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SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT APPEAL BOARD  

 

    I 9:00 A.M. SDAB-D-20-132  
 
Change the Use from Semi-detached Housing to a        
Group Home (maximum 4 residents) 
 
79 - Grand Meadow Crescent NW 
Project No.: 367659291-002 

    II 1:30 P.M. SDAB-D-20-133  
 
Construct a Single Detached House with a front        
attached Garage with a side access from the side         
Lane, Unenclosed Front Porch, front partially      
cover sundeck (2.13 metres by 3.32 metres), rear        
balcony, rear uncovered deck with outdoor      
kitchen (3.81 metres by 8.68 metres), fireplace       
and Basement Development (NOT to be used as        
an additional Dwelling)  
 
10223 - 133 Street NW 
Project No.: 356149112-002 

 

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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ITEM I: 9:00 A.M. FILE: SDAB-D-20-132 
 

AN APPEAL FROM THE DECISION OF THE DEVELOPMENT OFFICER  
 
APPELLANT:  
 
APPLICATION NO.: 367659291-002 
 
APPLICATION TO: Change the Use from Semi-detached Housing to a Group 

Home (maximum 4 residents) 
 
DECISION OF THE 
DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY: Approved with conditions 
 
DECISION DATE: August 21, 2020 
 
DATE OF APPEAL: September 9, 2020 
 
NOTIFICATION PERIOD: August 27, 2020 through September 17, 2020 
 
RESPONDENT:  

 
MUNICIPAL DESCRIPTION 
OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: 79 - Grand Meadow Crescent NW 
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Plan 7721465 Blk 8 Lot 20 
 
ZONE: (RF4) Semi-Detached Residential Zone 
 

OVERLAY: N/A 
 
STATUTORY PLAN: N/A 
 
 

 
 

Grounds for Appeal 
 

The Appellant provided the following reasons for appealing the decision of the Development 
Authority: 
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Regarding City File #367659291-002. I appeal this Development Permit         
for multiple valid reasons: 
 
1) There are no services nearby to accommodate group home residents in            
this neighbourhood. That is part of the appeal to living in this            
neighbourhood; that it doesn't have high pedestrian/vehicular traffic due to          
lack of nearby services (gas stations/convenience stores/strip malls).        
Group homes should be closer to the services they require (mental health            
agencies, hospitals, police, special schools), and there is nothing nearby to           
accommodate that.  This decision makes no sense; 
 
2) This proposed group home would be right next door to multi-level            
housing and would be too disruptive and uncontrollably noisy for the many            
residents (versus a single family home) it would impact right next door to             
it; 
 
3) For the many residents who work in the social service/mental health/law            
enforcement agencies nearby, this is bringing the issues right to their           
doorstep against their choosing. They would not have moved to a           
neighbourhood with a group home already in place. They then cannot get            
away from "work" and will now have to endure more social problems            
outside of their employment against their will; 
 
4) It is a known fact that once group homes and half-way houses are set up                
in neighbourhoods that there is an increase in crime and nuisance activity.            
This will directly impact the property value of the neighbourhood, not to            
mention the LRT being built on 62 Street; 
 
5) Unfortunately, the reality is that vulnerable people residing in group           
homes are targeted by unsavory people, and this will attract more problems            
to the area than what the tax-paying citizens agreed to pay for. A simple              
search on the EPS Neighbourhood Crime Mapping will indicate very few           
incidents in the last 60 days (2 exactly). There will be without a doubt              
more criminal activity taking place in less time if this group home is set up; 
 
6) Most of the appeal to living in this neighbourhood is the adjacent golf              
course. This is quite desirable, as it elevates the status and quality of the              
neighbourhood. This quality of living cannot be maintained if group          
homes are suddenly popping up everywhere. Once one group home is in            
effect, more are sure to follow. This neighbourhood was not built with the             
intention to accommodate group homes or half-way houses, otherwise,         
more services to suit their needs would exist; Lastly, 
 
