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SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT APPEAL BOARD 
River Valley Room 

 

TO BE RAISED    ​
I​ 9:00 A.M.​ SDAB-D-26-078 

​
To construct a Residential Use building in the 
form of a Row Housing (6 Dwellings) with 
Basement development (not to be used as an 
additional Dwelling) and a 2 Dwelling Backyard 
Housing. Total of 8 Dwellings 
 
14007 - 100 AVENUE NW 
Project No.: 641319368-002 

 

​ 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-26-078 
 

APPEALS FROM THE DECISION OF THE DEVELOPMENT PLANNER 
 
APPELLANT 1:​  
APPELLANT 2:​  
APPELLANT 3:​  
APPELLANT 4:​  
APPELLANT 5:​  
APPELLANT 6:​  
APPELLANT 7:​  
 
APPLICATION NO.:​ 641319368-002 
 
APPLICATION TO:​ To construct a Residential Use building in the form of a 

Row Housing (6 Dwellings) with Basement development 
(not to be used as an additional Dwelling) and a 2 
Dwelling Backyard Housing. Total of 8 Dwellings 

 
DECISION OF THE 
DEVELOPMENT AUTHORITY:​ Approved with Conditions 
 
DECISION DATE:​ February 25, 2026 
 
DATE OF APPEAL(S):​ March 15, 16, and 17, 2026 
 
RESPONDENT:​  
 
MUNICIPAL DESCRIPTION 
OF SUBJECT PROPERTY:​ 14007 - 100 AVENUE NW 
 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION:​ Plan 2602HW Blk 3 Lot 7 
 
ZONE:​ RS - Small Scale Residential Zone 
 

OVERLAY:​ N/A 
 
STATUTORY PLAN:​ N/A 
 
DISTRICT PLAN:                          Central District Plan​

 

 



Hearing Date: Tuesday, May 5, 2026​          4 

Grounds for Appeal 
 

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

Appellant 1:  
The Development officer failed to consider and apply the definition of 
"Use" in Bylaw  20001.  
The definition of Use is: 
 
"Use means the purposes or activities for which a piece of land or its 
buildings are designed, arranged, developed or intended, or for which it is 
occupied or maintained." 
 
The expressed intention of a developer is only one of the factors to be 
taken into account in considering a development application and the 
expression of such intention does not absolve the development authority 
from its duty and obligation to ascertain whether the proposed 
development is designed, arranged or developed for the stated intended 
purpose. The development authority did not make such assessment here. 
 
It is against common sense that a development on a single family lot of 
some 40 bedrooms, 30 bathrooms and little in the way of common areas is 
designed, arranged or developed as a 6 unit dwelling house. At the very 
least it should be examined analytically. A bald statement by a developer 
cannot avoid an assessment by the development authority of the other 
considerations to be taken into account under the Bylaw. 
 
The definition of Use is a fundamental definition which underpins all uses 
as defined in the Bylaw. The development authority must make an 
assessment as to "Use" before it can determine which, if any, of the many 
uses described in the definition of Residential Uses applies to the proposed 
development. 
In addition, the development authority failed to consider the provisions of 
section 3 of Bylaw 20001. 
 
It is also to be noted that the design of this facility falls fall within the 
Commercial Use definition of "Hotel" which also would require the 
development authority to make an assessment under section 3 of the 
Bylaw.  
 
As the Alberta Court of Appeal stated in Kalinski v Cold Lake ( City ) 
2017 ABCA 119, Boards ( and presumably development authorities) must 
focus on whether the architectural plans and construction details accord 
with a developer's assertion. This is an assessment that must be made in the 
first instance by a development authority. That is clearly not the case here. 
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In fact the restriction that the developed basements are not to be used as an 
additional dwelling ( information garnered from the City's website )  is a 
clear indication that they are designed for that purpose. 
 
