
Office of the City Clerk 

The City of Calgary 

700 Macleod Trail S.E. 

P.O. Box 2100 

Postal Station "M" 

Calgary, Alberta 

T2P 2M5 

November 3, 2018 

Re: Bylaws 269D2018 and 80P2018 

Dear Mayor Nenshi and Members of Council, 

This letter pertains to the above noted Bylaws that are before Council to allow for the 

development of up to six rowhouses at 3404 Richmond Road S.W. The proposal to amend the 

Killarney Area Redevelopment Plan, 'KARP', to allow a multi-family development needs to be 

considered in terms of the context and policies outlined in the KARP. The KARP consists of a 

series of context statements and policies that describe a vision for future development. in the 

area. The KARP also contains a land Use Policy map that illustrates how the policies are to be 

applied in the area. Any proposal to change the Land Use Policy map must be evaluated In 

terms of the policies of the KARP. 

Bylaw 80P2018 proposes to amend the Land Use Policy Map by changing the intended land use 

of the subject lands from 'Conservation Infill' to 'Low Density Town housing'. One of the stated 

Goals of the KARP is to "establish policies reinforcing the stability of the land use in 

Killarney/Glengarry" (p. 4). Site-specific amendments (commonly known as 'spot zoning') to 

the KARP to facilitate the desires of developers is directly opposed to this goal. Spot-zoning 

increases uncertainty and often serves as a precedent that leads to further requests for 

amendments. Spot-zoning is the antithesis of stability. 

Section 2.1.2 (p.6) of the KARP describes the general context of the Land Use Concept: to 

"maintain the original low density detached and semi-detached home type of development 

prevalent throughout the community", and to provide "the opportunity for higher density 

townhousing." The Land Use Policy Map provides four clearly defined and focused areas for 

higher density development. These areas were intended to accommodate all the multifamily 

development in the plan area. The KARP does not contemplate or discuss opportunities for 

intensification outside of the clearly defined and focused multi-residentail areas. If the KARP 



intended multifamily development to be located outside of the designated area, there would 

be policies stating as such. 

The City adopted Multi-Residential Infill Guidelines (MRIGs) to provide location criteria to 

eval.uate applications for multi-residential development. According to the Administration 

repo'rt {PUD2014-0156) the MRIGs were not developed in formal consultation with any 

stakeholder groups (p. 4). The public did not have an opportunity to provide any input. 

The MRIGs, which are non-statutory and were developed without any public input, are now 

being used as a basis for evaluating amendments to a statutory plan. This is profoundly 

undemocratic. The KARP was adopted in 1986 after significant consultation with the residents 

of the community. As outlined in Administration report LOC2012-0090, the KARP clearly did 

not intend for multi-residential development to be located outside of the established nodes. 

Residents have chosen to live and invest in housing in the community based on the knowledge 

that the KARP limited development in the Conservation/Infill area to single and semi-detached 

units. Applications to develop multi-residential housing outside of the designated nodes were 

in the past refused by Council based on the policies of the KARP. The certainty and stability of 

the community that had been provided by the KARP is now at risk of being undermined by 

guidelines that were developed without any public input. This is unacceptable. 

The MRIGs outline 8 criteria that are to be used to assess the suitability of multi-residential 

development in a predominately low-density area. Administration's report (PUD2014-0156) 

states that In general, the more criteria an application meets, the more appropriate the site 

would be for infill development. The proposed development barely meets 4 of the 8 criteria 

and Administration is recommending approval of the application on this basis!? Let's look at 

these criteria closely - Criteria 2 states the Subject Site should be within 400m of a transit stop. 

