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Thursday, February 27, 2025 

Riley Communities Local Area Plan 

In the plan as presented there is no apparent careful thought or consideration of the 
policies and principles of the existing city's own recommendations as in their 
Municipal Development Plan and Transit Oriented Guidelines. There is especially no 

evidence of any significant consideration or engagement of the existing community or 
any attempt that "addresses local character , community needs and appropriate 

development transitions with existing neighbourhoods". 

Some examples of this include identifying quiet residential streets as neighbourhood 

connectors and the insertion of multiple four storey, and especially six storey and 
higher structures that in no way fit in with the character of the neighbourhood. An area 
of potential higher density at North Hill mall exists and could be densified without so 
much ill effect on the neighbourhood. It seems the intent is to have a wasteland of 
higher buildings and towers with minimal respite in the form of green spaces and trees. 

There are no changes incorporated as suggested by the community with regards to 
supporting pedestrian flow or the mobility study. 

There is little attractive or inspiring about the plan as presented and instead seems to 
aspire to turn Calgary into a dull, cold and uninspiring city. 
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Comments - Riley Local Area Plan.pdf 

Briar Hill / Hounsfield Heights is a quiet area; we're not looking for the type of build up 
that you are considering. We aren't against development but we aren't for 12 storey 
buildings and we aren't for the amount of parking and traffic headaches that this will 
bring. In particular the North part of Hounsfield Heights does not have the access 
required for this. 13th Avenue isn't even paved! 

2,2 

Mar 2 2025 

7 51:27 PM 



Comments regarding the Riley Local Area Plan: 

I am unhappy with the changes from the May 2024 to December 2024 Building Scale documents and the 
direction of the Local Area Plan. There seems to be a fixation on the corridor from Lions Park C-train to 
SAIT along the North side of Hounsfield Heights. 

As one of the people living in the new "4-storey" areas, I'd like to voice my displeasure with this. Yes, I 
understand that your desire to add density to the area, and largely, I support that (in an area 
appropriate manner - perhaps semi-detached homes, 4 storey along major routes). More homes means 
more local folks means more and better businesses and services - but why here? The streets near (in 
particular) the Lions Park Playground (16th

, 16A, 15th
) are very quiet established residential streets. We 

do not want the additional traffic that 4 storey buildings would bring, nor the increased parking issues, 
nor the shade from large buildings, reduction in tree cover, nor the (very) probable reduction in 
property values. 

I get the proximity to SAIT and the CTrain station, again, why here? These are fairly expensive locations 
where residents have chosen to spend the extra money to stay away from exactly what you are 
proposing. Will the City compensate me for what will surely be a reduction in my property value? Are 
you also pushing this at Banff Trail? Are the same rezonings being considered in Sunnyside and 
Hillhurst, Bankview? Surely closer proximity to downtown would be more appealing. 

Looking at the area towards 19th Street and closer to North Hill Mall - are you really serious that a 12 
storey building would be appropriate there? Perhaps down in Kensington, but to my recollection, every 
development that has reached that high has been denied. It would look even more ludicrous 
here. Again, and I can't stress this enough, this is a quiet residential area. This is NOT 17th Avenue or 
Kensington, or Bankview. We DO NOT want this type of development; it would completely destroy the 
nature of the neighbourhood. 

If you must focus on something, how about incenting development at the old Sears site (North Hill 
Mall)? Lots of great land there without disrupting our quiet happy little neighbourhood. Or the 
remainder of the vacant lots along 16th Avenue. Or the empty lot on 10 Street southwest of the 
Safeway. Or the empty lot where the old CBC building used to be. There seems to be plenty of 
land ... maybe Council needs the ability to encourage (read: force) developers to stop sitting on these 
plots and actually do something! I get that they need to make some (too much?) money on these 
developments ... but are you completely powerless here? If so, you need to fix that. 

Please reconsider this seemingly drastic change in Briar Hill/Hounsfield Heights. 
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I attended the Planning Committee meting regarding the LAP and learned that devel­
opers and people living outside the affected area were given more voice and exclusive 
meetings with Administration to push their agendas. I learned that some of the Coun­
sellors on the Committee feel that density ONLY belongs In the Riley LAP area. This is 
false. Density needs to occur where appropriate across the entire city. My concerns 
were not adequately addressed. 

These are: 
- failure to consider the LISTED HERITAGE ASSET Riley Park by reducing height. 
overshadowing and overlooking by any future development on 5th Ave NW (South 
edge of Riley Park) 
- failure to demand that shadow studies accompany all proposals for new development 
- this is very easy to do and should be MANDATORY. 
- failure to prevent truly insensitive development from impacting existing residences. 
including Heritage Designated areas 
While increased density in the affected area is expected, efforts need to made and 
enforced when it comes to negative impact on the existing residents and businesses. 
The plan is ALMOST ready to go but needs a few small adjustments to reflect these 
concerns. 
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Property owner and resident in Hounsfield Heights. OPPOSE the Riley Local Area 
Plan as currently proposed by the City of Calgary. Density massively out of proportion 
to the neighbourhoods character and ability to support same. Fully support the stance 
being taken by Hounsfield Heights Briar Hill Community Association. its board. plan­
ning subcommittee and resident membership as thoughtfully outlined in its submission. 
observations and recommendations to Council re the RLAP. 

Buildings up to 12 storeys high especially along 14th street and south of the C train 
tracks on 13th Avenue will increase traffic movement and congestion WITHIN the 
neighbourhood on a massive scale, especially given the lack of direct access onto 14th 
Street, a thorough fare already bursting at the seams with the current scale of vehicu­
lar traffic. 
This" rush to housing density " in our neighbourhood must be rejected in its current iter­
ation and sent back to the City for review and a fresh approach of LOWER and SUS­
TAINABLE density adopted such that the area can support the increased demands of 
people. traffic etc on it 
Robert Mc Laughlin, 1604 10th Avenue NW 
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Counci l Comments March 2025.docx 

1 ) There is known creosote contamination in area proximate to Westmount Boulevard 
and Broadview Road between 19th and 14th Ave NW. 
2) There is no specific policy in place to guide develpment proximate to creosote con­
tamination and a very disjointed process between the city and the province for han­
dling contamination in urban areas. 
3) The Riley LAP does not mention or consider this underlying condition in any manner 
and therefore ignores important development constraints for areas effected by 
contamination . 
4) Conversation with both the City and Province regarding contamination in the area 
have left residents feeling concerned that both levels of government are not taking the 
residents health and tax payer liability risks seriously. Furthermore City administration 
are confused and or are not forthright in sharing information with concerned citizens. 
5) The Riley LAP should not be accepted by council until these creosote contamination 
concerns are properly addressed, the health and liability risks are understood and 
communicated to community members, and the development constraints are accu­
rately reflect within the LAP document. 

212 

Mar 3, 2025 

822.35 AM 



City Council 

March 4 2025 

RE: RILEY LOCAL AREA PLAN COMMENTS 

Please find below our comments regarding 

the draft Riley Local Area Plan. Our 

comments focus on the Westmount area of 

the Plan as indicated in the adjacent map. 

LAP PLAN AMENDMENTS: 

1. That the Westmou nt Boulevard area, as shown as "focus area" in the above map, be designated as 

Neighbourhood Local (and not Neighbourhood Collector as proposed} and t hat the proposed height 

be a maximum of "up-to 4 stories" (and not 6 stories as proposed}. 

2. That the Plan include policy regarding development on contaminated sites that addresses the current 

gap in approvals and monitoring for the Westmount Boulevard area to protect public health and 

safety. 

3. That policy 2.5.2.l(d}, which directs any new development along the north-side of Westmount Road 

to have the backyard face the established community, be removed. 

EVIDENCE SUPPORTING REQUESTED AMENDMENTS: 

1. Requested Amendment #1: Designate the Westmount Boulevard area as Neighbourhood Local 

• The Plan designates this area as a 

Ne ighbourhood Connector that wi ll promote 

four to six storey development and retai l and 

commercial uses in an area that is assessable 

by a one-way single-lane roadway and has 

existing contamination that limits subsurface 

disruption. 

• The MDP encourages growth to happen 

around Main Streets, Transit Station Areas and 

Westbound We!itmount Boulevard @ 17 ST 

Activity Centres - none of which applies to this area. City Planners have stated that the area's 

proximity to Memorial Drive makes it a corridor, which justifies the higher densit ies and non­

residential uses in this historically low-density area. What has not been considered is that: 

- This area is separated by a treed median and a significant grade differential, which 

differentiates from Memorial Drive. 



- There is no existing or feasible access to the river pathway system from this location; 

- There is no existing or planned transit to 

this area; 

Memorial Drive is a commuter roadway 

for non-local citywide traffic; 

- There is limited to no existing pedestrian 

or bike activity along Westmount 

Boulevard; 

- At each end of Westmount Boulevard Westbound Memorial Dr/Westmount Blvd @ 17 ST 

there exists intersections that do not meet current code and cannot safely handle existing 

traffic. 

• The Municipal Development Plan does not support th is development pattern. Policy 3.5.1 (a) 

speaks to importance of recognizing the predominately low-density residential nature of the 

developed area, while supporting moderate intensification that respects the scale and character 

of the neighbourhood. Policy 3.5.2 (b) speaks specifically to incorporating a range of 

intensification strategies for modest intensification in inner-city communities. 

• As all the properties along this street face Memorial Drive, retail uses will attract non-local, 

commuter traffic from Memorial into the community, which will bring in significant vehicle traffic 

to this area. As this is a single-lane one-way street with parking on one side of the street only, 

and no opportunity for underground parking due to the existing contamination, vehicle traffic will 

undoubtedly overflow into other parts of the community. 

• This area is contextually different from Memorial Drive in Sunnyside (east of 10th Street). 

This area exists west of the 

Memorial Drive P.M. Lane 

Reversal, where three of the four 

lanes along Memorial Drive are 

dedicated to the westbound traffic 

to facilitate the movement of 

commuter traffic from the 

downtown. City Administration previously confirmed that no traffic lights or at-grade 

pedestrian crossing to access the Bow River Pathway are possible along this stretch of 

Memorial Drive, unless the lane reversal was to be removed. 

Pedestrian overpasses to provide access to 

the Bow River Pathway are not feasible at 

this location due to the narrow pathway on 

both the north and south side of the river. 

- The speed limit along this stretch of 

Memorial Drive changes from the 50 km 

that exists along the Sunnyside portion to 

70 km to facilitate the movement of 

commuter traffic. 



- There are no properties along this stretch that abut/front Memorial Drive. ALL properties 

front Westmount Boulevard, which is a single one-direction residential roadway, and are 

separated by a treed median with grade-separation. 

- There are no sidewalks along Memorial Drive at this location, and no pedestrian activity. 

While the Riley Local Area Plan suggests the possibility of a pedestrian overpass to link 

this area to the raised Sunalta LRT Station, no feasibility study has been done to support 

this idea and the extensive infrastructure investment needed is unlikely, given that there 

was no budget to even replace the life-cycling of the 14th Street pedestrian overpass at 7th 

Avenue (was replaced with an at-grade crossing). 

2. Requested Amendment #2: Policy to Address Creosote Contamination 

• The Westmount Boulevard area is impacted by creosote contamination, that if exposed, will 

impact the health and wellbeing of area residents. The Plan does not address or take into context 

the unique planning considerations and appears to prioritizes redevelopment over public health 

and safety. 

• According to the February 2024 paper published by the Environmental Law Center (Alberta) - The 

Regulation of Pollution and Contaminated Sites in Alberta - building on contaminated land is 

complex and requires careful planning, regulatory complication and often substantial remediation 

efforts. This is especially true when municipalities and the province have shared jurisdiction. A 

key finding of the report was that there is currently a '1ack of regulation for risk management 
through exposure control at contaminated sites in Alberta". One of top seven recommendations 

stemming from the report include "Implementing a comprehensive regulatory regime for risk 
management through exposure control at contaminated sites". 

• Research undertaken by community members/ Professional Environmental Engineers, indicated 

that the City is not clear on the legal and Health, Safety and Environmental implications of 

contaminated sites, similar to the Lynnewood Ridge liability. 

• Alberta Environment and Protected Areas has reinforced to area residents that The City is the 

responsible body for any development on contaminated lands, and that the Province is only an 

advisor. Neither level of government has engaged with the concerned residents despite repeated 

requests. 

• Through the engagement process, area residents asked that the Plan consider the existing 

contamination to ensure the protection of public health and wellness in this area. There was no 

response to this feedback and the comments were not recorded in the What We Heard Report. 



• A creosote remediation facility (pictured) is located on 

the south side of the river to actively reduce the 

creosote levels in that area. No such remediation is 

taking place at this location - where there is existing 

residential. 

• There are no existing policies or procedures to regulate 

or monitor the creosote vapour release resulting from 

new development. This puts the existing community at 

substantial risk. 

• Disregarding the complexity of redevelopment and placing development pressure in this area 

puts the safety of area residents at significant risk. It also places an unfair burden on area 

resident to continuously monitor, and be actively involved in, all redevelopment activity in the 

area, wh ich should be the role of City Administration as the regulatory body. 

• Instead of placing inappropriate development pressures that are at odds with pub lic health, we 
request that The City develop policy that focuses on reducing the city and taxpayers' long-term 
liabilities, especially as it relates to sites that have no qualifying 'responsible person' under the 
Environmental Protection and Enhancement Act. 

3. Requested Amendment #3: Do not require one-side of Westmount Road to be rear-facing. 

• Policy 2.5.2.1 (d) requires new development on properties on the north side of Westmount Road 

NW to back onto the residential road and front Kensington Road. 

• This pol icy appl ies to nine residential 

blocks. At the rate of redevelopment and 

considering the number of newer housing 

stock, it will be many generations before 

this area is converted fully to properties 

facing Kensington Road. In the meantime, 

this area will be a mix-match of front-facing 

and rear-facing property along both 

Westmount Road and Kensington Road that 

will not serve anyone. 

Westbound 1600 Block Westmount RD - showing newer and 

older development pattern 

• This policy is disrespectful to the existing residential community and w ill have a negative impact 

on both property values and the strong sense-of-community for this area. 

• Improved urban design along the southside of Kensington Road that incorporates part of t he 

existing road right-of-way would create a better pedest rian environment without impacting the 

existing commun ity. 

• Respecting the historical neighbourhood layout is crit ical to maintaining this area's strong sense 

of community. 



COMMENTS ON THE PUBLIC ENAGEMENT PROCESS: 

1. Substantial written and in-person feedback was not recorded and not considered in this Plan. 

• Area residents attended the Open Houses and on line events held during Phase 3 of this Plan, and 

submitted written comments that summarized key points. This feedback was not captured in any 

way in the What We Heard Report or What We Did Report, and both reports failed to capture the 

general sentiment of the Open Houses or on line events. When asked about this, City 

Administration confirmed that the written feedback was not incorporated because one 

submission was received that was signed by many households. They considered this a petition 

and dismissed the substantial feedback from 18 households. For the Open House comments, we 

were told that they were grouped by category, but when we ask for them to show us where the 

general sentiments we communicated were listed, they were unable to do so. City 

Administration committed to following up with us on this issue, but never did. 
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My name is Kyle Hanson and I live at 437 18A Street NW. I am fully supportive of the development and 

modernization of not just the Riley Park area, but also 19th Street NW specifically. The Riley Park Land 

Area Plan ("Riley Park LAP") has done a fantastic job of envisioning the future of this Calgary 

neighbourhood by outlining core values to be upheld throughout the development process and by 

targeting key areas for growth within those guidelines. However, there is one stretch of land - the east 

side of 19th St NW between 6th Ave NW and 2nd Ave NW - that the Riley Park LAP has classified in a way 

that is in direct conflict with its vision and core values. The purpose of my comments below is to explain 

why this unique block in West Hillhurst must be re-designated before the Riley LAP is finalized in order 

for 1) the vision and core values of the Riley Park LAP to be sufficiently met, 2) for community members 

(pedestrians in particular) to be safe, and 3) to avoid a waste of the council's & community's time and 

resources driven by applications for developments that are not a fit for this stretch of land. 

Proposal 

The east side of 19th St NW between 6th Ave NW and 2nd Ave NW is currently designated as 

"Neighbourhood Connector" per Map 3: Urban Form and "Low-Modified (up to 4 Storeys)" per Map 4: 

Building Scale. This block should be redesignated as "Neighbourhood Local" and "Limited (up to 3 

Storeys)." 

Reasoning 

The east side of 19th St NW between 6th Ave NW and 2nd Ave NW is a very unique stretch of land in West 

Hillhurst because it does not have a back lane. The lack of a back lane in conjunction with well­

established and highly utilized pedestrian and bike routes in this area (that the Riley Park LAP wants to 

expand and enhance) will create many logistical and safety issues if Neighbourhood Connector 4 Storey 

buildings are erected here. In fact, the east side of 19th St NW between 6th Ave NW and 2nd Ave NW is 

the only Neighbourhood Connector & Low-Modified land parcel on the Riley Park LAP (as outlined on 

Maps 3 & 4) that does not have a back lane. The inclusion of this stretch of land may have even been an 

error in this LAP draft given how the council clearly sees how back lanes are paramount for 

Neighbourhood Connector & Low-Modified areas. 

Key differences between these designations that would either create or prevent logistical, safety, and 

climate issues on this unique land parcel are: 

• Neighbourhood Connector & Low-Modified buildings allow for grade-level commercial 

businesses, whereas Neighbourhood Local & Limited buildings do not. Per the LAP, these 

commercial businesses should be "designed to mitigate impacts on adjacent residential uses" 

(section 2.2.1.S.c). Commercial businesses located on a street with no back lane will create many 

safety & logistical issues for pedestrians, cyclists, and adjacent residences (see details below). 

• Neighbourhood Connector areas should "mitigate impacts, such as noise and vehicle circulation, 

on adjacent residential uses" (section 2.2.1.S.e.ii), which will be impossible to achieve on a road 

that does not have a back lane. 

• Neighbourhood Local & Limited buildings should "be designed to complement the surrounding 

context and consider the impacts of massing, lot coverage, and setbacks on the following: i. 



Access to sunlight and shade on adjacent parcels; and ii. Protection of existing, healthy trees or 

landscaping on the parcel, where appropriate" (per 2.2.1.6.b). A Neighbourhood Local & Limited 

scale designation for this parcel of land with no back lane will allow developments to align with 
the Riley Park LAP's climate resilience goals, whereas a Neighbourhood Connector & Low­

Modified designation will be in direct conflict with those goals. 
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Vision Elements & Core Values Put at Risk from No Back Lane with Current Land Designation 

1) "Safe and Accessible Communities" 

a. One of the Riley Park LAP's key goals is to "ensure that safety and accessibility are key 

considerations in public space improvements, new building design, and in considering 
improved transportation options, especially around transit station areas." A 

Neighbourhood Connector & Low-Modified designation on this land parcel with no back 

alley would not allow the community to achieve this goal. 

b. We must ensure the safety of children and the elderly, who are highly concentrated in 

this area from community mainstays like Queen Elizabeth School and General deLalanne 

Manor and who are connected by many crosswalks, bike lanes, and unique walkways like 
Dairy Lane. 

c. Lack of a back lane would force the following items to all be managed directly on 19th St 

NW, in the middle of pedestrian and cyclist pathways: 1) entering & exiting underground 

parkades, 2) collection of large commercial garbage dumpsters, and 3) high volume 

commercial & residential deliveries. 

d. These required logistics of Neighbourhood Connector 4 Storey buildings would increase 

vehicle traffic, particularly of large commercial garbage & delivery trucks, to cause the 

following pedestrian safety issues and therefore reduced foot traffic: 



i. Increased volume of commercial vehicle traffic crossing over the established 

bike lane on the east side of 19th St NW and large garbage dumpsters parked in 

the middle of the east-side 19th St bike lane as they wait to be collected will 

create clear obstacles and therefore safety issues for cyclists, which is at odds 

with Calgary's SA Network goals. 

ii. Higher volume of delivery vehicles and vehicles accessing required underground 

parkades for these buildings will need to cross over the highly frequented 

sidewalk on the east side of 19th St NW, putting pedestrian safety at risk. 

Pedestrians who utilize "Dairy Lane" (the walkway just north of 2nd Ave NW that 

connects 18A St NW and 19th St NW, which is a favourite of Queen Elizabeth 

students commuting to/from school), the three highly frequented crosswalks on 

19th between 2nd Ave NW and 6th Ave NW, and the east 19th St sidewalk would 

become less visible to traffic from road blockades created by garbage dumpsters 

waiting for collection and temporarily parked delivery vehicles along the east 

side of 19th St. 

iii. The designation of east 19th St NW as a Neighbourhood Connector area will 

create these pedestrian safety issues, leaving community members no option 

but to avoid increasing their foot traffic on 19th St. This is starkly at odds with the 

Riley Park LAP's pedestrian-focused goal for the future of 19th St NW. If however 

this stretch of land was designated as Neighbourhood Local with a Limited scale, 

these safety issues would disappear because there would be no buildings with 

grade-level commercial businesses that would require 1) an underground 

parkade with a 19th St entrance/exit, 2) commercial-sized garbage dumpsters 

that must be collected on 19th St, and 3) a large increase in frequency of 

deliveries from commercial vehicles. 

2) "Moving to and Through the Riley Communities" - the pedestrian experience would not be 

enhanced and in fact, pedestrian traffic would decline along 19th St NW if buildings with grade­

level commercial businesses under a Neighbourhood Connector & Low-Modified designation do 

not have access to a back lane. 

a. The Riley LAP states that multi-unit residential/commercial developments should 

provide access to off-street parking and loading areas from the lane. The only way to 

provide off-street parking for these commercial buildings would be to create 

underground parkades with access directly on 19th St NW, and it would be impossible to 

create loading areas from a lane because there is no back lane. The existing commercial 

developments on 19th Street (to the south and the west) all have access to a back lane 

where their entrances/exits to underground parkades exist, which allows for these 

developments to be aligned with this mobility goal. The lack of a back lane on this 

specific land parcel, if designated as a Neighbourhood Connector, will cause 1) an 

increase in vehicle traffic needing to enter/exit these underground parkades directly on 

19th St, and 2) loading areas to be built directly on 19th St NW, forcing large vehicles to 

cross over the existing bike lane and sidewalk, which will disrupt the pedestrian 

experience and create safety issues. 

b. Garbage collection for Neighbourhood Connector buildings with grade-level commercial 

businesses will also create issues on a street with no back lane. The only logistical 



solution to garbage collection from businesses would be to have large commercial 

garbage dumpsters wait to be collected directly on 19th St, which will act as vehicle, 

cyclist, and pedestrian blockades. This is directly at odds with the Riley Park LAP 

pedestrian experience goal. If this land parcel was designated as Neighbourhood Local 

and Limited Scale, then there would be no need for businesses to have garbage collected 

in large dumpsters on the street, allowing for the LAP's pedestrian goal to be met. 

Additionally, how would waste from certain operations (i.e. grease traps) be collected 

without a back lane? Without a back lane, would commercial venting be pointed out the 

back of the building into neighbours' backyards on 18A St? 

c. An increase in commercial & residential deliveries directly on 19th St would also occur 

on this land parcel if designated as Neighbourhood Connector since there is no back 

lane. Delivery trucks would be forced to block vehicle, cyclist, and pedestrian traffic 

while temporarily parked on 19th St as they make their deliveries. 

d. Designating this area as Neighbourhood Local and Limited Scale would allow pedestrians 

to continue to move freely & safely by 1) removing the need for underground parkades, 

2) keeping 19th St garbage collection plans unchanged (i.e. small residential garbage cans 

will continue to be collected on 19th rather than large commercial dumpsters), and 3) 

keep 19th St deliveries to lower volume residential needs rather than larger commercial 

deliveries. And additionally, there would still be the opportunity for developers to create 

more volume of and therefore affordable home options on this land parcel. 

3) "Climate Resilience" 

a. Another key goal of the Riley Park LAP is to "improve energy use, reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions, and better adapt to climate-related hazards in buildings through a range of 

initiatives such as building design, increasing the urban tree canopy, and creating more 

complete communities." 

b. Many neighbours along 18A St NW (who share a backyard with the section of 19th St NW 

at hand) have participated in Canada's Federal and Calgary's city solar panel 

programming, some paying up to $25,000 to install solar panels on their homes. 

Allowing 4 storey buildings to be erected directly next to these solar panelled homes 

without the buffer of a back lane would render the hefty investments that the city and 

community members have already made inoperable from a large increase in shadowing, 

which would likely require the city to pay back 18A neighbours for their now obsolete 

investments. 

c. 4 storey Neighbourhood Connector buildings built on a street with no back lane would 

require underground parking, and these underground parkades would put the root 

system of existing trees along 19th St and 18A St at risk. New trees installed alongside 

these larger buildings with no back lane would also compound the shadowing issue, 

blocking existing solar panels further, not to mention be in direct conflict with section 

2.2.1.4.c.iii, which states that Neighbourhood Connector areas should consider 

shadowing impacts on neighbouring properties. 

4) Comments around the Riley Park LAP section 2.5.6.1 

a. I am arguing against section 2.5.6.1.B for this unique stretch of land which states that 

"Developments are encouraged to share mutual driveway accesses." It is my 

understanding that this principle came about after a review from the mobility team, 



which said that we should avoid more driveway entrances along the east side of 19th St 

between 2nd and 6th Aves because they would create more dips in the ground for 

pedestrians. It is clear to me that the mobility team was not made aware of the 

alternative to additional dips in the sidewalk, which is all the items I listed above: more 

large commercial vehicles & garbage dumpsters crossing over bike lanes and sidewalks 

right by Dairy Lane and 3 key crosswalks in the neighbourhood. I am arguing that way 
more pedestrian safety risk would arise from the latter option because of a 

Neighbourhood Connector/4 storey designation than from having a few more dips in 

sidewalks, which are SA friendly, that would come with a Neighbhourhood Local/3 

storey designation. 

b. 2.5.6.1.C says there should not be any newly built single-detached, semi-detached, and 

duplex housing forms "with front garages." It would be impossible to build any sort of 

housing form without a front garage along the east side of 19th St NW between 2nd and 

6th Aves, and I am arguing that there is more pedestrian safety risk from having fewer 

front garage entrances from 4-storey commercial buildings than from having more 

driveway entrances without the commercial vehicle risk. 

c. 2.5.6.1.D says that developments that share a property line with single-detached, semi­

detached, and duplex housing forms "should step back the building above the third 

storey along the shared property line." The depth of the lots on the east side of 19th St 

between 2nd and 6th Aves is too shallow to accommodate this sort of a ruling - i.e. there 

is not enough lot depth to allow for the creation of a 4th storey with this setback rule. So 

given all of the concerns we have, the max allowable building height on this block should 

be 3 storeys. 

d. 2.5.6.1.F says that developments along 19th St NW should exceed tree requirements to 

help expand the tree canopy of this area. As explained above, the current designation of 

this stretch of land as Neighbourhood Connector with Low-Modified 4-storey height will 

not allow this to occur. 

Examples of Problematic & Denied Proposed Land Use Redesignations and Developments in this Area 

There is already precedent set by this council that buildings that fall under the Neighbourhood 

Connector and Low-Modified Scale (i.e. MU-1 & similar) would not function and therefore are not 

allowable on the east side of 19th St NW between 6th Ave NW and 2nd Ave NW. If the Riley Park LAP does 

not change the designation of this stretch of land from Neighbourhood Connector & Low-Modified Scale 

to Neighbourhood Local & Limited Scale, then developers will continue to apply for land re-designations 
such as MU-1, which community members will continue to vehemently oppose for all the reasons laid 

out in this commentary, unnecessarily draining the council's time and resources. 

The aforementioned precedent was set by application LOC2021-0080. The proposed development on 

this originally R-CG parcel was initially an application for MU-1 but was swiftly declined by the City given 

the unique characteristics of this stretch of 18A. Ultimately, the M-CG zoning was approved by the city 

but refused by the SDAB because of density and privacy concerns and the plethora of relaxations related 

to unique lot restrictions (LOC 2021-0080, DP2023-08098, SDAB2024-0027). 



There is now a new application for land re-designation from R-CG to MU-1 on the east side of 19th St NW 

that does not have a back lane (application LOC2024-0297), which the community strongly opposes for 

all the reasons (and more) outlined in this commentary. If the Riley Park LAP changes its designation of 

the east side of 19th St NW from Neighbourhood Connector & Low-Modified Scale to Neighbourhood 

Local to Limited Scale, developers would be prevented from wasting our council members' and 

community members' time and resources by submitting applications for zonings & buildings that do not 

1) make logistical sense for this unique block in West Hillhurst and 2) do not align with the Riley Park 

LAP's vision & core values. Instead, developers would have a clear roadmap for what buildings they 

should be proposing for this block that increases housing density in a safe and effective way that is in line 

with the vision and core values of the Riley Park LAP. 
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2/2 

Feb 26. 2025 

10 50:40 AM 



February 16, 2025 

To: City of Calgary & Mayor Gondek 

From: Deborah Gomm 

1316 21A St NW 

RE: OPPOSITION TO THE RILEY LAP AND MULTI UNIT BUILDINGS 

I am writing to express my opposition to the Dec 2024, new and revised Riley LAP - specifically 

oppose the changes and increase in multi-story and multi-dwelling units in the community from 

the earlier Riley LAP without consultation. 

