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Letter 500

Smith, Theresa L.
Public Submissions
FW: [EXT] Secondary Suites
Friday, March 02, 2018 7:56:58 AM

From: Rod McLeod [mailto:Rod.McLeod@telus.net]
Sent: Thursday, March 01, 2018 4:00 PM
To: City Clerk <CityClerk@calgary.ca>
Cc: Farkas, Jeromy A. <Jeromy.Farkas@calgary.ca>; 'Walter Dawson' <wdawson@perfcointl.com>;
'Walker John' <John.Walker@laurentianbank.ca>; 'stewart mackinnon'
<stewart.smsdist1@hotmail.com>; mcgovernburke@gmail.com; 'Dick Van Grieken'
<dick@telsec.ca>; Avril Derbyshire <Avril.Derbyshire@CalgaryHealthRegion.ca>
Subject: [EXT] Secondary Suites
Dear Sirs:
I wish to advise that I am opposed to the City of Calgary taking any action that could result, directly
or indirectly, in amending, or altering in any way, zoning which has been in place for many, many
years and which was relied upon by homeowners when they purchased their homes.
In fact, the City’s desire to unilaterally amend existing zoning designations to add secondary suites to
R-1 zoned properties may very well be illegal or, at the very least, civilly actionable by those who see
their property values fall as a result of this ill conceived initiative.
Surely there are more important matters for you, the Aldermen and the Mayor to address their
minds.
Sincerely,
Rod McLeod
74 Willow Park Green SE
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Letter 501

Shelley Murray
Public Submissions
[EXT] Secondary suites
Friday, March 02, 2018 8:10:53 AM

Dear Council, My husband and I would like to send forth our thoughts surrounding changes to
secondary suite applications. While overall we are supportive of secondary suites in some
communities we are only in favor if some rules come with those changes to help prevent illegal
suites.
1. Mandatory suite registration and renewal of registration every year. Fees attached to this
2. Mandatory suite inspection every year (Fees to register can go toward increased staffing for
this)
3. Increased fines for those suites that are illegal or in violation of registration or bylaws
surrounding safety
4. Parking restrictions to protect parking on streets. (Example 5 or 6 cars tied to one suite, and
another 2 or 3 tied to main floor of dwelling can cause major concerns between neighbors)
This is especially necessary on Cul de sacs where parking is limited to begin with. (example
where my mother lives in Bowness she has an illegal suite next door, and on a regular basis
there is 9-10 cars and trucks parked there nightly. As visitors to my mothers home we are
usually unable to park in front of her house due to the many cars parked at the neighbors.
(Maybe we need parking permits in place to control this) I understand these are public
parking on streets, but usually you do want to park in the vicinity of your dwelling or where
you are visiting.
5. Dedicated staff for inspection of suites, not just regular by law staff
6. We don’t think a blanket land use change is necessary across the city to allow suites or
backyard dwellings. Inter city neighbor hoods, including those by universities and colleges,
should be eligible only. We have worked hard to buy our single family home and to maintain it
and improve it. We don’t believe opening up secondary suites to across the city would help
our property values but decrease them. Especially if we don’t get the controls around them as
necessary to insure parking issues are addressed and safety issues for tenants.
7. We don’t believe it is right or necessary for applications to come before city council if you do
the bylaws right and rules surrounding applications and approvals city council approval is not
necessary. This is a waste of council time and tax payers money. Our good neighbors of this
city should not have to air their private issues to the public or council.
Shelley and David Murray
95 Woodgate Close SW
Calgary Alberta
T2W 4B9
403-2381527
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Letter 502

Robert and Shelley Ferguson
Public Submissions
[EXT] Subject: Propsed Bylaw Change to Zoning in NW Calgary - Bylaw # 24P2018
Friday, March 02, 2018 8:19:04 AM

pls include my correspondence below into any report to Council on this proposed rezoning change.
Thank you.

Robert Ferguson
++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++++
From: Robert and Shelley Ferguson <randsferg@gmail.com>
Date: Thu, Mar 1, 2018 at 8:22 AM
Subject: Propsed Bylaw Change to Zoning in NW Calgary - Bylaw # 24P2018
To: councillorweb@calgary.ca, Ward04@calgary.ca
Cc: brntwd@calgary.ca
I am writing to express my concerns to the proposed bylaw. I'll briefly summarize them as follows:
- this is a significant change to the historical and existing zoning for this area and ultimately can be deemed as a mass rezoning.
- I am surprised and disappointed there has been no formal engagement with residents on these changes (as required by City
policy) other than by notification by letter and newspaper ad.
- I am concerned that changes to both secondary suite and backyard suites are contained in the same proposed changes. I am
totally against any consideration for backyard (or garage) suites.
- I am surprised the City of Calgary has so little information about existing legal secondary suites. It would make sense for the City to
get their existing secondary suite registry in order prior to establishing a mandatory registry for new suites.
Thanks for the opportunity to comment on these proposed changes. I'll be monitoring the debate and voting on these changes as
the proposal is considered by City Council.
Sincerely
Robert Ferguson
3423 Button Road NW
Calgary, AB
T2L 1M9
Ward 4
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Letter 503

Glenn Johnston
Public Submissions
[EXT] Feedback on Proposed Changes to Land Use Bylaw 1P2007 (Secondary Suites)
Friday, March 02, 2018 8:57:42 AM
Secondary Suites Guidelines Comments.pdf

On behalf of Braeside Community Association, I am pleased to provide feedback to Calgary City
Administration regarding the proposed changes to Land Use Bylaw1P2007 – a process to improve
the administration of Secondary and Backyard Suites.
The feedback is contained in the attached PDF document titled ‘Secondary Suites Guidelines
Comments’.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback to the City on this important bylaw change.
Sincerely,
Glenn Johnston
Chair of Planning Committee
Braeside Community Association
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Comments on Proposed Policy to Guide Discretion for Secondary Suites and Backyard Suites from
Braeside Community Association (BCA)
Below the type in italics are the comments from BCA. Regular type are extracted from the C2017-1249
Secondary Suite Process Reform document and are primarily focused on Attachment 3

General Comments
More than just having a register of secondary suite landlords we believe that all secondary suite
landlords should hold a non-transferrable license. The public should be able to search and get contact
information for any landlord from a registry that the city maintains in the event of any complaints that
they may wish to register with the landlord against tenants. We believe that this should also be the case
for any non-resident landlords of any rented R-1, R-C1and R-C1L properties.
The issuance of the license would show that the rented property is safe for habitation and meets city bylaws and also permit the public to register complaints related to potential bylaw infringements”
BCA is fully aware of using the 311 service to report violations of the community standards by-laws.
However our experience is that this service is good in documenting such instances but poor in results of
having the landlords provide any remedies.
Attachment 3
Section B Planning Principles for Secondary Suites and Backyard Suites
1b. The required motor vehicle parking stall(s) for the primary Dwelling Unit should not be considered
as providing the required motor vehicle parking for a suite
“This implies that any existing parking space on the property be it on a driveway or in a garage cannot be
used for additional parking for a secondary suite. Is this the case? In clause f it says “Unless located on
an existing driveway the stall should not be paved and should be on a permeable surface.” This implies
that an additional stall can be within an existing driveway. Please clarify this guideline”
1f. The Development Authority may consider relaxing the maximum parcel coverage in the District when
the required motor vehicle parking stall is not provided in a private garage. Unless located on an
existing driveway the stall should not be paved and should be on a permeable surface.
“The highlighted section implies a gravel pad or turf area. Is this really what is intended? The types of
allowable permeable surfaces should be included or this sentence clarified”
In general we also believe that parking for secondary suites should not increase the number of vehicles
parked on the street on which the secondary suite is located.
2. Amenity Space
a. The required amenity space for a suite should be provided on the parcel.
“It would be useful to provide a definition of ‘amenity space’. “We assume this is an outdoor area of
some sort.”
b. The design and orientation of a suite should ensure direct access with the required private amenity
space.
“The minimum size of private amenity space should be specified and identified on new secondary suite
applications. The means by which privacy for this space from contiguous properties and the primary
resident’ private space should be identified in the application.”
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C. Additional Policies for Backyard Suites
“Regarding privacy for neighboring properties and also for the primary residence, we believe that no
private amenity spaces such as decks, or window placement (frosted windows acceptable) should be
such that it intrudes on the privacy of neighboring and contiguous parcels.”
“There should be no impact from shadowing of a backyard structure on adjacent properties
“This section should also reference compliance with existing bylaws for the setback of structures form
property lines.”
“No city trees should be removed for the purposes of providing a parking stall, private amenity space and
construction of a backyard structure”
“There should be no adverse impact on rainfall drainage from the property on which the secondary suite
will be to the adjacent properties, lanes or roads.
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Letter 504

Harrison, Nuria
Ward7 - Katie Dekruyf
Public Submissions
[EXT] Potential Changes to Secondary Suites
Friday, March 02, 2018 9:12:59 AM

Good Morning Drew:
I am a long time resident/home owner in St. Andrews Heights. We have been notified that your
office is looking for community feedback regarding:
“Briefly, should the City pass this Land Use Bylaw change, Secondary Suites would be allowed with only a
discretionary Development Permit on all R-1, R-C1 and R-C1L properties (further reference to R-1 in this email
includes R-C1 and R-C1L). It means that all current R-1 property owners may now simply apply to build a second
dwelling (a Secondary/Basement Suite, or a Backyard Suite) on their single detached lot without having to secure a
formal land use re-designation (re-zoning).
Under the current rules, in order to build a secondary suite, a property owner must apply to Council to change from
an R-1 zoning (commonly referred to as single family) to R-1s. Under the new rules, every R-1 property owner may
request a second dwelling be added to their property”

Based on the information above:
·

I support the change in approval process for secondary suites within existing houses to the
discretionary Development Permit

·

I do not support the change in approval process for backyard, detached suites. I believe
depending on the size/height/location those suites can have a detrimental impact to the
neighbouring yards so they should require more consultation.

·

If the proposed amendment can not make a distinction between the 2 types of secondary
suites then I do not support it.

Best Regards,
Nuria Harrison
2907 12 Ave NW

--------------------------------------------------------If you wish to no longer receive electronic messages from this sender, please respond and advise accordingly in your return email.
This email and its contents are private and confidential, for the sole use of the addressees. If you are not an intended recipient, copying,
forwarding or other distribution of this email or its contents by any means is prohibited. If you believe that you received this email in error
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Petro-Canada is a Suncor Energy business.
150 – 6th Avenue S.W., Calgary, Alberta, Canada, T2P 3E3 (Corporate Head Office) / www.suncor.com
-----------------------Si vous ne voulez plus recevoir de messages électroniques de cet expéditeur, veuillez l’en aviser en répondant à ce courriel.
Ce courriel et son contenu sont privés et confidentiels, et sont destinés à l’usage exclusif des destinataires. Si vous n'êtes pas le
destinataire prévu, toute reproduction, transfert ou autre forme de diffusion de ce courriel ou de son contenu par quelque moyen que ce
soit est interdit. Si vous croyez avoir reçu ce courriel par erreur, veuillez en aviser l’expéditeur original et supprimer cette communication
et toutes ses copies immédiatement.
Petro-Canada est une entreprise de Suncor Énergie.
150 – 6th Avenue S.W., Calgary, Alberta, Canada, T2P 3E3 (siège social) / www.suncor.com
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Letter 505

Ward4 - Andrew Chin
Public Submissions
I do not support the change to the land use bylaw 1P2007
Friday, March 02, 2018 9:49:23 AM
image001.png

Dear City Council
As it stands I do not support the change to the land use bylaw 1P2007 allowing unknown city officials
to decide property designation.
I believe that secondary suites should have two separate designations one being owner occupied
and that the registered owner must maintain the property as their primary residence, and has a
secondary suite either for income rental or for shared accommodation arrangements. i.e.
independence for grown children other family members or care givers. These should be able to be
developed without City Council approval and processed through the Development and land permits
with a new R-1 rating. If the registered property owner ceases residency on the property then the
suite either has to be removed or a new application to change the status to an commercial
residential property and would then have to be approved by council and Calgary planning and
development.
The second is investment income properties where the property owner does not reside on the
property that includes a secondary suite. These should continue to be approved by council after
going through planning and development as they are now a commercial residential dwelling and
should be licensed as such. This will help lessen neighbor disputes as a license could be suspended
when landlords don’t manage their tenants, or property. Second it would mitigate runaway house
prices like Vancouver and Toronto with investment property purchases for the purpose of adding
suites.
Thank You
Kelly Pratte
Address: 207 Huntridge WY NE
Community: Huntington Hills
Phone number(s): … Cell: (403) 988-0952
E-Mail: kgpratte207@shaw.ca
Andrew Chin B.SC.
Community Liaison to Councillor Sean Chu - Ward 4
Office of the Councillors, The City of Calgary
PO Box 2100, Stn M | Mail code #8001A | Calgary, AB T2P 2M5
T 403.268.3727 | E WARD04@calgary.ca | W calgary.ca/ward4
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Office of the City Clerk
The City of Calgary
700 Macleod Trail SE
P.O. box 2100 Station M Calgary
Calgary, AB
T2P 2M5

March 2 2018
Dear Dane,
As a home owner in Stanley Park I would like to express my strong support for the
amended bylaw that would remove the need for council to approve secondary suites and
backyard and above garage suites. We need to encourage inner City development and
enable landowners to make choices that best address their situation. My understanding is
this will greatly speed up the process and enable council to address more pressing matters.
I hope the by-laws proposed in your letter dated Feb 8 2018 are successful.
Sincerely,

Tracy lee
4532 Stanley Drive SW
Calgary, Alberta
T2S 2R9
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Re: Land Use Bylaw 1P2007
To Whom It May Concern,
Strongly OPPOSED
We purchased our home specifically because it was zoned R-1 single famly. We have limited mobility and at
times with young grand kids and hip surgeries we need parking. We definitely would not have purchased in
a multi family/suites location. There are hundreds of vehicles zooming in front of us on a daily basis,
estimated speed 70km plus/minus. If zoning can be changed on a whim without any direct say by your
electors, especially stated during the election year, what trust is there in anything said by Council. As one
of the top three LEAST CREDIBLE sentences in Calgary," I am from the government and here to help you ."
How will these Secondary Suites be controlled? History tells us no control. Note the lack of controls the
past 20 years. SHAMEFUL Given the current and unresolved issues facing our street such as:
1.
2.
3.

congestion of our street (due to overflow parking)
Space for snow removal (limited with overflow street parking)
Weekly waste collections (even more limited space garbage, compost and recycle bins)

It is important to note that Rockyledge Street, is the only access point for the 250+ Blue Sky condo units.
Located at the end of the street, the condos contribute to the volume of traffic, as well, their overflow
parking adds to the limited street parking available to the home owners and their visitors. With Secondary
Suites, the street parking will get even more limited and competitive. My neighbours have unsuccessfully
addressed these issues with the City in the past, so how would the City and 3-1-1 be able to remediate
these issues which would obviously increase with the correlating population growth.
Since the current infrastructure does not support the existing population, there should be careful
consideration by the City before moving forward with any changes to this bylaw.
As stated, this change in bylaw will exacerbate residential traffic and street parking and the City cannot in
good conscience relinquish their duty to unfettered population growth. Does the City plan to enforce a
limit to the number of Secondary Suites per street given the issues listed above? Also does the City plan to
increase snow removal to accommodate for parking?
Moreover, the City should reconsider making it mandatory for people to register their Secondary Suites on
the Registry. Neighbouring homeowners should provide their written approval and receive damage
deposits (lawn maintenance) for Secondary Suite home owners when they are unable to control and
manage their Renters' behaviour as there is no means or expedited process in complying with bylaws (i.e.
10 days for 3-1-1 to be onsite). Renters including those in Secondary Suites have no accountability to
Neighbours yet their impacts on the lack of property maintenance and care significantly diminishes our
curb appeal.
If the current processes that are in place are unable to address the existing issues stated above, how can
the city in good conscience allow unmanaged, unmonitored and uncontrolled development to occur? This
will only exacerbate the residential congestion that persists.

Concerned Calgary Homeowner, Gerald Wheeler 10483 Rockyledge St NW T3GSN

I
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,
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Letter 508

shannon andrukow
Public Submissions; Ward7 - Katie Dekruyf; Office of the Mayor; President SAHCA; Councillor Web
[EXT] Proposal to change bylaws on Secondary Suites
Friday, March 02, 2018 10:39:20 AM

Mayor Nenshi and Members of City Council,
How is it possible that when you had 80% opposition to the most recent application for a secondary suite in St.
Andrew’s Heights, you would find it wise to blindly impose a bylaw permitting secondary suites in our community?
Druh Farrell, it is your responsibility to represent your constituents. You have heard countless times that the
members of St. Andrews Heights are firmly opposed to secondary suites. Why do such a few number of council
members get to choose our community’s fate, when you know exactly how the majority of us feel?
I have listed before the reasons we are opposed to secondary suites, so I feel this is repetitious. It brings more traffic,
more strangers, less community-feel, our roads simply become unsafe.
Mayor Nenshi, the biggest question I have is why is this even necessary? Even though I am not particularly in
favour of your plan for inner city density, I understand what you are attempting to achieve. This, however, is already
being achieved through the countless number of high rises and condos that are being built in surrounding areas Brentwood, University District, Stadium plaza, 16th avenue plans - to name a few. Why are you so compelled to add
more residents to our neighbourhood as well?
We respectfully request you listen to the people of this community and leave St. Andrew’s Heights R1 zoned.
Warren and Shannon Andrukow
2647 - 12 Avenue NW
shannon andrukow
403.585.0818
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March 2, 2018

Office of the City Clerk
The City of Calgary
700 Mcleod Trail, P.O. Box 2100, Postal Station ‘M’
Calgary, Alberta
T2P 2M5

Dear City Council,
In considering the proposed changes to the Land Use Bylaw (1P2007), I simply ask City Counsel to use
common sense before deciding. Ask yourself if this is truly needed in today’s environment vs when these
measures were proposed and what the implications are of making the changes. In my view, making the
proposed changes does the following:
•

•
•

•

Breaks a bond that buyers of most R-1 properties thought they were entering when they
invested hundreds of thousands of dollars in a home. The vast majority of people who bought
an R-1 property did so on purpose as they want to live/raise their kids in a relatively quiet
neighborhood with less traffic/parking issues. By changing the rules, you are breaking that bond.
Removes the inherent balance/diversity of neighborhoods in the city. Having diversity in the
types of neighborhoods and types of dwellings in our neighborhoods is one of the great things
about our city. Why mess with that?
Does nothing to build density in the city. High vacancy rates exist right now and there are plenty
of affordable places to rent, especially in the inner-city area. Should we not be trying to fill the
existing oversupply of condo/rental units in the city rather than encourage more? Encouraging
more rental units that are further away from C-Train lines translates to more traffic in the city.
Does nothing to remedy the problem of existing illegal suites that don’t meet safety codes.
Making it legal for these suites to exist does nothing to improve safety for homeowners and
renters if these units weren’t built to code in the first place. If owners of these suites were
comfortable renting them illegally in the past, why do we think they are suddenly going to
obtain necessary inspections and such to get on a registry?

