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SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT APPEAL BOARD  

 

TO BE RAISED   
 I 9:00 A.M. SDAB-D-20-054 

 
 
Install two (2) Minor Digital Off-premises      
Freestanding Signs (ICEWORKS) 
 
5116 - Gateway Boulevard NW 
Project No.: 343816388-001 

    II 1:30 P.M. SDAB-D-20-143  
 

 
 
Construct a 36 Dwelling Multi-unit Housing      
(apartment) building (Building A), and to      
demolish the existing Multi-unit Housing building 
 
13803 - 109 Avenue NW 
Project No.: 364559440-002 

 

NOTE: Unless otherwise stated, all references to "Section numbers" in this Agenda 
refer to the authority under the Edmonton Zoning Bylaw 12800. 
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TO BE RAISED 
ITEM I: 9:00 A.M. FILE: SDAB-D-20-054 
 

AN APPEAL FROM THE DECISION OF THE DEVELOPMENT OFFICER 
 
APPELLANT:  
 
APPLICATION NO.: 343816388-001 
 
APPLICATION TO: Install two (2) Minor Digital Off-premises Freestanding 

Signs (ICEWORKS) 
 

DECISION OF THE 
DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY: Refused 
 
DECISION DATE: March 23, 2020 
 
DATE OF APPEAL: April 2, 2020 
 
MUNICIPAL DESCRIPTION 
OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: 5116 - Gateway Boulevard NW 
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Plan 6742MC Blk 94 Lot 1 
 
ZONE: (CB2) General Business Zone 
 

OVERLAY: Major Commercial Corridors Overlay 
 
STATUTORY PLAN: N/A 
 
 

 
 

Grounds for Appeal 
 

The Appellant provided the following reasons for appealing the decision of the Development 
Authority: 
 

We are solicitors for Icewerx Consulting Inc. Our client appeals the refusal            
of the above noted development permit for these reasons: 
 
1. A Minor Digital Off Premises Sign is a discretionary use in the CB2              
General Business Zone. 
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2. The proposed signs are not inconsistent with the Calgary Trail Land Use             
Study.  
 
3. The required variances do not unduly interfere with the amenities of the             
neighbourhood or materially interfere with or affect the use, enjoyment, or           
value of neighbouring parcels of land. 
 
4. Such further and other reasons that may be raised during the hearing.  

 
 

General Matters 
 

Appeal Information: 
 

The Subdivision and Development Appeal Board made and passed the following           
motion on April 22, 2020:  
 

“That the appeal hearing be scheduled for a date to be determined in             
October, 2020 at the written request of Legal Counsel for the           
Appellant and with agreement from City Departments.” 

 
The Subdivision and Development Appeal Board made and passed the following           
motion on May 7, 2020:  
 

“That the appeal hearing be scheduled for a date to be determined in             
October, 2020 at the written request of Legal Counsel for the           
Appellant and with agreement from City Departments.” 

 
The Municipal Government Act, RSA 2000, c M-26 states the following: 
 

Grounds for Appeal  
685(1) If a development authority 
 

(a)   fails or refuses to issue a development permit to a person, 
 

(b)   issues a development permit subject to conditions, or 
 

(c)   issues an order under section 645, 
 

the person applying for the permit or affected by the order under section            
645 may appeal to the subdivision and development appeal board. 
 
(2) In addition to an applicant under subsection (1), any person affected            
by an order, decision or development permit made or issued by a            
development authority may appeal to the subdivision and development         
appeal board. 
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Appeals 

686(1) A development appeal to a subdivision and development appeal         
board is commenced by filing a notice of the appeal, containing reasons,            
with the board, 

 
(a) in the case of an appeal made by a person referred to in section             

685(1) 
 
(i) with respect to an application for a development permit, 

 
(A) within 21 days after the date on which the written          

decision is given under section 642, or  
 

(B) if no decision is made with respect to the application          
within the 40-day period, or within any extension of         
that period under section 684, within 21 days after         
the date the period or extension expires, 

 
or 

 
(ii) with respect to an order under section 645, within 21 days           

after the date on which the order is made, or  
 

(b) in the case of an appeal made by a person referred to in section              
685(2), within 21 days after the date on which the notice of the             
issuance of the permit was given in accordance with the land           
use bylaw. 

