Office of the City Clerk
The City of Calgary
700 Macleod Trail S.E.
P.0. Box 2100

Postal Station “M”
Calgary, Alberta

T2P 2M5

November 3, 2018

Re: Bylaws 269D2018 and 80P2018

Dear Mayor Nenshi and Members of Council,

This letter pertains to the above noted Bylaws that are before Council to allow for the
development of up to six rowhouses at 3404 Richmond Road S.W. The proposal to amend the
Killarney Area Redevelopment Plan, ‘KARP’, to allow a multi-family development needs to be
considered in terms of the context and policies outlined in the KARP. The KARP consists of a
series of context statements and policies that describe a vision for future development in the
area. The KARP also contains a Land Use Policy map that illustrates how the policies are to be
applied in the area. Any proposal to change the Land Use Policy map must be evaluated in
terms of the policies of the KARP.

Bylaw 80P2018 proposes to amend the Land Use Policy Map by changing the intended land use
of the subject lands from ‘Conservation Infill’ to ‘Low Density Townhousing’. One of the stated
Goals of the KARP is to “establish policies reinforcing the stability of the land use in
Killarney/Glengarry” (p. 4). Site-specific amendments {commonly known as ‘spot zoning’) to
the KARP to facilitate the desires of developers is directly opposed to this goal. Spot-zoning
increases uncertainty and often serves as a precedent that leads to further requests for
amendments. Spot-zoning is the antithesis of stability.

Section 2.1.2 (p.6} of the KARP describes the general context of the Land Use Concept: to
“maintain the original low density detached and semi-detached home type of development
prevalent throughout the community”, and to provide “the opportunity for higher density
townhousing.” The Land Use Policy Map provides four clearly defined and focused areas for
higher density development. These areas were intended to accommodate all the multifamily
development in the plan area. The KARP does not contemplate or discuss opportunities for
intensification outside of the clearly defined and focused multi-residentait areas, If the KARP



intended multifamily development to be located outside of the designated area, there would
be policies stating as such.

The City adopted Multi-Residential Infill Guidelines (MRIGs) to provide location criteria to
evaluate applications for multi-residential development, According to the Administration
report (PUD2014-0156) the MRIGs were not developed in formal consultation with any

stakeholder groups {p. 4). The public did not have an opportunity to provide any input.

The MRIGs, which are non-statutory and were developed without any public input, are now
being used as a basis for evaluating amendments to a statutory plan. This is profoundly
undemocratic. The KARP was adopted in 1986 after significant consultation with the residents
of the community. As outlined in Administration report LOC2012-0090, the KARP clearly did
not intend for multi-residential development to be located outside of the established nodes.
Residents have chosen to live and invest in housing in the community based on the knowledge
that the KARP limited development in the Conservation/Infill area to single and semi-detached
units. Applications to develop multi-residential housing outside of the designated nodes were
in the past refused by Council based on the policies of the KARP. The certainty and stability of
the community that had been provided by the KARP is now at risk of being undermined by
guidelines that were developed without any public input. This is unacceptable.

The MRIGs outline 8 criteria that are to be used to assess the suitability of multi-residential
development in a predominately low-density area. Administration’s report (PUD2014-0156)
states that in general, the more criteria an application meets, the more appropriate the site
would be for infill development. The proposed development barely meets 4 of the 8 criteria
and Administration is recommending approval of the application on this basis!? Let’s look at
these criteria closely — Criteria 2 states the Subject Site should be within 400m of a transit stop.
| went out and measured the distances to the nearest transit stops and they are actually 30%
greater than the 400m guideline coming in at 550m, 550m and 700m! Also there are NO transit
stopes on the north side of Richmond Rd. where this property is! The Applicant’s Submission
(CPC2018-1039 Attachment 1) erroneously states it's within 400m of transit stops whereas the
Planning & Development Report of September 20 (CPC2018-1039 pg. 6) states the transit stops
are approx. 525 meters which is slightly more accurate but still almost 30% greater than the
guideline. Criteria 3 states that the Subject Site should be within 600m of an existing or
planned Primary Transit stop or station. Well the nearest Primary Transit stops are THREE
TIMES the 600m guideline coming in at 1.8km, 2.2km and one planned west of Sarcee Traill
Criteria 4 states the Subject Site should be on a collector or higher standard roadway on at least
one frontage. Both the aforementioned Applicant’s Submission and the Planning &
Development Report erroneously classify this particular section of Richmond Road as a ‘major



