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James Stirling, P.Eng.  
224 18th Street N.W. 

     Calgary, AB T2N 4X3  
 

 
Date: December 20th, 2024 
 
Mayor Jyoti Gondek 
Office of the Mayor 
The City of Calgary 
P.O. Box 2100, Station M 
Calgary, AB  
T2P 2M5 
Delivered by e-mail: Mayor@calgary.ca 
Ward 7 Councillor Terry Wong, Terry.Wong@calgary.ca 
   
Dear Mayor Gondek and Councillor Wong, 

 
Risk Management Plan for Development at 1724 Westmount Boulevard NW, Calgary, AB 
 
Please find below my review of this proposed Risk Management Plan (RMP) (Ref. 1). I’m an 
APEGA registered Professional Engineer (P.Eng) with expertise in complex oil and gas field 
development, regulatory process and environmental assessment from a background in 
subsurface reservoir modeling. I’m working on a pro bono basis in collaboration with the 
neighbourhood group of residents in opposition to the condominium development proposal. I 
have no property interests in the immediate area.  I hope my detailed technical review (pp. 2-3) 
will assist you in the assessment of our group’s concerns. In summary: 
 

i. 1724 Westmount Boulevard (the Site) is part of a complex regional dynamic system that 
the static hydrogeological Conceptual Site Model (CSM) does not adequately reconcile, 

ii. The Site developer’s RMP focuses upon future residents of the proposed condominium 
development. It doesn’t address current residents concerns for risk associated with 
construction of a vapour barrier system and possibly odorous gas venting operations, 

iii. Documented gaps in the Province’s regulation of contaminated sites (Ref. 2) are exemplified 
in both the proposed Site development and Canada Creosote (CC) site. Risk is being 
driven by a failure to fully remediate the CC site. Alberta Environment & Protected Areas 
(AEPA) approach to monitoring and assessment is not well understood by residents, and 
appears to us overly reliant upon consultants’ assessments. Efforts of neighbours to meet 
AEPA staff in person have been ignored, further undermining confidence in both this 
RMP, the development approval process as a whole and risk management of the CC site.  

 
The residents support inner city development towards reducing urban sprawl and revitalization of 
urban cores. However the current Site proposal requires extensive excavation to accommodate 
condo buildings, associated below ground parking and services. In the context of an underutilized 
and contaminated CC site, we feel an unjust burden to accommodate residential density that by 
its nature simultaneously increases prospective environmental, health & safety (EH&S) risks 
upon residents that remain unaddressed in the RMP. We therefore request your assistance in 
facilitating our meeting AEPA and City staff toward satisfactory resolution of our concerns prior to 
issuance of development and other approval permits. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

James Stirling, P. Eng.  

 
 

cc. Hon. Ric McIver, Minister of Municipal Affairs minister.municipalaffairs@gov.ab.ca  
cc. Dep. Minister, Environment & Protected Areas, Sherri Wilson sherri.wilson@gov.ab.ca 
cc. Mr. Gurbir Nijjar, Gurbir.Nijjar@calgary.ca 
cc. Ms. Becky Poschman, caward7@calgary.ca 
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1. Hydrogeological Conceptual Site Model (CSM) and Contaminant Migration 
Assessment. 

 
a. Failure of the engineered barrier wall to contain contamination at the Canada 

Creosote (CC) source site (Ref. 1a) offers lessons in appropriate use of 
hydrogeological CSM’s to assess migration at Westmount Boulevard (the Site). 
The CC site was in operation for forty years from 1923 to 1963. The contamination 
source, a dense non-aqueous phase liquid, DNAPL (i.e. creosote), remains only partly 
remediated today, 60 years after closure. Over that time, creosote has flowed under 
gravity, controlled by bedrock fractures in a generally northeast direction from the CC 
site to impact a wide area including north of the Bow River. Failure to contain 
contamination was, at its root, a result of over-simplification of complex physical 
processes governed by geology, contaminant and aquifer properties. The 
hydrogeological CSM for this Site is also over-simplified (Ref. 1b). 
 