 
Hearing and Decision 

687(3) In determining an appeal, the subdivision and development appeal          
board 

 
… 

 
(a.1) must comply with the land use policies; 
 
(a.2) subject to section 638, must comply with any applicable         

statutory plans; 
 

(a.3) subject to clause (d), must comply with any land use bylaw in            
effect; 

 
(a.4) must comply with the applicable requirements of the        

regulations under the Gaming, Liquor and Cannabis Act        
respecting the location of premises described in a cannabis         
licence and distances between those premises and other        
premises; 
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… 
 
(c) may confirm, revoke or vary the order, decision or         

development permit or any condition attached to any of them          
or make or substitute an order, decision or permit of its own; 

 
(d) may make an order or decision or issue or confirm the issue of             

a development permit even though the proposed development        
does not comply with the land use bylaw if, in its opinion, 
 

(i)     the proposed development would not 
 

(A) unduly interfere with the amenities of the       
neighbourhood, or 

 
(B) materially interfere with or affect the use, enjoyment        

or value of neighbouring parcels of land, 
 

and 
  

(ii) the proposed development conforms with the use       
prescribed for that land or building in the land use bylaw. 

 
 
General Provisions from the Edmonton Zoning Bylaw: 
  
Under section 340.3(40), a Minor Digital Off-premises Sign is a Discretionary Use in             
the (CB2) General Business Zone. 
  
Under section 7.9(6), Minor Digital Off-premises Signs means: 
  

a Freestanding or Fascia Sign that contains Digital Copy, is a Permanent            
Sign, displays Off-premises Advertising, and does not include moving         
effects, message transition effects, video images, or animation. 

  
Under section 6.2, Digital Copy means: 

  
the portion of a Sign that contains Copy that is remotely changed on or              
off Site and incorporates a technology or method allowing the Sign to            
change Copy without having to manually or mechanically replace the          
Sign face or its components. 
  

Under section 6.2, a Freestanding Sign means “a Sign supported independently of a             
building.” 
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Section 340.4(9) states “Signs shall comply with the regulations found in           
Schedule 59F.” 
 
Section 340.1 states that the General Purpose of the (CB2) General Business Zone is              
“to provide for businesses that require large Sites and a location with good visibility and               
accessibility along, or adjacent to, major public roadways.” 
 
Section 813.1 states that the General Purpose of the Major Commercial Corridors            
Overlay is “to ensure that development along Major Commercial Corridors is visually            
attractive and that due consideration is given to pedestrian and traffic safety.” 
 
 
Sign Regulations - General Provisions 

 
Section 59.2(21) states: 
 

Any Sign Use that is a Freestanding Sign shall have a minimum 45.0 m              
radial separation distance from any other Sign Use that is a Freestanding            
Sign on the same Site. This separation distance does not apply to            
different Sign Uses that are co-located on the same Freestanding Sign           
structure. 

 
Development Officers Determination 
  

1. (Section 59.2(21) Any Sign Use that is a Freestanding Sign shall have a 
minimum 45.0 m radial separation distance from any other Sign Use that is 
a Freestanding Sign on the same Site. This separation distance does not 
apply to different Sign Uses that are co-located on the same Freestanding 
Sign structure 
 
PROPOSED: East Sign 34 m From Existing Best Western Sign  
Deficient By: 11 m 
 
[unedited] 
 

 
Setback 

 
Schedule 59F.3(5)(j) states “proposed Signs with an Area greater than 8.0 m2 shall not be               
located within any Setback.” 

  
Section 340.4(3) states “A minimum Setback of 4.5 m shall be required where a Site               
abuts a public roadway, other than a Lane. Where adjacent commercial buildings abut the              
property line to form a pedestrian-oriented shopping street, no Setback shall be required.” 
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Under section 6.1, Sign Area means: 
 

the entire area of the Sign on which Copy is intended to be placed. In the                
case of double-faced or multi-faced Sign, only half of the area of each             
face of the Sign used to display advertising Copy shall be used in             
calculating the total Sign Area. 
 

