IP2022-1146
Attachment 8

Community Association Letters

November 15, 2022

Peter Schryvers, Senior Planner
The City of Calgary

5th Floor, 300 Macleod Trail 5.E.
Calgary 4B T2G 2ZM3

Email: PeterSchryvers@calgary.ca

Dear Peter:
Re: Letter of Support - Draft Westbrook Local Area Plan

Shaganappi has had a constructive relationship with City planning staff since the onset of West LRT and
has collaborated on multiple City policy initiatives.

We now expect existing projects, zoning and policy to support a farthcoming growth in population to
levels higher than the peak set in 1969 Three recent large-scale projects are currently under
constructien; Brookfield at Crown Point, Truman at West 33 and Truman at West 17_ In parallel, we have
significant infill activity, multiple R-CG designations and possibly the City's first H-GO application.

Community Position on LAP

The Shaganappi Community Association supports the applicable portion of the Westbrook Local Area
Plan covering the community of Shaganappi.

However, in order to bring the LAP into congruence with Council’s previous May B, 2017 approval of a 4-
story maximum in support of the Main Streets rezoning rationale, we ask for consideration to be given
to changing the building scale category for the portion of 17% Avenue between 24% and 254 Streats
from Low to Low Modified.

Rationale for Overall Support

* Shaganappi has now achieved general alignment with our previously approved ARP policies, with the
notable exception that the new Low building height category signals a generalized & story base
standard for low density wood frame construction. This may be due to recent building code changes,
and perhaps the base medium density district will be adjusted from 5 to 6 stories when (and if) the
existing 2017 Land Use Bylaw is updated.

= Certain building requirements previgusly in the Shaganappi Point ARP have been moved to the
shaganappi Station Area policy (Page 61) in the new plan.

Shaganappi Community Association
2516 — 14 Avenue SW
Calgary AB T3C 3V2
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* Engagement and support of Westbrook mall area stakeholders has supported City staff revisiting
policy in in the former Westbrook ARP area to make it less prescriptive, and hopefully more
attractive to developers.

* A large-scale plan with a consistent rationale for all the LAP communities could mitigate the previous
“standard” practice of amending policy documents on file review to up-zone development proposals.
We anticipate the original rationale for building scale and urban form for our area of the LAP will be
maintained.

Rationale for Requested Change

* Consistency With 2017 Main Streets Up-Zoning Rationale — 17* Avenue between 24* and 254
Streets

Prior engagement and the attendance of much of our Board at the May 8, 2017 Public Hearing was
supportive of a Council approval to up-zone this area to M-U1, at 3-4 stories with a 16 metre height
madifier. The 3-4 story maximum addressed the negative impacts on Block faces with already well-
established single-family streetscapes and at a point where the community is only one block long.

o Documents on the City's website has the north side of 17th Avenue between 24th and 26th Street
restricted to @ maximum af 4 storeys, not & storeys, in spite of the 16 m allowable height. The
Feight was supported by significant engogement in 2016, and any anciliary rooftop structures
were intended to be incduded in the height determination. See the post-approval document on
the City wehsite: https:///www.colgary.co/content/dam www/pdo/pd/documents/main-
strests/locol-greg-maps/upper-17-gvenue-sw-zoning. odf

o Consequently, o Modified Low, rather than a Low building scole cotegory showld be maintained
here.

Engagement

‘We appreciate the openness and candaor the City's team have brought to the engagement. We noted a
willingness to interact directly with residents and make appropriate adjustments to the plan.

Case studies on the application of the urban form, scale and transit station categories were provided to
all interested area Community Association Board members to demonstrate some control of outcomes
by Community Association Boards. & new practice of circulating all draft plans to every resident for
direct comment, was an excellent way to also demonstrate some control of outcomes by residents.

However, after years of discussion and six major planning studies, many residents of Shaganappi have
expressad they are besat with “planning fatigue” and look forward to a period of stability and certainty.
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Resolution of Other Shaganappi Policy and Development lssues

shaganappi already has very current policy by way of the Westbrook Area Redevelopment Plan ("ARP")
(2005, the Shaganappi Point ARP [2014) and Main 5treets (2017 - by amendment of the Killarmney

Glengarry ARP).

These policy doourments will be rescinded on adoption of the Westbrook LAP, so our focus has been on
issues miszed or any material inconsistency of the LAP with these recently approved planning policies.

In light of that, we were focused on any change from prior policies affecting the section of 12 Avenue
(a5 compared to the Shaganappi Point ARP) and the east section of 177 Avenue (as compared with Main
Strests). We have also attempted to address recent challenges created by development pressures in the
Shaganappi Point 5tation Area that were not contemplated by policy set in the Shaganappi Point ARP_

The issues raised by us and addressed as drafts of the plan were circulated were as follows:
* Impacts on 26 5treet and 12 Avenue Area Adjacent to Shaganappi Point Station

New and/or relatively less sophisticated applicants continue to push for zoning well ahead of market
demand in the Shaganappi Point Station area. The area is limited by land availability, small, awkward
configurations, and is not yet supported by a strong demand by renters.

Residents have been receptive to well-designed multi-residential buildings proposed by more
sophisticated applicants who understand market demand. These projects have generally been built
to densities below the land use offered in existing ARP policy.

Along the 12% Avenue strip, we are attracting viable lower-density row and cottage style
applications (including Calgary's first H-GO). Two well desizned lower density projects to the west of
the new Giordano building (264 street next to the Shaganappi Point station) are now in final stages
of completion and are in keeping with the level of market risk applicants are prepared to take. Their
building scales are also consistent with those across Bow Trail on Brookfield's 12-acre Crown Park
project.

The lack of success, and recent receivership of the community supported Giordano development, as
a reasonably sized (73-unit) building of scale, was a consistent concern expressed in resident
feedback.

Affected residents in this area felt that the intreduction of a Low Maodified, instead of a Low building
scale category along 26 Street might mitizgate the type of aggressive application which has resulted
in the failure of three multi-unit projects at this location: the Siordano (264 Street and 127 Avenue/
Bow Trail — DP2017-2379), one failed development permit (26th Street and Bow Trail - SDAB2020-
0013), and one withdrawn land use application (27th Street and 12 Avenue/Bow Trail - LOC2021-
0o0z).

