[ would like to thank the council for considering our input. I am here today on behalf of many in
the community who oppose this development, as we believe it does not align with Inglewood's
character or established planning policies.

Inglewood has been officially declared a Special Character District by the City of Calgary,
recognizing its unique heritage and cultural significance.

While we are not opposed to increased density or thoughtful development, the proposed project at 45
New Street disregards the established processes and takes advantage of Paused Local Area Plan, which
guidelines the developments to enhance the integrity of our community and provides long-term
vision for how land could be used and redeveloped.

This development seeks to rezone from R-CG to H-GO treating Inglewood as if it were a typical
neighborhood, and setting this development as a norm, instead of respecting the careful planning and
protections outlined in the Inglewood Area Redevelopment Plan (ARP).

The applicant references Section 2.3 of the ARP, citing a call for "new residential opportunities.”
However, the broader section explicitly emphasizes the preservation of low-density areas,
collaboration with the community, and adherence to necessary studies and public engagement:

- Section 2.3.1:The R-2 and R-2A designations in existing low-density residential areas should be retained.
- Section 2.3.6: The City Administration should work with the community to process residential applications.
Section 2.4.6(a): Area residents must be fully involved in the redesignation and development permit process.

We respect the City’s goals for managed growth and believe density can be introduced responsibly.
However, it must be done with proper community consultation, compliance with ARP guidelines, and
an understanding of the local context—none of which this application sufficiently addresses.
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Administration was in receipt of letters of opposition, there letters did not reach council
members and are not attached to this item on todays agenda.

City-Led Outreach
In keeping with Administration’s practices, this application was circulated to the public/interested

parties, noticed posted on-site and published online. Notification letters were also sent to
adjacent landowners.

Administration received 27 letters of opposition and 15 letters of support from the public. The
letters of opposition included the following areas of concern:

The Applicant have done due diligence in reaching out the their friends, family, co-workers, etc. We
wish the same was done for the community residents who will be affected by this development.

Public Submission Results

Analysis of Public Submissions:

* 74 submissions —-69 For, 5 against ( some against did not appear)

* About 25 had vested interests — real estate, developer, architect, family

* 3 business owners supporting community growth

* Only 5 Inglewood residents ( other than owners and those against — none from New Street

* @ 12justsigned with no comments, most others supported with little location-specific knowledge



Community Opposition:

At multiple Inglewood Community Association (ICA) meetings, residents overwhelmingly opposed the
project:

- September 2024: 93% voted against.

- January 2025: 70% voted against.

While we value open dialogue and collaboration, the applicant’s efforts to involve the community have
been inadequate and inconsistent with what the ARP requires.



Traffic and Parking Studies Ignored

Section 2.4.6(c) of the ARP mandates traffic and parking studies for new developments. However,
no such studies were conducted, and the planning committee dismissed their necessity. This is a
glaring oversight, especially given that nearly every resident's response raised concerns about parking

and traffic impacts. Due process demands that these studies be completed to ensure the development
does not negatively impact the community’s functionality.

Parking Issues




Alignment with the Community

The ARP emphasizes that new developments must integrate seamlessly with the existing
neighborhood: - Section 2.4.6(d): The appearance of new developments should harmonize with nearby buildings, with edges

attractively designed or screened to enhance the area.
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This proposal, however, fails to align with these expectations. It is decidedly NOT «gentle
densification”. It is completely out of scale for the street, offers no aesthetic considerations to the



building style and character of the neighborhood. As a Special Character District, Inglewood requires
strong heritage conservation measures. While we welcome growth, we must ensure that it reflects the
area's architectural character and respects its rich history.

We Call for Proper Process and Respect for Inglewood

We are not against development or increased density in Inglewood. On the contrary, we believe
that thoughtful, well-planned projects can contribute positively.

However, this proposal undermines due process and sidesteps the ARP’s guidelines, which were
created to protect Inglewood’s unique character and ensure that new developments enhance our
community.

We urge the City Council to reject this proposal in its current form, send BOLD back to the
drawing board, and require Planning Committee to follow the proper process, including thorough
community engagement, compliance with the ARP, compliance with R-CG firewall requirements, and
the necessary studies (traffic, parking, shadow, etc).

Let’s work together to support responsible development that nurtures Inglewood’s identity while
accommodating growth. Protect the heart of Inglewood by ensuring development reflects its values,
heritage, and vision for the future.

Do not let anyone to take advantage of the paused LAP - which sole purpose is to outline a
long-term vision for how land could be used and redeveloped.



Lack of Respect for Neighborhood