Under section 6.1, Setback means “the distance that a development or a specified portion              
of it, must be set back from a property line. A Setback is not a Yard, Amenity Space, or                   
Separation Space.” 
  
Development Officers Determination 
  

2.  (Section 59F.3(6)(j)) proposed Signs with an Area greater than 8.0 m2 
shall not be located within any Setback;  
 
Required West: 4.5 m 
PROPOSED WEST: 0.61 m 
Deficient West: 3.89 m  
 
Required East: 4.5 m 
PROPOSED EAST: 0.9 m 
Deficient East: 3.6 m  
 
[unedited] 

 

Calgary Trail Land Use Study 
 
The City of Edmonton Charter, 2018 Regulation, Alta Reg 39/2018 states the            
following: 

(31) In section 616 of the Act, 

(e) clause (dd) is to be read as follows: 

(dd) “statutory plan” means 

(i) an intermunicipal development plan, 

(ii) a municipal development plan, 

(iii) an area structure plan, 

(iv) an area redevelopment plan, and 
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(v) an additional statutory plan under section 635.1 

adopted by the City under Division 4; 

Development Officers Determination 
 
3. (Calgary Trail LUS Section 3.5(b)(ii) Greater attention shall be 
given to improving the location, siting, Signage comprehendibility 
and design of signage in the corridor by discouraging the use of 
portable signs and free-standing billboards (billboards are 
considered Off-premises signs). 
 
PROPOSED: 2 Digital Billboards 
The proposed Minor Digital Off-Premises Freestanding Signs are 
contrary to Section 3.4.b.ii of the Calgary Trail Land Use Study. 
 
[unedited] 

 

Previous Subdivision and Development Appeal Board Decision 
 

Application Number Description Decision 

SDAB-D-10-389 that the appeal be DENIED     
and the decision of the     
Development Authority  
CONFIRMED. 

December 10, 2010; that the     
appeal be DENIED and the     
decision of the Development    
Authority CONFIRMED. 

 
_________________________________________________________________ 
 

Notice to Applicant/Appellant 
 
Provincial legislation requires that the Subdivision and Development Appeal Board issue           
its official decision in writing within fifteen days of the conclusion of the hearing.  
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ITEM II: 1:30 P.M. FILE: SDAB-D-20-143 
 

AN APPEAL FROM THE DECISION OF THE DEVELOPMENT OFFICER  
 
APPELLANT NO. 1:  
APPELLANT NO. 2:  
APPELLANT NO. 3:  
APPELLANT NO. 4:  
APPELLANT NO. 5:  
 
APPLICATION NO.: 364559440-002 
 
APPLICATION TO: Construct a 36 Dwelling Multi-unit Housing (apartment)       

building (Building A), and to demolish the existing        
Multi-unit Housing building 

 
DECISION OF THE 
DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY: Approved with conditions 
 
DECISION DATE: September 10, 2020 
 
DATE OF APPEALS: September 30, October 1 and October 5, 2020 
 
NOTIFICATION PERIOD: September 17, 2020 through October 8, 2020 
 
RESPONDENT:  
 
MUNICIPAL DESCRIPTION 
OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: 13803 - 109 Avenue NW 
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Plan 3624HW Blk 7 Lot 41 
 
ZONE: DC2.307 Site Specific Development Control Provision 
 

OVERLAY: N/A 
 
STATUTORY PLAN: N/A 
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Grounds for Appeal 

 
The Appellant provided the following reasons for appealing the decision of the Development 
Authority: 
 

Appellant No. 1 (S. Woodford)  
 
I recently received a development notice for a row housing project across            
the street from me. While I am excited to see there are plans for this               
derelict, run down town home I am concerned about the number of units             
and the parking spaces that will be provided.  
 
This space sits directly across from a school. It is also across the street              
from another proposed housing project that will bring approximately 18          
more units(on a site that is currently 2 houses) also directly across the             
street from the school.  
 