7) Group homes bring with them a whole host of social problems. This             
will not bode well for potential home-buyers who would like to reside in             
the community. The last thing any community needs are slum landlords           
because nobody else will buy property and reside there because of the            
decreased value due to group homes and half-way houses. 
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It is my understanding that this 79 Grand Meadow Crescent has been in             
operation as a group home for two years, and this is the first time we're               
being notified about a development permit??? Pretty dodgy, City of          
Edmonton. As recent as 2018 there was a verified shooting where EPS            
Tactical Unit had to respond to this address. I personally had to rush back              
home after taking my dog for a morning walk worried I'd get caught in the               
crossfire. To have a group home at this address that engages in this kind of               
activity does not sit well with the neighbourhood who have very young            
families nearby. 

 
 

General Matters 
 

Appeal Information: 
 
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. 

 
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  
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(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; 

 
… 
 
(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 
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(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 150.3(2), Group Homes are a Discretionary Use in the (RF4)            
Semi-detached Residential Zone. 
  
Under section 7.3(3),  Group Home 
 

means a building or part of a building used for Congregate Living for             
residents who have moderate and non-severe physical, cognitive or         
behavioral health issues and who require daily or frequent professional          
care and supervision to perform daily living tasks, improve wellness,          
achieve stable and harmonious tenancy, or to exit safely in case of an             
emergency event. This Use does not include Extended Medical         
Treatment Services, Detention and Correction Facilities, Fraternity and        
Sorority Housing, Limited Group Homes, and Lodging Houses. 

 
Section 150.1 states that the General Purpose of the (RF4) Semi-detached Residential            
Zone “is to provide a zone primarily for Semi-detached Housing and Duplex Housing.” 
  
Development Officers Determination 

 
You are receiving this notice because a Discretionary Use         
Development Permit has been issued, pursuant to Section 12.4 and          
20.3 of the Edmonton Zoning Bylaw. 
 
Note: The proposed development complies with the Zoning Bylaw         
and there are no variances to development regulations. 

[unedited] 
 
 
 
 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
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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-20-133 
 

AN APPEAL FROM THE DECISION OF THE DEVELOPMENT OFFICER 
 
APPELLANT:  
 
APPLICATION NO.: 356149112-002 
 
APPLICATION TO: Construct a Single Detached House with a front attached         

Garage with a side access from the side Lane, Unenclosed          
Front Porch, front partially cover sundeck (2.13 metres by         
3.32 metres), rear balcony, rear uncovered deck with        
outdoor kitchen (3.81 metres by 8.68 metres), fireplace        
and Basement Development (NOT to be used as an         
additional Dwelling).  

 
DECISION OF THE 
DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY: Approved with conditions 
 
DECISION DATE: August 14, 2020 
 
DATE OF APPEAL: September 10, 2020 
 
NOTIFICATION PERIOD: August 20, 2020 through September 10, 2020 
 
RESPONDENT:  
 
MUNICIPAL DESCRIPTION 
OF SUBJECT PROPERTY: 10223 - 133 Street NW 
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Plan 2803AF Blk 115 Lot 9 
 
ZONE: (RF1) Single Detached Residential Zone 
 

OVERLAY: Mature Neighbourhood Overlay 
 
STATUTORY PLAN: N/A 
 
 

 
 

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

All 3 of the requested MNO variances were approved despite objections by            
at least 7 neighbours in the consultation area with abstentions from all but             
one of the remainder. The lack of approval from these property owners is             
significant. The clear intent of the MNO is: to regulate development in            
mature residential neighbourhoods, while responding to the context of         
surrounding development, maintaining the pedestrian-oriented design of       
the streetscape, and to provide an opportunity for consultation by gathering           
input from affected parties on the impact of a proposed variance to the             
Overlay regulations" The MNO addresses the entirety of the         
neighbourhood and is paramount to the wants of an individual homeowner. 
 