Yours Truly,
Shane Campbell
111 Chelsea ST NW
Calgary, Alberta
T2K 1P1
shane.w.campbell@gmail.com
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Terry Avramenko <terryav@shaw.ca>
Monday, March 05, 2018 11:12 AM
Public Submissions
[EXT] Rezoning and Secondary Suites

I wish to submit my objection to rezoning and allowing secondary suites in the community of Acadia. I strongly oppose
rezoning and allowing secondary suites.
I do agree that the question of secondary suites should not be decided by City Council and they should have the
Development Department have guidelines to approve secondary suites but I do not want them in my community.
We currently live across from a school and on school days and during functions at the school, we often can not park in
front of our own home. They sometimes even park in our alley. We have rentals houses in the area and there is one
where there are at least 4 vehicles belonging to one house. If it had a suite, we would probably be dealing with 6 vehicles
or more. This morning there were at least 6 strange vehicles parked on just a portion of our block - I can not see the
entire block from my window.
There are parents dropping off and picking up children every school day and often parking in front of our home.
We choice to buy in an area zoned R-1 for a reason. If the City wishes to delegate more suites, try doing it in one of the
new areas where people know what they are buying instead of rezoning existing communities. I would like to see the
integrity of the community maintained and not devalued more. While there are a number of renters who do take care of
their property, the majority do not seem to care. They do not have the same commitment as home owners.
Most of the dealings with the City of Calgary appear to be a foregone conclusion before the residents have a say. I do
strongly object to secondary suites and rezoning of my property.
Terrice Avramenko
564 Arlington Drive SE
Calgary, AB T2H 1S6
403-255-5477
terryav@shaw.ca
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Letter 511

Wendy Ryan
Farkas, Jeromy A.; Councillor Web; Office of the Mayor; Public Submissions
"Al McDowell"; "Andrea & Charlie Malone"; "Ed & Jackie Engstrom"; "Doug Mountford"; "Lorna Mountford";
Kelvin_W@telus.net; "Kate Wood"
[EXT] Objection to Proposed Changes to Land Use Bylaw 1P2007
Friday, March 02, 2018 11:00:00 AM

Subject:
Date:

Attention: The Mayor, Councillors, Administration
Re:

Proposed Changes to Land Use Bylaw 1P2007

We strongly object to the proposed changes to Land Use Bylaw 1P2007 to allow
Secondary Suites and Backyard Suites (backyard / laneway / garage) as a discretionary
use in R-1 (Residential – One Dwelling District), R-C1 (Residential – Contextual One
Dwelling District), and R-C1L (Residential – Contextual Large Parcel One Dwelling District)
across the city.
As a minimum, the proposal should be amended to delete backyard / laneway / over
garage suites from the motion.
Our reasons:
“ONE DWELLING DISTRICT”: R-1, R-C1 and R-C1L are all called ONE
DWELLING districts for a reason which is ONE / SINGLE family occupying the
property. Not multiple families / units occupying a single property.
Inadequate City Policy and Process: City policy governing secondary suites, and
in particular backyard / laneway / over garage suites, is written from the perspective
of the dwelling where a secondary suite is being added. The policy and process do
not consider and incorporate impact on neighbouring properties and families.
Preserving the Character and Quality of Life R-1, R-C1 and R-C1L Residential
Districts: The proposed amendment will change R-1, R-C1 and R-C1L districts from
single family neighbourhoods to rental districts with transient populations. The unique
character of these neighbourhoods should be maintained which, in a significant way,
is due to the fact that there are no secondary suites. We bought our property on the
basis of a single family neighbourhood and want to maintain the single family
character of the neighbourhood.
Inadequate City Infrastructure: Increasing density will add additional burden on
aging City infrastructure that currently struggles to service the demands of more
modern households and vehicle traffic (i.e. water and sewer lines, and roads).
Increased density brings more demands and costs for existing City services which
the City has largely ignored in favour of greenfield infrastructure development and
support.
Increased Traffic: Increased density will lead inevitably to higher traffic volumes
these neighbourhoods which are already plagued with cut through traffic, speeders
and high volumes. This will result in a noisier community and raise concerns for
safety to pedestrians.
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Given all these issues, we urge City Council to reject the proposed changes to Land Use
Bylaw regarding secondary suites. Thank you for your consideration of our objection.
Vernon Kimball and Wendy Ryan
Owners of 3225 – 7th Street S.W.
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Letter 512

Terry Muldrew
Public Submissions
[EXT] Bed & Breakfast/secondary suites
Friday, March 02, 2018 11:05:36 AM

The following comments are based on my observations and experiences within 6-8 homes
adjacent to my propery.
These observations include Air B&B as well as secondary suites and home based businesses. I
will limit my comments to Secondary suites and short term (Air B&B style accomodation),
but consider the cumulative affect of the "mixed use" activity in our RESIDENTIAL
community.
AIRB&B
NEGATIVES:
PRIVACY
Privacy is challenged to every RESIDENTIAL property around the micro- MOTEL (air
B&B).
(personal cars, taxis, ride shares, rental cars, food/liquor delivery, and foot traffic coming and
going at ALL hours almost every day) These activities include door/trunk slamming, car
alarm arming/false alarms, crying children, barking dogs and loud conversations while loading
and unloading.
PARKING
Though advertised or required to have parking, Air B&B hosts usually have their guests park
on street so the owners can access their garage and driveway. This consumes community
parking for RESIDENTS and their visitors in the RESIDENTIAL community. It also
contributes to noise associated with loading and unloading. I actually had someone parked in
front of my driveway for 15 minutes while they rearranged their loading, meanwhile agitating
and causing my dog, who was laying on the front porch, to bark and become defensive.
SMOKING
Since smoking is NOT permitted on the Air B&B property, we the neighbors have the
pleasure of Air B&B guests milling about or on our properties and playgrounds/greenspaces,
chatting and tossing their butts into the street/yards/parks.
NOISE
Many homes have street facing bedrooms. The activity of a travelling public is not
appreciated.
SECURITY
- typically, residents have all that they value in life at and in their homes, their "private" lives,
posessions and loved ones. It is unsettling to have transient people observing us, our
possesions and our families and lifestyle.
TRAFFIC
Unfamiliar drivers navigating our neighborhood while looking for their destination. Usually
distracted with devices instructing them where to go while missing the nuances of the
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EFFECTS ON BUSINESS
Air B&B takes business away from those who have invested in the hospitality industry and
reduces the city's tax base.
NB: It should be noted that many Air B&Bs operate as secondary suites, not as whole house
rentals.
BENEFITS
NONE - with the exception of:
- money in the pockets of the Hosts and the Air B&B organization
- accommodation savings to travellers
- perhaps a nominal fee for licensing from the City,
I don't see this arrangement as benefitial to the majority of residents.
That our City would pander to the wants/ability/financial advancement of 2-3 entities while
burdening other citizens , is inconceivable.
Considering the RESIDENTIAL nature of RESIDENTIAL neighborhoods, I question the
logic behind even considering allowing AIR B&B or any other short-term use of random
houses to be permitted.
SECONDARY SUITES
Parking is THE biggest issue.
Experience shows me that street parking becomes overly occupied while driveways are left
vacant for garage access. Another shocking observation is "front yard" parking! There are
some properties with 5 or 6 cars parked in the front yard. Some homes have widened their
driveways to accomodate parking, and by doing so, have arbitrarily removed onstreet parking
availability. Whether these are secondary suites or "rooming houses", it speaks to the
infrastructure shortcomings of a single dwelling RESIDENTIAL neighborhood. Afterall, the
neighborhood was NOT designed to carry such a population load.
SCHOOLS, RECREATION AND SERVICES
Adding populations to already burgeoning infrastructure assets, seems irresponsible in almost
every way.
Before approving or setting rules concerning the COMMERCIAL use of residential properties,
or for any use other than residential, I urge citizens and Council to consider whether the
majority benefits or not. Most people who buy homes in low density residential housing areas
do so for a reason and anticipate the benefits for which they paid when buying the property in
the chosen location. Does Council alone, (a mere 12 people or so), really have the authority to
change such a fundamental aspect of residential property ownership and lifestyle?
I think these changes in residential land use should be put to plebesite.
Respectfully,
Terry Muldrew
141 Harvest Creek Close, NE
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Letter 513

John Mauel
Public Submissions
[EXT] Secondary suites: Very against proposed Land Use Bylaw change
Friday, March 02, 2018 11:11:18 AM

As a long-time resident of St. Andrew's Heights, I and my wife would like to voice our strong disagreement with the
proposed changes to the Land Use Bylaw making a re-zoning of an R-1 property to allow for a secondary suite(s)
much easier.
A recent poll of St. Andrew's heights showed that 80% of the residents were against the proposed changes.
When I bought my home 20 years ago, I wanted, and paid more for, a home in a single family area. To make it so
much easier to allow secondary suites and 'laneway houses' on the same property will change the character of my
loved neighbourhood for the worse.
Thank-you for your attention.
John Mauel

Bob Porteous, P.Eng.
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5008 Nesbitt Rd NW
Calgary AB T2K 2N5
Email: bobporteous@telus.net
2018-03-01
Office of the City Clerk
The City of Calgary
700 Macleod Trail SE
Calgary AB T2P 2M5

Dear Madam Sir
In the matter of revision of the secondary suites by law revision and policy, to come before council on March 12, I
believe the following amendment, or similar, should be moved.
Attachment 3, section A. Planning Objectives, subsection 2 mentions potential impact on communities;
It is recommended that the following suggested improvement be adopted because it allows public input at an earlier
stage in the process, instead of only at appeal. This is a more fair approach not requiring a party making a submission to
pay a fee to go before the SDAB. The SDAB option should remain available for appeals.
Adding the following subsection is suggested:
2a: “Consideration of submissions of support or objection by Community Associations and/or by individuals.
Discretionary Development Permit applications are advertised to allow public input. That input must be considered by
Administration in terms not limited to planning principles. Administration must consider whether there is significant
effect on the existing social (not structures) character of the community. Administration should provide its reasons for
agreeing or disagreeing with public submissions. “
The above adjudication of written submissions can be done by Administration without engaging in a public hearing,
provided they provide written reasons for their decision.
After granting or refusing the Development Permit application, either party may appeal through the SDAB.
A second comment regarding the policy is that the proponent of the suite should show he/she has the support of at
least one of the four adjacent neighbours, preferably all four. If that support is absent and there are dozens of
neighbours opposed, there is reason to believe that the social character of the area and perhaps the entire community
would be changed by the unwanted densification and/or other effects.
Just because planners think densification is good, does not mean that a particular community thinks that way. In many
cases, including mine, we paid extra to buy a lot in an area that was zoned for single family use, R1. We expected not
only our own property but neighboring properties to have that designation. For officials to arbitrarily change the quality
of life for a whole area, without consultation or compensation is a violation of that trust.
Bob Porteous, P.Eng.
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Letter 515

Doug James
Public Submissions; Ward7 - Katie Dekruyf; Councillor Web; Office of the Mayor
President@StAndrewsHeights.ca
[EXT] Proposed changes regarding secondary suites
Friday, March 02, 2018 11:31:22 AM

Ladies and Gentlemen,
I am writing to voice my concerns regarding the proposed changes to the Land Use Bylaw regarding
secondary Suites.
I am in support of a simplified application process for a Secondary/Basement Suite for R-1, R-C1 and
R-C1L zoning that does not affect the outside appearance and size of the dwelling.
I do not support a simple “automatic” application process for Backyard Suites because of the
substantial changes this might cause due to parking, crowding of the property, height of secondary
buildings, privacy and sight lines, particularly in older neighborhoods. Rather, I am in support a land
use review process for Backyard Suites in R-1 neighborhoods that addresses the neighbor’s
concerns, and where approval is conditional on a formal review process that addresses these sorts of
issues, like the process in use for new construction of primary dwellings.
Regards,
Douglas James
2564 Toronto Crescent NW
St. Andrews Heights
Cell | 403.681.1163
CONFIDENTIALITY
This email contains information that is private, confidential and is exempt from disclosure under
applicable law.   This message is intended for the above mentioned recipient(s) only.   If you have
received this message in error or are not the named recipient(s), please notify the sender, delete
this message and do not disclose or relay this e-mail message to anyone.
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Letter 516

MRS P LEONARD
Public Submissions
[EXT] Re: Potential Changes to Land Use By-Law Regarding 400 Canterville Dr. S.W., Calgary
Friday, March 02, 2018 11:35:34 AM

Dear Sirs;
Please accept my comments as follows with regard to the proposed zoning change of my property at 400
Canterville Dr. S.W., Calgary. I have expressed my concerns and disagreement with this proposed
change in point form for your consideration as follows;
- such a change would undermine the integrity of the Zoning system currently in place as property owners
buy and value property on the basis of Zoning which is a reflection of the of a properties inherent value
with value increasing as density decreases. Hence, the more residences on a property, the lower its
value. Therefore, when we bought this property, we bought on the basis that the property was in an
established neighborhood and the Zoning reflected long-term residence requirements.
- certainly, basement suites would create more traffic, noise and congestion in the neighborhood,
- although an increase in density would be reflected in a probable decrease in value, I don't forsee a
decrease in property taxes,
- the change in Zoning in order to streamline the approval of secondary suites seems only to be a
change that is proposed because the City of Calgary is not able or not willing to develop a better system
of approving secondary residential suites other than changing zoning
- a change at this point to changing the system of approving secondary suites seems somewhat
redundant as the patterns of population growth, i.e. inmigration, have changed significantly and the need
for secondary suites has decreased.
In conclusion, I most strongly oppose a change to create higher density for my property and
neighborhood and request that the City of Calgary develop a better system of approving secondary suites
than a somewhat arbitrary change of zoning,
Respectfully Submitted,
Bob Leonard
400 Canterville Dr. S.W.
Calgary, Alberta,
T2W3Z9
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Letter 517

Ward4 - Andrew Chin
Public Submissions
I don"t want that change to Secondary Suite land use bylaw
Friday, March 02, 2018 11:37:08 AM
image001.png

Good Morning,
I received a letter in the mail yesterday re potential changes to the land use bylaw related to your
property. I find it offensive that the City is using my tax dollar to solicit their ideals as to what
community living should be about. I bought my home years ago because of low density. I don't
want that to change. Perhaps that council should deal with issues that would actually benefit this
city crime, employment, snow removal, roads and other issues and leave our communities alone.
Stop dictating to us how we should be living. Also, stop wasting my money sending out these
letters. The media has covered it and you can read all about it on line. This letter was sent out to
promote your sub-suites. There have already been votes on this. Calgary does not want them and
Edgemont sure does not. They would only have a negative impact. There is nothing positive. They
would cause parking issues, they would bring safety issues. Renters and investors do not care about
the appearance of the neighborhood. That would also slide. Plus renters tend to move around a
lot meaning there would be a lot of transients in the neighborhood. That's not what we want. Do it
in your own neighborhoods. Can this be read to council?

Contact Information
Name: Bonnie
Address: 56 Edgebrook RD NW
Community: Edgemont
Phone number(s): Home: (403) 241-0777,
E-Mail: bonnie.banks@gdi.com

Andrew Chin B.SC.
Community Liaison to Councillor Sean Chu - Ward 4
Office of the Councillors, The City of Calgary
PO Box 2100, Stn M | Mail code #8001A | Calgary, AB T2P 2M5
T 403.268.3727 | E WARD04@calgary.ca | W calgary.ca/ward4
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Letter 518

Lila Miller
Public Submissions
[EXT] Re: R-C1 Residential- Contextual One Dwelling Marlborough Park
Friday, March 02, 2018 11:38:52 AM

I live at 5732 Maidstone Cres NE.
The property to the West of me has numerous people living in it. They take up to 5 parking
spots on the street.
Unless you can limit the parking or plan for off street parking do not over- run our residential
neighborhoods with all the extra traffic, transient tenants, and additional noise at all hours.
Thanks but no thanks.
LILA MILLER
Associate
Avenue Commercial
#300, 1324-11 Ave SW
Calgary, Alberta
T3C 0M6
cell: 403.667.5732
lilamillerinfo@gmail.com
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Letter 519

Art Koop
Public Submissions
Christine Koop; Art Koop
[EXT] bylaw amendments re suite reform & Land Use Bylaw related to my property
Friday, March 02, 2018 11:53:17 AM

To Whom It May Concern,
Thank you! Redesignating my property so that we could at some point develop a secondary
suite provides us with options going forward, and also provides the potential of higher density
land use in our area and within the city. I am very pleased that City Council is considering this
proposal. I think it is in the best interests of the city, and that it will also be beneficial for me
and my family, especially in an area that enjoys excellent transit and shopping access and
would therefore not create a lot of extra costs in terms of traffic congestion or additional
infrastructure.
Sincerely, Art Koop
www.arturostreasure.com
Art Koop YouTube channel
@arturostreasure on Twitter
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Letter 520

Richard Dur
Public Submissions
[EXT] Secondary-Suite-Process-Reform
Friday, March 02, 2018 12:04:18 PM

I should like to add my voice to the growing chorus of opposition to the proposed SecondarySuite-Process-Reform.
Applying a blanket policy allowing secondary suites city-wide in a "one-size-fits-all"
approach, fails to take into account the scale and character of many of the neighbourhoods
throughout our city.
The idea of applying what amounts to a change of land-use throughout the city in it's entirety
is absurd. There is good reason for the the current formula respecting the allowance and
development of secondary suites - and no satisfactory reason to change the existing process
currently in place.
Making "the rules consistent across the city" fails to account for the differences between many
of our city's neighbourhoods. And to treat unequal things equally is a travesty of justice.
Many residents choose to reside in one neighbourhood or another because of the
preponderance of single-family dwellings, or, conversely, because that neighbourhood permits
of or provides multi-dwelling residences. Applying a principle which effectively provides a
carte blanche for the allowance of secondary-suites contradicts the very reason one may have
chosen a neighbourhood with single-family dwellings only/mostly, in the first place.
Worst-case scenario: turning a single-dwelling residence into a multi-unit rental property
increases the likelihood of slum-lords, which, in turn, devalues the property-value of the
surrounding homes and upsets the ethos of the neighbourhood; making the neighbourhood a
"not nice place to live".
To authorise the sweeping Secondary-Suite-Process-Reform is to prevent the additional
measure of community preservation the current secondary-suite development process
provides. The very nature, scale, and character of many of our Calgary's neighbourhoods and
communities are a stake.
I trust that Secondary-Suite-Process-Reform, in its current iteration, will be outright rejected
as unnecessary and fraught with potential problems that far out-way the perceived benefits.
Sincerely,
Richard Dur
Address:
507 Queen Charlotte Rd. SE
Calgary, Alberta T2J 5H8
Phone:
403-796-5839
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Letter 521

Leslie Nicholls
Public Submissions
[EXT] Calgary’s Secondary Suite Reform
Friday, March 02, 2018 12:46:21 PM

Leslie G Nicholls
236 Lynnview Way SE
Calgary, AB T2C 1T6
leslienicholls3@gmail.com
I have received a parcel owner letter re: this matter.
I applaud City Council's direction to City Administration to bring bylaw changes so that all
homeowners will be equally able to apply for a secondary suite.
Not only will this cut red tape and bureaucracy, it will focus allow Administration to focus on
the process alone.
All Calgarians will now be treated fairly with respect to our private and personal property.
There are lots of suites in our neighborhood and I am proud of the diversity and integration
this provides.
It was wasteful for homeowners to individually apply for permits previously and disrespectful
of their and Council's time and energy.
Once this admendment is approved these applications will be dealt with more efficiently and
with correct level of scrutiny and privacy.
Thank you. Leslie
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Letter 522

Sheila Heger
Public Submissions; Ward1 - Christine Louie
[EXT] Fwd: Secondary Suites
Friday, March 02, 2018 1:26:44 PM

A home is usually the largest investment made by most people in their lifetimes. Allowing
carte blanche addition of secondary suites to any homes currently zoned R-1, R-C1 or R-C1L
will destroy the fabric of Calgary’s single family neighborhoods.

1. Infrastructure already straining to meet demand will be overloaded – the West Memorial
Sanitary trunk line was at maximum capacity for many years preventing further land
development in the northwest communities such as Tuscany and Royal Oak
2. No voice for the neighbors to contest or have input on suites in the houses near them
although they are the people most directly impacted by the appearance of a secondary
suite on their street
3. Garbage and recycling bins will still be one set per house, no matter how many people
are living in a house, leading to overflow and spilling out of garbage and recycling
which will fill our city with trash on every windy day
4. Parking will become more problematic and streets more congested with vehicles
especially in neighborhoods where the homes have only front driveways and no back
lanes
5. Higher density in a residential neighborhood lowers the value of homes as the number
of vehicles, general clutter and garbage rises making homes on that street less attractive
to prospective buyers
6. Dropping market value of homes reduces the tax base for city operations

For our city to remain one of the greatest places to live, it is imperative that densification
comes with appropriate oversight which in this case would be achieved through Discretionary
land use process.
Thank you for your consideration.
Sheila Heger
521Schooner Landing NW
Calgary Alberta T3L 1X6
Sheila.a.heger@gmail.com
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Letter 523

Karl Heger
Public Submissions
[EXT] Secondary Suites
Friday, March 02, 2018 1:43:03 PM

A home is usually the largest investment made by most people in their lifetimes. Allowing carte blanche
addition of secondary suites to any homes currently zoned R-1, R-C1 or R-C1L will destroy the fabric of
Calgary’s single family neighborhoods.

1. Infrastructure already straining to meet demand will be overloaded – the West Memorial Sanitary
trunk line was at maximum capacity for many years preventing further land development in the
northwest communities such as Tuscany and Royal Oak
2. No voice for the neighbors to contest or have input on suites in the houses near them although
they are the people most directly impacted by the appearance of a secondary suite on their street
3. Garbage and recycling bins will still be one set per house, no matter how many people are living in
a house, leading to overflow and spilling out of garbage and recycling which will fill our city with
trash on every windy day
4. Parking will become more problematic and streets more congested with vehicles especially in
neighborhoods where the homes have only front driveways and no back lanes
5. Higher density in a residential neighborhood lowers the value of homes as the number of vehicles,
general clutter and garbage rises making homes on that street less attractive to prospective buyers
6. Dropping market value of homes reduces the tax base for city operations

For our city to remain one of the greatest places to live, it is imperative that densification comes with
appropriate oversight which in this case would be achieved through Discretionary land use process.
Thank you for your consideration.
Karl Heger
521 Schooner Landing NW
Calgary Alberta T3L 1X6
kzheger@shaw.ca
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Letter 524

Masoud Eslami
Public Submissions
[EXT] Objection to the Changes to the Land Use Bylaw
Friday, March 02, 2018 1:47:19 PM

Objection to the Land Use Bylaw Change for St.Andrews Heights Community

Attention: Office of the City Clerk
I would like to bring to your kind attention that I like majority of residents of
St. Andrews Heights Community strongly oppose to the proposed Land Use
Bylaw change.
I kindly request you to withdraw this bylaw amendment.
What is the philosophy that people pay more and buy R1 property?
Of course in a nutshell their aim is to live in an R 1 family community with R 1
housing designs and density and R 1 amenities. And the proposed Bylaw
Change is totally against wishes and interest of the inhabitants of R1
communities.
The spirit of citizenship means that majority of residents of each R1
community should be consulted and if majority oppose their properties
being re-classified, those communities should be excluded from this Bylaw.
You have already received the objection of the community through the St.
Andrews Heights Community Association, which fully describes the reasons
for the raised objection.
Briefly the reasons for objection are:
1. Poor communication regarding the subject.
2. The Bylaw combines “secondary” or existing dwelling/basement suites

with “backyard” suites.
3. Backyard suites as proposed are a second structure on an R 1 property.
The most common forms are suites above garages. These structures will
change the streetscape and directly impact neighbours in the form of
massing, shadowing, loss of privacy, light and noise pollution, to name
a few.
4. As many St Andrews Heights residents have expressed to members of the
SAH Executive, if they had wanted to locate their families in a denser,
more mixed-use residential community, they would have chosen a
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neighbourhood other than St Andrews Heights. They chose St Andrews
Heights because it is an R 1 family community with R 1 housing designs
and density and R 1 amenities.
5. The Land Use Bylaw changes will unilaterally re-classify R 1 properties to
multifamily use. This will inevitably put neighbour against neighbour.
Having said the above Please withdraw this bylaw amendment.
Regards
Masoud Eslami
Cell # 403 401 4469

Address:
2939- 13 Avenue, NW
Calgary, Alberta
T2N 1M1
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March 2, 2018
232 Lake Mead Road SE
Calgary, AB T2J 4A4

Office of the City Clerk
The City of Calgary
700 Macleod Trail SE
PO Box 2100, Postal Station M
Calgary, Alberta T2P 2M5
Dear Sir or Madam:

RE: Potential Changes to Land Use Bylaw

We received a letter from the City of Calgary dated February 8, 2018 regarding Proposed Changes to
Land Use Bylaw 1P2007 to improve the process for Secondary Suites and Backyard Suites for Calgarians.
We are strongly opposed to this proposed Bylaw change and believe any request for a basement or
backyard suite should continue to go before City Council for permission through a land use
redesignation.
Further, we do not support land use redesignation for our neighbourhood (Lake Bonavista Estates). As a
family, we made a significant investment to move into this neighbourhood. In so doing we entered into
(and paid for) a commitment with the City to R1 zoning. I would view the City changing the zoning
designation as a default on a contractual commitment.
Thanks you for the opportunity to provide input to the review of this proposed Bylaw.
Sincerely,

John and Robin Galloway
jgallowayfrwk@gmail.com
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Letter 526

EAWard14 - Lois Walsh
Public Submissions
dholowisky@hotmail.com
FW: Opinion on secondary suites in Calgary.
Friday, March 02, 2018 1:48:18 PM

Hi folks:
Dianne Holowisky has asked me to forward this submission below for the March 12 Public Hearing
for her because it keeps bouncing back to her computer. The City system won’t accept it.
Thanks,

Lois Walsh
Executive Assistant for:
PETER DEMONG
COUNCILLOR, WARD 14 \ calgary.ca/ward14
Phone: (403) 268-1653 \ Fax: (403) 268-3823
Twitter \ Facebook \ Linkedin \ Contact Ward 14
NOTICE This communication is intended ONLY for the use of the person or entity named above and may contain
information that is confidential or legally privileged. If you are not the intended recipient named above or a
person responsible for delivering messages or communications to the intended recipient, YOU ARE
HEREBY NOTIFIED that any use, distribution, or copying of this communication or any of the information
contained in it is strictly prohibited. If you have received this communication in error, please notify us
immediately by telephone and then destroy or delete this communication, or return it to us by mail if
requested by us. The City of Calgary thanks you for your attention and co-operation.