Appellant 2:  
The reasons for the appeal of the Development Permit 641319368-002  
 
1. The Development Officer misinterpreted, relaxed or varied the City of 
Edmonton Zoning Bylaw 20001 (the “Zoning Bylaw”) by determining that 
there are 8 dwellings on the land municipally described as 14007–100 
Avenue (the “Lands”).  In fact, there are 14 dwellings on the Lands. 
Section 2.10.3.2.1 of the Zoning Bylaw permits a maximum of 8 
Dwellings on an Interior Site.  There are 14 Dwellings on the Lands and 
the Lands are an Interior Site.   
 
2. The Development Officer misinterpreted, relaxed or varied the Zoning 
Bylaw by determining that the proposed development complies with s. 
2.10.3.2.3 (mis-named in the Zoning Bylaw as 2.10.3.3.3) which requires 
compliance with s. 6.10 of the Zoning Bylaw.   The Development 
Authority misinterpreted or relaxed or varied s. 2.10.3.2.3 because  a. The 
proposed development does not comply with s. 6.10.1.6; b. The proposed 
development does not comply with s. 6.10.7; and c. The proposed 
development does not comply with s. 6.10.12.  
 
3. The Development Officer misinterpreted, relaxed or varied the Zoning 
Bylaw by determining that the proposed development complies with s. 
2.10.4.1.7. Section 2.10.4.1.7 of the Zoning Bylaw permits a maximum site 
coverage of 45%. The site coverage of the proposed development exceeds 
45%.   
 
4. The Development Officer misinterpreted, relaxed or varied the Zoning 
Bylaw by determining that the proposed development complies with s. 
2.10.5.5. The Development Authority misinterpreted or relaxed or varied s. 
2.10.5.5 because the main entrances to the three Dwellings on the North 
Elevation do not face either the Front or Flanking Side Lot Line as 
required by s. 2.10.5.5.   
 
5. The Development Officer misinterpreted, relaxed or varied the Zoning 
Bylaw by determining that the proposed development complies with s. 
2.10.5.6. The Development Authority misinterpreted or relaxed or varied s. 
2.10.5.6 because the three Dwellings on the North Elevation do not orient 
towards the Street as required by s. 2.10.5.6.   
 
6. The Development Officer misinterpreted, relaxed or varied the Zoning 
Bylaw by determining that the proposed development complies with s. 
5.60.3.1.4 The Development Authority misinterpreted or relaxed or varied 
s. 5.60.3.1.4 because the there are only 6 trees and 24 shrubs and not the 8 
trees and 32 shrubs as required by s. 5.60.3.1.4.   
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7. The Development Authority misinterpreted, relaxed or varied the 
Zoning Bylaw by determining the proposed development complies with 
setback requirements.  
 
8. The Development Authority misinterpreted or relaxed or varied the 
Zoning Bylaw by failing to require the Applicant to provide a lot grading 
plan for the proposed development as required by s. 7.140.1.3.1 and 
misinterpreted or relaxed or varied the Zoning Bylaw by failing to consider 
the drainage information as required by s. 7.140.1.4.1  
 
9. Such further and other grounds as may be revealed by a review of the 
Development Authority’s file.  
 
Appellant 3:  
We are neighbours to the subject property.  As Appellants, we submit that 
the Development Authority's approval of a development permit misapplies 
fundamental zoning bylaw definitions, approves residential intensity 
inconsistent with the RS Zone, and fails to demonstrate compliance with 
critical technical requirements of the Zoning Bylaw. This raises serious 
questions about the functional capacity of the approved design and its 
impacts on neighbouring properties.  
 
Under section 617 of the Municipal Government Act, the purposes of Part 
17 (Planning and Development) which provides for the orderly, economic 
and beneficial development and use of land, without infringing on the 
rights of individual to the extent necessary for the public interest and in 
particular to protect the safety, health and welfare of people, and, to protect 
the physical environment and enjoyment of property.  
 
