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SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT APPEAL BOARD 
RIVER VALLEY ROOM 

 

    I​ 9:00 A.M.​ SDAB-D-26-095  
 

 
 
To construct a Residential Use building in the 
form of a 4 Dwelling Row House with unenclosed 
front porches, Basement Development (NOT to be 
used as an additional dwelling), and 3 Secondary 
Suites in the basement 
 
14712 - 88 Avenue NW 
Project No.: 643945362-002 

    II​ 9:00 A.M.​ SDAB-D-26-096  
 

 
To construct a Residential Use building in the 
form of a 4 Dwelling Row House with 4 
secondary suites and unenclosed front porch. Total 
of 8 Dwellings 
 
8714 - 147 Street NW 
Project No.: 642509816-002 

 

         NOTE: Unless otherwise stated, all references to “Section numbers” refer to 
the authority under the Edmonton Zoning Bylaw 12800. 
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ITEM I: 9:00 A.M.​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ FILE: SDAB-D-26-095 
 

APPEALS  FROM THE DECISION OF THE DEVELOPMENT PLANNER 
 
APPELLANT NO. 1:​  
APPELLANT NO. 2:​  
APPELLANT NO. 3:​  
APPELLANT NO. 4:​  
APPELLANT NO. 5:​  
 
APPLICATION NO.:​ 643945362-002 
 
APPLICATION TO:​ Construct a Residential Use building in the form of a 4 

Dwelling Row House with unenclosed front porches, 
Basement Development (NOT to be used as an additional 
dwelling), and 3 Secondary Suites in the basement 

 
DECISION OF THE 
DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY:​ Approved with Conditions 
 
DECISION DATE:​ March 10, 2026 
 
DATE OF APPEAL(S):​ March 29, March 30, March 31, 2026 
 
RESPONDENT:​  
 
MUNICIPAL DESCRIPTION 
OF SUBJECT PROPERTY:​ 14712 - 88 Avenue NW 
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:​ Plan 1125KS Blk 8 Lot 12 
 
ZONE:​ RS - Small Scale Residential Zone 
 

OVERLAY:​ N/A 
 
STATUTORY PLAN:​ N/A 
 
DISTRICT PLAN:                          Jasper Place District Plan​

 

 

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

APPELLANT NO. 1  
 
File 643945362-002 | 14712 – 88 Ave NW | 4-unit row house with 3 
secondary suites | Issued March 9, 2026, File 642509816-002 | 8714 – 147 
St NW | 4-unit row house with 4 secondary suites (8 dwellings total) | 
Issued March 27, 2026  
 
This notice is filed to preserve our appeal rights within the 21-day window 
under Section 686(1)(a)(i) of the Municipal Government Act. Full written 
submissions will follow prior to the hearing.  
 
Legal Standard  
 
We submit that the variances associated with both permits fail the test 
under Section 687(3)(d) of the Municipal Government Act: that they 
unduly interfere with the amenities of the neighbourhood and materially 
interfere with the use, enjoyment, and value of neighbouring parcels of 
land. Each ground below supports this finding independently. Together, 
they compel overturn.  
 
Grounds for Appeal  
 
Variance on site area per dwelling. One or both permits likely required a 
variance to minimum site area per dwelling. No such variance is justified 
where the development fails to comply with all supporting regulations, as 
is the case here.  
 
Amenity area non-compliance.  
 
The Zoning Bylaw expressly requires amenity area for row housing. At 
these densities, compliant amenity area cannot be provided within the lot 
boundaries. Any variance to this mandatory requirement fails the statutory 
test.  
 
Parking and traffic.  
 
Approximately 15 units across two adjacent lots with zero on-site parking 
will generate chronic street congestion, blocked driveways, obstructed 
sight lines, and impaired emergency vehicle access. This materially 
interferes with the use and enjoyment of neighbouring properties. 
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Waste management.  
 
Required minimum clearance around waste receptacles cannot be met at 
these densities. Bins will encroach on neighbouring properties and alleys, 
creating ongoing sanitation, odour, and obstruction problems. 
 
Privacy and shadow.  
 
Privacy is a recognized planning consideration under the MGA. 
Upper-floor windows and massing will permanently overlook adjacent 
yards and living spaces. Shadow impact will permanently reduce sunlight 
to neighbouring homes and outdoor areas.  
 
Drainage.  
 
Increased impervious surface and altered grading create foreseeable risk of 
runoff and water damage to adjacent foundations and yards.  
 
Fire safety.  
 
Two high-occupancy structures in close proximity, with compromised 
emergency access due to parking congestion, presents elevated and 
unacceptable fire risk to neighbouring properties.  
 
Property value. The cumulative effect of the above will materially reduce 
the value of neighbouring properties. Realtor evidence will be submitted 
prior to the hearing.  
 
Cumulative impact. These permits must be considered jointly. Their 
combined effect on parking, waste, safety, privacy, and neighbourhood 
character far exceeds what either development produces in isolation.  
 