From: Dianne Holowisky [mailto:dholowisky@hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, March 2, 2018 1:45 PM
To: EAWard14 - Lois Walsh <EAWard14@calgary.ca>
Subject: [EXT] Fwd: Opinion on secondary suites in Calgary.

Sent from my iPad
Begin forwarded message:
From: Dianne Holowisky <dholowisky@hotmail.com>
Date: March 2, 2018 at 1:28:19 PM MST
To: "PublicSubmission@calgary.ca" <PublicSubmission@calgary.ca>
Cc: Dianne Holowisky <dholowisky@hotmail.com>
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Letter 526

To whom this concerns,
To the Mayor and Calgary council men,
I wanted to express my opinion on secondary suite in Calgary.
I am definitely AGAINST secondary suites in all communities
If you want to add that policy to new communities and the people buying
there know that is what will be in there area fine. We paid special attention
to where we purchased our home and this was no way in our community.
I do not want extra vehicles parked everywhere especially half ton trucks.
The newer areas are not build and designed for the extra traffic.
When Shane Keating was my alderman I specifically addressed this issue
with him and I thought a decision had been decided on, NO secondary suites
and here we go again. I am just wondering if this issue is going to keep coming
up until we all get tired of letting you know we do not want them.
My area has changed and Peter DeMong voted against this in his riding.
Thank you for trying to help your constituents Mr. DeMong, you are listening to
us.
Areas like Cranston only have sidewalks on one side and no room to park.
Please City Hall if you want to do this do it in New Areas where people will
be aware of this ruling.
Sincerely, Dianne Holowisky
128Douglas Park Blvd. SE T2Z 2L 1
Sent from my iPad
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Letter 527

Tannice
Public Submissions
[EXT] Land Use Bylaw
Friday, March 02, 2018 1:50:18 PM

Dear Hon. Mayor Nenshi, Members of Council and Dane Morris:
We do not want changes to the current Land Use Bylaw 1P2007. We do not want our particular property, nor our
street, nor our neighbourhood's R-1/R-C1/R-C1L current designations changed to allow more than one dwelling per
property.
By allowing multi dwellings on single dwelling properties, you're promoting the dramatic reduction in quality of life for
residents in the following ways:
-Increased auto traffic on residential streets
-Increased traffic and gridlock on our already overused and inadequate Inner City Southwest main roads, such as,
Crowchild Trail, Glenmore Trail, Sarcee Trail, Richmond Rd and too many others roads to name here
-Increased street parking congestion
-Increased noise
-Increased air pollution from additional automobile emissions, additional furnace exhaust, fire place smoke and the
ever increasing air polluting backyard fire pit smoke
-Based on personal experiences, generally, 'renter's do not take pride in property maintenance
We understand City Council would prefer not to waste time with the task of granting permission to individual requests
for Secondary Suites, Backyard Suites and above Garage Suites and that the City supports the idea of multi dwellings
on properties, but we profoundly disagree with the decision to change the current land designations.
The Mayor, City Council members and Calgary Growth Strategies are showing us citizens that their desire to
generate income from the increase in the number of permits and subsequent fee collection and an increase in
property taxes as a result of property additions is more important to you than quality of life for us - Calgary
residents.
On a side note, changes made to dwellings to add Suites will likely cost upwards of $150,000 but probably much more.
Do shortsighted homeowners, with Albertans already carrying the largest personal debt loads in Canada, realize the
time it will take in rent collection to recoup their initial investment plus all the costs along the way? This decision, by the
City, simply promotes more personal debt for individuals and families who are already financially hurting. On the
contrary, financially stable Albertans are probably not as likely to be adding on or adding more dwellings to their
property with the false hope of generating more income.
We carefully selected our community and chose to purchase our home because of its R-1 designation. We DO NOT
want it changed. Therefore, we oppose any changes to Land Use Bylaw 1P2007.
Yours truly,
Tannice Ross

Item #4.1
C2018-0128
Attachment 11
Letter 

Item #4.1
C2018-0128
Attachment 11
Letter 968

Item #4.1
C2018-0128
Attachment 11
Letter 968

Item #4.1
C2018-0128
Attachment 11
Letter 968

Item #4.1
C2018-0128
Attachment 11
Letter 968

Item #4.1
C2018-0128
Attachment 11
Letter 968

Item #4.1
C2018-0128
Attachment 11
Letter 968

Item #4.1
C2018-0128
Attachment 11

Letter 529

March 2,2018

Office of the City Clerk
The City of Calgary
Calgary, Alberta

Gentlemen:
RE: Potential Land Use Bylaw changes
Land use Bylaw #1P2007
We have lived in our current home in Marlborough since 1972. Over the
course of the past 45+ years, we have seen much growth and
development in our community. We have seen young families move
into our community and work very hard to maintain a beautiful living
space for themselves and neighbors. Many of the longtime residents
have upgraded both the exterior and interior of their properties. In
fact, in our neighborhood, we have neighbors that have lived in their
homes well in excess of 20 years and have a great pride of ownership.
We have also seen properties put up for sale only to become rental
properties. While, in some instances, properties have been upgraded
and continue to reflect the values of our longtime community
members, we have also seen the effects of landlords not attending to
their property and creating eye sores and the basic effects of
“slumlords”. In a number of instances, we are aware, or suspect, that
the properties house illegal suites and are definitely not up to the
necessary code requirements. Calls have been made to the City to
make them aware of the situations, but there is no evidence that
anything has been done to bring the properties into compliance.
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We have concerns about the proposed Bylaw changes to the zoning of
our community. While some of our concerns have been answered on
your website, we would appreciate some clarity around the following:
- What is the criteria used to select communities for rezoning?
- How many communities are affected by the rezoning?
- Which communities have been selected for rezoning?
- Are there statistics available which support the comment
secondary suites provide”increased property values”?
- What are the steps to bring current “illegal” suites into
compliance?
- What are the steps to ensure new suites follow and remain in
compliance?
- What steps are being taken to address the increased congestion
and parking issues that will be faced with the increased
population of secondary suites?
- What steps will be taken to ensure sufficient bins to address the
garbage/recycling program in our community?
Your time and consideration of the above is appreciated.
Sincerely,
Perry and Sophie Schmaltz
27 Maryvale Crescent N.E.
Calgary, AB
T2A 2V5
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Letter 530

Jeremy McCrea
Ward7 - Katie Dekruyf; Councillor Web; Public Submissions
Office of the Mayor
[EXT] Proposed By-Law Change for St. Andrew"s Heights
Friday, March 02, 2018 2:11:56 PM

Good Morning,
Regarding the proposed by-law change for St. Andrew’s Heights from R-1 to R-C15, I am very opposed (as with
much of the residents) and kindly request the proposal being withdrawn or ‘amended’.
I understand the need for higher density, more affordable housing. Very understandable but there needs to be a
balance between the desires of community members and civic policies. As a balance, I would propose allowing
secondary basement suites however I would be against separate building structures (i.e.., laneway homes, etc). Our
community is a small close community and even by city definitions, has a high density already with townhomes and
apartments in the community already. We request just a small portion of the community (4 blocks) remain strictly
R-1 still.
Thank you for listening.
Jeremy McCrea,
2519 11 AVE NW, Calgary AB
403-993-0066
____________________________________________________________________________________
This email, and any files transmitted, is confidential and may contain privileged information. Any unauthorized
dissemination or copying is strictly prohibited. If you have received this email in error, please delete it and notify the
sender immediately. We may monitor and review the content of all email communications. Trade instructions by
email or voicemail will not be accepted or acted upon. Please contact us directly by telephone to place trades. Unless
otherwise stated, opinions expressed in this email are those of the author and are not endorsed by Raymond James.
Raymond James accepts no liability for any errors, omissions, loss or damage arising from the content, transmission
or receipt of this email. Raymond James Ltd. is a member of the Canadian Investor Protection Fund.
Le présent courriel, de même que tout fichier transmis en pièce jointe, est de nature confidentielle et peut contenir
des renseignements privilégiés. Toute diffusion ou reproduction en est strictement interdite. Si vous avez reçu ce
courriel par erreur, veuillez le supprimer et en informer immédiatement l'expéditeur. Nous pouvons surveiller et
examiner le contenu de toutes les communications électroniques. Les instructions portant sur des opérations,
données par courriel ou dans une boîte vocale, ne seront pas acceptées ni exécutées. Veuillez communiquer avec
nous directement par téléphone pour donner des ordres en bourse. Sauf indication contraire, les avis exprimés dans
le présent courriel sont ceux de l'auteur et ne sont pas avalisés par Raymond James. Raymond James décline toute
responsabilité en cas d'erreurs, d'omissions, de pertes ou de dommages découlant du contenu, de la transmission ou
de la réception du présent courriel. Raymond James Ltd. est membre du Fonds canadien de protection des
épargnants.
____________________________________________________________________________________

To unsubscribe and no longer receive any email communications from this
sender, including information about your account, please either click here
or send a reply email to the sender with [UNSUBSCRIBE] in the subject
line.

Pour vous désabonner de cet expéditeur soit
cliquer ici ou envoyer un e-mail de réponse à
l'expéditeur avec [UNSUBSCRIBE] dans la ligne
d'objet.
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March 1, 2018

Office of the City Clerk
City of Calgary
700 Macleod Trail SE
P.O. Box 2100 Stn. M
Calgary, Alberta T2P 2M5
Sent via Email Only: PublicSubmissions@calgary.ca

RE: Potential Changes to the Land Use Bylaw Related to Property in Parkland Calgary
Attention: City Clerk and City Council
Please accept this letter as an objection to the proposed changes to the Land Use Bylaw related to the
subject property I currently reside and call my home. The community of Parkland is designated as R-1
(Residential - One Dwelling District) and as such amending the current bylaw would change this
designation and will not allow in retaining the single-family residential character of the neighbourhood in
which I purchased. The designation of R-1 is one of the main reasons why I chose Parkland to make my
home.
Objections in Support to the proposed Land Use Bylaw include the following:
1. Parking issues - we currently have a significant amount of vehicles in our cul de sac as it is and is
hard to find parking in front of our home, adding secondary suites would only increase the vehicles
and limit parking. This would also be an issue during the Holiday Seasons (e.g. Christmas,
Thanksgiving, Easter, Long Weekends).
2. We are only 1 block from the ridge, and already share the road with many park users. We are trying
to go home or leave the area, they are coming to enjoy the park and its setting.
3. We also share our alley and roads with the school traffic which at times of the day make it impossible
to either leave the neighborhood and/or enter the neighborhood. As the school is open to many other
communities in the south end of the city, we already have a lot of traffic into and out of the
neighborhood as they bring their children to school.
4. Speeding is also an issue as it is, through the playground zones, and along Park Estates Drive.
Cannot say that it is due to visitors to the area or the residents themselves but more residents who are
not homeowners will certainly result in more traffic concerns as they may not place the same value on
their neighbors peace and quiet.
5. The demographics will change in our neighborhood which will lower property values.
6. Population density would increase.
7. Increase crime rates as a result of additional people living or visiting the neighborhood.
8. Lack of privacy with the increase in individuals.
9. Infrastructure – capacity for increase sewer/water/electrical systems capable of handling secondary
suites in the area.
10. Bylaw and Enforcement issues are already a concern in response times.
11. Absentee landlords.
12. Maintenance of possible rental properties - we already have individuals in the neighborhood that do
not maintain their property.
13. Concern for meeting current standards; as such as fire and building code compliance.
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As such, I oppose to the City of Calgary amending the current Land Use Bylaw within the Community of
Parkland.
Regards,

Name: Patricia Prystupa
Address: 129 Parkwood Place S. E.
Calgary, Alberta T2J 3X1
email address: essential@telusplanet.net

By Fax: 403-268-2362 and Email
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Restrictive Covenant Committee
Mayfair-Bel Aire Community Association
Office of the City Clerk,
The City of Calgary,
700 MacLeod Trail S.E.,
P.O. Box 2100, Postal Station “M”
Calgary, AB
T2P 2M5
March 2, 2018
Dear Mayor Nenshi and City Council:
Re:

Change of Land Use Bylaw 1P2007 to “improve the process for
Secondary Suites and Backyard Suites for Calgarians”

On behalf of the residents of Bel-Aire Estates and Mayfair, the Restrictive
Covenant Committee of the Mayfair-Bel-Aire Community Association asks to be
precluded from the proposed changes to Land Use Bylaw 1P2007.
Virtually all of the residential lots in the two community districts of Mayfair and
Bel-Aire are currently zoned with the designations or R-1, RC-1 or RC-1L.
However, over 95% of the properties within our communities have Restrictive
Covenants registered on title which would render secondary or backyard suites,
if built, illegal.
In response to re-development in Bel-Aire, a group of residents drafted a
petition in June of 2017 asking homeowners if they supported the Restrictive
Covenants and if they wished to have the Community Association take a more
active role in supporting their enforcement. We received overwhelming support
from over 100 residents representing 83 properties in Bel-Aire alone.
Presented with this majority of support in Bel-Aire, the Mayfair-Bel-Aire
Community Association Board in November 2017, unanimously adopted the
recommendation of the residents’ group and established a separate restrictive
covenant committee of the Board to serve both communities. The committee
provides information about and support for compliance of new development and
renovations and zoning change applications within Mayfair and Bel-Aire.
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Within each of the 5 separate Restrictive Covenants registered on title to our
homes is the clear stipulation that residences remain “not more than one singlefamily dwelling house”. The community has made it clear that our Restrictive
Covenants MUST be actively defended so the value of our homes and the muchenjoyed trees and green space can be conserved and maintained.
There is recent legal precedence for defence of this position. In December of
2013, in the case of Deagle v. 1678452 Alberta Ltd., an Edmonton judge
interpreted a similar restrictive covenant to preclude a property owner from
building a secondary suite, despite approval from the City of Edmonton.
The amount of new construction, increased traffic and road closures for utility
upgrades has had our neighbourhoods in disarray for years. Secondary suites
would only add to this congestion. Whether or not the City approves secondary
suites in our community, we will continue to support enforcement of our
Restrictive Covenants as we are legally entitled.
Our committee of community volunteers would also like to register that we are
shocked by the City’s total disregard for restrictive covenants. We find it
offensive that the City of Calgary, with elected councillors and officials, would
chose to continue to ignore the legal status of restrictive covenants by placing
on individual citizens the burden to defend their legal rights. This is the effect
of the proposed secondary and backyard suites changes to Land Use Bylaw
1P2007 that would indiscriminately apply to neighbourhoods, such as Mayfair
and Bel-Aire, that have single family dwelling protections in place.
To that end, Bel-Aire and Mayfair respectfully ask to be precluded from the
proposed changes to Land Use Bylaw 1P2007 - changes that would introduce
turmoil and potential tension conflict in our neighbourhood and allow for
unwanted and illegal secondary and backyard suites.
Sincerely,
Mayfair-Bel-Aire Restrictive Covenant Committee
Karen Mazepa
Letha MacLachlan, Q.C.
Carol Morgan
Jeff Hyde
maybelrestrictivecovenants@gmail.com
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Laura Van Ham
Public Submissions; Ward7 - Katie Dekruyf; Councillor Web; Office of the Mayor
President@StAndrewsHeights.ca
[EXT] Opposed to proposed change in Land Use Bylaw regarding secondary suites in R-1 neighbourhoods
Friday, March 02, 2018 2:26:57 PM

Dear Mayor Nenshi and Calgary City Council Members,

We currently own 3 homes in the City of Calgary, 2 of which are in St. Andrews Heights and
the other in Capital Hill. We have lived full time in both neighbourhoods, 2 years in Capital
Hill and 15 years in St. Andrews Heights. While both neighbourhoods have their own appeal,
we absolutely prefer St. Andrews Heights and consciously selected to purchase our home here.
We also continue to pay a premium to have a home here, and purchase a second lot in this
neighbourhood. We feel that the proposed change to the land use bylaw regarding secondary
suites in R-1 neighbourhoods will negatively impact many of the distinguishing qualities we
were looking for when we purchased property in St. Andrews Heights. Our primary concerns
with the proposed change, the by-law in general, and the City’s process, are:
A mass re-zoning of the few R-1 neighbourhoods in Calgary is not to be take lightly.
We have lived in Capital Hill, a higher density neighbourhood with subdivided lots,
infills, more rental properties and secondary suites. This is a very different
neighbourhood, one we would not chose to live in long term. While St. Andrews
Heights also has rental properties, and I would expect secondary suites and even a few
laneway house exist, its zoning as an R-1 neighbourhood definitely tempers the amount
of secondary suites and laneway houses that are built. Home owners in St. Andrews
Heights paid a premium to live in a quieter neighbourhood, with less traffic and
population density. These qualities are better protected under current zoning, and we
feel the proposed change will ultimately lead to decimation of these qualities.   
A day such as today, which is beautiful in so many ways, re-iterates why we value the
low density, R-1 nature of St. Andrews Heights. I walked through this neighbourhood,
and another, higher density one nearby…St. Andrews Heights residents tend to shovel
their sidewalks, and will even do their neighbours sidewalk because they know their
neighbour, and perhaps understand that today is a difficult snowfall for that neighbour to
handle. There is one family responsible for the sidewalk out front of this lot, so its very
clear who’s responsibility it is. The higher density neighbourhood was a danger to walk
through. Fluffy snowfall over hard, ice pack is treacherous even for fit, youngish
residents. I encountered this situation on every block, in that higher density
neighbourhood.
We are concerned that basement suites and backyard suites are being lumped together,
when they present some very different issues. We are not interested in either type of
suite in R-1 neighbourhoods because of the increase in density, traffic and parking
issues, additional noise and light pollution, etc. In addition to all these issues, backyard
suites also lead to larger backyard building masses, loss of privacy and shadowing of
adjacent properties, and negative affects on natural spaces for plants and wildlife. The
City needs to consider carefully why these two very different developments are
currently lumped together.
St. Andrews Heights surveyed residents and found that 80% of respondents are opposed
to secondary suites. A blanket change across the entire city clearly does not reflect the
wishes of this neighbourhood.
Is the City aware of how the other R-1 neighbourhoods affected by the proposed change
would vote, if given the opportunity?
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We live in a neighbourhood that will be greatly affected by this City decision, and have
not seen any communication on it other than from our community association and
interested neighbours. Without providing all residents of affected neighbourhoods an
opportunity to be aware of the issue and make a conscientious choice, this becomes a
few individuals spread out through several neighbourhoods guiding the direction the
City is proposing to take. This is sloppy leadership, and not what we expect from a City
such as Calgary. We feel the City needs to take this more seriously, and engage all
residents of affected neighbourhoods.
In general, we have always disagreed with the City allowing relaxations on
developments in St. Andrews Heights. The development restrictions are in place to
maintain the quality of the neighbourhood for all residents, and the relaxation almost
always negatively affect adjacent properties (e.g., height and massing of new homes).
We are concerned that relaxations, with the added pressure of easier approvals for
secondary suites, will magnify these negative development impacts in our
neighbourhood.   
Finally, is the City prepared to take on the responsibility that goes with encouraging
secondary suite construction? Perhaps the City needs to undertake registration and
inspection of existing secondary suites, to better understand all the issues they present,
before enabling additional secondary suite construction.

We appreciated your careful consideration of our concerns and are hopeful that additional time
is taken to better communicate and consider all of the impacts of this decision. Calgary is a
great city, please help us to keep it this way.
Sincerely,
Laura Van Ham and Tim Reid
2811 11th ave NW
403-208-0267
St. Andrews Heights
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Wendy Gardiner and Kevin Johnson
Letter 534
4928 Brockington Road NW
Calgary, AB T2L 1R6
2018-03-02
Councillor Sean Chu
The City of Calgary
Calgary, AB Canada T2P 2M5

Potential Changes to the Land Use Bylaw 1P2007, Secondary Suite Motion
Dear Councillor Chu:
We currently do not support this Secondary Suite Motion. We live in an R1
neighbourhood and wish it to remain so. However, if it is going to be changed, then the
City should include the following.:


The Motion should be for basement suites only.



Garage suites or laneway suites should still require a land use redesignation
before Council.



Neighbours should have a greater say in garage or laneway applications because
these developments have much greater potential impact such as shadowing,
overlooking, massing, and use and enjoyment of one's property. The character
and context of an existing neighbourhood should have major consider
consideration.