We ask for a return to the Riley LAP draft presented to council in October. 

Like the majority of Calgary homeowners, we are shocked and dismayed with the deterioration 

of our communities due to the volume of high density, poorly built housing going up at a rapid 

rate due to the RC-G housing changes. This H-GO designation is a horror to communities and 

to the city as a whole. 

With no setbacks, long tunnel-like passage ways, low level suites, and no parking - we are 

seeing the degradation of our city. These will become the slumlike buildings of the future. 

Where is the strategic vision for ensuring green space, setbacks, no shadowing, ample parking 

and more? Where is the planning to ensure the Calgary of 20 years from now has appeal, 

trees, room for families to play and grow? 

The density proposed - and the manner in which it is allowed - will only ensure that Calgary 

becomes an ugly metropolis, with zero charm, run down crowded enclaves with dark dwellings, 

families living on top of each other. 

Why are you not learning from the mistakes of other cities? 

https://denverite.com/2018/05/07 /denver-slot-home-replacements/ 

https://www.denvernost.com/2018/05/06/denver-s!ot-home-crackdown/ 

https ://www.planetizen.com/news/2018/05/98612-denver-bans-slot-homes-not-they-changed-ne 

ighborhoods 
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Denver Bans 'Slot Homes,' But Not Before They Changed Neighborhoods (2018) 

As in several other older neighborhoods in Denver, the landscape is now dominated by 

hundreds of "slot" homes, which feature sideways-facing townhomes stacked horizontally to the 

alley. 

These "slot homes" now dominate in Calgary - yes they maximize profit for the developer - but 

they have no setbacks, no green space as the property is fully built out on every square inch, 

and only a tunnel between structures. There is no quality of life for residents of such dwellings. 

Perhaps for short term rentals by institutional buyers. But there is NO enhancement to the City 

or community. 

R.CG District Mid-block Diagram (4 Townhouse Units .a.nd 4 Basement Suites) 

S-N:Q..SP~ ~1(.t): 8.6M-Rter SU.(1}: 6.,S Mtre, ~(Q:11~., U7(.1)::J'""1_..MI,.._.,,. 

~u,b;,erUrutll~ltc- M••"'leht 1,U,1,c;cu,y..-d ~J11HIIC~ f19'1'1~tboi<il 

"townhouse" orientation. 
They can also be side by side 

,za Ill: Di~m•t,or,,F"\' 

U,•T""""'°""" 

Now one is proposed in Briar Hill. A slot style multi-multi family structure. This must stop. 

Denver has it right - any multifamily should have entrance ways to the street ONLY. Not via 

back alleys, or "slots". 

Further to that, the City has once again proceeded to make radical changes to our Local 

Area Plan -
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1. A SIX story structure on 12 Ave just adjacent to the school and a very popular park, 
playground and green space - SIX stories! In the middle of a community? 

2. FOUR story structures all along 14 Ave - this is NOT a throughway. 14 Ave is a dead 
end street - a quiet community street on which bicycles and pedestrians use heavily. 

These multi storey structures sadly will have no setbacks or allowance for trees and green 

space, resulting in noise, parking and traffic (a big consideration for all the children walking to 

school from north of 16 Ave to Briar Hill Elementary). 

What we see is a major - significant - change from the May 2024 plan to the December 2024 

plan which seems arbitrary and without any consideration to the MOP and TOD guidelines. 

As you well know, the MOP guidelines says it will "ensure infill development complements the 

established character of the area and does not create dramatic contrasts". 

The Local Area Plan for Briar Hill clearly does not respect these guidelines established 

by the City. 

We must insist on a return to the Riley Draft LAP plans presented to council last October - which 

has less apartments and condos. 

To have no "slot housing" with two rows of multi family mid block or corner block 

To maintain indoor access between residential towers and shopping at North Hill Centre 

To ensure, where two dwellings replace one, we/I-designed semi detached forms are used that 

blend with the proportions of the surrounding homes. 

It is time to begin to LISTEN to the communities instead of forcing unacceptable changes upon 

us. Work WITH us for change. 

Respectfully, 

Deborah Gomm 

1316 21A Street NW 
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should you require language or 
1ranslator ser·1ices Do you plan 
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Date oi meeting [requiredj 
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Council 
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What agenda item do you :.'ish to comment on? 1 Refer to the Counci! or Committee agenda published ~ 1 

[required] - max 75 characters 

Are you in favot.:r or ooposition of 
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!SC Unrestricted 

Riley Park LAP 

Neither 
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ISC Unrestricted 

Public Submission 

CC 968 (R2024-05) 

In consideration of the redevelopment of 19th Street as part of the Riley Park LAP, the 
plan should be revised to reflect the specific physical characteristics of the 400 and 
500 blocks of 19th Street NW. These blocks lack alleyways and have shallower lot 
depths than other areas, which limits their capacity to accommodate large-scale four­
storey developments without significant site access and compatibility challenges. 

To ensure appropriate scale and integration within the existing urban fabric. the plan 
should establish clear guidelines, such as height and density limitations. for Mure 
developments on these blocks. This will provide clarity to developers and ensure that 
new projects align with the constraints of the site. 

2/2 

Feb 26, 2025 

11A8:23 AM 
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Date of meeting (required] 

Nancy 

Boa 

Council 

Mar4, 2025 

What agenda item do you ,, ish to comment on? 1 Refer to the Council or Committee agenda published here. 1 

(required] - max 75 characters 

A.re you in fa•;our or opposition of 
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Riley Local Area Plan 

In favour 
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I have lived in Hounsfield Heights for 34 years and I strongly support the recommenda­
tions in the final draft of the Riley Local Area Plan. HH/BH is a wonderful community 
that really needs far more diversity in housing choice as we have the infrastructure to 
support people and families throughout their lives. Please support the Riley Local Area 
Pain. 
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Feb 26, 2025 
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Hounsfield Heights - Briar Hill Residents - Riley Local Area Plan 

In opposition 
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I do not support the Riley Local Area Plan the HH-BH Area Redevelopment Plan (ARP) 
should remain to guide development in this area. The change to 6, 4, and 3 story build­
ings is inappropriate. The behavior of the council to force a decision over the views of 
the residents is even worse than your plan. Should this go ahead I will not vote for any 
incumbent city council members in the next election. 

2/2 

Feb 26, 2025 

3'39:55 PM 
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Date of meeting [required] 
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[1·equired] - max 75 characters 
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Item 7.3.2:Riley Communities Local Area Plan 

In opposition 
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My wife and I have owned and lived in Briar Hill since 1987 and have owned and 
resided in two homes since that time. The first home was at 1604 22nd ST NW 
(1987-2001) and the second and current home at 1519 21 St NW (2001-present). We 
bought in the area for a variety of reason's not the least of which was the R-1 zoning at 
the time. With the R-1 zoning we thought that the neighborhood would be relatively 
quiet and safe for us to raise a family. We raised our family of two children here and it 
was, for the most part, quiet and safe. At the time we didn't anticipate the dramatic 
changes being proposed for the neighborhood under the proposed new LAP. The pro­
posed changes along our block and for the blocks north of 14th Avenue and east of 
21A street, including 4-6 story buildings will dramatically change the nature of the com­
munity with increased traffic, noise and demands on the infrastructure. All of this runs 
completely counter to the reason's we made Briar Hill a home for 37 years. Had we 
seen these types of changes coming I'm not sure we would have stayed. The pro­
posed LAP completely disrespects the long time owners and residents of the area 
such as ourselves. We would like to see a return to the original LAP draft presented to 
council last October. 
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Mar 2, 2025 

9 36:40 PM 
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Riley Communities LAP 

In favour 
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Riley Communities LAP Support Letter - Bankside Properties.pdf 
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February 26, 2025 
, Bonkside I Properties 

The Mayor and City Council 

Subjed: Riley Communities Local Area Plan 

Dear Mayor and Council, 

I am writing on behalf of Bankside Properties and Sumus Property Group to express our support for 
the revised Riley Communities Local Area Plan that will be heard at the March 4 th, 2025, Council Meeting. 

The former Grace Hospital site presents a wonderful opportunity for urban regeneration, and we aspire to 
create a vibrant neighbourhood village with a variety of housing options, community focused amenities, and a 
robust retail offering. The future development will function as a cornerstone of connectivity for the surrounding 
communities, as well as SAIT and AUArts. Meandering channels with pocket terraces will connect the SAIT / 
AUArts/ Jubilee LRT Station to Kensington Village and provide surrounding areas with a place for people to 
gather, recreate, and share community amenities. 

Bankside is supportive of the proposed LAP because we believe the plan establishes a framework 
that encourages development and density in the areas that have abundant public infrastructure elements 

such as parks and high-speed transit. Bankside is particularly supportive of the revisions made to the LAP 
following the Council recommendation to refer the Plan back to Administration and the recommended 
revisions including the following: 

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 comprehensive 
masterplan that our development team initialize in the coming weeks. 

Bankside looks forward to developing the Riley Park Village site and encourages Council to support 
the Riley Communities LAP. 

Sincerely, 

Cole Richardson 
Managing Principal 
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To Members of the Calgary City Council : 

I do not support the 2024 Building Scale or Urban Form proposed in December for the 
Riley Local Area Plan specifically for the Hounsfield Heights - Briar Hill Community for 
the following reasons: 

1. The community has one ~ significant pinch point that needs to be seriously 
understood and considered for any density proposals - this is the above ground 
LRT crossing on 14th Avenue coming from I going to the Lions Park Station. At 
the current levels of density especially during rush hour, traffic is backed up and 
bottle necked at this corner. Pedestrians too are also impacted. 

2. Increased density will necessitate the increase of the number of trains available 
to service the anticipated increase in ridership. Even now, at the current level of 
population, at peak times on cold days and during Stampede, trains get too 
packed before they arrive at the Lions Park Station leaving riders waiting for the 
next train. The impact on 7th Avenue SW with increased trains will be significant. 
Can it handle it? Increased trains will further impact traffic on 19th Street NW and 
14th Avenue NW worsening the back-ups and bottle necks. 

3. Increased density will without question increase the number of cars in the vicinity 
further compounding the demand on the traffic flows as outlined above. 

4. Increased number of waste bins will increase the numbers of trucks that will also 
compound the demand on traffic flow. 

5. Increased number of firetrucks and ambulances will be required to support the 
density increase. Again traffic flows will impact timely arrival. 

6. Additionally current new builds lack any architectural control. Newly developed 
neighbourhoods have these controls while supporting the required density. Older 
neighbourhoods too were originally planned with architectural consistency and a 
level of aesthetics. With multiple developers, and no architectural controls, there 
is no aesthetics and the current neighbourhood character is being lost. 

All of the above will happen with any increase in density. However, the latest proposal 
will by far exacerbate the problems. I urge you to at the very least revert back to the 
May 2024 Building Scale. I also strongly urge you to allow each LAP community input to 
provide acceptable community architectural controls. Visit the Banff Trail Community to 
see what no architectural control looks like. It isn't pretty. 

Your serious consideration for my concerns and suggestions is most appreciated. 
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Thursday, February 27, 2025 

Riley Communities Local Area Plan 

This planning process has been anti-democratic and unilaterally imposed upon our 
community with little to no face to face consultation with the residents or their 

representatives in the Community Association. The City and its Administration need to 

provide a diary of their consultations with the community. 

Many aspects of the imposed plan take no consideration of MOP or TOD guidelines. 
There are no assessments of the potential impact that the plan will have on transit and 

traffic. Studies on these need to be prepared and made available before any approvals 

can be considered. 

It is revealing that the Calgary Plan, which should provide guidance and consistency to 
all Local Area Plans, has been delayed until some time in 2026. The current patchwork 

being cobbled together without significant community engagement or adherence to 

present city guidelines, is a classic cart before the horse approach. 

1 
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I have always loved the area due to the significant green space. large trees. sunlight 
and family orientated homes within the community. 

I had always dreamed to move back to the neighborhood. and I was excited to be able 
to have an opportunity to purchase my late mother's home and in the future once I 
saved up to perhaps explore renovations to create my dream home on a property that 
is very dear to myself and extended family. 

My hopes and dreams were dashed once I learned about the proposal for the Riley 
local area plan as it significantly changes the dynamics and landscape of our quiet and 
safe community that is currently primarily single detached properties. 

The current nature of the zoning promotes long-term commitment and ownership to the 
properties fostering a real sense of community and opportunities to get to know your 
neighbours over long period of time. 

I have recently learned about the Riley local area plan, and I have substantial concerns 
with what has been proposed with lack of community engagement. 

From what I understand there was limited amount of time to engage the public in get­
ting feedback from the community prior to the final approval that will be presented to 
council on March 4th, 2025. 

.:ro::;r3ci;, ·s I just recently heard about the Riley local area plan from a leaflet that was distributed in 
the mailbox by the Hounsfield Heights Briarhill Community Association . 

!SC Unrestricted 

Reading about these proposed changes that are in the final stages sank my heart. I 
understand that as a city and a community we must come together to think outside the 
box to create affordable housing for our community to thrive as individuals and as a 
whole. 

However it is paramount that changes in our communities are done in a way that is 
inclusive, sustainable and respectful for all parties. Mindfulness for those that already 
have invested personal interest in the existing community and have put down strong 
roots must be top of mind in planning for the future growth of our city. Respecting past 
community commitments, honouring the past and moving forward to grow our city's 
capacity in ways that bring us together not creating a divide is key from my perspective 
to cultivate healthy individuals and communities. 

I see a number of unsettling consequences for our neighborhood if the new proposal of 
the Riley local area plan goes through such as: 

Increased traffic, noise along with other infrastructure challenges in the community 
upsetting the current peaceful neighbour 

Feb 28. 2025 
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We are concerned for the development that it has not taken into consideration of the 
kreosote concern. There is no reference or guidance on how they are going to 
manage the health risk related to developing on a know kreosote contaminated area. 
There is a park behind it where many children play. It is a health risk to 
all in the area. There does not seem to be any policy or guideline in place to support 
handling in an appropriate way to mitigate any of that risk. This is not acceptable. 
Until that is safely mitigated there should be no approval to move forward. Thank you. 
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HHBH neighbourhood issues 
2025.02.26 

As a member of the Hounsfield Heights - Briar Hill Community (HH-BH), I am writing 
with regards to the substantial impact of the new Riley Local Area Plan process. 

This letter is in addition to the one from our own HH-BH Community Association's 
letter. (link below) We support what has been written by our Director of Land Use, Beth 
Atkinson. 

The Phase 4 Riley proposal contains many items that conflict with existing homes in the 
community. While understanding the need for densification near C-Train stations, this 
new proposal has ramifications that are unacceptable. 

Traffic impact: 
-What is the traffic impact assessment? 
-When will you give us the traffic impact proposal? Significantly, the 

transformational change in our neighbourhood will impact change regarding how we 
treat our community. Surely there needs to be forethought regarding traffic in and out 
of our community. We need a streetscape to show how proposed developments will 
flow with traffic and accessibility. 

Transit impact: 
-Securing transit infrastructure ahead of proposed influx of travellers must come 

first. 
-Currently the C-Train at the Ban££ Trail station has been difficult to gain access 

to ride into the downtown core during major working hours for at least a decade. 
-Not everyone works downtown. 
-Our current transit infrastructure is underwhelming to accommodate the 

number of people anticipated to use the C-Train and/or bus especially when one needs 
to work in a location other than the downtown core. And, as stated, the C-Train cannot 
accommodate the numbers of people who are anticipated to travel this way. 

- Mayor Gondek and city council have a concept of the European cities where 
people can access much by foot and by local transit. Calgary does not have practical 
solutions to this problem in that: 

- Our weather is often unsuitable for walking or cycling during many of 
the coldest months; weather factors are obviously ignored. 

Parking impact: 
On private property- single homes versus multi-dwelling proposals: 



- Understanding the need for more densification, what is currently being 
proposed is far from realising the practical issues such as infrastructure, traffic and 
parking problems. 

- It appears that city council envisions foot and cycle traffic versus cars. 
Obviously, this is neglecting the reality of the increase in size of the densification of 
HH-BH communities. 

- Again, where is the plan for traffic impact? 
-To place 12, 6, and 4 storeys within such a small area will impact everything 

from light, traffic, neighbourhood engagement, parking from owners which will also 
include their friends and family who may drive to visit. 

Human connection and "sense of space": 
-What are the plans for respect for green space? Where is our "sense of space?" 
-Lost will be the back yard home garden where many grow food. 
-Many of us have spent years and finances developing our yards for pleasure and 

visible artistry. Considering many have invested in their homes for retirement years, is 
this an appropriate and considerate impact for those who wish to age in place? 

-Much preferred would be semi-detached built forms that can be designed to 
blend in with existing homes while still adding density. 

Housing developers: 
-Is it legal to put a 12-unit development "townhouse" in the middle of a block of 

single-family homes? 
-Is it legal or ethical to allow the frontage setback to become less than the existing 

homes on the street? 
-This is forced density. Suburbs were planned for a mixture of housing builds. 

Ours are forced. 
-The city is not listening to our community nor is there accountability for their 

actions. 
-What about mobility? This has yet to be addressed. 
-There was no public engagement on the new expansion of the proximity to the 

C-Train line. This makes a mockery of our engagement back in May 2024 Building 
Scale. 

-What are the plans for water, garbage, fire and ambulance accessibility, and for 
parking? There is a fundamental disconnect between the city and the communities that 
will be affected. 

I look forward to your reply and to hearing some consideration regarding the 
undemocratic mandate which appears to disregard basic electorate on the issues of 
forced zoning in our city. 



Helen Beach 
2212 Juniper Road NW 
Calgary, AB 
T2N3V2 
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February 27, 2025 

The City of Calgary Mayor and 

Councillors for Wards 1 to 14, 

1 

Laura-Marie Berg and 

Jean Lacroix 
1607-21ASt. NW 
Calgary, Alberta 
T2N 2M7 

Via Email- thamayar@.c.aLgac.y~c.a , wardOl.@catgai:y c.:a, ward.01.@calgac.y.c_a , w.:ard02.@c.atg~c_a, 

ward03@calgary.ca , ward04@c_algary.ca, ward05@calgary.ca, ward_06@calgary.ca, 
wa rd08@Qalga_ry~ca . liY__ard__09@calgary.ca, wa_r_d.1._Q@_ca 1ga ry.ca . war .l@__QgJgru:y.c__g , 

W9Ld12..@.C ga.t:y:.c_a, wa rct1_:l@p__rug_ar~ . ward~ l~ry,__c_a 

Re: City of Calgary Council Hearing- March 4, 2024- Riley Local Area Plan 

I am writing on behalf of my husband and I to request that City Council reject the proposed Riley 
Local Area Plan ("Current Riley LAP") that was put forward by City administration and revert to the 
plan that was presented to City Council on October 16, 2024, and distributed to the local 

communities in May, 2024 (the "May 2024 Riley LAP"). We understand that our local Community 
Association has put forward a similar proposal, with two other suggested amendments to address 
the concerns of elderly and disabled people in the Renaissance Build ing, and that new duplexes be 
built so they are adjoined to better fit into the existing community. We support these two additional 
amendments being incorporated. 

The May 2024 Riley LAP was the result of over two years of community consultation and is set out in 

the map below. The location of our home is denoted by a blue star. In th is submission, we will refer 
to the area north of 14th Avenue NW (and west of 19 Street NW) as "North Briar Hill". 
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The May 2024 Riley LAP allowed developments up to three storeys in our immediate area of North 
Briar Hill. We were not concerned about those proposed changes because we are in favour of 
balanced density increases in our vicinity. We understood that as our part of the community in 
North Briar Hill is redeveloped, the three storey dwellings might consist of duplexes with secondary 
suites, and some row housing. 

At the Council meeting on October 16, 2024, however, we understand that City administration was 
instructed to revise the May 2024 Riley LAP to further increase density, notwithstanding the 
extensive consultation that had occurred, and the fact that City administration believed that the 

May 2024 Riley LAP represented a balanced approach. City administration was provided until the 
end of the first quarter of 2025 to present a new proposal to the Infrastructure and Planning 
Committee ("IPC"), which could have allowed for further community engagement regarding 
suggested revisions. Instead the Current Riley LAP was drafted in less than two months, more than 
four months ahead of the deadline, with no further consultation with local residents. There were 
notification sessions, however these were scheduled immediately prior to Christmas between 
December 1 O and 18, with only two on line sessions offered in the evenings. 

The invitations for these notification sessions did not give any indication of the massive changes 
that were made to the May 2024 Riley LAP, and had no link to maps which would illustrate the 
changes. Because the notification sessions occurred largely during the workdays, and were 
immediately prior to Christmas, we were not able to attend due to other commitments. We also 
assumed (incorrectly) that after two years of consultation, any further changes to the May 2024 
Riley LAP would be relatively minor. 

On January 4, 2025, after seeing a draft article for a community newsletter, we were shocked to 
learn that the Current Riley LAP incorporated drastic increases in both the density and the extent of 
our community that will be affected by this density. We now face the prospect of having six storey 
apartment buildings directly across the street from us. Below is a map of the Current Riley LAP, 
again with the location of our home denoted by a blue star. 
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We learned from our community association that the IPC meeting to consider these changes was 
being held on January 8, 2025. It is important to note that we needed to learn this from our 
community association, because no agenda was posted for the January 8, 2025 IPC meeting, and 
the City of Calgary website noted that the IPC meeting was to occur on Wednesday, January 10 (a 
screens hot taken on January 9 of the City of Calgary website is attached at Appendix A to this 

submission). 

We wrote directly to the mayor and all councillors regarding this issue, because by the time we 
learned the extent of changes in the Current Riley LAP, the deadline for submitting documents for 

the January 8, 2025 IPC meeting had already passed. 

We were not the only members of the community who were completely unaware of what had 

transpired in December. On January 7, 2025, I knocked on 60 doors north of 14th Avenue, between 
20A Street and 22nd Street, where four storey and six storey buildings are proposed in the Current 
Riley LAP. About a third (over 20) people answered their doors, and only one person (who had also 
seen the draft community newsletter article) was aware of the massive changes that had recently 

been proposed in North Briar Hill. 

We have two key concerns regarding the Current Riley LAP- the huge contrast between four and six 
storey buildings across the street from bungalows, and the complete lack of consultation and very 

poor notification for this massive proposed change to North Briar Hill. 

Contrast Between Bungalows and Six Storey Buildings 

Beginning with the first concern, the north side of 14th Avenue in Briar Hill consists largely of 
renovated and well-kept bungalows. A recent picture of our bungalow (brown house with red door) 
is set out below. The picture to the right is our view across the street, where the Current Riley LAP 
contemplates apartment buildings up to six stories high. 

Our home (west side of 21A) Planned area for 6 storey buildings across street 

We intend to continue to live in our home through retirement- another 20 to 30 years. Our next­

door neighbours have a young family and purchased their bungalow with the intent that it be their 
forever home. The young couple living next to our neighbours purchased their bungalow a few years 
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ago, also with the intent of living there long-term. Some of the bungalows in Briar Hill (particularly 
south of 14th Avenue) have been torn down, with large estate homes built in their place. It has been 

more common in North Briar Hill to see young families buying these more affordable bungalows 
and fixing them up to live there long-term. It must also be noted that in these bungalows the mature 
tree canopy is also maintained. 

We emphasize again that we are not against increased density in our area and, with the recent 
changes to zoning, we expect bungalows to be replaced with multifamily structures up to three 
storeys -we welcome such a change. But the contrast between bungalows and a six-storey building 
across the street is too much. Even the City's own documents recognize that such sudden contrast 
is inappropriate, as noted below. 

Municipal Development Plan 

"Intensification should be accommodated within existing communities in a sensitive manner." (sec. 
2.2.5) 

"Respect the existing character of low-density residential areas ... Ensure an appropriate transition of 

development intensity, uses and built form between areas of higher and lower intensity ... Ensure infill 
development complements the established character otthe area and does not create dramatic 
contrasts in the physical development pattern" (sec. 2.3.2) 

"Recognize the predominantly low-density residential nature of Developed Residential Areas and 

.s..u.pport retention of housing stock. or moderate intensification in a form and nature that respects the 
scale and character of the neighbourhood." (sec.3.5.1) 

"Buildings should maximize front door access to the street." (sec. 3.5.2) 

TOD Guidelines and Implementation Strategy 

"TOD Guidelines -Work with local communities. Built form should complement the local context" 

"These TOD Policy Guidelines will respect existing stable communities." 

"Ensure that building massing and shadowing impacts are minimized." 

"Sensitive interface adjacent to existing residential." 

Guide for Local Area Planning 
"A local area plan supports communities experiencing redevelopment by outlining ... a future land 
use concept for where and how new development can be integrated into the neighbourhood over 

time in a way that respects and enhances the existing context of the area." 

"At all scales, redevelopment should consider existing context. parcel layout, building massing, and 
landscaping to sensitively integrate in the community." 

"Retain existing healthy public (and private) trees and landscaping on, or adjacent to, development 
sites." 
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Lack of Consultation 

I was attentive to the two years of consultation that occurred with the May 2024 Riley LAP up until 
its presentation to City Council in October 2024. While I reviewed maps and was aware of 
concerns raised elsewhere in my community, until seeing the draft newsletter on January 4, 2025, I 
did not see anything in my immediate local area that concerned me. In fact, I was in favour of the 

gradually increased density that would come with the redevelopment of the North Briar Hill area. 

When it comes to consultation, I am of the view that it is the people who are most affected by 

developments who should be consulted and heard. While I empathized with concerns raised 
elsewhere in the Briar Hill and Hounsfield Heights community, I did not feel it was my place to 
speak on behalf of others who would be affected by proposed developments in their immediate 
areas. 

In short, when City administration reviewed the public comments they heard over the pasttwo 
years in their technical review following the October 16, 2024 referral, they would not have seen any 

comments from me, and I very much doubt that they would have seen many comments from others 
in North Briar Hill. That is because prior to the Current Riley LAP, we were not directly and adversely 

affected. 

Consultation matters - and I cannot say it better than our Court of Appeal did in Thomas v. 

Edmonton (City), 2016 ABCA 57 (at para 40): 

(The Court's) conclusion is also supported in light of the compelling public policy 

justifications for community consultation. Community consultations exist for a 
reason. Process matters. Why? Because a fair process is the basis for public 

confidence in the legitimacy of all democratic processes, including those related to 
the planning and development of land. 

While Thomas was a case involving the Edmonton Subdivision Appeal Board, the Court's 
comments on the fundamental purpose of consultation applies to all entities - including and 
especially City Councils and administration -who are engaged in development and planning. 

There was no consultation on the Current Riley Plan. On the contrary, looking at this from outside 
the black box, it appears that the intent was to push these drastic density increases through quickly 

with as little community engagement as possible. How else can you explain a process that: 

• Releases significant changes just before Christmas, months before such changes are 
required to be brought to IPC; 

• Schedules notification sessions during a one-week period just prior to Christmas; 

• Provides invitations to those notification sessions with no link to the changed map, and no 
indication of the extent of recent changes; 

• Schedules public comments to be due during Christmas holidays; and 
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• Sets a public IPC meeting with no attached agenda (which is necessary for registration) and 
the wrong date listed on the City website? 

My concerns were not allayed by my attendance at the IPC meeting on January 8, 2025, where I saw 
representatives of developers stand up and praise the Current Riley LAP and confirm under 
questioning that they had been consulted about the recent changes. 

I also watched Councillor Wyness, who we understand directed City administration to develop the 
recent changes, turn her chair partially away from the speaker's podium, lean back with her face 
towards the ceiling- seemingly feigning sleep or boredom - while a member of our community was 

speaking about their concerns. It was shocking to witness a councillor behaving in such a way in a 
City Council chamber. Whether deliberate or not, that behaviour sent a message -that she does 
not care about what people in this community have to say about planning matters that will have a 
massive effect on them. 

How can we have any confidence in City administration, City Council, and the Current Riley LAP 

when "consultation" looks like that? 

The Current Riley LAP feels like an invitation to developers to bulldoze much of North Briar Hill and 
Hounsfield Heights. 

We ask that City Council revert to the May 2024 Riley LAP. 

Sincerely, 

Laura-Marie Berg & Jean Lacroix 
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2025-02-28 L TT City Council (Riley LAP).pdf 

The amendments that were made to the Riley Communities Local Area Plan following 
the Infrastructure and Planning Committee meeting on October 16, 2024 super-sized 
the density in our community and do not respect the existing community, which was 
well established decades before the LRT arrived. 

I respectfully request that the Phase 4 version of the Local Area Plan (being the ver­
sion presented to the Committee on October 16, 2024) be the version that is approved. 
This version represents a reasonable balance and focusses the higher density devel­
opment on the sites that are most appropriate, being the North Hill Mall and Louise 
Riley Library sites_ 

212 

Feb 28, 2025 

10.22 10 AM 



MURRAY DESROSIERS, B.Comm., LLB. 