b. Keystone’s interpretations of data are on occasion imprecise, contradictory and 
confusing (Ref. 1c). Fluid communication pathways are extensive and complex. To infer 
that creosote stability might “mitigate any further vertical migration” (Ref. 1d) is not 
supportable. Sampling bias and modeling technique limit detailed interpretation of 
creosote fluid dynamics. Creosote and other Contaminants of Potential Concern 
(COPC) have moved from the CC site west, north and east into the Hillhurst area. This 
is likely governed, in part, by Bow river pressure head fluctuation and surficial aquifers 
influenced by seasonal variation in river flows and precipitation over many years after 
the CC site closure in 1963 (Ref. 1e). Relying upon the groundwater alone may not 
constrain vertical migration of COPC’s at the Site, (Ref. 1f) risks vapour leakage into 
condominium indoor air and so drives the recommendation to install a parkade sub 
slab engineered vapour barrier. This brings other, unacknowledged risks (see 2b).  
 

c. Data gaps drive an oversimplification of the Site CSM. For example, under-
sampling in the area beyond the Site (Ref. 1g) and a sampling bias forced by the original 
building at the Site (Ref. 1h) biases the CSM. This bias likely creates an incomplete 
understanding of distribution of COPC’s derived from the creosote source. COPC’s 
such as petroleum aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and volatile organic compounds 
(VOCs) cannot be fully reconciled with creosote location (Ref. 1i) perhaps owing to the 
influence of pressure driven groundwater movement affecting low-density COPC 
distribution independently of high-density creosote. There is also scope for soil gases 
at site to be generated from volatilization of non-aqueous phase liquids (NAPL) and 
aerobic biodegradation of hydrocarbons. 

 
2. Risk Assessment CSM and Risk Mitigation. 

 
The Risk Assessment CSM focuses on the proposed condominium development at Site 
(Ref. 1j)  
a. The risk assessment states (Ref. 1k) that if the Site owner attempted to remove the 

creosote onsite it would eventually be replaced from the up-gradient source i.e. 
the CC site. Creosote contaminant exposure risk therefore remains for residents of 
the proposed condominium development until the CC site is fully remediated.  
 

b. The principle risk is framed in terms of indoor air quality impacts of 
contaminant exposure to the proposed condominium development residents. 
Although vertical attenuation of contaminants by the water table remaining above the 
depth of creosote is likely, it cannot be relied upon. Hydrocarbon-like odours have 
been detected in monitoring wells in the vicinity. An effort to trap gases could 
simultaneously concentrate odours that cannot currently be detected in the 
atmosphere due to dispersion and dilution the natural hydrogeology provides and that 
excavation for the purpose of condominium development risks disturbing. 
 

c. The plan to vent any migrating gases to atmosphere may be a risk reduction to 
condo residents, but would represent a transfer of EH&S risk to the 
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neighbourhood’s existing residents and users of the playpark and outdoor rink 
adjacent to the proposed development. Odours associated with venting would also 
create a negative perception of the Hillhurst area as a whole.  
 

d. It is not clear how the Risk Management Plan (RMP) will address regulatory 
gaps. The October 2024 RSC, “Record of Site Condition” (Appendix A) declaration is 
incomplete (Ref. 1l). RMP implementation (Ref. 1m) requires the Condominium 
Corporation be responsible for monitoring and reporting changes in site 
conditions. This should be AEPA’s responsibility. 

