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In fact, when the City of Calgary listed the Property for sale in 2014, the Property was designated as R-1, 
and as a result, priced accordingly.  The purchaser of the Property (the “Developer”) was fully aware of 
this designation when the Property was purchased.  If the Property was designed as M-1 or M-Gd53, the 
listing price would have reflected such a designation and been priced higher.  At the same time, if the 
Property was designated as M-1 or M-Gd53 at the time the residents of Cougar Ridge Estates and Coulee 
Way Estates (the “Estate Residents”) purchased their homes, the value of their properties would have 
been less due to the issues that result from the M-1 or M-Gd53 designation (as will be discussed below).  
Unlike the Developer, who was well aware of the designation of the Property prior to purchase, if this 
redesignation occurs, the Estate Residents will be dramatically affected by such a change.  Once the 
Developer sells these 65 units, the Developer can wash its hands of any after effects that such a 
development will have on this Community.  The Developer only cares about its own profit not about the 
Community or the after effects of such a development.  Meanwhile, the Estate Residents will have to deal 
with the ongoing effects such a development will have on its Community.  

As such, we strongly believe that it is grossly unfair to the Estate Residents to redesignate land after they 
made their purchases relying on such designations prior to purchase.  Personally, we would have never 
purchased our property if we were aware that the Property was designated as M-1 or M-Gd53. 

2. Estate Community 

Currently, there are 64 Estate homes in this Community and 7 undeveloped Estate lots.  The Property is 
currently zoned to house 17 Estate homes.  The Developer is proposing to build 65 townhouses on this 
Property which is almost 4 times greater in density than what the Property is currently zoned to 
accommodate.  A successful application would double the number for residents in this Community.   

Since this Community was zoned as R-1 by the City, when the City planned this Community, it planned the 
Community with R-1 in mind.  As such, there is not adequate infrastructure to support such a large multi-
residential development.  There is insufficient parking, the exit road for this community cannot handle 
more than 4 vehicles turning left at one time, there is no public schools designated for this district and 
there are issues with the sewage line to service the Property.  These issues will be further discussed below. 

3. Policy Considerations 

In order for an Application to be recommended, it must satisfy the Municipal Development Plan (the 
“MDP”) and the East Springbank Area Structure Plan – Appendix 5: East Springbank III Community Plan 
(the “Community Plan”).  The Cougar Ridge Community is considered a “Developing Residential Area”, 
pursuant to Section 3.6 of the MDP, since the Area Structure Plan (the “ASP”) was planned as a “Greenfield 
Community” in the 1990s and is still being development1.  According to the MDP, the ASPs are considered 
appropriate policies for the community.  More specifically, the MDP clearly states: 

“The ASPs for Planned Greenfield Areas, in existence prior to adoption of the MDP, are 
recognized as appropriate policies to provide specific direction for development of the local 
community.”2   

                                                           
1 See page 3-19 of the MDP. 
2 Ibid. 
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From my understanding, where such an Application does not fit within the parameters of the Community 
Plan, the said Plan may be amended only in the instants where the Applications adheres to the policies 
of the MDP.  My submissions below will outline why this Application is in contravention of both the MDP 
and the Community Plan. 

The MDP 

The MDP has six city-wide key interrelated policies: (1) Prosperous Economy, (2) Compact City, (3) Great 
Communities, (4) Good Urban Design, (5) Connecting the City, and (6) Greening the City. 

a) A Prosperous Economy 

"Build a globally competitive city that supports a vibrant, diverse and adaptable local 
economy, maintains a sustainable municipal financial system and does not compromise the 
quality of life for current and future Calgarians.”3  [Emphasis Added] 

 
This Application, if approved, would greatly compromise the quality of life on the current residents of the 
Community.  There would be a significant increase in (1) vehicular traffic, (2) noise, (3) road congestion 
due to lack of parking, (4) safety issues for (a) pedestrians who hike and bike the Paskapoo Slopes, (b) 
children who regularly play on the roadway and (c) wildlife wandering from the adjacent Paskapoo Slopes 
into the Community, (5) potential slope instability due to soil erosion and (6) overshadowing.  I will address 
each of these issues in detail below.   
 
In addition, pursuant to Section 2.1.1 of the MDP, one of the policy considerations of a “Prosperous 
Economy” is to “[p]rovide greater housing choices in locations close to job markets and in areas well served 
by the Primary Transit Network.4”   
 
In general, the overarching goal of the MDP is to ensure “intensification”5 in and around Activity Centres 
(which includes Major Activity Centres, Community Activity Centre and Neighbourhood Activity Centres)6, 
Main Streets7 (which includes Urban Main Streets and Neighbourhood Main Streets) and locations well 
served by the Primary Transit Network8.  However, the location of the Property is nowhere near an Activity 
Centre, Main Street or Primary Transit Network and therefore, “intensification” must occur in a manner 
“…that is respectful of adjacent communities and provides appropriate transition to adjacent 
development…9” pursuant to the MDP. 
 