February 28, 2025 

City Council: 

Re: Riley Communities Local Area Plan 

I am a resident of the community of Briar Hill where I have owned a home since 2011. I was 

attracted to this community because of its established character, single-detached homes, large 

mature trees, proximity to downtown and local schools. I am extremely concerned about the 

drastic changes that will occur in both Briar Hill and Hounsfield Heights should the Riley 

Communities Local Area Plan in its current form be approved by City Council. 

Blanket Rezoning 

In May 2024, City Council approved blanket rezoning, which will allow for a wider range of 

housing types, such as rowhouses, townhouses and semi-detached homes. This was a 

significant change for our community, which had predominantly been zoned R-1 (single­

detached homes). 

In the short time since the blanket rezoning took effect, we have already seen development 

applications for two narrow infills, a semi-detached home with suites, and three row houses. 

Each of these developments (and those that will follow) will add more density to our 

neighbourhood. 

We need to give blanket rezoning more time to operate to see how it will impact our 

community and push pause on the "super" density proposed for parts of our community in the 

Riley Communities Local Area Plan. 

The Local Area Plan 

Our community was actively engaged in the development of the Riley Communities Local Area 

Plan up to the preparation of Phase 4, which was presented to the Infrastructure and Planning 

Committee on October 16, 2024 (hereinafter referred to as the "May 2024 LAP"). 

At that meeting, the Committee directed Administration to: (1) prioritize greater density 

around Transit Oriented Development sites within the Riley Communities Local Area Plan; 

(2) focus on planning for growth and change that integrates multi-modal mobility and improved 
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citizen experience of land use development that enables walkability, community connections 

and integrated commercial and residential uses for all ages and abilities; and (3) report back to 

the Committee by the second quarter of 2025. 

Based on this direction, Administration took what appears to be a mechanical approach to 

adding significantly more density around the Lion's Park LRT station. If a property was within 

600 metres of the LRT station, it had its density increased from the May 2024 LAP. There was 

no consideration for the existing community, which was well established decades before the 

LRT arrived, and site access limitations (particularly for the northeast part of Briar Hill (south of 

16th avenue and east of 19th street)). Furthermore, there was no consultation with the 

community on these changes, which were published in December 2024 and presented to the 

Committee on January 8, 2025 (hereinafter referred to as the "December 2024 LAP"). Why was 

this process rushed when the Committee had given Administration until the second quarter of 

2025? 

While transit-oriented development sounds great in theory, the configuration of the LRT line 

(single trains running the full length of the line) creates practical challenges. During the 

morning rush hour trains arrive at the Lion's Park station jam packed with riders from 

communities further up the line. Riders often have to wait for several trains to find one that 

has room for them. 

Attached as Appendix A are the Building Scale Maps that show the changes from the May 2024 

LAP to the December 2024 LAP. The changes to add additional density are denoted in the 

circles in Appendix A. 

Attached as Appendix B are the Urban Form Maps that show the changes from the May 2024 

LAP to the December 2024 LAP. Neighbourhood Connector now covers about half of the 

community, even though most of the community is comprised of quiet streets with limited 

infrastructure. I would also like to note that Neighbourhood Connector allows H-GO zoning, 

which permits extra tall and dense row houses and apartments/condos (which is a further 

densification from that permitted under the blanket rezoning) and small local-serving 

commercial along "higher activity streets". Other than 19th Street and the portion of 14th 

avenue west of 19th street, the areas now designated as Neighbourhood Connector are quiet 

residential streets and most certainly are not higher activity streets. 

The requirement that existing stable communities should be respected is in referenced in both 

the Municipal Development Plan and the Transit Oriented Development Guidelines. The 

Municipal Development Plan states: "ensure infill development complements the established 

character of the area and does not create dramatic contrasts in the physical development 

pattern". The Transit Oriented Development Guidelines state: "each station exists in a 
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particular community context. Development should complement the existing development and 

help to enhance the local character". 

The additional density and reclassification to Neighbourhood Connector are not based on good 

planning principles, are in conflict with both the Municipal Development Plan and the Transit 

Oriented Development Guidelines and, therefore, should not be approved. 

Request 

The communities of Briar Hill and Hounsfield Heights were well established before the LRT was 

built. We understand that higher density is coming to our communities as a result of the 

blanket rezoning. That is a significant change in and of itself- give it time to breath. We are 

prepared to do our part and take on a reasonable amount of additional density to support the 

City's housing strategy. 

I respectfully request that the May 2024 LAP be the version that is approved. This version 

represents a reasonable balance and focusses the higher density development on the sites that 

are most appropriate, being the North Hill Mall and Louise Riley Library sites. The 

redevelopment of the North Hill Mall site at up to 27 storeys has the potential to add thousands 

of residents to our community. Furthermore, 14th avenue, the LRT line and the adjacent green 

space provide a transition to the established community to the south. 

The local area plan can always be revisited in the future if amendments are needed. Let's pick a 

reasonable starting point and go from there. 

Yours truly, 

(signed) "Murray Desrosiers" 
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March 1, 2025 

Keli Pollock 

1519 21A St NW 

Calgary, AB 

Public Hearing on Riley Local Area Plan. March 4, 2025 

Dear Mayor Gondek and Councillors, 

I am writing regarding the substantial revisions recently made to the Riley Local Area Plan for Briar 

Hill/Hounsfield Heights. As a resident who participated in the collaborative planning process over 

the past three years, I'm deeply concerned about the significant alterations made to our 

community plan in the final weeks before Council consideration. 

I understand and support the need for increased density in our city. The new citywide zoning 

changes already allow for duplexes, fourplexes, townhomes, and laneway homes throughout our 

neighbourhood, housing options we understand and accept. 

However, the revised plan presents several critical issues: 

1. Lack of Transition Zoning: The new plan permits 4-6 and 12 storey buildings directly 

adjacent to single-storey homes without appropriate height transitions, abandoning the 

thoughtful approach that was carefully laid out in the October 2024 version of the plan. 

This abrupt juxtaposition contradicts established urban design principles that recommend 

gradual height increases between different building forms. The October 2024 plan properly 

incorporated these step-down transitions that would have maintained community 

character while still achieving density goals. 

2. Community Fabric Disruption: The concentrated upzoning of over half of our 

neighbourhood threatens the social connections that define our community. The real social 

impacts of rapid neighbourhood transformation are often overlooked in density-focused 

planning. When established homeowners are gradually displaced through redevelopment, 

we lose informal support networks developed over decades-neighbours who look out for 

each other and maintain our collective history. These social connections take generations 

to rebuild and cannot be replicated in new developments. 

3. Disproportionate Impact on Relatively Attainable Housing: The revised plan 

disproportionately targets the original bungalows in our neighbourhood. These 1950s 

homes, while not "affordable" in the strict sense, represent relatively attainable housing 

stock within the inner city where lower purchase prices (compared to new construction) 

allow middle-income families to purchase and phase renovations over time as budget 

allows. The replacement housing is almost always substantially more expensive, further 

reducing housing options for middle-income families seeking to live in established 

inner-city neighborhoods. 



4. Environmental Concerns: Demolishing structurally sound 1950s homes wastes their 

embodied carbon and creates significant construction waste. It takes decades for a new 

energy-efficient building to overcome the negative climate change impacts created by its 

construction. Rehabilitating existing buildings is significantly more environmentally 

sustainable than demolition and new construction, particularly in our northern climate. 

Additionally, we risk losing our neighbourhood's valuable 75-year-old tree canopy, which 

provides essential ecosystem services including air purification, temperature regulation, 

and stormwater management particularly important in Calgary's climate. 

5. Last-Minute Changes Without Adequate Consultation: The timing of these substantial 

revisions in the final weeks before Council consideration, combined with incorrect meeting 

information being posted and a minimal response window, has severely limited meaningful 

community input on significant changes to a plan that had been developed collaboratively 

over three years. 

The May 2024 version of the Riley Local Area Plan presented in October already addressed density 

needs through thoughtful transitions and careful placement of larger buildings - a balanced 

approach developed through genuine community consultation over three years. This collaborative 

plan thoughtfully balanced density increases with neighbourhood character. 

I respectfully ask Council to reject these last-minute rezoning changes and return to the October 

2024 version of the Riley Local Area Plan - a plan our community helped shape through genuine 

collaboration. This version reflects the true spirit of community engagement while still meeting 

the city's density goals. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Keli Pollock 
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GERI RAMSAY 

February 21, 2025 

Dear Mayor and Councillors, 

I am a writing to you as a constituent of Ward 7, a resident of Briar Hill and a 
homeowner concerned about the most recent proposed changes to the Riley LAP and 
Municipal Development Plan. 

In June of 2023, I purchased my beautiful 1952 bungalow on 21a Street., just off 14th 
Ave., and was drawn in by the quiet tree-lined streets, well maintained homes and 
green spaces as well as by the easy walking distance to shops and Lions Park. Newly 
retired, I could easily see myself aging in place and was willing to pay the premium to 
do so in such a lovely neighbourhood. 

I understood neighbourhoods evolve over time and there would be some change and 
densification but I could not have imagined such broad sweeping changes that would 
allow a six storey complex in a neighbourhood of bungalows. 

When I first participated in the various engagement opportunities leading up to the 
blanket rezoning decision and during the development of the Riley LAP, I was 
primarily concerned about the scale of developments, the impact on the leafy 
streetscape as well as noise and traffic. 



~ 
GERI RAMSAY 

I attended three workshops in total and followed the relevant media with interest, 
reassured somewhat by repeated promises that context and character would be taken 
into account with each development application and that there were rules around 
numbers of trees and streetscapes. 

But since those promises, there have been development applications that, through a 
lens of context and character, seemed clearly non-contextual and yet have moved 
forward - most recently, an application for a massive 12-plex on a beautiful street of 
bungalows. 

In a recent statement to media regarding proposed changes to the Green Line, Mayor 
Gondek remarked that it is important to 'see the area in person and hear from -
Calgarians', that the changes would alter the landscape, character and traffic flow. 
Well, I say Amen to all of that. Please come and take in the character of our 
community. Please take it into account and allow us to participate in the future of our 
neighbourhoods. 

Our Community Association has made repeated attempts and given considerable effort 
to collaborating solutions that allow for reasonable densification while retaining 
community character. These seem to have gone unheeded. 

Add to this and what seems an egregious breach is the proposed changes to the 
Municipal Development Plan that replace established context and character, promised 
during the engagement process, with that of 'future context'. I can only assume this 
means a context of Mayor and Councils' choosing, reached only after the character of 
a community has been irretrievably altered. 

Faith in government depends on keeping promises. Mayor Gondek promised she has 
learned the lesson about listening. She and workshop facilitators promised the 
assessment of context and character would be primary considerations. 

Please keep your promises and allow constituents a role in their community 
development. "Great cities are a collection of communities that have shaped the 
neighbourhoods they live in, boasting their own identity but always inherently linked 
to the overall experience and story of the city." 



~ 
GERI RAMSAY 

I want to know that community members have a real hand in shaping my 
neighbourhood. I would like to see the Riley LAP revised with the latest round of 
increased densification removed and considerations of current context and character 
retained in the Municipal Development Plan. 

0 

.. , 

..... 

Sincerely, 

Geri Ramsay 
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Comments for the March 4 reading of the Biley Communities Local Area Plan: 

Submitted by Jennifer and Michael Doty 531 18A Street NW 

In October 2021, the West Hillhurst Planning Committee wrote (in connection with LOC2021-0080): 

"It is the request of the WHPC that, as part of the Riley Communities LAP process and individual 

application review, special consideration be given to future 19 Street land use amendments and in 

particular, the properties north of 2 Avenue along the east side of 19th Street NW which have unique 

constraints compared to the rest of the street." 

With this in mind, we can see that some consideration has been given to this unique stretch of land 

but request that the Riley Communities Local Area Plan go further and change the Urban Form to 

Neighborhood Local (Map 3) and the Building Scale to Limited (Map 4). Mixed-use development along 

this stretch causes logistical, safety, shadowing and privacy concerns. 

The stretch of land along the east side of 19th Street NW from 2nd Avenue to 6th Avenue is a unique 

stretch of land because: 

1. There is no laneway between 19th Street NW and 18A Street NW. This creates major 

challenges for mixed-use development along the east side of 19th Street NW (garbage, 

recycling, deliveries, vehicle access). 

2. The lots in this unique stretch are narrower and shorter than the standard 50'x120' lot, 

which exacerbates the privacy and shadowing impacts on adjacent properties which would 

result from height increases, massing and expanded lot coverage. 

3. Along the east side of 19th Street from 2nd Avenue to 6th Avenue, there are four newish RC2 

homes and the remainder are post WW2 Victory Homes (rectangular shape with steep 

12:12 slope). There has been very little development along this unique stretch because of 

the lot constraints. For example, the two lots closest to 6th Avenue were redesignated as 

MCG, but the SDAB overturned the DP. *See below for more information. 

4. Several avenues intersect with this unique stretch of land. The intersection with 3rd 

Avenue, especially, is a busy crosswalk for students going to/from school and parents taking 

children to daycare at the Community center. With no back lane, increased traffic entering 

or exiting Mixed-use development along this stretch (and crossing sidewalks) increases 

danger for pedestrians and cyclists. 

5. Street oriented commercial and mixed-use development fronting onto 19th Street NW 

stretches from Kensington Road to 3rd Avenue on the west side of 19th Street. It also 

stretches from Kensington Road to 2nd Avenue on the east side. This type of development, 

however, on both sides of the street, is ONLY present in sections where there is a back 

lane. 

*Example: 52619th Street NW (LOC2021-0080, PP2023-08098, SDAB2024-0027) 

The developer owns 2 lots plus a triangle of land purchased from the city. The three pieces of 

land have been amalgamated into one parcel called 526 19th Street NW. This is along the 

same unique stretch of land as described above. The developer originally applied for MU1 



land use change for this site in 2021. After city review and opposition from residents and 

WHPC, the city encouraged the developer to change to an MCG land use change (Benjamin 

Bailey, File Manager). At council, the land use change was only given first reading, and a DP 

had to be submitted and approved before second and third readings would be given. 

The DP was submitted and approved by city administration and so MCG land use change was 

given second and third reading and then approved. 

Neighbors with adjoining property lines appealed the DP to the SDAB, and the DP was 

overturned. As the SDAB wrote (SDAB2024-0027 page 20): "However the Board determines, 

through the information provided, that this site cannot be developed to the density approved 

as there are many unique elements to the site that can and do restrict site density 

development. The Board understands that this land use district has a series of rules applied 

for the district that primarily require a project to conform to the character and details of the 

area in which it is located. Because of the district rules, and the site's physical limitations, 

the Board determines that this project exceeds the functional density of the site, does not 

conform to the community context, creates relaxations beyond what is reasonable in the 

context, and therefore negatively, substantially, and materially impacts the immediate 

neighbours unduly in their use and enjoyment of their property." 

In Summary: 

The stretch of land on the east side of 19th Street NW from 2nd Avenue to 6th Avenue is a unique 

stretch of land, primarily because there is no rear lane but because of other lot constraints 

as well (as listed above). 

This unique stretch of land has been given some consideration in the Riley Communities 

Local Area Plan, but there needs to be further restrictions on densification and 

intensification. We recommend that the Riley Communities Local Area Plan change the 

Urban Form to Neighborhood Local (Map 3) and the Building Scale to Limited (Map 4). 

I 

West Hillhurst Community Assoc1.:1tion 

6AVNW --

1J: 
[t;;l 
! ~ 

Queen Ellubelh School 

1300 student9 



I 
FREEDOM OF INFORMATION AND PROTECTION OF PRIVACY ACT 

Public Submission 

CC 968 (R2024-05) 

Personal informaiion pro•;ided in submissions re!a!ing to matters before Counci! er Counci: Cornn:ittees is coi!ected i..;nder 
the authority of Byla·,. 35r-,I2017 and Section 331.c) of tl1e Freedom of information and Prorecrion of Pnvacy (FO/Pi Acr of 
Alberta. and.'or 'he iVlunicioal Government Act , r,.JGA; Section 536. for the purpose of receiving puoiic participa:Ion in 
municipal decision-making and scneduling soeaKers for Council or Council Committee meetings. Your name and com­
ments will be made pubiicly available in the Council or Council Committee agenda and minutes. If you have ques­
tions regarding the collection and use of your persona! information. please contact City Clerks Legislative Coordinator 
at 403-268-5861 er City Clerk's Office 700 Macleod Trail SE P.O Box 2100. Postal Station 't•.I' 8007 Ca!gary Aiberta. 
T2P 2i\15. 

Please note that your name and comments will be made publicly available in the Council or Council Committee agenda 
and minutes. Your e-mail address will not be included in the public record. 

ENDORSEMENT STATEMENT ON TRUTH AND RECONCILIATION, ANTI-RACISM, EQUITY, DIVERSITY. INCLUSION AMD 
BELONGING 

The purpose of The City of Caigary is to ma Ke iife better every day To fully realize our purpose ·-, e are committed tc addressing 
racism and other forms of discrimination ,,,it11in our programs policies. and services and eliminating barriers that impact the :ives 
of Indigenous Racialized. and other marginalized peopie. It is expected that pa11icipants ·.~111 l)er,ave respectfully and treat ever1-
one ::ith dignity and respect to allo ,·. for conversations free irom bias and prejudice. 

First name [required] 

Last name [reauired) 

Hov. do you •,cish to attend? 

You may bring a support person 
should you require language or 
translator ser,;ices Do you plan 
on bringing a support person? 

What meeting do you s1sh to 
comment on? [required) 

Date of meeting [required] 

Meghan 

Hanson 

Council 

Mar 4, 2025 

What agenda item do you ,:ish to comment on? (Refer to the Council or Committee agenda published here.) 

[required) - max 75 characters 

Are you in favour or opposition of 
the issue? (required] 

ISC Unrestncted 

Item 7.3.2: Riley Communities Local Area Plan 

In opposition 

1/2 

Mar 1, 2025 

11:39:48AM 



I 
ATTACHl\1ENT_01_fllEN,A..l\,1E 

A TTACHf\.lENT _02_FILENAl\1E 

Comments - please refrain from 
providing personal information in 
this field (maximum 2500 
characters/ 

ISC- Unrestncted 

Public Submission 

CC 968 (R2024-05) 

Meghan Hanson Riley Park LAP Comments.docx 

Meghan Hanson Riley Park LAP Comments.pdf 

Comments included in motion being presented by Councillor Wong 

212 

Mar 1, 2025 

11:39:48 AM 



My name is Meghan Hanson and I live at 437 18A Street NW. I am fully supportive of the development 

and modernization of not just the Riley Park area, but also 19th Street NW specifically. The Riley Park 

Land Area Plan ("Riley Park LAP") has done a fantastic job of envisioning the future of this Calgary 

neighbourhood by outlining core values to be upheld throughout the development process and by 

targeting key areas for growth within those guidelines. However, there is one stretch of land - the east 

side of 19th St NW between 5th Ave NW and 2nd Ave NW - that the Riley Park LAP has classified in a way 

that is in direct conflict with its vision and core values. The purpose of my comments below is to explain 

why this unique block in West Hillhurst must be re-designated before the Riley LAP is finalized in order 

for 1) the vision and core values of the Riley Park LAP to be sufficiently met, 2) for community members 

(pedestrians in particular) to be safe, and 3) to avoid a waste of the council's & community's time and 

resources driven by applications for developments that are not a fit for this stretch of land. 

Proposal 

The east side of 19th St NW between 5th Ave NW and 2nd Ave NW is currently designated as 

"Neighbourhood Connector" per Map 3: Urban Form and "Low-Modified (up to 4 Storeys)" per Map 4: 

Building Scale. This block should be redesignated as "Neighbourhood Local" and "Limited (up to 3 
Storeys)." 

Reasoning 

The east side of 19th St NW between 5th Ave NW and 2nd Ave NW is a very unique stretch of land in West 

Hillhurst because it does not have a back lane. The lack of a back lane in conjunction with well­

established and highly utilized pedestrian and bike routes in this area (that the Riley Park LAP wants to 

expand and enhance) will create many logistical and safety issues if Neighbourhood Connector 4 Storey 

buildings are erected here. In fact, the east side of 19th St NW between 6th Ave NW and 2nd Ave NW is 
the only Neighbourhood Connector & Low-Modified land parcel on the Riley Park LAP (as outlined on 
Maps 3 & 4) that does not have a back lane. The inclusion of this stretch of land may have even been an 

error in this LAP draft given how the council clearly sees how back lanes are paramount for 

Neighbourhood Connector & Low-Modified areas. 

Key differences between these designations that would either create or prevent logistical, safety, and 

climate issues on this unique land parcel are: 

• Neighbourhood Connector & Low-Modified buildings allow for grade-level commercial 

businesses, whereas Neighbourhood Local & Limited buildings do not. Per the LAP, these 

commercial businesses should be "designed to mitigate impacts on adjacent residential uses" 

(section 2.2.1.5.c). Commercial businesses located on a street with no back lane will create many 

safety & logistical issues for pedestrians, cyclists, and adjacent residences (see details below). 

• Neighbourhood Connector areas should "mitigate impacts, such as noise and vehicle circulation, 

on adjacent residential uses" (section 2.2.1.5.e.ii), which will be impossible to achieve on a road 

that does not have a back lane. 

• Neighbourhood Local & Limited buildings should "be designed to complement the surrounding 

context and consider the impacts of massing, lot coverage, and setbacks on the following: i. 



Access to sunlight and shade on adjacent parcels; and ii. Protection of existing, healthy trees or 

landscaping on the parcel, where appropriate" (per 2.2.1.6.b). A Neighbourhood Local & Limited 

scale designation for this parcel of land with no back lane will allow developments to align with 

the Riley Park LAP's climate resilience goals, whereas a Neighbourhood Connector & Low­

Modified designation will be in direct conflict with those goals. 

UNIQUE CHARACTERISTICS MAP- 2ND - 6TH AVE, 
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1) "Safe and Accessible Communities" 

a. One of the Riley Park LAP's key goals is to "ensure that safety and accessibility are key 

considerations in public space improvements, new building design, and in considering 

improved transportation options, especially around transit station areas." A 

Neighbourhood Connector & Low-Modified designation on this land parcel with no back 

alley would not allow the community to achieve this goal. 

b. We must ensure the safety of children and the elderly, who are highly concentrated in 

this area from community mainstays like Queen Elizabeth School and General deLalanne 

Manor and who are connected by many crosswalks, bike lanes, and unique walkways like 

Dairy Lane. 

c. Lack of a back lane would force the following items to all be managed directly on 19th St 

NW, in the middle of pedestrian and cyclist pathways: 1) entering & exiting underground 

parkades, 2) collection of large commercial garbage dumpsters, and 3) high volume 

commercial & residential deliveries. 

d. These required logistics of Neighbourhood Connector 4 Storey buildings would increase 

vehicle traffic, particularly of large commercial garbage & delivery trucks, to cause the 

following pedestrian safety issues and therefore reduced foot traffic: 



i. Increased volume of commercial vehicle traffic crossing over the established 

bike lane on the east side of 19th St NW and large garbage dumpsters parked in 

the middle of the east-side 19th St bike lane as they wait to be collected will 

create clear obstacles and therefore safety issues for cyclists, which is at odds 

with Calgary's SA Network goals. 

ii. Higher volume of delivery vehicles and vehicles accessing required underground 

parkades for these buildings will need to cross over the highly frequented 

sidewalk on the east side of 19th St NW, putting pedestrian safety at risk. 

Pedestrians who utilize "Dairy Lane" (the walkway just north of 2nd Ave NW that 

connects 18A St NW and 19th St NW, which is a favourite of Queen Elizabeth 

students commuting to/from school), the three highly frequented crosswalks on 

19th between 2nd Ave NW and 6th Ave NW, and the east 19th St sidewalk would 

become less visible to traffic from road blockades created by garbage dumpsters 

waiting for collection and temporarily parked delivery vehicles along the east 

side of 19th St. 

iii. The designation of east 19th St NW as a Neighbourhood Connector area will 

create these pedestrian safety issues, leaving community members no option 

but to avoid increasing their foot traffic on 19th St. This is starkly at odds with the 

Riley Park LAP's pedestrian-focused goal for the future of 19th St NW. If however 

this stretch of land was designated as Neighbourhood Local with a Limited scale, 

these safety issues would disappear because there would be no buildings with 

grade-level commercial businesses that would require 1) an underground 

parkade with a 19th St entrance/exit, 2) commercial-sized garbage dumpsters 

that must be collected on 19th St, and 3) a large increase in frequency of 

deliveries from commercial vehicles. 

2) "Moving to and Through the Riley Communities" - the pedestrian experience would not be 

enhanced and in fact, pedestrian traffic would decline along 19th St NW if buildings with grade­

level commercial businesses under a Neighbourhood Connector & Low-Modified designation do 

not have access to a back lane. 

a. The Riley LAP states that multi-unit residential/commercial developments should 

provide access to off-street parking and loading areas from the lane. The only way to 

provide off-street parking for these commercial buildings would be to create 

underground parkades with access directly on 19th St NW, and it would be impossible to 

create loading areas from a lane because there is no back lane. The existing commercial 

developments on 19th Street (to the south and the west) all have access to a back lane 

where their entrances/exits to underground parkades exist, which allows for these 

developments to be aligned with this mobility goal. The lack of a back lane on this 

specific land parcel, if designated as a Neighbourhood Connector, will cause 1) an 

increase in vehicle traffic needing to enter/exit these underground parkades directly on 

19th St, and 2) loading areas to be built directly on 19th St NW, forcing large vehicles to 

cross over the existing bike lane and sidewalk, which will disrupt the pedestrian 

experience and create safety issues. 

b. Garbage collection for Neighbourhood Connector buildings with grade-level commercial 

businesses will also create issues on a street with no back lane. The only logistical 



solution to garbage collection from businesses would be to have large commercial 

garbage dumpsters wait to be collected directly on 19th St, which will act as vehicle, 

cyclist, and pedestrian blockades. This is directly at odds with the Riley Park LAP 

pedestrian experience goal. If this land parcel was designated as Neighbourhood Local 

and Limited Scale, then there would be no need for businesses to have garbage collected 

in large dumpsters on the street, allowing for the LAP's pedestrian goal to be met. 

Additionally, how would waste from certain operations (i.e. grease traps) be collected 

without a back lane? Without a back lane, would commercial venting be pointed out the 

back of the building into neighbours' backyards on 18A St? 

c. An increase in commercial & residential deliveries directly on 19th St would also occur 

on this land parcel if designated as Neighbourhood Connector since there is no back 

lane. Delivery trucks would be forced to block vehicle, cyclist, and pedestrian traffic 

while temporarily parked on 19th St as they make their deliveries. 

d. Designating this area as Neighbourhood Local and Limited Scale would allow pedestrians 

to continue to move freely & safely by 1) removing the need for underground parkades, 

2) keeping 19th St garbage collection plans unchanged (i.e. small residential garbage cans 

will continue to be collected on 19th rather than large commercial dumpsters), and 3) 

keep 19th St deliveries to lower volume residential needs rather than larger commercial 

deliveries. And additionally, there would still be the opportunity for developers to create 

more volume of and therefore affordable home options on this land parcel. 

3) "Climate Resilience" 

a. Another key goal of the Riley Park LAP is to "improve energy use, reduce greenhouse gas 

emissions, and better adapt to climate-related hazards in buildings through a range of 

initiatives such as building design, increasing the urban tree canopy, and creating more 

complete communities." 

b. Many neighbours along 18A St NW (who share a backyard with the section of 19th St NW 

at hand) have participated in Canada's Federal and Calgary's city solar panel 

programming, some paying up to $25,000 to install solar panels on their homes. 

Allowing 4 storey buildings to be erected directly next to these solar panelled homes 

without the buffer of a back lane would render the hefty investments that the city and 

community members have already made inoperable from a large increase in shadowing, 

which would likely require the city to pay back 18A neighbours for their now obsolete 

investments. 

c. 4 storey Neighbourhood Connector buildings built on a street with no back lane would 

require underground parking, and these underground parkades would put the root 

system of existing trees along 19th St and 18A St at risk. New trees installed alongside 

these larger buildings with no back lane would also compound the shadowing issue, 

blocking existing solar panels further, not to mention be in direct conflict with section 

2.2.1.4.c.iii, which states that Neighbourhood Connector areas should consider 

shadowing impacts on neighbouring properties. 