Our requested reduction to Low Modified building scale was not incorporated in the draft plan;
however the entire 26th Streat connector in Shaganappi will benefit from the introduction of:

o General requirements for specifically mapped Transit Qriented Development Transition
Zones [page 59-60), which mow has expanded requirements for public realm, enhancement
of the tronsit interfoce, requirement of human-scaled environments, the requirement for
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enhanced design in exchange for exceeding the building scole, height and massing
mitigations, and

o Specific requirements for the Shaganappi Point Stotion Transition Zones (page 61, which
include o qualified limitotion on commercial uses based on the acknowledgment of the
existing 17th Avenue commercial corridor, as supported by brend new Main Streets
infrastructure investment two blocks gway. These requirements are:

= corper parcels ot 26 Street SW and Bow Troil 5W are encouraged o develop as
gateway buildings with a high leve! of design and material quality and include
greater sidewalk widths to occommodate pedestrian traffic to the station.

= buildings in the Transition Zone should step bock ot or below the fourth storey.

‘We axped these area provisions to be enforced on file review. Policy enforcement has not been a
consistent practice in applying similar provisions in the Shaganappi Point ARP.

# Lack of Certainty Concerning Flanking Lots on 12* ayenue, Adjacent to Bow Trail

The east end of the 12th Avenue strip has blocks oriented north to south. Development and
community interests requested that there be an indication of the number of lots covered by the
Neighbourhood Connector/Low Modified/Low map shadings. This has been a significant historic
issue_ The current Shaganappi ARP map graphic shows roughly 30% of the block (i.e. 3 of ~10 single
family homes) available for consolidation and up-zoning.

o Policies have been included in the Map interpretotion, Section 4.2 (poge 98, item [} that clarify
the building scale in these areas applies 65 metres from the perpendicular street (four typical
Iots). if proposed development seeks to extend beyond this range, an amendment to the Plan will
be required.

* Proximity of Existing Density Commitments Surrounding Shaganappi Park

The original draft LAP documents had Low/Low Medified density introduced around Shazanappi
Park. This was inconsistent with a very recent 2017 Main 5treets commitment to residents to locate
additional incremental zoning a block away along 17th Avenue in the area between 26th and 24th
Streat.

o 2017 Council approved increases in Main Streets zoning along 17 Avenue aiready have very
good occess to the park.

o 2044 and 2021 Council gpproved zoning increases ocross the Bow Trail pedestrian bridge ot
Brookfield’s Crown Park site also have very good access to the park.

* MNew Density Proposed - 17th Avenue between 22nd and 24th Street

A Modified Low building scale category has been intreduced, after being considered and eliminated
previously by the Main Streets team in 2017, on 17th Avenue.

o We believe this could be a positive incentive to upgrode the 17 Avenue north edge focing the
Tecumseh military site ot g scole that won't promote difficulties for developers wanting to work
with the adjacent coveat-protected single-fomily homeowners in Upper Scarbaro.

Page 4 of 29
ISC:UNRESTRICTED



IP2022-1146
Attachment 8

Peter Schrywvers, Senior Planner Page Sofs
Letter of Support - Draft Westbrook Local Area Plan
November 15, 2022

In Summary

Basad on the above, the Shaganappi Community Association supports the applicable portion of the
‘westbrook Local Area Plan covering the Community of Shaganappi.

However, we ask for consideration to be given to changing the building scale category for the portion of

17th avenue between 24th and 254 Streets from Low to Low Modified. This change will bring the Lap
into congruence with Council's previous May 8, 2017 approval of a 4-story maximum as outlined in the

Main Streets rezoning rationale.

Yours truly,

shaganappi Community Association
Development Committes
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Michael Wilhalm Brittany Jorgensen
President, Eastside Rep,
LaP Working Group Member (CA rep) LaP working Group Member (City selected)
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Jeremy Coates Mia Leung, Ba, Urban Studies
Westside Rep Developmeant Committes

John van Hemert, architect, aas Ron Goodfellow, FRAIC (Retired)
Northside Rep Advisor

Cc Courtney Walcott, alicia Ta, ward & office, City of calgary
‘westbrook Team, City of Calgary
Development Committes, Shaganappi CA
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Main Street: 17 Avenue SW

Shaganappi, Killarney/Glengarry, Richmond and Scarboro-Sunalta West

17 fwerua SW from 37 Stract ko Crowchild Trail —— =
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Land Uss Study (2009]. Thass plans da provide
land use policies that support the Municipal
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APPROVED Land Us2 (Zoning)
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Attachment to Shaganappl
November 15, 2022 CA Letter
of Support - Documentation
of Rationale for Suggested

RCG rade- ted Infill
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Attachment to Shaganappl
Movember 15, 2022 CA Letter
of Support - Documentation
of Ratlenale for Suggested
Change

Post Main Streets approval
document (May 2017}
currently shown on the City
website:

https:ffwww.calgary.cal
content/dam/www/pda/pd’
documents/main-streetslocal-
area-maps/upper-17-avenue-
sw-zoning.pd

This land usa was approved by Councl May &, 2017.
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KILLARNEY

To Whom It May Concern,

I am submitting this letter in support of the proposed Westbrook Local Area Plan (LAF) on
behalf of the Killamey Glengarmy Commmumity Association.

COr commmmity association has been part of the Westbrook LAP project since it began in 2019,
participating and engaging with the City of Calgary through all three phases of the planning
process. We believe the consultation on this project has been adegquate. While COVID made
some parts of the process more diffienlt and different than similar projects in the past, we do not
feel that the City of Calgary used COVID as a way to skip commmmity consultation

We feel that the plan reflects the culture of the commmmity of Killamey/Glengarry. Since the
finalization of our last Area Fedevelopment Plan (ARF) Killamey/Glengarry has been cautiously
open to development. This has played a large part m making our commmmity the vibrant, and
comparatively accessible commumity it is today. However, as the previous ARP aged it no longer
reflected the culture of the commmmity. The proposed Westbrook LAP resolves this and aligns
mmch better with the cument state of development we see reflected n the commmmity.

While we support the plan, we do recognize 1t 1s not perfect. As Killamey/Glengarry 1s more
open to development, the current proposed Westbrook LAP by-and-large represents how our
community already fimctions. There 1s some concemn that this plan will not age gracefully in our
community as it represents how we already exist, and does not have many avenues for growth
outside the plan.