This application is made with the acknowledgement that the City of 
Edmonton does not provide residents with copies to the drawings or 
building permit materials and only very limited viewings, until an appeal 
application has been filed.  
 
Appellants' Standing and Jurisdiction 
Under section 685 of the Municipal Government Act, a person claiming to 
be affected by a decision of a development authority may appeal the 
decision to the Subdivision and Development Appeal Board. The 
Appellants are owners of property immediately adjacent to the subject 
development and are directly affected by the Development Authority's 
decision to approve this permit.  
 
The impacts on the Appellants include personal safety, property damage, 
property value and enjoyment and health risks arising from 
undemonstrated grading systems, insufficient drainage mitigation, lane 
access conflicts from inadequate waste storage planning, loss of tree 
canopy from construction adjacent to boulevard trees, and material changes 
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to neighbourhood character and amenities from the approval of a 
residential intensity that substantially exceeds what the RS Zone 
contemplates.  
 
Ground 1: Misapplication of the "Dwelling" Definition The Development 
Authority erred by approving eight dwellings when the design supports at 
least fourteen functional dwelling units. The original permit included 
basement kitchens in each Row House unit. After permit withdrawal, the 
applicant relabelled these kitchens as "wet bars," removed stove 
appliances, but made no substantive design changes when re-submitting 
the permit. Each basement level still contains a dedicated bedroom, a full 
bathroom, a food preparation area with plumbing fixtures and cabinetry, 
laundry facilities and living space capable of independent operation 1 
Under Zoning Bylaw 20001, a Dwelling is "a self-contained unit consisting 
of one or more rooms used as a bedroom, bathroom, living room, and 
kitchen." The approved plans continue to support all functional 
components of a dwelling. Relabelling a kitchen as a "wet bar" does not 
alter the functional capacity of the space to operate as a dwelling unit. The 
six Row House buildings each support two dwelling units (upper 
three-storey dwelling and basement dwelling), plus two backyard 
dwellings, totaling fourteen dwelling units where the RS Zone permits only 
eight. The Development Authority accepted superficial labelling changes 
rather than assessing functional characteristics leading to misapplication of 
the bylaw definition.  
 
Ground 2: Excessive Residential Intensity Even accepting eight dwellings, 
the internal configuration reflects intensity inconsistent with the RS Zone. 
The approved plans contain approximately 38 bedrooms and 28 bathrooms 
across the development. Within the Row House buildings alone each Row 
House averages more than six bedrooms. This sleeping-room density is 
atypical for household-based row housing and indicative of high-intensity 
room-rental operations.  
 
Ground 3: Inadequate and Non-Functional Amenity Space The 
development relies on circulation space as primary outdoor amenity, failing 
both quantitative and qualitative requirements. Units D, E, F, and the 
backyard dwellings appear to lack designated private yards. The interior 
courtyard appears in the plans as their only outdoor space. Plans identify 
approximately 50 m² of amenity area. For fourteen dwellings at 7.5 m² per 
dwelling, 105 m² is required which is a substantial deficiency. Moreover, 
the courtyard also must function as pedestrian circulation space connecting 
multiple dwelling entrances to the laneway, parking, servicing and waste 
management bins.  Under Section 5 of Zoning Bylaw 20001, required 
pedestrian access and unobstructed pathways are functional movement 
spaces. The Development Authority failed to distinguish between 
circulation requirements and usable outdoor amenity space.  
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Ground 4: Undemonstrated Compliance with Unobstructed Pathway 
Requirements Units D, E, and F face the interior courtyard, not the public 
street. Section 5.80 requires a minimum 0.9 m unobstructed pathway 
connecting each principal entrance to an abutting sidewalk or driveway.   
The approved plans do not clearly demonstrate continuous 0.9 m pathways 
from these inwardfacing entrances to the public sidewalk. Side-yard areas 
contain steps, grade transitions, and/or landscaping elements that may 
reduce clear width. The drawings fail to demonstrate compliance with 
minimum pathway width.  
 
