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Neighborhood Request

» 27 of the immediate neighbors to 523 - 8 Avenue N.E. do not believe
that a zoning change to R-CG is appropriate for this lot in this
location, and are asking that it be rejected.

» This application was made without adequate consultation with the
neighbors, even though the applicant knew this was a controversial
development.

» The proposed design submitted by the applicant encroaches on the
restrictive covenant on the site, does not meet the requirements of the
latest Calgary Land Use Bylaw, and does not fit with the streetscape of
the surrounding area.

» There is no obvious rationale for rezoning to R-CG for this site. Recently,
Council approved an exception to the Bridgeland-Riverside ARP on 10
September 2018 to accommodate a rowhouse recommended by the Urban
Design Review Panel as having high quality architecture. However, this
development does not come with a similar recommendation.




Lack of Neighborhood Support
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27 neighbors to this lot do
NOT support this application
for rezoning.

37 houses were surveyed
adjacent to the proposed
rowhouse. No one was home
in 10 of the surveyed
residences.

5 houses had renters, who
wanted small older homes to
remain, as these give the
neighborhood its character.
One did not want to give an
opinion.

Most were at least willing to

reconsider their opposition if
a more community-sensitive

design was submitted.

®

818

0

<

519

198 21
.

I sz

[ u—ms'

& 513

9% -

i 505

[ 503

501




Bridgeland Area Redevelopment Plan

This application lies
within the
“conservation” area of
Bridgeland, which is
%:urrently zoned R-C2
or:

» single family homes,

» single family homes
with secondary suites
or laneway housing,

» duplexes.

City Planning is in the
process of updating the
Bridgieland ARP, and this
should be presented to
Council by Spring 2019
at the latest.

The Main Streets
project has already
designated 14 blocks
south of 2 Avenue N.E.
as R-CG for denser
housing options, such as
rowhouses.
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Bridgeland Restrictive Covenant

>

There is no consistent lot size in the
community, which makes it difficult to have
“one size fits all” zoning plans for all of
Bridgeland.

» The land in Bridgeland was originally owned by
the Canadian Pacific Railway (CPR), which sold
lots to employees by frontage foot.

All residential lots in Bridgeland have a
restrictive covenant from CPR on the title,
requiring a 20 foot setback from streets and
avenues.

To remove this covenant, all affected
neighbours having the same restriction on
their titles will need to be served with notice
of the court application, and if any one of the
neighbours objects, the application will fail.
If the structure is in violation of the
covenant, neighbors can get a court action to
have the structure demolished.
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Encroachment on Setbacks

Required setback from restrictive covenant —
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covenant on the
side facing 8t
Street N.E. Required setback from 535 (2) of

Calgary Land Use Bylaw 1P2007
(62P2018)



Examples of Adjacent Streetscape

» All houses on 8t Street,
5t Avenue and 7A Street
N.E. adjacent to the
property are bungalows
or two stories.

» The designs of existing
houses and infills both
respect the restrictive
covenant, and the
prevailing architectural
style of the
neighborhood, which has
sloped rooflines.

» The proposed rowhouse
(outline of building at

Lar right) will F;';LtAthe Adjacent Properties to

ouses across venue Rowhouse on 8t Street

in shade when the sun is S ) .
from the south. Across 5t Avenue N.E. N.E. (12:20 pm)

from Rowhouse (3 pm)




Neighborhood Upgrades Requested

» The proposed rowhouse garage faces
directly into a power pole that is being
supported by two wires fixed into the
ground, as well as a sampling station for
the buried gas line in the lane.

. "

» The gravel laneway is very narrow, so
there is a good chance that a vehicle
backing out of the proposed garage will
hit the pole, the support wires, or the
sampling station.

» The developer could mitigate the
potential for major damage to the
garage and neighboring properties across
the lane by having the wires buried and
the gas sampling station relocated.

» The developer should also be responsible
for re-connecting the services to the
houses affected by these changes.




Further Neighborhood Upgrades Suggested

» As can be seen in the adjacent
pictures, the existing gravel laneway is
narrow, and slopes down from north to
south and from east to west.

» Waste bins will cover the entire width
of the property on pickup days and
further reduce the lane width.

» Setting the garage further back from
the lane would make it easier for the
City to empty bins on collection day.

» Re-grading and paving the lane at the
developer’s expense would also ensure
that the new site elevations do not
negatively impact the neighboring
structures.




Increased Density, No Increased Amenities?

>

Bridgeland-Riverside is already one of the more diversified neighborhoods in
Calgary, with a mixture of commercial buildings and high density, medium
density and low density residential buildings. Existing infrastructure has not
been upgraded since 1912, except on a piecemeal basis (e.g. some sidewalks,
curbs and repaving).

As was shown earlier, Bridgeland-Riverside has already set aside over half of
the community for high density and medium density residential. The
community is growing rapidly, is currently at its peak population of all time,
and the many more projects coming online will almost double the number of
people in the community.

The 15t Avenue Main Streets project has recently re-zoned 14 blocks for
rowhouse-type development, despite considerable opposition from the
community, at the urging of the City to increase density in the core.

However, we have been informed that, in the coming budget, funding has
been cut for the Main Streets project. In other words, we are being asked to
accept a much higher density, with nothing in return to show for it.




Does the City Have a Plan?

» The update of the Bridgeland-Riverside ARP has been ongoing now for several
years, and the final version should be presented to Council by Spring 2019.
Updating the ARP has been a major City of Calgary budget expenditure in terms of
consultation and workshops for the ARP and the Main Street Project.

» The positive recommendation from the Planning Department makes us wonder why
tax dollars are being spent on updating the ARP and the Main Street Project when
the results of the consultation and workshops are being ignored for spot zoning
changes which will then have to be included in the ARP? Perhaps the money would
be better spent on improving the amenities in our area.

» It is difficult for us, the residents of Bridgeland-Riverside, to watch money being
spent on other initiatives when we cannot even get a budget allocation for the
increased amenities that were promised to us by the City in return for increased
density.

» We are also wondering why our input into the ARP was requested by the City, when
spot zoning changes are making our input irrelevant?
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Conclusion

» In conclusion, although the immediate neighbors to the proposed rowhouse
are not supportive of the design as it currently stands, we are willing to work
with the developer to ensure that a structure which is sensitive to the
existing character of the neighborhood is constructed.

» We are asking that the current application for rezoning be rejected because:

» The zoning change to R-CG is not a fit for this lot in this location. It
seems strange that the lot is too small under current regulations to build
a duplex, yet a three-unit rowhouse is proposed.

» The applicant knew that this was a controversial development, yet made
no effort to consult with neighbors to hear their input.

» What is the justification for going outside of the ARP with this particular
proposal? A recent Council approval of higher zoning in the
“conservation” area was a DC with high quality architecture
recommended by the Urban Design Review Panel. What are the special
circumstances of this application that justify similar treatment?