We also request that the Development Authority produce written reasons 
for all variances granted. In their absence, the variances lack the 
evidentiary foundation required to support approval. 
 
Relief Requested  
 
We request that the Board: accept this appeal as timely filed; require 
written reasons for (1) all variances; (2)consider both permits jointly; (3) 
require independent assessments of parking, (4) waste, (5) amenity area, 
(5) drainage, (6) privacy, and (7) fire safety; and (8) overturn or 
substantially condition both permits to require a scale of development that 
can be supported by the lot sizes, applicable bylaw requirements, and 
existing infrastructure. 
 
​
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APPELLANT NO. 2  
 
We, the undersigned residents, formally appeal the following permit:  
 
File 643945362-002: 14712 - 88 Ave NW, 4-unit row house with 3 
secondary suites issued March 11 , 2026 . 
 
This notice is filed to preserve our appeal rights within the 21-day window 
under Section 686(1 )(a)(i) of the Municipal Government Act. Full written 
submissions will follow prior to the hearing.  
 
Legal Standard  
We submit that the permit fails the test under Section 687(3)(d) of the 
Municipal Government Act: that it unduly interferes with the amenities of 
the neighbourhood and materially interferes with the use, enjoyment, and 
value of neighbouring parcels of land. Each ground below supports this 
finding independently. Together, they compel overturn. 
 
Additional Context  
We are also aware that the city has granted permit 642509816-002 
immediately across the street at 8714 - 147 St NW for a 4-unit row house 
with 4 secondary suites (8 dwellings total) owned by the same developer, 
Davach. And further, on 27-Mar-2026, the same developer purchased 14 
708 - 88 Ave NW with the intent to build a similar 7-to 8-unit development 
on that lot. This would bring up to 22 households and 44 cars into space 
currently occupied by 3 adjacent households.  
 
Grounds for Appeal  
Variance on site area per dwelling. This permit likely required a variance to 
minimum site area per dwelling. No such variance is justified where the 
development fails to comply with all supporting regulations, as is the case 
here.  
 
Amenity area non-compliance. The Zoning Bylaw expressly requires 
amenity area for row housing. At this density, compliant amenity area 
cannot be provided within the lot boundaries. Any variance to this 
mandatory requirement fails the statutory test.  
 
Parking and traffic. 7 units on one lot [with only the possibility the 
developer might build 4 on-site parking spots on a parking pad] will 
generate chronic street congestion, blocked driveways, obstructed sight 
lines, and impaired emergency vehicle access. This materially interferes 
with the use and enjoyment of neighbouring properties. In addition, the 
intersection at 14 7 St and 87 Ave is already unsafe for pedestrians, and 
turning left or right onto 87 Ave is already impractical to impossible during 
rush hour due to the congestion from 149 St, 87 Ave and Whitemud Drive 
ramp traffic.  
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Waste management. Required minimum clearance around waste 
receptacles cannot be met at these densities. Bins will encroach on 
neighbouring properties and alleys, creating ongoing sanitation, odour, and 
obstruction problems. Fourteen receptacles will be needed for the 
development next to us, plus 16 for the approved development across the 
street, plus a further 14 if Davach develops another 7-plex on the bungalow 
lot they purchased on Friday.  
 
Privacy and shadow. Privacy is a recognized planning consideration 
under the MGA. Upper-floor windows and massing will permanently 
overlook adjacent yards and living spaces. Shadow impact will 
permanently reduce sunlight to neighbouring homes and outdoor areas.  
 
Drainage. Increased impervious surface and altered grading create 
foreseeable risk of runoff and water damage to adjacent foundations and 
yards.  
 
Fire safety. High-occupancy structures mid-block, with compromised 
emergency access due to parking congestion, presents elevated and 
unacceptable fire risk to neighbouring properties.  
 
Property value. The cumulative effect of the above will materially reduce 
the value of neighbouring properties. Realtor evidence will be submitted 
prior to the hearing.  
 
Cumulative impact. The two approved permits - plus the likely third at 
14708 - must be considered jointly. Their combined effect on parking, 
waste, safety, privacy, and neighbourhood character far exceeds what the 
14712 development produces in isolation.  
 
We also request that the Development Authority produce written reasons 
for all variances granted. In their absence, the variances lack the 
evidentiary foundation required to support approval.  
 
Relief Requested  
 
We request that the Board: accept this appeal as timely filed; require 
written reasons for all variances; require independent assessments of 
parking, waste, amenity area, drainage, privacy, and fire safety; and 
overturn or substantially condition this permit to require a scale of 
development that can be supported by the lot sizes, applicable bylaw 
requirements, and existing infrastructure.  
 