Developments in the vicinity of the Proposed Development and in and around the Main Street – 85th Street 
illustrate that intensification of the magnitude proposed is unprecedented for the location of the 
Property.  Below is a chart that shows the density per hectare of the multi-residential developments in 
and around the Main Street – 85th Street: 
 
 

                                                           
3 At page 2-3 of the MDP. 
4 At page 2-5 of the MDP. 
5 As defined at page 6-6 of the MDP. 
6 See page 2-9 of the MDP. 
7 See page 2-10 of the MDP 
8 As defined at page 6-9 of the MDP 
9 At page 2-14, Section 2.2.4. of the MDP. 
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Name Address Number of Units Area (Hectares) Density 
 2300 Wentworth Village SW 115 2.91 39.5 
 8300 9 Avenue SW 79 1.04 76.3 
Wentworth Pointe 855 85 Street SW 83 1.50 55.3 
 99 Wentworth Common SW 47 1.41 33.4 
 8000 Wentworth Drive SW 78 1.63 47.8 
 23 Wentworth Cove SW 29 0.84 34.7 
Average Density Per Multi-Residential Development on Main Street  47.8 

 
This is less than the density of 53 units per hectare proposed on the Property.  According to the MDP, 
intensity is supposed to be greatest closest to the Activity Centres and/or Main Streets and intensity is 
supposed to decrease the further away from the Activity Centre and/or Main Streets.  Below is a chart 
illustrating the density per hectare of the multi-residential developments in and around Old Banff Couch 
Road (“OBCR”): 
 

Name Address Number of Units Area (Hectares) Density 
The Landings 99 Cougar Ridge LD SW 62 1.69 36.8 
Indian Bluffs 400 Patterson Hill SW 132 5.17 25.6 
Quinterra 7171 Coach Hill Road SW 134 3.09 43.4 
Average Density Per Multi-Residential Development by OBCR  35.3 

 
The average density is only 35.3 units per hectare by OBCR in the close vicinity on the Property.  This type 
of intensity is more suited for this Property than the Proposed Development of 53 units per hectare. 
 

b) Shaping a More Compact Urban Form 

"Direct future growth of the city in a way that fosters a more compact, efficient use of land, 
creates complete communities, allows for greater mobility choices and enhances vitality and 
character in local neighbourhoods."10 [Emphasis Added] 

Section 2.2.1 reads, in relevant part, as follows: 

“The MDP proposes more compact urban form for Calgary by locating a portion of new 
housing and jobs within higher intensity, mixed-use areas that are well-connected to the 
Primary Transit Network.”11 

As stated above (and will be discussed in further detail below), the Property is not located within the 
Primary Transit Network.  Again, there is a clear purpose in the MDP to intensify development in 
appropriate areas in the City.  Those areas, as stated above, are located in and around Activity Centres, 
Main Streets and the Primary Transit Network.  As stated above, according to the MDP, the desire to 
create a compact urban form should not be at the expense of adjacent communities.  In fact, Section 2.2.4 
of the MDP states the following in relevant parts: 

                                                           
10 At page 2-8 of the MDP. 
11 At page 2-9 of the MDP. 
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“Calgary’s strategy for creating a sustainable city builds on the foundation of accommodating 
future growth within mixed-use communities of varied intensities at appropriate locations 
throughout the city.  These communities are supported by a well-designed and compact urban 
form that is respectful of adjacent communities and provides appropriate transition to 
adjacent development.”12 [Emphasis Added] 

The above statements suggest that: 
 

1. There are mixed-used areas in Calgary.  These areas, according to Section 3.1.1 of the MDP, are 
defined as follows: 
 

“Mixed-use areas are lively places where a concentration of activity (working, shopping 
and living) will occur.  They contain a wide range and mix of residential and 
employment uses that may be arranged vertically within a building or horizontally 
within a neighbourhood.  These locations are typically high-quality living environments, 
where transit, amenities, services and infrastructure capacity can support future 
residential and employment populations.”13 

 
This Community does not fit within this definition.  It is not supported by the Primary Transit Network as 
defined in the MDP.  It does not contain a wide range and mix of residential uses.  In fact, the only 
residential use is R-1.  The Community was designed as an R-1 Estate Community and is therefore lacking 
the adequate infrastructure (i.e. sewage, roads, parking, schools, etc.) to support such intensification. 
 

2. Varied intensities development should be in appropriate locations and provide an appropriate 
transition to adjacent development. 

 
The appropriateness of increasing the intensity needs to take into consideration the adjacent 
development and the type of development surrounding the Property.  The Property is at the heart of this 
Community and surrounded by Estate homes to the North, South and East of the Property.  There is only 
one way in and out of this Community.  Thus, this Community is a secluded community of Estate homes.  
Currently, there are 64 single Estate homes in this Community and 7 undeveloped Estate lots.  The 
Property backs onto the CFIS.  The R-1 properties are approximately 17 units per hectare and are 11 
metres high or two storeys. 

The Developer is proposing to build 65 townhouses at approximately 53 units per hectare.  That is more 
than three times the density of the surrounding land uses.  Furthermore, the units may be 13 metres high 
or three storeys.  There are no 3 storey units in or near the vicinity of this Community.  The height of the 
Proposed Development will create shadowing issues for the residents north and east of the development.  
Pursuant to the MDP, there is clear policy considerations to limit “…the impacts of shadowing on 
neighbouring streets, parks and properties”14. Lastly, currently there are no three storey units and density 
of 53 units per hectare bordering the Paskapoo Slopes.  The Landings, for example, neighbours this 
Community and has a density of 36.8 units per hectare.  The maximum height of the development is 
limited to 11 metres.  Such a similar development would be more appropriate for this Property. 