2828 25 Soeet Soutrwvest
Calzary, AR, T3E 273
Canada

(403) 246-6663
gmiikeca ca
www killameyglengarmy.com
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Amnother issue we have with the plan 13 that in some ways it 15 more restrictive to development
than the current precedent. For example, the F-CG/H-GO land use 15 currently allowed within
600m of an LRT station and 400m of BRT stations, both of which our commmmity have. Under
the Westbrook LAP E-CGH-GO 1s only designated for Neighbourhood Flex and
Neighbourheod Connector wrban form areas. This will reduce walkabality and density around the
locations that benefit from it most. We suggest the Westbrook LAP should be amended to kesp
the City of Calzary commitment to transit oriented development as has been expressed in the
past.

The commmmity associztion recognizes that change is a difficult process, and would like to thank
the City of Calgary’'s administration team for the hard work that has been done to get to this
pomt. We hope our feedback is helpful m improving the Westbrook Local Area Plan and lock
forward to the future of Calgary this plan will help bring forth.

Killamey Glengarmy Commuunity Asseciation Director of Development

o Bt

Jeff Davidson

2878 18 Strest Southrarest
Calgary, AB, T3E 173
Canada

(403) 246-6658
gmkgcaca
ww killameyglenzarmy.com
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Richmond Knobhill Community
Association is OPPOSED to the
Westbrook LAP

- This is not a planning process and contains no
planning as we know and understand it — the
Planners were told to upzone and that’s all they did —
there was no ‘community planning’

- There has been no engagement in a proper manner
Several committee members have stated that if they
ran a process like this they would be fired

- Developers should not be at the table. They are not
residents they are not city planners, they are
marketers and motivated to optimize returns

- The plan effectively eliminates low density zoning
as we know it replacing it with higher density
everywhere

- There is no statistical analysis in support of what’s
being done — how many units? How many people?
How many cars? How many new homes do we need?
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- The planners claim to have reached agreement with
the communities on the upzonings — this is not true
— there is no agreement

- No conversation regarding green space and
school enrollment. MDP says 2 ha open space per
1000 people — the planners have ignored this
because its not convenient

- LAP’s with so many different communities is
inappropriate and will not result in effective planning

- Many questions have been asked of the planners and
have gone unanswered

Phil Harding, Director: Westbrook LAP & Viscount Bennett
Redevelopment Committee Head, Richmond Knobhill CA

viscountbennett@richmondknobhill.ca
Kevin Widenmaier, President, Richmond Knobhill CA

president@richmondknobhill.ca

Nov 22, 2022
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4411 10 Avenue SW
Calgary, AB
T3C 0L9

November 17, 2022

City of Calgary
Westbrook Community Local Area Plan

Please accept this letter as the response from the Rosscarrock Community Association to the
final local area plan being submitted to City Council. We support the Plan as submitted.

On behalf of the Planning & Development Committee of the Rosscarrock Community
Association we want to first indicate that our CA had 2 Board members who participated on the
Westbrook Communities Local Area Planning group process, led by the City of Calgary. As a
result we have a good understanding of how the final plan was put together. We believe the City
of Calgary lead team were responsive to the CA's and conducted the discussions in a
professional and respectful manner. We felt we were heard and able to contribute to the Plan.

In particular we focused on ensuring we had the best range of housing choices, responding to
concerns about change. We felt the proper approach was to put densified housing in strategic
and/or rational locations within a community, rather than carte blanche. One could consider this
a compromise towards a win-win outcome.

As the CA that encompasses the Westbrook Mall, we feel very strongly that this 'place’ holds
important positioning as the hub or the glue for all of the Westbrook Communities. However it
needs a major upgrade of form and function. It has amazing potential especially given some of
the other assets already assembled nearby such as the library.

We view the Plan as a guideline to all stakeholders in the development process, so consistency
and clarity are central for future considerations and decision making. We are also hopeful that
while the Plan is going to be presented in front of City Council for approval that the City would
also be open to future amendments if the situation arises.

Gary Ellis
Board member, Rosscarrock Community Association and
Committee member- Development and Planning
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Spruce Cliff Community Association  2022Novi14

3375 Spruce Drive SW

Calgary AB T3C 3A3

Email sprucecliffassoc@gmail.com

Spruce Cliff Community Association submission for the
Westhrook Local Area Plan —v. zozz ocwober i@ City - Infrastructure & Planning Committee 2022 Dec 8

Spruce Cliff has evolved in measurable ways. Growth that between 2000 and 20016 has seen 48% of the units in the
community redevelopment resulting in higher community density than the prior buitt forms, all without an ARP.
Redevelopment activities did not stop between 2016 and 2022 (we await the 2021 census / community profile data).
We need a plan. Calgarg.ca [ Sosce CE profile 2016
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Investment in the public realm of Spruce Cliff has not followed the growth in population and unit density achieved to
date. We are concerned with the aspirational, seeming dispropertionally more within the plan assigned to Spruce Cliff
without some linked commitment to fund public realm improvements. Improvements evaluated for timely
implementation, with a community productivity of land measurement framed by the historic cormmunity boundaries.

Communities that were early movers on redevelopment in an arcund the Westbhrook LRT are penalized in this
document; with measured perfformance being a population growth start date of 2009. For Spruce Cliff this exdudes
the Tower development north of Bow Trail and the redevelopment of the entire Hemlock Crescent residential street.
{2000-2008). A land productivity vs “user” measurement would help offset this penalty.

Growth - Population Units  Person per unit

1972 Peak 3927 1297 3.3
2005 Low 2859 1313 2.18 re-construction sites
3518 1665 2,11  MDP year
2235 205  Federal census year
2431 Ciwvic census

For a community that is 70 % apartment dwellers, with 61% of residents as renters we are not city average, nor are we
MDP defined “inner city”. We seem to get blended in analysis to lift some and diminish recognition of this
community's growth achievement and don't make the investment project lists — in capital or operational budgets.

H ﬂli : B 'I'mn“m
Spruce CHN
Muirm b Per canl Humkies Par cenl
Private housahalds 22858 100% Privata housaholds ABE,FI0 | 100% Caigary.ca- Sanuce CfT profile 2046
Cwmer housshalds Bag ELr] Cwner households 123455 | Ti%
Fentor hougahold 1,390 1% Renler hougshsids 133,278 20%
pE- 1
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In the years we wait for improvements to the public realm, some corrections are further delayed in areas adjacent to a
land rezoning that a future development permit might fix. The interim conditions are impossible for some to navigate.