​
APPELLANT NO. 3 -  
 
We, the undersigned residents of 14711 – 88 Avenue NW, formally appeal 
the following two permits. Our property sits directly across the street from 



Hearing Date: Friday, April 24, 2026​          8 

14712 – 88 Avenue NW and immediately beside the Wagner family at 
14707 – 88 Avenue NW, placing us at the intersection of both 
developments’ most severe impacts. File 643945362-002 | 14712 – 88 Ave 
NW | 4-unit row house with 3 secondary suites | Issued March 9, 2026 File 
642509816-002 | 8714 – 147 St NW | 4-unit row house with 4 secondary 
suites (8 dwellings total) | Issued March 27, 2026  
 
This notice is filed to preserve our appeal rights within the 21-day window 
under Section 686(1)(a)(i) of the Municipal Government Act. Full written 
submissions will follow prior to the hearing.  
 
Legal Standard We submit that the variances associated with both permits 
fail the test under Section 687(3)(d) of the Municipal Government Act: that 
they unduly interfere with the amenities of the neighbourhood and 
materially interfere with the use, enjoyment, and value of neighbouring 
parcels of land. Each ground below supports this finding independently. 
Together, they compel overturn.  
 
Grounds for Appeal Child safety and pedestrian risk. We are parents of a 
one-year-old and a four-year-old. We walk with our children on these 
streets every day. We walk them to school. The introduction of 
approximately 15 households across two developments, with zero on-site 
parking between them, will force a significant number of additional 
vehicles onto 88 Avenue NW and the surrounding streets daily. Drivers 
arriving, departing, manoeuvring, and competing for scarce parking will 
create persistent hazards on a residential street that we currently navigate 
safely on foot with a toddler and a young child. Sight lines at driveways 
and intersections will be further compromised by chronic parking 
congestion. A one-year-old and a four-year-old cannot protect themselves 
from inattentive drivers on an overcrowded street. We are asking this 
Board to do that for them.  
 
Traffic and street capacity Fifteen units generating multiple vehicle 
movements per day, concentrated into a single residential block with no 
off-street parking provision, will fundamentally alter the traffic character 
of this street. This is not speculation. It is the foreseeable and direct 
consequence of approving high-density development without supporting 
infrastructure. It materially interferes with the use and enjoyment of every 
property on this block under Section 687(3)(d).  
 
Direct exposure across the street. As the property directly opposite 14712 
– 88 Avenue NW, we face the full frontage of a 7-unit development. The 
massing, scale, and activity generated by this building will be immediately 
and permanently visible from our home. The character of what we look out 
onto every day will be irreversibly altered. Impact on the Wagner 
household. We are immediately beside Mike and Manuela Wagner at 
14707 – 88 Avenue NW, who face total loss of sunlight and privacy from 
the 8-plex at 8714 – 147 Street NW. The cumulative harm to this 
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immediate cluster of properties, including our own, represents a 
concentrated neighbourhood injury that the Board must consider in the 
round. Variance on site area per dwelling. One or both permits likely 
required a variance to minimum site area per dwelling. No such variance is 
justified where the development fails to comply with all supporting 
regulations and imposes the scale of harm described in this appeal.  
 
Amenity area non-compliance The Zoning Bylaw expressly requires 
amenity area for row housing. At these densities, compliant amenity area 
cannot be provided within the lot boundaries. Any variance to this 
mandatory requirement fails the statutory test.  
 
Waste management Required minimum clearance around waste 
receptacles cannot be met at these densities. Bins will encroach onto 
neighbouring properties and public areas, creating ongoing sanitation and 
obstruction problems directly affecting our street and the footpaths we use 
daily with our children.  
 
Drainage Increased impervious surface and altered grading across both 
developments create foreseeable risk of stormwater runoff and water 
damage to adjacent properties including our own. Property value. The 
cumulative effect of traffic increase, massing, and neighbourhood 
disruption will materially reduce the value of our property. Realtor 
evidence will be submitted prior to the hearing.  
 
We also request that the Development Authority produce written reasons 
for all variances granted in connection with both permits. In their absence, 
the variances lack the evidentiary foundation required to support approval.  
 
Relief Requested We request that the Board: accept this appeal as timely 
filed; require written reasons for all variances; consider both permits 
jointly given their combined impact on this block; require independent 
assessments of traffic and pedestrian safety, parking, waste, amenity area, 
drainage, and massing; and overturn or substantially condition both permits 
to require a scale of development that does not compromise the safety of 
young children being walked through these streets by their parents, or the 
liveability of the homes surrounding them. 
 

 
APPELLANT NO. 4  
 
File 643945362-002: 14712 – 88 Ave NW, 4-unit row house with 3 
secondary suites issued March 11, 2026 
 
This notice is filed to preserve our appeal rights within the 21-day window 
under Section 686(1)(a)(i) of the Municipal Government Act. Full written 
submissions will follow prior to the hearing. 
 