collector’ and an ‘arterial’ road, neither of which is accurate. This particular section of
Richmond Road, where the Subject Site is situated on, is approximately only 12m in width. This
is a far cry from the City’s definition of both a Collector and Arterial road with the widths being
29m and 36m respectively! It is a mere one-third of the width of an Arterial road! The City’s
example of an Arterial Road is Bow Trail. This section of Richmond Road is nothing like Bow
Traill ¥'m attaching numerous documents to my letter which speak to the City’s definitions of
Calgary’s roadways. Criteria 6 states the Subject Site should be adjacent to or across from
existing or planned open space or park or community amenity which this site does not meet.
Criteria 8 states direct lane access which this site has but the lane is substantially narrower than
the standard width of 18ft (it's approximately 13 ft) and is unpaved and unmaintained making it
difficult to negotiate parking and driving.

As I'm sure you're aware, this particular site was before council on January 12, 2015 for a Land
Use Amendment and ARP Amendment (Bylaws 1P2015 and 7D2015). The application was to
redesignate to MC-Gd72 to allow for multi-residential development which is basically exactly
what this new application for R-CG is for and although instead of six units in a row, it's now for
four units and two units, it still adds up to six! Along with my neighbours, | canvassed the
community and 270 residents signed a petition stating they were opposed to this development
proposal and I'm going to attach it to remind you of our efforts and the overwhelming response
we received. | also urge you all to re-watch the January 12, 2015 Hearing as Council voted 11-4
against the proposed re-zoning. We were all so pleased with the result and then so
disappointed when we realized it was happening all over again. I’'m going to also attach a
Thank You letter that | distributed to the Community after our victory to show them that their
voice mattered and, although the petition was taken four years ago, their voice should still
matter!

I hereby ask Council to refuse Bylaws 26902018 and 80P2018.
Yours truly,

Catherine De Jong

3243 Kenmare Cres. S.W., Calgary, AB, T3E 4R4

Email: catherinemunro@telus.net

Attachments — 27 pages
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RECENTLY SIX BUS STOPES BETWEEN 37™ STREET AND 29™ STREET HAVE BEEN REMOVED MAKING THE DISTANCES TO THE NEAREST TRANSIT
STOPS AT LEAST 30% GREATER THAN THE 400 METER GUIDELINE (THEY ARE 550, 550 AND 700 METERS AWAY)
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The City of Calgary - Richmond Rd SW Page 1 of 2

Issues

1. Transportation concerns - new development and construction of a ting road

2. Loss of transit, not enough transit, poor links to downtown

3. Transit along Richmond Road to Marda Loop - there is no public transit along Richmond
Road/33 Avenue between 37 Street and 14 Street SW

http://www.calgary.ca/PDA/pd/Pages/Main-Streets/yyc-Main-Streets/I-richmond-road.aspx ~ 11/3/2018



Tranultways and the RouleAhsad for Calghry Trandll

Chrle Jordan, P.Eng., M.Se, Manager, Strategle Planning, Calpary Transit,
Transportation, City of Celgary
Jen Malzer, P.Eng., M.S¢., Senlor Transit Planner, Calgary Transit, Transperiation, City of @
Calgary : P %

Paper propared for presentatlon
at the Transg tlon Planning Sessl
ol the 2013 Conference of the
Transportation Assoclation of Canada
Winnlpeg, Manitoba

Phase three of RouteAhead involved developing the strategic plan itself. The RouteAhead plan
consists of six sections:

Section 1: The 30-year Vision for Public Transit in Calgary
Section 2: About RouteAhead

Section 3: The RouteAhead for the Customer Experience

Section 4: The RouteAhead for Calgary Transit's Network
Section 5: The RouteAhead for our Finances

Section 6: What's Next

e o © © & o

The plan includes visions, directions and strategies to address the future customer experience,
network/capital plan, and funding of public transit in Calgary.