E.g.:

Missing link sidewalk — Closure/sale of 11%*
Avenue SW in 20016 impacting the walking
route to the LRT and the library that was
relocated to the south side of Bow Trail.

Conditions for Spruce Ciff on the walking route to groceries
and school on the north end of the 37% Mainstreet Project
intersection— in the splash zone of the Bow Trail 60 km
(legal) arterial road.

We were told the Established Area Growth and Change program does not fund “deferred maintenance™ and our list of
asks were deemed to be mostly that:

o engineered walk ways;
o reinstating to underground the growing extension cord network that keep the streetlights on.
o deteriorated, too namow or missing sidewalks

This pilot Local Area Plan project has been stressful and challenging — in part due to the protracted covid delays. Initial
working groups were tangled often talking about “users” vs land use; which has resulted in some strange community
labeling. The engagement evolved over the course of the project and some of our comment has influenced this draft; so
that the redevelopment form, when it happens, can improve on current conditions.

# [ g :comprehensive planned site south of 8% Ave — so that the general population of Spruce Cliff can have a
legal and reasonably direct access route to the pedestrian bridge over Bow Trail.

PE- 2
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There are surprises in this October version not showmn on the prior drafts publicly circulated: e.g.: the appearance of
26 storey towers on the city land north of the existing towers. We hope this site redevelopment is somehow part of a
broader conversation to eminently get the sumounding Westbrook LRT site built, something in all discussion aoross
communities everyons seems to have agreement on.

The strategy of the aspirational density lifts to increase land value seems to have sterilized land in the southem
section of the TOD lands and looks to be directionally repeated in this document for the TOD lands in Spruce Cliff
niorth of the existing towers.

The proposed tower form at this site also seems to cenflict with the goal to increase “missing middle” especally ina
community that is already developed with 70% of its units as apartments. We ask for an amendment to change the
scope in the wording of the "comprehensive plan sites” to be more flexible to form, if not overall site density. [Clause
page 42- item 2.2.5 d)

Even with current zoning, growth and change in the community will continue to intensify. We believe Spruce Cliff has
earned some public realm invesmnent. Helpful in the community’s evolution would be your support to amend this
plan to clarify by what gualifying measurements that will cocur. Funding with an implementation time line to support
the “carrots” in Section 3 (statutory) and further defined in Appendix 1 {non statutory) in a more defined time frame
than over 30 to 60 years.

*  amendment to direct public realm investments to be made [starting) in the 2023-26 budget cyde, prioritized
by a community-based evaluation weighted with land productivity achievements.

We hawve been told managing community change will be easier with a plan. The world of change within Spruce Cliff's
built environment has not gone on "hold™ so we continue to evelve one application at a time. We work to

contribute constructive comments; that we hope lessens negative impacts and improwves the community in some
positive way for those who have chosen this community to be their home.

Thank you for the opportunity to contribute comment for the 2022 Dec 8% Infrastructure and Planning Committes
considerations of the Westbrook Local Area Plan —Version 2022 Oct.

*  ‘We need a Plan
*  Measurement start date — from “low” not an arbitrary start date of 2009
*  Measure land productivity -units over developable area, in considering where to invest in the public realm
*  Amend scope of the “comprehensive plan site” 2.2.% d on page 42 for flexibility in built form and context of the
entire Westhrook TOD boundary.
Lois Sime
President

On behalf of the Spruce Cliff CA Board

Attachment 1l Public Realm in Spruce Cliff.

Copy to:
Ward & - Councillor Richard Pootmans
CA Ward 6 - Ralph Smith
Westbrook Local Area Plan- Peter Schryvers, 5r Planner, Community Planning
—for inclusicn in the report of the Plan to Committee

FE. 3
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Attachment 1 Spruce Cliff CA —comment WBLAP 2022 Dec 8*
Sample photos of our Public Ream conditions: We need timely investment!

Engineerad walkways:

]

pE. 4
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Park Conditions / wear and tear / access

Design - Rolled curbs — narrowing already narrow sidewalks .Above ground utiliy conflicts for urban forest . Narrow
sidewalks sharing the curb with Bow Trail traffic. Wayfinding signage to a significant Historic site — Quarry Road Trail.
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Volunteers contribute
to the neighbourhood’s
care. Asthe sample of
photos show, we do
need the city’s help
with public realm
investments.

Some communities clear ice rinks we clear our sports courts to help compensate for limited access to indoor space.

DE. 6
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GLENDALE/GLENDALE MEADOWS COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION

4500 25th Ave. SW
Calgary, Alberta
T3E oM

RESCETTETT SN EIs Ca
403796 6652

MNowvember 18, 2022

Ra: Westbrook Communities Local Area Plan
Glendale/Glendale Meadowsz Community Azsociation Responas

To City of Calgary

Atin: Peter Schrywers, Sanior Planner, North Area, Community Planning
Coun. Sonya Sharp, Chair, Infrastructure and Planning Committes
Coun. Richard Pootmans, Ward 6

Coun. Courtney Walcott, Ward 8

Fundamentally, Glendals iz in 2upport of the idea of a Local Area Plan. it iz
critically needed to establizh a path forward for further growth of our community.
W don't beliave the curment plan iz that path foreard for Glendals. The Westbrook
Local Area Plan’s key vizion statement notes: “The Westbrook Communities will
continua to thrive and grow into a walkabls, bikeabls, mixed-uze amma with high-
quality public and open spaces that residentz in and beyond the Weatbrook
Communitiss can enjoy, supported by the redevelopment of Wastbrook Mall a= a
focal point for the Westbrook Communities.”

The LAP iz not concrete enough

After exxamining the current plan in detail, one startz to notics it iz full of good
intantions with lithe ground to enforce the growth of a high-quality, diverza,
sustainable community. Many of the policies are mizleading in that they may not
actually be required for future developments, but rather developerz will be able to
do what they want. The language within most of the document seemes to be
zuggestions rather than requirementz. Within the Site Design ssction of the plan,
most of the policies arm worded in a way that will not require future development to
comply. Wording zuch a= showld, consider, and where posaible, appear to be only
zuggestions to future developers. To truly mest the vision statement and core ideas
noted within the plan, the city nesds to provide mors testh to the plan to anzurs
future development fulfilz the goale establizhed within it. i not, the plan iz zet up to
fail from the ztart. Saction 3 Growth, outlines many great ideaz and policiez: from
buwilt form and site, investment in parks, diversity in housing, and zustainability.
Mozt of thees policies ars written in a manner that will not be incorporated into
future developmentz.