                                                           
12 At page 2-14 of the MDP. 
13 At page 17 of the City Centre Guidebook of the MDP. 
14 At page 2-10 and 2-32 of the MDP. 
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In addition, the Developer has stated that the Proposed Development will be housing that is not 
compatible with the architectural restrictions imposed on the Estate Community housing.  Obviously, this 
type of a development does not fit within an Estate Community development.  Again, there is no Estate 
Community in Calgary that has high density non-estate housing within it. 

Furthermore, this would be the first high density development built backing onto a school.  This creates a 
potential loitering issue for the children that attend the CFIS.  Currently, R-1 houses are setback from the 
school property and there are adequate sight lines from the houses to the school land.  If there is a multi-
residential development of 65 townhouses backing onto the school property then there will be no sight 
lines from residents of the Community to see the school property.  As such, this could endanger the safety 
of the children because predators and drug dealers could go unnoticed in a high density development as 
proposed and there are no setbacks from the townhouses to the school property such townhomes will 
directly back onto the school property.  This is a serious safety concern.  

Therefore, for the reasons stated above, the Proposed Development is not appropriate for this 
Community nor does it provide an appropriate transition to adjacent developments. 

Section 2.2.5 of the MDP relates to the creation of strong residential neighbourhoods.  The objective is 
to: 
 

“Reinforce the stability of Calgary’s neighbourhoods and ensure housing quality and vitality 
of its residential areas.”15 

 
Some of the key policy considerations, in relevant parts, are16: 
 

a. “Encourage growth and change in low-density neighbourhoods 
through development and redevelopment that is similar in scale and built 
form and increases the mix of housing types such as accessory suites, semi-
detached, townhouses, cottage housing, row or other ground-oriented 
housing. 
… 

c. Encourage higher residential densities in areas of the community that are 
more extensively served by existing infrastructure, public facilities and 
transit, appropriate to the specific conditions and character of the 
neighbourhood.  
…” 
[Emphasis Added] 
 

The Proposed Development is not similar in scale and built form to the surrounding Estate homes as 
discussed above.  Furthermore, higher residential densities should be located in areas of the community 
that are near a Main Street and/or Activity Centre and located close to the Primary Transit Network 
according to the MDP.  Again, the Property is not strategically located pursuant to the criteria in the MDP. 
 

c) Creating Great Communities 
 

                                                           
15 At page 2-16 of the MDP. 
16 At page 2-17 of the MDP. 



7 
 

"Create great communities by maintaining quality living and working environments, 
improving housing diversity and choice, enhancing community character and distinctiveness 
and providing vibrant public places."17 [Emphasis Added] 

 
As stated directly above, this Application will not maintain quality living of the residents of this 
Community.  In fact, such a development would be detrimental to this Community (as discussed further 
below).   
 
This Application will not improve housing diversity and choice, as there is already an abundance of 
townhouse developments and future developments within the vicinity of this Community.  In fact, there 
are already townhouses and condominiums which border the Community to the east, the Landings.  There 
are also the following townhouse and condominium developments nearby:  Prominence Place, Indian 
Bluffs, Coachman Estates, Couchway Manor, Odyssey Towers, West Springs Farm, West Springs (on 73rd 
Street) and Quinterra to name a few.  Furthermore, the West Springs ASP Amendment currently under 
consideration and evaluation proposes to add 2,400 affordable multi-residential units.  If this proposal is 
approved, there will be an abundance of more affordable housing in the vicinity of the Community.  Lastly, 
there are townhomes to the East of No Frills, just off of 85th Street and there are new townhomes under 
construction on 85th Street, called WentworthPointe.  Therefore, it is unnecessary to have a development 
of 65 townhouse units on the Property as such a development would not improve housing diversity and 
choice.  However, as discussed in further detail below, there is a lack of R-2 housing in this area.  Such a 
development would directly add diversity and choice to this Community. 
 
Lastly, this Application will not enhance the community character and distinctiveness.  The Community 
character is Estate homes.  It goes without saying that this non-estate type of townhouse development is 
not in keeping with the Community’s character and will, in fact, be detrimental to this Community’s 
character due to the high degree of intensification.  Again, in Calgary, there is no Estate Community that 
has non-estate type of townhouses as part of its community.  In Estate Communities that have higher 
density options, such options are in keeping with the estate character and are usually either Estate Villas 
or Brownstones – either option is viewed favourably by this Community. 
 
When assessing the merits of an Application to redesignate land, such Proposed Development must 
respect and enhance the neighbourhood character pursuant to Section 2.3.2 of the MDP: 
 

“Attention must be paid to ensuring the appropriate local context is considered when 
planning for intensification and redevelopment.”18 

 
The key policy considerations are19: 
 

a. “Respect the existing character of low-density residential areas, while still 
allowing for innovative and creative designs that foster distinctiveness. 

b. Ensure an appropriate transition of development intensity, uses and built 
form between low-density residential areas and more intensive multi-
residential or commercial areas. 