4) Comments around the Riley Park LAP section 2.5.6.1 

a. I am arguing against section 2.5.6.1.B for this unique stretch of land which states that 

"Developments are encouraged to share mutual driveway accesses." It is my 

understanding that this principle came about after a review from the mobility team, 



which said that we should avoid more driveway entrances along the east side of 19th St 

between 2nd and 6th Aves because they would create more dips in the ground for 

pedestrians. It is clear to me that the mobility team was not made aware of the 

alternative to additional dips in the sidewalk, which is all the items I listed above: more 

large commercial vehicles & garbage dumpsters crossing over bike lanes and sidewalks 

right by Dairy Lane and 3 key crosswalks in the neighbourhood. I am arguing that way 

more pedestrian safety risk would arise from the latter option because of a 

Neighbourhood Connector/4 storey designation than from having a few more dips in 

sidewalks, which are SA friendly, that would come with a Neighbhourhood Local/3 

storey designation. 

b. 2.5.6.1.C says there should not be any newly built single-detached, semi-detached, and 

duplex housing forms "with front garages." It would be impossible to build any sort of 

housing form without a front garage along the east side of 19th St NW between 2nd and 

6th Aves, and I am arguing that there is more pedestrian safety risk from having fewer 

front garage entrances from 4-storey commercial buildings than from having more 

driveway entrances without the commercial vehicle risk. 

c. 2.5.6.1.D says that developments that share a property line with single-detached, semi­

detached, and duplex housing forms "should step back the building above the third 

storey along the shared property line." The depth of the lots on the east side of 19th St 

between 2nd and 6th Aves is too shallow to accommodate this sort of a ruling - i.e. there 

is not enough lot depth to allow for the creation of a 4th storey with this setback rule. So 

given all of the concerns we have, the max allowable building height on this block should 

be 3 storeys. 

d. 2.5.6.1.F says that developments along 19th St NW should exceed tree requirements to 

help expand the tree canopy of this area. As explained above, the current designation of 

this stretch of land as Neighbourhood Connector with Low-Modified 4-storey height will 

not allow this to occur. 

Examples of Problematic & Denied Proposed Land Use Redesignations and Developments in this Area 

There is already precedent set by this council that buildings that fall under the Neighbourhood 

Connector and Low-Modified Scale (i.e. MU-1 & similar) would not function and therefore are not 

allowable on the east side of 19th St NW between 6th Ave NW and 2nd Ave NW. If the Riley Park LAP does 

not change the designation of this stretch of land from Neighbourhood Connector & Low-Modified Scale 

to Neighbourhood Local & Limited Scale, then developers will continue to apply for land re-designations 

such as MU-1, which community members will continue to vehemently oppose for all the reasons laid 

out in this commentary, unnecessarily draining the council's time and resources. 

The aforementioned precedent was set by application LOC2021-0080. The proposed development on 

this originally R-CG parcel was initially an application for MU-1 but was swiftly declined by the City given 

the unique characteristics of this stretch of 18A. Ultimately, the M-CG zoning was approved by the city 

but refused by the SDAB because of density and privacy concerns and the plethora of relaxations related 

to unique lot restrictions (LOC 2021-0080, DP2023-08098, SDAB2024-0027). 



There is now a new application for land re-designation from R-CG to MU-1 on the east side of 19th St NW 

that does not have a back lane (application LOC2024-0297), which the community strongly opposes for 

all the reasons (and more) outlined in this commentary. If the Riley Park LAP changes its designation of 

the east side of 19th St NW from Neighbourhood Connector & Low-Modified Scale to Neighbourhood 

Local to Limited Scale, developers would be prevented from wasting our council members' and 

community members' time and resources by submitting applications for zonings & buildings that do not 

1) make logistical sense for this unique block in West Hillhurst and 2) do not align with the Riley Park 

LAP's vision & core values. Instead, developers would have a clear roadmap for what buildings they 

should be proposing for this block that increases housing density in a safe and effective way that is in line 

with the vision and core values of the Riley Park LAP. 
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I am writing to formally object to the Urban Main Street proposed in the Riley Area Plan (RAP) south 
of 16th Avenue to 14th Avenue and between 19th Street NW west to 22 Street NW. It violates the 
principles of gentle densification, contradicts the Hounsfield Heights/Briar Hill Area 
Redevelopment Plan (ARP), and consequently the RAP, and fails to provide meaningful value to 
either the neighbourhood or the housing crisis. 

This portion of the RAP (Riley Area Plan) is not responsible, gradual infill, it is an aggressive 
overdevelopment which seeks to construct extremely high-density housing, an overdevelopment 
that prioritizes maximum unit count over livability, infrastructure, and community integrity. 

1. This is Not Gentle Densification - It's an Overdevelopment. 
Gentle densification means gradually introducing duplexes, triplexes, or laneway homes in a way 
that integrates with existing streetscapes. 
This project jumps from single-family homes to apartment buildings and commercial areas, 
creating an abrupt and overwhelming change. 
The result is a jarring, out-of-scale development that erodes the neighbourhood fabric instead of 
complementing it. 
This development completely disregards your own Low Density Residential Housing Guidelines 
whereby it states that "A strong emphasis is placed on encouraging development to respect and 
enhance the overall quality and character of the street/community in which it takes place." This is 
an overblown, over the top development that does absolutely NOTHING to respect and enhance 
the overall quality and character of the streets/community". 

2. This Project Does Not Benefit the Housing Crisis 
This is not affordable housing. It simply maximizes density for profit, without making housing truly 
accessible to those who truly need it. 
Cramming what amounts to thousands of residents into such a small area doesn't meaningfully 
address housing supply, it's a drop in the bucket that comes at a huge cost to neighbourhood 
livability. 
Thoughtful infill balances density with quality of life, this project prioritizes quantity at the expense 
of both. 

3. This Proposal Violates the Area Redevelopment Plan (ARP) 
The Hounsfield Heights/Briar Hill ARP was created to ensure context-sensitive development. This 
proposal fails to meet multiple key goals: 

1.3.1 Growth Must Be Managed, Not Forced 
This project ignores the structured growth outlined in the ARP and forces excessive density into an 
area designed for low-density living. 

1.3.2 The Neighbourhood's Stability is at Risk 
The ARP emphasizes gradual, compatible development, yet this project destabilizes an established 
neighbourhood by cramming hundreds of units into a limited area. 

1.3.3 This is Not Family-Oriented Housing 
The lack of outdoor space, setbacks, and privacy makes these units unsuitable for families, 
contradicting the ARP's goal of maintaining a livable, family-friendly community. 
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1.3.4 The Physical Character of the Neighbourhood is Being Erased 
The oversized massing, lack of green space, and minimal setbacks completely disrupt the visual 
and functional character of the area. 

1.3.5 It Does Not Respect Traditional Neighbourhood Character 
Every home on these blocks and the adjacent ones are a single-family home with green space -
this proposal wipes that away. 

1.3.7 It Harms, Rather Than Strengthens, the Community 
The ARP seeks to enhance the neighbourhood, but this project degrades it by adding congestion, 
parking issues, and a starkly out-of-place development. 

4. Infrastructure is Not Designed for This Level of Density 
The neighbourhood was built in the 1950s for single-family homes, and its roads, sewer, and 
utilities were never designed for this kind of density. 
Without significant infrastructure upgrades, this project risks overloading aging systems, causing 
long-term service and maintenance issues. 

5. This Development is Being Pushed in Certain Areas -Why Not Elsewhere? 
The more expensive streets south of 14th Avenue are not seeing this level of redevelopment, raising 
questions of fairness. 
If the city is serious about densification, it should apply it equitably, not just target select areas. 

6. A Better Alternative: Busy Corridors 
If the city wants to increase density, it should redevelop the busier corridors, or use existing 
commercial sites suited for multi-unit housing. 
Instead of shoehorning excessive density into an inappropriate area, this would provide higher­
density housing in a way that makes sense for the community. 

Conclusion: This Proposal Should Be Rejected 

This project is not gentle densification - it is an aggressive overbuild that erodes livability, 
undermines neighbourhood character, and fails to provide meaningful housing benefits. While 
densification is important, it must be done in a way that integrates with the community, not forces 
dramatic, destabilizing changes. 

I strongly urge the planning committee to reject this proposal and encourage a more balanced, 
context-sensitive development that respects the principles of the ARP and the integrity of this 
neighbourhood. 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

Sincerely, 
Sandra Johnson 
1524 - 21 Street NW 
Phone: 
Email: 
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Results of the Public Engagement process undertaken by city administration was 
flawed and the 'What we Heard' and 'What we did Reports' does not include concerns 
submitted in written form during the engagement process. The city 'Engage Team' con­
firmed community comments from 18 households were absent in any formal way from 
the information that was circulated internally within city administration, including inter­
nal committee engagements, for consideration during the development of the Riley 
LAP process. This includes but not limited to creosote contamination concerns that is 
an underling planning considerations and development constraint that is not addressed 
in the current LAP. Outlining existing planning considerations and development con­
straints is the raison d'etre of an LAP. 
Council should add the following amendments to Riley LAP and evidence supporting 
the amendments can be found in the accompanying document. 

That the Westmount Boulevard area, as shown as "focus area" in the 
above map, be designated as Neighbourhood Local (and not Neighbourhood Collector 
as proposed) and. that the proposed height be a maximum of "up-to 4 stories" (and not 
6 stories as proposed). 

That the Plan include policy regarding development on contaminated 
sites that addresses the current gap in approvals and monitoring for the Westmount 
Boulevard area to protect public health and safety. 
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City Council 

March 4 2025 

RE: RILEY LOCAL AREA PLAN COMMENTS 

Please find below our comments regarding 

the draft Riley Local Area Plan. Our 

comments focus on the Westmount area of 

the Plan as indicated in the adjacent map. 

LAP PLAN AMENDMENTS: 

1 ---·-. •. 

~ 

·- · .. ·-·-~··-
i ' 

! 
i ,t 
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1. That the Westmount Boulevard area, as shown as "focus area" in the above map, be designated as 

Neighbourhood Local (and not Neighbourhood Collector as proposed) and that the proposed height 

be a maximum of "up-to 4 stories" (and not 6 stories as proposed). 

2. That the Plan include policy regarding development on contaminated sites t hat addresses the current 

gap in approvals and monitoring for the Westmount Boulevard area to protect public health and 

safety. 

3. That policy 2.5.2.l(d), which directs any new development along the north-side of Westmount Road 

to have the backyard face the established community, be removed. 

EVIDENCE SUPPORTING REQUESTED AMENDMENTS: 

l. Requested Amendment #1: Designate the Westmount Boulevard area as Neighbourhood Local 

• The Plan designates this area as a 

Neighbourhood Connector that will promote 

four to six storey development and retail and 

commercial uses in an area that is assessable 

by a one-way single-lane roadway and has 

existing contamination that limits subsurface 

disruption. 

• The MOP encourages growth to happen 

around Main Streets, Transit Station Areas and 

West bound Westmount Boulevard @ 17 ST 

Activity Centres- none of which appl ies to this area. City Planners have stated that the area's 

proximity to Memorial Drive makes it a corridor, which justifies the higher densities and non­

residential uses in this historically low-density area. What has not been considered is that: 

- This area is separated by a treed median and a significant grade differential, which 

differentiates from Memorial Drive. 



There is no existing or feasible access to the river pathway system from this location; 

There is no existing or planned transit to 

this area; 

Memorial Drive is a commuter roadway 

for non-local citywide traffic; 

There is limited to no existing pedestrian 

or bike activity along Westmount 

Boulevard; 

At each end of Westmount Boulevard Westbound Memorial Dr/Westmount Blvd @ 17 ST 

there exists intersections that do not meet current code and cannot safely handle existing 

traffic. 

• The Municipal Development Plan does not support this development pattern. Policy 3.5.1 (a) 

speaks to importance of recognizing the predominately low-density residential nature of the 

developed area, while supporting moderate intensification that respects the scale and character 

of the neighbourhood. Policy 3.5.2 (b) speaks specifically to incorporating a range of 

intensification strategies for modest intensification in inner-city communities. 

• As all the properties along this street face Memorial Drive, retail uses will attract non-local, 

commuter traffic from Memorial into the community, which will bring in significant vehicle traffic 

to this area. As this is a single-lane one-way street with parking on one side of the street only, 

and no opportunity for underground parking due to the existing contamination, vehicle traffic will 

undoubtedly overflow into other parts of the community. 

• This area is contextually different from Memorial Drive in Sunnyside (east of 10th Street). 

This area exists west of the 

Memorial Drive P.M. Lane 

Reversal, where three of the four 

lanes along Memorial Drive are 

dedicated to the westbound traffic 

to faci litate the movement of 

commuter traffic from the 

downtown. City Administration previously confirmed that no traffic lights or at-grade 
pedestrian crossing to access the Bow River Pathway are possible along this stretch of 

Memorial Drive, unless the lane reversal was to be removed. 

Pedestrian overpasses to provide access to 

the Bow River Pathway are not feasible at 

this location due to the narrow pathway on 

both the north and south side of the river. 

The speed limit along this stretch of 

Memorial Drive changes from the SO km 

that exists along the Sunnyside portion to 

70 km to facilitate the movement of 

commuter traffic. 

No space for a pedestrian overpass at this location 



- There are no properties along this stretch that abut/front Memorial Drive. ALL properties 

front Westmount Boulevard, which is a single one-direction residential roadway, and are 

separated by a treed median with grade-separation. 

- There are no sidewalks along Memorial Drive at this location, and no pedestrian activity. 

- While the Riley Local Area Plan suggests the possibility of a pedestrian overpass to link 

this area to the raised Sunalta LRT Station, no feasibility study has been done to support 

this idea and the extensive infrastructure investment needed is unlikely, given that there 

was no budget to even replace the life-cycling of the 14th Street pedestrian overpass at 7th 

Avenue (was replaced with an at-grade crossing). 

2. Requested Amendment #2: Policy to Address Creosote Contamination 

• The Westmount Boulevard area is impacted by creosote contamination, that if exposed, will 

impact the health and wellbeing of area residents. The Plan does not address or take into context 

the unique planning considerations and appears to prioritizes redevelopment over public health 

and safety. 

• According to the February 2024 paper published by the Environmental Law Center (Alberta) - The 

Regulation of Pollution and Contaminated Sites in Alberta - building on contaminated land is 

complex and requires careful planning, regulatory complication and often substantial remediation 

efforts. This is especially true when municipalities and the province have shared jurisdiction. A 

key finding of the report was that there is currently a "lack of regulation for risk management 
through exposure control at contaminated sites in Alberta". One of top seven recommendations 

stemming from the report include "Implementing a comprehensive regulatory regime for risk 
management through exposure control at contaminated sites". 

• Research undertaken by community members/ Professional Environmental Engineers, indicated 

that the City is not clear on the legal and Health, Safety and Environmental implications of 

contaminated sites, similar to the Lynnewood Ridge liability. 

• Alberta Environment and Protected Areas has reinforced to area residents that The City is the 

responsible body for any development on contaminated lands, and that the Province is only an 

advisor. Neither level of government has engaged with the concerned residents despite repeated 

requests. 

• Through the engagement process, area residents asked that the Plan consider the existing 

contamination to ensure the protection of public health and wellness in this area. There was no 

response to this feedback and the comments were not recorded in the What We Heard Report. 



• A creosote remediation facility (pictured) is located on 

the south side of the river to actively reduce the 

creosote levels in that area. No such remediation is 

taking place at this location -where there is existing 

residential. 

• There are no existing policies or procedures to regulate 

or monitor the creosote vapour release result ing from 

new development. This puts the existing community at 

substantial risk. 

• Disregarding the complexity of redevelopment and placing development pressure in this area 

puts the safety of area residents at significant risk. It also places an unfair burden on area 

resident to continuously monitor, and be actively involved in, all redevelopment activity in the 

area, which should be the role of City Administration as the regulatory body. 

• Instead of placing inappropriate development pressures that are at odds with public health, we 
request that The City develop policy that focuses on reducing the city and taxpayers' long-term 
liabilities, especially as it relates to sites that have no qualifying 'responsible person' under the 
Environmental Protection and Enhancement Act. 

3. Requested Amendment #3: Do not require one-side of Westmount Road to be rear-facing. 

• Policy 2.5 .2.1 (d) requires new development on properties on the north side of Westmount Road 

NW to back onto the residential road and front Kensington Road. 

• This policy applies to nine residential 

blocks. At the rate of redevelopment and 

considering the number of newer housing 

stock, it will be many generations before 

this area is converted fully to properties 

facing Kensington Road. In the meantime, 

this area will be a mix-match of front-facing 

and rear-facing property along both 

Westmount Road and Kensington Road that 

will not serve anyone. 

Westbound 1600 Block Westmount RO - showing newer and 

older development pattern 

• This pol icy is disrespectful to the existing residential community and will have a negative impact 

on both property va lues and the strong sense-of-community for this area. 

• Improved urban design along the southside of Kensington Road that incorporates part of the 

existing road right-of-way would create a better pedestrian environment without impacting the 

existing community. 

• Respecting the historical neighbourhood layout is critical to maintaining this area's strong sense 

of community. 



COMMENTS ON THE PUBLIC ENAGEMENT PROCESS: 

1. Substantial written and in-person feedback was not recorded and not considered in this Plan. 

■ Area residents attended the Open Houses and on line events held during Phase 3 of this Plan, and 

submitted written comments that summarized key points. This feedback was not captured in any 

way in the What We Heard Report or What We Did Report, and both reports failed to capture the 

general sentiment of the Open Houses or on line events . When asked about this, City 

Administration confirmed that the written feedback was not incorporated because one 

submission was received that was signed by many households. They considered this a petition 
and dismissed thesubstantialfeedback from 18 households. For the Open House comments, we 

were told that they were grouped by category, but when we ask for them to show us where the 

general sentiments we communicated were listed, they were unable to do so. City 

Administration committed to following up with us on this issue, but never did. 
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This is an objection to the revised Riley LRP presented to the IPC on Jan 81\ 2025. This is also a 
request that the Oct 16th Riley LAP be approved by Council as this LAP balanced a myriad of 
factors to arrive at the best outcome for all interested parties. 

During my holidays from Dec 11th
• 2024 to Jan 10th 2025, the Riley LAP was revised and approved by 

the IPC. I had no idea this was happening and no chance to comment. The way that these significant 
changes to the Riley LAP were rushed through over the Christmas holidays is shameful. 

On Oct 29th
, Council said that the Oct 16th Riley LAP failed to provide sufficient density around TOD 

sites. The reasons for reaching this conclusion are not clear. Maybe Council members decided that, by 
comparison to other LAPs or areas of the City, that density in the Riley areas just wasn't enough? 

Judging by the size of the Administration group at the Oct 16th hearing, a lot of people with expertise 
and experience in planning worked on Riley LAP. This work was done for over 2.5 years, with 
extensive engagement of the community and developers, in order to reach the right balance for this 
area. The Riley LAP left all sides somewhat disappointed, so objectively it was a good plan. After all 
this work, sending it back to Administration on Oct 29th should only have been done with good reason. 
The Councillors' preconceived notions of what was or was not enough density, without more, was not a 
good reason. Administration recommended that the LAP be approved by Council and absent a 
good reason, it should have been. 

The referral directed Administration to "prioritize greater density around TOD sites". City planners had 
already surely prioritized density when working on the Oct 16th Riley LAP. The referral, really, was to 
increase density, and that's exactly what happened. The increase wasn't a "tweak" either, it was 
substantial. Are we to believe that the City planners really missed so many appropriate opportunities 
to increase density, in the Oct 16th LAP? Of course they didn't. 

The substantial density added in the revised Riley LAP was not appropriate, and I suggest that it 
was done to appease Council. Density increases of this magnitude in established neighbourhoods 
cannot be the result of hasty and secretive decisions. 

The revised Riley LAP adds large swaths of Neighbourhood Connector areas. These areas will really 
change our community because they extend far into established, low-density residential areas. 
Moreover, at least one area (see below), and likely the others, don't fit the definition of Neighbourhood 
Connector in the LAP which is: "characterized by a broad range of housing types along higher activity 
predominantly residential streets." 

The four-block Neighbourhood Connector area designated between 14th and 16th Avenues in Briar Hill 
doesn't meet the definition. It is bounded at the north end by a high Wall that separates it from 16th Ave 
and a one-way egress road that exits onto 16th Ave at 20a street. The exit is dangerous and barely used, 
as cars need to merge from a full stop into 3 heavy lanes of rapidly moving traffic. Also, it is not 
possible to turn into Briar Hill from 16th Ave - cars have to go via 19th St to gain access. 

The City has severely restricted access to and from 16th Ave here for good reason. The traffic is heavy 
and fast, coming from the TransCanada Highway and Crowchild Trail. And it will only get more busy 
with time. There will never be pedestrian traffic along this stretch of 16th Ave. It would be suicidal. 

The streets in this four block area are probably the quietest streets in Briar Hill. They are on the edge 
of the neighbourhood and bounded by a Wall. For all practical purposes they're dead-end streets used 



only by residents living on them. This area is NOT properly designated a Neighbourhood 
Connector area as evidenced by the fact that it was not so identified in the Oct 16th Riley LAP. 

Section 638(2) of the MGA states that "an area redevelopment plan must be consistent with: (b) any 
municipal development plan." Under the 2020 MDP, the following policies apply to an Inner City 
Developmental Residential Area: 

(3.5.1) "Recognize the predominantly low density residential nature of Developed Residential 
Areas and support retention of housing stock or moderate intensification in a form and nature that 
respects the scale and character of the neighbourhood. 

(3.5.2) "Sites with the Inner City Area may intensify .... .if the intensification is consistent and 
compatible with the existing character of the neighbourhood. 

See also sections 2.2.2, 2.2.5, and 2.3.2 of the MDP. 

HH-BH is a low-density single-family residential neighbourhood. It has always had a lower density 
than the surrounding neighbourhoods of Banff Trail, Sunnyside and (West)Hillhurst because infills and 
secondary suites have been permitted in those neighbourhoods for decades. But not in HH-BH. This 
low density is the reason that many people choose to live in HH-BH and not in surrounding 
neighbourhoods, even though these neighbourhoods offer easy access to transit and comparable inner­
city amenities. This lower density gives HH-BH its special character. 

The revised Riley LAP increases density in HH-BH so that it is now similar to or even greater than in 
adjacent neighbourhoods. It therefore doesn't respect and is incompatible with the existing character 
of HH-BH. Development plans should support a broad range and mix of neighbourhoods - it is a good 
thing to have lower density and higher density inner city neighbourhoods. 

Adding Neighbourhood Connector designations into the heart of HH-BH will enable the building of 4-
and 6-storey buildings directly adjacent to bungalows and other single family homes. This creates 
dramatic contrasts in the physical development pattern of the neighbourhood, contrary to the MDP. 

The revised Riley LAP contravenes provisions of the currently in force 2020 MDP. It cannot be 
approved by Council as it does not comply with section 638(2) of the MGA which states that "an 
area redevelopment plan must be consistent with: (b) any municipal development plan." 

H-CG zoning alone is going to profoundly increase density of HH-BH. For example, in my block 
having only bungalows, there are two pending Development Applications, one for a 12-unit (6 up/6 
down) townhouse complex and one for an 8-unit (4 up/4 down) rowhouse, If these go through, that 
will be 20 living units where there used to be two (2). And that is just the start. Additional increases in 
the density of HH-BH should be done where it makes sense to, and that is, near transit zones, along 
busy streets, and in plazas and malls already here (as in the Oct. 16th Riley LAP). 

Finally, I lived in Dalhousie from 2001 to 2019 and took the LRT downtown to work for 18 years. I 
saw that by the time the train got to Briar Hill or Sunnyside it was packed full and often people could 
not get on at all. This was worse in winter. Getting home in rush hour was a nightmare. 

The lack of capacity was alleviated when 4-car trains started running. Upgrading to 4-car trains took 10 
years and 400 million dollars, it is said. And it still isn't done. Customers are complaining about the 
lack of 4-car trains again, now that ridership has rebounded after Covid. 



The next increase in LRT capacity to 5-car trains on the NW Red Line is apparently going to require 
some platforms to be lengthened and separation of the Red and Blue Lines in the downtown core. It 
will probably take a lot longer than the 4-car conversion. After that, the Red Line will have no more 
capacity for growth (everything I've read says 5 cars is the maximum length for LRT trains). 

I was unable to find information projecting how long it might be until the NW Red Line needs to be 
upgraded to 5-car trains (there are some old reports from 2005/2006). As a rough estimate, since the 
LRT started in 1981 and now needs 4 car trains, let's say one additional car is needed every 10 years. 
That's without TOD. Calgary Transit's 30-year Strategic Plan, RouteAhead, does not contemplate 
upgrading to 5-cars at all (the 8th Ave tunnel is deferred). 

Given the increases in density proposed around all three LRT stations in the Riley LAP, given that 
people will be bused in from BRT, given that density is being added along the whole of the NW Red 
Line, and given the city-wide H-CG rezoning, it probably won't even be 10 years until 5-car trains are 
needed. 

While TOD is a good thing, it's not foolproof. Steps must be taken to ensure that increases in transit 
capacity and residential development occur in tandem. TOD has failed Seton, where access to adequate 
transit hasn't materialized and condos in the resale market are more likely to sell below listing price if 
they have only one parking stall. And Glenmore Landing has a BRT stop used at only 30% it's 
capacity, while Council deliberates over how to increase density here. 

The NW Red Line is the linchpin for successful TOD in the Riley LAP and it's capacity is not 
unlimited. Caution is called for. The density in the Riley area should be increased at a rate which 
ensures that the capacity of the NW Red Line can keep up with the demand or else Riley communities 
will be left with a lot of buildings that have been designed and built on a failed premise. 

Don't put the cart before the horse. Because it is less aggressive with respect to density, the Oct 
16th Riley LAP is the better plan. 

Thanks for reading this. 

Susan Rancourt 
1528 21 St NW, Calgary 



I 
FREEDOM OF INFORMATION AND PROTECTION OF PRIVACY ACT 

Public Submission 

CC 968 (R2024-05) 

Personal iniormation provided in submissions relating io mattecs beicre Council or Council Committees is coi!ecied under 
t:1e authority of Byla:, 35rvl2017 and Section 331 C! of the F.-e,;,do1r of Information and Protection of Privacy /FOIP) Act oi 
Alberta, and/or the lvlunicipal Government Act iivlGA; Section 636, for the purpose oi receiving public participation in 
municipal decis1on-mak1ng and scheduling speakers for Counc:i or Council Committee meetings. Your name and com­
ments will be made publicly available in the Council 01· Council Committee agenda and minutes. If you have ques­
tions regarding the collection and use of your personai information. please contact City Clerk's Legislative Coordinator 
at 403-253-5%1 or City Clerks Office 7Q0 1\lacleod Trail SE. P.O Box 2100. Postal Station ·tvl 8007. CaigarJ, Alberta. 
T2P 2r,l5 

Please note that your name and comments will be made publicly available in the Council or Council Committee agenda 
and minutes, Your e-mail address will not be included in the public record, 

ENDORSEMENT STATEMENT ON TRUTH AND RECONCILIATION, ANTI-RACISM, EQUITY, DIVERSITY, INCLUSION AND 
BELONGING 

The purpose of The City of Calgary is to make iife better every· day To fully realize our pLirpose. • ·,e are committed to addressing 
r:icism and other forms of discrimination within our programs, policies and services and eliminating barriers that impact the iives 
oi Indigenous. Racialized. and other marginalized people It 1s expected that participants ·,1ill behave respectfully and treat every­
one :.'ith dignity and respect to alio-,.: ior conversations free from bias and prejudice. 

First i1ame [required] 

Last name [required] 

How do you \'/isl, to attend? 

You may bring a support person 
should you require language or 
translator ser,1ices Do ;ou plan 
on bringing a support person 1 

What meeting do you -. 1sh to 
comment on? [required] 

Date of meeting [required] 

Kim 

Johnston 

Council 

Mar 4, 2025 

vVr,at agenda item do you wish to comment on? \Refer to !he Council or Committee agenda published ~ -) 

[required] - max 75 characters 

Are you in favour or opposition of 
the issue-:> [required] 

ISC Unrestncted 

Item 7.3.2: Riley Communities Local Area Plan 

In opposition 

113 

Mar 1. 2025 

707:07 PM 



ISC : lnrestnCiect 

a::.1: ("'' ,. r; <r. 

na1 r: ·cr a on n 
um _5vo 

Public Submission 

CC 9138 (R2'J 2,1-05J 

Comments included in motion being presented by Councillor Wong _ 

AS A RESIDENT OF BRIAR HILL. I DO NOT SUPPORT THE INCLUSION OF 
HOUNDSFIELD HEIGHTS AND BRIAR HILL IN THE RILEY LOCAL AREA PLAN 
REPLACING THE HH-BH AREA REDEVELOPMENT PLAN, AND I DO NOT SUP­
PORT THE APPROVAL OF THE RILEY LOCAL AREA PLAN AS PROPOSED IN THE 
DECEMBER 2024 VERSION (LINKED BELOW). 

THE MAIN REASON FOR MY OPPOSITION. IS THAT THE RILEY LOCAL AREA 
PLAN DOES NOT CONSIDER THE SAFETY OF AREA RESIDENTS _ 

If City Council approves this plan with the "Building Scale" as proposed, it creates an 
increased fire hazard which puts area residents at increased risk for loss of life and 
property . As minimum, city council needs to produce local area plans that are backed 
by the appropriate planning of the area infrastructure that would be required to under­
pin the proposal. 

It is an admirable goal to add low-cost density housing near transit stations. but it has 
to be done in a way that is measured and appropriate, and in a way that respects area 
infrastructure and how the cumulative changes overtime will impact the community. 
Otherwise it is not a plan. it's a concept which should not be used as a tool for the 
approval of land changes including development and building permits. 