 
References: 

 
(1) “Report of Findings – Risk Management Plan for Development of 1724 Westmount 

Boulevard NW, Calgary, AB”, prepared for Anthem Westmount Developments GP, Project 
No: 15177, October 2024. 

a.  “Figure 3-2 Canada Creosote Conceptual Model” (p.19)  
b. “3. Conceptual Understanding... the hydrogeological CSM focuses on the DNAPL 

and associated dissolved groundwater plume identified within a fractured bedrock 
setting of … the Paskapoo Formation.” (p.15) 

c. “3.6.2.4.2 Monitoring Results ... DNAPL thickness… measurements are generally 
decreasing at the Site... suggesting ... DNAPL has reached a point of stability... 
different sampling methodologies (make it) difficult to determine the absolute 
thickness decreases”. (p.54) 

d. “3.6.2.4.3 Delineation...the general decreases in DNAPL thickness across the 
impacted area ... would mitigate any further vertical migration” (p.55) 

e. “3.3.1 Factors Influencing DNAPL Migration ... Temperature and fluid conductivity 
logs identified discrete zones of flowing groundwater in … the bedrock ...  
represent both horizontal and sub-vertical pathways for potential DNAPL or 
dissolved phase COPC migration.” (p.20) 

f. Stating that 3.3.2 (p.20), 3.6.2.4.2 (p.55), 3.12.3.3 (p.80) 3.27 (p.85) the “DNAPL 
plume would continue to remain covered by the groundwater table” may not 
mitigate COPC migration at the Site. 

g. “Figure 3-3 Regional Study Area and Development of Cross Sections” (p.22) 
h. “Figure B1-2 to B1-5 Sample Location Plan” (Appendix B Figures) 
i. “3.6.2.4.3 Delineation ... hydrocarbon-like odours … observed in monitoring well” 

(p.55) , ... “3.6.2.1 Background of Creosote Contamination in the Surrounding 
Area”. “drilling locations ringing the Site encountered concentrations of Polycyclic 
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) consistent with creosote contamination… Tier 1 
exceedances of F1, F2, F3, ethylbenzene and toluene were present in the area. 
Offsite soil contaminants of PAH were detected in wells to the west … the north … 
and to the east” (p.48)  

j. “3. Conceptual Understanding ... the risk assessment primarily focuses on the 
assessment ... on the site scale rather than the regional scale.” (p.15) 

k. “3.6.9 Contaminant Susceptibility to Various Treatment or Destruction Options” (p. 
61) 

l. Appendix A0 Risk Management Information, 7.2 Key Progress of RMP 
m. Implementation condition (8), “the new Site Owner ... must communicate with 

Alberta Environment to confirm site condition has not changed” (p.88) 
 

(2) https://elc.ab.ca/wp-content/uploads/2024/02/The-Regulation-of-Contaminated-Sites-in-
Alberta_.pdf 
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Riley Communities LAP -  submission to Infrastructure and Planning Committee  January 8, 2025 

December 31, 2024 

 

Infrastructure and Calgary Planning Commission 

800 Macleod Trail SE 
P.O. Box 2100, Station M 

Calgary, Alberta  T2P 2M5 
 
Teresa.goldstein@calgary.ca 

 
Dear Chair and Members of Calgary Infrastructure and Planning Committee, 

 
 RE:     Draft Riley Communities Local Area Plan  

  Review scheduled for January 8, 2025 
 
 

The Draft Riley Communities Local Area Plan was referred to Administration for a review 
of and to increase the development opportunities surrounding the LRT Stations located 

within the plan area. 
 
However, there are fundamental concerns that have not been addressed within the 

existing Draft Riley Communities Local Area Plan.  There is a disconnect between the 
land uses and density being proposed and the policies related to the Urban Forest and 

the Climate Risk mitigations.    
 

I request the following policies be addressed given the inherent conflict with the 
proposed building forms, the density, and parcel coverage allowed with the land use 
districts applied to the parcels within the Riley Communities. 

 
The following are examples of inconsistencies: 

 
1. Page 16 speaks to the “Urban Forest” creating a mature tree canopy that 

consists of trees on both public and private lands.  Healthy tree canopies are 
critical to climate change mitigation and enhance community wellbeing.   

 

For example: 
 

Policy 2.4.2 Climate Mitigation and Adaptation and Policy 2.4.2 Building Form and 
Building Design only refer to buildings.   
 