Hearing Date: Friday, April 24, 2026​          10 

Legal Standard  
 
We submit that the permit fails the test under Section 687(3)(d) of the 
Municipal Government Act: that it unduly interferes with the amenities of 
the neighbourhood and materially interferes with the use, enjoyment, and 
value of neighbouring parcels of land. Each ground below supports this 
finding independently. Together, they compel overturn 
 
Additional Context  
 
We are also aware that the city has granted permit 642509816-002 
immediately across the street at 8714 – 147 St NW for a 4-unit row house 
with 4 secondary suites (8 dwellings total) owned by the same developer, 
Davach. And further, on 27-Mar-2026, the same developer purchased 
14708 – 88 Ave NW with the intent to build a similar 7- to 8-unit 
development on that lot. This would bring up to 22 households and 44 cars 
into space currently occupied by 3 adjacent households.  
 
Grounds for Appeal  
 
Variance on site area per dwelling. This permit likely required a variance to 
minimum site area per dwelling. No such variance is justified where the 
development fails to comply with all supporting regulations, as is the case 
here. 
 
Amenity area non-compliance. The Zoning Bylaw expressly requires 
amenity area for row housing. At this density, compliant amenity area 
cannot be provided within the lot boundaries. Any variance to this 
mandatory requirement fails the statutory test. 
 
Parking and traffic. 7 units on one lot [with only the possibility the 
developer might build 4 on-site parking spots on a parking pad] will 
generate chronic street congestion, blocked driveways, obstructed sight 
lines, and impaired emergency vehicle access. This materially interferes 
with the use and enjoyment of neighbouring properties. In addition, the 
intersection at 147 St and 87 Ave is already unsafe for pedestrians, and 
turning left or right onto 87 Ave is already impractical to impossible during 
rush hour due to the congestion from 149 St, 87 Ave and Whitemud Drive 
ramp traffic.  
 
Waste management. Required minimum clearance around waste 
receptacles cannot be met at these densities. Bins will encroach on 
neighbouring properties and alleys, creating ongoing sanitation, odour, and 
obstruction problems. Fourteen receptacles will be needed for the 
development next to us, plus 16 for the approved development across the 
street, plus a further 14 if Davach develops another 7-plex on the bungalow 
lot they purchased on Friday. 
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Privacy and shadow. Privacy is a recognized planning consideration 
under the MGA. Upper-floor windows and massing will permanently 
overlook adjacent yards and living spaces. Shadow impact will 
permanently reduce sunlight to neighbouring homes and outdoor areas.  
 
Drainage. Increased impervious surface and altered grading create 
foreseeable risk of runoff and water damage to adjacent foundations and 
yards.  
 
Fire safety. High-occupancy structures mid-block, with compromised 
emergency access due to parking congestion, presents elevated and 
unacceptable fire risk to neighbouring properties. 
 
Property value. The cumulative effect of the above will materially reduce 
the value of neighbouring properties. Realtor evidence will be submitted 
prior to the hearing.  
 
Cumulative impact. The two approved permits – plus the likely third at 
14708 – must be considered jointly. Their combined effect on parking, 
waste, safety, privacy, and neighbourhood character far exceeds what the 
14712 development produces in isolation.  
 
We also request that the Development Authority produce written reasons 
for all variances granted. In their absence, the variances lack the 
evidentiary foundation required to support approval. 
 
Relief Requested  
 
We request that the Board: accept this appeal as timely filed; require 
written reasons for all variances; require independent assessments of 
parking, waste, amenity area, drainage, privacy, and fire safety; and 
overturn or substantially condition this permit to require a scale of 
development that can be supported by the lot sizes, applicable bylaw 
requirements, and existing infrastructure.  
​
​
APPELLANT NO. 5  
 
1- concerns with the width of the lot I cannot see how all the garbage, 
green and recycle ( 14 total) could fit across rear lot while Maintaining 
required distances between as waste management requires for all other 
residents of Edmontons and the mess when all out.  
 
2- I am concerned with possible site coverage and grading plan based on 
other development by same developer which required assumptions by 
Development officer approval. Also what is try plan for water protection 
during the build on adjoining neighbors.( this is the most critical time 
during any infill build for neighbors)  
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3- drawings, site plans, required Measurements are very confusing and 
even certain critical measurements may not be there making it impossible 
to know for sure intent and assumptions are therefore required to be made 
by Development officer.  
 
4- privacy considerations for especially adjoining neighbors is a concern.  
 
5- safety and proper egress for residents And first responders in the event 
of a fire or situation especially in winter especially with minimum 
requirements for egress are required when snow is piled up along egress 
path of a very long and deep structure.  
 
6- lastly property values of neighbors on street with this developer having 
2 lots side by side plus one lot directly across the street.  

 
 

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 the decision in accordance with subsection (2.1). 

​ ​ ​  
… 
 
(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 the decision in accordance 
with subsection (2.1). 
 