No parking, lot size, or building size relaxations should be allowed.



There must be a mandatory Secondary Suite Registry.



There should be significant fines for not being on the Registry and increased
enforcement efforts by Bylaw Services.



An inspection before registration approval is extremely important. Tenants must
be able to know that a suite is safe, and inspections are a vital part of this.



Existing suites must have an inspection to be on the registry.



Bylaw enforcement should be increased to ensure that suites are complying in
areas such as registration and property maintenance.



Fines should be implemented for repeat offenders in cases where Bylaw Officers
respond to complaints on multiple occasions.



Fees for Development Permit applications should be reinstated.
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The City of Calgary needs stronger and more effective enforcement of City Bylaws. We
have noticed many properties changing hands over recent years in Brentwood and Letter 534
maintenance of the homes seems to deteriorate. It really does not matter to us who owns
a property as long as it is maintained
We would also like to comment that the letter sent out by the City of Calgary regarding
this issue was extremely vague and did not give residents enough information or time to
respond to the proposed changes.

Yours truly,

Wendy Gardiner and Kevin Johnson
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George Springer
Public Submissions; development@elboyabritannia.com
[EXT] Fwd: secondary suites
Friday, March 02, 2018 2:48:59 PM

I would like to express my opposition to secondary suites in Britannia and Elboya
The caveats for the area do not allow for this nor should it be allowed
. I also oppose outbuildings being made in backyards to accommodate this
unwanted practice. I think this whole subject needs review as it does
not take into account the caveats and the reason many people moved into
such areas. This blanket proposal, from Mr.Nenshi and some on city council, is
unwanted and not appropriate for many of the neighborhoods which are
zoned single family residential. Caveats should not be repealed in
any way. This unwanted program should not be forced on those that live in these areas.

Letter 535
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Mona Pringle
5216 North Haven Drive N.E.
Calgary, Alberta
T2K 5M4
pringleml@shaw.ca

March 2, 2018
Office of the City Clerk
The City of Calgary
700 Macleod Traile S.E.
P.O. Box 2100, Postal Station “M”
Calgary, Alberta
T2K 5M4
I do not agree to any of the proposed changes to Land Use Bylaw 1P2007
My property is designated R-C1 and I do not want it rezoned as R-C1s
I have lived in neighbourhoods that have properties rented out and/or had suites. I have
found that they were not kept up; and there were problems with tenants.
Parking became a problem as most homes today have a minimum of 2 vehicles and most
homes have an additional 2-3 vehicles once children become old enough to drive.
Phoning 311 to complain does nothing to alleviate the parking problem as I was told that
it was a public street.
I find that Property owners who live in their home, know their neighbours and are
respectful of and helpful to each other.
Also, properties designated R-1, R-C1, R-C1L are zoned with only so many people
living in the area and take that into consideration in regards to schools, roads, etc.
Changing the zoning now puts a burden on the area.

Sincerely yours,

Mona Pringle

C2018-0128
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Note: Letter 537 had personal information
removed from the Electronic Agenda at
the request of the Author. Should you
have any questions please contact the
City Clerk’s Office at 403-268-5831

ISC: Unrestricted
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Letter 538

Smith, Theresa L.
Public Submissions
FW: Objection to CHANGES to the LAND USE BYLAW IN ST.ANDREWS HEIGHTS
Friday, March 02, 2018 3:22:08 PM

From: simin fartash [mailto:siminfartash@hotmail.com]
Sent: Friday, March 02, 2018 2:39 PM
To: publicsubmission@calgary.ca; City Clerk <CityClerk@calgary.ca>
Subject: [EXT] Objection to CHANGES to the LAND USE BYLAW IN ST.ANDREWS HEIGHTS

To: Office of the City Clerk
Subject: Objection to CHANGES to the LAND USE BYLAW IN ST.ANDREWS
HEIGHTS
I have strong objection to the Bylaw Change for St. Andrews Heights
Community and kindly request you to withdraw this bylaw amendment.
As you are aware the St. Andrews Heights Community Association has
already objected to the Bylaw Changes and I fully support their objections.
We bought our house to live in an R 1 family community with R 1 housing
designs and density and R 1 amenities. And the proposed Bylaw Change is
totally against our wishes and interest of the inhabitants of R1
communities.
I believe that majority of residents should decide about the Bylaw changes
and this is the right of residents.
Briefly the reasons for my objections are:
1. Majority of Residents should decide
2. The Bylaw combines “secondary” or existing dwelling/basement suites

with “backyard” suites.
3. Backyard suites as proposed are a second structure on an R 1 property.
The most common forms are suites above garages. These structures will
change the streetscape and directly impact neighbours in the form of
massing, shadowing, loss of privacy, light and noise pollution, to name
a few.
4. We bought R 1 family community with R 1 housing designs and density
and R 1 amenities and would like our community remain the same as is.
Having said the above Please withdraw this bylaw amendment.
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Regards
Simin D. Fartash
Phone No: 403 289 4469
Address:
2939 - 13 Avenue, NW
Calgary, AB
T2N 1M1

Letter 538
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47 MacEwan Dr. N.W.
Calgary, Alberta
T3K 2G1
March 2, 2018

Office of the City Clerk
The City of Calgary
700 Macleod Trail S.E.
P.O. Box 2100, Postal Station M
Calgary, Alberta
T2P 2M5

Re:

Potential Changes to the Land Use Bylaw 1P2007
Process for Secondary Suite and Backyard Suites for Calgarians

First off I wish to thank The City of Calgary for the opportunity to provide my comments – and
objection – to the proposed changes to the process for Secondary Suites and Backyard Suites
for Calgarians. I recognize that this is a tough issue and I hope that the City of Calgary hears,
understands and appreciates the views and wishes of residents living in designated R-1, R-C1
and R-C1L one-dwelling districts.
I have lived in my current residence since 1985 and am a proud home owner who takes pride in
my home and neighborhood. Although I have seen many, many changes in this neighborhood,
none has concerned me more than the issue of secondary suites in one-dwelling districts.
An appreciation must be made for the investment residents have made in their homes in these
communities and the reasons they chose to live in a neighborhood designated as a one-dwelling
district. An appreciation also needs to be made as to why the City of Calgary made the onedwelling designations and the attraction that it holds to those who live there. Calgarians in these
areas have time and again voiced opposition to residential zoning changes that would allow
secondary suites and/or backyard suites, yet the issue persists. If I am being honest, I have to
acknowledge that I feel threatened by the possibility of secondary suites/backyards suites being
approved in one-dwelling districts. The comfort and enjoyment, beauty and peacefulness I enjoy
in my neighborhood will be upset.
My understanding of the current rules is that homeowners must ask Council for a change to the
land use designation (zoning change) in order to proceed with a development and/or building
permit for a secondary suite. Under the proposed changes, secondary suites and backyard suites
will be designated discretionary use and will be permitted in R-1, R-C1 and R-C1L land use
districts and as long as the development and/or building permits are approved and obtained, a
secondary suite or backyard suite can be put in a residence in these areas. To my mind, this
totally defeats the purpose of a one-dwelling district and I strongly object to these proposed
changes. I also object to the process whereby neighbors residing in these one-dwelling districts
have to provide comments, objections and reasons for their views during the development permit
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review process when someone makes an application to change the footprint of a one-dwelling
zoned district/neighborhood to allow for a secondary suite. My argument again goes back to the
reason for the R-1, R-C1 and R-C1L districts being designed as one-dwelling districts and the
attraction they hold to those that reside there.
Many have voiced their disdain and non-support for secondary suites in these one-dwelling
districts and although I recognize that others have voiced their support for secondary suites, time
and again the majority have opposed zoning changes, changes to the by-laws, changes to the
process and secondary suites.
I oppose the proposed changes to the Land Use Bylaw relating to not only my property, but all R1, R-C1 and R-C1L districts. These one-dwelling districts have a purpose and an attraction and
should be left alone.
Thank you for the opportunity to express my views.
Sincerely,

Deborah White
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Rowe, Timothy S.
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Attachments:

Judy <judyng@shaw.ca>
Friday, March 02, 2018 3:26 PM
Public Submissions
'Red Ortega'
[EXT] Land Use Bylaw Change
image001.png; CCLr.pdf

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Follow up
Completed

To the Office of the City Clerk,
Please find attached our submission on the matter of land use bylaw change.
Thanks
Judy

1

Letter 540

Item #4.1
C2018-0128
Attachment 11

Letter 540

March 2nd, 2018

To Whom It May Concern:

We are vehemently opposed to having the land use bylaw 1P2007 re-designated to allow property
owners to develop secondary and backyard suites without City Council approval.
When we purchased our home it was with the understanding that Rockyledge St NW was zoned for a
one dwelling district. With this proposed change it will impact my family’s quality of life and derogate
my property impacting future resale of my home.
Without City Council approval, how are these Secondary Suites regulated? Given the current and
unresolved issues facing our street such as:
1. congestion of our street (due to overflow parking)
2. space for snow removal (limited with overflow street parking)
3. Weekly waste collections (even more limited space garbage, compost and recycle bins).
Historically, my neighbours have unsuccessfully addressed these issues with the City. How would the
City remediate these issues which would obviously increase with the correlating population growth?
As stated, this bylaw will exacerbate residential traffic and street parking and the City cannot relinquish
their duty to unfettered population growth. Does the City plan to enforce a limit to the number of
Secondary Suites per street given the issues listed above?
Moreover, the City should reconsider making it mandatory for people to register their Secondary Suites.
Neighbouring property owners should provide their written approval and receive damage deposits from
Secondary Suite home owners given that their Tenants/Renters tend to have a lesser appreciation than
property owners with regards to curb appeal.
City Council should exercise due diligence to ensure that property owners designated R-1, R-C1 and RC1L will not be negatively impacted by this proposed bylaw change.

Concerned Calgary Homeowner,
E. Ortega
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Matthew Guilherme
Public Submissions
[EXT] Proposed Secondary Suite changes
Friday, March 02, 2018 3:34:09 PM

Dear Council,
I would like to express my strong support for the proposed secondary suite changes that will
be coming before council on March 12.
As a homeowner who lives in the Ward 4 community of Rosemont, I believe that our city
needs to support out citizens by giving them the freedoms that they deserve. This includes the
freedom to live in areas they want to live, freedom to have affordable housing, freedom to
have age-in-place housing options and the freedom to earn extra income through rented suites
on their property.
The benefits are numerous and well documented (particularly around affordability) but I
would like to draw your attention to two in particular:
- Efficiency with council time: Having our city council spend the first Monday of every
month wasting time on this issue is asinine. We trust (and are paying for) councilors to make
multimillion dollar decisions on a weekly basis. Having them spend their time on whether
individual wants to add a kitchen to their basement is a huge waste of council's time and needs
to stop. These motions would significantly help ensure council is spending its time effectively.
- Efficiency with city resources: We want Calgary to keep growing, yet, we are having a
difficult time balancing the budget. Making small and reasonable increases to our density
across the city can help by making snow removal, police, fire, water, sewage, garbage and
recycling collections more efficient. Simply put, a bit more density can go a long way to being
efficient with our tax dollars and stimulate growth and development.
There are also some issues raised by opponents of secondary suites which I would like to
address:
- Parking: Many homeowners are concerned about parking which is fine to be concerned
about. But if council wants to truly address these concerns, then a limit on the number of
vehicles per household should be implemented. My neighbour is a couple that have 3 trucks, a
car and a motorcycle (they don't have a garage). Yet, opponents of secondary suites never
bring up these situations. If a house is a family of 6 that has 6 vehicles, how is this any
different from a house with a secondary suite with 3 residents per floor and 6 vehicles? The
impact to street parking is the same. If council wants to talk about parking, then talk about
parking. Limiting a secondary suite is a red herring when it comes to parking.
- Renters: There seems to be a stigma around renters in the suburbs which is unfortunate.
Renters are citizens too and should be treated the same level of respect. Some point to
increased crime as reasons they may not want renters in their neighbourhood, and safety is
important. But why are we not putting responsibility on homeowners to ensure they have
responsible tenants? It is homeowners, after all, who determine who lives in their house. If you
want to focus on safety, then talk about safety. Limiting a secondary suite is a red herring
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I strongly support all three aspects of the bylaw resolution, and hope that the city can reduce
its red tape, make affordable housing safe, be efficient with citizen's money and focus on
thinking big.
Thank you very much for your time and consideration in this matter.

Matthew Guilherme
403-803-2774
matthew.guilherme@gmail.com
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Harvey & Jane Paddock
Public Submissions
[EXT] THE PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE LAND USE BYLAW 1P2007 TO ALLOW SECONDARY…
Friday, March 02, 2018 3:42:10 PM

THE PROPOSED CHANGES TO THE LAND USE BYLAW 1P2007 TO ALLOW SECONDARY SUITES AND
BACKYARD SUITES IS VERY VERY DISTRIBUTING.
IT IS GOING TO CREATE HUGE PARKING ISSUES, WHICH WE ALREADY HAVE. A PRIME
EXAMPLE OF THIS IS ON THE CORNER OF OUR OWN STREET. THAT HOUSE HAS PEOPLE
COMING AND GOING ALL THE TIME, THEY LIVE THERE FOR A SHORT TIME AND THAN MOVE
ON. THERE IS USUALLY UP TO 5 CARS ON THE DRIVEWAY AND LAWN AND OTHERS ON THE
STREET, MAKING THE PLACE LOOK LIKE A USED CAR LOT.
SECONDARY SUITES WILL BRING OUR PROPERTY VALUES DOWN, AND IS GOING TO
CREATE OTHER PROBLEMS WITH IT. MOST OF THE SECONDARY SUITES WE KNOW OF HAVE
HAD PARKING AND OTHER DISTURBING PROBLEMS NOT NORMALLY FOUND IN A SINGLE
FAMILY DWELLING.
WE HAVE LIVED IN THIS COMMUNITY FOR OVER FORTY YEARS. IT HAS ALWAYS BEEN
A QUIET SINGLE FAMILY HOME AREA, A GOOD PLACE TO RAISE A FAMILY AND TO ENYOY
OUR RETIREMENT YEARS.

HARVEY AND JANE PADDOCK
511 QUEEN CHARLOTTE ROAD S.E.
CALGARY, AB T2J 5H8
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Lesa Minions
Public Submissions
[EXT] suite reform
Friday, March 02, 2018 3:43:43 PM

Dear City of Calgary Councillors,
While I agree with the need for Councillors NOT to be deciding on discretionary secondary suites & that
the process needs to be reformed, please do not change the land use bylaw nor allow the blanket
approval of secondary suites in the city.
That the Council ever got involved in deciding case by case on secondary suites is ridiculous - Council
doesn't decide on every single development permit application; secondary suite approval is no different. I
believe this process was a way to make the public feel that there has to be a different way to solve
secondary suite approval - well there is, leave it to the development department through appropriate
channels. There is no need to change land use bylaws.
There are a great many neighbourhoods where secondary suites are allowed. Council needs to provide
incentives to those areas to develop secondary suites.
There is also a huge amount of illegal secondary suites in this city that aren't being investigated and
brought up to code - the City doesn't have the resources to find and make these suites conform. What
makes Council think that by passing a blanket secondary suite approval, that there won't be thousands
more illegal or non-conforming suites. The blanket approval will embolden property owners to improvise
basements into suites without permits, like countless others have done in neighbourhoods allowing
secondary suites.
I purchased a home in a primarily R-1 neighbourhood explicitly for single family dwellings designation, as
did most every other home owner of an R-1 community. There is a perfect mix of residential use in my
neighbourhood - some rental apartments, some condos, some senior living, some R-2 lots and it works
well!
The reasons for allowing secondary suites that come before Council now are not valid enough to change
land use designations. So many people have issues that come up in their lives that any level of
government doesn't fix for us, let alone our civic government. Whether home owners need mortgage help,
or elderly parents nearby or adult children to semi-launch, etc, etc, these people can move to areas that
allow secondary suites. They have that choice and that is what life is about - we all have to make difficult
choices for ourselves. To suggest that home owners have the right to do what they want with or on their
property doesn't hold stock. There are many things I cannot do or my neighbours cannot do and rightly
so, it benefits all of us living together.
Please do not change land use bylaws to accommodate secondary suites in R-1 neighbourhoods; it will
be detrimental to neighbourhoods. We have a good mix of residential zoning now in Calgary that can
never be returned to if this proposal goes through, please don't allow it to happen.
Sincerely,
Lesa Minions
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NKG Google
Public Submissions; Ward7 - Katie Dekruyf; Councillor Web; Office of the Mayor
President@StAndrewsHeights.ca
[EXT] Potential Changes to Land use Bylaw R-1
Friday, March 02, 2018 3:46:14 PM

Mayor Councillors and City Administrators
With respect, we strongly OBJECT to the current PROPOSAL to ram through a MASSIVE
ZONING RELAXATION for R-1,R-1C, R-1C1L properties.
Your re-election does encompass a mandate to circumvent the democratic process, or to force
through a process primarily designed to avoid dealing with each property individually in
Council.
We appreciate that Council should not have to deal with every single application
separately, but the proposed changes are so wide sweeping and vague, they are unreasonable,
poorly thought out, and open to multiple interpretations. Born out of frustration!!!
It is ludicrous to pit one neighbour against another, with each application for relaxation. This
is no more acceptable, or logical, than Council dealing with each proposal separately. Our
time is no less valuable than Council.
We all agree the the safety of citizens is paramount but this is NOT the way to achieve this.
I do believe, to maintain a vibrant City, Bylaws should allow for a wide variety of interacting
communities, (texture, density culturally etc) including the retention of R-1 Zoning.
It us understood that modifications to existing Zoning Laws that it may be desirable to tweak
to recognize a new reality.
The extensive "ONE SIZE FITS ALL” approach, currently proposed, which is to leave all
applications for relaxations to the interpretation of Unelected City Employees,(possibly
vulnerable to variations in accordance with their personal viewpoint), to slowly erode the
quality of many neighbourhoods, while the Elected officials hide behind those decisions to
avoid the inconvenience is TOTALLY UNDEMOCRATIC.
There is a pretence of a possible appeal, but in reality most appeals will likely be overruled, or
swept aside.
There is, unfortunately, a lot of unhappy precedence.
The future should NOT be based on RELAXATIONS  to existing Bylaws, the future should
be based on REVISED Bylaws containing strict Rules and Regulations, based on
DEMOCRATIC PRINCIPLES, voted on ONLY by the property owners affected, not the
city at large.
Please show LEADERSHIP and expend the effort to draft thoroughly thought out
modifications to the Zone Affected, in accordance with DEMOCRATIC PRINCIPLES, and
draft concise, clear and binding legislation, which will strengthen our City well in to the
future, and remove the opportunity for huge inconsistencies.
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The only process to which I would be in agreement is if, a DEMOCRATIC vote, including
only current property owners in EACH Community (separately) affected, were to be
undertaken.
Property owners have paid premium prices, and appropriate related taxes, with the assurance,
understanding, and protection, of the long standing Zoning Regulations in place since these
Districts were developed. In the case of St Andrews Height for 60 years plus.
Please don’t suggest that the cost of this democratic voting process is prohibitive. The cost
will be minuscule, in comparison to other endeavours currently being considered.
The Democratic process should include the following considerations:
A
There are HUGE DIFFERENCES between:
1 Backyard, or Garage Suite (1 or 2 story)
2 Fully developed basement suite, which could house a family 2 to 6, people?? 110 m²
(Virtually an up/down duplex but squeezed in to a smaller property than is normal in a side by
side duplex)
3 A Granny Suite to house a caregiver perhaps in the order of 45 m² to allow 1 live in person
to assist a senior or another individual requiring assistance.
An R-1 DEMOCRATIC vote similar to below, as a separate vote in each of the affected
Communities is appropriate.
No Change permitted

  

Either 1, or 2, or 3 only (one type allowed)
2 and 3 only allowed
All 3 allowed
None of the above decisions should EVER be Discretionary.
B
A few more general considerations, but not applicable to all:
There needs to be more clarification with respect to control over commercial use of these
additional developments, including rentals, Air B&B etc. and other possible options.
On site parking mandatory with increased density.
Height restrictions where appropriate. (ie Suites over Garages)

Item #4.1
C2018-0128
Attachment 11

More effort relating to loss of privacy of adjacent properties.

Letter 544

Mandatory site stability analysis, and enforced shoring when indicated, for all excavations to
protect adjacent properties.
C
The issue of existing illegal suites should NOT be masked within a ZONING ISSUE. It is an
enforcement issue. Once Clear Zoning Rules are in place, enforcement can be pursued with
vigour.
In conclusion, and WE respectfully request, the future NOT be based on RELAXATIONS to
existing Bylaws.
The future should be based on REVISED Bylaws encompassing only closely vetted, based on
duly and democratically voted Amendments, only by the existing property owners directly
affected. Not the city at large.
We ask you with great concern, to suspend this process and NOT be motivated to
simplify Council’s work load. You collectively should be motivated by the desire to
build a strong future for our great City.
This is your Mandate.
Respectfully submitted
Thank you for your consideration.
Karin and Norm Goodrich
2812 14 Ave NW
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Office of the City Clerk,
The City of Calgary
700 Macleod Trail SE
PO Box 2100, Postal Station M
Calgary, AB T2P 2M5

Re:

Potential changes to the Land Use Bylaw relating to 170,000 R-1, R-C1 and R-C1L properties in
The City of Calgary.