                                                           
17 At page 2-18 of the MDP. 
18 At page 2-21 of the MDP. 
19 At page 2-21 of the MDP 
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c. Ensure infill development complements the established character of the area 
and does not create dramatic contrasts in the physical development pattern.  

d. Ensure that the preparation of Local Area Plans includes community 
engagement early in the decision making process that identifies and 
addresses local character, community needs and appropriate development 
transitions with existing neighbourhoods.”  
[Emphasis Added] 

 
The Proposed Development does not meet any of the key policy considerations listed above. 
 

d) Urban Design 
 

“Make Calgary a livable, attractive, memorable and functional city by recognizing its unique 
setting and dynamic urban character and creating a legacy of quality public and private 
developments for future generations.” [Emphasis Added] 
 

According to the MDP, there are 13 elements that are essential of a good urban design, although no 
specific details are giving with respect to these elements20: 
 

1. Creativity and innovation 
2. Context and appropriateness 
3. Connectivity and continuity  
4. Functional and aesthetic integration 
5. Legibility and accessibility 
6. Enclosure and human scale 
7. Comfort and safety 
8. Quality and durability 
9. Vitality and animation 
10. Flexibility and adaptability 
11. Diversity and variety 
12. Sustainability and accountability  
13. Wayfinding and orientation 

[Emphasis Added] 
 
With respect to the second element of context and appropriateness, as stated above, the Proposed 
Development would be out of context in this Community.  First, the Developer is proposing to put non-
estate type housing unit in the heart of an Estate Community.  Second, the density would be over three 
times higher than the surrounding homes.  Third, the height of the Proposed Development would be three 
storeys which is taller than any of the surrounding homes.  Fourth, the Proposed Development would 
have no green space for the future residents.  This would be odd in this Community as it is meant to be a 
park-like Community boarding the Paskapoo Slopes.   
 
As outlined in the MDP and discussed above, the Proposed Development would be more appropriate in 
an area of the community that are near a Main Street and/or Activity Centre and located close to the 
Primary Transit Network. 
 

                                                           
20 At page 2-30 of the MDP. 
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With respect to the seventh element of comfort and safety, the Proposed Development proposes a 
significant safety issue for pedestrians and wildlife.  Currently, the children of this Community and 
neighbouring communities come here to skateboard, bike ride, hike, play basketball and street hockey 
and hopefully enjoy the park once it is finally built, just to name a few of the activities that occur outdoors 
in this Community.  Adding a potential of 130 vehicles to this Community would double the amount of 
traffic in this Community.  Furthermore, there would be an additional 65 vehicles requiring street parking.  
This would lead to a significant amount of street congestion and lack of sightlines.  The children of this 
Community are not accustomed to paying attention to street traffic as there is very little.  An increase in 
street traffic and congestion would lead to pedestrian motor vehicle collisions.  Worried parents would 
inhibit their children from partaking in the aforementioned outdoor activities due to the significant 
increased risk of injury.  Wildlife safety is discussed in detail below.   
 
Some of the key policy considerations, in relevant parts, are: 
 
 “… 

b. Preserve, enhance and feature important elements of significant 
architectural, topographical, landscape, scenic, ecological, recreational or cultural interest. 

 
c. Identify, preserve and enhance scenic routes and principal views of important natural or 

constructed features. 
…”21 
[Emphasis Added] 

 
Therefore, according to the above key policy considerations, it is imperative that any Proposed 
Development on the Property preserves and enhances the Paskapoo Slopes and the views thereof.   
 
However, this Proposed Development will be over one hectare of concrete with no green space for its 
residents.  This type of development does not preserve and enhance the landscape of the Paskapoo 
Slopes.  Such a design is more appropriate for an urban-like setting and not a park-like setting.  As 
discussed in further detail below, this Proposed Development will lead to the degradation of the Paskapoo 
Slopes and its inhabitants, who, from time to time wander around this Community in peace and harmony.  
Furthermore, due to its height and density, such a Proposed Development would take away from the 
natural beauty of the Paskapoo Slopes.  Quite frankly, such a development would be an eyesore in this 
Community and would block the beauty this natural feature.  This Proposed Development also 
contravenes the following policies as stated in Section 2.6.4 of the MDP: 
 

“Give the highest priority to the protection of environmentally-significant areas in the 
allocation of land use. 

… 

Align land uses and landscape elements to increase functional connectivity. 

… 

Integrating natural features of the surrounding landscape into the design of urban 
development (including sites) to maintain a high degree of interconnectivity and permeability. 

                                                           
21 At page 2-30 of the MDP. 
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…”22 

 
e) Connecting the City 

 
"Develop an integrated, multi-modal transportation system that supports land use, provides 
increased mobility choices for citizens, promotes vibrant, connected communities, protects 
the natural environment and supports a prosperous and competitive economy."23 [Emphasis 
Added] 

 
The Application proposes to build 65 townhouse units with insufficient parking to support 2 vehicles per 
household.  At the City of Calgary’s Open House on April 24, 2017, Terry Fenton, the Developer’s 
representative, informed residents of this Community that this Proposed Development is intended to 
attract persons who are users of public transportation.  However, the transportation network available to 
the potential residents of this Proposed Development is inadequate if such transportation network is 
supposed to be their primary mode of transportation.  Furthermore, this Community is not supported by 
the Primary Transit Network as defined in the MDP.   
 