This will add approximately 34 new residences within a block of my house             
and increase the traffic dramatically in a small area, which is all within the              
school zone. The original development proposed 40 parking stalls which          
was amended to 18.  
 
Most concerning to me is the lack of parking that will be made available,              
Specifically at the townhome development. I feel like this will severely           
impact my property value and the traffic directly on my street when there             
is not adequate parking available. Half a parking space per unit seems            
ridiculously inadequate to me. It will inevitably cause people to be driving            
up and down my quiet culdesac of a street filled with young families and              
young children looking for parking and parking in front of my house. As             
well as increased traffic on the street that the school sits on.  
 
Additionally. This is the first of four planed developments all within 3            
blocks of my house and all within the school zone which I can assume will               
all offer inadequate parking and bring the number of people looing for            
street parking to an unsustainable amount.  
 
This notice was the first i've heard of this proposed plan. I'm surprised             
there wasn't more community consideration or notice given regarding this.  

 
Also concerning is the fact that we live in a high risk flood zone. This               
amount of development combined with all the skinny houses and another           
new apartment building at 135 st and 109 ave will substantially increase            
the pressure on the sewer system in the neighborhood and no studies have             
been done to say that the sewer system can handle this increased load. The              
last residential sewer study for the neighborhood was done in 1993.  
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Ive spoken with many neighbors that are also concerned regarding these           
issues.  

 
Appellant No. 2 (C. Monson) 
 
We oppose the variances (Design, Parking & Landscaping) for 13803 –           
109 Avenue NW, Edmonton, Alberta as; 
 
• Eighteen surface parking stalls decreases the green space on the south            
side of the apartment building and thus creates a less appealing vision. 
• The design does not integrate with the existing mature neighbourhood. 
• This does not offer architectural interest to reduce the perceived visual            
mass of a three story structure 
• This does not offer visual interest and variation. 
• There are safety issues with increased street parking and idling in            
proximity of an elementary school. 
• When the DC2 zoning was approved it was stated “the roof will be              
sloped to establish a residential character with dormers and other          
architectural features to add visual interest to the development”. The          
variance requested does not enhance our neighbourhood. 
• These are significant variances and should not be approved without a            
public open house 
 
Appellant No. 3 (C. McAfee) 
 
This property is one of 4 applications for development filed with the City             
concerning the North Glenora Patio Homes which encircle the school,          
community hall and park. The DC2 was granted in 1992, 27 years ago. It is               
important to view the development as a whole, not one by one. I have 2               
major concerns: 
 
1. sewer and drainage I am extremely concerned the existing sewer system            
cannot handle this increased density resulting in numerous flooded         
basements in the community. The sewer lines were installed in 1955 and            
have not been replaced. My parents built our house in 1958 and our family              
has resided there since then. We have never had flooding or sewer back up              
until August 30, 2013. A heavy rain occurred and the city storm sewer             
backed up and flooded the fully developed basement requiring a rebuild           
costing $40,000. We installed a back flow valve. On July 17, 2019 a heavy              
rain occurred and the city storm sewer surged and flooded the basement            
again requiring a rebuild costing $50,000. The development of these 4           
properties of approx. 150 units, plus a 35 unit apartment at 10841 - 135 St.               
plus a proposed 16 until development at 109 Ave. and 138 St. increases the              
density by approx. 200 units. Can the city complete a drainage and sewer             
assessment to determine whether the existing sewer can handle this          
increased density when combined with the extreme rains and surges in the            
lines that have been occurring in the past few years? If the assessment             
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determines the sewer must be replaced can the development be delayed           
until the sewer is replaced? 
 
2. parking The DC2 provided for 40 underground parking stalls for 36            
units. The variance is for 18 surface stalls for 36 units. 18 units would not               
have parking stalls. If the other 3 patio home developments request similar            
variances it would result in 75 units not having parking stalls. This            
development is across the street from the elementary school. Parents drop           
off and pick up children. If there is no parking they will be stopping in the                
street which creates a safety issue for the children.  
 