I went out and measured the distances to the nearest transit stops and they are actually 30% 

greater than the 400m guideline coming in at 550m, ssom and 700ml Also there are NO transit 

stopes on the north side of Richmond Rd. where this property isl The Applicant's Submission 

(CPC2018-1039 Attachment 1) erroneously states it's within 400m of transit stops whereas the 

Planning & Development Report of September 20 (CPC2018-1039 pg. 6) states the transit stops 

are approx. 525 meters which is slightly more accurate but still almost 30% greater than the 

guideline. Criteria 3 states that the Subject Site should be within 600m of an existing or 

planned Primary Transit stop or station. Well the nearest Primary Transit stops are THREE 

TIMES the 600m guideline coming in at 1.8km, 2.2km and one planned west of Sarcee Traill 

Criteria 4 states the Subject Site should be on a collector or higher standard roadway on at least 

one frontage. Both the aforementioned Applicant's Submission and the Planning & 

Development Report erroneously classify this particular section of Richmond Road as a 'major 



collector' and an 'arterial' road, neither of which is accurate. This particular section of 

Richmond Road, where the Subject Site is situated on, is approximately only 12m in width. This 

Is a far cry from the City's definition of both a Collector and Arterial road with the widths being 

29m and 36m respectively! It is a mere one-third of the width of an Arterial road! The City's 

example of an Arterial Road is Bow Trail. This section of Richmond Road is nothing like Bow 

Traill I'm attaching numerous documents to my letter which speak to the City's definitions of 

Calgary's roadways. Criteria 6 states the Subject Site should be adjacent to or across from 

existing or planned open space or park or community amenity which this site does not meet. 

Criteria 8 states direct lane access which this site has but the lane Is substantially narrower than 

the standard width of 18ft (it's approximately 13 ft) and is unpaved and unmaintained making it 

difficult to negotiate parking and driving. 

As I'm sure you're aware, this particular site was before council on January 12, 2015 for a Land 

Use Amendment and ARP Amendment (Bylaws 1P2015 and 7D2015). The application was to 

redesignate to MC-Gd72 to allow for multi-residential development which is basically exactly 

what this new application for R-CG is for and although instead of six units in a row, it's now for 

four units and two units, it still adds up to six! Along with my neighbours, I canvassed the 

community and 270 residents signed a petition stating they were opposed to this development 

proposal and I'm going to attach it to remind you of our efforts and the overwhelming response 

we received. I also urge you all to re-watch the January 12, 2015 Hearing as Council voted 11-4 

against the proposed re-zoning. We were all so pleased with the result and then so 

disappointed when we realized it was happening all over again. I'm going to also attach a 

Thank You letter that I distributed to the Community after our victory to show them that their 

voice mattered and, although the petition was taken four years ago, their voice should still 

matter! 

I hereby ask Council to refuse Bylaws 269D2018 and 80P2018. 

Yours truly, 

~~ 
Catherine De Jong 

3243 Kenmare Cres. S.W., Calgary, AB, T3E 4R4 

Email: catherlnemunro@telus.net 

Attachments- 27 pages 
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The City of Calgary - Richmond Rd SW Page 1 of2 

Issues 

1. Transportation concems - new development and construction of a ring road 
2. Loss of transit, not enough transit, poor links to downtown 
3. Transit along Richmond Road to Marda Loop - there is no public transit along Richmond 

Road/33 Avenue between 37 Street and 14 Street SW 

http://www.calgary.ca/PDNpd/Pages/Main-Streets/yyc-Main-Streets/1-richmond-road .aspx 11/3/2018 
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Chrl• Jotd;m, P,fng,1 M,So,, Manag,r, Sinttoglo Plann1ng, Calgary Tr~n51t, 
Tr1nepo,t,Uoo, City or c , Tgary 

Jen M11.u,, P.Eng., M.Sc., S&n1or Tr,unJ( PJ1 nner, CalgHy Tr11nt ll, Tt,n1port11ton, City of 
Calg11y 

Poptr propuod for p, .. ,n11Uon 
•I Iha Tr,nspon,llon Pl•nnln9 8tulon 

ol tho 2013 Conltrtnco of 1h1 
Transpo11atlon AuoclaUcn of Canada 

l'llnnlpeg. Manllob1 

Phase three of RouteAhead involved developing the strategic plan itself. 
consists of six sections: 

• Section 1: The 30-year Vision for Public Transit in Calgary 
• Section 2: About RouteAhead 
• Section ~: The RouteAhead for the Customer Experience 
• Section 4: The RouteAhead for Calgary Transit's Network 
• Section 5: The RouteAhead for our Finances 
• Section 6: What's Next 

The RouteAhead plan 

The plan Includes visions, directions and strategies to address the future customer experience, 
network/capital plan, and funding of public transit in Calgary. 

