


Reduced Property Value

I.

Pro’

The Condominiums of Tuscany Court, adjacent to the proposed ERS, are built
such that the street entry from Tuscany Court is in the rear and the front entry is
facing the Park. Many landowners such as myself paid a premium on the land to
face this park. Such ERS will not only diminish the value of the property but will
render our Condominiums as unsellable. Original site plans presented by builder
at time of purchase were zoned for a park, not Community Institutional.

No proposed Tax relief has been presented to these adjacent landowners.

The proposed development will overshadow the existing Condominium. Taking
away the adjacent residents right to the park and quiet enjoyment. Due to the
setback requirement to allow for 2 to 4 fire trucks in the driveway this will place
the building directly in the front yard of the current condo owners which will take
away their privacy and overshadow their building (north-northwest facing) from
the sun. The Applicant stated at the town hall that their building will be placed at
Jeast 10-15 meters in front of our units. This is not a significant amount of space
and will create a creepy corridor as the entry into our homes.

1 have a young child and that park is my front yard where I let her play and run
free and she will remain in site from my patio. With a fire hall localed there we
will be limited to a small 2x2 square concrete space and no green space.

. Noise pollution from large vehicles entering and exiting during all hours.

4 A= WHIeet Seemin Anres Structure Plan/C-—na Approved

Land Use " "~ “7lan

L.

3.

The proposed ERS does not seem to fit with the West Scenic Acres Structure Plan
as the Plan emphasized maximizing the park space. The proposed development of
the CBE School and the Fire Hall now eliminates more than 80% of a park that is
used to its current maximum capacity.

Transportation study of Tuscany Way. The park users and residents of Tuscany
Court require on street parking for additional vehicles or visitors. The ERS and a
new school will all but eliminate their available space for parking.

The Municipal Development Plan discusses Optimizing Infrastructure. The CBE
did not adequately plan for educational requirements and Fire Protection and
Emergency Medical Services. Specifically, Clause 8.4 of the 2004 revised plan
states that “Both the fire protection and emergency medical services for the area






1 It was my impression from the meeting that the decision has been taken without
the input of the community residents. References were made by the Applicant that
the CBE was approached three years ago regarding their space on Tuscany Bivd
and Tuscany Way but was “shot down”. No evidence of this meeting or proposal
was provided. No representatives from CBE were present at Town Hall.

2 The Applicant presented that they attempted to approach the landowners of the
Tuscany Way/12 mile Coulee Road as an alternate site (one that has less
disturbances to adjacent landowners) but the Administration Report to the Calgary
Planning Commission dated 2014 January 30, Appendix II Applicants response to
public engagement by Homes by Avi on July 2013, States otherwise “We feel
that there is a need for more emergency services. We would like to see a Fire Hall
on this site. Response: the possibility of accommodating a Fire House has been
discussed with the Fire Department. It appears that the Fire Department is already
considering a full Fire Station in the area at a different location.” This statement
leads me to believe that Due Diligence and proper public engagement was not
conducted and the location of the site has been known for more than a year
without any public consultation. And I do not consider a Town Hall on June 10"
and requirement to respond in 2 days sufficient time for residents and the
Community Association to properly become engaged.

3 The community board has yet to appoint a committee and appears to be low on
volunteers which will present an insufficient force to properly represent the
community.

4 1 find it difficult that TRA are the persons representing the community residents
have to put together a letter in support/rejection of the project within 3 days of
this meeting yet have not held their own town hall to listen to the i of the
residents.

Representation of Adjacent Landowners on the Design Guidelines

If in fact we residents have no say and the School and the Emergency Response Station
does go ahead on the planned site I believe that I as an adjacent landowner am a strong
stakeholder in this development. I demand that full disclosure into the history of the
projects, development plans and that all three parties (CBE, ERS ad adjacent
homeowners} work together in the development p~~~=ss to ensure cohesiveness of the
development and that architectural guidelines suit the area. The city should appoint an
independent body to work with all parties (and the community association) to ensure that
issues such as safety, cohesiveness of DP, setbacks, traffic disturbances, land values are
all fully reviewed. The adjacent landowners must be consulted in the development