(3)  Despite subsections (1) and (2), no appeal lies in respect of the 
issuance of a development permit for a permitted use unless the 
provisions of the land use bylaw were relaxed, varied or 
misinterpreted or the application for the development permit was 
deemed to be refused under section 683.1(8). 
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Appeals 

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

 
(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 board hearing the appeal referred to 
in subsection (1) 

 
… 

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

statutory plans; 
 

(a.3)​ subject to clause (a.4) and (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 Zoning Bylaw 20001: 
 

Under section 2.10.2.2, a Residential Use is a Permitted Use in the RS - Small Scale 
Residential Zone.  
 
Under section 8.10, a Residential Use means: 
 

a development where a building or part of a building is designed for 
people to live in. The building contains 1 or more Dwellings or 1 or more 
Sleeping Units. 
 
This includes: Backyard Housing, Duplex Housing, Lodging Houses, 
Multi-unit Housing, Row Housing, Secondary Suites, Semi-detached 
Housing, Single Detached Housing, and Supportive Housing. 

 
Under section 8.20, Row Housing means: 
 

a building that contains 3 or more principal Dwellings joined in whole or 
in part at the side, the rear, or the side and the rear, with none of the 
principal Dwellings being placed over another. Each principal Dwelling 
has separate, individual, and direct access to ground level. 

 
Under section 8.20, Secondary Suite means: 
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a Dwelling that is subordinate to, and located within, a building in the 
form of Single Detached Housing, Semi-detached Housing, Row 
Housing, or Backyard Housing. A Secondary Suite is not a principal 
Dwelling. A Secondary Suite has a separate entrance from the principal 
Dwelling, either from a common indoor landing or directly from outside 
the building. A Secondary Suite has less Floor Area than the principal 
Dwelling. A Secondary Suite is not separated from the principal 
Dwelling by a condominium conversion or subdivision. 

Under section 8.20, Dwelling means: 
 

a self-contained unit consisting of 1 or more rooms used as a bedroom, 
bathroom, living room, and kitchen. The Dwelling is not intended to be 
moveable, does not have a visible towing apparatus or visible 
undercarriage, must be on a foundation, and connected to utilities. 
 

Section 2.10.1 states that the Purpose of the RS - Small Scale Residential Zone is: 
 

To allow for a range of small scale Residential development up to 3 
Storeys in Height, including detached, attached, and multi-unit 
Residential housing. Limited opportunities for community and 
commercial development are permitted to provide services to local 
residents. 

 
 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
 

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: 9:00 A.M.​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ FILE: SDAB-D-26-096 
 

APPEALS FROM THE DECISION OF THE DEVELOPMENT PLANNER 
 
APPELLANT NO. 1:​  
APPELLANT NO. 2:​  
APPELLANT NO. 3:​  
 
APPLICATION NO.:​ 642509816-002 
 
APPLICATION TO:​ Construct a Residential Use building in the form of a 4 

Dwelling Row House with 4 secondary suites and 
unenclosed front porch. Total of 8 Dwellings 

 
DECISION OF THE 
DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY:​ Approved with Conditions 
 
DECISION DATE:​ March 27, 2026 
 
DATE OF APPEAL(S):​ March 29, March 30 and March 31, 2026 
 
RESPONDENT:​  
 
MUNICIPAL DESCRIPTION 
OF SUBJECT PROPERTY:​ 8714 - 147 Street NW 
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:​ Plan 1125KS Blk 14 Lot 33 
 
ZONE:​ RS - Small Scale Residential Zone 
 

OVERLAY:​ N/A 
 
STATUTORY PLAN:​ N/A 
 
DISTRICT PLAN:                          Jasper Place District Plan​

 

 

Grounds for Appeal 
 

The Appellants provided the following reasons for appealing the decision of the Development 
Authority: 
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APPELLANT NO. 1 : 
 
We, Mike and Manuela Wagner of 14707 – 88 Avenue NW, formally 
appeal the development permit issued for the property immediately 
adjacent to our home: 
 
File 642509816-002 | 8714 – 147 St NW | 4-unit row house with 4 
secondary suites (8 dwellings total) | Issued March 27, 2026. 
 
This notice is filed to preserve our appeal rights within the 21-day window 
under Section 686(1)(a)(i) of the Municipal Government Act. Full written 
submissions, including photographic evidence, will follow prior to the 
hearing.  
 
Our Situation  
 
We have been in our home for 37 years, paying taxes and contributing to 
the wellbeing of this area. We own a bungalow that is already flanked on 
one side by a recently constructed tall multistorey infill development. The 
proposed 8-plex would be built on our other side, leaving our home 
completely sandwiched between two oversized, high-density structures that 
bear no relationship in scale or massing to our property or to the character 
of this street.  
 
Please note that the proposed development will impact us significantly. We 
will have no sunlight. We will have no privacy. We will have no prospect 
of either ever being restored. This is not a planning inconvenience. It is the 
permanent destruction of our home's liveability, and it fails every element 
of the test this Board is required to apply. 
 