A Primary Transit Network. Illustrated in Figure 4, will be developed in phases over the next 30 
years. This core network will feature high frequency, longer span of service, speed/directness, 
service reliability, and increased transit capacity. 

Figure 4. Primary Transit Network 
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THE NEAREST EXISTING OR PLANNED PRIMARY TRANSIT STOPS ARE AT LEAST THREE TIMES GREATER 

THAN THE 600 METER GUIDELINE (THEY ARE 1.8 AND 2,2 KM AWAY WITH ONE PLANNED WEST OF 

SARCEE TRAIL ACCORDING TO THE "TRANSITWAVS AND THE ROUTEAHEAD FOR CALGARY TRANSIT" 

POSITION PAPER OF 2013 PAGE 6) 



PHOTOGRAPH OF RICHMOND ROAD AT 3404 RICHMOND ROAD SW 

ROADWAY IS APPROXIMATELY 12 m IN WIDTH - NOTE, NO BIKE LANES 

THE PROPOSED BY-LAW STATES THAT RICHMOND ROAD IS CLASSIFIED AS AN "ARTERIAL 

STREET", IT CLEARLY DOES NOT COMPLY WITH THE CITY'S DEFINITION OF 'ARTERIAL 

STREETS' WHICH REQUIRES SUCH ROADWAYS TO BE 36m WIDE OVERALL WITH BIKE LANES 

OR ITS DEFINITION OF 'LOCAL ARTERIALS' WHICH ARE TO BE A MINIMUM OF 32 m WIDE 

WITH BIKE LANES. EVEN IF CLASSIFIED AS A "COLLECTOR" STREET IT'S UNDER THE MINIMUM 

WIDTH OF 29m FOR A 'PRIMARY COLLECTOR' AND ALSO UNDER THE MINIMUM WIDTH OF 

22.S m FOR A 'COLLECTOR STREET' WITH NO ALLOWANCE FOR BIKE LANES. ALTHOUGH 

THERE IS A PARKING LANE, IT'S UNPLOWED MAKING IT NOT AN IDEAL PLACE TO PARK (AS 

EVIDENT IN THE PHOTOGRAPH) 

SOURCE: COMPLETE STREETS POLICY APPROVED BY COUNCIL NOVEMBER 3, 2014, PAGES 

106, 108, 112, 113 



THERE ARE PRESENTLY THREE TALL CONIFERS AND 13 BUSHES ON THE SITE OF 
3404 RICHMOND ROAD SW. RESIDENTS IN THE AREA HAVE BEEN DILIGENT IN 
INSTALLING NEW TREES ON THEIR YARDS IN SUPPORT OF THE 11NEIGHBOUR 
WOODS" PROGRAM RUN BY THE CITY OF CALGARY. 



Criteria 
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3 

4 
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PUD2014-0156 
ATTACHMENT 

Propo$ed LocaUon Criterfa for Multl-Re$ldentlaf Infill 

In order 10 a~ist in lh!il evaluation ol -lano use amene1men1 epplica~ons ano assoc1a1e<1 
IOCaf area plan amendments. the lollowmg criteria shall be applied ano teponed on in 