Appellant No. 4 (North Glenora Community League) 
 
The community of North Glenora (NGCL) prides itself in being an           
inclusive and flexible mature neighborhood. The community has embraced         
densification and diversity in residential development. The NGCL does not          
oppose the redevelopment of the Glenora Patio Homes in principle. In fact,            
the properties are dilapidated and the community welcomes their         
rehabilitation. The NGCL is, however, challenging the transparency of         
processes around the granting of significant variances to a legacy DC2.           
DC2 307 is 27 years old; it was granted in 1993 covering all four              
properties that make up the Glenora Patio Homes. Site specific          
development criteria were designed to sensitively integrate and be         
compatible with the surrounding land uses and to achieve a high-quality           
development appropriate for these sites, interior to a mature neighbourhood          
(DC2 307.1 General Purpose). Yet, several elements of the site-specific          
development criteria have been significantly changed. We challenge the         
transparency of these changes, and the processes that enable a developer to            
side-step community consultation due to a legacy DC2. We understand          
there is no “requirement” to consult outside the rezoning process, however           
in this instance, the significance of the variances and the time elapsed since             
the granting of the DC2 require a second look. 
 
The NGCL also has concerns about the approach the developer and the            
City are taking by separating the four buildings during the development           
process, awarding development permits in stages, making it extremely         
difficult to view the development holistically, as planned in the original           
DC2. The Glenora Patio Homes are a multi-unit complex : Area A: Lot 41,              
Block 7, Plan 3624 HW; Area B: Lot 41, Block 5, Plan 3624 HW; Area C:                
Lots 16, 17 and 18, Block 1, Plan 3751 HW; and Area D: Lots 47, 48 and                 
49, Block 1, Plan 3751 HS. Under the current proposal, the total impact of              
the development is obscured. This development encircles the community’s         
central park, community hall, sports fields, playground and elementary         
school. (see included diagram) We believe it is only fair to view the             
development from a holistic perspective, as intended in the original DC2,           
enabling affected community members the ability to understand the overall          
implications of the development and its variances. The NGCL considers all           
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community members affected by this development as everyone in the          
community enjoys the public lands at its centre. 
 
The North Glenora Community League is asking the SDAB to view the            
development as a whole, to understand that the development proposal has           
changed significantly since its inception in 1993, and to consider the lack            
of transparency that has occurred with several significant development         
variances. The variance process is not an adequate proxy for transparent           
community consultation and collaboration.  
 
Elements on appeal:  
 
The granting of significant variances to a legacy DC2 without          
consideration for additional community consultation and communication.       
As a general rule, there should be very little to no variance allowed in a               
DC2 Provision. [City of Edmonton, Planning Coordination Guide to         
Writing (DC2) Site Specific Development Control Provisions, July 2020,         
p.6]  
 
The development officer did grant significant variances to the legacy DC2           
in terms of its architectural design, parking and landscaping. 
 
Parking – The notification of development letter issued by City Planning           
states: The site has 18 parking stalls, instead of 40 (Bylaw 10428            
DC2.307.4(l)&(x)). Whereas, the legacy DC2 307.4 provides for        
underground parking at a rate of 1.5 stalls per 2 bdrm dwelling + 1 stall               
per 1 bdrm dwelling + 1 guest stall for every 7 dwellings. For Plan              
3624HW Blk 7 Lot 41, the proposed dwelling contains 35 two bdrm units             
and one 1 bdrm unit. The City of Edmonton, in June 2020, enabled Open              
Option Parking. While Open Option Parking contributes to neighbourhood         
densification it also allows the developer latitude in determining the          
amount of parking they include. The complete lack of community          
consultation begs the question of how the developer has determined “the           
right amount” of parking for this development in North Glenora          
(https://www.edmonton.ca/city_government/urban_planning_and_design/c
omprehensive-parking-review.aspx). Previous minimum parking    
requirements may have been removed but the result will have some impact,            
particularly when this is the first of four such developments in the heart of              
the neighbourhood.  
 