The density and built form envisioned by the Local Area Plan will remove all trees on 
private lands as there is no space for trees to be placed let alone mature under the 

current and proposed land use designations.    
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Riley Communities LAP -  submission to Infrastructure and Planning Committee  January 8, 2025 

Policy 2.2.3.2 Parks and Open Space refers to natural open spaces throughout the 
communities and existing recreational facilities.  This will be the only areas for trees and 

there is a conflict with natural escarpment areas and sprots fields.  There is no mention 
of City boulevards as this is the only space left for trees. 

 
Policy 2.4.2 Built Form policies relate to buildings and there is no mention of 

landscaping on parcels.   
 
Policy 2.2.1 Urban Form Categories – Neighbourhood – states:  At all scales, 

redevelopment should consider existing context, parcel layout, building massing, and 
landscaping to sensitively integrate into the community. 
 
How can this policy ever be implemented with the rules of the R-CG land use district 
and the rules of the H-GO land use district being so permissive allowing for a very large 
and varied built forms and devoid of any reference to adjacent existing built forms.   
 
 

2. Policy 2.3.  Scale Transition speaks to:  Higher density development that shares 
a property line or lane with low density residential development 
should stepback the building where it interfaces with the lower density 
development. The stepback should provide a clear and distinct transition in scale 
between the two development types. 

 
While the principle of stepback is not the only factor that should be considered as there 
are issues with shadowing, overlooking and privacy to name only a few.   
 
  

3. Policy 2.4.2.1 n.  Site Design states the use of setbacks areas on private lands 
should be used to improve public spaces.   

 
This is not possible as the front and side setback areas adjacent to a street will be filled 
with steps, window wells and private sidewalks.  Only the public boulevard will be able 

to accommodate trees and that is questionable because of the location of public utilities 
and space.    

  
  

4. Policy 2.4.2.3 e.  Private Amenity Space states:  Private amenity spaces should: i. 
be adequately sized to accommodate furniture; ii. consider both sunlight and 
shade access; and, iii. provide weather protection to support year-round use. 

 
The amenity spaces will always be in a shadow because the R-CG and H-GO land use 
districts allow for a double row of buildings with only a 6.5 metres space between them.  

This space will always be in shade because of the orientation of the buildings. This 
policy cannot be achieved.  
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Riley Communities LAP -  submission to Infrastructure and Planning Committee  January 8, 2025 

5. Policy 2.4.2.4 Landscape Design Policies provide for the transition spaces from 
public to private, landscape materials and water conservation.   

 
The scale and site coverage of 60% for buildings does not include the hard surfaces to 

move throughout the development.  There is minimal to no transition spaces in the 
front areas and there is no true green space within any parcel that will allow for 

meaningful tree planting and on-site water retention.      
  
 

6. Policy 2.5.6.1 19th Street NW Community Corridor – provides policies for the 
redevelopment of this street that will ‘enhance pedestrian experience’; See policy 

D, F & G 
  
Development that shares a property line or lane with parcels developed with single 
detached, semi-detached, or duplex residential development should step back the 
building above the third storey along the shared property line with the lower density 
development. e. Consolidation of parcels is encouraged for greater development 
potential, to provide for comprehensively planned development and avoid isolating 
parcels that would restrict the feasibility of redevelopment on adjacent properties. f. 
Development along 19 Street NW should exceed tree requirements outlined in the Land 
Use Bylaw to support an expanded tree canopy. g. Development fronting onto 19 Street 
NW should provide a well-defined street wall, a widened sidewalk, street trees, and 
contribute to an enhanced, pedestrian-oriented public spaces 
  
This will be very difficult to achieve when using land use districts that allow for 

permitted uses and the Administration cannot consider the other factors such as 
implementing these policies in their development permit decisions. 
 

 
7. Policy 3.2.4 Climate Resilience  states: To support and expand the urban forest in 

the Riley Communities, the following should be considered: i. increase the 
amount of public trees and plantings in boulevards and on residential streets, 
ensuring sustainable planting infrastructure for the trees to become self 
sufficient in the planting area, including sufficient soil volume and characteristics, 
adequate moisture inputs and retention, and appropriate locations with sufficient 
setbacks or mitigation to protect from salt and underground utilities, particularly 
on arterial and commercial roads; ii. protect trees on public lands from all ground 
disturbance activities within 6 metes… 

 
This policy will be difficult to implement with the built form and parcel coverage allowed 
through the land use districts applied to the community.    
 