The Reduced Front Setback from 7.5 m vs 8.5 m should not have been              
approved. The demolished house was put on the Historic Inventory          
through the Glenora project which identified deep setbacks of homes to           
provide space for mature trees and front gardens to grow thus providing            
pedestrian oriented design and an historic streetscape. That streetscape         
would be irrevocably altered if the front setbacks are ignored. This case is             
particularly egregious as the front of the house will consist only of a             
garage.  
 
The Reduced Rear Setback should not be approved. The variance to the            
MNO setback provides only a depth of 12.0m 28% rather than 17.1m            
40%.This is an unreasonable variance. Two abutting properties are         
negatively impacted one with an old garage to be rebuilt and the other             
recently sold with space to be developed. By separating the proposed           
attached front garage to the rear the house could easily be situated forward             
without any need for a variance as there is access from both alleys. Across              
133 St is a home with the same lot size with a rear garage and a very large                  
yard. 
 
The Front garage variance of the width to 7.2 m should not have been              
approved. The MNO states attached garages shall be developed in          
accordance with the following: 1.a Garage may protrude beyond the front           
or flanking wall of the principal building a distance that is characteristic of             
existing garages on the blockface. There are No existing front garages on            
the blockface therefore NO attached front garage should have been          
approved. Also 2 a Garage may have a max width that is characteristic of              
the width of existing attached Garages on the blockface. There are NO            
existing front attached garages on the blockface. No exemption should be           
approved to the width as there should be no front garage. The lot is 9201 sq                
ft with plenty of space/access for a rear garage. The need for a front garage               
stems from the proposed plan to have a garage deck allowing a partial view              
of Alexander Circle through an adjacent property. This view will be easily            
obstructed by the planting of a few trees by the adjacent neighbour.  
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Glenora is one of the few garden suburb planned neighbourhoods in           
Canada. Its attraction is the scale and setback of the homes. Yet, the             
developers wish to destroy the very thing that attracted them by building a             
home violating the character of the historic neighbourhood, the pedestrian          
oriented layout and the MNO. The City is currently supporting the DC            
Historical/Character Zoning project where the characteristics of Glenora        
are identified to include deep setbacks, front landscaping and lack of front            
decks. Given the recognized historical importance of Glenora the City          
should not grant an exemption to the MNO. The SDAB should overturn            
approval of this development. There are many options to develop a large            
modern home on a 9,201 sq ft property without contravening the MNO.            
The owners knew the lot size and restrictions before preparing their plans            
yet they chose to ignore these requirements and designed a house that does             
not fit the MNO. The MNO and guidelines were put into place for a              
reason. There is no reason they should be ignored in this circumstance            
AND every reason they should be observed! 

 
 

General Matters 
 

Appeal Information: 
 
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 110.2(7), Single Detached Housing is a Permitted Use in the (RF1)             
Single Detached Residential Zone. 
  
Under section 7.2(8), Single Detached Housing means: 
  

development consisting of a building containing one principal Dwelling         
which is separate from any other principal Dwelling or building. This           
Use includes Mobile Homes which conform to Section 78 of this Bylaw. 
 

Section 110.1 states that the General Purpose of the (RF1) Single Detached            
Residential Zone is “to provide for Single Detached Housing while allowing other forms             
of small scale housing in the form of Secondary Suites, Garden Suites, Semi-detached             
Housing and Duplex Housing.” 
  
Section 814.1 states that the General Purpose of the Mature Neighbourhood Overlay            
is: 
  

to regulate residential development in Edmonton’s mature residential        
neighbourhoods, while responding to the context of surrounding        
development, maintaining the pedestrian-oriented design of the       
streetscape, and to provide an opportunity for consultation by gathering          

https://webdocs.edmonton.ca/InfraPlan/zoningbylaw/ZoningBylaw/Part1/Special_Land/78__Mobile_Homes.htm
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input from affected parties on the impact of a proposed variance to the             
Overlay regulations. 
 

