
04630047 PRDP20210477 
Response to Notice of Appeal 

 
The applicants and owners, Mike Kemp and Courtney Makkinga, of the above noted Development Permit 
Application at 253 Artists View Way have noted their responses to the Notice of Appeal below: 
 
Opposition #1 
 
Opposer Comment: 

 
 
Applicant Response: 

Yes, this is what we originally applied for but after discussions with our neighbour at 273 Artists 
View Way, we agreed to compromise and reduce the height to 22.8 ft and also move the garage 
within the setback requirement (16m) which we have re-submitted to Rocky View County.  The only 
remaining relaxation is the square footage of the proposed garage.   
 

Opposition #2 
 
Opposer Comment: 

 
 
Applicant Response: 

Please specify exactly which condition of the restrictive covenant is suggested the garage would be 
in conflict of. 
 

Opposition #3 
 

Opposer Comment: 

 
 

Applicant Response: 
This is an application for a residential garage so industrial building examinations are irrelevant. 
 

Opposition #4 
 
Opposer Comment: 
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Applicant Response: 
Opposer comment is irrelevant because Rocky View County is ultimately responsible for approving 
permits in the county so that is why we submitted the application to them.  We realize that the 
restrictive covenant states that we need to consult the design committee but it doesn’t state at 
what point in the process they need to be consulted. 
 

Opposition #5 
 
Opposer Comment: 

  
 
Applicant Response: 

This is exactly why we bought in this area and are expecting to enjoy peace and quiet and there is 
no reason why an additional garage similar to the garage already attached to our house would 
change this.   

 
Opposition #6 
 
Opposer Comment: 

 
 
Applicant Response: 

If it is believed that other properties in the area would like to build a similar structure, it is proof 
that this is not an issue and will not have a negative impact on the community.  Also there is several 
properties currently with detached buildings of varying sizes.  Triple detached Garage, detached 
garage with additional living quarters, several detached double garages. 

Opposition #7 
 
Opposer Comment: 

 
 
Applicant Response: 

Nearby properties will suffer no loss.  There are currently multiple rows of trees in between the 
adjacent property and the proposed location of the garage that already provide no view to the 
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property and these trees would be minimally impacted by the addition of the garage.  There will be 
no noise or air pollution generated by the garage.  We believe there will be a decreased risk of fire 
based on the fact that the neighbours told us that the fire last year was caused by an accumulation 
of pollen.  A garage would be a wind block to the pollen accumulating in their yard.    

 
Opposition #8 
 
Opposer Comment: 

 
 
Applicant Response: 

We have evaluated all possible locations of the proposed garage on the property and believe this is 
location is the best and will not negatively impact any neighbouring properties. 
 

Opposition #8 
 
Opposer Comment: 

 
 

Applicant Response: 
We believe this garage will increase the value of our property and subsequently the value of the 
properties in the area.   
 

Opposition #9  
 
Opposer Comment (Joan & Steve Chand’oiseau statement): 

  
 
Applicant Response: 
 Comments are based on personal opinion and are irrelevant. 
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Opposition #10 
 
Opposer Comment (Joan & Steve Chand’oiseau statement): 

  
 
Applicant Response: 

The proposed garage is within the designated setbacks.  We have already agreed to lower the 
garage by 2’ and move it closer to our house by over 3 metres so the view impact to this neighbour 
is negligible.  They are also not taking into account that their house is at a higher elevation than 
ours.  Currently, their view is all trees and even if we build a garage, it will still be trees. 
 

Opposition #10 
 
Opposer Comment (Joan & Steve Chand’oiseau statement): 

  

 
 

Applicant Response: 
This is a completely false accusation that there will be any noise or air pollution from this garage 
and is irrelevant.   
 

Opposition #11 
 
Opposer Comment (Joan & Steve Chand’oiseau statement): 

  
 
Applicant Response: 
 Irrelevant and false accusation. 

B-1 4630047 PRDP20210477 
SDAB 2021 May 27 
Applicant Exhibit 1 

Page 4 of 6 



 
Opposition #12 
 
Opposer Comment (Joan & Steve Chand’oiseau statement): 

  
 
Applicant Response: 

As already stated previously, this will increase property values in the area and to state that it is an 
industrial building with health concern for the neighbours is blatant bullying and sabotage as there 
is no indication in the application that either of these things apply. 
 

Opposition #13 
 
Opposer Comment (Joan & Steve Chand’oiseau statement): 

 
 
Applicant Response: 
 All of these are irrelevant and incorrect assumptions. 
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Opposition #14 
 
Opposer Comment (Joan & Steve Chand’oiseau statement): 

     
 
Applicant Response: 

These photos need to be completely disregarded because they are inaccurate and have no 
measurements or consideration for elevation.  They were taken before the agreement to lower the 
height and increase the setback and even then they were still absolutely overexaggerated. The 
garage and the neighbouring home (273 Artists view way) only have 9’ of overlap so these 
obstructions are not realistic.  Taking into account the trees on both properties the garage likely 
won’t be visible from 273’s west side yard at all.  These blacked out areas represent an elevation 
from 273’s patio area.  These have been drawn well over 25’ (original proposed height) and well 
beyond the actual proposed garage location for effect.  The elevation of 273’s side yard is approx. 
4’ higher than 253’s yard.   Also, the garage slab would be down approx. another 18” on the south 
end due to the existing grade of the yard.   
 

 
Opposition #15 
 
Opposer Comment (Joan & Steve Chand’oiseau statement): 
 WHMIS Information 
 
Applicant Response: 
 100% Irrelevant and should be disregarded. 
 
Summary:  
 
We don’t believe any of the opposer’s comments are valid and none of them should disallow the 
construction of this detached residential garage.   
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