 
 

 

IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 51 of 112



4 
 

Riley Communities LAP -  submission to Infrastructure and Planning Committee  January 8, 2025 

I respectfully request a review of my concerns, and I request the members of the 
Infrastructure and Planning Committee forward to Riley Communities Local Area Plan to 

Administration to provide practical solutions that can be reviewed and implemented 
when redevelopment occurs in our community.    

 

Respectfully submitted, 
 

 (signed electronically) 

 

Susan J. Kober  
Resident of 2015 – 4 Avenue NW, Calgary, AB  T2N 0N4 
 

IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 52 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 53 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 54 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 55 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 56 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 57 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 58 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 59 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 60 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 61 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 62 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 63 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 64 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 65 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 66 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 67 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 68 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 69 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 70 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 71 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 72 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 73 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 74 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 75 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 76 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 77 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 78 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 79 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 80 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 81 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 82 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 83 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 84 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 85 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 86 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 87 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 88 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 89 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 90 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 91 of 112



IP2025-0009 
Attachment 11

Page 92 of 112



 1 

James Stirling, P.Eng.  
 

Date: December 20th, 2024 
 
Mayor Jyoti Gondek 
Office of the Mayor 
The City of Calgary 
P.O. Box 2100, Station M 
Calgary, AB  
T2P 2M5 
Delivered by e-mail: Mayor@calgary.ca 
Ward 7 Councillor Terry Wong, Terry.Wong@calgary.ca 
   
Dear Mayor Gondek and Councillor Wong, 

 
Risk Management Plan for Development at 1724 Westmount Boulevard NW, Calgary, AB 
 
Please find below my review of this proposed Risk Management Plan (RMP) (Ref. 1). I’m an 
APEGA registered Professional Engineer (P.Eng) with expertise in complex oil and gas field 
development, regulatory process and environmental assessment from a background in 
subsurface reservoir modeling. I’m working on a pro bono basis in collaboration with the 
neighbourhood group of residents in opposition to the condominium development proposal. I 
have no property interests in the immediate area.  I hope my detailed technical review (pp. 2-3) 
will assist you in the assessment of our group’s concerns. In summary: 
 

i. 1724 Westmount Boulevard (the Site) is part of a complex regional dynamic system that 
the static hydrogeological Conceptual Site Model (CSM) does not adequately reconcile, 

ii. The Site developer’s RMP focuses upon future residents of the proposed condominium 
development. It doesn’t address current residents concerns for risk associated with 
construction of a vapour barrier system and possibly odorous gas venting operations, 

iii. Documented gaps in the Province’s regulation of contaminated sites (Ref. 2) are exemplified 
in both the proposed Site development and Canada Creosote (CC) site. Risk is being 
driven by a failure to fully remediate the CC site. Alberta Environment & Protected Areas 
(AEPA) approach to monitoring and assessment is not well understood by residents, and 
appears to us overly reliant upon consultants’ assessments. Efforts of neighbours to meet 
AEPA staff in person have been ignored, further undermining confidence in both this 
RMP, the development approval process as a whole and risk management of the CC site.  

 
The residents support inner city development towards reducing urban sprawl and revitalization of 
urban cores. However the current Site proposal requires extensive excavation to accommodate 
condo buildings, associated below ground parking and services. In the context of an underutilized 
and contaminated CC site, we feel an unjust burden to accommodate residential density that by 
its nature simultaneously increases prospective environmental, health & safety (EH&S) risks 
upon residents that remain unaddressed in the RMP. We therefore request your assistance in 
facilitating our meeting AEPA and City staff toward satisfactory resolution of our concerns prior to 
issuance of development and other approval permits. 

 
Sincerely, 
Original signed by 

James Stirling, P. Eng.  
 