To the Attention of:
His Worship Naheed Nenshi, Mayor of Calgary
Councillor Druh Farrell
The additional 13 City of Calgary Councillors, one representing each of Calgary’s 14 Wards

As a resident of 2515-11 Avenue NW in the community of St Andrews Heights (SAH), I would like to
express my OPPOSITION to the above potential changes to the Land Use Bylaw 1P2007 (potential
change).
I feel this is a blanket change affecting 170,000 properties designated as R-1, R-C1 and R-C1L and is
unwarranted, unwanted and that property owners have not been provided enough information. I say this
is a blanket change as it is stated in Attachment 1 of 1P2007, page 3 that “Administration currently
refuses appoximately 5% of Development Permit applications for suites”. So 95% are approved, blanket.
Some feel that reform is needed as it wastes large amounts of Council’s time and that Council frequently
makes arbitrary decisions on suites. Perhaps Council should consider not allowing applications for Land
Use Amendments R-1, R-C1 and R-1CL properties instead of this blanket change?
As a long-time resident of SAH, one of the major reasons we chose to buy in this community in 2002 was
the zoning classification of R-C1 filled with single-family homes where secondary suites, backyard suites
and laneway homes (suites) were not permitted. Had we decided we wanted a suite, live next
door/behind a suite or to live in a community with suites, we would have chosen another community. We
paid a premium on our real estate purchase to live in a R-C1 community. This was our personal
preference, we did our research and was something we worked hard to obtain. We had previously lived
in West Hillhurst (1994 -2000) and Kensington (2000-2002) and purchased in SAH because of the
R-C1 designation.
As an R-C1 community since its inception in the 1950s, SAH does not have any “mixed use” features –
no infills, no duplexes, no apartments; it has no commercial or retail activities within the community; it has
no transit service within the community; there are no traffic lights within the community. I feel that allowing
blanket approval of suites will change the essential character of this neighborhood. There are several
communities within a 20 block radius of SAH that allow for R-C1s.
It was a surprise to me to read C2017-1249 Secondary Suite Reform Process Reform, Page 7,
Stakeholder Engagement, Research and Communication for several reasons.
1. I do not feel that allowing suites in SAH in is going to reduce pressure on the residential rental market
in Calgary as SAH is not known as a rental district. It is very much an owner lived-in district. There is
not a lack on high density, rental properties (or for purchase) within the communities
immediately adjacent to SAH, just the opposite. More are on the way with Stadium
Development with a proposed 300-350 units, Motel Village with a proposed 328 units and
University District with 200 acres.
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I do not feel that suites will increase the supply and range of affordable housing in SAH. Some
basic research tells me the existing bungalows would cost well over the $35,700 (based on 2009
City of Calgary Grant Program) estimated to bring an illegal suite up to “life safety standards” and
after one adds utilities, carrying costs, insurance, (potential) increased property taxes in to the
calculation, it would price these suites over the affordable amount. The little information I could
find, suggests 65 people took advantage of this grant, which is a very small number compared to
the estimated 16,000 illegal suites in Calgary.

As someone who built a house here in SAH in 2007/2008, I know it would cost a lot more than
$35,700 to put a suite in my home as I was not allowed an exterior door anywhere near stairs
leading to the basement (to prevent me from putting in a suite at that time) and I was not allowed
to have a drain in the floor of my garage, again, should I harbor thoughts of turning that in to a
suite. It would be closer to $60,000.00 to put a suite in an existing home built after 2000. The
math on this one makes no sense and is no argument for accommodating suites in SAH.
A proper Laneway Suite would cost over $300,000.00 to build. I do not feel this City has provided
enough information for homeowners particularly in regards to laneway congestion (Garbage,
recycling, compost bins), mail delivery, etc. Would laneway suites facing the (gravel, dusty) alley
be appealing? Enough to cover the cost to build and then rent out?
Has the City consulted with CRA in regards to potential costs associated with changing of the use
of ones Principal Residence and Capital Gains that may be owed? I know of several Seniors who
are being told that building a Laneway Suite for themselves will allow them to stay in their
neighbourhood and continue to enjoy their yard, while renting out the main house. I feel these
people are potentially being mislead.
I feel the push from the City to promote Laneway Suites to accommodate multi-generational living
is inaccurate, I do not know of many 80+ seniors who are able to climb the stairs that would lead
to a Laneway Suite above a garage. Most of the development for anyone 55 and over is always
marketed as main floor living, no stairs.
2. I laughed out loud at the mention under “Environmental” noting that “Providing a range of housing
types in Developed Areas supports public transit, cycling and walking and makes efficient use of
existing infastructure”. As someone with health issues which often prevent me from driving for
months at a time, I can tell you SAH is NOT an area one gets in to or out of easily by foot. Alderman
Farrell, you may remember me as the resident who slipped down the existing stairs over 13th
Ave NW 10 years ago now with my infant in a stroller, screaming toddler in hand. 10 years
later, we still cannot walk or bike safely to our designated public schools. Nothing has ever
been done to ensure safety over these bridges (13th Avenue and 9th Avenue NW) other that applying
a patchwork of cement and metal that scape children’s legs. I and my family struggle to safely walk
or bike to get to school, the C-Train, grocery shopping, public library or any other basic amenity.

Below are the concerns leading me to personally oppose this Potential change to the Land Use Bylaw in
SAH specifically:
1. My concern lies with the blanket change of all R-1, R-C1 and R-C1L properties in Calgary. SAH
residents and the SAH Community Association have repeatedly opposed any Land Use Amendments
in the past. A 2014 survey of SAH residents showed 80% oppose suites, for their own personal
reasons. These potential suites in SAH would tend to be rented (based on cost, see above) to multiple
tenants such as students, couples or people with roommates, most often with each having their own
car. Possibly resulting in up to 7 cars for one property. 5 cars for a family with teenagers/students, 2
for a (possible) suite/laneway house = 7. Then you add guests to each of these.
2. A major concern is the potential increase in vehicle traffic on some already busy SAH community
streets, with the Montessori School and long popular toboggan hill and skating rink enjoyed by many
(and open to all) Calgarians in the winter and soccer fields in the summer. There in an increasing
amount of young children who reside in SAH and it could become a very dangerous situation when
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children play outside and try to cross several of our intersections that have only yield signs, especially
with additional parked cars as drivers cannot always see a small child on a bike.
3. The presence of suites and/or laneway houses in SAH are completely out of character with the
community and would have the potential to turn the community into a more transient neighbourhood
should these suites be used for Airbnb, VRBO or other short term rentals. Has the City addressed or
outlined what the length of rental requirements would be for these potential suites?

4. The view that secondary suites may increase property values, as noted on Alderman Farrells Ward 7
News FAQ, is in my opinion merely a fallacy that politicians who favour higher density want us to
believe. It is more than likely true in areas that already are known for having secondary suites, R-C2
designations, because that is what property buyers are looking for. In a community such as SAH, which
is known for being an R-C1 single-family dwelling community, property values could potentially be
negatively affected, in my opinion.
5. By allowing these potential changes to R-C1s we run the risk of SAH, a unique enclosed enclave of
slightly over 400 single family homes, becoming a more transient community with more properties
purchased for investment purposes, to be redeveloped in to multiple rental units on the property and
people who have a less vested interest in their community.
6. This potential change could start us on a slippery slope to changing the neighbourhood “vibe” and
setting SAH on a course towards more suites, which would make the term “single family home”
meaningless.
7. I believe that people wanting to live in SAH will always have a car.

Thank you for including our concerns in the file for this Land Use Amendment application.
Best regards,
Gitte and Brian Julien
2515-11 Avenue NW
Calgary, Alberta T2N1 H6
Home 403-282-2795
Mobile 403-660-3647
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Lai Sing Louie
Public Submissions
ActiveNet@active.com
[EXT] Marda Loop development input
Friday, March 02, 2018 3:54:51 PM

Hi,
I would like to provide my input on development, our community association advised me that I
should send my input to you at this email address.
I am concerned about development in Marda Loop. I have lived on 32 Ave for the past 18 years and
have watched the neighborhood change, mostly for the better but there have been negatives. I live
on 32 Ave SW and continue to be negatively impacted by development and am concerned about any
potential condo development on 33 Ave, and especially behind my house, which currently are singledetached houses. I have noticed that condo development higher than 3 stories cast long shadows, I
see it now when I walk along 33 Ave. I enjoy the sun and don’t want to be in the shadow of a large
apartment built on rezoned land. We bought our house with the knowledge that single-detached
houses could become semi-detached units but not large apartment complexes created by rezoning.
I am also concerned about mature trees, some over 40 feet that have been cut down to
accommodate infills, recently two on my block. Why does the city allow mature healthy trees be cut
down, likely because it happens quickly. The City should enforce the bylaws that protects city trees.
Parking has also become an issue and sometimes I cannot park in front of my house, especially on
weekends. On several occasion cars have been parked in front of my garage so that I cannot get in.
Making a left turn onto 33 Ave can also be dangerous due to the higher level of traffic that creates
higher risk turns. I recently saw a the result of a three car accident on 33 Ave. The intensification has
created risky left turns during rush hour. Weekend traffic makes left turns difficult but traffic is
usually traveling at a slower speed. The speed limit on 33 Ave should be reduced from 50 km per
hour down to 40 km per hour. Parking should not be allowed close to the corner as parked cars
create a blind spot for left turns. The heavier traffic has also caused cars to leave 33 Ave and go
around traffic by going on 32 Avenue and or using the back lane behind my house. Cars going
through the lane, and sometime faster than the posted limit, kick up dust which enters my garage
and backyard, detracting from the enjoyment of my property.
Thank you for considering my concerns.
Regards,
Lai Louie

NOTICE: This email message, including any attachments, is confidential, subject to copyright
and may be privileged. Any unauthorized use or disclosure is prohibited.
AVIS: Le présent message, incluant toute pièce jointe, est confidentiel, protégé par des droits
d'auteur et peut contenir des renseignements privilégiés. L'utilisation ou la communication non
autorisée de ces renseignements est interdite.
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lois.uptigrove@shaw.ca
Public Submissions
[EXT] Suite permit changes
Friday, March 02, 2018 3:59:40 PM

I would like clarification on the ability of Community Associations to comment on suite applications.
I assume that the Board representing a Community would be responsible for those comments but I
am wondering if there is any requirement for the Boards to collect the views of Community
members on this issue.
In Edgemont at our last annual meeting one of our Board members shared that he had reported to
our Councillor Sean Chu that Edgemont was opposed to any changes in the suite permit process. I
am active in the community and had nerve been asked by survey or personally about this issue. I also
saw no request for public comment in our newsletter on our website or our facebook group. I think
it is important that if the city is going to consider input from the Community Associations there
needs to be a threshold for a standard of engagement with the community.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit
Lois Uptigrove
139 Edgevalley Circle NW
Calgary, AB
T3A 4Y8
403-282-9409
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Lai Sing Louie
Public Submissions
[EXT] RE: Marda Loop development input
Friday, March 02, 2018 4:02:28 PM

Hi,
I would like to provide my input on development, our community association advised me that I
should send my input to you at this email address.
I am concerned about development in Marda Loop. I have lived on 32 Ave for the past 18 years and
have watched the neighborhood change, mostly for the better but there have been negatives. I live
on 32 Ave SW and continue to be negatively impacted by development and am concerned about any
potential condo development on 33 Ave, and especially behind my house, which currently are singledetached houses. I have noticed that condo development higher than 3 stories cast long shadows, I
see it now when I walk along 33 Ave. I enjoy the sun and don’t want to be in the shadow of a large
apartment built on rezoned land. We bought our house with the knowledge that single-detached
houses could become semi-detached units but not large apartment complexes created by rezoning.
I am also concerned about mature trees, some over 40 feet that have been cut down to
accommodate infills, recently two on my block. Why does the city allow mature healthy trees be cut
down, likely because it happens quickly. The City should enforce the bylaws that protects city trees.
Parking has also become an issue and sometimes I cannot park in front of my house, especially on
weekends. On several occasion cars have been parked in front of my garage so that I cannot get in.
Making a left turn onto 33 Ave can also be dangerous due to the higher level of traffic that creates
higher risk turns. I recently saw a the result of a three car accident on 33 Ave. The intensification has
created risky left turns during rush hour. Weekend traffic makes left turns difficult but traffic is
usually traveling at a slower speed. The speed limit on 33 Ave should be reduced from 50 km per
hour down to 40 km per hour. Parking should not be allowed close to the corner as parked cars
create a blind spot for left turns. The heavier traffic has also caused cars to leave 33 Ave and go
around traffic by going on 32 Avenue and or using the back lane behind my house. Cars going
through the lane, and sometime faster than the posted limit, kick up dust which enters my garage
and backyard, detracting from the enjoyment of my property.
Thank you for considering my concerns.
Regards,
Lai Louie

NOTICE: This email message, including any attachments, is confidential, subject to copyright
and may be privileged. Any unauthorized use or disclosure is prohibited.
AVIS: Le présent message, incluant toute pièce jointe, est confidentiel, protégé par des droits
d'auteur et peut contenir des renseignements privilégiés. L'utilisation ou la communication non
autorisée de ces renseignements est interdite.
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William D. Worthington
47 Marwood Circle N.E.
Calgary, Alberta T2A 2R7
March 2, 2018
Office of the City Clerk, The City of Calgary
700 Macleod Trail S.E.
Calgary, AB T2P 2M5
To Whom this May Concern:
RE: LAND USE BYLAW 1P2007 - SECONDARY SUITES
This letter is in regards to the proposed changes to the above Land Use Bylaw.
When we purchased our home in this area over 41 years ago it was because this area was designated
as R1.
A number of residents on this street are long time owners who take pride in our neighborhood.
During the last few years our neighborhood has changed with a lot of the homes now being rented out
with illegal suites both upstairs & down. With these changes come a number of major problems –
such as no parking in front of our homes or alleys due to excessive people living in the homes & having
vehicles (sometimes cars left out with expired licenses), yards/sidewalks are not kept up and no
respect for other people’s property.
As it is now, it is very hard to voice our complaints to absentee Landlords. A few of us have had to call
the City of Calgary Bylaw office to issue notices to these homes and, also to the Police Department for
drug use & noise complaints.
We are in favor of Secondary Suites being approved only AS LONG AS THE HOME OWNERS RESIDE AT
THE RESIDENCE. If not being approved by Council, The City of Calgary Planning & Development Dept
must somehow ensure this.
What is to prevent these approved homes being sold afterwards to absentee landlords or the Home
Owner leaves? How will this be enforced? What will the City of Calgary be doing to guarantee that this
problem does not incur?

Sincerely,
William D. Worthington
Phone #403-248-8512
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Lana Worthington
47 Marwood Circle N.E.
Calgary, AB T2A 2R7

March 2, 1018
Office of the City Clerk, The City of Calgary
700 Macleod Trail S.E.
Calgary, Alberta T2P 2M5
To Whom this May Concern:
RE: LAND USE BYLAW 1P2007 – SECONDARY SUITES
This letter is in regards to the proposed changes to the above Land Use Bylaw.
When we purchased our home in this area over 41 years ago it was because this area was designated as
R1.
A number of residents on this street are long time owners who take pride in our neighborhood.
During the last few years our neighborhood has changed with a lot of the homes now being rented out
with illegal suites both upstairs and down. With these changes come a number of major problems –
such as no parking in front of our homes or alleys due to excessive people living in the homes & having
vehicles (sometimes cars left out with expired licenses), yards/sidewalks not kept up and no respect for
other people’s property.
As it is now, it is very hard to voice our complaints to absentee Landlords. A few of us have had to call
the City of Calgary Bylaw office to issue notices to these homes and, also to the Police Department for
drug use & noise complaints.
We are in favor of Secondary Suites being approved only AS LONG AS THE HOME OWNERS RESIDE AT
THE RESIDENCE. If not being approved by Council, The City of Calgary Planning & Development Dept.
must somehow ensure this.
This is to prevent these approved homes being sold afterwards to absentee landlords or the Home
Owner leave? How will this be enforced? What will the City of Calgary be doing to guarantee that this
problem does not incur?
Sincerely,
Lana Worthington
Phone # 403-248-8512
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Ward4 - Andrew Chin
Public Submissions
Fwd: [EXT] Rezoning of R-C1 properties in Brentwood
Friday, March 02, 2018 4:21:52 PM

Sent from my Samsung Galaxy smartphone.

-------- Original message -------From: Robert Mercer <rfmercer@telus.net>
Date: 2018-03-02 3:44 PM (GMT-07:00)
To: Office of the Mayor <TheMayor@calgary.ca>, Ward4 - Andrew Chin
<Ward04@calgary.ca>, Councillor Web <CouncillorWeb@calgary.ca>
Cc: brntwdca@telus.net
Subject: [EXT] Rezoning of R-C1 properties in Brentwood
Dear Mr. Mayor and city councillors,
I want to voice my opposition to the motion to rezone properties in Brentwood from R-C1 to R-C1s.
You are the city council and you knew just last fall ( remember, it was election time) what the
procedure was for applications for secondary suites and the time that it took going in. Now you want
to discharge this process to a group of unelected city bureaucrats. This is a dereliction of duty that
you agreed to when you were elected to office. Your efforts to discharge this duty could very well
end up being a problem for us residents of Brentwood due to parking, reduced property values,
problem tenants, increased traffic and existing rights for long time property owners who have made
Brentwood the wonderful community that it is. And for what? Because council considers the time it
spends on applications for secondary suites “ a waste of time”! Well, get real and accept it for what
it is, your job, for which you are paid very well. I don’t know who made this motion but the gall and
lack of consideration for Brentwood residents is appalling. Shame!!
Grievously yours,
Robert F.C. Mercer
5251 Barron Dr. N/W
Calgary, AB. T2L1T7
403-282-0602
p.s. And while I am at it, please abandon any plan to bid for the 2026 winter Olympics. We can’t
afford it and the change in attitude of the International Olympic Committee to an almost “cap in
hand” approach, indicates to many that there is not much appetite for hosting these Olympic games
by any city.
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Dale Jarrett
Public Submissions
[EXT] Bylaw Amendments 1P2007
Friday, March 02, 2018 4:26:32 PM

R1 Property
The history of basement suites in an R1 property tends to devalue property. Sales of property within an area
containing basement suites (legally or otherwise) are usually discounted quite seriously, when prospective buyers
perform their due diligence prior to submitting an offer to purchase.
In that regard, it is my contention that a permit given to a homeowner in an R1 property area to develop a suite
should be offset with a property tax adjustment offered to homeowners located within a determined range from that
suite location. This policy or procedure will compensate for the loss of value to homes in the immediate area.
Raymond D. Jarrett
4220 40 Street N.W. Calgary, AB
T3A OH6
403-288-4042
Sent from my iPad
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To Whom It May Concern,
I am strongly opposed to having the land use bylaw 1P2007 re-designated to allow property owners to
develop secondary suites and backyard suites without City Council approval.
When we purchased our home it was with the understanding that Rockyledge St was zoned R-C1. This
proposed change would in all probability have a negative impact on the quality of life on this street and
surrounding neighborhood not to mention devalue my property impacting future resale of my home.
Without City Council approval, how will these Secondary Suites be controlled? Given the current and
unresolved issues facing our street such as:
1. congestion of our street (due to overflow parking)
2. Space for snow removal (limited with overflow street parking)
3. Weekly waste collections (even more limited space garbage, compost and recycle bins)
It is important to note that Rockyledge Street, is the only access point for the 250+ Blue Sky condo units.
While located at the end of the street, the condos contribute to the volume of traffic, as well, their
overflow parking adds to the limited street parking available to the home owners and their visitors. With
Secondary Suites, the street parking will get even more limited and competitive. My neighbours have
unsuccessfully addressed these issues with the City in the past, so how would the City and 3-1-1 be able to
remediate these issues which would obviously increase with the correlating population growth.
Since the current infrastructure does not support the existing population, there should be careful
consideration by the City before moving forward with any changes to this bylaw.
As stated, this change in bylaw will exacerbate residential traffic and street parking and the City cannot in
good conscience relinquish their duty to unfettered population growth. Does the City plan to enforce a
limit to the number of Secondary Suites per street given the issues listed above? Also does the City plan to
increase snow removal to accommodate for parking?
Moreover, the City should reconsider making it mandatory for people to register their Secondary Suites on
the Registry. Neighbouring homeowners should provide their written approval and receive damage
deposits (lawn maintenance) for Secondary Suite home owners when they are unable to control and
manage their Renters’ behaviour as there is no means or expedited process in complying with bylaws (i.e.
10 days for 3-1-1 to be onsite). Renters including those in Secondary Suites have no accountability to
Neighbours yet their impacts on the lack of property maintenance and care significantly diminishes our
curb appeal.
If the current processes that are in place are unable to address the existing issues stated above, how can
the city in good conscience allow unmanaged, unmonitored and uncontrolled development to occur? This
will only exacerbate the residential congestion that persists.

Concerned Calgary Homeowner,
Sabina Kobs
10462 Rockyledge St. NW
403-830-3307
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To Whom It May Concern,
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I am strongly opposed to having the land use bylaw 1P2007 re-designated to allow property owners to
develop secondary suites and backyard suites without City Council approval.
When we purchased our home it was with the understanding that Rockyledge St was zoned R-1 for a one
dwelling district. This proposed change would in all probability have a negative impact on the quality of life
on this street and surrounding neighborhood not to mention devalue my property impacting future resale
of my home.
Without City Council approval, how will these Secondary Suites be contolled? Given the current and
unresolved issues facing our street such as:
1. congestion of our street due to overflow parking
2. thus impacting the space for snow removal
3. And consequently limiting room for the garbage and recycle bins.
It is important to note that Rockyledge Street, is the only access point for the 250+ Blue Sky condo units.
While located at the end of the street, the condos contribute to the volume of traffic, as well, their
overflow parking adds to the limited street parking available to the home owners and their visitors. With
Secondary Suites, the street parking will get even more limited and competitive. My neighbours have
unsuccessfully addressed these issues with the City in the past, so how would the City and 3-1-1 be able to
remediate these issues which would obviously increase with the correlating population growth.
Since the current infrastructure does not support the existing population, there should be careful
consideration by the City before moving forward with any changes to this bylaw.
As stated, this change in bylaw will exacerbate residential traffic and street parking and the City cannot in
good conscience relinquish their duty to unfettered population growth. Does the City plan to enforce a
limit to the number of Secondary Suites per street given the issues listed above? Also does the City plan to
increase snow removal to accommodate for parking?
Moreover, the City should reconsider making it mandatory for people to register their Secondary Suites on
the Registry. Neighbouring homeowners should provide their written approval and receive damage
deposits (lawn maintenance) for Secondary Suite home owners when they are unable to control and
manage their Renters’ behaviour as there is no means or expedited process in complying with bylaws (i.e.
10 days for 3-1-1 to be onsite). Renters including those in Secondary Suites have no accountability to
Neighbours yet their impacts on the lack of property maintenance and care significantly diminishes our
curb appeal.
If the current processes that are in place are unable to address the existing issues stated above, how can
the city in good conscience allow unmanaged, unmonitored and uncontrolled development to occur? This
will only exacerbate the residential congestion that persists.