The LAP dossz not allow for vibrant, diverse communitiss

Gilendala rezident= want a community that provides a public realm that has
besan written about time and time again from authorz such as Jane Jacobs, Edward
Soja. and Sharon Zukin. Within the plan there iz little commitment from the city to
provide new infrastructure that will 2upport the public realm. Ba it within the city
parks or updating existing outdated sidewalks. Current development along the

ISC:UNRESTRICTED
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GLENDALE/GLENDALE MEADOWS COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION

exizting Main Strestz projectz on 37h Sirest S.W. for the mosat part have not
provided fully mix-use livework redevelopmeants. Most are turning out to be mutti-
unit rezidential devslopment. Thiz iz only increazing the density of the
neighbourhcod but does not provide the needed commercial, retail, and services
growth, adding more peopls in our communities with no destination points to go to.

The LAP doss not encourage quality-built and intentional building=

The notionz of the built form within the current plan cnly value the asethetics of
a building moreso than the actual design and function of the building. Will futurs
developers zpend more to build long-lasting, well-considered buildingz? Within
nsighborhoods that have had a lot more redevelopmant, multi-unit devalopments
tend to have zimilar homogenized quality and dezign. Developsrs ultimataly tweak
exterior cladding from ome project to another, but build zimilar structures continually
within a zingle area.

The LAP will rezult in lezs afferdable housing options, and a leas diveras
community

Daspite claiming to offer a greater varisty of housing options, both in terms of
structure and cost, in most cases the new plan will foeter redevelopment of ecdisting
Glendale zingle-detached homes that ssll for approximately $500,000 and turn
them into sight-unit structures. Most of these unitz =ell for over $700,000, which
tends to be leas affordable than the criginal home. Thiz model doss not make
housing more affordabls, but it iz quite profitable for the developer. We want cur
neighborhocd to grow in a manner that provides mone housing options that will
ancourags peopls from differant zocio-sconomic backgrounds to live hare.
Gilendale belisves the current plan actually doss the cpposite.

The LAP dossz not foster real change towards a gresner futurs

The sustainability goals within the plan are great in theony; howsever, like the
other policies within the Growth zection, are mostly suggestions. The plan’s only
real attemipt at reducing emizsions and carbon iz by reducing the number of
vahicles in cur community. The land uzs re-zoning that will come out of thiz plan
will allow for reductions in required on-site parking. In theory, thiz would reeult in
mora rezidentz choosing public transit ower owning their own wehiclez. There have
besn zeveral commentz mada throughout the engagement zessionz by Westbrook
rezidents who dizagres with actuality of thiz idea. Outzide of reductions to required
on-gite parking. which ssems fo be the only real means to achisve a rezemblance
of austainability, the remaindar of the policy will fall short of providing amy real
change towarde a greaner future. Without actual reguirement= cutzide of the bare
minimum building cods, Glendale will be redeveloped with structures that cnly
mest the minimal preforming building envelops targetz—targsts that don't come
near tha equiremantz of Zere Garbon and the pazsive house strategy. Thers will be
major impacts to stormwater management zystems. as lotz are redeveloped, lot
coverage will increase, and the overall water abeorbing landzcaping be reduced.
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Motionz of zero enengy are great within the plan, but thers iz nothing to eneure that
aach redevelopment haz a minimum of on-zite energy preduction. Redsvelopment
az gutlined within the plan tends to remove tree canopy from the private cwned
land to allow for greater buildout of a lot. One great policy within in the plan iz to
protect, maintain, and enhance the tree canopy. Glendale iz full of lange healthy
treas which allows for great bicdiversity. If the city doez not provide more meansz to
anforce theea policies, much of Glandala's tree canopy and biodiversity, will ba loat.

The LAP drastically underdeveloped sxisting Commercial lota

Thiz policy failz to address the drastically underdeveloped existing Commercial
Cantre and Commerncial Corridorz. Most of the existing Commercial Centre and
Commearcial Cormdor lote arcund Glendals date back to the 18502-602. Mozt have
mist their life expectancy, are single storey, and filled with on-zite parking. The plan
zhould incentivize thess outdated undardeveloped lotz to be mdeveloped with mite-
uzs structures that include ground floor retail/commercial spaces and residents
above. The centre of the plan iz the Westbrook Station development which haz
been zitting vacant for over 10 years now. Thiz undeveloped space will be the heart
of the Wesetbrook LAP someday. Glendals rezidentz get excited with the motion of a
zpacs like that of the University District and to a degres, Marda Loop. Without
Weetbrook Station development there iz a major hole at the centre of the
Westbrook LAP

Checking required boxes engagemsnt process

Engagement within the planning procees has been complicated and unclear.
Thers wers ssveral working groups contributing to the development of the plan.
From community szeociation (GA) working groups to industry representatives such
as builders, developerz, architectz, and planners, most of whom do not live within
the communities, or have stock in them outzide of potential for monetary gain. The
fundamental values and goals of both groups are different. The CA working groups
repressntatives tended to push the planmers for better quality 2pace for the
communitiee. Many within tha CA working group felt that their comments and
concems were often not addresssd or puzhed to the side az the planners deam
they were outzide of 2cope of thiz project. One main izzue raized with the plannerz
waz the notion of metrice. The plan does not outline actual numbers of density from
a current post-COVID perspective to a desired end state. Without this thers iz no
way to confirm the success of the plan or the appropriate means to achisve the
dasired end ztate. The city'z plannerz often treated the CA working group a= a sort
of apell check for major errorz within the plan, but any actual fesdback was not
taken inte considaration. It 2semed that for the most part, the city plannars were
parforming community angagement to check off mguired boxes. Many within the
CA working group felt it waz a waste of their perzonal time and city funds to
undartake such a process.
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Collective, creative zolutionz will work

Glendale iz open to working with the city to develop a plan that works for cur
community, that reprezsentz cur values and vizion for Glendals.