Adtninisll'Btion roports to Calgary Planning Commission. These criteria are not moant 10 
ba applied In an absolU1e sens.o to determine whcl/'lor or not a she should be 
recommended fot approval. In general. tho more emerie an application can mr,ot the 
moro apptopriate Iha site l.s consldere<! for muttkesloenUa~ lnf!n developmon1 (all olhe1 
things boing considered equal). The following table repre.sents a proposed ehocililst 101 

preferrod conditions lo svppon lani:1 vse amendments In low density resktonti~J a,eas. 11 
is to bo used In th'e 1eview aod evaluallon of Jaf)d u~e amen<1rneo1 applk:a tioM for the 
followin11 districts or direct control districts Dase<l on the following districis: 

Mutl).residenUal - Con1extua1 Gra<Je-Orrente4 (M-CG) DJStri~I 
Mulli-residenUal - Contexiual Low Profile (M-C l) Dis I net 
Mulli-residentlal • Contextu.il Medium Profile (M-C2) Ols1nc1 

Sub eC1 Site 
On a comer parcel. 

Wrlhln 400m ol a transi1 s-top. 

Wrlhin 600m of an existing or 
planned Primary Trensi1 stop 01 

station , 

On a collector o lgher standard 
' roadwa on al le!l!i one fronta e. 
M)acenl lo existing or planned 
notHMidentlel development or 
mulll-dwollln devalo men!. 
Adjacent lo or aeioss from existing 
or pfanne<I o~n space or pan. or 
commun· amen· . 
A.long or in ~ose proximity to an 
existing ot planned corridor or 
a · i:Bnll'e. 
Direct lane access. 

Comments 
Comer developments have fowe1 dlr~ lnterfaee.s 

, with low density development. 

·, Corner sites avoid mlG-blOck llevelopment tnal 
could signal speculation lhat lhe enUre block 1s 
a o late for ro-develo ment. 

1 
Allows for greater trans~ U$'.I, proviolng more 

1 mobility e>pti1ms for residents of muiti-<iwelling 
j developments. 

Can reouca motor vehicle usage. theret>y 
m,nimtzi venicle tr affie im act on cornmun1 
Allows for greater transit use. providing more 

I mobility options lor residents or muttklwelllng 
i developments 

; Can redv~ motor vet11c1e v$age . tnereby 
mm1mtzan veh1c1e iraffic 1m act on communi 
Minimizes traffic on local streets. 

Creates an appropriate transition between low 
tiensity aoo other more intensJVe lane! vses or 
lar et scale Duildin s. 
Creates an appropriate transition between low 
densil)' anll other 1ano uses. 

Creates an appropriate uansllion between low 
! density anQ other land uses 
! 

i'V020l..01>, Mull Ru,a,,,11&1 Ollfil G~el>n<I M 
ISC UNI\ESr.llCTED 

Our Comments 

! 
' 
I 

The distances to the nearest transit stops 

! arf,' actually 30% greater than the 400m 
' guideline (SS0m, 550m and 700m). There 

I are no transit stops on the north side of 

I 
Richmond Rd. where this property isl 

I The nearfi!st existing or planned Primary 
I Transit stop Is three times the 600m l 

guideline (1.8 km and 2.2km with one 
olc1nned west of Sarcee Traill 
Richmond Road doesn't meet the criteria 
for a Collector or Arterial Road 

It does not meet this criteria 

The lane behind the proposed development 
is narrower than the standard width of 18ft. 
It Is unpaved and unmaintained making it 
difficult to negotiate parking and driving. 

The proposed development at 3404 Richmond Road S.W. 

barely meets 50% of the proposed location criteria for 

multiNresidential infill 
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THE CITY Of 

CALGARY 
f'rouclly serving /l grc.it city 

Policy Title: 
Policy Number: 
Report Number: 
Approved by: 
Effective Date: 
Business Unit: 

BACKGROUND 

Complete Streets Policy 
TP021 
TT2014-0307 
Council 
2014 November 03 
Transportation Planning 

COUNCIL POLICY 

1. In 2009 September, Council approved the Calgary Transportation Plan (CTP). 
Section 3.7 of the CTP includes 22 guiding policies for Complete Streets design. 
The CTP did not provide the detailed criteria to design, nor the process to 
implement Complete Streets, and several of the new design elements did not 
align with the current Design Guidelines for Subdivision Servicing, Section II: 
ROADS used by both the development industry and The City of Calgary staff. 
The Plan It Calgary Implementation Program (201 O February 17), therefore 
identified "developing and adopting complete street guidelines/handbook" as a 
key CTP implementation deliverable. 