Ground 5: Undemonstrated Setback and Tree Protection Compliance The 
site plan shows the Row House building exactly 1.20 m from the side 
property line which is the minimum permitted. However, surveyor's notes 
indicate dimensions are measured to the foundation wall, and exterior wall 
assembly and cladding will extend beyond the foundation. Under Section 
5.70, setbacks are measured to the exterior wall, not the foundation. The 
plans do not demonstrate that the completed structure will maintain the 
required 1.20 m side setback. 2 Additionally, the extremely tight setback 
places excavation immediately adjacent to boulevard trees along 100 
Avenue. The plans do not demonstrate compliance with the City of 
Edmonton Public Tree Bylaw (Bylaw 18825) regarding tree protection 
zones and construction clearances. Section 5.10 of Zoning Bylaw 20001 
requires development to comply with other applicable municipal bylaws.  
 
Ground 6: Undemonstrated Side-Yard Drainage and Infrastructure 
Feasibility The 1.20 m side yard must simultaneously accommodate 
window wells serving basement bedroom, drainage swales for surface 
water management, eaves and roof projections, utility penetrations and 
building services. The drawings do not demonstrate how the required 
drainage infrastructure can be constructed while maintaining the minimum 
1.20 m setback. This is particularly significant given known drainage 
sensitivity in the area and that inadequate site mitigation could result in 
water pooling or overflow onto neighbouring properties.  
 
Ground 7: Unresolved Survey Geometry The approved survey plot plan 
(PALS Geomatics) – from the previous permit appeal - contains a note 
stating that RS Zone side-yard treatment and main entrance orientation 
toward the interior lot line must be confirmed by the City. The 
Development Authority approved the permit without resolving this 
identified concern and confirming that required side setbacks can be 
maintained.  
 
Ground 8: Inadequate Waste Storage and Lane Conflicts Waste Services 
confirmed eight dwellings will require approximately sixteen waste carts. 
The approved site plan shows only a small garbage enclosure, with no 
dimensions demonstrating: • Sixteen carts can be stored within the 
enclosure • Carts can be safely maneuvered for placement and collection • 
The enclosure can be properly screened as required by Section 6.60 of 
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Zoning Bylaw 20001 The rear yard must simultaneously accommodate 
waste storage, vehicle parking and maneuvering, and pedestrian circulation 
which are functions that appear concentrated within limited space. If carts 
must be placed in maneuvering areas or near the lane during collection, 
this creates obstructions affecting access to neighbouring garages, normal 
lane circulation, and emergency vehicle access.  
 
Ground 9: Undemonstrated Drainage and Lot Grading Feasibility The site 
shows significant grade changes between the Row House building and rear 
lane, including steep cross-fall toward the rear lane, narrow side yards at 
minimum setback and what appears as multiple basement window wells 
projecting into side yards. The drawings do not clearly demonstrate how 
surface water will be conveyed across the site without pooling against 
foundations, collecting in window wells, or discharging uncontrolled 
runoff toward the rear lane. Under Section 5 of Zoning Bylaw 20001 which 
requires compliance with the Drainage Bylaw 18093, development must 
manage surface runoff and prevent adverse drainage impacts on 
neighbouring properties. The approved drawings do not demonstrate a 
coherent drainage system capable of managing grade transitions and site 
constraints. 3  
 
Relief Requested  
The Appellants respectfully request that the Board refuse or revoke the 
Development Permit on the basis that:  
1. The development misapplies the definition of Dwelling and exceeds the 
permitted residential intensity of the RS Zone  
 
2. The design fails to demonstrate compliance with mandatory technical 
requirements including setbacks, pathways, drainage, public tree 
protection, and waste storage  
 
3. The development would unduly interfere with neighbouring properties 
through unresolved drainage risks, lane conflicts, and excessive residential 
intensity  
 
Under section 687(3)(d) of the Municipal Government Act, the Board must 
determine whether the proposed development would unduly interfere with 
the amenities of the neighbourhood and/or materially interfere with the 
use, enjoyment, or value of neighbouring parcels of land.  The Appellants 
submit that the impacts on neighbouring properties are substantial.    
 
