


Petition Against Bylaw 86D2014, #9 Signature Close SW
Executive Summary:

e 105 Residential Households exist on Signature Close and Signature Mews.
o These two streets “drain” through Signature Close past #9 and are¢
o Every residential household was approached. Contact was made v
(68%)
o 4 were undecided on application (6%)
o 4 supported the application (6%)
o 63 were opposed to the application (89%)
e A total of 92 Signatures in opposition were obtained
o In some households, more than one Adult signed
o Some signatures were obtained from beyond the immediate Signa
time permitted.

Important Points:

e Almost every resident approached, that knew of this application, indicatec
application had been for a residential day home for 6 or fewer chiidren (th
homes in Signal Hill) and so had not paid attention it.

e No-one expressed opposition to day homes with 6 or fewer children.

e The majority of households approached (68%) were opposed to this applic
after a discussion of the applicants intentions:

o They did not feel that the property/location is suitable to support ¢
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5 child operation

o The applicant (owner) does not live at this address and this would | _ operated as a

commercial day care, rather than a residential daycare.



Petition regarding Bylaw #86D20:4

the Proposed Rezoning of #9 Signature Close SW,

We the undersigned are concerned citizens of Signature Park SW and would
opposition to the proposed bylaw #86D2014. While we support the reasonz
Calgary City Council to increase the availability of community based child cat
should be consistent with the current City “Child Care Service and Developrr

The proposed rezoning of #9 Signature Close SW is intended to allow the op:
commercial day care (Monday to Friday, 7:00 AM to 6:30 PM). There would |
this property. The applicant has indicated a desire to accommodate 10 to 15
appear to have been placed in the bylaw proposal. This application is incon:

~

recommended zoning and is wholely inconsistent with th~ “**y < -*elines
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) express our
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n of a full time
residential use of
‘en but no limits
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1sideration as a

daycare facility site — it does hot meet a single of the site selection criteria -

onel!

* The property s not located on a collector street.

e The property is not located in proximity to a playground; the nearest
Sirocco Drive which is a very busy split multi-fane road with no crossi

e The property does not have adequate on-site outdoor space dedicat:
backyard is terraced which provides limited space for play and provit
children.

e The property does not provide sufficient on-site parking; the propert
space for two vehicles on the driveway. Beyond that, there is almost
either side of Signature Close at this location. Current residents alrea
issues with the availability of parking (without the daycare) and the a
solely to residential parking during business hours.

o The property is not a corner site. Corner sites will inherently provide
(sidestreet), larger yard sizes, and will minimize the impact on directl

Regarding the applicants suggestion that the community, our community being S
additional chil are services, no such demand has been demonstrated. Thisisan
neighborhood and there are very few young children present. The neighborhood
through the cycle of young families with young children. The current child care de
communities West of 69 Street SW (e.g., Springbank Hill, Discovery Ridge, Aspen’
strongly suggest that the applicant should be looking for a suitable property, cons
guidelines, in one of those communities and that by doing so, they would better r
providing services within the community in which they are required.
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Signatures of concerned citizens of Signal Hill
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Signatures of concerned citizens of Signal Hill
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Signatures of concerned

citizens of Signal Hill
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