Legal Standard 
 
We submit that the variances associated with this permit fail the test under 
Section 687(3)(d) of the Municipal Government Act: that they unduly 
interfere with the amenities of the neighbourhood and materially interfere 
with the use, enjoyment, and value of neighbouring parcels of land. In our 
case the interference is not partial, it is total. Each ground below supports 
this finding independently. Together, they compel overturn.  
 
Grounds for Appeal 
 
Complete loss of privacy. Our front yard faces north onto 88 Avenue NW. 
The proposed 8-plex is oriented such that its windows face directly into our 
property. Eight dwellings across multiple storeys will produce an 
unrelenting wall of overlooking into our yard, our front rooms, and our 
daily lives. Privacy is a recognised planning consideration under the 
Municipal Government Act. No fence, no hedge, and no condition attached 
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to this permit can screen a multi-storey building. The only remedy is 
refusal.  
 
Complete loss of sunlight. Our single-storey bungalow will be flanked on 
both sides by structures of dramatically greater height. The proposed 
8-plex, positioned to our east, will cast permanent shadow across our 
property throughout the day. Combined with the existing tall development 
to our other side, our home will receive minimal direct sunlight for the 
majority of the year. The loss of light to our interior rooms and outdoor 
space will render our home materially less habitable. This constitutes 
severe and permanent interference with the use and enjoyment of our 
property under Section 687(3)(d).  
 
Disproportionate massing and height. Our bungalow is a single-storey 
dwelling typical of this street. The proposed development, like the recently 
constructed infill beside us, rises to a height entirely out of keeping with 
the established character and scale of the neighbourhood. The cumulative 
effect of being sandwiched between two such structures is not 
contemplated or justified by any planning rationale. It is an outcome that 
the Board should find unduly interferes with the amenities of the 
neighbourhood. 
 
Variance on site area per dwelling. This permit likely required a variance 
to the minimum site area per dwelling. No such variance is justified where 
the development simultaneously fails to meet its obligations regarding 
amenity area, waste management, parking, and the basic protection of 
neighbouring properties from overlooking and shadow. 
 
Amenity area non-compliance. The Zoning Bylaw expressly requires 
amenity area for row housing. At this density, compliant amenity area 
cannot be accommodated within the lot boundaries. Any variance to this 
mandatory requirement fails the statutory test and places additional 
pressure on surrounding public and private space, including our own yard. 
 
Parking and traffic. Eight units with zero on-site parking will generate 
chronic congestion on 88 Avenue NW and 147 Street, directly surrounding 
our property. Blocked driveways, obstructed sight lines, and impaired 
emergency vehicle access will be an immediate and daily consequence. 
This materially interferes with the safety of pedestrians like ourselves and 
our neighbours that take dogs for daily walks, and also children walking 
to/from the nearby schools.  
 
Waste management. Required minimum clearance around waste 
receptacles cannot be met at this density. Bins will encroach onto 
neighbouring properties and alleys immediately beside our home, creating 
persistent sanitation, odour, and obstruction issues. The width of this lot 
facing the alley is even more narrow than other proposed constructions. 
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Drainage. The high lot coverage associated with this development, 
combined with site disturbance during construction, creates a foreseeable 
risk of stormwater runoff, pooling, and subsurface water damage to our 
foundation and yard. The new infill is already causing drainage issues, 
what will happen to our yard with a much bigger roof surface area? 
 
Fire safety. A high-occupancy 8-unit structure immediately adjacent to our 
single-storey home, in a setting where emergency vehicle access will be 
compromised by parking congestion, presents an unacceptable fire risk to 
our property. 
 
Property value. The complete loss of privacy and sunlight, combined with 
all of the above, will severely and materially reduce the value of our home. 
We are obtaining a written opinion from a local real estate professional and 
will submit this as evidence prior to the hearing.  
 
Written reasons for variances. We request that the Development 
Authority produce written reasons for all variances granted in connection 
with this permit. In their absence, the variances lack the evidentiary 
foundation required to support approval.  
 
Relief Requested  
 
We request that the Board: accept this appeal as timely filed; require the 
Development Authority to produce written reasons for all variances; 
require independent assessments of shadow and sunlight impact, privacy, 
massing and height, parking, waste management, amenity area, drainage, 
and fire safety; and overturn this permit. No condition short of a 
fundamental reduction in height, massing, and unit count can remedy the 
total loss of sunlight and privacy our household will suffer. The permit as 
approved cannot stand.  
 
 
APPELLANT NO. 2:  
 
We, the undersigned residents, formally appeal the following permits:  
 
File 643945362-002 | 14712 – 88 Ave NW | 4-unit row house with 3 
secondary suites | Issued March 9, 2026, File 642509816-002 | 8714 – 147 
St NW | 4-unit row house with 4 secondary suites (8 dwellings total) | 
Issued March 27, 2026. 
 