2. Complete Streets Policy aligns with CTP visions and policies for sustainable 
growth including a more compact city transportation network layout that promotes 
walking, cycling and transit, and preserving open space, parks and other 
environmental amenities. In addition, the Complete Streets Policy aligns with 
previous Council directions for Land Use and Mobility, Council priorities, and 
CTP Transportation Goals. 

3. The Complete Streets Guide is one of the Transportation Department's action 
items approved by Council for the 2012-2014 BPBC3 Business Cycle. 

PURPOSE 

4. The purpose of this policy is: 

a. To improve safety and accessibility for all road users. It provides 
comprehensive guidelines to The City of Calgary staff and the development 
industry on how to incorporate Complete Streets concepts into the planning 
(including engagement), design and construction of new streets, and 
reconstruction of existing streets. These guidelines better accommodate 

1 



11/4/2018 The City of Calgary • Road classification 

Road classification 

Roads are grouped according to the type of service they provide. The classification of roads assists 

in establishing road design features, land use planning policy, traffic density, mobility, safety and 

access requirements. A balance of all road types Is needed to achieve mobility for all users. 

The following section provides a description of the roadway classifications currently used in 

Calgary. 

Skeletal Roads 

At the top end of the street classification are Skeletal Roads, formerly known as Expressways and 

Freeways. These roads promote the movement of vehicular traffic over long distances and carry 

over 30,000 vehicles per day. They operate at high speeds and have limited direct access and 

interaction with adjacent land uses. Facilities within the Skeletal Road right of way for walking and 

cycling are not common, but sometimes vital to city-wide pathway connectivity. 

Crowchild Trail and Glenmore Trail are Skeletal Roads. 

Arterial Street 
~ 

,71"--'--,---\(hf\'\crd9t} \.5 chs;rfi"ed a~rwl ? 
Arterial Streets provide a reasonably direct connection between multiple communities and major 

destinations and carry between 10,000 and 30,000 vehicles per day. They are typically spaced 800 

to 1600 metres apart. Arterial Streets make up much of the Primary Transit Network. Green 

infrastructure strategies may include vegetated swales, rain gardens, filter strips, and native 

vegetation. 

Bow Trail is an example of an Arterial Street. 

Industrial Arterial 

These streets place highest priority on the efficient movement of heavy trucks, but still 

accommodate all modes of travel. They are typically lower speed streets with a high percentage of 

truck volume, often as high as 30% of all traffic. Industrial Arterials carry between 10,000 and 

30,000 vehicles per day. The size of the adjacent industrial lots dictates the level of connectivity or 

access. 

114 Avenue S.E. is an Industrial Arterial. 

I 1.,.1,.."'...., D~••l-,.~.,.,I 

http://www.calgary.ca/Transportalion/TP/Pages/PlanningfTransportalion-Planning-Sludies/Road-classlfication.aspx 1/3 



~·-

n 
~ 
'O 

~ 
"" 

f 
SQ 
;;; 
~ 
;::J 

~ 
:3· 
::, 
O> 
ii, 
::, 

~ 
g-

LEGEND 

1~ 1 

c:::::::J 

(vehicles) 

2.000 - 8,000 

I 

It 

l "~i 

VEHICLE TRAVEL LANE 

CURB AND GUTTER 

Number of Lanes 

2 

22.5 

IT:31 
1·=;1<??.;l_j 

BICYCLE LANE 

BICYCLE BUFFER 

I ~c.,.~f.; .. i SIDEWALK OR MULTI-USE PATHWAY 1~ :@il PARK.lNG LANE 

Right-of-way Requirement 

,,~~ 
[=::J 

22.Sm 

~ 

~ 

I 

It 

GREEN fNFRASTRUCTURE 

EASEMENT 

c· 
C 
3 
~~ _., 
co 
0 
Q.. 
~ 
0 

Q 
~ 
ci 
~ 



N 

"v 

s 
..c. 