A Primary Transit Network, illustrated in Figure 4, will be developed in phases over the next 30
years. This core network will feature high frequency, longer span of service, speed/directness,
service reliability, and increased transit capacity.

Figure 4. Primary Transit Network
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THE NEAREST EXISTING OR PLANNED PRIMARY TRANSIT STOPS ARE AT LEAST THREE TIMES GREATER
THAN THE 600 METER GUIDELINE (THEY ARE 1.8 AND 2.2 KM AWAY WITH ONE PLANNED WEST OF
SARCEE TRAIL ACCORDING TO THE “TRANSITWAYS AND THE ROUTEAHEAD FOR CALGARY TRANSIT”

POSITION PAPER OF 2013 PAGE 6)



PHOTOGRAPH OF RICHMOND ROAD AT 3404 RICHMOND ROAD SW

ROADWAY IS APPROXIMATELY 12 m IN WIDTH — NOTE, NO BIKE LANES

THE PROPOSED BY-LAW STATES THAT RICHMOND ROAD IS CLASSIFIED AS AN “ARTERIAL
STREET”, IT CLEARLY DOES NOT COMPLY WITH THE CITY’S DEFINITION OF ‘ARTERIAL
STREETS” WHICH REQUIRES SUCH ROADWAYS TO BE 36m WIDE OVERALL WITH BIKE LANES
OR ITS DEFINITION OF ‘LOCAL ARTERIALS’ WHICH ARE TO BE A MINIMUM OF 32 m WIDE
WITH BIKE LANES. EVEN IF CLASSIFIED AS A “COLLECTOR” STREET IT’S UNDER THE MINIMUM
WIDTH OF 29m FOR A ‘PRIMARY COLLECTOR’ AND ALSO UNDER THE MINIMUM WIDTH OF
22.5m FOR A ‘COLLECTOR STREET’ WITH NO ALLOWANCE FOR BIKE LANES. ALTHOUGH
THERE IS A PARKING LANE, IT’S UNPLOWED MAKING IT NOT AN IDEAL PLACE TO PARK {(AS

EVIDENT IN THE PHOTOGRAPH)

SOURCE: COMPLETE STREETS POLICY APPROVED BY COUNCIL NOVEMBER 3, 2014, PAGES
106, 108, 112, 113



THERE ARE PRESENTLY THREE TALL CONIFERS AND 13 BUSHES ON THE SITE OF
3404 RICHMOND ROAD SW. RESIDENTS IN THE AREA HAVE BEEN DILIGENT IN
INSTALLING NEW TREES ON THEIR YARDS IN SUPPORT OF THE “NEIGHBOUR
WOODS” PROGRAM RUN BY THE CITY OF CALGARY.




PUD2014-0156
ATTACHMENT

Proposed Location Criteria for Muit-Resldentlal Infill

In order to assist in the svaluation of 1and vse amendment applicatons and associated
local area plan amendments, the followang critena shall be applied and reported on in
Administration reports to Calgary Planning Commussion. These critena are not meant {0
ba applied In an absolute sense o detarmine whether or nol a site should be
recommended lof approval. In general, the more criteris an application can meet, the
more appropriate the site Is considared for muti-residential infill development (all other
things being considered equal). The following 1ables represents a proposed checklist lor
preferred condilions to support land use amendments in low density reskientia) areas. it
is to be used in the review and evaluation of land use amenament applicatioly for the
following districts or direct control districts based on the following dislricts:

Multkresidential = Conlexiual Grade~-Oriented (M-CG) District
Mutti-residential ~ Comextual Low Profile (M-C1) Distnct
Mutti-residential - Contextual Medium Profile (M-C2) District

Our Comments

The distances to the nearest transit stops
are actually 30% greater than the 400m
guideline (550m, 550m and 700m). There
are no transit stops on the north side of
Richmond Rd. where this property isl

The pfoposed development at 3404 Richmond Road S.W.

Direct lane access.