The Building Scale Map updates from October 2024 to December 2024, have an 
alarmingly high increase in the number of locations where large storey buildings are 
being proposed. City Council needs to recognize that this plan is not feasible in its 
entirety, as it can not adequately supply the communities named in the Riley Local 
Area Plan with water, electricity, and the increased fire and police response protection 
required without extensive upgrades and investment. 

My recommendation to City Council is that instead of creating Local Areas Plans that 
aren't backed on anything other than desire, roll up your sleeves and put together an 
actual proposal to build affordable housing in these communities that respects infra­
structure and the safety of area residents. The completion of a handful of actual proj­
ects that are affordable and work within the existing communities is more valuable than 
a vision that is not underpinned by a complete and fulsome plan of how it can be 
achieved, especially if it does not account for the safety of resident Calgarians. 

Mm! 2G2S 
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Public Submission 

The Riley Local Area Development pan has been the subject of many communication 
sessions, community input processes and consultation workshops. We've seen itera­
tions of the plan with precious few revisions that reflected the views of most residents. 
The most recent revision, the one that is intended to be presented to council is 
astounding in its audacity to not only continue to ignore the previous feedbacks, but to 
present an even more egregious encroachment of high density zoning in the form of 12 
story structures that had previously not been considered. That some of us have spent 
many hours participating in a consultation process that we had assumed was being 
conducted in good faith only to have the final proposal reflect something drastically dif­
ferent is offensive, unethical and perhaps fraudulent. 

The current proposal does not modestly revise and densify, it drastically changes the 
character of the neighborhood. Some of us, maybe most of us. selected this neighbor­
hood because of its single family character, an enchanting mix of historical and 
modern homes and what we thought was a protective zoning to ensure our "forever 
home" would retain the very attributes that underpinned our investment decision. 

In our case, our address being 1302 15th St NW, the new plan permits a 12 story 
apartment complex directly across the street, obliterating our view, creating untold traf­
fic concerns , shadowing our gardens thus destroying the gardening pleasure we cur­
rently enjoy, and destroying any sense of home privacy. The impact on our home 
value would be significant. 

I've participated in the consultation process and have provided feedback that the previ­
ous plan, permitting 4 story structure adjacent to our home , was also problematic for 
some of the same concerns. That input clearly had no impact. The new proposal is 
NOT what had been previously considered and was NOT the subject of previous 
consultations. 

I respectfu lly ask that this proposal be withdrawn. 

Mm 2 2025 

4 51 34 PM 



I 
FREEDOM OF iNFORMATION AND PROTECTION OF PRIVACY ACT 

Public Submission 

CC 968 (R2024-05/ 

Personal iniormaticn provided in submissions reiating to matters before Council er Council Committees is coi!ected under 
the authority of By!a.·, 35i-.:12017 and Section 331 CJ of rhe ,=reedom of Information and Prctec,ion of Pr,vacy (FOIP) Act of 
Alberta. and/or the ~-·1Ltnicipal Government Act 11,lGA .' Section 636. for the pu1·pose of receiving public part1ciparicn in 
municipal decision-making and scheduling speakers for Council or Council Committee meetings. Your name and com­
ments will be made publicly available in the Council or Council Committee agenda and minutes. If you ha,,e ~ues­
rions regarding tile collection and use of your perso,1al information. please contact City Cierk s Legislative Coordinator 
31 403-268-5351 or City Clerk's Office 700 il.lacleod Trail S E P.O. Box 21 CO. Postal Station ·M· 8007 Caigary ,;,:bena 
T2P 2~.15. 

Please note that your name and comments will be made publicly available in the Council or Council Committee agenda 
and minutes. Your e-mail address will not be included in the public record. 

ENDORSEMENT STATEMENT ON TRUTH AND RECONCILIATION, ANTI-RACISM. EQUITY. DIVERSITY. INCLUSION AND 
BELONGING 

The purpose of The City of Calgary is to make iiie better every day To fully realize our purpose. -.ve are committed to addressing 
racism and other forms of discrimination ·.vithin our programs policies. and services and eliminating barriers that impact the lives 
oi Indigenous Raciaiized and otr,er marginalized people. !t 1s expected that participants -. 111 behave respectfully and treat ever1-
one .•1ith dignity and respect to allow for con ·-1ersations free from bias and prejudice. 

First name [required] 

Last name [required] 

Ho·-,, do you ·,;ish ro attend? 

You may bring a support person 
should you require language or 
translator services Do you plan 
on bringing a suppo11 person? 

What meeting do you :11sh to 
comment on? [required] 

Date oi meeting (required] 

Peter 

Skirving 

Standing Policy Committee on Infrastructure and Planning 

Mar 4, 2025 

Wr1at agenda item do you '., ish to comment on? tRefer to the Council or Committee agenda published here.) 

(required] • max 75 characters 

Are you in favour or opposition of 
the issue? (required] 

ISC Unrestncted 

Draft Riley □AP 

Neither 

1/2 

Mar 2, 2025 

12:31:02 PM 



ATTACHl\lENT _01 _FILENAME 

A TTACHl'vlENT _02_FILENAME 

Comments - please refrain from 
providing personal information in 
this field (maximum 2500 
characters J 

1sc- Unrestncted 

Public Submission 

CC 968 (R2024-05) 

Council Comments March 2025.docx 

212 

Mar 2, 2025 

12·31 .02 PM 



City Council 

March 4 2025 

RE: RILEY LOCAL AREA PLAN COMMENTS 

Please find below our comments regarding 

the draft Riley Local Area Plan. Our 

comments focus on the Westmount area of 

the Plan as indicated in the adjacent map. 

LAP PLAN AMENDMENTS: 

1. That the Westmount Boulevard area, as shown as "focus area" in the above map, be designated as 

Neighbourhood Local (and not Neighbourhood Collector as proposed) and that the proposed height 

be a maximum of "up-to 4 stories" (and not 6 stories as proposed). 

2. That the Plan include policy regarding development on contaminated sites that addresses the current 

gap in approvals and monitoring for the Westmount Boulevard area to protect public health and 

safety. 

3. That policy 2.5.2.l(d), which directs any new development along the north-side of Westmount Road 

to have the backyard face the established community, be removed. 

EVIDENCE SUPPORTING REQUESTED AMENDMENTS: 

1. Requested Amendment #1: Designate the Westmount Boulevard area as Neighbourhood Local 

• The Plan designates this area as a 

Neighbourhood Connector that wi ll promote 

four to six storey development and retai l and 

commercial uses in an area that is assessable 

by a one-way single-lane roadway and has 

existing contamination that limit s subsurface 

disruption. 

• The MOP encourages growth to happen 

around Main Streets, Transit Station Areas and 

Westbound Westmount Boulevard @ 17 ST 

Activity Centres - none of wh ich applies to this area. City Planners have stated that the area's 

proximity to Memorial Drive makes it a corridor, which justifies the higher densities and non­

residential uses in this historically low-density area. What has not been considered is that: 

- This area is separated by a treed median and a significant grade differential, which 

differentiates from Memorial Drive. 



There is no existing or feasible access to the river pathway system from this location; 

There is no existing or planned transit to 

this area; 

Memorial Drive is a commuter roadway 

for non-local citywide traffic; 

There is limited to no existing pedestrian 

or bike activity along Westmount 

Boulevard; 

At each end of Westmount Boulevard Westbound Memorial Dr/Westmount Blvd @ 17 5T 

there exists intersections that do not meet current code and cannot safely handle existing 

traffic. 

• The Municipal Development Plan does not support this development pattern. Policy 3.5.1 (a) 

speaks to importance of recognizing the predominately low-density residential nature of the 

developed area, while supporting moderate intensification that respects the scale and character 

of the neighbourhood. Policy 3.5.2 (b) speaks specifically to incorporating a range of 

intensification strategies for modest intensification in inner-city communities. 

• As all the properties along this street face Memorial Drive, retail uses will attract non-local, 

commuter traffic from Memorial into the community, which will bring in significant vehicle traffic 

to this area. As this is a single-lane one-way street with parking on one side of the street only, 

and no opportunity for underground parking due to the existing contamination, vehicle traffic will 

undoubtedly overflow into other parts of the community. 

• This area is contextually different from Memorial Drive in Sunnyside (east of 10th Street). 

This area exists west of the 

Memorial Drive P.M. Lane 

Reversal, where three of the four 

lanes along Memorial Drive are 

dedicated to the westbound traffic 

to facilitate the movement of 

commuter traffic from the 

downtown. City Administration previously confirmed that no traffic lights or at-grade 
pedestrian crossing to access the Bow River Pathway are possible along this stretch of 

Memorial Drive, unless the lane reversal was to be removed. 

Pedestrian overpasses to provide access to 

the Bow River Pathway are not feasible at 

this location due to the narrow pathway on 

both the north and south side of the river. 

The speed limit along this stretch of 

Memorial Drive changes from the 50 km 
that exists along the Sunnyside portion to 

70 km to facilitate the movement of 

commuter traffic. 

No space for a pedestrian overpass at this location 



- There are no properties along this stretch that abut/front Memorial Drive. ALL properties 

front Westmount Boulevard, which is a single one-direction residential roadway, and are 

separated by a treed median with grade-separation. 

- There are no sidewalks along Memorial Drive at this location, and no pedestrian activity. 

- While the Riley Local Area Plan suggests the possibility of a pedestrian overpass to link 

this area to the raised Sunalta LRT Station, no feasibility study has been done to support 

this idea and the extensive infrastructure investment needed is unlikely, given that there 

was no budget to even replace the life-cycling of the 14th Street pedestrian overpass at 7th 

Avenue (was replaced with an at-grade crossing). 

2. Requested Amendment #2: Policy to Address Creosote Contamination 

• The Westmount Boulevard area is impacted by creosote contamination, that if exposed, will 

impact the health and wellbeing of area residents. The Plan does not address or take into context 

the unique planning considerations and appears to prioritizes redevelopment over public health 

and safety. 

• According to the February 2024 paper published by the Environmental Law Center (Alberta) - The 

Regulation of Pollution and Contaminated Sites in Alberta - building on contaminated land is 

complex and requires careful planning, regulatory complication and often substantial remediation 

efforts. This is especially true when municipalities and the province have shared jurisdiction. A 

key finding of the report was that there is currently a '1ack of regulation for risk management 
through exposure control at contaminated sites in Alberta". One of top seven recommendations 

stemming from the report include "Implementing a comprehensive regulatory regime for risk 
management through exposure control at contaminated sites". 

• Research undertaken by community members/ Professional Environmental Engineers, indicated 

that the City is not clear on the legal and Health, Safety and Environmental implications of 

contaminated sites, similar to the Lynnewood Ridge liability. 

• Alberta Environment and Protected Areas has reinforced to area residents that The City is the 

responsible body for any development on contaminated lands, and that the Province is only an 

advisor. Neither level of government has engaged with the concerned residents despite repeated 

requests. 

• Through the engagement process, area residents asked that the Plan consider the existing 

contamination to ensure the protection of public health and wellness in this area. There was no 

response to this feedback and the comments were not recorded in the What We Heard Report. 



• A creosote remediation facility (pictured) is located on 

the south side of the river to actively reduce the 

creosote levels in that area. No such remediation is 

taking place at this location - where there is existing 

residential. 

• There are no existing policies or procedures to regulate 

or monitor the creosote vapour release resulting from 

new development. This puts the existing commun ity at 

substantial risk. 

• Disregarding the complexity of redevelopment and placing development pressure in this area 

puts the safety of area residents at significant risk. It also places an unfair burden on area 

resident to continuously monitor, and be actively involved in, all redevelopment activity in the 

area, which should be the role of City Administration as the regulatory body. 

• Instead of placing inappropriate development pressures that are at odds with public health, we 
request that The City develop policy that focuses on reducing the city and taxpayers' long-term 
liabilities, especially as it relates to sites that have no qualifying 'responsible person' under the 
Environmental Protection and Enhancement Act. 

3. Requested Amendment #3: Do not require one-side of Westmount Road to be rear-facing. 

• Policy 2.5 .2.1 (d) requires new development on properties on the north side of Westmount Road 

NW to back onto the residential road and front Kensington Road. 

• This policy applies to nine residential 

blocks. At the rate of redeve lopment and 

considering the number of newer housing 

stock, it will be many generations before 

this area is converted fu lly to properties 

facing Kensington Road. In the meantime, 

this area will be a mix-match of front-facing ~ 

and rear-facing property along both 

Westmount Road and Kensington Road that 

will not serve anyone. 

Westbound 1600 Block Westmount RD - showing newer and 

older development pattern 

• This policy is disrespectful to the existing residential commun ity and will have a negative impact 

on both property va lues and the strong sense-of-community for th is area. 

• Improved urban design along the southside of Kensington Road that incorporates part of the 

existing road right-of-way would create a bette r pedestrian environment wit hout impact ing the 

existing community. 

• Respecting the historical neighbourhood layout is critical to maintaining this area's strong sense 

of community. 



COMMENTS ON THE PUBLIC ENAGEMENT PROCESS: 

1. Substantial written and in-person feedback was not recorded and not considered in this Plan. 

• Area residents attended the Open Houses and on line events held during Phase 3 of this Plan, and 

submitted written comments that summarized key points. This feedback was not captured in any 
way In the What We Heard Report or What We Did Report, and both reports failed to capture the 

general sentiment of the Open Houses or on line events. When asked about this, City 

Administration confirmed that the written feedback was not incorporated because one 

submission was received that was signed by many households. They considered this a petition 
and dismissed the substantial feedback from 18 households. For the Open House comments, we 

were told that they were grouped by category, but when we ask for them to show us where the 

general sentiments we communicated were listed, they were unable to do so. City 

Administration committed to following up with us on this issue, but never did. 
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the authority of Byla,, 351,,12017 and Section 331 C! c; ,he Fr2edo1r. of Information anCJ Protecrion of Pr•vacy, FO/P) Ac, oi 
Alberta. and1or the ivlunicipal Government A.ct , ivlGJ>. , Section 535 fer the purpos-: of receiving ~ublic panicipation ir. 
mu,iicipa! aec:sion-making and scheduling speakers for Council or Council Committee meetings Your name and com­
ments will be made publicly available in the Council or Co1.mcil Committee agenda and minutes. ,: ycu have ~ues­
tions regarding the coliectfon and use of your personal information. piease contact Cit'/ Cierk s Legis!a1i-1e Coordinator 
at ..103-252-5551 or City Clerk's Office, 700 t--'lacieod Trail S E P O Box 2100. Pcs:a! 3taiion ·r'-1 -3007 Ca!gar;. Aib&rta 
T2P 2P,15 

Please note that your name and comments will be made pubiicly available in the Council or Council Committee agenda 
and minutes, Your e-mail address will not be included in tl1e public record, 

ENDORSEMENT STATEMENT ON TRUTH AND RECONCILIATION, ANTI-RACISM, EQUITY. DIVERSITY. INCLUSION Ai'ID 
BELONGING 

The purpose of The Ciiy of Caiga0 is to make life better every day To iully realize our purpose .1e are commited to addressing 
, acisr:·, and otl1er forms ,:if discrimination .. ·ith:n our programs. poiicies and services and eliminating barriers tha, impact the ii·1es 
of 1nd1ge,ious Racialized. and other marg;na!ized people i: 1s expected that participants '!iill bei1ave respectfuily and treat e'/er1-

cne :_,ith dignity and re·spect to ailo•,-' for conversations free 'rem bias and p,ejudice. 

First narne [:-equired] 

Last name [requiredj 

Ho,./ do you •.,:is!, to attend') 

You may bring a support person 
should you require language or 
translator se1,1ices Do you plan 
on b1•inging a support person? 

Nhat meeting do you •:•.'!Sh to 
comment on? [required] 

Date of meeting [required] 

Amy 

Atkinson 

Council 

Mar 4, 2025 

What agenda item do you ·.vish to comment on? i Refer to rhe Council or Committee agenda published ~ -) 

[required] - max 75 characters 

Are you in favour or ooposition of 
the issue? [required] 

ISC Unrestricted 

Item 7.3.2: Riley Communities Local Area Plan 

Neither 
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Mar 3. 2025 

957:30 AM 



I 
P·,TT .!.,CHMEl'JT _02_FILErL'\lvlE 

Comments - pleas2 reirain from 
pro,1Idin9 personal Irfom•aiion in 
this field (maximum 2500 
characters, 

/SC Unrestncted 

Ri ley Park LAP feedback 

Public Submission 

CC 968 (R2024-05) 

In consideration of the redevelopment of 19th Street as part of the Riley Park LAP. the 
plan should be revised to reflect the specific physical characteristics of the 400 and 
500 blocks of 19th Street NW. These blocks lack alleyways and have shallower lot 
depths than other areas. which limits their capacity to accommodate large-scale four­
storey developments without significant site access and compatibility challenges. 

To ensure appropriate scale and integration within the existing urban fabric, the plan 
should establish clear guidelines, such as height and density limitations, for future 
developments on these blocks. This will provide clarity to developers and ensure that 
new projects align with the constraints of the site. 

2/2 

Mar 3, 2025 
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I 
FREEDOM OF INFORMATION AND PROTECTION OF PRIVACY ACT 

Public Submission 

CC £~8 (R2024 05) 

Personal information pro•,ided in submissions relating to matters l,efore Council or Council Co~1mitiees is coi!ected under 
the 3uthor:ty of By!a-:: 35/,.12017 and Section 331 c ! of :1-,e Freedom of Jnformarion and Protect;e:n of P•i•,acy (FOIF! Ac; of 
.l.iber\a. and/.:,r :he ~,lunicipai Government Act 1r,.1GA1 Section 63'3. for the purpose of receiving pubiic parnciparion in 

municipal dec1s1on-making :ind scr,eduling speakers fo,- Council or CoLincil Committee meetings. You; name and com­
ments will be made publicly available in the Council or Council Committee agenda and minutes. If you ha·,e iues­
tions regarding the collection and use of your personal information. please contact Cit; Clerks Legis1aiive Coord1naior 
at 403-252.-5851 or City Clerk's Office 700 Maciecd Traii SE P 0. Box 2100. Pesta, Station 11.! -3007. Calgary "-.iberta 
T2P '.2~,15 

Please note that your name and comments will be made publicly available in the Council or Council Committee agenda 
and minutes. Your e-mail address will not be included in the public record. 

ENDORSEMENT STATEMENT ON TRUTH AND RECONCILIATION, ANTI-RACISM. EQUITY. DIVERSITY. INCLUSION AND 
BELONGING 

The purpose cf The Cit) of Caigary is tc mal<e iiie better every day To fuilj realize our purpose :/e are committed to addressing 
racism and other forms of discrimination within our programs. policies. and services and eliminating barriers Iha! impact tr1e ii'1es 
of lnd1ge;;,Jus, Racialized. and other ma;ginalized peopie lt is expected that participants ::11! behave respectfully and treat ev<:ry­
one :ith dignitJ ::md respect to allo,., for conversations iiee irom bias and prejudice. 

First name [i-.2qu1red) 

Last :ian,e [reqt.:ire,j] 

rio·:, do you ·.visi1 10 a1ie11d? 

.., 010 may bring a support person 
sl,OLJld you require language or 
translator services Do you plan 
on bringing a support person? 

What meeting do you :.:sh to 
cornment on? [requirea: 

Date of meeting [required] 

Alisha 

Bhura 

Council 

Mar 4, 2025 

vVhat agenda item do you ·::ish to comment on? 1Reier to the Council or Committee agenda published here ,1 

[required] - max 75 characters 

Are you in favour or opposition of 
the issue? [required] 

ISC Unrestncted 

Riley LAP: 7 .3.2 

In opposition 

112 

Mar 3. 2025 

3 34 27 PM 
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i::rovici!ng personal :;1fcr i"f':Sti01-. 

~his re!C ,: n;a/.:rr:Lll""il 25DC 

ISC Unrestricted 

Public Submission 

Council Comments March 2025.pdf 

I am strongly opposed to Policy 2.5.2.1 (d) which requires new development on proper­
ties on the north side of Westmount Road NW to back onto the residential road and 
front Kensington Road. At the rate of redevelopment and considering the number of 
newer housing stock, it will be many generations before this area is converted fully to 
properties facing Kensington Road. In the meantime. this area will be a mix-match of 
front-facing and rear-facing property along both Westmount Road and Kensington 
Road that will not serve anyone and is harmful to the current residents in the area. As 
a homeowner on Westmount Road I find it disrespectful the City is considering such a 
major change with no consideration for property values and the strong sense of com­
munity built in the area. There are better ways to create a pedestrian environment with­
out impacting our existing community. Respecting the historical neighborhood layout is 
critical to maintaining our strong sense of community and respecting property values in 
the area. 

Furthermore: 
1) There is known creosote contamination in area proximate to Westmount Boulevard 
and Broadview Road between 19th and 14th Ave NW. 
2) There is no specific policy in place to guide development proximate to creosote con­
tamination and a very disjointed process between the city and the province for han­
dling contamination in urban areas. 
3) The Riley LAP does not mention or consider this underlying condition in any manner 
and therefore ignores important development constraints for areas effected by 
contamination. 
4) Conversation with both the City and Province regarding contamination in the area 
have left residents feeling concerned that both levels of government are not taking the 
residents health and tax payer liability risks seriously. Furthermore City administration 
are confused and or are not forthright in sharing information with concerned citizens. 
5) The Riley LAP should not be accepted by council until these creosote contamination 
concerns are properly addressed, the health and liability risks are understood and 
communicated to community members, and the development constraints are accu­
rately reflect within the LAP document. 
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City Counci l 

March 4 2025 

RE: RILEY LOCAL AREA PLAN COMMENTS 

Please find below our comments regarding 

the draft Riley Local Area Plan. Our 

comments focus on the Westmount area of 

the Plan as indicated in the adjacent map. 

LAP PLAN AMENDMENTS: 

:, - -·-··· · 

: 1:. 

1. That the Westmount Boulevard area, as shown as "focus area" in the above map, be designated as 

Neighbourhood Local (and not Neighbourhood Collector as proposed) and that the proposed height 

be a maximum of "up-to 4 stories" (and not 6 stories as proposed). 

2. That the Plan include policy regarding development on contaminated sites that addresses the current 

gap in approvals and monitoring for the Westmount Boulevard area to protect public health and 

safety. 

3. That policy 2.5.2.l(d), which directs any new development along the north-side of Westmount Road 

to have the backyard face the established community, be removed. 

EVIDENCE SUPPORTING REQUESTED AMENDMENTS: 

1. Requested Amendment #1: Designate the Westmount Boulevard area as Neighbourhood Local 

• The Plan designates this area as a 

Neighbourhood Connector that will promote 

four to six storey development and reta il and 

commercial uses in an area that is assessable 

by a one-way single-lane roadway and has 

existing contamination that limits subsurface 

disruption. 

• The MDP encourages growth to happen 

around Main Streets, Transit Station Areas and 

Westbound Westmount Boulevard@ 17ST 

Activity Centres - none of which applies to this area. City Planners have stated that the area's 

proximity to Memorial Drive makes it a corridor, which justifies the higher densities and non­

residential uses in this historically low-density area. What has not been considered is that: 

This area is separated by a treed median and a significant grade differentia l, which 

differentiates from Memorial Drive. 



There is no existing or feasible access to the river pathway system from this location; 

There is no existing or planned transit to 

this area; 

Memorial Drive is a commuter roadway 

for non-local citywide traffic; 

There is limited to no existing pedestrian 

or bike activity along Westmount 

Boulevard; 

At each end of Westmount Boulevard Westbound Memorial Dr/Westmount Blvd@ 11ST 

there exists intersections that do not meet current code and cannot safely handle existing 

traffic. 

• The Municipal Development Plan does not support this development pattern. Policy 3.5.1 (a) 

speaks to importance of recognizing the predominately low-density residential nature of the 

developed area, while supporting moderate intensification that respects the scale and character 

of the neighbourhood. Policy 3.5.2 (b) speaks specifically to incorporating a range of 

intensification strategies for modest intensification in inner-city communities. 

• As all the properties along this street face Memorial Drive, retail uses will attract non-local, 

commuter traffic from Memorial into the community, which will bring in significant vehicle traffic 

to this area. As this is a single-lane one-way street with parking on one side of the street only, 

and no opportunity for underground parking due to the existing contamination, vehicle traffic will 

undoubtedly overflow into other parts of the community. 

• This area is contextually different from Memorial Drive in Sunnyside (east of 10th Street). 

This area exists west of the 

Memorial Drive P.M. Lane 

Reversal, where th ree of the four 

lanes along Memorial Drive are 

dedicated to the westbound traffic 

to faci litate the movement of 

commuter traffic from the 

downtown. City Administration previously confirmed that no traffic lights or at-grade 

pedestrian crossing to access the Bow River Pathway are possible along this stretch of 

Memorial Drive, unless the lane reversal was to be removed. 

Pedestrian overpasses to provide access to 

the Bow River Pathway are not feasible at 

this location due to the narrow pathway on 

both the north and south side of the river. 

The speed limit along this stretch of 

Memorial Drive changes from the SO km 

that exists along the Sunnyside portion to 

70 km to facilitate the movement of 

commuter traffic. 



- There are no properties along this stretch that abut/front Memorial Drive. ALL properties 

front Westmount Boulevard, which is a single one-direction residential roadway, and are 

separated by a treed median with grade-separation. 

- There are no sidewalks along Memorial Drive at this location, and no pedestrian activity. 

While the Riley Local Area Plan suggests the possibility of a pedestrian overpass to link 

this area to the raised Sunalta LRT Station, no feasibility study has been done to support 

this idea and the extensive infrastructure investment needed is unlikely, given that there 

was no budget to even replace the life-cycling of the 14th Street pedestrian overpass at 7th 

Avenue (was replaced with an at-grade crossing). 

2. Requested Amendment #2: Policy to Address Creosote Contamination 

• The Westmount Boulevard area is impacted by creosote contamination, that if exposed, will 

impact the health and wellbeing of area residents. The Plan does not address or take into context 

the unique planning considerations and appears to prioritizes redevelopment over public health 

and safety. 

• According to the February 2024 paper published by the Environmental Law Center (Alberta) - The 

Regulation of Pollution and Contaminated Sites in Alberta - building on contaminated land is 

complex and requires careful planning, regulatory complication and often substantial remediation 

efforts. This is especially true when municipalities and the province have shared jurisdiction. A 

key finding of the report was that there is currently a "lack of regulation for risk management 
through exposure control at contaminated sites in Alberta". One of top seven recommendations 

stemming from the report include "Implementing a comprehensive regulatory regime for risk 
management through exposure control at contaminated sites". 

• Research undertaken by community members/ Professional Environmental Engineers, indicated 

that the City is not clear on the legal and Health, Safety and Environmental implications of 

contaminated sites, similar to the Lynnewood Ridge liability. 

• Alberta Environment and Protected Areas has reinforced to area residents that The City is the 

responsible body for any development on contaminated lands, and that the Province is only an 

advisor. Neither level of government has engaged with the concerned residents despite repeated 

requests. 

• Through the engagement process, area residents asked that the Plan consider the existing 

contamination to ensure the protection of public health and wellness in this area. There was no 

response to this feedback and the comments were not recorded in the What We Heard Report. 



• A creosote remediation facility (pictured) is located on 

the south side of the river to actively reduce the 

creosote levels in that area. No such remediation is 

taking place at this location - where there is existing 

residential. 

• There are no existing policies or procedures to regulate 

or monitor the creosote vapour release resulting from 

new development. This puts the existing community at 

substantial risk. 

• Disregarding the complexity of redevelopment and placing development pressure in this area 

puts the safety of area residents at significant risk. It also places an unfair burden on area 

resident to continuously monitor, and be actively involved in, all redevelopment activity in the 

area, which should be the role of City Administration as the regulatory body. 

• Instead of placing inappropriate development pressures that are at odds with public health, we 
request that The City develop policy that focuses on reducing the city and taxpayers' long-term 
liabilities, especially as it relates to sites that have no qualifying 'responsible person' under the 
Environmental Protection and Enhancement Act. 

3. Requested Amendment #3: Do not require one-side of Westmount Road to be rear-facing. 

• Pol icy 2.5.2.1 (d) requ ires new development on properties on the north side of Westmount Road 

NW to back onto the residential road and front Kens ington Road. 

• This policy app lies to nine residential 

blocks. At the rate of redevelopment and 

considering the number of newer housing 

stock, it wil l be many generations before 

t his area is converted fully to properties 

facing Kensington Road. In the meantime, 

this area will be a mix-match of front-facing 

and rear-facing property along both 

Westmount Road and Kensington Road that 

will not serve anyone. 

Westbound 1600 Block Westmount RD - showing newer and 

older development pattern 

• This policy is disrespectful to the existing residential community and will have a negative impact 

on both property values and the strong sense-of-community for this area. 

• Improved urban design along the southside of Kensington Road that incorporates part of the 

existing road right-of-way would create a better pedestrian environment without impacting the 

existing commun ity. 

• Respecting the historica l neighbourhood layout is critical to maintaining this area's strong sense 

of community. 