Architectural Design – Significant changes were made to the architectural          
design of the building, moving from the original DC2 307 (see attachment)            
to a modern architecture structure with flat roof and alternative exterior           
façade (current design could only be viewed by community by virtual           
appointment, no copy permitted).  
 
Appellant No. 5 (I. Jager) 
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This property is one of four applications for development filed with the            
City concerning the North Glenora Patio Homes which encircle the school,           
community hall and park. The DC2 was granted in 1992, 27 years ago. It is               
important to view the development as a whole, not one by one. 
 
I have two major concerns. 
 
One area of concern is the increased use of sewer and drainage. There will              
be more people using these systems from this building, and there are three             
more applications for development that have been filed for the patio           
homes. Will the systems be able to support these four developments? 
 
Has a study been done to accurately determine if the sewer and drainage             
systems are more than adequate to sustain its use with so many more             
homes using it? 
 
There is also a concern of parking. Many families have two vehicles. That             
would make a possibility of 72 vehicles from this one building needing a             
place to park. With only 18 parking stalls available, that leaves 54 vehicles             
with no permanent place to park. And this will be compounded with three             
extra developments needing parking places. 
 
Most of the vehicles could be looking for places to park in the             
neighbourhood. That would mean a lot of vehicles would be congesting           
our roads. 
 
With all those vehicles on our roads it would be difficult for emergency             
vehicles to drive to get to their destination. 138 Street, for example, is very              
narrow to start with and having vehicles on both sides of the road makes it               
difficult to navigate, especially in the winter. That would be dangerous for            
an emergency vehicle as well as the person(s) having the emergency. 
 
Coronation Public School is across the road from this first building.           
Parents drive their children to school. If there are vehicles parked on all the              
roads, where will the parents be able to safely drop off their children? As              
well, there will be children walking to school. They will need to cross             
roads to get there. If they cannot see around the cars, they will have a               
difficult time crossing safely. 
 

 
General Matters 

 
Appeal Information: 
 
The Municipal Government Act, RSA 2000, c M-26 states the following: 
 

Grounds for Appeal  
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685(1) If a development authority 
 

(a)   fails or refuses to issue a development permit to a person, 
 

(b) issues a development permit subject to conditions, or 
 

(c) issues an order under section 645, 
 

the person applying for the permit or affected by the order under section            
645 may appeal to the subdivision and development appeal board. 
 
(2) In addition to an applicant under subsection (1), any person affected            
by an order, decision or development permit made or issued by a            
development authority may appeal to the subdivision and development         
appeal board. 

 
Appeals 

686(1) A development appeal to a subdivision and development appeal         
board is commenced by filing a notice of the appeal, containing reasons,            
with the board, 

 
(a) in the case of an appeal made by a person referred to in section             

685(1) 
 
(i) with respect to an application for a development permit, 

 
(A) within 21 days after the date on which the written          

decision is given under section 642, or  
 

(B) if no decision is made with respect to the application          
within the 40-day period, or within any extension of         
that period under section 684, within 21 days after         
the date the period or extension expires, 

 
or 

 
(ii) with respect to an order under section 645, within 21 days           

after the date on which the order is made, or  
 

(b) in the case of an appeal made by a person referred to in section              
685(2), within 21 days after the date on which the notice of the             
issuance of the permit was given in accordance with the land           
use bylaw. 

 
685(4) Despite subsections (1), (2) and (3), if a decision with respect to             
a development permit application in respect of a direct control district 
  

(a) … 
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(b) is made by a development authority, the appeal is limited to           

whether the development authority followed the directions of        
council, and if the subdivision and development appeal board         
finds that the development authority did not follow the         
directions it may, in accordance with the directions, substitute         
its decision for the development authority’s decision. 

Section 2 of the Edmonton Zoning Bylaw concerning Repeal, Enactment and Transition            
Procedures states the following: 

2.4 Subject only to the provisions in the Municipal Government Act          
respecting legal non-conforming Uses and notwithstanding the effect        
it may have on rights, vested or otherwise, the provisions of this            
Bylaw govern from the Effective Date onward. In particular, no          
application for a Development Permit shall be evaluated under the          
procedural or substantive provisions of the previous Land Use Bylaw          
after the Effective Date, even if the application was received before           
the Effective Date. 