Subject Site Comments
Criteria ©On a comer parcel. Corner developmenis have fewer direct interfaces
1 : : with low density development. !
: ; Corner sites avoid mid-dlock development {hay i
| could signal speculalion thal the enlire dblock 1s
2 : appropriate lof redevelopment.
min 400m of a transi stop. Allows for greater ransit use, providing more
mobility options for residents of muti-owelling ;
i developments. .
Can reduce molor vehicle usage, thereby I
minimizing venicle raffic impact on community. |
3 Within 600m of an existing or Allowrs for grealer Uansit use, providing more i
ptanned Primary Transil stop os mobility options for resigents of multk-dwelilng . I
station, i developmenls i
' | Can reduce molor vehicle usage, theredy
;- e | minimzing vehicle (raffic impact on community.
4 'On a collector orhigher standard | Minimizes Wraffic on local streets.
roadway on at 1881 one frontage.
L Adjacent to existing or planned Creales a2n appropriale transition between jow !
5 non-residential development of density and other more intensive land uses of
muhi-dwelling development. larget scale buildings. |
Adjacent fo or across from exisfing | Creales an appropriale transition between low :
6 of planned open space or parx or density and other land uses.
community amentty. §
7 Along or in closa proximity to an Creates an appropriale vansilion between low
exisling ot planned corridor or density ang other land uses
8 activity ¢enbre. -
improves pedestrian environment for local ’

residents by limiting the creabon of muitiple or high
frequency use driveways across local sidewalks.

PJO2014-0155 Mot Restenbar nfill Gumiehnes
152 UNRESTRICTED

A0 ' Page 1 o1 )

The nearest existing or planned Primary
Transit stop is three times the 600m
guideline (1.8 km and 2.2km with one
planned west of Sarcee Trail)

Richmond Road doesn’t meet the criteria
for a Collector or Arterial Road

It does not meet this criteria

The lane behind the proposed development
is narrower than the standard width of 18ft.
It Is unpaved and unmaintained making it
difficult to negotiate parking and driving.

barely meets 50% of the proposed location criteria for
multi-residential infill
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THE CITY OF

) CA LGARY COUNCIL POLICY

Proudly serving a great city

Policy Title: Complete Streets Policy
Policy Number: TP021

Report Number: 1720140307

Approved by: Council

Effective Date: 2014 November 03
Business Unit:  Transportation Planning

BACKGROUND

1. In 2009 September, Council approved the Calgary Transportation Plan (CTP).
Section 3.7 of the CTP includes 22 guiding policies for Complete Streets design.
The CTP did not provide the detailed criteria to design, nor the process to
implement Complete Streets, and several of the new design elements did not
align with the current Design Guidelines for Subdivision Servicing, Section II:
ROADS used by both the development industry and The City of Calgary staff.
The Plan It Calgary Implementation Program (2010 February 17), therefore
identified “developing and adopting complete street guidelines/handbook” as a
key CTP implementation deliverable.

2. Complete Streets Policy aligns with CTP visions and policies for sustainable
growth including a more compact city transportation network layout that promotes
walking, cycling and transit, and preserving open space, parks and other
environmental amenities. In addition, the Complete Streets Policy aligns with
previous Council directions for Land Use and Mobility, Council pricrities, and
CTP Transportation Goals.

3. The Complete Streets Guide is one of the Transportation Department's action
items approved by Council for the 2012-2014 BPBC3 Business Cycle.

PURPOSE
4. The purpose of this policy is:

a. To improve safety and accessibility for all road users. It provides
comprehensive guidelines to The City of Calgary staff and the development
industry on how to incorporate Complete Streets concepts into the planning
(including engagement), design and construction of new streets, and
reconstruction of existing streets. These guidelines better accommodate



111412018 Thae City of Calgary - Road classification

Roads are grouped according to the type of service they provide. The classification of roads assists
in establishing road design features, land use planning policy, traffic density, mobility, safety and
access requirements. A balance of all road types is needed to achieve mobility for all users.

The following section provides a description of the roadway classifications currently used in
Calgary.

Skeletal Roads

At the top end of the street classification are Skeletal Roads, formerly known as Expressways and
Freeways. These roads promote the movement of vehicular traffic over long distances and carry
over 30,000 vehicles per day. They operate at high speeds and have limited direct access and
interaction with adjacent land uses. Facilities within the Skeletal Road right of way for walking and
cycling are not common, but sometimes vital to city-wide pathway connectivity.