COMMENTS ON THE PUBLIC ENAGEMENT PROCESS: 

1. Substantial written and in-person feedback was not recorded and not considered in this Plan. 

• Area residents attended the Open Houses and on line events held during Phase 3 of this Plan, and 

submitted written comments that summarized key points. This feedback was not captured in any 

way in the What We Heard Report or What We Did Report, and both reports failed to capture the 

general sentiment of the Open Houses or on line events. When asked about this, City 

Administration confirmed that the written feedback was not incorporated because one 

submission was received that was signed by many households. They considered this a petition 
and dismissed the substantial feedback from 18 households. For the Open House comments, we 

were told that they were grouped by category, but when we ask for them to show us where the 

general sentiments we communicated were listed, they were unable to do so. City 

Administration committed to following up with us on this issue, but never did. 
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FREEDOM OF INFORMATION AND PROTECTION OF PRIVACY ACT 

Public Submission 

CC 968 (R2024-05) 

Pei sonal information provided in submissions relating to matters before Council or Council Committees is collected under 
the autr.ority of Byla,v 351\,12017 and Section 33,, c) of the Freedon, of Information and Protecnon of Privacy (FOIP) A.Ci of 
Alberta. ::1ndior the IVlunicipal Government Act ifvlGA,I Section 636 'or the purpose of receiving pubiic participation in 
municipal decision-making and scr,eduling speakers for Council °' Council Committee meetings Your name and com­
ments will be made publicly available in the Council or Council Committee agenda and minutes. If you have ques­
tions regarding the collection and use of your pe,-so173I information please contact Citf Clerks Legislative Coordinator 
at 403-268-3851 or City Clerk's Office 700 l•,lacleod Trail S E P .0 Box 2, 00, Postai Station ·~,I 8007 Calgary AJberta, 
T2P 2M5. 

Please note that your name and comments will be made publicly available in the Council or Council Committee agenda 
and minutes. Your e-mail address will not be included in the public record. 

ENDORSEMENT STATEMENT ON TRUTH AND RECONCILIATION, ANTI-RACISM, EQUITY, DIVERSITY. INCLUSION AND 
BELONGING 

The purpose of The City of Calgary is to make !ife better every day To fui!:; realize our purpose. "· e are committed to addressing 
racism and other forms of discrimination ,,,,ithin ouI· programs policies and services and eliminating barriers that impact the lives 
of Indigenous "(aciaiized, and other marginalized peop!e !tis expected that participants , ,iii bei,ave respectfully and tre::1t everJ­
one .··,itl1 dignity and respect to ailo•,·, for con-✓ersations free irom bias cind prejudice. 

First name [required} 

Last name [required] 

Ho,,, do you ':-'isi1 io attend? 

You may bring a support person 
should you require language or 
transiator services Do you plan 
on bringing a support person? 

What meeting do you \·:ish to 
comment on? [required] 

Date of meeting [required] 

Omar 

Rashid 

Council 

Mar 4, 2025 

1Nhat agenda item do you wish to comment on? 1 Refer to the Council or Committee agenda published here. ,1 

[requiI·ed] - max 75 characters 

.Are you in favour or opposition of 
the issue? [required] 

!SC Unrestncted 

Riley LAP: 7.3.2 

In opposition 
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336:35 PM 
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ISC Unrestnctecl 

Public Submission 

CC S168 (R2024-05) 

Council Comments March 2025.pdf 

I am strongly opposed to Policy 2.5.2.1 (d) which requires new development on proper­
ties on the north side of Westmount Road NW to back onto the residential road and 
front Kensington Road. At the rate of redevelopment and considering the number of 
newer housing stock, it will be many generations before this area is converted fully to 
properties facing Kensington Road. In the meantime. this area will be a mix-match of 
front-facing and rear-facing property along both Westmount Road and Kensington 
Road that will not serve anyone and is harmful to the current residents in the area. As 
a homeowner on Westmount Road I find it disrespectful the City is considering such a 
major change with no consideration for property values and the strong sense of com­
munity built in the area_ There are better ways to create a pedestrian environment with­
out impacting our existing community. Respecting the historical neighborhood layout is 
critical to maintaining our strong sense of community and respecting property values in 
the area. 

Furthermore: 
1) There is known creosote contamination in area proximate to Westmount Boulevard 
and Broadview Road between 19th and 14th Ave NW. 
2) There is no specific policy in place to guide development proximate to creosote con­
tamination and a very disjointed process between the city and the province for han­
dling contamination in urban areas. 
3) The Riley LAP does not mention or consider this underlying condition in any manner 
and therefore ignores important development constraints for areas effected by 
contamination. 
4) Conversation with both the City and Province regarding contamination in the area 
have left residents feeling concerned that both levels of government are not taking the 
residents health and tax payer liability risks seriously. Furthermore City administration 
are confused and or are not forthright in sharing information with concerned citizens. 
5) The Riley LAP should not be accepted by council until these creosote contamination 
concerns are properly addressed, the health and liability risks are understood and 
communicated to community members. and the development constraints are accu­
rately reflected within the LAP document. 
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City Council 

March 4 2025 

RE: RILEY LOCAL AREA PLAN COMMENTS 

Please find below our comments regarding 

the draft Riley Local Area Plan. Our 

comments focus on the Westmount area of 

the Plan as indicated in the adjacent map. 

LAP PLAN AMENDMENTS: 

1. That the Westmount Boulevard area, as shown as "focus area" in the above map, be designated as 

Neighbourhood Local (and not Neighbourhood Collector as proposed) and that the proposed height 

be a maximum of "up-to 4 stories" (and not 6 stories as proposed). 

2. That the Plan include policy regarding development on contaminated sites that addresses the current 

gap in approvals and monitoring for the Westmount Boulevard area to protect publ ic health and 

safety. 

3. That policy 2.5.2.l(d), which directs any new development along the north-side of Westmount Road 

to have the backyard face the established community, be removed. 

EVIDENCE SUPPORTING REQUESTED AMENDMENTS: 

1. Requested Amendment #1: Designate the Westmount Boulevard area as Neighbourhood Local 

• The Plan designat es this area as a 

Neighbourhood Connector that will promote 

four to six storey development and reta il and 

commercial uses in an area that is assessable 

by a one-way single-lane roadway and has 

existing cont amination that lim its subsurface 

disruption. 

• The MDP encourages growth t o happen 

around Main Street s, Transit Station Areas and 

Westbound Westmount Boulevard @ 17 ST 

Activity Centres- none of which applies to this area. City Planners have stated that the area's 

proximity to Memorial Drive makes it a corridor, which justifies the higher densities and non­

residential uses in this historically low-density area. What has not been considered is that: 

- This area is separated by a treed median and a significant grade differential, which 

differentiates from Memorial Drive. 



There is no existing or feasible access to the river pathway system from this location; 

There is no existing or planned transit to 

this area; 

Memorial Drive is a commuter roadway 

for non-local citywide traffic; 

There is limited to no existing pedestrian 

or bike activity along Westmount 

Boulevard; 

At each end of Westmount Boulevard Westbound Memorial Dr/Westmount Blvd@ 11ST 

there exists intersections that do not meet current code and cannot safely handle existing 

traffic. 

• The Municipal Development Plan does not support this development pattern. Policy 3.5.1 (a) 

speaks to importance of recognizing the predominately low-density residential nature of the 

developed area, while supporting moderate intensification that respects the scale and character 

of the neighbourhood. Policy 3.5.2 (b) speaks specifically to incorporating a range of 

intensification strategies for modest intensification in inner-city communities. 

• As all the properties along this street face Memorial Drive, retail uses will attract non-local, 

commuter traffic from Memorial into the community, which will bring in significant vehicle traffic 

to this area. As this is a single-lane one-way street with parking on one side of the street only, 

and no opportunity for underground parking due to the existing contamination, vehicle traffic will 

undoubtedly overflow into other parts of the community. 

• This area is contextually different from Memorial Drive in Sunnyside (east of 10tn Street). 

This area exists west of the 

Memorial Drive P.M. Lane 

Reversal, where three of the four 

lanes along Memorial Drive are 

dedicated to the westbound traffic 

to faci litate the movement of 

commuter traffic from the 

downtown. City Administration previously confirmed that no traffic lights or at-grade 
pedestrian crossing to access the Bow River Pathway are possible along this stretch of 

Memorial Drive, unless the lane reversal was t o be removed. 

Pedestrian overpasses to provide access to 

the Bow River Pathway are not feasible at 

this location due to the narrow pathway on 

both the north and south side of the river. 

The speed limit along this stretch of 

Memorial Drive changes from the SO km 

that exists along the Sunnyside portion to 

70 km to facilitate the movement of 

commuter traffic. 

No space for a pedestrian overpass at this location 



- There are no properties along this stretch that abut/front Memorial Drive. ALL properties 

front Westmount Boulevard, which is a single one-direction residential roadway, and are 

separated by a treed median with grade-separation. 

- There are no sidewalks along Memorial Drive at this location, and no pedestrian activity. 

- While the Riley Local Area Plan suggests the possibility of a pedestrian overpass to link 

this area to the raised Sunalta LRT Station, no feasibility study has been done to support 

this idea and the extensive infrastructure investment needed is unlikely, given that there 

was no budget to even replace the life-cycling of the 14th Street pedestrian overpass at 7th 

Avenue (was replaced with an at-grade crossing). 

2. Requested Amendment #2: Policy to Address Creosote Contamination 

• The Westmount Boulevard area is impacted by creosote contamination, that if exposed, will 

impact the health and wellbeing of area residents. The Plan does not address or take into context 

the unique planning considerations and appears to prioritizes redevelopment over public health 

and safety. 

• Accord ing to the February 2024 paper published by the Environmental Law Center (Alberta) - The 

Regulation of Pollution and Contaminated Sites in Alberta - building on contaminated land is 

complex and requires careful planning, regulatory complication and often substantial remediation 

efforts. This is especially true when municipalities and the province have shared jurisdiction. A 

key finding of the report was that there is currently a "lack of regulation for risk management 
through exposure control at contaminated sites in Alberta" . One of top seven recommendations 

stemming from the report include "Implementing a comprehensive regulatory regime for risk 
management through exposure control at contaminated sites". 

• Research undertaken by community members/ Professional Environmental Engineers, indicated 

that the City is not clear on the legal and Health, Safety and Environmental implications of 

contaminated sites, similar to the Lynnewood Ridge liability. 

• Alberta Environment and Protected Areas has reinforced to area residents that The City is the 

responsible body for any development on contaminated lands, and that the Province is only an 

advisor. Neither level of government has engaged with the concerned residents despite repeated 

requests. 

• Through the engagement process, area residents asked that the Plan consider the existing 

contamination to ensure the protection of public health and wellness in this area. There was no 

response to this feedback and the comments were not recorded in the What We Heard Report. 



• A creosote remediation facility (pictured) is located on 

the south side of the river to actively reduce the 

creosote levels in that area. No such remediation is 

taking place at this location -where there is existing 

residential. 

• There are no existing policies or procedures to regulate 

or monitor the creosote vapou r release resu lt ing from 

new development. This puts the existing community at 

substantia l risk. 

• Disregarding the complexity of redevelopment and placing development pressure in this area 

puts the safety of area residents at significant risk. It also places an unfair burden on area 

resident to continuously monitor, and be actively involved in, all redevelopment activity in the 

area, which should be the role of City Administration as the regulatory body. 

• Instead of placing inappropriate development pressures that are at odds with public health, we 
request that The City develop policy that focuses on reducing the city and taxpayers' long-term 
liabilities, especially as it relates to sites that have no qualifying 'responsible person' under the 
Environmental Protection and Enhancement Act. 

3. Requested Amendment #3 : Do not require one-side of Westmount Road to be rear-facing. 

• Policy 2.5.2.1 (d) requires new development on properties on the north side of Westmount Road 

NW t o back onto the residential road and front Kensington Road. 

• This policy applies to nine residential 

blocks. At the rate of redevelopment and 

considering the number of newer housing 

stock, it wi ll be many generations before 

this area is converted fully to properties 

facing Kensington Road . In the meant ime, 

this area will be a mix-match of front-facing 

and rear-facing property along both 

Westmount Road and Kensington Road that 

will not serve anyone. 

Westbound 1600 Block Westmount RD - showing newer and 
older development pattern 

• This policy is disrespectful to the existing residential community and will have a negative impact 

on both property va lues and the strong sense-of-community for this area. 

• Improved urban design along the southside of Kensington Road that incorporates part of the 

existing road right-of-way would create a better pedestrian environment without impacting the 

existing community. 

• Respecting the historical neighbourhood layout is crit ica l to maintaining this area's strong sense 

of community. 



COMMENTS ON THE PUBLIC ENAGEMENT PROCESS: 

1. Substantial written and in-person feedback was not recorded and not considered in this Plan. 

• Area residents attended the Open Houses and on line events held during Phase 3 of this Plan, and 

submitted written comments that summarized key points. This feedback was not captured in any 
way in the What We Heard Report or What We Did Report, and both reports failed to capture the 

general sentiment of the Open Houses or on line events. When asked about this, City 

Administration confirmed that the written feedback was not incorporated because one 

submission was received that was signed by many households. They considered this a petition 
and dismissed the substantial feedback from 18 households. For the Open House comments, we 

were told that they were grouped by category, but when we ask for them to show us where the 

general sentiments we communicated were listed, they were unable to do so. City 

Administration committed to following up with us on this issue, but never did. 



I 
FREEDOM OF INFORMATION AND PROTECTION OF PRIVACY ACT 

Public Submission 

CC 968 (R2024-05) 

Personal information provided in submissions relating to matters before Council or Council Committees is collected under 
the authority of Bylaw 35M2017 and Section 33(c) of the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy (FOIP) Act of 
Alberta . and/or the Municipal Government Act (fvlGA) Section 636, for the purpose of receiving public participation in 
municipal decision-making and scheduling speakers for Council or Council Committee meetings Your name and com­
ments will be made publicly available in the Council or Council Committee agenda and minutes. If you have ques­
tions regarding the collection and use of your personal information, please contact City Clerk's Legislative Coordinator 
at 403-268-5861, or City Clerk's Office, 700 Macleod Trail S E., P.O Box 21 DD. Postal Station 'M' 8007, Calgary, Alberta. 
T2P 2M5 

Please note that your name and comments will be made publicly available in the Council or Council Committee agenda 
and minutes. Your e-mail address will not be included in the public record. 

ENDORSEMENT STATEMENT ON TRUTH AND RECONCILIATION, ANTI-RACISM, EQUITY, DIVERSITY, INCLUSION AND 
BELONGING 

The purpose of The City of Calgary is to make life better every day To fully realize our purpose, we are committed to addressing 
racism and other forms of discrimination within our programs, policies, and services and eliminating barriers that impact the lives 
of Indigenous, Racialized, and other marginalized people It is expected that participants will behave respectfully and treat every­
one with dignity and respect to allow for conversations free from bias and prejudice. 

First name [required] 

Last name [required] 

How do you wish to attend? 

You may bring a support person 
should you require language or 
translator services Do you plan 
on bringing a support person? 

What meeting do you wish to 
comment on? [required] 

Date of meeting [required] 

Ken 

Kittlitz 

Council 

Mar 4, 2025 

What agenda item do you wish to comment on? (Refer to the Council or Committee agenda published 1:1.em. ) 

[required] - max 75 characters 

Are you in favour or opposition of 
the issue? [required] 

ISC: Unrestricted 

Item 7.3.2: Riley Communities Local Area Plan 

In opposition 

1/2 

Mar 3. 2025 

4:07:01 PM 



I 
ATTACHMENT_01 FILENAME 

ATTACHMENT 02_FILENAME 

Comments - please refrain from 
providing personal information i11 
this field (maximum 2500 
characters) 

ISC: Unrestricted 

Public Submission 

CC 968 (R2024-05) 

I wanted to register my concern about the final draft of the Riley Local Area Plan, 
which has changed markedly since the draft presented in May, 2024, The final draft 
allows for significantly more density than did the May draft, and has not been subject to 
adequate engagement with the community. Because of this lack of engagement, I do 
not think this draft should be approved by Council. Further discussions and negotia­
tions with the affected communities should be required before any draft is approved. 
Thank you. 

2/2 

Mar 3, 2025 

4:07:01 PM 



I 
FREEDOM OF INFORMATION AND PROTECTION OF PRIVACY ACT 

Public Submission 

CC 968 (R2024-05) 

Personal information provided in submissions relating to matters before Council or Council Committees is collected under 
the authority of Bylaw 35M2017 and Section 33(c) of the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy (FOIP) Act of 
Alberta. and/or the Municipal Government Act (MGA) Section 636. for the purpose of receiving public participation in 
municipal decision-making and scheduling speakers for Council or Council Committee meetings. Your name and com­
ments will be made publicly available in the Council or Council Committee agenda and minutes. If you have ques­
tions regarding the collection and use of your personal information, please contact City Clerk's Legislative Coordinator 
at 403-268-5861. or City Clerk's Office, 700 Macleod Trail SE, PO Box 2100, Postal Station 'M' 8007, Calgary. Alberta. 
T2P 2M5 

Please note that your name and comments will be made publicly available in the Council or Council Committee agenda 
and minutes. Your e-mail address will not be included in the public record. 

ENDORSEMENT STATEMENT ON TRUTH AND RECONCILIATION, ANTI-RACISM, EQUITY, DIVERSITY, INCLUSION AND 
BELONGING 

The purpose of The City of Calgary is to make life better every day To fully realize our purpose, we are committed to addressing 
racism and other forms of discrimination within our programs, policies. and services and eliminating barriers that impact the lives 
of Indigenous. Racialized, and other marginalized people It is expected that participants will behave respectfully and treat every­
one with dignity and respect to allow for conversations free from bias and prejudice 

First name [required] 

Last name [required] 

How do you wish to attend? 

You may bring a support person 
should you require language or 
translator services Do you plan 
on bringing a support person? 

What meeting do you wish to 
comment on? [required] 

Date of meeting [required] 

Naheera 

Jadavji 

Council 

Mar 4, 2025 

What agenda item do you wish to comment on? (Refer to the Council or Committee agenda published here ) 

[required] - max 75 characters 

Are you in favour or opposition of 
the issue? [required] 

ISC: Unrestricted 

Riley LAP: 7.3.2 

In opposition 

1/2 

Mar 3, 2025 

4:19 :09 PM 



I 
ATTACHMENT 01 _FILENAIVIE 

ATTACHMENT 02 FILENAME 

Comments - please refrain from 
providing personal information in 
this field (maximum 2500 
characters) 

ISC: Unrestricted 

Public Submission 

CC 968 (R2024-05) 

I am strongly opposed to Policy 2.5.2.1 (d) which requires new development on proper­
ties on the north side of Westmount Road NW to back onto the residential road and 
front Kensington Road. At the rate of redevelopment and considering the number of 
newer housing stock, it will be many generations before this area is converted fully to 
properties facing Kensington Road. In the meantime, this area will be a mix-match of 
front-facing and rear-facing property along both Westmount Road and Kensington 
Road that will not serve anyone and is harmful to the current residents in the area. As 
a homeowner on Westmount Road I find it disrespectful the City is considering such a 
major change with no consideration for property values and the strong sense of com­
munity built in the area. There are better ways to create a pedestrian environment with­
out impacting our existing community. Respecting the historical neighborhood layout is 
critical to maintaining our strong sense of community and respecting property values in 
the area. 

Furthermore: 
1) There is known creosote contamination in area proximate to Westmount Boulevard 
and Broadview Road between 19th and 14th Ave NW. 
2) There is no specific policy in place lo guide development proximate to creosote con­
tamination and a very disjointed process between the city and the province for han­
dling contamination in urban areas. 
3) The Riley LAP does not mention or consider this underlying condition in any manner 
and therefore ignores important development constraints for areas effected by 
contamination. 
4) Conversation with both the City and Province regarding contamination in the area 
have left residents feeling concerned that both levels of government are not taking the 
residents health and tax payer liability risks seriously. Furthermore City administration 
are confused and or are not forthright in sharing information with concerned citizens . 
5) The Riley LAP should not be accepted by council until these creosote contamination 
concerns are properly addressed, the health and liability risks are understood and 
communicated to community members, and the development constraints are accu­
rately reflected within the LAP document. 

2/2 

Mar 3. 2025 

4:19:09 PM 



I 
FREEDOM OF INFORMATION AND PROTECTION OF PRIVACY ACT 

Public Submission 

CC 968 (R2024-05) 

Personal information provided in submissions relating to matters before Council or Council Committees is collected under 
the authority of Bylaw 35M2D17 and Section 33(c) of the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy (FOIP) Act of 
Alberta . and/or the Municipal Government Act (MGA) Section 636, for the purpose of receiving public participation in 
municipal decision-making and scheduling speakers for Council or Council Committee meetings. Your name and com­
ments will be made publicly available in the Council or Council Committee agenda and minutes. If you have ques­
tions regarding the collection and use of your personal information, please contact City Clerk's Legislative Coordinator 
at 403-268-5861. or City Clerk's Office, 700 Macleod Trail S.E., P.O. Box 2100, Postal Station 'M' 8007, Calgary. Alberta. 
T2P 2M5. 

Please note that your name and comments will be made publicly available in the Council or Council Committee agenda 
and minutes. Your e-mail address will not be included in the public record. 

ENDORSEMENT STATEMENT ON TRUTH AND RECONCILIATION, ANTI-RACISM, EQUITY, DIVERSITY, INCLUSION AND 
BELONGING 

The purpose of The City of Calgary is to make life better every day. To fully realize our purpose, we are committed to addressing 
racism and other forms of discrimination within our programs, policies . and services and eliminating barriers that impact the lives 
of Indigenous. Racialized, and other marginalized people. It is expected that participants will behave respectfully and treat every­
one with dignity and respect to allow for conversations free from bias and prejudice 

First name [required] 

Last name [required] 

How do you wish to attend? 

You may bring a support person 
should you require language or 
translator services. Do you plan 
on bringing a support person? 

What meeting do you wish to 
comment on? [required] 

Date of meeting [required] 

Mika 

Kato 

Council 

Mar 4, 2025 

What agenda item do you wish to comment on? (Refer to the Council or Committee agenda published here ) 

[required] - max 75 characters 

Are you in favour or opposition of 
the issue? [required] 

ISC: Unrestricted 

Riley LAP 7.3.2 

In opposition 

1/2 

Mar 3, 2025 

5:23:32 PM 



Calgary 

ATTACHMENT _01_FILENArvlE 

A TT ACHrvlENT _02_FILENArvlE 

Comments - please refrain from 
providing personal information in 
this field (maximum 2500 
characters) 

ISC: Unrestricted 

Public Submission 

CC 968 (R2024-05) 

I am strongly opposed to Policy 2.5.2.1 (d) which requires new development on proper­
ties on the north side of Westmount Road NW to back onto the residential road and 
front Kensington Road. All homes on the north side of Westmount Rd NW should face 
Westmount Rd and garages should be built in the front of the home. This ensures that 
the Westmount Rd residents would all face each other to preserve a sense of commu­
nity and not negatively compromise the curb appeal as well as the property value of 
homes located on Westmount Rd NW. Any development of lands with known creosote 
contamination near Westmount Boulevard and Broadview Road between 19th and 
14th Ave NW should require thorough clean up/remediation prior to any redevelop­
ment. Public health/resident health, water table safety should always supersede any 
redevelopment/profit motive of developers. The City of Calgary should act ethically and 
draft a thorough policy on remediation of relevant contaminants before any land rede­
velopment is approved. 

212 

Mar 3, 2025 

5:23:32 PM 



I 
FREEDOM OF INFORMATION AND PROTECTION OF PRIVACY ACT 

Public Submission 

CC 968 (R2024-05) 

Personal information provided in submissions relating to matters before Council or Council Committees is collected under 
the authority of Bylaw 35Nl2017 and Section 33{c) of the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy (FOIP) Act of 
Alberta. and/or the Municipal Government Act (MGA) Section 636, for the purpose of receiving public participation in 
municipal decision-making and scheduling speakers for Council or Council Committee meetings Your name and com­
ments will be made publicly available in the Council or Council Committee agenda and minutes. If you have ques­
tions regarding the collection and use of your personal information, please contact City Clerk's Legislative Coordinator 
at 403-268-5861 , or City Clerk's Office, 700 Macleod Trail S.E, PO Box 2100, Postal Station 'M' 8007, Calgary, Alberta. 
T2P 2M5 

Please note that your name and comments will be made publicly available in the Council or Council Committee agenda 
and minutes. Your e-mail address will not be included in the public record. 

ENDORSEMENT STATEMENT ON TRUTH AND RECONCILIATION, ANTI-RACISM, EQUITY, DIVERSITY, INCLUSION AND 
BELONGING 

The purpose of The City of Calgary is to make life better every day To fully realize our purpose, we are committed to addressing 
racism and other forms of discrimination within our programs, policies, and services and eliminating barriers that impact the lives 
of Indigenous. Racialized, and other marginalized people It is expected that participants will behave respectfully and treat every­
one with dignity and respect to allow for conversations free from bias and prejudice. 

First name [required] 

Last name [required] 

How do you wish to attend? 

You may bring a support person 
should you require language or 
translator services Do you plan 
on bringing a support person? 

What meeting do you wish to 
comment on? [required] 

Date of meeting [required] 

Barbara 

Vigar 

Council 

Mar 4, 2025 

What agenda item do you wish to comment on? (Refer to the Council or Committee agenda published here.) 

[required] - max 75 characters 

Are you in favour or opposition of 
the issue? [required] 

ISC: Unrestricted 

Riley Communities Local Area Plan Referral, IP2025-0009 

In opposition 

1/2 

Mar 3, 2025 

6:13:21 PM 



I 
ATTACHMENT _01_FILENAiVIE 

ATTACHME~JT 02 FILE~JAME 

Comments - please refrain frorn 
providing personal information In 
this field (maximum 2500 
characters) 

ISC: Unrestricted 

Public Submission 

CC 968 (R2024-05) 

Hounsfield Heights - Briar Hill Community Association - Riley LAP March 4 council 
public hearing - final.pdf 

I want to lend my support for the submission by Elizabeth Atkinson on behalf of the 
HH-BH Community Association attached above. I find it disgusting that the City is 
totally disregarding input from the community and totally siding with activists and devel­
opers. You appear to have shown a total lack of respect for input from the community. 
Activists and developers should not have a vote as to what happens in our community, 
it should ONLY be the community you are listening to for decisions about our commu­
nity. If the activists want more density, let them have it in their own neighbourhoods. 
And there are lots of other areas where developers are and can develop than in neigh­
bourhoods with previous R1 development. You talk about wanting to give people more 
housing choices but you are taking away the choice for people to have a neighbour­
hood with single family dwellings, to have privacy, sunlight, retaining their community 
context. 
You appear to be in such a rush to put up housing that you are not giving consideration 
to people who already live here. And in your rush, you are also not considering the 
impact of your decisions. For example, you should be evaluating the infrastructure in 
our community to see if it can handle all of the extra building before you push all of this 
extra density. 
I believe you should begin listening to what the community wants. The HH-BH Com­
munity Association has put a lot of thought into what will preserve our community while 
also allowing for increased density. They have actually listened to the community. 
Your engagement process is a sham. You are attempting to rush this through. doing 
what you want without regard to the outcome. If this is a vision for the next 30 years, I 
think you can take more time to evaluate the outcome of some of the things you are 
doing and want to do. 

2/2 

Mar 3, 2025 

6:13:21 PM 



February 24, 2025 

HOUNSFIELD HEIGHTS - BRIAR HILL 
COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION 

Box 65086, RPO North Hill 
Calgary, AB T2N 4T6 

403-282-6634 
http://www.hh-bh.ca 

To the Mayor and City Council, regarding opposition to the revised Riley LAP 

The community of Hounsfield Heights - Briar Hill has been engaging in the Riley Local Area Plan 
process in good faith for well over two years now, and have been explaining to the Riley planning team 
what we love about our community, and our ideas for reasonable compromise and good mitigations to 
add density whilst maintaining our community character and cohesion. On October 16 we presented our 
concerns about the Riley LAP draft, that the very strong majority of community members feel that the 
Phase 4 Riley proposal, particularly 6 storey apartments where single-family are now located, is already 
too much contrast with the existing community character, and is not a reasonable compromise. We 
remind council that there is a lot of room for very high density on the North Hill Mall site and Louise Riley 
site, and this should be balanced with respect for our established community. Our key concerns are loss 
of sunlight and privacy, loss of tree canopy and wildlife, and loss of the architectural character of the 
community, and practical issues such as infrastructure, traffic and parking problems. 

We were truly dismayed by the response that some presenters and councillors think we are not being 
damaged enough. IPC referred the Riley LAP back to City Administration for yet more density in our 
community, and to incorporate mobility into the LAP better. We wrote to all of council outlining our 
objection to further density in the core community, and drawing many quotes from the Municipal 
Development Plan and Transit Oriented Development principles to support this stance. For example, the 
MOP says "ensure infill development complements the established character of the area and does not 
create dramatic contrasts in the physical development pattern", and TOD states "each station exists in 
a particular community context. Development should complement the existing development and help 
to enhance the local character" (see Appendix A below for many more quotes). We were even more 
demoralized when the motion to refer passed unanimously, with the first clause directing Administration to 
add yet more density. We do understand some councillors had other motives for this referral, but of 
course, the Riley Team did what the motion said ... 