The functional realities of this development of fourteen dwelling units with 
high bedroom and resident density, inadequate amenity space, and 
undemonstrated compliance with critical technical standards, demonstrate 
that approval was premature and that the development poses real risks to 
neighbouring properties.  
 
Appellant 4:  
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Our Address: 14015 100 Ave NW, Edmonton, AB T5N 0J2  
 
Initial Reason:  
 
1. Misapplication of the zoning bylaw classification of 'Dwelling' Despite 
TEXT changes to the permit, the dwelling supports a higher number of 
dwelling than the bylaw allows. Each basement level continues to contain:  
• a dedicated bedroom  
• a full bathroom  
• a food preparation area with plumbing fixtures and cabinetry  
• laundry facilities  
• a living space capable of functioning independently from the upper floors 
1 The spatial configuration therefore remains functionally identical to the 
previously proposed basement dwelling units, with the only substantive 
change being the removal of the stove appliance and the substitution of the 
label “wet bar.”  
 
Under Zoning Bylaw 20001, a Dwelling is defined as: “a self-contained 
unit consisting of one or more rooms used as a bedroom, bathroom, living 
room, and kitchen.”  
 
2. Residential Intensity Inconsistent with the RS Zone Even if the 
development were to be treated as containing eight dwellings, as approved 
by the Development Authority, the internal configuration of the building 
still reflects a level of residential intensity that is inconsistent with the scale 
and purpose of the RS Zone. The approved plans provide for 
approximately 40 bedrooms and approximately 30 bathrooms across the 
Row House and Garage Suite buildings. Within the Row House buildings 
alone, the design contains approximately 38 bedrooms, representing an 
average of more than six bedrooms per Row House dwelling. 
 
This level of sleeping-room density is atypical for household-based row 
housing and indicative of a high-intensity roomrental configuration. The 
internal layouts emphasize:  
• multiple bedrooms arranged along corridors  
• numerous small bathrooms  
• relatively modest shared living areas compared with bedroom counts  
 
This configuration supports an occupancy pattern more consistent with 
room-rental or lodging-style living arrangements than with typical 
household-based row housing.  
 
Under Zoning Bylaw 20001, a Dwelling is defined as a self-contained 
residential unit, and the Row House use is intended to accommodate 
households within individual dwelling units.  
 
3. Failure to Demonstrate Compliance with Required Side Setbacks and 
Public Tree Protection The Development Authority approved the 
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Development Permit without demonstrating that the proposed development 
complies with the minimum side setback requirements of Zoning Bylaw 
20001 and the City of Edmonton Public Tree Bylaw (Bylaw 18825). The 
approved site plan shows the Row House building located exactly 1.20 m 
from the side property line, which corresponds to the minimum side 
setback permitted in the RS Zone.   
 
However, the surveyor’s notes on the approved drawings indicate that the 
dimensions shown are measured to the foundation wall, and that the final 
exterior wall assembly and cladding may extend beyond those dimensions.  
Under Section 5.70 of Zoning Bylaw 20001, setbacks are measured to the 
exterior wall of the building, not the foundation. Because the foundation is 
already located at the minimum setback distance, the approved plans do 
not demonstrate that the completed structure, including the exterior wall 
assembly, will maintain the required 1.20 m side setback.  Accordingly, the 
drawings do not demonstrate compliance with the minimum setback 
requirements of Zoning Bylaw 20001.  
 