Crowchild Trail and Glenmore Trail are Skeletal Roads.

- amenmswes YA chinond R {5 lassifed asheral ?

Arterial Streets provide a reasonably direct connection between multiple communities and major
destinations and carry between 10,000 and 30,000 vehicles per day. They are typically spaced 800
to 1600 metres apart. Arterial Streets make up much of the Primary Transit Network. Green
infrastructure strategies may include vegetated swales, rain gardens, filter strips, and native
vegetation,

Bow Trail is an example of an Arterial Street.

Industrial Arterial

These streets place highest priority on the efficient movement of heavy trucks, but still
accommodate all modes of travel. They are typically lower speed streets with a high percentage of
truck volume, often as high as 30% of all traffic. Industrial Arterials carry between 10,000 and
30,000 vehicles per day. The size of the adjacent industrial lots dictates the level of connectivity or
access.

114 Avenue S.E. is an Industrial Arterial.

1ivhanm Darclarramd
hitp://www.calgary.ca/Transportalion/TP/Pages/Planning/Transporiation-Planning-Studies/Road-classification.aspx 13



Collector Street e
| Daily Traffic Volume Number of Lanes Right-of-way Requirement
‘ (vehicles)
2,000 —-3,000 2 225m

SETA

i
i
22.5 ~
i

1330S 10199(|0D 16-£'G 24nDry

LEGEND

VEHICLE TRAVEL LANE - BiCcYCLE LANE GREEN [NFRASTRUCTURE
[ 1 CurB AND GUTTER BicYCLE BUFFER [ | [EASEMENT

] SIDEWALK OR MULTI-USE PATHWAY PARKING LANE

i
[SEESES

=D
=
=
=2
&
<
o
~
=
53
=
=
&L
=
<
=
fun}
&
&
=
=
o2
&
=3
by
=3
&




)

aping swang Mduiog v102

Primary Collector.
Daity T{zﬁi:i:e\:;oﬁume Number of Lanes Right-of-way Requirement
8,000 - 15,000 20rd 29.0m,30.0 m

LEGEND

VERICLE TRAVEL LANE
Curs AND GUTTER

BicYcLE BUFFER [ ] EASEMENT

SIDEWALK OR MULTI-USE PATHWAY PARKING LANE

BicYcLE LANE GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE |

10]123(102 AleW4 18-8°G 9014




80t

aping sigang alaldung 10z

Daily Traffic Volume

. Number of Lanes Right-of-way Requirement
(vehicles}
15,000 - 20,000 4 32.0 m {min}

19545 [US}R [Ra0°] ip-C'G 2Dl

S

~—0.95—] 4.95—

: !

! :

E R
LEGEND

VEHICLE TRAVEL LANE BICYCLE LANE GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE
[C__1 CurB AND GUTTER Tl BicycteE BUFFER [ ]  EASEMENT
SIDEWALK OR MULTI~USE PATHWAY PARKING LANE