 

cc. Hon. Ric McIver, Minister of Municipal Affairs minister.municipalaffairs@gov.ab.ca  
cc. Dep. Minister, Environment & Protected Areas, Sherri Wilson sherri.wilson@gov.ab.ca 
cc. Mr. Gurbir Nijjar, Gurbir.Nijjar@calgary.ca 
cc. Ms. Becky Poschman, caward7@calgary.ca 
 

 
1. Hydrogeological Conceptual Site Model (CSM) and Contaminant Migration 
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Assessment. 
 

a. Failure of the engineered barrier wall to contain contamination at the Canada 
Creosote (CC) source site (Ref. 1a) offers lessons in appropriate use of 
hydrogeological CSM’s to assess migration at Westmount Boulevard (the Site). 
The CC site was in operation for forty years from 1923 to 1963. The contamination 
source, a dense non-aqueous phase liquid, DNAPL (i.e. creosote), remains only partly 
remediated today, 60 years after closure. Over that time, creosote has flowed under 
gravity, controlled by bedrock fractures in a generally northeast direction from the CC 
site to impact a wide area including north of the Bow River. Failure to contain 
contamination was, at its root, a result of over-simplification of complex physical 
processes governed by geology, contaminant and aquifer properties. The 
hydrogeological CSM for this Site is also over-simplified (Ref. 1b). 
 

b. Keystone’s interpretations of data are on occasion imprecise, contradictory and 
confusing (Ref. 1c). Fluid communication pathways are extensive and complex. To infer 
that creosote stability might “mitigate any further vertical migration” (Ref. 1d) is not 
supportable. Sampling bias and modeling technique limit detailed interpretation of 
creosote fluid dynamics. Creosote and other Contaminants of Potential Concern 
(COPC) have moved from the CC site west, north and east into the Hillhurst area. This 
is likely governed, in part, by Bow river pressure head fluctuation and surficial aquifers 
influenced by seasonal variation in river flows and precipitation over many years after 
the CC site closure in 1963 (Ref. 1e). Relying upon the groundwater alone may not 
constrain vertical migration of COPC’s at the Site, (Ref. 1f) risks vapour leakage into 
condominium indoor air and so drives the recommendation to install a parkade sub 
slab engineered vapour barrier. This brings other, unacknowledged risks (see 2b).  
 

c. Data gaps drive an oversimplification of the Site CSM. For example, under-
sampling in the area beyond the Site (Ref. 1g) and a sampling bias forced by the original 
building at the Site (Ref. 1h) biases the CSM. This bias likely creates an incomplete 
understanding of distribution of COPC’s derived from the creosote source. COPC’s 
such as petroleum aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and volatile organic compounds 
(VOCs) cannot be fully reconciled with creosote location (Ref. 1i) perhaps owing to the 
influence of pressure driven groundwater movement affecting low-density COPC 
distribution independently of high-density creosote. There is also scope for soil gases 
at site to be generated from volatilization of non-aqueous phase liquids (NAPL) and 
aerobic biodegradation of hydrocarbons. 

 
2. Risk Assessment CSM and Risk Mitigation. 

 
The Risk Assessment CSM focuses on the proposed condominium development at Site 
(Ref. 1j)  
a. The risk assessment states (Ref. 1k) that if the Site owner attempted to remove the 

creosote onsite it would eventually be replaced from the up-gradient source i.e. 
the CC site. Creosote contaminant exposure risk therefore remains for residents of 
the proposed condominium development until the CC site is fully remediated.  
 

b. The principle risk is framed in terms of indoor air quality impacts of 
contaminant exposure to the proposed condominium development residents. 
Although vertical attenuation of contaminants by the water table remaining above the 
depth of creosote is likely, it cannot be relied upon. Hydrocarbon-like odours have 
been detected in monitoring wells in the vicinity. An effort to trap gases could 
simultaneously concentrate odours that cannot currently be detected in the 
atmosphere due to dispersion and dilution the natural hydrogeology provides and that 
excavation for the purpose of condominium development risks disturbing. 
 