 
Front Setback 

 
Section 814.3(1) states the Front Setback shall be in accordance with the following: 

a. the minimum Front Setback shall be 20% of site depth or 1.5 m less than the                
average Front Setback on Abutting Lots, whichever is less. In no case shall             
the Front Setback be less than 3.0 m; 
 

b. the maximum Front Setback shall be 1.5 m greater than the average Front             
Setback on Abutting Lots; and 
 

c. where an Abutting Lot is vacant, the vacant Lot shall be deemed to have a               
Front Setback of the next Abutting Lot. 

Development Officers Determination 
 

1. Reduced Front Setback - The distance from the house to the            
property line along 133 Street (front lot line) is 7.5m (17% of the site              
depth) instead of 8.5m (20% of the site depth). (Section 814.3.1)  

[unedited] 

 
Rear Setback 

 
Section 814.3(4) states (in part) that the minimum Rear Setback shall be 40 percent of               
Site Depth. 
 
Development Officers Determination 

2. Reduced Rear Setback - The distance from the house to the rear             
property line is 12.0m (28% of the site depth), instead of 17.1m (40%             
of the site depth). (Section 814.3.4)  

[unedited] 

 
Garage Width 

 
Section 814.3(18)(b) states Attached Garages shall be developed in accordance with the            
following: 
 

... 
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b. a Garage may have a maximum width that is characteristic of the width of              

existing attached Garages on the blockface 
 

... 
 
Development Officers Determination 

3. Garage Width - The garage width is 7.2m. There are no other             
attached garages on the blockface. (Section 814.3.18(b))  

[unedited] 

 
Mature Neighbourhood Overlay - Community Consultation 

 
Section 814.5(1) states: 
 

When the Development Officer receives a Development Permit        
Application for a new principal building or new Garden Suite that           
does not comply with any regulation contained within this         
Overlay, or receives a Development Permit for alterations to an          
existing structure that require a variance to Section 814.3(1),         
814.3(3), 814.3(5) or 814.3(9) of this Overlay: 
 

a. the Development Officer shall send notice, to the recipient         
parties specified in Table 814.5(2), to outline any        
requested variances to the Overlay and solicit comments        
directly related to the proposed variance; 
 

b. the Development Officer shall not render a decision on the          
Development Permit application until 21 days after notice        
has been sent, unless the Development Officer receives        
feedback from the specified affected parties in accordance        
with Table 814.5(2); and 
 

c. the Development Officer shall consider any comments       
directly related to the proposed variance when determining        
whether to approve the Development Permit Application       
in accordance with Sections 11.3 and 11.4. 
 

Section 814.5(2) states: 
 

 Tier # Recipient Parties Affected Parties Regulation of this 
Overlay Proposed 
to be Varied 
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Tier 1 The municipal address and    
assessed owners of the land     
wholly or partially located    
within a distance of 60.0 m of       
the Site of the proposed     
development and the   
President of each Community    
League 

The assessed  
owners of the land    
wholly or partially   
located within a   
distance of 60.0 m    
of the Site of the     
proposed 
development and  
the President of   
each Community  
League 

814.3(1) – Front   
Setback 
 
814.3(18) –  
Attached Garage 
 

 

Tier 2 The municipal address and    
assessed owners of the land     
Abutting the Site, directly    
adjacent across a Lane from     
the Site of the proposed     
development and the   
President of each Community    
League 

The assessed  
owners of the land    
Abutting the Site   
and directly  
adjacent across a   
Lane from the Site    
of the proposed   
development 
 

814.3(4) – Rear   
Setback 

 
 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 

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. 
 

 
  



Hearing Date: Wednesday, October 7, 2020          21 

 



Hearing Date: Wednesday, October 7, 2020          22 

 



Hearing Date: Wednesday, October 7, 2020          23 

 

 



Hearing Date: Wednesday, October 7, 2020          24 

 
 

 

 


	Cover
	132
	133