~ .,,, .,.. 
~ 

f 
;;;­
c:, 
c:; 

~ 

Pcto:cal:Street:,t~, ., , 

lerfhta·'/ ,:edU~fctof\. ,_-·- _,:_ . _"::'_~ __ r;y, .... ~ .!" -1_ ......... ::;.;. . , .. -~ ... ~. 

Daily Traffic Volume 
(vehides) 

I 
I 
It. 

8,000 -15,000 

LEGEND 

lk1~«wi 
,,.,,-,·:··,d 

,..,;.'~..-f:~ 

VEHICLE TRAVEL LANE 

CURB ANC GUTTER 

Number of Lanes 

2or4 

29.0 

!·•:•:· ·.,j 

c::::JJ 

Right-of-way Requirement 

29.0 m, 30.0 m 

e.~.;, .. ....,_·~. 

~ 

GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 

CASEMENT 
, .. ,,,,:,,. · .. , .. , SIDEWALI( OR M~TI-USE !'°ATHWAY l#lll;f.•ffii 

BICYCLE LANE @;V;,,'l/iill/!1 

BICYCLE BUFFER C:J 
PARKING LANE 

.,, 
~­
a 
~" 
';" 
!'? 

~ 
:l 
o; 

'< 
§. 
;,;--
" §" 



0 
0, 

..., 
= ... 
~ 
.§ 
~ 
"' ·=£! 

'" re 
.; 
C, 

"' C: 

" 

-~ I.Streets? .\,..:.0,;;,_ • 1 ~> "!' .; ,, 
'--•,·~ .- "·""~~A~'•, ,~-r,~ ---, ·--:i~,,;"' .,,, ::.~ c~r~-t~er1~,)~ ,g;, : _{, 

.. t·~iJ~(~~· .. , --• .. r-r".~!.t: _, __ .; ._ ~.-{.~: :{~-'!• 

:;,,>•?,.'.;1}~~~~1-1 ~ d • ;-:--/f ', ~ 

Daily Traffic Volume 
(vehicles} 

Number of Lanes Right-of-way Requirement 

~ 

~ . 

15.000 - 20,000 

~-"'-7.~ 

I ,-4.95-
1 
I 

4 

•-------------------
1 

32.0 
Ft 

LEGEND 

&~~~, 

c:::J 
1:'·,.r~ I 

VEHICLE TRAVEL LANE 

CURB AND GUTTER 

1 3 '=-,"I 
~ 
~ 

SIOEWALX OR MULTHJSE PATHWAY ~ 

BICYCLE LANE f~.<ijl@ 

BICYCLE SUFFER c:::J 
PARKING LANE 

32.0 m{min) 

-~ 

4.95-: 

GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 

EASEMENT 

It 

"T1 

~-
"' (.,~ 

~ .,_ 

0 
g_ 
~ 

f 
~ 
Sl 
rr, 

~ 



C, 
Cl 

"' s ... 
'"' C, 

:a 
¼ 
co 
fa 

~ 
2 
~ 
"' 

I 

It. 

_(,_.~-;i;,.?,,'?~~ 

] 

LEGEND 

t:e.fl'.?e' 
E:3 
r.•:;,;y<::!c'.'ll>! 

Number of Lanes Right-of-way Requirement 

4 

36.0 

VEHICLE TRAVEL LANE 

CURB AND GUTTER 

l<·,·•,[:.;·.1 

~ 
SIDEWALK OR MULTl-l.lSE PATHWAY ~ 

BICYCLE LANE __ 

BICYCLE SUFFER C=:J 
PARKING LANE 

36.0m(min) 

'\ 

GREEN INFRASTRUCTURE 

EASEMENT 

~ 

77 
~-
~ 
(.,7 

~ 
"" 
5: 
~ 
~ 
~ 
,; 

!a. 