Pursuant to the MDP, densities need to be supported by transit viability (see Section 2.2.4).  As discussed 
below, the public transit is not viable in this Community as the primary mode of transportation.  Thus, 
such a change in land use for the Property is not supported by the MDP. 
 
I am aware of this issue as I used public transportation exclusively for 2 months before I had to purchase 
a vehicle due to the difficultly of living in this Community without one.  I can say, from my own personal 
experience, that (a) the public transportation network is grossly inadequate as a primary mode of 
transportation for this Community, and that (b) the grocery stores and other amenities available on 85th 
street are not easily walkable from this Community.   
 
For example, the bus (Route 452) that connects this Community to the 69th Street C-Train Station (the 
“69th Station”) stops operating at 6:40 pm from the 69th Station.  This means that if you finish working 
downtown after 6 pm then chances are that you will miss the last bus home.  Furthermore, if you cannot 
use public transportation to go grocery shopping after work or basically do anything after working hours 
as you will not be able to use public transportation to get home.  Route 452 also connects this Community 
to the amenities on 85th Street.  Again, there is no access to 85th Street after 6:40 pm.  Also, it is impossible 
to get a taxi cab to pick you up from the grocery stores on 85th Street and drive you to your home in this 
Community.  There are also no ride sharing services available in the vicinity of this Community. 
 
Also, access to the amenities on 85th Street is not easily walkable.  The closest grocery store, No Frills, 
located on 85th Street, is 2.1 kilometres from the Property.  In addition, there is a lack of sidewalks.  For 
example, on OBCR, there is no adequate sidewalk on the North side between Coulee Way and 77th street.  
Similarly, there is no sidewalk and a very small shoulder on the South side of OBCR between 77th street 
and 85th street; this is extremely dangerous.  Furthermore, 85th Street does not have adequate sidewalks 
on the East side of the street between OBCR and 9th Avenue.  I can say, from personal experience, that it 
is not an enjoyable walk from this Community, especially in the wintertime, when you have to cross OBCR 
and 85th Street several times just to be able to walk on a sidewalk. 

                                                           
22 At pages 2-47 to 2-49 of the MDP. 
23 At page 2-33 
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Any proposed development for this Property must accommodate vehicles and vehicular traffic as this 
Community is located in area where there is inadequate public transportation and other transportation 
alternatives as well as it is not easily walkable to the amenities on 85th Street.  The MDP recognizes this 
issue in the following statement: 
 

“Private vehicles will continue to be the most common travel choice, accounting for half to 
two-thirds of all trips in the future.  This will be particularly true in outlying areas of the city 
where most destinations are too far to reach by walking and cycling, and where transit service 
is not as frequent or efficient.”24 

 
Pursuant to the MDP, this Property is not a transit-supportive land use and any such development on this 
Property must accommodate at least 2 vehicles per household in infrastructure and sufficient vehicle 
parking.  As stated above, the Proposed Development will have 8 visitor parking sports for 65 units and 
each unit will have one parking spot.  This is grossly inadequate for a development that is not transit-
supportive.  Using the Canadian average of 2 vehicles per household, there will be a lack of parking for 65 
vehicles which means that 65 vehicle will have to find street parking.  However, there is a lack of street 
parking in this Community and definitely not enough street parking for 65 vehicles.  For example, on 
Coulee View there are only 13 street parking spots and there are 17 Estate homes and 1 vacant lot.  When 
one resident of this street has company over, there are no parking spots available.   
 
Furthermore, since the construction of the new Sarcee Interchange and the elimination of the parking lot 
just off of Sarcee Trail below the Paskapoo Slopes, people have been parking their vehicles along Coulee 
Way and Coulee Lane so that they can access the Paskapoo Slopes.  If the Application is approved, 
residents of the City of Calgary who do not live in walking distance of the Paskapoo Slopes will not be able 
to enjoy those slopes as there is no adequate access point for them to park their vehicles.  Approving such 
an application would hinders people’s access and enjoyment of this natural reserve and is in contravention 
of the MDP, as discussed below. 
 

f) Greening the City 
 

“Conserve, protect and restore the natural environment.”25 [Emphasis Added] 
 
Accessibility 
 
This Community backs onto the Paskapoo Slopes which is a natural environmental reserve enjoyed by 
many Calgarians.  Due to the construction on Sacree Trail, many people now park their vehicles on Coulee 
Way and Coulee Lane so that they can enjoy a hike or bike ride in the Paskapoo Slopes.  However, such 
Calgarians may not be able to come here to enjoy the Paskapoo Slopes due to the lack of adequate parking 
a successful Application would create.  Such a development contravenes the MDP.  Section 2.3.4 of the 
MDP stated that: 
 

“Calgary’s most prominent natural open spaces occur on its ridges and hilltops and along its 
creek and riverfronts within the river valley system.  The City is committed to protecting the 

                                                           
24 At page 2-33, at Section 2-33 of the MDP. 
25 At page 2-39 of the MDP. 
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value and quality of these assets and will strive to sustain them while ensuring they remain 
accessible for the enjoyment and outdoor pursuits of all.”26 [Emphasis Added] 

and 

“Ensure that all public parks, open spaces and amenities are fully accessible and promote 
public safety.”27 