This notice is filed to preserve our appeal rights within the 21-day window 
under Section 686(1)(a)(i) of the Municipal Government Act. Full written 
submissions will follow prior to the hearing.  
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Legal Standard 
 
We submit that the variances associated with both permits fail the test 
under Section 687(3)(d) of the Municipal Government Act: that they 
unduly interfere with the amenities of the neighbourhood and materially 
interfere with the use, enjoyment, and value of neighbouring parcels of 
land. Each ground below supports this finding independently. Together, 
they compel overturn. 
 
Grounds for Appeal 
 
Variance on site area per dwelling. One or both permits likely required a 
variance to minimum site area per dwelling. No such variance is justified 
where the development fails to comply with all supporting regulations, as 
is the case here. 
 
Amenity area non-compliance.  
 
The Zoning Bylaw expressly requires amenity area for row housing. At 
these densities, compliant amenity area cannot be provided within the lot 
boundaries. Any variance to this mandatory requirement fails the statutory 
test. 
 
Parking and traffic. Approximately 15 units across two adjacent lots with 
zero on-site parking will generate chronic street congestion, blocked 
driveways, obstructed sight lines, and impaired emergency vehicle access. 
This materially interferes with the use and enjoyment of neighbouring 
properties. 
 
Waste management. Required minimum clearance around waste 
receptacles cannot be met at these densities. Bins will encroach on 
neighbouring properties and alleys, creating ongoing sanitation, odour, and 
obstruction problems. 
 
Privacy and shadow. Privacy is a recognized planning consideration 
under the MGA. Upper-floor windows and massing will permanently 
overlook adjacent yards and living spaces. Shadow impact will 
permanently reduce sunlight to neighbouring homes and outdoor areas. 
 
Drainage. Increased impervious surface and altered grading create 
foreseeable risk of runoff and water damage to adjacent foundations and 
yards. 
 
Fire safety. Two high-occupancy structures in close proximity, with 
compromised emergency access due to parking congestion, presents 
elevated and unacceptable fire risk to neighbouring properties.  
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Property value. The cumulative effect of the above will materially reduce 
the value of neighbouring properties. Realtor evidence will be submitted 
prior to the hearing.  
 
Cumulative impact. These permits must be considered jointly. Their 
combined effect on parking, waste, safety, privacy, and neighbourhood 
character far exceeds what either development produces in isolation. 
 
We also request that the Development Authority produce written reasons 
for all variances granted. In their absence, the variances lack the 
evidentiary foundation required to support approval. 
 
Relief Requested 
 
We request that the Board: accept this appeal as timely filed; require 
written reasons for (1) all variances; (2)consider both permits jointly; (3) 
require independent assessments of parking, (4) waste, (5) amenity area, 
(5) drainage, (6) privacy, and (7) fire safety; and (8) overturn or 
substantially condition both permits to require a scale of development that 
can be supported by the lot sizes, applicable bylaw requirements, and 
existing infrastructure. 
 
​
APPELLANT NO. 3   
 
We, the undersigned residents of 14711 – 88 Avenue NW, formally appeal 
the following two permits. Our property sits directly across the street from 
14712 – 88 Avenue NW and immediately beside the Wagner family at 
14707 – 88 Avenue NW, placing us at the intersection of both 
developments’ most severe impacts. File 643945362-002 | 14712 – 88 Ave 
NW | 4-unit row house with 3 secondary suites | Issued March 9, 2026 File 
642509816-002 | 8714 – 147 St NW | 4-unit row house with 4 secondary 
suites (8 dwellings total) | Issued March 27, 2026.  
 
This notice is filed to preserve our appeal rights within the 21-day window 
under Section 686(1)(a)(i) of the Municipal Government Act. Full written 
submissions will follow prior to the hearing. 
 
Legal Standard We submit that the variances associated with both permits 
fail the test under Section 687(3)(d) of the Municipal Government Act: that 
they unduly interfere with the amenities of the neighbourhood and 
materially interfere with the use, enjoyment, and value of neighbouring 
parcels of land. Each ground below supports this finding independently. 
Together, they compel overturn. 
 
Grounds for Appeal Child safety and pedestrian risk. We are parents of a 
one-year-old and a four-year-old. We walk with our children on these 
streets every day. We walk them to school. The introduction of 
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approximately 15 households across two developments, with zero on-site 
parking between them, will force a significant number of additional 
vehicles onto 88 Avenue NW and the surrounding streets daily. Drivers 
arriving, departing, manoeuvring, and competing for scarce parking will 
create persistent hazards on a residential street that we currently navigate 
safely on foot with a toddler and a young child. Sight lines at driveways 
and intersections will be further compromised by chronic parking 
congestion. A one-year-old and a four-year-old cannot protect themselves 
from inattentive drivers on an overcrowded street. We are asking this 
Board to do that for them. 
 
Traffic and street capacity Fifteen units generating multiple vehicle 
movements per day, concentrated into a single residential block with no 
off-street parking provision, will fundamentally alter the traffic character 
of this street. This is not speculation. It is the foreseeable and direct 
consequence of approving high-density development without supporting 
infrastructure. It materially interferes with the use and enjoyment of every 
property on this block under Section 687(3)(d).  
 