In good faith, Glendals zubmitted a detailed responzs and proposal last April to
promote dizcussion of zolutions that we thought our community would get behind.
We did not get a responza to our propoeal undil Mow. 15, 2022, two wesks after the
final policy was drafted and we were told no changes to the document would be
allowed. We have attached the map of cur density plan once again for Councillors
to conszider. Again, in a final public angagement zession in person on Mov. 7, city
plannerz brought a new map with them which revealed in detail the drastic chamges
being propozed for Glendals and neighbouring communities. Gommunity
Association represantatives from Glendale and other communities who attended
the mesting wers shocked by the vizual.

Owr plan promotes significant increass in density for Glendals focused on
permeter strests, enhances commercial opportunities and pressrves the fabric and
haritage of tha neighbourhood we love and the affordable home-with-a-backyard
lifestyle that will be ercded to extinction should thiz policy be approved as is. What
waorks for Shaganappi or Killamey doeent necessanly work for Glendale and the
reverze is alzo true.

W have dedicated voluntesrs in Glendale who have bean part of planning
processes from before the Weet LAT to 37 Sireet Main Strestz and now the
Weetbrook Communitiee LAP. Promizes mads more than a decads ago to build
danaity while preasrving the core of our community are baing broken. i iz wrong to
constantly move the goalposts for residentz and the proposal that site before us is
alzo wrong. Trust iz being broken.

Glendale iz opposad to the Weetbrook Local Area Plan, as it iz currently written.
Wi want our community to grow and thrive while pressrving the character of cur
community and the guality of life that generationzs of our residents have chozen
zince 1855,

Chriz Welner, President

Christopher Onyazchuk, Chair, Development Commitiee
Glandala/Glendale Meadows Community Aszociation
4500 25th Avenus SW

Calgary Alberta

T3E OMN

www.myglendale.ca

Attach: Glendale Density Propozal Map

Page 21 of 29
ISC:UNRESTRICTED



IP2022-1146
Attachment 8

M

i
sigs

[] 710t 1o Remain -1

71 Existing urits (71 lots) - 142 Potential unis - RC-2

38 Existing units (E4 lots) - 800 Potential units - M-C1 - {143 Units/ha) (3 Stones)

I:l 12 Extsting urits (12 lots) - 247 Petential units {1, 0005QFT) - MU-1 F3 H16 (4 Stares

I:l 213 Exls

unitts {13 kots| - 1.511 Potential units {1 000SGFT) - C-COR1 F3 HIG (6 Siores

1158 - Exlsting unlte {358 Exlzting lots) - 3,474 - Potentlal total units within Glendals
300% - Pofential Incraase In unit density within Glendale

ISC:UNRESTRICTED

1L
TILTELE |

Al area calculatons are based of The
Clty of Calgary lang-use by-iaw map for
e Glendale Communlty. Approximate
unit numo=rs and ot densifes are based
off @ potental future rezoning of exksting
Iots. All calpulations. noted within tis
dosument would need o be vertfied, off
of a legal land-use survey and the
approvad Land uss for 2ach Individual
[

=P [\
o 7

Westbrook Communities Local Area Plan

Glendale CA Working Group - Proposed Option for Density
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GLENBROOK COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION

3524 — 45 Street S.W.
Calgary, Alberta

G T3E 3V2

C
A

Glenbrook.community@shaw.ca

Phone: (403) 249-6664

Date: November 18, 2022

Re: Westbrook Local Area Plan-Glenbrook Community Association Response

To: The City of Calgary
Peter Schryvers, Senior Planner, North Area, Community Planning

Coun. Richard Pootmans, Ward 6

Glenbrook Community has been experiencing redevelopment for the past decade and have
historically supported redevelopment in Glenbrook. We were excited to have an opportunity to participate
in the development of an Area Plan for Glenbrook. At the beginning we, were told “nothing was off the
table” to be considered for the Area Plan development.

Glenbrook Community brought our concerns to the table. As one of the most densely populated
communities in the group, we have needs for The City of Calgary to increase financial investments in
Glenbrook to support the increased density. From our residents, we heard their concerns with
redevelopment were around the protection of our natural areas and trees, the lack of pathways/bike
routes, the outdated sidewalks in the community that do not even have ramps to accommodate
accessibility concerns, the marked increase to on street parking demands over the past 10 years from
redevelopment and the streets and roads in Glenbrook were designed and built to accommodate the
traffic patterns of the 1960’s and 70’s and are not adequate for todays diverse modes of transportation or
usage.
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The Westbrook LAP has disappointed us. We do not see a pathway to increased livability in
Glenbrook, on the contrary we see diminishing level. We have seen little to no public engagement over
the Westbrook LAP. We saw an engagement with the Glenbrook Community Association and the
expectation we would be the conduit to the general population. We did not feel this was our responsibility.
This is a City of Calgary program and therefore it should be the responsibility of the City of Calgary for the
engagement process.

While supported of some of the content, we cannot support the Westbrook Local Area Plan at this time.
For the most part, our residents are not aware or do not have a good understanding of the potential
impacts this plan would have on their community. We need to see a clear path the City of Calgary is
willing to support us as it moves to higher densities in established communities.

Respectfully Submitted,

Murray Ost, President

Glenbrook Community Association

Celebrating over 50 years of Community Service
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Wildwood Community Association
4411 Spruce Drive 5W, Calgary, AB, T3C 2B1

WILDW 0D OPPOSES WESTBROOK LOCAL AREA PLAN IM ITS CURRENT FORM

Through several discussions with members of our community, a poll, and review of the feedback
received by City of Calgary Planners through their “What We Heard” and “What We Did” reports about
its proposed up-zoning throughout the community, the Wildweod Community Association OPPOSES the
Westbrook LAP as it is currently written.

The feedback from and for the community of Wildwood has been overwhelmingly against the type of
up-zoning City Planners are proposing in the Westbrook LAP. This has been voiced by both residents
within Wildwood and in the Did You Hear Reports (where negative comments about development and
built forms proposed were dominate). A one-size fits all approach does not work and should not hawve
been applied across all Westbrook communities, for each community has unigue attributes that are
ignored in the current version of the Westbrook LAP. Wildwood community members often dte disliking
the higher density communities like Killarney, Altadore, Marda Loop, and others they Ived in before and
move to Wildwood fior its RC-1 status. They cite increased traffic issues, parking disputes, pedestrian and
cyclist zafety, and increased crime as key attributes for leaving these higher density neighbourhoods and
moving to Wildwoed for its parks, access to dog parks, safe oyding for kids, lots with backyards, and its
sense of community, where neighbours help neighbours.