Concerned Calgary Homeowner,
Daryl Sutherland
10447 Rocklyledge St. NW
403-286-7718
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Letter 555

Judi MacDonald
Public Submissions
Ward14 - Blair Cunningham
[EXT] Secondary Suites and rezoning of Lake Bonavista
Friday, March 02, 2018 4:51:38 PM

To Whom It May Concern:
Subject: Secondary Suites and rezoning of Lake Boavista
Land Use Bylaw 1P2007
The letter dated February 8, 2018 from the city of Calgary was certainly not clear that Lake Bonavista would be
rezoned to accommodate secondary suites and backyard suites.
It read more to the fact that it would improve the overall process for obtaining permits for secondary suites and
backyard suites. It was not until we researched and spoke with other members of our community was it clear as to
what the city of Calgary is actually attempting to carry out.
We have lived in Lake Bonavista for over 45 years. A wonderful safe community for our children and now
grandchildren to grow up in.
We object strongly to this proposal of rezoning. It will certainly have a high negative impact on property values of
surrounding home where a secondary suite or backyard suite would be built plus
it will also reduce the appeal of our neighbourhood.
We are very aware that many people are wanting to move into this safe and beautiful neighbourhood and that
perhaps since they might not be able to afford a home here, than they could rent a suite or backyard suite on a
piece of property. This is very unfair to those of us who have saved and purchased a home in Lake Bonavista.
It is our understanding that the Nenshi administration is trying to push densification into Calgary communities.
However, bullying established neighbourhoods to change their living conditions by such negative rezoning is not
acceptable.
Since this is such an important issue we request the timeline be extended. The city of Calgary has not given the
communities enough time to discuss this and is too rushed for a reasonable response.
Please get this decision extended by at least 3 months.
Submitted by
______________________
Grafton and Judith Cole
403-815-6633 phone/text
judi@macdonaldcole.com
912 Lake Twintree Cres SE
Calgary, Alberta T2J 2W3
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Douglas MacRae
Public Submissions
[EXT] R1 Suites
Friday, March 02, 2018 5:38:52 PM

To Whom It May Concern,
Referring to R1 properties allowing additional suites: I bought into a R1 neighbourhood for
one reason, I pay taxes in a R1 neighbourhood for 1 reason, I raise my kids in a R1
neighbourhood for 1 reason, that being 1 family per home.
How can the City even think about changing this?
The City changed the zoning on my business of 48 years without a single word of notification,
and now my neighbourhood. One Word: PATHETIC!!

Another Unhappy Taxpayer,
Douglas MacRae | President
BLACKFOOT MOTOSPORTS
6 HIGHFIELD CIRCLE SE|CALGARY AB T2G 5N5
DIRECT 1.403.214.5389 | MAIN 1.403.243.2636
Established 1970 | www.blackfootonline.com

This e-mail message is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain confidential and privileged
information. Any unauthorized review; use, disclosure or distribution is prohibited. If you are not the intended
recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and destroy all copies of the original message. If you are the
intended recipient, please be advised that the content of this message is subject to access, review and disclosure by
the sender's Email System Administrator.
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Letter 557

Kelvin & Chris
Public Submissions
Ward11; president@lakeviewcommunity.org
[EXT] Re: RE Proposed changes to land use bylaw on secondary suites
Friday, March 02, 2018 5:55:21 PM

Dear Sir/Madam,
Following our email to you of February 18th we have read the information in the Lakeview
News written by George Reti, an LCA Board member. This information has raised our
concerns and misgivings about the proposed motion on secondary suites, which we wish to
register.  
When we attempted to access the further information following the directions in your letter of
February 8th, the information shown was a copy of the letter you had already sent us. The
additional information, provided by Mr Reti, shows that the motion is much more far reaching
than described in your letter. We are concerned that the changes allow for secondary and
backyard suites to be approved. This allows developers to purchase homes in Lakeview, which
is a desirable inner city area, and then convert the house and garage into a triplex, generating
significant rental income. Allowing owner secondary suites has its own issues but encouraging
property speculation and non owner rental development would completely change the
community. We oppose this. Therefore, we are completely and strongly against the motion, as
proposed.
We have also spoken with Councilor Farkas. From these conversations, we believe Councilor
Farkas has a good understanding of our issues and concerns. We also feel that he is able to
present these concerns more eloquently and persuasively. Therefore, please take this email as
showing our strong support for Councilor Farkas on this issue.
Again, thank you for providing a chance to comment on the proposed changes. If any of our
comments and concerns are unclear, or if you wish to discuss anything further, please respond to
this email. Or we may be contacted at 403 242 6926.

Regards Kelvin and Christine Williams
On Sun, Feb 18, 2018 at 9:37 PM, Kelvin & Chris <williakh@gmail.com> wrote:
Dear Sir/Madam,
We are in receipt of your letter dated February 8, 2018, on the above subject. We wish to
register our opposition to the proposed changes in our community, Lakeview, for the
following three reasons:
1) Parking; We live in a crescent were there is already an issue with parking. The City have
been trying to resolve this issue for 2 years, without success. Secondary suites would
exacerbate the issue.
2) Access; Access in and around Lakeview is sometimes a problem, which would be made
worse by the granting of secondary suites in the community. There are now only two ways
in and out of Lakeview. The Crowchild access becomes blocked if there is congestion on
Glenmore or Crowchild, due to cars cutting through the community or attempting to u-turn.
The 37th Street access becomes congested for the same reason and also if there is a lot of
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traffic into the Tsuu t'ina casino. During events in Glenmore park traffic is also a problem.
Access in or out and even around the community is impeded because of this outside traffic.
Granting secondary suites would worsen the situation further. Also the emergency services
would not be able to access the community.

3) Road conditions; Construction and construction traffic along 66th Avenue has left the
road in poor condition. Increased traffic due to construction of the SW Ring Road and from
secondary suites will worsen the problem.
Thank you for providing a chance to comment on the proposed changes. If any of our
comments and concerns are unclear, or if you wish to discuss anything further, please
respond to this email. Or we may be contacted at 403 242 6926.
Regards
Kelvin and Christine Williams
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March 2, 2018
Ginger Mullen and Perry Warnica
8132 Hunterview Drive NW
Calgary, AB T3K 1B1
Dale Morris
Planner, City of Calgary
PO Box 2100 Stn M
Calgary, AB T2P 2MZ
Dear Mr Morris,
In response to the proposed Land Use Bylaw IP2007, we would like to lend our support to this
long overdue action to help create much-needed, safe housing for our residents.
Best wishes,

Ginger Mullen & Perry Warnica
ginger.mullen@shaw.ca
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Letter 559

Derryl
Public Submissions
EAWard14 - Lois Walsh
[EXT] Proposed bylaw amendment
Friday, March 02, 2018 6:27:51 PM

City Council,
We object to the upcoming bylaw amendment which affects our property in Ward 14.   Understandably, the
applications for suites does take a lot of time for debate by City Council. However, as now stated in the proposal,
we are very concerned as we believe it is far too open ended without enough checks and balances along the way.  
There is much to consider in the building of a Secondary Suite and/or a Backyard Suite in what are currently the R-1
zones.
Some concerns are:
—location of the intended suite ie on top of a garage certainly affects the privacy of the neighbours
—visual appeal of such a structure on a garage in the neighbourhood
—parking availability of vehicles — no one wishes a parking lot to be their street front
—increased traffic and traffic noise in the neighbourhood
—backyard suites — again an intrusion of privacy and appeal as many backyards are not very large
—Bylaw officers have enough of a difficult time now to address citizen concerns with the hoops and privacy clauses
which exist and must be addressed before a situation can be corrected — for example, chickens in the backyard—
not allowed in Calgary but——!!!
AND a related question: How are the current illegal suites going to be managed within the scope of this program?
That, to us, is an important area to receive attention.   
Citizens in R-1 areas have purchased homes at a premium cost for R-1 Real Estate. Working hard and saving to be
able to do that has not been an easy go for most of us. Our R-1 taxes have also been a major part of contributions to
the city budget.
The aggressive move forward to increase the density of our beautiful city could very well result in Calgary being
just like another highly populated city where one has to look directly upwards to see the sky. We already have cities
like that in Canada.
I encourage the discussion to be open and for all to listen and to clearly hear the cons of going ahead with the
proposal as now outlined. To repeat, yes, times are changing, but let us be mindful of the kind of lifestyle that a city
with lower density areas provides. Money would be well spent to exercise more consideration to keep Calgary in
balance when a proposal for a Secondary Suite and/or a Backyard Suite is presented. Surely the citizens of Calgary
deserve the consideration of the additional checks and balances as proposed by Peter DeMong and other
Aldermen.   
Sincerely,
Dolores and Derryl Duncan
327 Parkview Cr. SE
Calgary, AB T2J4N8
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R Strother-Stewart
Public Submissions
[EXT] Re: Potential Change to Land Use Bylaw 1P2007, Secondary Suites
Friday, March 02, 2018 7:17:08 PM

City Council has proposed changes to Land Use Bylaw 1P2007
which will be debated on March 12, 2018.  
As a property owner, this is my response.
Name:
Address:
Email:

Robert G. Strother-Stewart
77 Royal Birch Crescent NW, Calgary, Ab.
rob.strother.stewart@gmail.com

We purchased this property in 2005 with the understanding
it is zoned as R-1 (one dwelling per city lot).
1. Our neighborhood lots are not large
and do not have back alleys.
Therefore building a suite above a
backyard garage is not likely going to happen.
This changes the exterior appearance of the property.
2. Practically a suite could be an interior part of an existing house.
It should have a separate entrance from the
house, so the tenant does not have free access to
the remainder of the family home.
The architectural design of the detached home
assumes a single family dwelling with exits designed accordingly.
The change to the exterior appearance of the property would be minimal.
3. A suite above the garage in the family home
would mean access to the rest of the home.
Maybe this is OK for a mother-in-law suite or a relative.
4. Depending on the grading of the lot,
some houses have an outside exit from the basement.
This might be developed into a suite
that is separate from the rest of the house.
Fire safety regulations might be violated
as the basement exterior exit is part of
a suite and may be closed off to others
in the house as a means for escape in a fire.
5. Many single families already have too many
vehicles on their driveway and the street.
Secondary suites could add to the problem
of parking as the tenant needs a place to park.
6. R-1 Land owners are concerned that this kind of
development may decrease their property values.
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Secondary suites becoming too common may change
the nature of the neighborhood. Maybe more
trouble or more crime. Rental properties can be neglected.
In extreme cases It could make the neighborhood slum like.
7. The city of Calgary is doing a good thing to make
sure the rental properties are legally registered and
are safe. I have seen success stories on the City of Calgary
website for secondary suites.
8. Secondary suites may be OK in certain areas of the city.
We already have quite a few condo and rental buildings
available in the neighborhood, for those that cannot afford a detached home.
9. I am trying to look at this with an open mind,
however I still would prefer that our neighborhood remain as R-1 as before.
Rob Strother-Stewart
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Letter 561

Tom Corscadden
Public Submissions
[EXT] Secondary Suites
Friday, March 02, 2018 7:24:03 PM

Good evening,
I am writing to provide comment to the proposed land use designation change for Strathcona subdivision. My
family and I live at 24 Strathclair Place SW and the current land use designation for my property is R1. It was R1
when I purchased it 20 years ago, and it has remained R1.
It is a great neighbourhood, with a traditional family environment. My wife and I have raised two children in our
home and many of our neighbours are now raising young families. We know all of our neighbours and as a
neighbourhood, we look out for each others’ children.
Traditional family neighbourhoods are harder and harder to find as city densification creeps outward from the core
of the city. These neighbourhoods are getting more scarce and are in demand. The value of homes in the
neighbourhood reflects this. Changing the land use designation will have a material impact on the value of our
home. Will the city be compensating us for our loss in this regard?
I am not seeking compensation, only a continuation of the current land use designation and a respect for a way of
life and a set of values that is nurtured in these neighbourhoods and greatly contributes to the foundation for our
western identity.
Higher density housing has been provided in our neighbourhood when it was planned, it is located a few blocks
away from the single family dwellings.. It was a good plan, there already exists space for those who choose to live
in higher density dwellings. There is space for those who do not wish to live in higher density dwellings. The plan
considered things like parking - there would be insufficient street parking on our street for secondary suite dwellers,
It considered utilities such as electricity, water, and sewer as well as schools and community services. The existing
infrastructure was simply not developed with higher density dwellings in mind. Adding secondary suites will strain
the existing infrastructure inappropriately. Does the land use designation change consider how to provide more
parking, electricity supply, and water and sewer services. Are there plans to construct additional schools? The
school in our community is already over filled.
Please show respect for the people who have chosen based on the plan, made these communities a home and a safe
place to raise children.
I have many misgiving about the proposed land use designation change as do many of my neighbours. I have
encouraged them to have a voice in this proposal, to write to the council and express their concerns, however they
are very busy people, often with two parents working and taking children to activities - it can be overwhelming. By
contrast, a letter in the mail and an e-mail response form is underwhelming as an effort at community consultation. I
would encourage greater consultation - your will the hear the voice of the community, and it will push back. Hiding
behind a faceless e-mail process feels very much like the council is uncaring and single-minded in its pursuit of
secondary suites. These suites are not universally desired in the communities.
Regards,
Tom Corscadden
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To Whom It May Concern,
I am strongly opposed to having the land use bylaw 1P2007 re-designated to allow property owners to
develop secondary suites and backyard suites without City Council approval.
When we purchased our home it was with the understanding that Rockyledge St was zoned R-C1. This
proposed change would in all probability have a negative impact on the quality of life on this street and
surrounding neighborhood not to mention devalue my property impacting future resale of my home.
Without City Council approval, how will these Secondary Suites be controlled? Given the current and
unresolved issues facing our street such as:
1. congestion of our street (due to overflow parking)
2. Space for snow removal (limited with overflow street parking)
3. Weekly waste collections (even more limited space garbage, compost and recycle bins)
It is important to note that Rockyledge Street, is the only access point for the 250+ Blue Sky condo units.
While located at the end of the street, the condos contribute to the volume of traffic, as well, their
overflow parking adds to the limited street parking available to the home owners and their visitors. With
Secondary Suites, the street parking will get even more limited and competitive. My neighbours have
unsuccessfully addressed these issues with the City in the past, so how would the City and 3-1-1 be able to
remediate these issues which would obviously increase with the correlating population growth.
Since the current infrastructure does not support the existing population, there should be careful
consideration by the City before moving forward with any changes to this bylaw.
As stated, this change in bylaw will exacerbate residential traffic and street parking and the City cannot in
good conscience relinquish their duty to unfettered population growth. Does the City plan to enforce a
limit to the number of Secondary Suites per street given the issues listed above? Also does the City plan to
increase snow removal to accommodate for parking?
Moreover, the City should reconsider making it mandatory for people to register their Secondary Suites on
the Registry. Neighbouring homeowners should provide their written approval and receive damage
deposits (lawn maintenance) for Secondary Suite home owners when they are unable to control and
manage their Renters’ behaviour as there is no means or expedited process in complying with bylaws (i.e.
10 days for 3-1-1 to be onsite). Renters including those in Secondary Suites have no accountability to
Neighbours yet their impacts on the lack of property maintenance and care significantly diminishes our
curb appeal.
If the current processes that are in place are unable to address the existing issues stated above, how can
the city in good conscience allow unmanaged, unmonitored and uncontrolled development to occur? This
will only exacerbate the residential congestion that persists.

Concerned Calgary Homeowner,
Glenn Barzdenis
10462 Rockyledge St. NW
403-605-0007
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simin fartash
Public Submissions
[EXT] Objection to CHANGES to the LAND USE BYLAW IN ST.ANDREWS HEIGHTS
Friday, March 02, 2018 10:51:55 PM

To: Office of the City Clerk
Subject: Objection to CHANGES to the LAND USE BYLAW IN ST.ANDREWS
HEIGHTS
I have strong objection to the Bylaw Change for St. Andrews Heights
Community and kindly request you to withdraw this bylaw amendment.
As you are aware the St. Andrews Heights Community Association has
already objected to the Bylaw Changes and I fully support their objections.
We bought our house to live in an R 1 family community with R 1 housing
designs and density and R 1 amenities. And the proposed Bylaw Change is
totally against our wishes and interest of the inhabitants of R1 communities.
I believe that majority of residents should decide about the Bylaw changes
and this is the right of residents.
Briefly the reasons for my objections are:
1. Majority of Residents should decide
2. The Bylaw combines “secondary” or existing dwelling/basement suites

with “backyard” suites.
3. Backyard suites as proposed are a second structure on an R 1 property.
The most common forms are suites above garages. These structures will
change the streetscape and directly impact neighbours in the form of
massing, shadowing, loss of privacy, light and noise pollution, to name
a few.
4. We bought R 1 family community with R 1 housing designs and density
and R 1 amenities and would like our community remain the same as is.
Having said the above Please withdraw this bylaw amendment.
Regards
Simin D. Fartash
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Phone No: 403 289 4469
Address:
2939 - 13 Avenue, NW
Calgary, AB
T2N 1M1
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Janet & Mirko Zatka

Letter 564

25 Hawkbury Place NW
Calgary, AB T3G 3E3
jzatka@shaw.ca
March 3, 2018
Office of the City Clerk
The City of Calgary
Po Box 2100, Postal Station "M"
Calgary, AB T2P 2M5
PublicSubmissions@calgary.ca
To Whom This May Concern:
Re: Potential changes to land Use Bylaw 1P2007 -Secondary Suites
We are providing our comments in response to the notice dated February 8, 2018 advising of a Public
Hearing on Monday, March 12, 2018 where proposed changes to the captioned Bylaw, making
secondary and backyard suites discretionary land uses in our community, will be debated.
Our residential Hawkwood property (R-Cl} was built in 1989 on land designated primarily for single
detached homes. Development of neighbourhoods in the community, including streets/alleys/cul de
sacs, was carried out with that intention. Also, it was the expectation and understanding of those who
purchased homes in R-Cl designated areas that the land use designation would remain intact.
Council's reasons to expand this designation to now include discretionary secondary and backyard
suites are not justified by the benefits set out in its website, www.calgary.ca/secondarysuites.
The majority of homes built in Hawkwood include front attached garages, which limit street parking.
For homes in cul de sacs, such as ours, street parking is further limited as shown in the attached aerial
photo of our cul de sac (Google). Furthermore, City Bylaw 41M2002 (s)3(1}(G) which requires vehicles
to park within 1.SM of a driveway, has been enforced several times by Calgary Parking Authority Bylaw
Officers in our eleven-home cul de sac following complaints by a neighbour, even though it is difficult
to precisely measure the distance given the curvature of cul de sac. If any homeowner in our cul de
sac developed a secondary suite resulting in more vehicles, parking would be a nightmare and tensions
would escalate with repeated complaints to parking bylaw.
We have lived in Hawkwood since 1992 and since then the number of vehicles and traffic in our
communities has increased significantly to the point where it is already a safety concern. Traffic
congestion will continue to grow if our properties are permitted to be redeveloped for multi-family
use, bringing more vehicles. As well, snow, its removal and accessibility for emergency vehicles into
our neighbourhoods are very serious issues that are not being considered by Council and its relevant
departments in these deliberations.

Item #4.1
C2018-0128
Attachment 11

Letter 564
2

The idea of providing opportunities for affordable housing in Calgary needs to be addressed, and we
understand that. However, attempting to solve this problem by re-designating land use in established
communities that were not developed at their outset to absorb, or tolerate, a higher population
density is irresponsible on Council's part because it will make our neighbourhoods less safe. We
caution Council against implementing a change that will simply exchange one set of problems for
another, and encourage them to pursue other options.
We appreciated the opportunity to submit our comments to City Council.
Thank you.

~~
Janet Zatka

ft/j floi:-1 --·:_ ·_0.fi~
Mirfo Zatka
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Letter 565

Carla M. Betzner
Public Submissions
[EXT] Proposed Land Use Bylaw 1P2007
Saturday, March 03, 2018 10:40:40 AM

Address: 6120 Bow Cres NW T3B 2B9
I would like to express my concerns with the proposed changes to Land Use Bylaw 1P2007 which is to improve the
process for Secondary Suites and Backyard Suites.
My husband and I both received notices of this proposed change that would allow secondary suites without City
Council approval but still work with Planning and Development staff.
Every resident on Bow Crescent received the same notice which has caused concern. It would appear the City will
allow secondary suites in an area where the City is currently implying we are in a major flood area and require
barriers in backyards that back onto the river. This is to apparently protect the community of Bowness from
overland flooding (with no effect on groundwater, there appears to be some disconnect between City departments.
One department is going to allow more people at risk for flooding while the other department is attempting to
implement measures to protect from flooding. I am unsure how permitting basement suites or backyard suites in a
community the City has deemed as a risk community is appropriate. By allowing basement/backyard suites in an
area where even getting insurance for water related problems is near impossible is totally irresponsible by the City.
Carla Betzner
(403) 809-6396
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Jean Woeller
6 138 Bow Crescent NW
Calgary, Alberta T3B 289
E-Mail: jwoeller@shaw.ca

March 3, 2018

Office of the City Clerk, The City of Calgary
700 Macleod Trail SE
P.O. Box 2100, Postal Station 'M'
Calgary, Alberta T2P 2M5

Subject: Secondary Suite Process Reform - bylaw amendments

Dear Members of Council:
I am writing to you to add my voice to the discussion on Land Use By-law amendments to include secondary suites as
discretionary uses within the R-1, R-C 1 and R-C 1L land use districts.
I recognize the need for secondary suites and support them as a useful tool for increasing the supply of affordable
housing in Calgary and creating an opportunity for senior homeowners to remain in their homes and delaying their
entry to a long term care facility. However, the broad inclusion of properties within R-1, R-C l, and R-C IL without
exclusion of properties that lie in Calgary's flood fringe , will lead to increased density in the flood fringe . An increase
in the overall financial burden of future flooding should not be an unintended consequence of secondary suite
reform.
To avoid this risk, I ask that the City consider ways to reduce this risk, either through a change to the proposed
amendment or to building permits to restrict secondary suites in the flood fringe.
Sincerely,

~w~
j
Jean Woeller
Concerned Citizen
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Anne Katzenberg
Ward4 - Andrew Chin; Councillor Web; Office of the Mayor; Public Submissions
brntwd@calgary.ca
[EXT] Secondary suite Motion
Saturday, March 03, 2018 11:23:11 AM
Secondary suite Motion.docx

Dear Mayor Nenshi and City Councillors:
I do not support the secondary suite Motion for the following reasons:
Brentwood and Triwood are highly desirable neighborhoods because they have modest sized homes,
mature trees, a nice mix of housing and park space and proximity to good transit, the university and
downtown. The terrain is very steep in some places. There are many birds and other urban wildlife,
making the community a real gem. Please don’t pave it with parking spaces for secondary suites and
laneway homes.
There are many neighborhoods zoned R2. I specifically looked for an R1 zoning when I purchased
my home.
1.