In addition, the extremely tight setback places excavation and foundation 
construction immediately adjacent to the boulevard trees along 100 
Avenue, raising further concerns about compliance with the City of 
Edmonton Public Tree Bylaw (Bylaw 18825). Although the Development 
Permit includes a general advisory regarding tree protection, the approved 
plans do not demonstrate that the required tree protection zones and 
construction clearances can be accommodated between the building 
excavation and the boulevard trees. Under Section 5.10 of Zoning Bylaw 
20001, development approved under the zoning bylaw must comply with 
other applicable municipal bylaws, including the Public Tree Bylaw.    

 
By approving the permit without demonstrating that both the required side 
setback and the necessary tree protection measures can be achieved, the 
Development Authority erred in issuing the Development Permit.  
 
Since I have yet to fully review the current set of plans submitted. I would 
like to add additional reasons once given the opportunity to view the plans 
thoroughly. 
 
Appellant 5: 
The grounds for appeal are as follows:  
 
1. Inaccurate unit count and misrepresentation of use 
 
The number of dwelling units is inaccurate and represents a 
mischaracterization of the intended use. The development permit was 
approved on the basis of eight (8) dwelling units, while the permit 
documentation identifies fourteen (14) units. This massing and density are 
not consistent with the intent of existing RS zoning.  
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2. Excessive height and incompatibility with neighbourhood character  
 
The height of the proposed structure exceeds the stated 10.5-metre 
maximum when average grade values are properly considered. This would 
result in a visually intrusive development that is wholly inconsistent with 
the surrounding neighbourhood, which is primarily composed of 
bungalows approximately 4.5 metres in height.  
 
3. Lack of approved grading plan and unresolved drainage concerns There 
is no approved grading plan, and drainage impacts on adjacent properties 
have not been adequately addressed. My property, located directly in front 
of the proposed development, has experienced persistent basement 
flooding for the 29 years I have resided there. Mitigating this issue has 
required extensive and costly remedial work.  
 
At present, I am in the process of removing my basement kitchen, gutting 
the space to the studs, removing the subfloor, and jackhammering the 
foundation to address the latest plumbing failure. Despite taking every 
precaution advised by multiple drainage experts, I continue to spend weeks 
each spring bailing water from my basement due to my home’s lower grade 
relative to neighbouring properties. These issues would be tenfold worse if 
I had the proposed development beside me.  
 
I regularly engage Epcor to auger the sewer lines due to recurring 
blockages caused by the system’s increasing age. The sewer infrastructure 
is approximately 75 years old and in need of significant upgrades. 
Approving a development that could house up to 76 residents would place 
substantial additional strain on an already inadequate system. Failure to 
properly consider the drainage implications of such a high-density 
development places adjacent properties at significant risk.  
 
4. Chronic sewer odour issues  
 
There is an ongoing issue with chronic sewer odours at the edge of my 
property and in other parts of the neighbourhood. Despite numerous 
complaints over the past three decades, the issue has only been temporarily 
resolved and resurfaced again last summer.  
 
5. Traffic safety and on-street parking impacts  
 
The anticipated increase in on-street parking resulting from such a 
high-intensity development presents a serious road safety concern, 
particularly given the property’s location on a curved corner. At most, the 
property can accommodate two to three vehicles. During the majority of 
the winter months windrows prevent any on street parking and provide 
barely enough space for two vehicles in opposing directions to pass.  
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I have personally witnessed three separate incidents where vehicles lost 
control, crossed multiple properties, and ended up on front lawns—one 
crashing into a child’s bedroom. Since the commencement of LRT 
construction, traffic volume has increased dramatically, largely consisting 
of frustrated drivers speeding through the neighbourhood. Tightening the 
curve further will exacerbate an already dangerous situation.  
 
There has been no clear indication of where dozens of vehicles will be 
accommodated during snow clearing operations, nor how emergency 
services would navigate the street in the event of a fire or medical 
emergency.  
 
6. Waste management and alley access concerns  
 
Waste management and alley access present serious challenges that will 
negatively impact adjacent neighbours. Following a recent new build in the 
alley, access is frequently obstructed due to inadequate driveway space, 
forcing vehicles to encroach three to four feet into the laneway.  
 