Wildlife 

Furthermore, the construction of such a large development (both in height and density) so close to the 
Paskapoo Slopes would have a negative impact on the environment.  Currently, we have deer and other 
wildlife from the Paskapoo Slopes wandering around this area.  This Proposed Development poses two 
issues: (1) there will be a lack of green space for the wildlife to forage; and (2) safety issues.  With respect 
to the lack of green space, such a Proposed Development will not: 

“Ensure that the protection of significant habitats (sensitive ecological areas/unique 
environmental features) within the city’s parks and open space systems takes precedence 
over other uses.”28 

With respect to the second issue, the increased density and traffic would be potentially harmful to the 
wildlife and could result in motor vehicle accidents with wildlife due to the increased number of vehicles. 

Fire Safety 

One of my main concerns with this Potential Development is fire safety.  It is customary to use Oriented 
Strand Board (OSB) and plywood in the construction of the proposed units.  These materials are made 
with wood dust and are highly flammable.  Moreover, each row of townhouses is going to be built in close 
proximity to each other.  While, it is building code to use fire-rated drywall between units, there is no 
requirement to use such drywall in the ceilings.  Therefore, if one unit has a fire, this fire can easily spread 
throughout the whole complex.  This was the case in the March 18, 2010 Millrise condominium 3 alarm 
fire.   

My concern is twofold: (1) the proximity of this Potential Development to the Paskapoo Slopes and (2) the 
potential issues surrounding exiting the Community in an emergency situation.  With respect to the 
Paskapoo Slopes, there could be a potential of fire that spreads from the Slopes (as was seen in Fort 
McMurray) or a fire that starts in the Potential Development as spreads to the Slopes.  Where there is a 
fire either originating from the Slopes or the Potential Development, it would be very difficult for the 
residents of the Community to exit this Community via vehicle.  Firstly, there is only one entrance and exit 
for this Community and if the fire originates at the Potential Development, it is at the heart of the 
Community and would make it almost impossible for residents of Coulee View, Coulee Lane and Coulee 
Way to exit.  Furthermore, I have very young children – a baby who is 4 months and a toddler who is 20 
months – if I cannot use my vehicle to exit the Community, we might be causalities of any such fire.  While 
this may sound dramatic, I can assure you that no one predicted the Fort McMurray fires and the many 

                                                           
26 At page 2-23 of the MDP. 
27 At page 2-25 of the MDP. 
28 At page 2-47, at Section 2.6.4 of the MDP. 
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fires that seem to be happening on a more frequent basis globally.  We are in a very precarious situation 
given that there is no other way for us to exit this Community.   

Impervious 

The Proposed Development will be over one hectare of concrete with no green space for its residents.  
The adjacent lands consist of a church to the south of the Property and a potential CFIS parking lot to the 
southwest of the Property.  This means that there will be approximately over 2 hectares of concrete in 
the surrounding area and no place for water runoff for these Properties (includes the church, CFIS parking 
lot and the Proposed Development).  Furthermore, these Properties are all higher in elevation that the 
residents to the north of the Properties and the Paskapoo Slopes.  This means that any water runoff would 
significantly saturate the green spaces to the north of the Properties.  Such saturation may cause flooding 
of the green spaces and homes as well as soil erosion.  This is significant for the homes located to the 
North of the Properties, particularly, the homes located on Coulee Way.  Furthermore, any soil erosion 
close to the Paskapoo Slopes will have a destabilizing effect on the Slopes.  This is a very serious issue and 
contravenes the following policy consideration of the MDP: 

“Integrating natural features of the surrounding landscape into the design of urban 
development (including sites) to maintain a high degree of interconnectivity 
and permeability.”29 [Emphasis Added] 

In addition, there is an inadequate amount of stormwater drainage in this Community for a development 
of this magnitude.  An upgrade would be required in order to adequately meet the minimum requirement 
thresholds. 
 
MDP Conclusion 
 
It is apparent that this Application is in contravention of the MDP.  As such, it is unnecessary to amend 
the Community Plan to align with the MDP. 
 
The Community Plan 
 
Obviously, the Application is in contravention of the Community Plan if such plan requires a major 
amendment thereto.   
 

4. Land Use 

The City considers whether the proposed land use fits within the surrounding land uses.  In the 
Community, the land uses are R-1, S-SPR and DC.  The Community is uniquely situated on the Paskapoo 
Slopes.  Currently, there are 64 single Estate homes in this Community and 7 undeveloped Estate lots.  The 
Property backs onto the CFIS.  The R-1 properties are approximately 17 units per hectare and are 11 
metres high or two storeys. 

The Developer is proposing to build 65 townhouses at approximately 53 units per hectare.  That is more 
than three times the density of the surrounding land uses and higher density than the land uses on 85th 
Street (see table above).  Such a drastic change in density is not appropriate in the location of the Property.  
                                                           
29 At page 2-47 of the MDP. 
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We are not opposed to intensification; however, intensification of this magnitude is not compatible with 
this Property. 