Secondary suites result in more on-street parking or paving of yards. This results in loss of
trees and loss of ground that absorbs runoff such as we get in storms and in spring melt.
This would increase flooding of basements and overwhelming storm sewers. On-street
parking is problematic in winters such as this one and narrows the space for driving.
2. Residents of these neighborhoods spend a lot of time in their yards, which are their private
spaces. The prospect of laneway homes and especially those above garages, particularly in
the hillier areas, means a total loss of privacy for people wishing to enjoy their yards. It
would also increase noise.
3. Some recent home purchases in my neighborhood are by people seeking to make money by
renting multiple units per house and renting the garage separately. They live elsewhere and
somehow dodge the bylaws.
If the motion passes, I would like to see the following:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Owner-occupied suites only, and where the tenant is helpful to the homeowner (shoveling
snow, helping with initial cost of home ownership through rent).
No laneway homes.
Mandatory registration of all suites and only one suite per home.
Adherence to strict safety standards (inspections).
Stronger by-law enforcement.

Brentwood has seen considerable increased density with University City, which is quite frankly an
inhuman environment with no green space. There are many air B&B units there, so it is not serving
the purpose of providing housing for Calgarians. Put the density near the transit, as planned and
leave modest, desirable neighborhoods alone.
Respectfully,
M. Anne Katzenberg
Tri-wood resident and homeowner (Crawford Rd. N.W.)
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Letter 568

Marcus Riedner
EAWard1 - Tomi Neilson; Office of the Mayor; Public Submissions
[EXT] Secondary Suites Reform
Saturday, March 03, 2018 11:27:38 AM

To the Office of Ward Sutherland, Councillor for Ward 1, The Office of The Mayor of
Calgary, and to the general City Council;
A few weeks ago we received a notice for the proposed changes to the Land Use Bylaws
around secondary and backyard suites. First, I am completely in favour of the amendments and
expediting the process of getting secondary suites approved and legal throughout the city.
Honestly, the fact that this is still on the agenda in Calgary is absurd; we have gone through
multiple cycles of rental and housing crunches since the matter came up over a decade ago.
Glacially slow progress on this issue has put a lot of people I know into really dangerous
living situations where their legal recourse in an eviction is tenuous and their safety is highly
suspect. We need about 15,000 more of these rental spaces right now in Calgary, and the fact
that this is still going up for debate in chambers is really unacceptable.
Please approve the changes, get this ball rolling, and lets get safer and more cost effective
housing in place across the city for heaven's sake.
Regards,
Marcus Riedner
Home Owner, Silver Springs, Calgary
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dbeckers
Public Submissions
Ward11
[EXT] Regarding Secondary Suite Process Reform
Saturday, March 03, 2018 11:45:20 AM

I am opposed to allowing secondary suites universally across the city.
People should be given a choice to live in the type of community that
they want to live in. The Mapleridge community is all single family
homes and property owners pay a significant amount of property taxes to
maintain this quality of life. Once suites begin to be
approved/developed there is no turning back and there may be no area in
Calgary that is not a high density/high rental/short term residency
area. Neighborhoods with long term single family owned residences
should be preserved, not lost forever. I urge council to not make an
all encompassing decision that can never be undone. I would also like
to point out that these neighborhoods were not originally designed for
high density. Some may say parking is not an issue if the suites will
require "an" off street parking space, but I do not think it is
realistic to expect these suites will be occupied by a single person
with a single vehicle.
My understanding is that a lot of secondary suites currently get
approved based on temporary circumstances such as needing to house
ageing parents etc. Once these suites are approved, over time the
original circumstances change but the suites remain and the properties
become general rentals. If people have circumstances that require them
to have a secondary suite, in my opinion they should relocate to an area
that allows secondary suites, not turn every neighborhood into a rental
neighborhood.
David Becker
10819 - Mapleford Road S.E.
Calgary, Alberta
T2J 1X6
dbeckers@shaw.ca
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Letter 570

Chad Widmer
Public Submissions
[EXT] Proposed changes to zoning/secondary suite bylaws
Saturday, March 03, 2018 11:54:42 AM

To Whom It May Concern,
I would like our area of Charleswood to remain R1. It is a lovely, community/family oriented area that we chose for
its access to schools and its strong communit. I do not want it to become another developers mecca, who come in,
develop make money, then leave without any concern about the long-term impact in our neighbourhood. There are
plenty of new properties going up already in the vicinity of our home (University District, proposed development in
Brentwood, etc.) that provides accommodations for new families, students, etc. and I don’t feel the need for
secondary suites in this particular area is paramount. Thank you for listening to my concerns. My address is 20
Chatham Drive NW.
Chad Widmer
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Letter 571

Bonnie & John Oldring
Public Submissions; Ward7 - Katie Dekruyf; Councillor Web; Office of the Mayor; president@standrewsheights.ca;
info@standrewsheights.ca
[EXT] Potential changes to the land use bylaw - March 2018
Saturday, March 03, 2018 12:05:46 PM

March 3, 2018
Office of the City Clerk,
The City of CALGARY,
700 Macleod Trail SE,
PO Box 2100, Postal Station M,
CALGARY, Alberta T2P 2M5
RE: Potential changes to the Land Use Bylaw relating to 170,000 R-1, R-C1 and R-C1L properties in the city of
CALGARY
As owners and residents of 2540 Toronto Cres NW in the community of St. Andrews Heights, we oppose the
potential changes to the Land Use Bylaw 1P2007. This mass rezoning to allow increased density to an existing R-1
community is truly unfair to the current homeowners who purchased knowing the current zoning.
Apparently the city of CALGARY only has an estimation of the number of secondary suites that are spread
throughout the city. When does a community exceed its capacity to support the extra traffic and parking when new
tenants and families are added. The city should identify, license and inspect what is currently offered in each
community before adding to the unknown numbers that are already there.
Laneway homes, garage suites and secondary suites are potential rental suites or rooms by tourists visiting our city.
Many communities (Canmore) and neighbourhoods are struggling with controlling Airbnb, VRBO and Tripadvisor
rentals. Neighbours are struggling with increased traffic, parking problems and large numbers of visitors staying in a
rental property while visiting the community. This mass change in the bylaw must consider how a neighbourhood
will be affected when residences are rented by short term visitors to our city. The loss of revenue by hotels and
motels should also be considered when the rules change.
We urge you as the Mayor and aldermen to vote against this mass rezoning that is being proposed. We are feeling
totally devastated that a Mayor and city council can violate a sacred trust that zoning bylaws mean something. A
quick vote after no consultation with constituents that may have their most important lifetime purchase affected is
just wrong!

Sincerely,
John and Bonnie Oldring
2540 Toronto Crescent NW
Calgary, Alberta
T2N 3V9
Home 403.289.4127
Cell 403.669.7424
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Letter 572

Janet Becker
Public Submissions
Ward11
[EXT] Regarding Secondary Suite Process Reform
Saturday, March 03, 2018 12:23:10 PM

I would like to register my opposition to allowing secondary suites universally across the city and
specifically in my area of Mapleridge. I believe Mapleridge should remain a rental free area of the city.
Janet Becker
10819 - Mapleford Road S.E.
Calgary, Alberta
T2J 1X6
dj99becker@yahoo.com
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Letter 573

Keith Cartmell
Public Submissions
[EXT] Secondary Suite Reform
Saturday, March 03, 2018 12:33:30 PM

Hello,
I almost don’t care what rules are made about secondary suites, my primary interest is to see the matter delegated to
city administration staff, and get council out of the loop. I want my council to be focused on the big picture, citywide issues with potentially millions or even billions of dollars under discussion. Debating a penny-ante secondary
suite application is extremely poor value for the time and money it costs, and even worse, is taken from more
important issues.
I’m fine with allowing a property owner to develop a secondary suite, provided there is a regulatory environment
addressing the overall application and licensing process to ensure safety, parking, and noise concerns are
consistently dealt with.
Keith Cartmell
keith@nucleus.com
423 Woodbine Blvd SW
Calgary T2W4G9
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Letter 574

Pat Henderson
Public Submissions
[EXT] Secondary Suites
Saturday, March 03, 2018 12:35:17 PM

I am totally opposed to secondary suites in R1 zoned communities. I live in Brentwood and am moving to Varsity
Estates. I do not want secondary suites in our community. It creates more traffic, lowers the value of homes.
Pat Henderson

Sent from my iPhone
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Letter 575

Linda Noble
Public Submissions
[EXT] Secondary suite process reform notice of change - feedback from constituents
Saturday, March 03, 2018 12:42:02 PM

Hello
I’m writing on behalf of my mother and I who reside at 1540 Lake Bonavista
Drive SE and for my neighbours Helen and Arpy Puskas who reside at 1531 Lake
Bonavista Drive SE (as they do not have access to computers or email).

Given the high vacancy rate in Calgary, we do NOT feel that secondary suites are needed in
low-density communities. Having said this, we believe:
1. The citizens of Calgary who are affected by the secondary suite location should be able to
supply input into the approval process and aesthetic develop process. Therefore, we believe
that council should be the ones to approve secondary suites. We have a voting process
whereby our council members are voted into office and therefore should speak on the approval
of suites. Council members should have a means to notify their constituents on any secondary
suite applications they receive for input and feedback.
2. All secondary suite applications should be discretionary and allow for the non-approval
process to take place
3. Secondary suites should NOT change the structural aesthetics of the house undergoing
development and not change the width or height of the current structure
For the Lake Bonavista Community, we are not a fan of secondary suites as we
feel property values will decline and the neighbourhood values will not be upheld
(decreased value in the aesthetics of the community, increased risk for fires and
increased risk for crime). We realize we will be forced to accept the imposed
secondary suite direction of this council. What we would request, for non-density
communities, with this imposed secondary suites direction on our community is
the following:

1. Address street parking - where on property parking has to be supplied for the
person(s) renting the secondary suite - vehicles for all members have on property
parking spaces. In our households we have people with limited mobility and if
people park directly in front of our houses, we will experience potential
emergency health conditions where first responders can not gain access to the
property for medical aid. We have already experienced this with the most recent
road conditions and snow piles left on the sides of streets.
2. Secondary suites should carry a city of Calgary license like any business should
and be evaluated annually - city should inspect the suites annually to ensure
building code is upheld. The funding from the licensing should be such that it
pays for theses inspectors.
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3. The properties with secondary suites will use more infrastructure (such as
water, sewage and electricity), therefore should have higher property taxes than a
house that is a single dwelling. Property taxes should carry a “revenue generating
property tax assessment”.
4. Enforce the accountability of those who have secondary suites to be liable for
by-law infractions (including noise, littering, fire pits, illegal activity, etc) making landlords accountable to the activity on their property.
5. The property owner should live in the property that has the secondary suite. In other words,
a rental property can not have a tenant living in the secondary suite, otherwise the property
must carry a label of “apartments” and be taxed accordingly.
We have had experience with illegal secondary suites in the past, and are very
concerned for the increase risk in fire and crime this direction posses. We are also
concerned with the aesthetics and decreased property values within our
communities.
Thanks in advance.
Linda Noble, 1540 Lake Bonavista Drive SE Calgary Alberta T2J3G9
Marilyn Noble, 1540 Lake Bonavista Drive SE Calgary Alberta T2J3G9

Helen Puskas, 1531 Lake Bonavista Drive SE Calgary Alberta T2J2X8
Arpy Puskas, 1531 Lake Bonavista Drive SE Calgary Alberta T2J2X8
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Letter 576

kurt moench
Public Submissions
[EXT] land use bylaw 1P2007
Saturday, March 03, 2018 1:12:45 PM

dear city Council
I would encourage you to adopt the proposed changes to the land use bylaw to make it easier to develop
secondary suites.
Calgary is a moderate sized city (by international population standards) but it has a huge physical
footprint.
Because of this, we have enjoyed wide open spaces, long commutes and few "walkable " communities.
This has to change for the current and future generations.
Legal Secondary suites will help to make this city better in so many ways:
- increased density
- more affordable housing options
- safe suites
- increased community connection
- greater tax base
- business will grow in denser communities
- greater transit use and reliability
- less reliance on vehicles
- cleaner air
- better sidewalks
At the same time, of course, suites must be regulated and safe.
I would guess that there are thousands of suites in Calgary that do not have the proper approvals and
pose health and safety risks to tenants.
Making the secondary suite regulation process more accessible and transparent will encourage home
owners do it legally and safely
I hope you fix this untenable situation for both home owners and potential tenants.
sincerely,
Kurt Moench
12 Capri Ave NW, Calgary
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Letter 577

Scott - Deb Smith
Public Submissions
[EXT] Public Hearing on changes to the Land use Bylaw relating to Secondary Suites and Backyard Suits to be
held on March 12, 2018
Saturday, March 03, 2018 1:21:34 PM

Re: Suites and Changes to Land use Bylaw relating Secondary Backyard Suits
This letter is in response to the notification of the Public Hearing on changes to the Land use Bylaw
relating to Secondary Suites and Backyard Suits to be held on March 12, 2018. As a long time resident in
the community of Rutland Park, I am against allowing changes to the rules to make it easier to add
additional suites in any neighbourhood. We purposely bought our current house because of its R-1
zoning. I believe it is ethically and morally wrong to change the rules, after the fact, to any current
landowner.
To be fair to current land owners any changes to the Land Use Bylaws should not be allowed to come
into effect until all the land owners on a street either agree to the changes or the house is sold and the
new owners are fully aware the rules may change once the last of the current land owners agree to the
change or sell. Until that time the current rules would apply to that street. This would be a fair system.
I trust that council will consider the positions of the current land owners before making any decisions.
Respectfully,
Scott E. Smith
3332 35th Avenue SW.
Calgary, AB
403 249-3700
smithds@shaw.ca
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Letter 578

Sally Grattidge
Public Submissions
[EXT] Proposed Change to Land Use Bylaw
Saturday, March 03, 2018 1:26:17 PM

To City Council:
I live at 6060 Bow Crescent NW and am opposed to the potential change to my land use designation.
I believe that my property – and Bow Crescent in general - is not an appropriate area for this change
for the following reasons:
1. Many Bow Crescent properties were impacted by the 2013 flood; the majority, like my own,
were affected by groundwater flooding from the high water table. It therefore makes no
sense to me to make it easier to build secondary suites, which are often basement suites,
when it was primarily basements that were flooded.
2. Much of the street is designated flood fringe so, again, it makes no sense to allow further
development in this area, particularly since flood insurance for homeowners is very hard to
get.
3. Bow Crescent’s road surface is already very poor, with many potholes and uneven areas, and
is not maintained by the City. Allowing higher density housing will exacerbate this problem
greatly.
4. Since the downturn in Calgary’s economy, vacancy rates of both office buildings and homes
are higher. I believe that Calgary does not require more housing until the economy recovers
fully, unemployed people are back at work, and vacancy rates return to their previous low
rate of around 2%.
Sincerely,
Sally Grattidge
6060 Bow Crescent NW
sgrattidge@shaw.ca
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February 14, 2018

Office of the City Clerk
The City of Calgary
700 Macleod Tr. S.E.
P~O. Box 2100, Postal Station M
Calgary, Alta. T2P , 2M5
Re:

Potential Changes to Land Use Bylaw at 48 Hawkhill Way N.W.

We do not agree with the proposed changes to the Land Use Bylaw 1P2007
for secondary suites and backyard suites for this area.
This decreases our property value and increases the amount of traffic.
Please reconsider this decision.

Myles & Cathy Young
48 Hawkhill Way N.W.
Calgary, Alta. T3G 3Kl
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Colin J. Yeo
452 Scimitar Bay NW, Calgary, Alberta T3L 1S7
colin.yeo@shaw.ca
403-374-9077

March 2, 2018
Office of the City Clerk
The City of Calgary
700 Macleod Trail SE
P.O. Box 2100, Postal Station ‘M’
Calgary, Alberta T2P 2M5
Re: C2017-1249 Secondary Suite Process Reform
I urge City Council to defeat Motion C2017-1249 Secondary Suite Process Reform that will be presented
to Council on March 12, 2012 for the following reasons:
 There has been no meaningful public engagement concerning these bylaw amendments. The
citizens of Calgary deserve to be heard. Communication from the City about this important
matter has not been well advertised
 There is a significant and material difference between a “basement” suite and a “backyard”
suite. In the proposed bylaw amendments, these two very different types of suites have been
lumped together under the collective term “secondary suites”. Backyard suites are very
different from basement suites and they significantly impact neighbouring properties and the
character of a neighbourhood. Backyard suites must be processed separately from basement
suites using different criteria
 The language of the Proposed Policy to Guide Discretion for Secondary Suites and Backyard
Suites is weak. There must be no relaxation for parking requirements and amenity space. The
Policy language must be direct, specific and definitive
 Registration of secondary suites must be mandatory and enforced with significant penalties.
Because of these deficiencies, I urge City Council to defeat the motion.

Respectfully,
Colin Yeo
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Letter 581

Scott - Deb Smith
Public Submissions
[EXT] Proposed secondary suite by law changes
Saturday, March 03, 2018 1:58:08 PM

Re: Proposed changes to Property designations.
I have lived in Rutland Park in SW Calgary for over 20 years. We specifically choose this neighbourhood for its
primarily R1 zoning. We looked for a community with this zoning to provide a “close knit” ,family oriented
neighbourhood in which to raise our family. I can see this changing if City Council allows the development of
secondary suites.
I do not believe it is right for the City of Calgary to change these rules to make it easier for secondary suites to be
approved. This could make changes and impact the neighbourhood in many ways. I foresee an increase in traffic and
potential parking issues. Our Community Association has actively opposed these changes, and I believe City
Council should listen to the voices of the home owners.
Yours sincerely,
A. Deborah Smith
3332 35 Ave SW
Calgary AB
T3E 1A1
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Letter 582

Mickey Edinga
Public Submissions
[EXT] Land Use Bylaw.
Saturday, March 03, 2018 1:58:16 PM

My concern is traffic. 53rd street is already overused with the new Varsity Grove development and
rush hour and school traffic cutting through our area from Shaganappi. Before our area is reassigned
I think 53rd street must be addressed. Already we have someone on our street renting rooms out
adding to parking traffic on our Bay.
I watched the process of poor Harvest Hills at your council meeting so I know notification is just lip
service to us residents in this area. It was such a nice quiet area and you keep adding more and
more people and traffic. If you reassign this area I hope my taxes go down as compensation.
Thankyou
Micheline Edinga
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Letter 583

Elizabeth Milne
Public Submissions
[EXT] Secondary
Saturday, March 03, 2018 2:22:01 PM

Moved in many years ago.Community of Forest Heights..Many illegal basement suites with renters in the top
level..Owners never to be seen.
Trouble with parking for some,too much garbage in the ally,property neglected.
Owners flip houses and in the meantime build a suite and rent the top and bottom.
Our block has gone the tube.Our mayor certainly know why he is doing this...
He's not going to stop this scenario .
Elizabeth Milne
Sent from my iPad
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Letter 584

stephen pearce
Public Submissions
[EXT] Adding suites to R-C1 parcels
Saturday, March 03, 2018 2:45:15 PM

Dear Mayor and City Councillors,
I live in Rutland Park on a parcel that is designated R-C1 and I am in favour of the proposed
changes to add the Secondary Suite and Backyard Suite uses to the R-C1 District.
I think that suites provide an important option for households to adapt to new life conditions
and household needs. From a personal perspective, I look forward to having the option of
building a suite on our property. This ability may help our family respectfully support our
parents as they age, provide a housing option for our children (or their friends) as they grow
into adults and provide my partner and I flexibility as we ourselves age by providing the
option to downsize or to house a caregiver.
I'm happy that my neighbours will also have the option to build legal secondary suites. A
number of neighbours nearby already have basement suites and I'm glad that at least one
barrier to legalizing them will be removed. Unfortunately, many in our community are further
limited by Restricted Covenants on our properties. It is my hope that, over time, we may be
able to work with our neighbours, The City and the Province to remove out-of-date Restrictive
Covenant limitations so that we may include a wider diversity of people and households in our
neighbourhood.
Thank you for working towards a solution to better enable housing options in our
neighbourhoods.
Sincerely, Stephen Pearce
Rutland Park Resident in the 3400 block of 32 Street SW
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Letter 585

Frank Van Bavel
Public Submissions
[EXT] Land Use bylaw 1P2007
Saturday, March 03, 2018 3:00:54 PM

Frank Van Bavel
223 Citadel Dr. N.W.
Calgary Alberta
T3G4V4
f-vanbavel@hotmail.com