QJ 
..c ..... 
b.0 
C ·-c 
'­
QJ u 
C 
0 u 
in 
't-t 
0 
N 
0.. 
't-t 
"'0 
C 
n, 
in 
't-t 
0 
N 
C 

"' i 
RJ 
>, 
CQ I 

0 s 
..... V\ 
"'0 "tS 
a, n, 
VJ 0 g_ 0:: 
C. "C 
0 C 
a, 
'­
RJ ... 

"'0 a, 
C 
bO ·-u, ... 
a, 

"'C 
C: 
:J 
a, 
.c ..... 

0 
E 

.£:. u 
o2 
~ 
0 
~ 
M 

0 
0.0 
C ·-c 
0 
N 
I 

QJ 
~ 



We, the undersigned, are opposed to Bylaws 7D2015 and 1P2015 concerning the 

re-zoning of 3404 Richmond Road SW. 
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We, the undersigned, are opposed to Bylaws 7D2015 and 1P2015 concerning the 

re-zoning of 3404 Richmond Road SW. 
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We, the undersigned, are opposed to Bylaws 7D2015 and 1P2015 concerning the 

re-zoning of 3404 Richmond Road SW. 
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We, the undersigned, are opposed to Bylaws 7D2015 and 1P2015 concerning the 

re-zoning of 3404 Richmond Road SW. 
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We, the undersigned, are opposed to Bylaws 7D2015 and 1P2015 concerning the 

re-zoning of 3404 Richmond Road SW. 
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THANK YOU NEIGHBOURS! 
KILLARNEY /GLENGARRY, RUTLAND PARK, RICHMOND/KNOBHILL 

Re-zoning of the lot on the corner of 33 rd St SW and Richmond 
Road for a six-plex was turned down by City Council 

For those of you that we met in our November and December canvassing, you will be 
pleased to know that your signature made a difference! Over 270 people signed our 
petition to stop the spot rezoning in Killarney. For those of you that we missed, here is 
an update. 

The reason residents were opposed to the re-zoning is because Calgary's Planning 
Commission gave approval for this development based on an indeterminate, non­
statutory document, which would set the precedent for spot re-zoning and expose every 
corner in the community to a four- or six-plex. 

Community residents attended the public hearing to share with the City Council that 
they are not against higher density to support our growing City, but that the ARP (Area . 
Redevelopment Plan) had to be adhered to, making a six-plex not acceptable. In fact, 
the community's ARP already allows for duplexes on lots that now hold bungalows. In 
addition, large areas along 17 Ave, 29th St and 26th Ave allow buildings with more than 2 
housing units per lot. 

We suggested that City Council encourage developers to use the areas already zoned 
for higher density for multi-family dwellings. Any other zoning changes not covered 
in the ARP should be dealt with through public engagement and not spot 
rezoning requests. 

City Council voted 11 - 4 against the proposed re-zoning. The councilors that supported 
our view and voted against the proposed re-zoning were: A. Chabot, S. Chu, D. 
Colley-Urquhart, P. Demtong, R. Jones, S. Keating, J. Magliocca, R. Pootmans, J. 
Stevenson, and W. Sutherland and Mayor N. Nenshi. The councilors that voted in 
favour of the proposed re-zoning were: E. Woolley, G-C. Carra, D. Farrell, and B. 
Pincott. 

Please watch for the yellow and blue notices posted by the City. This is a call to action 
to make sure that we pay attention and keep development within our ARP. 

We are very pleased with this outcome as it represents our voice. Thanks for your 
invaluable participation! 

For more in.formation: email Catherine @ catherinemunro@telus.net or Sheri @ 
verde@shaw.ca. 
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