anl

apnY S1RANG AYIINY 10T

e irz:ﬁg;o'ume el Right-of-way Requirement
vent

r’o--— e =

36.0

LEGEND

VEHICLE TRAVEL LANE
CuRB AND GUTTER

SIDEWALK OR MULTI-USE PATHWAY

BICYCLE LANE

BicYCLE BUFFER [ ] EASEMENY

PARKING LANE

EEFE] GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE

G ainlig

g

Yaals [eUoY 1g




\

_5 {
<IN TS Vo WMUSALDY GG - oA HIUALIBY QAN
“Soh NS VA ﬁﬁ&sry Site AT WM RGN
S2h, MO TNl Leee | MRV 3dey TG .as
SoX \.m\. 7 NS T 742 AZ025TTA (37Z [plt e a.
>Ih S _Fl 35&5 7% | SNUYN VIINDSSd z.w?z
N m.u PUUIR\AR £ 002 W& oo 290G W 1500y
= T, AU [ FETE | PSR Goer [ a
ﬁm\/ TS Pg VI 71I5 DIe | ALY PSSl [af [Z0NY
SZA IS Yy Ney) Y Ll A& )zl Yy S5 Ay lel
=7 ST MNNZTIT S/ T% S v )N | 1 RSV
Ylu\\,sw \( ﬁ\\. s FA e Oy AW APM Iy LTS SOV 2E T | HIC T
e i N& \N%\\A ¢z L S Wy AARGII g LY TR NIy ZZL Y7 vIEA Nl
MSFF PVe gy et Sy SvIly |7l rvN
Y S Q¥ hANIY VY LXI0 e NG e ] B
. TS LI ATT 3G 7% SIIT T Y &5 B/ € od
22 : NS w,ﬂ LS 1~2/ % GQQQ.Q\.H M\.uw,ﬁ\t Uaf f< NI
Y rihed MSpe [ hohS —1eRv ) i ™Y | ety iy
ME K LT 998 ALZT] ZN2LS 9
NS 3S = - 3@hs \\qu,w\l “w.\b..—h >
AL S A e E A\ BT 77C Ty
7722 B AL .\\\\\\\\E\y SH L7 T
S < m.\m .\\f\\ﬂ “ —~IT) G «C\r »..\.\.TB&Z
IS I NIRRT ROLE | 377 [ SR K| B2
NS ooy TaLE | hoatS wrv | [HieroN
SN Powvpvyg LI \ﬁeﬁﬁ& 7| BT e Y
IS P 7oahyg gEde]  ~2voRSER VNGod] N [ 34
.ZMQM CEOW LD T SO 9% SVYwcH L o [Py /972
oSS TS €T i~ LSy SCTN A o T STWCH| Y FOT |T/COM ~4HZ S0
T T s 2N TR W AL I A WD s T
MliiVa. B A T S I A S W 115 A R IR K W
=77 27 U /RO A i i A % R i > S B 2kl
(e o PRAVH Buiuoz 5a uL| /7 25 UF (RLAIE 255 | ERIRTIYFE ETTIAN Y | 5T
asmeusis 7 33uey) 1SNIVOV| SS3¥aAav JWVN eg

1

"MS peoy puowydry pobe€ J0 Suluoz-ai

9Y] 2u1uIU0I STOZAT PUe ST0ZAL Smejhg o1 pasoddo ase ‘pausisiapun ayl ‘om

ey

P



We, the undersigned, are opposed to Bylaws 7D2015 and 1P2015 concerning the
re-zoning of 3404 Richmond Road SW.

|

Date NAME

ADDRESS

AGAINST Change
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We, the undersigned, are opposed to Bylaws 7D2015 and 1P2015 concerning the
re-zoning of 3404 Richmond Road SW.
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We, the undersigned, are opposed to Bylaws 7D2015 and 1P2015 concerning the
re-zoning of 3404 Richmond Road SW.
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We, the undersigned, are opposed to Bylaws 7D2015 and 1P2015 concerning the
re-zoning of 3404 Richmond Road SW.
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We, the undersigned, are opposed to Bylaws 7D2015 and 1P2015 concerning the
re-zoning of 3404 Richmond Road SW.
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We, the undersigned, are opposed to Bylaws 7D2015 and 1P2015 concerning the
re-zoning of 3404 Richmond Road SW.
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Meeting on August 19, 2014, at Killarney Glengarry Hall
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We, the undersigned, are
opposed to Bylaws 7D2015 and
1P2015 concerning the re-zoning

of 3404 Richmond Road SW.



/

— IS Fetatc | ol A0 | PN

I 7 1oh L~ 2 | /X 20 @ (ATIN | 7 NON

A - S !
S 1S B NIE OZok _GAITAN | N
W\ﬁf A~ o - QCFLT WL ) GG YR | AT
R T A2 I Fe _SRAL POYLPONR SO |~ A
T O K O QﬁJJ.. N TV OS2
< ﬂw 7 =
T S Pe Woﬁﬁo i J
D S AL WLl e
o e N P LR mv.\w,.q TVVRSTAT £ T ) T
~FON T  paF S EE LR | TN g mLUL ey,
Ve N0 S U5 62 Lo | NN o] ShoN

=25 79 S8k - Zoor| oy T ST
AMF276 " (25 2105 €% -Seor HIFKERULS M7y | /o)
T Dfs 25 SE -Se0k| 29236 vy | T SN