Dear City Council,
I am submitting formal comments for the rezoning of the block that includes the parcel of land
located at 4916 Bowness Road. This is covered under the proposed changes to Land Use Bylaw
1P2007. I strongly urge the City of Calgary to rezone the land for commercial use.
Re-zoning of the land to commercial use will bring multiple positive effects to the property
and the community.
1. Rezoning to commercial will benefit the land and adjacent area, increase tax revenue and
bring positive impact to the community by generating jobs for the local economy and
appealing to nearby residents to have commercial businesses just a short drive away or within
walking distance rather than having rundown houses or empty lots around.
2. The surroundings of the property is not suitable for residential use any more. It is located on
the corner of two major roads (Home road and Bowness road). There is heavy vehicle and
pedestrian traffic at this corner making it more appealing for commercial interests.
Along with the West Campus Development plan and Paskapoo Slopes development, the traffic
of pedestrians and vehicles is expected to increase more heavily than present conditions.
3. The level of noise is very high and distressing a regular times. Noise level increases the
ambulance is called out from the station across the street. The noise level is very high to the
point unbearable. It has very negative health impacts including stress, anxiety and insomnia to
the residents nearby.
4. With the block bracketed by 16th avenue and Market mall up the hill, a commercial venture
in the block could have even more vehicle and pedestrian traffic as potential customers and
have the possibility to server tourists as well.
5. The block is across from Safeway and other businesses so will not be an isolated island of
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6. Residential parking is limited in the area. Rebuilding the block with parking can alleviate the
parking issues.
7. 4916 Bowness road N.W. is pie shaped lot. Majority of the land faces both Bowness road
and Home road and the back of the lot does not have vehicle access to the back alley.
Rebuilding a residential house that has proper safe access and parking for the owner and
tenants are very challenging and risky since it's facing a highly trafficked 5 way intersection of
two major roads.
8. The privacy and safety of the residents, especially for children, are greatly compromised
due to the high traffic of pedestrians and vehicles at this location. We moved out from the
property to ensure our son's safety and welfare.
9. There is very high possibility of vacant or empty lots in the area which can leave the
community unsafe and a less desirable place to live, leading to potential inconvenience and
harmful impact to the community. Rebuilding a single residential house to the neighborhood
standard is not affordable or profitable to the current home owners on the block because of
the heavy traffic and high noise level of the surroundings. For the same reasons, building a
single residential house would not be appealing to a buyer or tenants for residential
purposes.
Thank you for your consideration in this manner
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Letter 586

Duncan
Public Submissions
[EXT] secondary suite by-law
Saturday, March 03, 2018 3:03:30 PM

Office of the City Clerk
The City of Calgary
700 MacLeod Trail SE
Calgary, Alberta
March 3, 2018
Re: Proposed Secondary Suite By-law Changes
I would like to register my objections to the proposed bylaw changes for the following
reasons:
-there will be increased street and back lane traffic
-increased dust from lane traffic
-parking problems due to an increase in population and their guests
-more on street parking because secondary suite tenants will not park, just, in their allotted on
property parking stalls
-structures placed in back yards will be eyesores, may restrict sunlight into adjacent properties
and negatively impact my right to enjoyment of my patio and or garden
- privacy blinds will negatively impact the aesthetics of the neighbourhood
-increased noise levels caused by secondary suite neighbours in their yards
-problems resulting from increased pressure put on aging sewer, plumbing, electrical and
garbage infrastructure
-overcrowding of neighbourhood spaces
-problems with renters not respecting the neighbourhood
-reduced property values as people who move into this neighbourhood do so because it is not a
multifamily neighbourhood
-increased pressure on school enrollment
Respectfully,
Duncan McColl
808 Lake Placid Drive SE
Calgary, Alberta
T2J 4C2
403-271-3628
mccolld@telusplanet.net
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March 2, 2018

Dear Councillors,
We currently do not support the proposed secondary suite Motion that will be voted on March 12 at the
City of Calgary Council Hearing. However, if it is going to be changed, we would like to suggest that no
garage or lane suites be included.
We feel the homeowner must live at the residence if a Basement Suite or other areas in the home are
rented out. In our neighborhood, we observe that the residences where the Landlord lives on site are
maintained in a satisfactory manner. This is not the case with rentals where the Landlord lives off site.
Strict guidelines must be made with stronger bylaw enforcement rules for all properties.
No parking, lot size or building size relaxations should be allowed.
Mandatory Registration with an inspection is a must to ensure safety. Offer a grace period, and then
impose significant fines that increase each month the suite goes unregistered. Vancouver had fines
which were an additional $10,000 per month that the property remained unregistered.
We are disappointed there has been a complete lack of public engagement from the City Council on this
very significant issue.

Frank and Sally Canuel
3704 Beaver Road NW
403-289-5380
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Letter 588

Dave Robertson
Public Submissions
[EXT] Adding suites to R-C1 parcels
Saturday, March 03, 2018 3:22:59 PM
3420-34 Ave SW Land Use Redesignation RC-1 to RC-1s COVER.pdf

Dear Mayor and Councillors
My wife and I are residents of Rutland Park and we would like to express my support for
proposed changes to the Land Use Bylaw to add secondary and backyard suites as uses to the
RC-1 zone.
We applied and successfully won permission to change the zoning for our property at 3420-34
Ave SW to RC-1S. I have attached the original cover letter for our application (PE-201401258) to help explain why we choose to make this application and why we believe in
allowing secondary suites on on RC-1 parcels.
I believe the current process was more difficult than it should have been and that it was a
waste of time to bring this type of decision before City Council. I am confident that
Administration can make these discretionary decisions in a more expeditious and thoughtful
manner.
We have a number of illegal suites in our neighbour and I believe it is critical to remove
barriers to legalizing them. As the father of a recent university graduate, we need safe,
affordable housing for Calgary's young workers and students. Landlords need an reasonable
avenue to compliance so that we can prevent tragedies associated with unsafe suites.
Unfortunately, many parcels in Rutland Park are subject to restrictive covenants. After lengthy
consultations with real estate lawyers, we were forced to abandon our laneway project because
of a restrictive covenant registered by the CPR in 1954. However, we see attitudes about
secondary suites shifting in our neighbourhood and we look forward to a time when we can
petition for changes to this onerous agreement. I believe the long term health and vitality of
Rutland Park relies on it.
Thank you for your continued efforts to support Calgarians who are seeking safe, affordable
housing.
Dave Robertson
3420-34 Avenue SW
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Yuping Wang, BArch MEDes
Planner 2
Local Area Planning and ImplementationCentre West Planning, Development & Assessment
The City of Calgary
5th Floor, Municipal Building  800 Macleod Tr SE
P.O. Box 2100, Station M
Calgary, AB Canada T2P 2M5

Re: PE201401258 Proposed Land Use Redesignation RC1 to RC1s
Dear Yuping
Please accept the attached documents as an application for a land use redesignation for
342034th Ave SW in Calgary. The purpose of the application to to amend the land use of this
property to allow for the construction of a secondary suite above a rear detached garage (a
“laneway home”).
Reasons for making the application: M
y wife and I are preparing for the departure of our adult
son and for downsizing normally associated with preparation ultimately for retirement. We have
considered several options for the future of our property and we have concluded that
constructing a laneway home best balances our needs and interests with those of our
immediate neighbors.
Our property is on the northern boundary of Rutland Park and backs onto Richmond Road.
Traffic noise in our backyard is distracting and unpleasant. Our current garage is an aging single
bay unit that was constructed in the 1950’s. Its current state requires that we park our two
vehicles on the street in front of our home.
Potential reasons for approval: W
e believe that by constructing a welldesigned laneway
home, we can:
●
●
●
●
●

Reduce the street parking we currently use on 34th Ave SW
Reduce noise and improve the environment in our backyard
Improve our property without changing the frontage character of 34th Avenue SW
Provide much needed rental accommodation adjacent to Mount Royal University
Support the sustainability targets set in Calgary’s Municipal Development Plan

New developments constructed immediately on the north side of Richmond Road in 2014 are all
two story, semidetached homes. A welldesigned laneway home on the northern edge of our
property will be smaller, but similar and complementary in form. Like the new homes on the
north side, the laneway will improve the streetscape for pedestrians and for the neighbours
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facing our backyard. It can provide convenient streetside access for the laneway’s occupants
from Richmond Road, preventing any concerns with additional traffic at the front of our property.
As of June 21st, we have doorknocked at ten homes immediately adjacent to our property. We
have spoken with the owners of eight homes and they have indicated that they have no
immediate concerns about our application for a land use redesignation for the ultimate
construction of a laneway home on our property. The only objection was from a member of the
community who was canvassing in support of a petition against upcoming bylaw amendments
concerning secondary suites in R1 and RC1 communities.
We have told our neighbours that we are committed to an open door policy through the course
of this project should they have questions or concerns. We will anticipate and pay special
attention to concerns about parking, building mass, and sight lines when we apply for a
development permit. We will also continue to share our plans with our neighbours and with the
Rutland Park Community Association as they progress.

With sincerest respects

Dave Robertson
342034 Ave SW, Calgary, AB
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Letter 589

KJanzen
Public Submissions
[EXT] Secondary Suite Process Reform
Saturday, March 03, 2018 3:26:32 PM

I am deeply disappointed in Council’s decision to rezone my ward. Technically, you have
rezoned my RC-1 area by making secondary suites a permitted use. Rezoning should be
required at a community level with consultation and a full scope of planning for the area. It
should not be on at a property level, especially with residential properties.
I question whether the review of single property applications contravenes the Municipal
Government Act where the Municipality is required to enforce the land use bylaws by district
or area redevelopment. The Act states the following:
(6) A land use bylaw may authorize a development authority to decide on an application for a
development permit even though the proposed development does not comply with the land use
bylaw or is a non‑conforming building if, in the opinion of the development authority
(a) the proposed development would not
(i) unduly interfere with the amenities of the neighbourhood, or
(ii) materially interfere with or affect the use, enjoyment or value of neighbouring parcels of
land,
and
(b) the proposed development conforms with the use prescribed for that land or building in
the land use bylaw.
The City is unilaterally deciding that a development permit is not required.
We purchased our 60+ year old property because of the single family zoning and in a
neighbourhood full of bungalows so we did not have neighbours staring down into our yard
from their second story view. We have been told that we need to provide choice for the
residents of Calgary but you are taking away our choice and I am not ok with that.
Our community met with some planning students from the University of Calgary to come up
with a development plan for our community. When we inquired as to why there were so many
infills, condos, and duplexes, we were told that the City had given them a directive to create
densification. We have tried to be open-minded, to collaborate in order to come up with a
development plan for our community. This does not seem possible as there has been zero
compromise from the City’s intent on densification. There has been no ability to maintain our
private, quiet, clean, respectful neighbourhood.
We have lived with secondary suites and rental houses on our street, and unfortunately, the
occupants have reinforced the idea that renters typically (not all but most) do not add
positively to our community. They do not shovel snow, mow their lawns, maintain the
property. We have even had them park with their vehicle tires on our front lawn.
I have no issue with the City Planning department having the responsibility of making these
decisions rather than Council. I do take issue with the property by property decisions. If the
area is not zoned for the use the answer is simple, it is not allowed.
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We are living in a society where anything is allowed and there are no consequences for one’s
own actions. I expect the City to abide by and enforce the laws as they are written, not
unilaterally decide when it is acceptable not to comply.
Truly concerned,
Kathy Janzen
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Letter 590

Linda Campbell
Public Submissions
[EXT] Public Hearing Meeting of Council 2018 March 12 - C2018-0128
Saturday, March 03, 2018 4:33:41 PM

Secondary Suite Process Reform
As the landowner of 232 Deer Run Crescent SE in Calgary I am totally and unequivocally
against this proposal to change my land use. Currently my land use district is R-C1 and I wish
it to remain that way.
I have lived at the address for more than 20 years and have no intention of moving. The
reason I bought in this area was because they were single dwelling houses with only one
family per house. Deer Run is an established older neighborhood most with senior people in it
and the houses are well maintained and cared for with the exception of the ones that have sold
recently and are now rented out.  
Needless to say the renters do not care about the premises nor the neighborhood which has
decreased the appeal and value of our homes. The house next door to me has been rented for
about 8 years and I have had many problems with them. You can check with 311 about the
complaints I have registered. Rezoning our area of the city will only add more problems that
already exist.  
There is one house on the corner of our street which used to be extremely well maintained but
has been bought by and absentee landlord who has rented out the basement and the main floor
to two different families. This has changed hands twice already and the owner has tried to rent
out the oversized two car garage separately as well.
For the life of me I don't understand why this change has to be applied to existing older areas
of the city. As I understand it any new houses that are currently being built in the city are now
required to be built to code to provide for basement suites and backyard suites. With the
spread of the city to the outskirts of the downtown area isn't that sufficient enough. Why
change existing zones as well.
I am totally against this proposal and will be attending the meeting on the 12 th of March. I
am so very disappointed with this city right now and those who are in favor of this proposal.
I will certainly considering this the next time I voted.
Respectfully
Linda A. Campbell
232 Deer Run Cr SE
Calgary, Alberta
T2J 5N5
403-455-4242
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Letter 591

Joanne Pelletier
Public Submissions
[EXT] Zoning for secondary suites
Saturday, March 03, 2018 7:03:28 PM

We bought our home where we did so as not to have renters around us. We do not want our neighbour hood
rezoned.
Ralph and Joanne Pelletier
Sent from my iPad
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AMANPREET SINGH
Public Submissions
[EXT] Secondary Suite Process Reform
Saturday, March 03, 2018 8:17:31 PM

Hi,
I would like my basement suite to be a legal secondary suite. I live in a R-1 dwelling.
Thanks,
Aman
403-6076449

Letter 592
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Letter 593

Ken and Sharon Birch
Public Submissions
[EXT] Suite Reform
Saturday, March 03, 2018 8:32:26 PM

City Clerk
We already have on our small cul-de-sac a “nanny suite” which an extended family is living in. We
also have a house that is renting out rooms. The parking is extremely limited being on a small culde-sac, & we have not enough parking space for all the cars involved in the situation. I sincerely
hope there would not be any further allowance of secondary suites in this situation.
Sharon Birch
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Letter 594

CindyFrancis Siu
Public Submissions
[EXT] Objection to the amendments of bylaw permitting secondary suites
Saturday, March 03, 2018 8:35:55 PM

The City Clerk
The City of Calgary

Dear Sir or Madam,
I refer to your letter of February, 2018 in connection with "Potential changes to the Land Use
Bylaw related to my property".
Please note that if secondary suites are permitted in my neighborhood
1. the population would at least be doubled. Communal facilities, such as schools, medical
clinics and retail stores could not cope with the sudden increase in population.
2. criminal rate and personal conflicts may rise due to increased density of population.
3. increase in households with working population bring in more vehicles. On street
parking will become more serious problems in the already congested areas. This will
cause inconvenience to police, fire fighters and EMS servers in case of emergency
need.
Name of property owner: Cindy Siu
Address of property:
67 Woodhaven Road SW, Calgary, T2W 5P5
Email address:
siufcin@hotmail.com
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Richard Gorecki
Public Submissions
[EXT] Land Use - Secondary Suite Process
Saturday, March 03, 2018 8:44:41 PM

I live in Rocky Ridge - R-C1.
I am not opposed to Administration dealing with the Secondary Suite issue.
I am opposed to a property owner being able to proceed directly to the
building permit stage without some kind of review process prior thereto.
The review process should take into account how many secondary suites
there already are in the area ( including questionable secondary suites
already in the area - there are three that I know of in my immediate area.)
Backyard suites should not be permitted under any circumstance.
One of my primary concerns is parking. Properties in this area are built
on small lots. Virtually every homeowner here has 2 vehicles, usually
with one of them being parked on the street.
We have already had parking issues where a few homeowners with
questionable secondary suites and their tenants with two or more
vehicles have created a parking problem - especially a concern in winter
when streets are not cleared of snow.
In addition many of my neighbors have teenage children and soon will be
adding to the number of vehicles on the streets.
Only one or two secondary suites should be permitted in a certain area
after due concern over the parking spaces available. (Not forgetting the
fact that many of the homeowners have visitors taking up limited parking
spaces.)
Respectfully:
Richard Gorecki
331 Rocky Ridge Mews NW
Calgary, T3G-4P3
403-241-7312
goreckier@telus.net
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Letter 596

TERESA O"BYRNE
planning@mybowness.com; CAWard1 - Ralph Smith; Councillor Web; Office of the Mayor; Public Submissions
[EXT] Secondary Suites - March 12 City Council Meeting
Saturday, March 03, 2018 9:16:14 PM

Hello,
With respect to the forthcoming City Council meeting regarding secondary suites scheduled for
March 12, We would like our views as a property owner and voter in Calgary considered. In
particular:
1. We would like backyard and laneway suites removed from the motion as they are better left

to rezoning applications. These suites should be for special circumstances to be allowed and
not allowed unless certain criteria is met as is the Discretionary DP Process.
2. It is critical to enforce the safety of any secondary suits, especially if the City is encouraging
more suites by making it easier for them to be created. Secondary suits are notorious for
being dangerous places to live if they are not inspected.
Regards,
Dan & Teresa O'Byrne
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Letter 597

Linh Ha
Public Submissions
[EXT] Supporting potential changes to the Land Use Bylaw 1P2007 to improve Secondary Suites process
Saturday, March 03, 2018 9:32:33 PM

Dear City of Calgary,
My name is Linh Ha, current owner of property at 47 Douglas Glen PL SE, Calgary, AB T2Z
2M9.I am writing this letter to give my support to proposed changes to improve the Secondary
Suites application process. I have received the letter from city of Calgary regarding the
potential changes to the Land Use Bylaw related to my property and I fully support and hope
the proposed changes will be approved and go through in the next public hearing because of
these reasons:
First, as the owner of property that is designated R-C1 ( R-C1 Residential - Contextual One
Dwelling), I think that the new laws will help the process of applying for secondary suite for
any house within my district to be easier and faster. As the current process is requiring home
owner like me to apply for land us re designation before we can apply for secondary suite
building permit, it does take a lot of time to complete the whole application package and wait
for city approval (around 3-6 months after application is submitted) before we can start our
project. It is very inefficient and creates many trouble for the owner like me to hire the
workers or start the work because we have to wait for that long time for land use designation.
Secondly, because of the complexities of the land use re designation process, home owners often

afraid or refuse to apply for secondary suites properly for their home and they end up do it without city
permit which cause unsafe living environment within the city. I used to rent a basement suite when I first
came to Calgary before and I know that there are many houses in NE areas which are designated for
one-dwelling unit have illegal secondary suites. It is not that they would like to break the law but if the
process of applying for secondary suites is fast, easy and efficient, I believe they would seek permit for
their basement suite.
Thirdly, by having secondary suite, it provides a flexible living option for people to find a place to live
within the city without paying too much or worrying too much about mortgage approval considering the
increase of interest rates in a few recent years. Besides, home owners can also pay off their debt very
soon by having the secondary suites for rent and use that revenues (after paying tax) to pay for their
mortgage. It will also bring interest and demand back to the Calgary Real Estate market as people now
can see the way for them to afford the house that has a secondary suite. Finally, it not only improves the
living standard of the individual family/person but also increase values of the community and city of
Calgary as well. And in order to achieve them, a better and faster process for Secondary Suite application
is needed.
Once again, I am 100% supportive that the proposal changes for Secondary Suites process will be
approved and I believe in city of Calgary will listen to the people's opinion and make the correct decision.
Sincerely,
Linh Ha
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Letter 598

Terry Muldrew
Public Submissions
[EXT] Secondary suites
Saturday, March 03, 2018 9:54:59 PM

Secondary suites increase the burden on ALL civic services and infrastructure and should
therefore contribute additionally to the costs. Since this "multifamily" (secondary suite)
dwelling increases the burden on services, so should the taxes paid by the property increase.
Secondary suites additionally stress schools, medical services, shopping, recreation, parks,
transportation, traffic and parking infrastructures.
Parking is a big issue. As most people use their garages, they need the driveway to enter and
exit. That limits onsite parking for a secondary suite because the property has become "multiresidential" in a neighborhood designed to accommodate single family populations.
Allowing secondary suites is also an invasion of privacy and lifestyle to neighbors who chose
to reside in a single family neighborhood, anticipating one " neighbor" next door, not 2 or
three.
Secondary suites only benefit two parties. How does that seem right in a neighborhood of
many?
Respectfully,
Terry Muldrew
141 Harvest Creek Close, NE
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Letter 599

Ilona Kovacs
Public Submissions
Erno Kovacs
[EXT] Submission of Comment to City Council
Saturday, March 03, 2018 10:20:15 PM

Ilona Kovacs
4608, 29 Avenue South West
Calgary, Alberta T3E 0S7
Telephone: 403-242-7659
Electronic Mail: ilonak30@yahoo.ca
3 March 2018
Office of the City Clerk
The City of Calgary
700, Macleod Trail South East
Post Office Box 2100, Postal Station 'M'
Calgary, Alberta T2P 2M5
Electronic Facsimile: 403-268-2362
Electronic Mail: PublicSubmissions@calgary.ca
Dear Sir or Madame:
REGARDING:   Letter Dated 8 February 2018
Potential Changes To Land Use Bylaw
Bylaw 1P2007
I am in receipt of your letter dated 8 February 2018 from Dane Morris, Planner,
Calgary Growth Strategies with thanks. It is in regards to Secondary Suites and
Backyard Suites in R-1 Residential -- One Dwelling District.
I do not support the potential change for the following reasons:
* R-1 should remain as a One Dwelling District;
* Renters would bring increase in traffic, congestion, parking issues and a likely
increase in the crime rate;
* I pay the higher taxes associated with living in a R-1 zone and would like to
continue to enjoy the benefits of living in a One Dwelling District, which are: more
space, less density, more parking opportunities, quiet neighbourhood.
My property taxes have increased substantially in the past several years, and offering
R-1 residents options to develop suites to help pay those taxes is not the solution!
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Thank you.
Sincerely,
Ilona Kovacs
via e-mail: PublicSubmissions@calgary.ca

Letter 599