The motion gave the Riley Team all of the first quarter to do this revision, but they did it in just over a 
month, quickly and without any engagement with communities, working group members, or the public. 
They did discuss issues with developers at this time, however, displaying an inappropriate bias. They 
informed the community of their plan right before the holidays, neither seeking feedback nor incorporating 
concerns. Instead, the plan was rushed back to council. The changes included: 

12 storey apartments in eastern Hounsfield Heights in an area of single-family homes on top of a 
significant hill, with very poor vehicular access/egress. This area also has the Sears gas plume 
beneath it, making it unsuitable for large excavations, The City seems only interested in the 600 m 
distance to LRT, not these practicalities or the current context. 

- A large area of Briar Hill has been changed to 6 and 4 storey apartments, including in some blocks 
also with poor egress. This is a very significant increase in density over a significant area, and 
community members now seriously affected want and should have a chance to know about it and 
have input. 



- 4 storeys covers the majority of Hounsfield Heights now, again a significant increase from the 
Phase 4 maps, with no engagement. 

- 6 storeys has been added along 19th Street and 18A Street and near Green Park, and 12 storeys 
on the church site, all higher than tree canopy and very much out of scale with the currently 
predominant bungalows. 

Neighbourhood Connector covers about half of the community, even though most of the community 
is quiet streets with limited infrastructure. 

Basically, we've now got to the map the City and developers want. There's no incorporation of the 
feedback of citizens actually affected, so what were the last couple of years of effort even for? There is 
no analysis of infrastructure capacity, traffic and parking with this much increase, nor consideration of 
shadowing, privacy, loss of trees and wildlife, or loss of community character from this much change. 

Further, the second clause of the referral motion directed Administration to better address mobility 
aspects, and several speakers in October commented that the Mobility Study was not well incorporated into 
the LAP. However, the revised LAP does not appear to make significant changes to address this second 
clause. The only interesting change in our area is the promotion of "a direct and accessible pedestrian and 
cycling connection from the Riley Park Village to the SAIT ... LRT" and "a grade separated crossing north of 
10th Ave NW across 14 Street NW". These ideas more support the bigger built forms the City hopes to see on 
14th Street, rather than supporting pedestrian flow from our community to downtown and from Hillhurst to North 
Hill Centre, that we have raised. We have suggested a crossing closer to 8th Ave to best facilitate pedestrian 
routes; to meet both goals, the crossing would need to be no further north than 10th Ave. 

At IPC in January several Riley community members continued to present their concerns about the plan, for 
HH-BH, West Hillhurst and Hillhurst. We particularly expressed the issues with the total lack of engagement 
about the most recent changes. At the same time, developers spoke to express their pleasure with concession 
made addressing their concerns, and activists from outside our community appeared pleased as well. Despite 
this, a councillor described this as "balanced" and erroneously (and inappropriately} dismissed the 
communities' opinions with "nothing would make them happy". This is false and not a reasonable 
characterization of our stance all along - the key change we were looking for in October was backing off from 6 
storey right beside bungalows, not "no change". A more 'balanced' plan, in that no-one was actually happy, 
was the plan presented in October. We has since learned that the City Administration also saw that October 
plan as balanced between stakeholders. We need to at least get back to that real 'balance'. 

Finally, we have throughout the process suggested some simple but important ideas to mitigate the 
effects of density in our community, and they've been ignored. 

For example, INDOOR access to shopping is a very important amenity for seniors and disabled 
people living in the Renaissance Towers. We were able to get "account for winter design principles 
and ensure convenient pedestrian movement between buildings during all seasons", but we can't 
get to INDOOR-why not? Anything but indoor would be a huge loss and a huge difference, and 
we are not dictating how (plus 15, mall, underground ... ). 

Our second idea is that in the (rather common) case of a developer wanting to put two narrower 
dwellings where there is now one (typically splitting a 50ft lot), we strongly prefer well designed 
semi-detached built forms. They can be designed to blend in with the existing homes whilst still 
adding density, whereas narrow infills standout and would significantly detract from the community 
character ... But our idea has been dismissed. Lots of other specific policies are in the LAP, but not 
what the community asks for. 



Right now this Local Area Plan has very little local in it, very very little for the local residents affected, 0% 
us, 100% developer flexibility. City Administration has told us these ideas are 'not in scope' and we can 
discuss these at the Development Permit stage - but they know as well as we do that these ideas MUST 
be in the statute, or we will have NO means to insist on them being followed. We can say we prefer semi­
detached, for example, but the developers can say no, and the file managers or SDAB would have no 
basis, guidance or requirement to listen to our ideas or preferences. Please show us that this is a 
representative democracy, by at the very least putting in some amendments to insert these simple 
mitigations (see second Appendix B below). 

The city needs to actually LISTEN to engagement, and people actually affected by policies should be 
afforded more say in their communities. Citizens deserve actual consultation and honest compromise, 
not 100% developer and activist priorities. The Engagement process for Riley LAP did not reveal the 
City's ideas for our community until late in the process (see Appendix C), and the latest revisions have 
not been at all properly communicated. The strong majority opinions of the residents of Hounsfield 
Heights - Briar Hill have been unheeded. The concerns about the Mobility Study and its lack of good 
integration into the LAP are very valid, and mobility concerns should be better addressed. 

Thus, we ask council to: 

Return to the Riley LAP plan as presented to IPC in October 2024 

Pass amendments to mitigate the effects of density on our community's unique character: 

o Incorporate INDOOR access between residences and shopping in the North Hill Centre plan 

o Prefer semi-detached built forms that blend-in when replacing one unit with two. 

We ask council to follow the policies and principles of the MOP, TOD, and Guide for Local Area Planning 
- acknowledge context, respect for existing character, shadowing and massing impacts. Acknowledge 
the needs of the people who have already committed much of their lives to this community, as well as 
future residents who will appreciate our unique community. We cannot get in a time machine and pick a 
different community into which to invest our hearts and hard work - we are here and we matter too. We 
ask council to revise this plan further to a respectful COMPROMISE. 

Beth Atkinson, Director - Land-Use 
Hounsfield Heights - Briar Hill Community Association, 
land.use@hh-bh.ca 

Appendix A - Municipal Development Plan, Transit Oriented Development Guidelines and Guide 
for Local Area Planning concepts, ignored by Riley LAP: 

At the Oct.16 IPC meeting, the idea of principles for Transit Oriented Development were raised. The 
full planning area under TOD is up to 600 m from the LRT stations, but this is only one consideration. 
The LRT stations were not built before the communities - there were already vibrant existing communities 
there, some very close to the platforms. Thus, the Municipal Development Plan, TOD Guidelines and 
Implementation Strategy, and the Guide for Local Area planning all address, in great detail, the idea of 
respecting the existing communities, complementing their character, and developing in context: 

Municipal Development Plan 
"Design must also recognize local context and create urban environment that support and integrate new development with existing 
communities." (sec. 2.2.2) 
"Intensification should be accommodated within existing communities in a sensitive manner." (sec. 2.2.5) 
"Respect the existing character of low-density residential areas, while still allowing innovative and creative designs that foster 
distinctiveness ... Ensure infill development complements the established character of the area and does not create dramatic contrasts in 



the physical development pattern. Ensure that the preparation of local area plans includes community engagement early in the decision­
making process that identifies and addresses local character. community needs and appropriate development transititions with existing 
neighbourhoods." (sec. 2.3.2) 
"Recognize the predominantly low-density residential nature of Developed Residential Areas and support retention of housing stock. or 
moderate intensification in a form and nature that respects the scale and character of the neighbourhood." (sec.3.5.1) 
"Buildings should maximize front door access to the street." (sec. 3.5.2) 
TOD Guidelines and Implementation Strategy 
'TOD Guidelines - Work with local communities. Built form should complement the local context" 
'These TOD Policy Guidelines will respect existing stable communities." 
"Station Planning Area ... is a 600 m radius ... important. this radius may be reduced where existing stable residential communities exist 
around existing stations." 
"Each station exists in a particular community context. Development should complement the existing development and help to enhance 
the local character". 
"Ensure that building massing and shadowing impacts are minimized." 
"Sensitive interface adjacent to existing residential." 
'The process of planning TOD in communities can provide The City and developers with a better understanding of what is important to 
residents and businesses experiencing growth and change" 
"Development around transit stations can contribute to placemaking" 
Guide for Local Area Planning 
"A local area plan supports communities experiencing redevelopment by outlining ... a future land use concept for where and how new 
development can be integrated into the neighbourhood over time in a way that respects and enhances the existing context of the area." 
"Community vibrancy is maintained by ensuring new development contributes to community identity and respects historic resources." 
"Support the use of existing streets, services and buildings to reduce the need for new infrastructure." 
"At all scales, redevelopment should consider existing context, parcel layout, building massing, and landscaping to sensitively integrate in 
the community." 
"Retain existing healthy public (and private) trees and landscaping on. or adjacent to, development sites." 

We need to follow these principles, not just the idea of density within a certain distance from a station, or 
'making more use of the LRT'. We need our city to RESPECT residents and the established communities 
we've invested our lives in, often for decades, where we've put our heart and soul into our forever homes. 
Based on these principles of context and respect, LAPs SHOULD COMPROMISE in the 
communities adjacent to the LRTs, not act like those communities don't exist. 

Note we are asking for respectful compromise, and mitigations of the impact of density on character, 
NOT no change. The MOP does state that "respecting neighbourhood character does not mean 
preventing change", and we acknowledge that. However, the contrast of 6 storeys with bungalows is 
significant. And 12 storeys replacing what were single-family homes on quiet streets is just NOT 
RESPECT. We need some acknowledgement of our concerns for shadowing, privacy, parking and traffic 
issues, high lot coverage, and loss of tree canopy, greenery and wildlife, that come from this very 
excessive contrast. 12 storeys, especially, just can NOT be considered in context with or complementary 
to what are currently single-family communities! 

And this is not a case about equity at all. Everyone's forever homes matter, whether they are modest 
communities or more upscale, whether they are in Hounsfield Heights, Banff Trail, Whitehorn, Martindale, 
or other communities near the LRT and BRT lines that do not yet have an LAP. All of these communities 
abut the LRT lines directly, and no-one in these communities bought expecting their communities to be 
fundamentally ripped out and replaced with significantly tall apartments. At some other LRT stations in 
existing LAP's, 6 storey apartments are mapped over parking lots, industrial or commercial land, not quiet 
residential streets - this is more appropriate. 

Appendix B -Amendments to incorporate HH-BH Local concerns into this Local Area Plan: 

INDOOR ACCESS: Amend section 2.2.4.1 part g to say "Development should account for winter 
design principles and ensure convenient INDOOR pedestrian movement between buildings during all 
seasons." 

SEMI-DETACHED BUILT FORM: Add section 2.5.7 Community Character policies section 2.5.7.1 



Hounsfield Heights - Briar Hill contextual built form: The core areas of Hounsfield Heights and Briar Hill 
historically had single family (RC-1) zoning with consistent wide lot and dwelling widths. To respect this 
community character, even as greater density is added to the community, subdivision of lots that were 
historically RC-1 to lots narrower than 12 m should use semi-detached or duplex built forms, to use good 
design to fit into context with the width proportions of surrounding dwellings. Built forms with widths less 
than 9.5 m, such as narrow single family dwellings, are strongly discouraged, especially for standard lots 
with lanes. Redevelopments of all scales should have fac;ade articulation, and a variety of quality 
finishing materials. 

Note that Councillor Wong's Ward 7 staff are working on version of these and other amendments, and 
may have better wording. They are also reviewing with other Riley communities if there are missed 
community specific mitigations and policies that they were seeking. It is an important point that 
council has chosen to bring TWO LAP's from Ward 7 to public hearing on March 4 - this is not a 
fair burden of work on the staff of Ward 7, nor a fair hearing for these key plans. 

Appendix C - Communication of Key Growth to the community over time 

As explained above, engagement with the community and citizens affected by these policies over time 
has been very disappointing. To make this point, here is the map of 'Key Growth' (4 or more storeys) for 
our community. At Phase 2, the actually published map shows almost no 'key growth'. Major changes to 
the plan were made for Phases 3, but booklets were delivered late and citizens had only two weeks to 
comment before the initial deadline. These changes were based on city policies and should have been 
known and illustrated at Phase 2 - the 'key growth' map consistent with Phase 3 is shown, and a Phase 2 
map with no 'key growth' does not appear defensible. Phase 4 kept a similar level of 'key growth' and 
moved some areas around. But the final December 2024 revision was about DOUBLE the 'key growth'. 
The final map is NOT a balanced plan that in any way respects the existing community, but it wasn't even 
circulated (as key growth or building scale). Neither the first map with no information on the City's goals, 
nor the lack of engagement on the final map, engender trust from the affected communities. 

Growth of impact throughout 

• Phase 2, almost no key growth 

• Phase 3, significant change but CA not allowed to 
publicize, limited time to comment 

• Final, NO engagement, another very significant 
increase in 'Key Growth', now almost half of the 
community 

Phase 2 Key Growth Areas map - as published 

Phase 2 Key Growth Areas map - consistent with Phase 3 



I 
FREEDOM OF INFORMATION AND PROTECTION OF PRIVACY ACT 

Public Submission 

CC 968 (R2024-05) 

Personal information provided in submissions relating to matters before Council or Council Committees is collected under 
the authority of Bylaw 35M2017 a11d Section 33(c) of the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy (FOIP) Act of 
Alberta, and/or the Municipal Government Act (MGA) Section 636, for the purpose of receiving public participation in 
municipal decision-making and scheduling speakers for Council or Council Committee meetings. Your name and com­
ments will be made publicly available in the Council or Council Committee agenda and minutes. If you have ques­
tions regarding the collection and use of your personal information, please contact City Clerk's Legislative Coordinator 
at 403-268-5861, or City Clerk's Office, 700 Macleod Trail S.E., P O Box 2100, Postal Station 'M' 8007, Calgary. Alberta, 
T2P 2M5. 

Please note that your name and comments will be made publicly available in the Council or Council Committee agenda 
and minutes. Your e-mail address will not be included in the public record. 

ENDORSEMENT STATEMENT ON TRUTH AND RECONCILIATION, ANTI-RACISM, EQUITY, DIVERSITY, INCLUSION AND 
BELONGING 

The purpose of The City of Calgary is to make life better every day. To fully realize our purpose, we are committed to addressing 
racism and other forms of discrimination within our programs, policies, and services and eliminating barriers that impact the lives 
of Indigenous. Racialized, and other marginalized people. It is expected that participants will behave respectfully and treat every­
one with dignity and respect to allow for conversations free from bias and prejudice 

First name [required] 

Last name [required] 

How do you wish to attend? 

You may bring a support person 
should you require language or 
translator services. Do you plan 
on bringing a support person? 

What meeting do you wish to 
comment on? [required] 

Date of meeting [required] 

Jackie 

Mootoo 

Council 

Mar 4, 2025 

What agenda item do you wish to comment on? (Refer to the Council or Committee agenda published here.) 

[required] - max 75 characters 

Are you in favour or opposition of 
the issue? [required] 

ISC: Unrestricted 

Council meeting - Public hearing 

In opposition 

1/2 

Mar 3, 2025 

7:29:10 PM 



I 
ATTACHMENT 01 FILENAME 

ATTACHMENT 02 FILENAME 

Comments - please refrain from 
providing personal information in 
this field (maximum 2500 
characters) 

ISC: Unrestricted 

Council 2025-03-05.pdf 

Public Submission 

CC 968 (R2024-05) 

2/2 

Mar 3, 2025 

7:29:10 PM 



City Council 

March 4 2025 

RE: RILEY LOCAL AREA PLAN COMMENTS 
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1. That the Westmount Boulevard area, as shown as "focus area" in the above map, be designated as 

Neighbourhood Local (and not Neighbourhood Collector as proposed) and that the proposed height 

be a maximum of "up-to 4 stories" (and not 6 stories as proposed). 

2. That the Plan include policy regarding development on contaminated sites that addresses the current 

gap in approvals and monitoring for the Westmount Boulevard area to protect public health and 

safety. 

3. That policy 2.5.2.l(d), which directs any new development along the north-side of Westmount Road 

to have the backyard face the established community, be removed. 

EVIDENCE SUPPORTING REQUESTED AMENDMENTS: 

1. Requested Amendment #1: Designate the Westmount Boulevard area as Neighbourhood Local 

• The Plan designates this area as a 

Neighbourhood Connector that will promote 

four to six storey development and retail and 

commercial uses in an area that is assessable 

by a one-way single-lane roadway and has 

existing contamination that limits subsurface 

disruption. 

• The MDP encourages growth to happen 

around Main Streets, Transit Station Areas and 

Westbound Westmount Boulevard@ 17 ST 

Activity Centres - none of which applies to this area. City Planners have stated that the area's 

proximity to Memorial Drive makes it a corridor, which justifies the higher densities and non­

residential uses in this historically low-density area. What has not been considered is that: 

- This area is separated by a treed median and a significant grade differential, which 

differentiates from Memorial Drive. 



There is no existing or feasible access to the river pathway system from this location; 

- There is no existing or planned transit to 

this area; 

Memorial Drive is a commuter roadway 

for non-local citywide traffic; 

- There is limited to no existing pedestrian 

or bike activity along Westmount 

Boulevard; 

At each end of Westmount Boulevard Westbound Memorial Dr/Westmount Blvd @ 17 ST 

there exists intersections that do not meet current code and cannot safely handle existing 

traffic. 

• The Municipal Development Plan does not support this development pattern. Policy 3.5.1 (a) 

speaks to importance of recognizing the predominately low-density residential nature of the 

developed area, while supporting moderate intensification that respects the scale and character 

of the neighbourhood. Policy 3.5.2 (b) speaks specifically to incorporating a range of 

intensification strategies for modest intensification in inner-city communities. 

• As all the properties along this street face Memorial Drive, retail uses will attract non-local, 

commuter traffic from Memorial into the community, which will bring in significant vehicle traffic 

to this area. As this is a single-lane one-way street with parking on one side of the street only, 

and no opportunity for underground parking due to the existing contamination, vehicle traffic will 

undoubtedly overflow into other parts of the community. 

• This area is contextually different from Memorial Drive in Sunnyside (east of 10th Street). 

This area exists west of the 

Memorial Drive P.M. Lane 

Reversal, where three of the four 

lanes along Memorial Drive are 

dedicated to the westbound traffic 

to facilitate the movement of 

commuter traffic from the 

downtown. City Administration previously confirmed that no traffic lights or at-grade 

pedestrian crossing to access the Bow River Pathway are possible along this stretch of 

Memorial Drive, unless the lane reversal was to be removed. 

Pedestrian overpasses to provide access to 

the Bow River Pathway are not feasible at 

this location due to the narrow pathway on 

both the north and south side of the river. 

The speed limit along this stretch of 

Memorial Drive changes from the 50 km 

that exists along the Sunnyside portion to 

70 km to facilitate the movement of 

commuter traffic. 



There are no properties along this stretch that abut/front Memorial Drive. ALL properties 

front Westmount Boulevard, which is a single one-direction residential roadway, and are 

separated by a treed median with grade-separation. 

- There are no sidewalks along Memorial Drive at this location, and no pedestrian activity. 

While the Riley Local Area Plan suggests the possibility of a pedestrian overpass to link 

this area to the raised Sunalta LRT Station, no feasibility study has been done to support 

this idea and the extensive infrastructure investment needed is unlikely, given that there 

was no budget to even replace the life-cycling of the 14th Street pedestrian overpass at 7th 

Avenue (was replaced with an at-grade crossing). 

2. Requested Amendment #2: Policy to Address Creosote Contamination 

• The Westmount Boulevard area is impacted by creosote contamination, that if exposed, will 

impact the health and wellbeing of area residents. The Plan does not address or take into context 

the unique planning considerations and appears to prioritizes redevelopment over public health 

and safety. 

• According to the February 2024 paper published by the Environmental Law Center (Alberta) - The 

Regulation of Pollution and Contaminated Sites in Alberta - building on contaminated land is 

complex and requires careful planning, regulatory complication and often substantial remediation 

efforts. This is especially true when municipalities and the province have shared jurisdiction. A 

key finding of the report was that there is currently a "lack of regulation for risk management 

through exposure control at contaminated sites in Alberta". One of top seven recommendations 

stemming from the report include "Implementing a comprehensive regulatory regime for risk 

management through exposure control at contaminated sites". 

• Research undertaken by community members/ Professional Environmental Engineers, indicated 

that the City is not clear on the legal and Health, Safety and Environmental implications of 

contaminated sites, similar to the Lynnewood Ridge liability. 

• Alberta Environment and Protected Areas has reinforced to area residents that The City is the 

responsible body for any development on contaminated lands, and that the Province is only an 

advisor. Neither level of government has engaged with the concerned residents despite repeated 

requests. 

• Through the engagement process, area residents asked that the Plan consider the existing 

contamination to ensure the protection of public health and wellness in this area. There was no 

response to this feedback and the comments were not recorded in the What We Heard Report. 



• A creosote remed iation facility (pictured) is located on 

the south side of the river to actively reduce the 

creosote levels in that area. No such remediation is 

taking place at this location - where there is existing 

residential. 

• There are no existing policies or procedures to regulate 

or monitor the creosote vapour release resulting from 

new development. This puts the existing community at 

substantial risk. 

• Disregarding the complexity of redevelopment and placing development pressure in this area 

puts the safety of area residents at significant risk. It also places an unfair burden on area 

resident to continuously monitor, and be actively involved in, all redevelopment activity in the 

area, which should be the role of City Administration as the regulatory body. 

• Instead of placing inappropriate development pressures that are at odds with public health, we 
request that The City develop policy that focuses on reducing the city and taxpayers' long-term 
liabilities, especially as it relates to sites that have no qualifying 'responsible person' under the 
Environmental Protection and Enhancement Act. 

3. Requested Amendment #3: Do not require one-side of Westmount Road to be rear-facing. 

• Policy 2.5 .2.1 (d) requires new development on properties on the north side of Westmount Road 

NW to back onto the residential road and front Kensington Road. 

• This policy applies to nine residential 

blocks. At the rate of redevelopment and 

considering the number of newer housing 

stock, it will be many generations before 

this area is converted fully to properties 

facing Kensington Road. In the meantime, 

this area will be a mix-match of front-facing 

and rear-facing property along both 

Westmount Road and Kensington Road that 

will not serve anyone. 

Westbound 1600 Block Westmount RD - showing newer and 
older development pattern 

• This policy is disrespectful to the existing residential community and will have a negative impact 

on both property values and the strong sense-of-community for this area . 

• Improved urban design along the southside of Kensington Road that incorporates part of the 

existing road right-of-way would create a better pedestrian environment without impacting the 

existing community. 

• Respecting the historical neighbourhood layout is critical to maintaining this area's strong sense 

of community. 



COMMENTS ON THE PUBLIC ENAGEMENT PROCESS: 

1. Substantial written and in-person feedback was not recorded and not considered in this Plan. 

• Area residents attended the Open Houses and on line events held during Phase 3 of this Plan, and 

submitted written comments that summarized key points. This feedback was not captured in any 

way in the What We Heard Report or What We Did Report, and both reports failed to capture the 

general sentiment of the Open Houses or online events. When asked about this, City 

Administration confirmed that the written feedback was not incorporated because one 

submission was received that was signed by many households. They considered this a petition 

and dismissed the substantial feedback from 18 households. For the Open House comments, we 

were told that they were grouped by category, but when we ask for them to show us where the 

general sentiments we communicated were listed, they were unable to do so. City 

Administration committed to following up with us on this issue, but never did. 
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I am strongly opposed to Policy 2.5.2.1 (d) which requires new development on proper­
ties on the north side of Westmount Road NW to back onto the residential road and 
front Kensington Road. At the rate of redevelopment and considering the number of 
newer housing stock, it will be many generations before this area is converted fully to 
properties facing Kensington Road. In the meantime, this area will be a mix-match of 
front-facing and rear-facing property along both Westmount Road and Kensington 
Road that will not serve anyone and is harmful to the current residents in the area. As 
a homeowner on Westmount Road I find it disrespectful the City is considering such a 
major change with no consideration for property values and the strong sense of com­
munity built in the area . There are better ways to create a pedestrian environment with­
out impacting our existing community. Respecting the historical neighborhood layout is 
critical to maintaining our strong sense of community and respecting property values in 
the area. 

Furthermore: 

1) There is known creosote contamination in area proximate to Westmount Boulevard 
and Broadview Road between 19th and 14th Ave NW. 

2) There is no specific policy in place to guide development proximate to creosote con­
tamination and a very disjointed process between the city and the province for han­
dling contamination in urban areas. 

3) The Riley LAP does not mention or consider this underlying condition in any manner 
and therefore ignores important development constraints for areas effected by 
contamination. 

4) Conversation with both the City and Province regarding contamination in the area 
have left residents feeling concerned that both levels of government are not taking the 
residents health and tax payer liability risks seriously. Furthermore City administration 
are confused and or are not forthright in sharing information with concerned citizens. 

5) The Riley LAP should not be accepted by council until these creosote contamination 
concerns are properly addressed, the health and liability risks are understood and 
communicated to community members, and the development constraints are accu­
rately reflect within the LAP document. 
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RE: RILEY LOCAL AREA PLAN COMMENTS 

Please find below our comments regarding 

the draft Riley Local Area Plan. Our 

comments focus on the Westmount area of 

the Plan as indicated in the adjacent map. 

LAP PLAN AMENDMENTS: 
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1. That the Westmount Boulevard area, as shown as "focus area" in the above map, be designated as 

Neighbourhood Local (and not Neighbourhood Collector as proposed) and that the proposed height 

be a maximum of "up-to 4 stories" (and not 6 stories as proposed) . 

2. That the Plan include policy regarding development on contaminated sites that addresses the current 

gap in approvals and monitoring for the Westmount Boulevard area to protect public health and 

safety. 

3. That policy 2.5.2.l(d), which directs any new development along the north-side of Westmount Road 

to have the backyard face the established community, be removed. 

EVIDENCE SUPPORTING REQUESTED AMENDMENTS: 

1. Requested Amendment #1: Designate the Westmount Boulevard area as Neighbourhood Local 

• The Plan designates this area as a 

Neighbourhood Connector that will promote 

four to six storey development and retail and 

commercial uses in an area that is assessable 

by a one-way single-lane roadway and has 

existing contamination that limits subsurface 

disruption. 

• The MOP encourages growth to happen 

around Main Streets, Transit Station Areas and 

Westbound Westmount Boulevard@ 17 ST 

Activity Centres - none of which applies to this area. City Planners have stated that the area's 

proximity to Memorial Drive makes it a corridor, which justifies the higher densities and non­

residential uses in this historically low-density area . What has not been considered is that: 

- This area is separated by a treed median and a significant grade differential, which 

differentiates from Memorial Drive. 



There is no existing or feasible access to the river pathway system from this location; 

There is no existing or planned transit to 

this area; 

Memorial Drive is a commuter roadway 

for non-local citywide traffic; 

There is limited to no existing pedestrian 

or bike activity along Westmount 

Boulevard; 

At each end of Westmount Boulevard Westbound Memorial Dr/Westmount Blvd@ 11ST 

there exists intersections that do not meet current code and cannot safely handle existing 

traffic. 

• The Municipal Development Plan does not support this development pattern. Policy 3.5.1 (a) 

speaks to importance of recognizing the predominately low-density residential nature of the 

developed area, while supporting moderate intensification that respects the scale and character 
of the neighbourhood. Policy 3.5.2 (b) speaks specifically to incorporating a range of 

intensification strategies for modest intensification in inner-city communities. 

• As all the properties along this street face Memorial Drive, retail uses will attract non-local, 

commuter traffic from Memorial into the community, which will bring in significant vehicle traffic 

to this area. As this is a single-lane one-way street with parking on one side of the street only, 

and no opportunity for underground parking due to the existing contamination, vehicle traffic will 

undoubtedly overflow into other parts of the community. 

This area is contextually different from Memorial Drive in Sunnyside (east of 10th Street) . 

This area exists west of the 

Memorial Drive P.M. Lane 

Reversal, where three of the four 

lanes along Memorial Drive are 

dedicated to the westbound traffic 

to facilitate the movement of 

commuter traffic from the 

downtown. City Administration previously confirmed that no traffic lights or at-grade 
pedestrian crossing to access the Bow River Pathway are possible along this stretch of 

Memorial Drive, unless the lane reversal was to be removed. 

Pedestrian overpasses to provide access to 

the Bow River Pathway are not feasible at 

this location due to the narrow pathway on 

both the north and south side of the river. 

The speed limit along this stretch of 

Memorial Drive changes from the 50 km 

that exists along the Sunnyside portion to 

70 km to facilitate the movement of 

commuter traffic. 