Simply, the community does not want up-zoning of semi-detached homes throughout the entire
community, nor does it support the development of 3+ unit rowhouses and larger buildings anywhere
within the community.

WILDWCOD 15 A CLOSE-KNIT, FAMILY-FRIENDLY NEIGHEQURHOOD

Wildwoed is a close-knit, family-friendly neighbourhood that prides itself on having a strong community
spirit and neighbours that help each other out. The Wildwood Community Association is run by a
dedicated group of volunteers who believe the best way to improve their local community is by being a
good neighbour. It has a rich history that is cdosely tied to the founding and development of Calgary.

According to census data from 2016, there is a population of about 2,560 in about 1,03% dwellings of
which 943 (370 dwellings) are single-detached family homes. 4% (40 dwellings) are listed as duplexes
and 1% (10 dwellings) are listed as semi-detached. There are zero apartments or 3+ unit rowhouses.

The number of people who live in Wildwood households is like the rest of Calgary’s im that household
sizes in Wildwood are on average 2. 5 people whereas the City's is 2. & people per household.

The six-year-old census data does not reflect the changes that occurred within the neighbourheod since
2016.

THE CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT'S ENGAGEMENT PROCESS WAS INCOMPLETE AND ONE-SIDED

City Planners indicated during Working Group meetings that they followed the International Association
of Public Participation [IAP2) engagement process. This is not true, s the engagement process stalled on
Stage 1 known as “Inform” and did not progress beyond that. The engagement approach used by City
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Planners for the Westbrook LAP did less than the bare minimum reguired to meaningfully solicit
feedbadk from the larger community.

In fact, it's approach to engagement would not meet the test for engagement by the Canada Energy
Regulator, Alberta Energy Regulator, BC Oil and Gas Commission, Northem and Indigenous Affairs
Canada, Canada Envircnmental and Protection Agency, Canada-Nova Scotia Offshore Petroleum Board
or the Canada-Newfoundland Offshore Petroleumn Board for development projects.

If you review the IAP2 Spectrum of Engagement, you will find that City Planners have been stuck in Stage
1 - “Inferm™ mode and have not moved to Stage 2 - “Consultation” throughout this project.
Furthermore, City Planners went guiet on the Westbrook LAP during COVID. This eroded Working Group
participation of community members, which started with 29 community members then dwindled to half
or 15 when engagement restarted. This resulted in a one-sided appreach that favoured developers over
community participation on the Werking Group. Furthermore, Community Associations struggled to
attract velunteers and were managing reduced revenues during COVID so their ability to engage with
City Plannmers was strained.

One big inconsistency with the 1AP2 Spectrum is that City Planners only informed and attempted to
engage with community members of Wildwood and the larger Westbrook area for approximately 60
days. One was near Christrmas 2021 and the other was in June 2022 as the school year was closing.
These were not ideal times to engage citizens who have limited time, knowledge, and capacity to review
and understand such extensive and complicated technical documents when their thoughts are on
Christmas holidays and the end of the school year. For example, in June 2022, Engagement booklets
were mailed to households starting the “week of June 6. The first of two in-person engagements with
the public owver the entire three years happened on June 21, 2022. The second one happened November
7, 2022, after the LAP was considered final and City Planers would not consider any proposed changes
without Council direction. This is inadequate and unfair.

Angther inconsistency is that there has been no attempt at “accommodation” of community interests.
Concerns expressed in the City's “Phase 2: EXPLORE — What We Heard Report” of June 1, 2022,
highlighted many concerns for the development proposaed in Wildweod. However, in the “Phase 2 —
EXPLORE: What We Did Report” of June 1, 2022, these concerns were outright dismissed.

An example of this is that City Planners said that “We have heard from stakeholders that all
communities should contribute to housing diversity, and no community should be exempt from allowing
different scales of housing.” When asked how many stakeholders they heard from and what was their
imterest, they refused to answer. Are they developers, members of Killarney, who? This is disingenuous
based on the feedback identified in the What We Heard Report.

Currently, there is no “Informed Consent” by the public on this project for they were not provided
adequate opportunities to be meaningfully invoheed. Furthermore, as actions indicate, it is evident that
City Planmers are not interested in obtaining informed consent from community members who should
hawve a say in how their community will evolve, for they are the ones whao live there.

Az an example of engagement gone wrong, | will alse highlight that at the Open House on November 7,
2022, City Planners released a detailed map of locations where they will allow higher density
development at one of their engagement tables that had not been seen previously by the Wildwood
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Community Association, Working Group members, Community Associations, or members of the
community. This map had been buried on page 11 of their "Increasing Housing Choice: Key
Considergtions for Limited-5cale Policy Direction”™ document not easily found on the website. |t is not
included anywhere in the LAP document itself.

Request from Wildweood: The City of Calgory Infrastructure and Planning Committee (IPC) and City
Cowncil showld recognize that the engogement undertaken by City Planners with the general public was
inodequate and needs to direct City Plonners to do another round of engogement that follows the [AF2
Spectrum, which is meaningful and full, and empowers community members to provide adequote
informed feedback and not be wnduly dismissed.

THE LAP CONTRADICTS ITSELF WHERER BUILT FORMS OF 3-UNITS OR MORE ARE APPROPRIATE

Omn the Limited Scale Map, City Planners highlight in Point 1 that — “In communities such as Wildwood,
due to longer blodks and different read patterns, there are fewer places that allow 3 or more unit
developments” whereas for Killarney in point 7 it states — “Three or more unit homes are also allowed
on corner lots in communities like Killarmey, where corner lots face the avenues, this creates streets with
a consistent character of rowhouses.” Wildwood does not follow a typical grid pattern of streets.
Instead, it is a community of mostly meandering, long crescents where 3-unit and 4+ storey
development is mostly inappropriate, as it would not be near transit centres nor commercial businesses.