c. The plan to vent any migrating gases to atmosphere may be a risk reduction to 
condo residents, but would represent a transfer of EH&S risk to the 
neighbourhood’s existing residents and users of the playpark and outdoor rink 
adjacent to the proposed development. Odours associated with venting would also 
create a negative perception of the Hillhurst area as a whole.  
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d. It is not clear how the Risk Management Plan (RMP) will address regulatory 

gaps. The October 2024 RSC, “Record of Site Condition” (Appendix A) declaration is 
incomplete (Ref. 1l). RMP implementation (Ref. 1m) requires the Condominium 
Corporation be responsible for monitoring and reporting changes in site 
conditions. This should be AEPA’s responsibility. 

 
References: 

 
(1) “Report of Findings – Risk Management Plan for Development of 1724 Westmount 

Boulevard NW, Calgary, AB”, prepared for Anthem Westmount Developments GP, Project 
No: 15177, October 2024. 

a.  “Figure 3-2 Canada Creosote Conceptual Model” (p.19)  
b. “3. Conceptual Understanding... the hydrogeological CSM focuses on the DNAPL 

and associated dissolved groundwater plume identified within a fractured bedrock 
setting of … the Paskapoo Formation.” (p.15) 

c. “3.6.2.4.2 Monitoring Results ... DNAPL thickness… measurements are generally 
decreasing at the Site... suggesting ... DNAPL has reached a point of stability... 
different sampling methodologies (make it) difficult to determine the absolute 
thickness decreases”. (p.54) 

d. “3.6.2.4.3 Delineation...the general decreases in DNAPL thickness across the 
impacted area ... would mitigate any further vertical migration” (p.55) 

e. “3.3.1 Factors Influencing DNAPL Migration ... Temperature and fluid conductivity 
logs identified discrete zones of flowing groundwater in … the bedrock ...  
represent both horizontal and sub-vertical pathways for potential DNAPL or 
dissolved phase COPC migration.” (p.20) 

f. Stating that 3.3.2 (p.20), 3.6.2.4.2 (p.55), 3.12.3.3 (p.80) 3.27 (p.85) the “DNAPL 
plume would continue to remain covered by the groundwater table” may not 
mitigate COPC migration at the Site. 

g. “Figure 3-3 Regional Study Area and Development of Cross Sections” (p.22) 
h. “Figure B1-2 to B1-5 Sample Location Plan” (Appendix B Figures) 
i. “3.6.2.4.3 Delineation ... hydrocarbon-like odours … observed in monitoring well” 

(p.55) , ... “3.6.2.1 Background of Creosote Contamination in the Surrounding 
Area”. “drilling locations ringing the Site encountered concentrations of Polycyclic 
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) consistent with creosote contamination… Tier 1 
exceedances of F1, F2, F3, ethylbenzene and toluene were present in the area. 
Offsite soil contaminants of PAH were detected in wells to the west … the north … 
and to the east” (p.48)  

j. “3. Conceptual Understanding ... the risk assessment primarily focuses on the 
assessment ... on the site scale rather than the regional scale.” (p.15) 

k. “3.6.9 Contaminant Susceptibility to Various Treatment or Destruction Options” (p. 
61) 

l. Appendix A0 Risk Management Information, 7.2 Key Progress of RMP 
m. Implementation condition (8), “the new Site Owner ... must communicate with 

Alberta Environment to confirm site condition has not changed” (p.88) 
 

(2) https://elc.ab.ca/wp-content/uploads/2024/02/The-Regulation-of-Contaminated-Sites-in-
Alberta .pdf 
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January 2, 2025 
 

Infrastructure and Planning Committee 
 

Subject: Riley Communities Local Area Plan 
 

Dear Mayor and Council, 
 

I am writing on behalf O2 Planning and Design Inc. (O2) to express our firm’s support for the revised Riley 
Communities Local Area Plan that will be presented by administration at the January 8 meeting of the 
Infrastructure and Planning Committee. 
 