…  

2.6 Any Direct Control Districts that were in effect immediately prior to            
the Effective date are hereby deemed to continue in full force and            
effect and are hereby incorporated into Part IV of this Bylaw. 

2.7 Unless there is an explicit statement to the contrary in a Direct            
Control District or Provision, any reference in a Direct Control          
District or Direct Control Provision to a land use bylaw shall be            
deemed to be a reference to the land use bylaw that was in effect at               
the time of the creation of the Direct Control District or Provision. 

At the time of the creation of the subject Direct Control Site, the City of Edmonton Land                 
Use Bylaw 5996 was in effect. An Alberta Court of Appeal decision in             
Parkdale-Cromdale Community League Association v. Edmonton (City), 2007 ABCA         
309 concluded that section 2.7 of the Edmonton Zoning Bylaw only applies if there is an                
express cross-reference in a Direct Control Bylaw passed before 2001 to a provision of              
the old Land Use Bylaw. In the absence of an express reference in the Direct Control                
Bylaw to the Land Use Bylaw 5996, it does not prevail over section 2.4 of the Edmonton                 
Zoning Bylaw. 
 

General Provisions from the DC2.307 Site Specific Development Control Provision          
(“DC2”): 

Under DC2.307.3.a, Apartment Housing is a Listed Use in the DC2. 
 

DC2.307.1 states that the General Purpose of the DC2 is: 
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To establish a Site Specific Development Control District to accommodate          
medium density residential developments in the form of low rise apartments           
that may also include a limited range of residential-related uses, with site            
specific development criteria designed to sensitively integrate and be         
compatible with the surrounding land uses and to achieve a high quality            
development appropriate for these sites, interior to a mature neighbourhood. 

DC2.307.4.x states: 

The Development Officer may grant relaxation to Sections 5079 of the           
Land Use Bylaw and the provisions of this district, if in his opinion, such              
a variance would be in keeping with the general purpose of this District             
and would not affect the amenities, use and enjoyment of neighbouring           
properties. 
 

General Provisions from the Edmonton Zoning Bylaw 12800: 

Section 3.2(1)(o) states “For the purpose of any Development Permit or Direct Control             
Provision: Apartment Housing is deemed to be Multi-unit Housing.” 
 
Under section 7.2(4), Multi-unit Housing means: 
 

development that consists of three or more principal Dwellings arranged          
in any configuration and in any number of buildings. This Use does not             
include Blatchford Townhousing or Blatchford Stacked Row Housing. 

 
 

Design 
 

DC2.307.4(h) states: 

Developments in this District shall be designed in accordance with the           
following architectural guidelines, to the satisfaction of the Development         
Officer. 

i. The architectural styles of the buildings shall be substantially in          
accordance with the buildings' elevations, mass and rooflines        
illustrated in Appendix I appended to this District. 
 

ii. The roof will be sloped to establish a residential character with           
dormers and other architectural features to add visual interest to          
the development. 
 

iii. The roofing material of the buildings shall consist of cedar          
shakes, clay tiles, concrete shingles or products of a similar          
material to provide texture to the roof surface. Roofs hidden          
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from view, or behind parapet walls, may be clad with asphalt           
shingles or built up roofing material. 
 

iv. All exterior building facades must be clad with harmonious         
exterior finishes which are attractive in appearance, durable, of         
high quality, consistent with the character of the existing         
neighbourhood, and which shall include brick on all elevations to          
the height of a full storey at the main floor. 
 

v. The building elevations shall be designed and finished in a          
manner that minimize the perceived mass of the development         
when viewed from the street and neighbouring properties, and         
shall incorporate a partial roof at the line of the second floor to             
divide the building into a one storey base and two upper levels to             
reduce the perceived height of the building. 

Development Officer’s Determination 
 
Design - The design of the building is different than the architectural            
guidelines in the DC2 Zone (DC2.307.4(h)&(x)). 