Mone of the locations preposed for 3+ unit development make any sense other than going through a
map exercise identifying where comner lots exist. It does nothing to address the loss of tree canopy and
green space that will be lost in these locations, for developers have proven over and over again that it is
easier for them to just rip out every piece of vegetation instead of preserving old growth, healthy trees
that are 50+ years old and house a variety of wildlife that is abundant in Wildwood, due to its proximity
to the Bow River compared to other communities.

Furthermore, much of what planners have presented have neglected to follow their cwm Municipal
Development Plan, which acknowledges in Section 3.5.1 that the character of established
neighbourhoods should be preserved.

THERE I5 AMD NEVER WAS AN AGREEMENT WITH CITY PLANNERS TO SUPPORT THE LAP

We have heard claims that City Planners said they reached agreement with communities that they
support the Westbrook LAP. This is not true. No such agreement exists or has ever existed between the
City and the community of Wildwood that supports higher density development. We put the burden of
proof wpon City Planners to prove such an agreement exists.

DESPITE ASKING, NO PROCESS WAS PROVIDED FOR WILDWOOD TO APPLY FOR A SINGLE-DETACHED
SPECIAL POLICY AREA

The Guide to Lecal Area Planning “includes policy encouraging the sensitive integration of new buildings
with their surmoundings, as well as a new tool to allow for areas within a community to be identified as a
Simgle-Detached Special Policy Area to limit redevelopment to a single-detached housing form.™
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Due to the uniqueness of Wildwood's layout and 34% of homes being RC-1, not being within 600 meters
of a transit LRT station, a unique street layout compared to other Westbrook communities, and other
factors, Wildwood requested to explore how they could be considered for a Special Policy RC-1 Study
Zone, like that granted to Rosedale in Northwest Calgary. Wildwood, as well as other communities, was
ignored on this request. Not only was a process on how to apply never provided it was repeatedly stated
by City Planners they would not even consider it. |s this consultation or accommodation in terms of
engagement, certainly not.

Furthermore, the City indicates on its own website that there is more than adequate developable land
zoned appropriately already in the inner city/inner suburban areas to meet all necessary city needs to
2069.

Regquest from Wildwood: Wildwood reguests that the IPC and City Council direct City Planners to provide
o process to the Wildwood Community Associgtion President, Matt Stambough, and Director,
Community Advocacy, Larry Lalonde, on how to apply to be considered for a Special Single-Detached
Special Policy Area. We also continue to request that more time be granted for odditional meaningful
engagement 50 that this can be odequately considered.

THE WESTBEROOK LAP CONTRADICTS THE “WILDWOOD COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT CHARTER"

Az a result of the ongoing growth in Calgary's population and increasing demand for inner-city housing,
established communities have felt the pressure of development within their boundaries. Because the
Community Association realizes inner-city neighbourhoods, such as Wildwood, are viewed as desirable
locations for redevelopment, the community instituted the "Wildwood Community Development
Charter”™ to guide its development committee on supporting redevelopment that is sensitive to the
current context of the neighbourhood and provide a clear description of the community’'s character and
vision for future development. The Westbrook LAP, as written, not only contradicts this Charter, but it
also ignores it

The purpose of the Charter is to provide property owners, architects, developers and planners
contemplating projects affecting Wildwood with the planning considerations the community perceives
to be most important when evaluating development permits. The Charter is a companion document to
the applicable City of Calgary guidelines, by-laws and “Low Density Residential Infill Guidelines for
Established Communities”. This guide has been followed since 2009,

The Westbrook LAP fully contradicts the “Wildwood Community Development Charter”. With the
implementation of the Westbrook LAP, developers will be empowered to ignore community wishes that
retain the contextual value of their inner-city RC-1 neighbourhoods.

Request from Wildwood: As it currently stands, the Westbrook LAP ignares the "Wildwood Community
Development Charter” by allowing 3+ unit rowhouse development that shouwld not exist on the corners
within “Crescent-type streets”. This is predominantly the type of streets that exist within Wildwood.

It is the Wildwood Community Association and residents wishes that development within Wildwood must
be sensitive to odjocent homes with respect to building mass and height and the LAF be rewritten to
remave the direction of 3+ units to be allowed on corners of crescent-type streets within Wildwood.
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THE WESTBROOK LAP, IMN ITS CURRENT FORM, DOES NOT SUPPORT CONTEXTUAL DEVELOPMENT

Wildwood is supportive of “contextual development”. Sadly, despite the LAP having several locations
that identify contextual development or per its Core ldea of “Achieve a strong sense of community
identity in safe and inclusive communities by building upon the unigue characteristics of individual
communities” as important, City Planners have ignored this and are applying a one-size fits all approach
to all neighbourhoods in the identified Westbrook area. The following pages/sections refer to comtextual
development within the LAP: page B; Section 2.2.1 (page 23); Section 2.2.1 6. (page 30); and Section
2.3.6 (page 47).

As puided by its Development Charter, Wildwood Community advises propenents of new development
that they must strictly adhere to the “Low Density Residential Infill Housing Guidelines for Established
Communities”. If a Development Application deviates from theses Guidelines, the onus should be on the
Applicant to fully demonstrate that such deviation is consistent with Wildwood context to the
satisfaction of the Development Committee and adjacent residents.

Wildwood prepared its Development Charter to provide focus and darity te the concept of community
“context”. The Community encourages propenents (in this case City Planners and City of Calgary] to seek
input from neighbours as well as the Development Committee. Wildwood residents are an important
resource offering valuable insight when considering the matter of Context. 50, why are City planners not
meaningfully engaging with members of the community?

Reguest from Wildwood: Currently, most citizens with Wildwood are unaware 3+ units can be built on
carner lots near them. Wildwood requests that the IPC and City Council direct City Planners to engoge
with all properties on corner lots and those that are adjocent to corner lots before the LAP is approved.

CLOSING

The Wildwood Community Association has strived to provide thoughtful and consistent perspectives on
development issues affecting the community. It has done this consistently as Wildwood has evolved to
include new RC-1 built forms replacing existing bungalows.

Unfortunately, City Planners have not fulfilled their "Duty to Consult” with the broader community on
the impacts of the LAP on their individual property rights. It is time for the IPC and City Council to
correct this by directing City Planners to undertake additional engagement before approving the
Westbrook LAP.

Sincerely,

Larry Lalonde

Director, Community Advocacy
Wildwood Community Association
T: 403.863.2011

E: lamylalondell &egmail.com
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