- There are no properties along this stretch that abut/front Memorial Drive. ALL properties 

front Westmount Boulevard, which is a single one-direction residential roadway, and are 

separated by a treed median with grade-separation. 

- There are no sidewalks along Memorial Drive at this location, and no pedestrian activity. 

While the Riley Local Area Plan suggests the possibility of a pedestrian overpass to link 

this area to the raised Sunalta LRT Station, no feasibility study has been done to support 

this idea and the extensive infrastructure investment needed is unlikely, given that there 

was no budget to even replace the life-cycling of the 14th Street pedestrian overpass at 7th 

Avenue (was replaced with an at-grade crossing). 

2. Requested Amendment #2: Policy to Address Creosote Contamination 

• The Westmount Boulevard area is impacted by creosote contamination, that if exposed, will 

impact the health and wellbeing of area residents. The Plan does not address or take into context 

the unique planning considerations and appears to prioritizes redevelopment over public health 

and safety. 

• According to the February 2024 paper published by the Environmental Law Center (Alberta) - The 

Regulation of Pollution and Contaminated Sites in Alberta - building on contaminated land is 

complex and requires careful planning, regulatory complication and often substantial remediation 

efforts. This is especially true when municipalities and the province have shared jurisdiction. A 

key finding of the report was that there is currently a "lack of regulation for risk management 
through exposure control at contaminated sites in Alberta". One of top seven recommendations 

stemming from the report include "Implementing a comprehensive regulatory regime for risk 
. management through exposure control at contaminated sites". 

• Research undertaken by community members/ Professional Environmental Engineers, indicated 

that the City is not clear on the legal and Health, Safety and Environmental implications of 

contaminated sites, similar to the Lynnewood Ridge liability. 

• Alberta Environment and Protected Areas has reinforced to area residents that The City is the 

responsible body for any development on contaminated lands, and that the Province is only an 

advisor. Neither level of government has engaged with the concerned residents despite repeated 

requests. 

• Through the engagement process, area residents asked that the Plan consider the existing 

contamination to ensure the protection of public health and wellness in this area. There was no 

response to this feedback and the comments were not recorded in the What We Heard Report. 



• A creosote remediation facility (pictured) is located on 

the south side of the river to actively reduce the 

creosote levels in that area. No such remediation is 

taking place at this location - where there is existing 

residential. 

• There are no existing policies or procedures to regulate 

or monitor the creosote vapour release resulting from 

new development. This puts the existing community at 

substantial risk. 

• Disregarding the complexity of redevelopment and placing development pressure in this area 

puts the safety of area residents at significant risk. It also places an unfair burden on area 

resident to continuously monitor, and be actively involved in, all redevelopment activity in the 

area, which should be the role of City Administration as the regulatory body. 

• Instead of placing inappropriate development pressures that are at odds with public health, we 
request that The City develop policy that focuses on reducing the city and taxpayers' long-term 
liabilities, especially as it relates to sites that have no qualifying 'responsible person' under the 
Environmental Protection and Enhancement Act. 

3. Requested Amendment #3: Do not require one-side of Westmount Road to be rear-facing. 

• Policy 2.5.2.1 (d) requires new development on properties on the north side of Westmount Road 

NW to back onto the residential road and front Kensington Road . 

• This policy applies to nine residential 

blocks. At the rate of redevelopment and 

considering the number of newer housing 

stock, it will be many generations before 

this area is converted fully to properties 

facing Kensington Road. In the meantime, 

this area will be a mix-match of front-facing 

and rear-facing property along both 

Westmount Road and Kensington Road that 

will not serve anyone. 

Westbound 1600 Block Westmount RD - showing newer and 
older development pattern 

• This policy is disrespectful to the existing residential community and will have a negative impact 

on both property values and the strong sense-of-community for this area. 

• Improved urban design along the southside of Kensington Road that incorporates part of the 

existing road right-of-way would create a better pedestrian environment without impacting the 

existing community. 

• Respecting the historical neighbourhood layout is critical to maintaining this area's strong sense 

of community. 



COMM ENTS ON THE PUBLIC ENAGEMENT PROCESS: 

1. Substantial written and in-person feedback was not recorded and not considered in this Plan. 

• Area residents attended the Open Houses and on line events held during Phase 3 of this Plan, and 

submitted written comments that summarized key points. This feedback was not captured in any 
way in the What We Heard Report or What We Did Report. and both reports failed to capture the 

general sentiment of the Open Houses or on line events. When asked about this, City 

Administration confirmed that the written feedback was not incorporated because one 

submission was received that was signed by many households. They considered this a petition 
and dismissed the substantial feedback from 18 households. For the Open House comments, we 

were told that they were grouped by category, but when we ask for them to show us where the 

general sentiments we communicated were listed, they were unable to do so. City 

Administration committed to following up with us on this issue, but never did. 
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comment on? [required] 

Date of meeting [required] 

Tom 

Hades 

Council 

Mar 4, 2025 

What agenda item do you wish to comment on? (Refer to the Council or Committee agenda published here.) 

[required] - max 75 characters 

Are you in favour or opposition of 
the issue? (required] 

ISC: Unrestricted 

Riley LAP: 7.3.2 

In opposition 
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I am strongly opposed to Policy 2.5.2.1 (d) which requires new development on proper­
ties on the north side of Westmount Road NW to back onto the residential road and 
front Kensington Road. At the rate of redevelopment and considering the number of 
newer housing stock, it will be many generations before this area is converted fully to 
properties facing Kensington Road. In the meantime, this area will be a mix-match of 
front-facing and rear-facing property along both Westmount Road and Kensington 
Road that will not serve anyone and is harmful to the current residents in the area. As 
a homeowner on Westmount Road I find it disrespectful the City is considering such a 
major change with no consideration for property values and the strong sense of com­
munity built in the area. There are better ways to create a pedestrian environment with­
out impacting our existing community. Respecting the historical neighborhood layout is 
critical to maintaining our strong sense of community and respecting property values in 
the area. 

Furthermore: 

1) There is known creosote contamination in area proximate to Westmount Boulevard 
and Broadview Road between 19th and 14th Ave NW. 

2) There is no specific policy in place to guide development proximate to creosote con­
tamination and a very disjointed process between the city and the province for han­
dling contamination in urban areas. 

3) The Riley LAP does not mention or consider this underlying condition in any manner 
and therefore ignores important development constraints for areas effected by 
contamination. 

4) Conversation with both the City and Province regarding contamination in the area 
have left residents feeling concerned that both levels of government are not taking the 
residents health and tax payer liability risks seriously. Furthermore City administration 
are confused and or are not forthright in sharing information with concerned citizens . 

5) The Riley LAP should not be accepted by council until these creosote contamination 
concerns are properly addressed, the health and liability risks are understood and 
communicated to community members, and the development constraints are accu­
rately reflect within the LAP document. 
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City Council 

March 4 2025 

RE: RILEY LOCAL AREA PLAN COMMENTS 

Please find below our comments regarding 

the draft Riley Local Area Plan. Our 

comments focus on the Westmount area of 

the Plan as indicated in the adjacent map. 

LAP PLAN AMENDMENTS: 

1 , 
-.- -·---- _____ _. 
~ 

- I ,,..-.,, "' _.. 
,.1· 

-~r:;;.i~;i, 11-1+ ~:~· -- ____ , ... 

1. That the Westmount Boulevard area, as shown as "focus area" in the above map, be designated as 

Neighbourhood Local (and not Neighbourhood Collector as proposed) and that the proposed height 

be a maximum of "up-to 4 stories" (and not 6 stories as proposed). 

2. That the Plan include policy regarding development on contaminated sites that addresses the current 

gap in approvals and monitoring for the Westmount Boulevard area to protect public health and 

safety. 

3. That policy 2.5.2.l(d), which directs any new development along the north-side of Westmount Road 

to have the backyard face the established community, be removed. 

EVIDENCE SUPPORTING REQUESTED AMENDMENTS: 

1. Requested Amendment #1: Designate the Westmount Boulevard area as Neighbourhood Local 

• The Plan designates this area as a 

Neighbourhood Connector that will promote 

four to six storey development and retail and 

commercial uses in an area that is assessable 

by a one-way single-lane roadway and has 

existing contamination that limits subsurface 

disruption. 

• The MOP encourages growth to happen 

around Main Streets, Transit Station Areas and 

Westbound Westmount Boulevard @ 17-ST 

Activity Centres - none of which applies to this area. City Planners have stated that the area's 

proximity to Memorial Drive makes it a corridor, which justifies the higher densities and non­

residential uses in this historically low-density area. What has not been considered is that: 

- This area is separated by a treed median and a significant grade differential, which 

differentiates from Memorial Drive. 

I 



There is no existing or feasible access to the river pathway system from this location; 

- There is no existing or planned transit to 

this area; 

Memorial Drive is a commuter roadway 

for non-local citywide traffic; 

- There is limited to no existing pedestrian 

or bike activity along Westmount 

Boulevard; 

At each end of Westmount Boulevard Westbound Memorial Dr/Westmount Blvd@ 11ST 

there exists intersections that do not meet current code and cannot safely handle existing 

traffic. 

• The Municipal Development Plan does not support this development pattern. Policy 3.5.1 (a) 

speaks to importance of recognizing the predominately low-density residential nature of the 

developed area, while supporting moderate intensification that respects the scale and character 
of the neighbourhood. Policy 3.5.2 (b) speaks specifically to incorporating a range of 

intensification strategies for modest intensification in inner-city communities. 

• As all the properties along this street face Memorial Drive, retail uses will attract non-local, 

commuter traffic from Memorial into the community, which will bring in significant vehicle traffic 

to this area. As this is a single-lane one-way street with parking on one side of the street only, 

and no opportunity for underground parking due to the existing contamination, vehicle traffic will 

undoubtedly overflow into other parts of the community. 

• This area is contextually different from Memorial Drive in Sunnyside (east of 10th Street). 

- This area exists west of the 

Memorial Drive P.M. Lane 

Reversal, where three of the four 

lanes along Memorial Drive are 

dedicated to the westbound traffic 

to facilitate the movement of 

commuter traffic from the 

downtown. City Administration previously confirmed that no traffic lights or at-grade 
pedestrian crossing to access the Bow River Pathway are possible along this stretch of 

Memorial Drive, unless the lane reversal was to be removed. 

Pedestrian overpasses to provide access to 

the Bow River Pathway are not feasible at 

this location due to the narrow pathway on 

both the north and south side of the river. 

The speed limit along this stretch of 

Memorial Drive changes from the 50 km 

that exists along the Sunnyside portion to 

70 km to facilitate the movement of 

commuter traffic. 



There are no properties along this stretch that abut/front Memorial Drive. ALL properties 

front Westmount Boulevard, which is a single one-direction residential roadway, and are 

separated by a treed median with grade-separation. 

There are no sidewalks along Memorial Drive at this location, and no pedestrian activity. 

While the Riley Local Area Plan suggests the possibility of a pedestrian overpass to link 

this area to the raised Sunalta LRT Station, no feasibility study has been done to support 

this idea and the extensive infrastructure investment needed is unlikely, given that there 

was no budget to even replace the life-cycling of the 14th Street pedestrian overpass at 7th 

Avenue (was replaced with an at-grade crossing). 

2. Requested Amendment #2: Policy to Address Creosote Contamination 

• The Westmount Boulevard area is impacted by creosote contamination, that if exposed, will 

impact the health and wellbeing of area residents. The Plan does not address or take into context 

the unique planning considerations and appears to prioritizes redevelopment over public health 

and safety. 

• According to the February 2024 paper published by the Environmental Law Center (Alberta) - The 

Regulation of Pollution and Contaminated Sltes in Alberto - building on contaminated land is 

complex and requires careful planning, regulatory complication and often substantial remediation 

efforts. This is especially true when municipalities and the province have shared jurisdiction. A 

key finding of the report was that there is currently a "lack of regulation for risk management 
through exposure control at contaminated sites in Alberta". One of top seven recommendations 

stemming from the report include "Implementing a comprehensive regulatory regime for risk 
management through exposure control at contaminated sites". 

• Research undertaken by community members/ Professional Environmental Engineers, indicated 

that the City is not clear on the legal and Health, Safety and Environmental implications of 

contaminated sites, similar to the Lynnewood Ridge liability. 

• Alberta Environment and Protected Areas has reinforced to area residents that The City is the 

responsible body for any development on contaminated lands, and that the Province is only an 

advisor. Neither level of government has engaged with the concerned residents despite repeated 

requests. 

• Through the engagement process, area residents asked that the Plan consider the existing 

contamination to ensure the protection of public health and wellness in this area. There was no 

response to this feedback and the comments were not recorded in the What We Heard Report. 



• A creosote remediation facility (pictured) is located on 

the south side of the river to actively reduce the 

creosote levels in that area . No such remediation is 

taking place at th is location - where there is existing 

residential. 

• There are no existing policies or procedures to regulate 

or monitor the creosote vapour release resulting from 

new development. This puts the existing community at 

substantial risk. 

• Disregarding the complexity of redevelopment and placing development pressure in this area 

puts the safety of area residents at significant risk. It also places an unfair burden on area 
resident to continuously monitor, and be actively involved in, all redevelopment activity in the 
area, which should be the role of City Administration as the regulatory body. 

• Instead of placing inappropriate development pressures that are at odds with public health, we 
request that The City develop policy that focuses on reducing the city and taxpayers' long-term 
liabi li t ies, especially as it relates to sites that have no qualifying 'responsible person' under the 
Environmental Protection and Enhancement Act. 

3. Requested Amendment #3: Do not require one-side of Westmount Road to be rear-facing. 

• Policy 2.5.2.1 (d) requires new development on properties on the north side of Westmount Road 

NW to back onto the residential road and front Kensington Road . 

• This policy applies to nine residential 
blocks. At the rate of redevelopment and 

considering the number of newer housing 

stock, it will be many generations before 

this area is converted fully to properties 

facing Kensington Road . In the meantime, 

this area will be a mix-match of front-facing -

and rear-facing property along both 

Westmount Road and Kensington Road that 

will not serve anyone. 

Westbound 1600 Block Westmount RD - showing newer and 
older development pattern 

• This policy is disrespectful to the existing residential community and will have a negative impact 

on both property values and t he strong sense-of-community for this area. 

• Improved urban design along the southside of Kensington Road that incorporates part of the 

existing road right-of-way would create a better pedestrian environment without impacting the 

existing community. 

• Respecting the historical neighbourhood layout is critical to maintaining this area's strong sense 

of community. 



COMMENTS ON THE PUBLIC ENAGEMENT PROCESS: 

1. Substantial written and in-person feedback was not recorded and not considered In this Plan. 

• Area residents attended the Open Houses and on line events held during Phase 3 of this Plan, and 

submitted written comments that summarized key points. This feedback was not captured in any 
way in the What We Heard Report or What We Did Report, and both reports failed to capture the 

general sentiment of the Open Houses or on line events. When asked about this, City 

Administration confirmed that the written feedback was not incorporated because one 

submission was received that was signed by many households. They considered this a petition 
and dismissed the substantial feedback from 18 households. For the Open House comments, we 

were told that they were grouped by category, but when we ask for them to show us where the 

general sentiments we communicated were listed, they were unable to do so. City 

Administration committed to following up with us on this issue, but never did. 
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FREEDOM OF INFORMATION AND PROTECTION OF PRIVACY ACT 

Personal information provided in submissions relating to matters before Council or Council Committees is collected under 
the authority of Bylaw 35M2017 and Section 33(c) of the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy (FO/P) Act of 
Alberta. and/or the Municipal Government Act (MGA) Section 636. for the purpose of receiving public participation in 
municipal decision-making and scheduling speakers for Council or Council Committee meetings. Your name and com­
ments will be made publicly available in the Council or Council Committee agenda and minutes. If you have ques­
tions regarding the collection and use of your personal information, please contact City Clerk's Legislative Coordinator 
at 403-268-5861. or City Clerk's Office. 700 Macleod Trail S.E., P.O. Box 2100, Postal Station 'M' 8007, Calgary. Alberta, 
T2P 2M5 

Please note that your name and comments will be made publicly available in the Council or Council Committee agenda 
and minutes. Your e-mail address will not be included in the public record. 

ENDORSEMENT STATEMENT ON TRUTH AND RECONCILIATION, ANTI-RACISM, EQUITY, DIVERSITY, INCLUSION AND 
BELONGING 

The purpose of The City of Calgary is to make life better every day To fully realize our purpose, we are committed to addressing 
racism and other forms of discrimination within our programs, policies. and services and eliminating barriers that impact the lives 
of Indigenous. Racialized, and other marginalized people. It is expected that participants will behave respectfully and treat every­
one with dignity and respect to allow for conversations free from bias and prejudice. 

First name [required] 

Last name [required] 

How do you wish to attend? 

You may bring a support person 
should you require language or 
translator services. Do you plan 
on bringing a support person? 

What meeting do you wish to 
comment on? [required] 

Date of meeting [required] 

Conor 

McGreish 

Council 

Mar 4, 2025 

What agenda item do you wish to comment on? (Refer to the Council or Committee agenda published here.) 

[required] - max 75 characters 

Are you in favour or opposition of 
the issue? [required] 

/SC: Unrestricted 

7.3.2 Riley Communities Local Area Plan Referral, IP2025-0009 

In opposition 
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This is not necessarily in opposition entirely but I would like for council to seriously con­
sider certain elements of the LAP before continuing since it is deficient in it's current 
iteration. 

Most prominent oversite is that the plan include policy regarding development on con­
taminated sites that addresses the current gap in approvals and monitoring for the 
Westmount Boulevard area to protect public health and safety. The Plan does not 
address or take into context the unique planning considerations and appears to priori­
tizes redevelopment over public health and safety. 

Research undertaken by community members/ Professional Environmental Engineers, 
indicated that the City is not clear on the legal and Health, Safety and Environmental 
implications of contaminated sites, similar to the Lynnewood Ridge liability. There are 
no existing policies or procedures to regulate or monitor the creosote vapour release 
resulting from new development. This puts the existing community at substantial risk. 
Instead of placing inappropriate development pressures that are at odds with public 
health, we request that The City develop policy that focuses on reducing the city and 
taxpayers' long-term liabilities, especially as it relates to sites that have no qualifying 
'responsible person' under the Environmental Protection and Enhancement Act. 

Additionally, it is disheartening to see that substantial written and in-person feedback 
was not recorded and not considered in this plan. Area residents attended the Open 
Houses and online events held during Phase 3 of this Plan, and submitted written com­
ments that summarized key points. This feedback was not captured in any way in the 
What We Heard Report or What We Did Report, 

Thanks you, 
Conor McGreish 
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FREEDOM OF INFORMATION AND PROTECTION OF PRIVACY ACT 

Personal information provided in submissions relating to rnatteI·s before Council or Council Committees is collected under 
the authority of Bylaw 35M2017 and Section 33(c) of the Freedom of Information and Protection of Privacy (FOIP) Act of 
Alberta, and/or the Municipal Government Act (MGA) Section 636. [or the purpose of receiving public participation in 
municipal decision-making and scheduling speakers for Council or Cou11cil Committee meetings Your name and com­
ments will be made publicly available in the Council or Council Committee agenda and minutes. If you have ques­
tions regardi11g the collection and use of your personal information please contact City Clerk's Legislative Coordinator 
at 403-268-5861 or City Clerk's Office 700 Macleod Trail SE, PO Box 2100 Postal Station 'f\11' 8007, Calgary, Alberta. 
T2P 2M5 

Please note that your name and comments will be made publicly available in the Council or Council Committee agenda 
and minutes. Your e-mail address will not be included in the public record. 

ENDORSEMENT STATEMENT ON TRUTH AND RECONCILIATION, ANTI-RACISM, EQUITY, DIVERSITY, INCLUSION AND 
BELONGING 

The purpose of The City of Calgary is to make life better every day To fully realize our purpose, we are committed to addressing 
racism and other forms of discrimination within our programs. policies. and services and eliminating barriers that impact the lives 
of Indigenous, Racialized, and other marginalized people. II is expected that participants will behave respectfully and treat every­
one with dignity and respect to allow for conversations free from bias and prejudice 

First name [i-equired] 

Last name [required] 

How do you wish to attend? 

You may bring a support person 
should you require language or 
translator services Do you plan 
on bringing a support person? 

What meeting do you wish to 
comment on? [required] 

Date of meeting [required] 

Neil 

Campbell 

Council 

Mar 4, 2025 

What agenda item do you wish to comment on? (Refer to the Council or Committee agenda published here ) 

[required] - max 75 characters 

Are you in favour or opposition of 
the issue? [required] 

ISC: Unrestricted 

Anthem Development Land Use Amendment Risk Mgmt Approval 

In opposition 
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The original plan for the site from Anthem met the criteria for the property, this plan 
does not meet the listed requirements published by the City. 
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City Council 

March 4 2025 

RE: RILEY LOCAL AREA PLAN COMMENTS 

Please find below our comments regarding 

the draft Riley Local Area Plan. Our 

comments focus on the Westmount area of 

the Plan as indicated in the adjacent map. 

LAP PLAN AM EN DM ENTS: 
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1. That the Westmount Boulevard area, as shown as "focus area" in the above map, be designated as 

Neighbourhood Local (and not Neighbourhood Collector as proposed) and that the proposed height 

be a maximum of "up-to 4 stories" (and not 6 stories as proposed) . 

. . . . 
\ ! 

2. That the Plan include policy regarding development on contaminated sites that addresses the current 

gap in approvals and monitoring for the Westmount Boulevard area to protect public health and 

safety. 

3. That policy 2.5.2.l(d), which directs any new development along the north-side of Westmount Road 

to have the backyard face the established commun ity, be removed . 

EVIDENCE SUPPORTING REQUESTED AMENDMENTS: 

1. Requested Amendment #1: Designate the Westmount Boulevard area as Neighbourhood Local 

• The Plan designates this area as a 

Neighbourhood Connector that will promote 

four to six storey development and retail and 

commercial uses in an area that is assessable 

by a one-way single-lane roadway and has 

existing contamination that limits subsurface 

disruption. 

• The MDP encourages growth to happen 

around Main Streets, Transit Station Areas and 

Westbound Westmount Boulevard @ 17 ST 

Activity Centres - none of which applies to th is area. City Planners have stated that the area's 

proximity to Memorial Drive makes it a corridor, which justifies the higher densities and non­

residential uses in this historically low-density area . What has not been considered is that: 

- This area is separated by a treed med ian and a significant grade differential, which 

differentiates from Memorial Drive. 



- There is no existing or feasible access to the river pathway system from this location; 

- There is no existing or planned transit to 

this area; 

Memorial Drive is a commuter roadway 

for non-local citywide traffic; 

- There is limited to no existing pedestrian 

or bike activity along Westmount 

Boulevard; 

At each end of Westmount Boulevard Westbound Memorial Dr/Westmount Blvd @ 17 ST 

there exists intersections that do not meet current code and cannot safely handle existing 

traffic. 

• The Municipal Development Plan does not support this development pattern. Policy 3.5.1 (a) 

speaks to importance of recognizing the predominately low-density residential nature of the 

developed area, while supporting moderate intensification that respects the scale and character 
of the neighbourhood. Policy 3.5.2 (b) speaks specifically to incorporating a range of 

intensification strategies for modest intensification in inner-city communities. 

• As all the properties along this street face Memorial Drive, retail uses will attract non-local, 

commuter traffic from Memorial into the community, which will bring in significant vehicle traffic 

to this area. As this is a single-lane one-way street with parking on one side of the street only, 

and no opportunity for underground parking due to the existing contamination, vehicle traffic will 

undoubtedly overflow into other parts of the community. 

• This area is contextually different from Memorial Drive in Sunnyside (east of 10th Street). 

This area exists west ofthe 

Memorial Drive P.M. Lane 

Reversal, where three of the four 

lanes along Memorial Drive are 

dedicated to the westbound traffic 

to facilitate the movement of 

commuter traffic from the 

downtown. City Administration previously confirmed that no traffic lights or at-grade 
pedestrian crossing to access the Bow River Pathway are possible along this stretch of 

Memorial Drive, unless the lane reversal was to be removed. 

Pedestrian overpasses to provide access to 

the Bow River Pathway are not feasible at 

this location due to the narrow pathway on 

both the north and south side of the river. 

- The speed limit along this stretch of 

Memorial Drive changes from the 50 km 

that exists along the Sunnyside portion to 

70 km to facilitate the movement of 

commuter traffic. 



- There are no properties along this stretch that abut/front Memorial Drive. ALL properties 

front Westmount Boulevard, which is a single one-direction residential roadway, and are 

separated by a treed median with grade-separation. 

- There are no sidewalks along Memorial Drive at this location, and no pedestrian activity. 

While the Riley Local Area Plan suggests the possibility of a pedestrian overpass to link 

this area to the raised Sunalta LRT Station, no feasibility study has been done to support 

this idea and the extensive infrastructure investment needed is unlikely, given that there 

was no budget to even replace the life-cycling of the 14th Street pedestrian overpass at 7th 

Avenue (was replaced with an at-grade crossing). 

2. Requested Amendment #2: Policy to Address Creosote Contamination 

• The Westmount Boulevard area is impacted by creosote contamination, that if exposed, will 

impact the health and wellbeing of area residents. The Plan does not address or take into context 

the unique planning considerations and appears to prioritizes redevelopment over public health 

and safety. 

• According to the February 2024 paper published by the Environmental Law Center (Alberta) - The 

Regulation of Pollution and Contaminated Sites in Alberto - building on contaminated land is 

complex and requires careful planning, regulatory complication and often substantial remediation 

efforts. This is especially true when municipalities and the province have shared jurisdiction. A 

key finding of the report was that there is currently a "lack of regulation for risk management 
through exposure control at contaminated sites in Alberta". One of top seven recommendations 

stemming from the report include "Implementing a comprehensive regulatory regime for risk 
management through exposure control at contaminated sites". 

• Research undertaken by community members/ Professional Environmental Engineers, indicated 

that the City is not clear on the legal and Health, Safety and Environmental implications of 

contaminated sites, similar to the Lynnewood Ridge liability. 

• Alberta Environment and Protected Areas has reinforced to area residents that The City is the 

responsible body for any development on contaminated lands, and that the Province is only an 

advisor. Neither level of government has engaged with the concerned residents despite repeated 

requests. 

• Through the engagement process, area residents asked that the Plan consider the existing 

contamination to ensure the protection of public health and wellness in this area. There was no 

response to this feedback and the comments were not recorded in the What We Heard Report. 



• A creosote remediation facility (pictured) is located on 

the south side of the river to actively reduce the 

creosote levels in that area. No such remediation is 

taking place at this location - where there is existing 

residential. 

• There are no existing policies or procedures to regulate 

or monitor the creosote vapour release resulting from 

new development. This puts the existing community at 

substantial risk. 

• Disregarding the complexity of redevelopment and placing development pressure in this area 

puts the safety of area residents at significant risk. It also places an unfair burden on area 

resident to continuously monitor, and be actively involved in, all redevelopment activity in the 
area, which should be the role of City Administration as the regulatory body. 

• Instead of placing inappropriate development pressures that are at odds with public health, we 
request that The City develop policy that focuses on reducing the city and taxpayers' long-term 
liabilit ies, especially as it relates to sites that have no qualifying 'responsible person' under the 
Environmental Protection and Enhancement Act. 

3. Requested Amendment #3: Do not require one-side of Westmount Road to be rear-facing. 

• Policy 2.5.2.1 (d) requires new development on properties on the north side of Westmount Road 

NW to back onto the residential road and front Kensington Road. 

• This policy applies to nine residential 

blocks. At the rate of redevelopment and 

considering the number of newer housing 

stock, it will be many generations before 

this area is converted fully to properties 

facing Kensington Road. In the meantime, 

this area will be a mix-match of front-facing 

and rear-facing property along both 

Westmount Road and Kensington Road that 

will not serve anyone. 

Westbound 1600 Block Westmount RD - showing newer and 
older development pattern 

• This policy is disrespectful to the existing residential community and will have a negative impact 

on both property values and the strong sense-of-community for this area. 

• Improved urban design along the southside of Kensington Road that incorporates part of the 

existing road right-of-way would create a better pedestrian environment without impacting the 

existing commun ity. 

• Respecting the historical neighbourhood layout is critical to maintaining this area's strong sense 

of community. 



COMMENTS ON THE PUBLIC ENAGEMENT PROCESS: 

1. Substantial written and in-person feedback was not recorded and not considered in this Plan. 

• Area residents attended the Open Houses and on line events held during Phase 3 of this Plan, and 

submitted written comments that summarized key points. This feedback was not captured in any 
way in the What We Heard Report or What We Did Report, and both reports failed to capture the 

general sentiment of the Open Houses or on line events. When asked about this, City 

Administration confirmed that the written feedback was not incorporated because one 

submission was received that was signed by many households. They considered this a petition 
and dismissed the substantial feedback from 18 households. For the Open House comments, we 

were told that they were grouped by category, but when we ask for them to show us where the 

general sentiments we communicated were listed, they were unable to do so. City 

Administration committed to following up with us on this issue, but never did. 