WO T LS £ T i c«.WM.l\ Vil Mh sl
f\ wawx( > FOCE & I ey  odpuest | - e

g 252 ZIEX | —poiogg SO | 3 Y
wa Ao S IS 25 CIRE | IOFIITD TROsg | ATN

TR 05 IS 5% [ Fee [0 XOT0 | FTON

D SN YN X & \ \'\)\b\ ‘x\;\ SN ‘7\5 \\\

T\svw\/&.U R \w o« g X «A«A.VI v\y‘f.(C... \\M.\...R,_\_u

LN (S X5 T2 1¥Te i S 1 =

RIS Lf\;v,m\x —  1ETL WS I o .,u, % 0

ey \\I\.H o~y /.. \.fu ffM\ \\\(\l ,l.\\ /( (JL..( (.I! > \). ,\.\.\\ J.....

\i% ﬁ 7i7 75 CZ ~TIAZ g m Z N

e - uca&u D% $5 25 ~2IFC TP 5o
o = TRAIBG  tng 45 & SIAVL D -

b ~ -
TN/ TR B TUOA, | L (2
~ S < MU L o R S\ W ]
vV ead = | __— 1V er& QOGS IS bun
T~ Buwoz oq ul
2injeusis '98uByD 1SNIVOV ss3yaavy ‘

JNVN 3eQg




Date

NAME

ADDRESS

AGAINST Change

Signature

in DC Zoning
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We, the undersigned, are
opposed to Bylaws 7D2015 and
1P2015 concerning the re-zoning
of 3404 Richmond Road SW.
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We, the undersigned, are
opposed to Bylaws 7D2015 and
1P2015 concerning the re-zoning
of 3404 Richmond Road SW.
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We, the undersigned, are
opposed to Bylaws 7D2015 and
1P2015 concerning the re-zoning
of 3404 Richmond Road SW.
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We, the undersigned, are
opposed to Bylaws 7D2015 and
1P2015 concerning the re-zoning
of 3404 Richmond Road SW.
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THANK YOU NEIGHBOURS!

KILLARNEY/GLENGARRY, RUTLAND PARK, RICHMOND /KNOBHILL
Re-zoning of the lot on the corner of 3314 St SW and Richmond

Road for a six-plex was turned down by City Council

For those of you that we met in our November and December canvassing, you will be
pleased to know that your signature made a difference! Over 270 people signed our
petition to stop the spot rezoning in Killarney. For those of you that we missed, here is
an update. .

The reason residents were opposed to the re-zoning is because Calgary’s Planning
Commission gave approval for this development based on an indeterminate, non-
statutory document, which would set the precedent for spot re-zoning and expose every
corner in the community to a four- or six-plex.

Community residents attended the public hearing to share with the City Council that
they are not against higher density to support our growing City, but that the ARP {Area .
Redevelopment Plan) had to be adhered to, making a six-plex not acceptable. In fact,
the community’'s ARP already allows for duplexes on lots that now hold bungalows. In
addition, large areas along 17 Ave, 29" St and 26" Ave allow buildings with more than 2

housing units per lot.

We suggested that City Council encourage developers to use the areas already zoned
for higher density for multi-family dweilings. Any other zoning changes not covered
in the ARP should be dealt with through public engagement and not spot
rezoning requests.

City Council voted 11 - 4 against the proposed re-zoning. The councilors that supported
our view and voted against the proposed re-zoning were: A. Chabot, S. Chu, D.
Colley-Urquhart, P. Demtong, R. Jones, S. Keating, J. Magliocca, R. Pootmans, J.
Stevenson, and W. Sutherland and Mayor N. Nenshi. The councilors that voted in
favour of the proposed re-zoning were: E. Woolley, G-C. Carra, D. Farrell, and B.

Pincott.

Please watch for the yellow and blue notices posted by the City. This is a call to action
to make sure that we pay attention and keep development within our ARP.

We are very pleased with this outcome as it represents our voice. Thanks for your
invaluable participation!

For more information: email Catherine @ catherinemunro@telus.net or Sheri @
verde@shaw.ca.
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