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Relaxation for lack of rooftop mechanical unit screening, etc.

Mission Rd & 34th Ave SW

Yes, we commit to the Planning System core values: innovation, collaboration, transparency,

accountability, trust, and responsibility, and thank you for providing us with the results of the Bylaw

Check.

In response to your community context questionnaire:

1. What are the strengths and challenges of the proposed development?

There are no strengths - merely challenges. The lack of mechanical screening is very visible 

and unpleasing from a aesthetic point of view. This particularly impacts the neighbours to the

south - across Mission Road. Greg Hay from the Parkhill CA was generous in sharing the 

attached photos.

Bylaw 65D2014 controls this site, and the following excerpt specifically deals with the 

mechanical screening issue.

Bylaw 1P2007 District Rules

6 Unless otherwise specified, the rules of the Multi-Residential High Density Low Rise 

District (M-H1) of Bylaw 1P2007 apply in this Direct Control District

PART 6: MULTI-RESIDENTIAL DISTRICTS

Division 1: General Rules for Multi-Residential Land Use Districts

Mechanical Screening

568 Mechanical systems or equipment that are located outside of a building must be screened

LUB Section 8 (f) states: "must" is to be construed as a compulsory obligation;

With respect to the retaining wall relaxation, the low height and transparency of the screening

on the retaining wall exposes the east neighbour to invasion of privacy. The screening should 

be taller and opaque.
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Both these relaxations negatively impact the amenities of the neighbourhood and the 

enjoyment of neighbouring properties, and directly offend LUB Section 35 (d):

35        When making a decision on a development permit for a discretionary use the 

Development Authority must take into account:

(d)       the compatibility and impact of the proposed development with respect to adjacent 

development and the neighbourhood;

Furthermore, we fail to see how either of these relaxations would meet the test of LUB 

Section 36 (a):

36        The Development Authority may approve a development permit application for a 

discretionary use where the proposed development does not comply with all of the applicable 

requirements and rules of this Bylaw if in the opinion of the Development Authority:

(a)        the proposed development would not unduly interfere with the amenities of the 

neighbourhood or materially interfere with or affect the use, enjoyment or value of 

neighbouring properties;

2. Are there changes that could be made to the proposed development to make it more compatible or

beneficial to the area?

Yes - screen the mechanical equipment and modify the retaining wall screens to mitigate the 

privacy issue.

3. Provide comments on:

a. The use: n/a

b. The site design: n/a

c. The building design: n/a

4. Has the applicant discussed the development permit application with the Community Association?

If yes, what information was provided?

No

5. Please provide any additional comments or concerns regarding the proposed development.

See #1. It seems the developer's intransigence on these items leads to this DP, instead of 

simply constructing what is required.

Finally, please do not hesitate to call or email should you have any concerns or require further

information, and please provide us with a copy of your decision.
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