.
Thank you.

Yours truly,
Shaganappi Community Association

. e

Michael Wilhelm Ramneet Cheema, B. Arch, M.Arch, M.A. Housing &
President Urbanism, Development Committee Member

S e

Ron Goodfellow, FRAIC
Advisor, Planning and Development

Cc: Evan Woolley, Zev Klymochko, Ward 8 Office, City of Calgary
Breanne Harder, Peter Schryvers, Heloisa Ceccato Mendes, Westbrook LAP Team
Development Committee, Shaganappi CA
Brian Horton, Shawn Small, O2 Design
Edan Lindenbach, JEMM Properties
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