Furthermore, the units may be 13 metres high or three storeys.  There are no 3 storey units in or near the 
vicinity of this Community.  Furthermore, currently there are no three storey units bordering the Paskapoo 
Slopes.   

In addition, the Developer has stated that the Proposed Development will be housing that is not 
compatible with the architectural restrictions imposed on the Estate Community housing.  Obviously, this 
type of a development does not fit within an Estate Community development.  Again, there is no Estate 
Community in Calgary that has high density non-estate housing within it. 

The Property is at the heart of this Community and surrounded by Estate homes to the North, South and 
East of the Property (see Appendix A).  If the Property was bordering this Estate Community it would be a 
different story.  However, since the Property is within an Estate Community it should be an Estate 
Development.  This means that it should adhere to the Community’s architectural restrictions and there 
should not be a dramatic shift in density.   

Furthermore, this would be the first high density development built backing onto a school.  Again, this 
poses a significant safety issue. 

5. Transportation 

As stated above, it would be irresponsible to consider this Application independent of the CFIS DP.  The 
CFIS access off of Coulee Way would exacerbate an already precarious traffic situation.   

For reasons discussed earlier, any persons purchasing a residence in this Community would require a 
vehicle.  Therefore, if 65 townhouses are built, we can expect a doubling in vehicular traffic trying to exit 
and enter this Community.  However, the current infrastructure can only support an additional 17 
residents or 34 vehicles not potentially 130 additional vehicles.  As you are well aware, the current 
infrastructure was designed for an R-1 Community.   

Again, there is only one way to get in and out of this Community.  There are no other alternatives, 
especially for those residents that have young children. 

Currently, it can be difficult to make a left turn from Coulee Way on to OBCR especially during high traffic 
hours of 7 to 8:30 am and 3 to 6 pm.  This task becomes more impossible if winter weather conditions are 
also present.  I do not even want to imagine how dangerous it would be in an emergency situation.  Coulee 
Way can only support 4 vehicles turning left before the first intersection, Coulee Park, is blocked. 

If 65 new residents were added to this Community this would double the residents and vehicles of this 
Community, as a result, exiting this Community will be next to impossible.  It is also a safety issue because 
doubling the amount of vehicles exiting this Community could result in more accidents. 

In addition, the children of this Community and neighbouring communities come here to skateboard, bike 
ride, hike, play basketball and street hockey and hopefully enjoy the park once it is finally built, just to 
name a few of the activities that occur outdoors in this Community.  Adding a potential of 130 vehicles to 
this Community would double the amount of traffic in this Community and would inhibit the children of 
this Community and neighbouring communities from partaking in the aforementioned activities.   
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The issues with the CFIS parking lot access off of Coulee Way will be discussed in detail below. 

Furthermore, currently, there is a significant lack of parking in this Community.  For example, on Coulee 
View there are only 12 street parking spots and there are 17 Estate homes and 1 vacant lot.  When one 
resident of this street has company over, there are no parking spots available. 

The Developer is proposing 8 visitor parking spots for 65 units and one parking spot per unit.  This is grossly 
inadequate.  Therefore, this means the remaining 65 cars will have to find on street parking.  However, as 
stated above there is a lack of street parking in this Community and definitely not enough street parking 
for 65 vehicles.  This will lead to unsafe parking and could potentially block access for emergency vehicles. 

Furthermore, since the construction of the new Sarcee Interchange and the elimination of the parking lot 
just off of Sarcee Trail below the Paskapoo Slopes, people have been parking their vehicles along Coulee 
Way and Coulee Lane so that they can access the Paskapoo Slopes.  If the Application is approved, 
residents of the City of Calgary who do not live in walking distance of the Paskapoo Slopes will not be able 
to enjoy those slopes as there is no adequate access point for them to park their vehicles.  Approving such 
an application would hinders people’s access and enjoyment of this natural reserve. 

6. Development engineering 

At this time, the Property is not serviced by a sewer system.  In order for the Property to connect to an 
existing sewer system, a right of way is required.  Furthermore, the Property must either connect to a 
sewage line on 77th Street.  There is a 5 metre differential between the existing sewage lines and the 
Property which means that a pumping station would be required to pump the sewage uphill from the 
Property.  If there is ever a storm or flash flooding around this area (which has happened several times in 
the past) and the City storm sewers become overwhelmed, houses or townhouses built on the Property 
will suffer from sewer backup.  If this is in fact true, it would be negligent for the City of Calgary to approve 
such an application because 65 innocent households will be affected whereas only 16 households would 
be affected if the Property continues to be zoned as R-1.   

As discussed in detail above, there are significant issues with respect to the Property’s grading and 
impermeability and its effect on water runoff and slope stability.  In order to alleviate this issue, a 
significant amount of green space is required.  This means that a maximum of 29 units should be allowable 
of this Property30. 

7. Public Schools 

As you are well aware, the district of Cougar Ridge has no public schools designated for the children 
resident in this district and buses children to schools that have space available.  As a result, some families 
have children who each go to a different school and bus trips are in excess of 40 minutes each way.  This 
is grossly inadequate.  That being said, families who purchase or rent affordable housing will not be able 
to afford to send their children to the private schools in this area and will therefore have to have their 
children bused to schools far away from this Community.  Such a development could add an additional 
130 children to the school system.  Furthermore, in the district of Cougar Ridge there is no land available 

                                                           
30 Only 45% development of a property is allowed for R-1 land use. 
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to build a public school in the future if the Calgary Board of Education ever decided or needed to build 
one as the City of Calgary as designate most of the land in this district for residential housing. 