Direct exposure across the street. As the property directly opposite 14712 
– 88 Avenue NW, we face the full frontage of a 7-unit development. The 
massing, scale, and activity generated by this building will be immediately 
and permanently visible from our home. The character of what we look out 
onto every day will be irreversibly altered. Impact on the Wagner 
household. We are immediately beside Mike and Manuela Wagner at 
14707 – 88 Avenue NW, who face total loss of sunlight and privacy from 
the 8-plex at 8714 – 147 Street NW. The cumulative harm to this 
immediate cluster of properties, including our own, represents a 
concentrated neighbourhood injury that the Board must consider in the 
round. Variance on site area per dwelling. One or both permits likely 
required a variance to minimum site area per dwelling. No such variance is 
justified where the development fails to comply with all supporting 
regulations and imposes the scale of harm described in this appeal. 
 
Amenity area non-compliance The Zoning Bylaw expressly requires 
amenity area for row housing. At these densities, compliant amenity area 
cannot be provided within the lot boundaries. Any variance to this 
mandatory requirement fails the statutory test. 
Waste management Required minimum clearance around waste 
receptacles cannot be met at these densities. Bins will encroach onto 
neighbouring properties and public areas, creating ongoing sanitation and 
obstruction problems directly affecting our street and the footpaths we use 
daily with our children.  
 
Drainage Increased impervious surface and altered grading across both 
developments create foreseeable risk of stormwater runoff and water 
damage to adjacent properties including our own. Property value. The 
cumulative effect of traffic increase, massing, and neighbourhood 
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disruption will materially reduce the value of our property. Realtor 
evidence will be submitted prior to the hearing.  
 
We also request that the Development Authority produce written reasons 
for all variances granted in connection with both permits. In their absence, 
the variances lack the evidentiary foundation required to support approval.  
 
Relief Requested  
 
We request that the Board: accept this appeal as timely filed; require 
written reasons for (1) all variances; (2)consider both permits jointly; (3) 
require independent assessments of parking, (4) waste, (5) amenity area, 
(5) drainage, (6) privacy, and (7) fire safety; and (8) overturn or 
substantially condition both permits to require a scale of development that 
can be supported by the lot sizes, applicable bylaw requirements, and 
existing infrastructure.​
 

 

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 the decision in accordance with subsection (2.1). 

​ ​ ​  
… 
 
(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 the decision in accordance 
with subsection (2.1). 
 
(3)  Despite subsections (1) and (2), no appeal lies in respect of the 
issuance of a development permit for a permitted use unless the 
provisions of the land use bylaw were relaxed, varied or 
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misinterpreted or the application for the development permit was 
deemed to be refused under section 683.1(8). 

 
Appeals 

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

 
(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 board hearing the appeal referred to 
in subsection (1) 

 
… 

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

statutory plans; 
 

(a.3)​ subject to clause (a.4) and (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 
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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 
 

(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 Zoning Bylaw 20001: 
 

Under section 2.10.2.2, a Residential Use is a Permitted Use in the RS - Small Scale 
Residential Zone.  
 
Under section 8.10, a Residential Use means: 
 

a development where a building or part of a building is designed for 
people to live in. The building contains 1 or more Dwellings or 1 or more 
Sleeping Units. 
 
This includes: Backyard Housing, Duplex Housing, Lodging Houses, 
Multi-unit Housing, Row Housing, Secondary Suites, Semi-detached 
Housing, Single Detached Housing, and Supportive Housing. 

 
Under section 8.20, Row Housing means: 
 

a building that contains 3 or more principal Dwellings joined in whole or 
in part at the side, the rear, or the side and the rear, with none of the 
principal Dwellings being placed over another. Each principal Dwelling 
has separate, individual, and direct access to ground level. 
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Under section 8.20, Secondary Suite means: 

a Dwelling that is subordinate to, and located within, a building in the 
form of Single Detached Housing, Semi-detached Housing, Row 
Housing, or Backyard Housing. A Secondary Suite is not a principal 
Dwelling. A Secondary Suite has a separate entrance from the principal 
Dwelling, either from a common indoor landing or directly from outside 
the building. A Secondary Suite has less Floor Area than the principal 
Dwelling. A Secondary Suite is not separated from the principal 
Dwelling by a condominium conversion or subdivision. 

Under section 8.20, Dwelling means: 
 

a self-contained unit consisting of 1 or more rooms used as a bedroom, 
bathroom, living room, and kitchen. The Dwelling is not intended to be 
moveable, does not have a visible towing apparatus or visible 
undercarriage, must be on a foundation, and connected to utilities. 
 

Section 2.10.1 states that the Purpose of the RS - Small Scale Residential Zone is: 
 

To allow for a range of small scale Residential development up to 3 
Storeys in Height, including detached, attached, and multi-unit 
Residential housing. Limited opportunities for community and 
commercial development are permitted to provide services to local 
residents. 
 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
 

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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