Over the past decade, O2 has been very active in the area covered by the Riley Communities Local Area Plan. 
O2 has represented land owners and developers assisting them with over twenty development plans and 
successful land use approvals as well as working as a partner with the City of Calgary on public realm 
improvement projects such as Bow to Bluff. O2 currently is working with clients on active development 
projects in the plan area including Anthem’s redevelopment of the former CBC site and the masterplan for 
the new owners of the Riley Park Village Site (former Grace Hospital).  Given O2’s past, current and 
anticipated future involvement in projects in the plan area our work will be guided by the policies of the Riley 
Communities Local Area Plan. 
 
Throughout the administration’s preparation of the LAP, O2 has been active in discussions with the 
administration project team. O2 would like to thank the administration team for their willingness to engage 
with us and to hear and consider our comments. 
 
O2 is supportive of the proposed LAP because we believe that the plan establishes the framework for the 
future development of the plan area that prioritizes development and density in the areas that developers are 
most likely pursue and that will result in meaningful change in the plan area. O2 is particularly supportive of 
the revisions made to the LAP following the Council recommendation to refer the plan back to administration. 
O2 is specifically supportive of the following two proposed changes related to the Riley Park Village site: 
 
- The inclusion of the SAIT / AUArts / Jubilee LRT Station Area as a third station area and the modification to 

building scales within this portion of the Plan Area. 
- The addition of policy 2.2.4.b that reads “should a new concept emerge for a Comprehensive Planning 

Site resulting from a submitted master plan, amendments to the Plan including Map 3: Urban Form and 
Map 4: Building Scale, should be made.” 

 
We suggest that these proposed changes provide policy guidance to allow for the Riley Park Village site to be 
developed in a transit adjacent appropriate manner informed by a comprehensively planned masterplan that 
the owner’s development team will begin preparation of in the coming weeks.  Although a significant amount of 
effort and engagement goes into preparing an LAP, O2 also believes that LAP policies cannot always capture 
the most appropriate development outcomes for specific sites. Therefore, amendments to the plan should be 
considered when presented with robust design rational to support an amendment.  
 
O2 looks forward to continuing to work on transformational projects within the Riley Communities Plan area 
and recommends that Council support the proposed LAP as presented.  
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Sincerely, 

Brian Horton, RPP MCIP 
Principal 
O2 Planning & Design Inc. 
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1026 16 Ave NW, Suite 203 
Calgary, AB T2M 0K6 
587-350-5172 

January 2, 2024 

Calgary Infrastructure and Planning Committee 

Calgary City Hall 

800 Macleod Trail SE 

Calgary, AB T2G 5E6 

  

Re: Proposed Riley Local Area Plan (LAP) at IPC 
 

Dear Infrastructure and Planning Committee,  
  
On behalf of our clients, we would like to express our sincere gratitude for The City’s response to 
feedback from residents and industry following the IPC meeting on October 16, 2024. We had previously 
advocated for the removal of the modified building scale on the east side of 10th Street NW, north of 
Memorial Drive NW, specifically Policy 2.5.2.2.i (formerly Policy 2.5.2(k)) and Figure 13 from the draft 
Riley LAP. We are pleased to observe that the area where the policy applies has been modified to only 
include those buildings that have the potential for heritage designation. We believe this modification 
will increase the potential for growth and development on 10th Street NW and within an important 
Transit Station Area. 
 
We support the draft Riley LAP. We are confident that this plan aligns with The City’s objective of 
accommodating 50% of Calgary’s future population growth within developed areas and fostering a more 
sustainable urban form by encouraging growth within The City and optimizing the utilization of existing 
land. 

We would like to thank Administration for their dedicated efforts in creating this plan. We urge 
members of the Committee to vote in favor of the amended plan and forward it to Council for 
consideration. Thank you for your regard as you deliberate on the proposed Riley LAP. 

Sincerely,   

Jessica Karpat, MEDes, RPP, MCIP  
Principal – Planning, QuantumPlace Developments Ltd. 
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