It is unclear how sixteen (16) garbage bins could be accommodated while 
maintaining required clearances. Last summer alone, two fences required 
repair within one week due to the narrow lane and tight curve. Increased 
usage will only heighten the likelihood of further damage.  
 
7. Loss of tree canopy, privacy, and quality of life  
 
While regulations exist to protect the two city-owned elm trees that may 
remain after the removal of all other landscaping, I have witnessed builders 
disregard these protections and opt to pay fines after destroying protected 
trees. One of the primary reasons I chose to live in this neighbourhood 29 
years ago was its mature tree canopy and historic character—both of which 
are being eroded by current development approvals.  
 
My home is located directly opposite the proposed lodging 
house/apartment building, and the resulting visual impact will significantly 
affect me. I live without window coverings to enjoy the view and have 
coordinated outdoor lighting with neighbours to preserve darkness at night. 
Attempting to negotiate such considerations with 76 residents would be 
unrealistic.  
 
Unless the issues outlined above are fully addressed, the proposed 
development will result in a substantial and irreversible decline in the 
quality of life for myself and other neighbouring residents.  
 
I request that the development permit be revoked on the basis that the 
proposal fails to meet the City’s stated intention for the RS Zone and that 
the resulting adverse impacts on the surrounding neighbourhood have not 
been evaluated.  
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The current sewer issue I’m dealing with that has resulted in the removal 
of my basement kitchen due to the neighbourhood’s ageing infrastructure 
 
Appellant 6:  
Appeal of Development Permit No. 641319368-002 (14007 – 100 Avenue 
NW)  
 
We live / own 13854 Ravine Drive NW in Edmonton.  
 
We would like to appeal the approval of the development permit for 14007 
– 100 Avenue NW (Plan 2602HW Blk 3 Lot 7).  
 
Our reasons for appeal are the following:  
1. Misapplication of the Zoning Bylaw Definition of “Dwelling”;  
2. Residential intensity inconsistent with the intent of the RS zone;  
3. Failure to demonstrate compliance with required side setbacks and 
public tree protection:  
4. Failure to demonstrate feasible side yard drainage and infrastructure;  
5. Unresolved survey geometry and failure to demonstrate side-setback 
compliance;  
6. Failure to demonstrate compliant waste storage and resulting lane 
conflicts: implications for parking access, fire response and safety impacts 
to us and our neighbours;  
7. Failure to demonstrate feasible drainage and lot grading, with many 
implications to our property.  
 
All of the reasons noted above have potential to significantly impact our 
drainage, our safety, our privacy and our enjoyment of our property. 
 
Appellant 7:  
I am submitting this appeal against the approval of the Development 
Permit for the above project and residence. The propose project is located 
on a mid-block RS lot. The current structure is a bungalow.  
 
I contend that that the permit may have been issued without adequately 
demonstrating that the development can realistically comply with the 
requirements of Zoning Bylaw 20001and related municipal standards and 
therefore should be revoked. The following grounds for appeal are:-  
 
1. Exceptionally high building and unit intensity. The permit 
documentation identifies 14 such units. This is not consistent with RS 
zoning but rather the higher intensity of RM zoning. The proposed 
structures exceed typical RS neighbourhood intensity by a factor of 3.  
 
2. Two mature Elm trees are located on the city easement at the front of the 
property. The dripline (edge of the tree canopy) reaches the roof line of the 
current bungalow. The proposed development set back is much closer to 
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the trees at approximately 15 feet, well within the dripline where root 
preservation should be maintained. Building excavation would 
significantly intrude on even this space endangering the viability of the 
trees which are an essential feature and beauty of the neighbourhood. 
These are irreplaceable assets.  
 