 
[unedited] 

 
 

Parking 
 

DC2.307.4(l) states: 

Off-street parking shall be provided in accordance with Sec. 66 of the            
Land Use Bylaw to the satisfaction of the Development Officer and the            
City Engineer and as follows: 

i. Resident parking shall be located wholly underground and shall         
be provided at a minimum of 1.0 stall per one bedroom dwelling            
unit, 1.5 stalls per two bedroom dwelling unit, and 1.75 stalls per            
three bedroom dwelling unit or larger; and 
 

ii. Of the total number of parking spaces required, 1 guest parking           
space for every 7 dwelling units shall be readily available and           
clearly identified as guest parking, to be located within the rear           
yard setback abutting the lane, in a centralized location as          
illustrated in Appendix I. Visitor parking will be screened from          
the development with a combination of landscaped berms and         
planting. 

Development Officer’s Determination 
 



Hearing Date: Thursday, October 29, 2020          23 

Parking - The site has 18 parking stalls, instead of 40 (Bylaw 10428             
DC2.307.4(l)&(x)). 

 
[unedited] 
 

 
Landscaping 

 
DC2.307.4(p)(q)(r) states: 

 
p. Landscaping within the required yards shall include planting of mature          

coniferous and deciduous trees and shrubs to act as a buffer and reduce             
the perceived massing of the residential buildings. Mature deciduous         
trees shall be a minimum of 8 cm caliper and mature coniferous trees             
shall be a minimum of 3 m in height. Notwithstanding these standards,            
landscaping within yards abutting lanes at the rear of each site shall            
incorporate an intermittent 1.2 m high solid screen fence along the           
property line, and mature deciduous trees a minimum of 10 cm caliper            
and mature coniferous trees with a minimum height of 4 m, interspersed            
with evergreen shrubs, to act as a buffer against adjacent residential           
developments. 

 
q. To ensure a high standard of appearance complementary to the buildings,           

and a sensitive transition to surrounding uses detailed landscaping plans          
for each Area shall be submitted to and approved by the Development            
Officer, prior to the approval of any building permits, with the exception            
of footings and foundations. 

 
i. these plans shall be substantially in accordance with the planting          

requirements illustrated in Appendix I, and shall include details         
of any decorative pavement, planters, fence, seating, pedestrian        
and security lighting, existing and proposed trees and shrubs,         
their species and size and soil depth and special provisions to           
facilitate plant growth for the entire project. 

 
ii. the existing mature trees on site shall not be moved unless it is             

absolutely necessary to accommodate a building or structure, in         
which case they may be moved to another location on site. 

 
iii. no boulevard trees shall be removed or relocated without the          

approval of the Parks and Recreation Department. 
 

r. The Development Officer shall require, as a condition of approval, that           
the applicant provide an irrevocable letter of credit in the amount of            
100% of the established landscaping costs for each Area, the conditions           
of the security being that: 
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i. if the landscaping is not completed in accordance with the          
provisions of this District and the approved landscape plan(s)         
within one growing season after the completion of the         
development, then the amount fixed shall be paid to the City for            
its use absolutely; and 
 

ii. the Development Officer shall not release the letter of credit until           
an inspection of the site has demonstrated that the landscaping          
has been well maintained and is in a healthy condition two           
growing seasons after completion of the landscaping project. 

Development Officer’s Determination 
 
Landscaping - The landscape plan is reviewed using Section 55 of the            
Edmonton Zoning Bylaw 12800 (DC2.307.4(p)(q)(r)&(x)). 
 
[unedited] 
 

 
Development Officer’s Note 

 
Note: You are also receiving this notice because a Development Permit has been             
issued on a Direct Control Zone, pursuant to Section 12.4 and 20.3 of the Edmonton               
Zoning Bylaw.  
 
_________________________________________________________________ 

 
Notice to Applicant/Appellant 

 
Provincial legislation requires that the Subdivision and Development Appeal Board issue           
its official decision in writing within fifteen days of the conclusion of the hearing.  
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