8. Access on Coulee Way by CFIS 

There is a proposal to divert some of the CFIS traffic from 77th Street to Coulee Way.  This is a terrible idea.  
First and foremost, there are 800 students that attend CFIS which means that there is a possibility of 
diverting approximately 600 vehicles to Coulee Way.  Some of the congestion on 77th Street is now 
alleviated by the new traffic lights on the intersection of 77th Street and OBCR.  Residents of the Cougar 
Ridge Community to the West of CFIS have 3 roadways into and out of their community.  They can exit 
their community using 77th Street or 85th Street, each having a set of traffic lights or Cougar Ridge Drive 
SW.  Cougar Ridge Drive SW is on the outskirts of the City and as a result, there is very little traffic heading 
east during high-traffic hours.  During school drop-off and pick-up times, residents of the Cougar Ridge 
Community to the West of CFIS can use 85th Street or Cougar Ridge Drive SW to exit their 
community.  However, there is only one way to get in and out of this Community. 

Furthermore, the lane proposing to be used by the CFIS is not designed for high traffic flow.  It is very 
narrow and barely supports two lanes of traffic (see Appendix A, attached hereto).   

In addition, the traffic congestion that the use of Coulee Way by CFIS would create would make it virtually 
impossible to exit this Community.  Thereby crippling the residents of the Community.  This is illustrated 
in Appendix A, attached hereto which discusses the issues with respect to granting access to the CFIS onto 
Coulee Way. 

9. Construction  

Currently, the houses in this Community, so long as I have lived here, have been erected one to three (at 
most) at a time.  As such the construction has caused minimal impact on the Community other than lack 
of parking for the construction crew.  The building of 65 townhouse units all at once would have a 
significant impact on the Community.  There is inadequate parking for the construction crew as discussed 
above.  The construction of the 65 townhouses could impact the residents’ ability from exiting and 
entering the Community.  The dust, noise and debris caused by the construction would affect the Estate 
Residents’ ability to enjoy their backyards and the Paskapoo Slopes. 

10. Proposal 

I agree that there are land use designations that would increase the density of this neighbourhood without 
compromising the character thereof.  For example, the R-2 land use designation would meet this objective 
if the development proposes to construct Estate Villas.  In fact, the Cougar Ridge Community, as a whole, 
does not have Estate Villas.  This Community would benefit from this diverse housing option and would 
attract empty nesters and retirees.  Currently, the population of the Cougar Ridge Community consists of 
mostly young families according to the City of Calgary Community Profiles.  Estate Villas, especially 
bungalow-style villas, would attract empty nesters and retirees which would add much needed diversity 
to this Community.  Whereas, the Application for 3 storey townhouses would attract young families which 
would not add any diversity to this Community.  Therefore, such an Application does not satisfy this 
objective.   
 
Furthermore, the West Springs ASP Amendment currently under consideration and evaluation proposes 
to add 2,400 multi-residential units consisting of townhouses and well as condominiums.  If this proposal 





APPENDIX A 

Intersection of OBCR and Coulee Way: 

 

 

Pursuant to this diagram, if CFIS is granted access to use Coulee Way the following issues occur: 

Generally, during the morning rush, most vehicles are travelling east on OBCR.  There are some, but not many vehicles travelling west on OBCR 
and currently, no vehicles turning left onto Coulee Way (as depicted in A).  However, if CFIS is granted access to use Coulee Way, then there are 

B 

A 



going to be a number of vehicles turning left from OBCR onto Coulee Way.  Those vehicles have the right of way (as depicted in A).  Therefore, 
residents will now have to way until the traffic turning into Coulee Way subsides before being able to make a safe left-hand turn onto OBCR.  
Furthermore, if there is a lineup of vehicles in the turning lane as depicted in A, vehicles depicted in B will not be able to see the traffic heading 
eastward because their sightlines will be blocked by the lineup of vehicles.  This makes a precarious situation worse. 

 

 

 

The vehicles that were depicted in A above will then be lined up trying to turn left onto the lane as depicted in F.  In addition, there will be vehicles 
depicted in G also trying to turn left onto the lane.  However, those vehicles will have a difficult time trying to turn left because the vehicles trying 
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to exit the Community will now be backed up because of A depicted above and there will be a lineup of vehicles as depicted in E.  To make matters 
worse, residents of Coulee Park will find it impossible to exit their cul-de-sac because of the traffic from F and G, both of which have the right of 
way.  Then to compound the problem, if CFIS exits into Coulee Way from the lane, the backup depicted in E will be far worse and could potentially 
effect Coulee View and Coulee Lane residents as well. 

This is just the morning rush.  Obviously, this does not work. 

Below is a picture illustrating that there is only sufficient space for 4 vehicles before the intersection of Coulee Way and Coulee Park becomes 
blocked: 

 

 



Below is a picture that illustrates the inadequate capacity of the lane to be used by the CFIS: 

 

 

 

 












































































































































































































































































































































































































































