3. The height of the proposed structure exceeds the stated 10.5 metre 
height cap when average grade values are considered. This would deprive 
the lots on each side of considerable sun light and result in a significant 
visual eyesore totally at variance with the neighbourhood character.  
 
4. Drainage issues in the adjacent properties have not been adequately 
considered. In my own property located 3 lots east of the project, basement 
flooding has been an issue, and has required extensive and expensive 
remedial action to mitigate flooding risks. Under even moderate rain fall 
my sump pump empties every 10-15 mins. Inadequate consideration of 
drainage implications of such a high-density development put adjacent 
properties at risk.  
 
5. The rear lane is sized and intended for low frequency residential access. 
Current approved development for 4 units on Ravine Drive already amplify 
rear lane use. The parking and potential traffic of the proposed 
development would impose significant impacts on lane use. Furthermore, 
in combination with significantly increased garbage collection, there is a 
fundamental shift in lane function. Waste storage allocation is inadequate 
for 14 dwellings. Even for 8 dwellings 16 waste carts will be required an 
examination of the storage and vehicle parking spaces show that on 
garbage collection days parked vehicles would have to be shuffled around 
to provide access to the waste carts.  
 
6. Inadequate parking for a 14 unit highlights several critical impacts. 
Planed garage space and 3 parking pads would be inadequate for so many 
dwellings and would pose a significant impact on road safety. The frontage 
of the property to be developed could at most accommodate 3 vehicles. 
Since the property lies on a 90 degree turn where 100 Avenue becomes 140 
Street increased on street parking would impose inconvenience to adjacent 
properties and as well create parking safety hazards. Furthermore, in winter 
windrows exists on both sides of the street reducing traffic to a single lane 
with no possibility for parking.  
 
7.   
8. The immediate area has been subject to unpleasant sewer gas smells for 
at least 5 years. Extensive EPCOR work has so far failed to eliminate the 
problem. A high-density occupancy would cause a significant increase in 
sewage load with attendant odours.  
 
I request that the Development permit be revoked on the basis that the 
proposal fails to meet the City’s stated intention for the RS Zone, 
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particularly with respect to small-scale residential form, massing and the 
resulting adverse impacts on the surrounding neighbourhood.  

 
 

General Matters 
 

Appeal Information: 
 

The Subdivision and Development Appeal Board (“SDAB”) made and passed the 
following motion on March 18, 2026: 

 
“That the appeal hearing be scheduled on April 15, 2026 due to 
hearing room availability.” 

 
The SDAB made and passed the following motion on March 25, 2026: 
 

“That the appeal hearing be postponed to May 5, 2026.” 
 

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). 

 
Appeals 
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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, Backyard Housing means: 
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a building containing 1 or more Dwellings, that is located wholly within 
the Rear Yard, and partially or wholly within the Rear Setback of the 
applicable Zone, of a Residential Site.​  

​ ​
 

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. 
 

 

Previous Subdivision and Development Appeal Board Decisions 
 

Application Number Description Decision 

SDAB-D-26-008 To construct a Residential 
Use building in the form of 
a Row Housings (6 
Dwellings) and a 2 
Dwelling Backyard 
Housing. Total of 8 
Dwellings. 

December 22, 2025; 
Cancellation of 
Development Permit - 
Further to email 
correspondence received 
from Legal Counsel for the 
Respondent and the 
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Development Planner, we 
confirm that the 
Development Permit 
application for this matter 
has been cancelled and as a 
result the appeal hearing will 
not proceed. 

SDAB-D-26-007 To demolish a Residential 
Use building (Single 
Detached House with 
attached Garage). 

February 5, 2026; The 
appeals are DENIED and the 
decision of the Development 
Authority is CONFIRMED. 
The development is 
GRANTED as approved by 
the Development Authority, 
subject to CONDITIONS.​
​
March 4, 2026; Court of 
Appeal of Alberta - 
Application for Permission 
to Appeal. 

 
 

___________________________________________________________________________ 
 

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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