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ce: Christine Leung, Fle Manager ichristine leung@calgary ca)
Ali McMillan, BRCA, Planning Director (planning@breacalgary.org)

To Whom i May Concarm:
RE: LOC2018-0068 (1018 MoDougall Rd NE)

Thank you for the opportunity to comment again with respect to the application for a Land
Uz Amendment affecting land at 1018 McDougall Rd ME [LOC2018-0055).

Thiz Land Use Application was dizcussed at meetings of our Planning Committes convened
Apnl 3, 2018, April 18, 2018 and again October 1, 2018 mesting. For the first two mestings
we gave notice of the meetings to neighbours adiacent to the subject parcel throwgh the
Condo Boards, and notices were also dropped to residences norih of Centre Avenue.,
However, for the October meeting, =ince the Applicant had just then recently hald an open
house (which due to scheduling constraints we did not attend) the latest updates / changes
weare reviewed by the Planning Committee only, without notice to or attendance by
neighbours.  Therefore these updated comments necessanly just build wpon our
understanding of what we have heard o date while working on this file and community
planning matters more generally, but it should be read as an update onby. The comments in
our previous |etters are also important.

1. It iz not conceivable for BRCA t0 have engaged the community on the topic of what is
the nght direction for this land use intiatve in the Bridgas, or for the Badges az a whaole,
alongside the evohing idea that significant changes to the cumrent area plan are expectad
to be forthcoming. In our view the work undertaken to date has not itself been consistent
enough in its direchion, and nor (necessanly) have related engagament efforts produced
enough clear feedback, about that larger community-wade topic, in order for us to take
an definitive position about this specific—albeit very important—site.  Although the latest
updated ARP draft introduces the idea that a building haight of 10+ stones may be
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appropriate in the subject location, a ratonale as to why this is considerad appropriate
(including given the onginal Bridges plan and “wion™) has not been provided. It is our
feeling that the cument draft of the updated community ARP has effectively Desn wrtten
1o accommodate Bucc's proposal, and not the other way around.

[

Az per our previous letters, many in the community fesl that this proposed land use
radesignation alows for a development that is too high and out of scale with the onginal
Endges Master Plan. Conversely, others fedl this is ikely an appropnate area for added
height / density due to its TOD nature and because this proposal has been promised to
brng a high quality architectural form (that last comment being the subjective view of
some onlyl. 1t is likely a fair simplification to sy that the former view (too high and out
of scale”} is more prevalent among those fvng in The Bridges and who are mors
immediately affected by the proposed desiation from the onginal Master Plan vision, and
that the latter view (“an appropriate area for added height ¢ density’) is more prevalent
among community members who reside further away. In all cases, howewver, the
mizzarmum height seems to be a reasonably contentous izsue with the signiicance of the
proposad heights drawing widespread concerm and comiment.

3. The. Applicant’s proposal to reducing the FAR from 5.8 t0 5.3, and wath the
construction proposad, only removes one storey from one tower, and so that FAR
change it==df (a technical point not readily understood Dy mamy) has not much affected
the owerall height concarmns of many residents. Thers seems, indesd, tobe a
disconnect betwesan FAR and height in the Bndges — what the original plan stated and
what was posable to buld do not equate. OF course, developears wall dways want to
defautt to the higher number, and will push t0 make the discrepant building-envwelope
parametars increase to match the langest itern; winich in this case is the 5.3 FAR.

4. We have heard strong support for active retail and food commerncial uses in this
development. In the long run, of course, the successhul development of such uses s
not controllable by land use and instead is impacted by many factors; but facilitating
their potential iz desirable.

5. Enhanced public realm design and landscaping is strongly supported.

£. Thers remains skepticizm about shadowing impacts of the proposed development on
Endgeland-FRverside’s pnmary or key asset of Murdoch Park / the community ice ank /
the BRCA community hall. Also the outcome of the Radius rooftop garden being
shaded 10:30 AM - 2:30 PM during =pring and fall, as stated by the Applicarnt, is an
undesirable outcome that would not be a problem with a shorter building.

=l

The proposad hesght increasaes in this case are not baing justhed Dy an comesponding
increase in density.  Instead this is a case of FAR changing shape, from a buitt form that
would present something squatter and along with @ more uniform skdine around The
Erdges open area penimeter, to a buift form that proposes instead o craate 3 visual
break in such unformity with 8 podiurm-and-towers approach. At the end of the day, to
Express a preferance as bebwasan these two altermativas 1S 10 exprass an aesthetic—
and possibly an economic (will something actually get bult?)—preference. Yesterday's
pencaned best practces are today's mistakes, and how are today's perceed best
practhces percened tomomow?
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8. W= do not support shared parking strategy for commercial. The Applicant suggests that
since stalls are not titked, additional wisitor stalls could be assigned as such, if regquirad,
at a future date. We would prefer to see the public interest recognized first here, maaning
that wisitor Stalls are allocated at the outset to better protect the public realm and “parking
load” that could spill out of the bulding and then, i they are not So utiized, this
designation could be reconziderad after a suitable review / testing pencd.

9. The financial nsk voluntanhy taken by the developer to date is not a relevant planning
consideration.

10. We s22 many positives in the upgradas now Deing presentad in terms of the bodevard,
outdoor patios, street hghting, and furmiture at grade, and we commend Bucc's
commitment to achive uses at grade that may help foster street witality and activation.

11. An early 5uggastion meant to promcte consideration of a built form wath a larger podium
and two somewhat shorter towers, with the western tower framing the park at a lower
height, and the eastern tower being relational but slightly taller, was unfortunately not
explorad. It seems likely that a lower-scaled ovarall height stepped in relation to nearby
buildings would be more palatable overall than two buildings that are double the height
of exisiing new buildings in the arsa. We would stil encourags this to be explored.

Sincerdy,
BRIDGELAND-RVERSIDE COMMUMNITY ASSOCIATION

Per: BRCA Board of Directors
Planning Committes
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BRIDGELAND RIVERSIDE
COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION

Plainning Comimitiss
17 Centre Avenue ME Calgary AB TZEDCS
breacalgany.ong

20 Aug 2018

Circulation Contral
Planning, Development & Assessment #2204

The City of Calgary
PO Bope 2400 Station M
Calgary AB T2P2ME

Attn:  CPAG Ciro@calgary.ca
oo Christine Leung, Rle Manager [chnstine_lsung@calgary.ca)
Ali McMillan, BRCA Planning Cirsctor [planning@broacalgary.org)

To Whom it May Concarn:
RE: LOC2018-0060 (1018 McDougall Rd NE)

Thark you for the opportunity to comment again with respect 10 the changes to applicaton
for a Land Use Amendment affecting land at 1018 McDougall Rd NE (LOC2018-0053).

This Land Use Application was most recently discussed at a meeting of our Planning
Committee comvened August 7, 2018, Notice of that mesting was given to neighbours
adjacent to the sulbject parcel through the Condo Boards and previcus concemead residents
wvia emall.  Approsamately 4 neighbors attended, as did many regular Planning Comimities
members. The applicant was not imated to the mesting as they had just recently presented
to us, however they did provide an updated package for this meeting that highlighted key
glements of the project from their viewpaoint.

The comments below regarding the LOC application reflect the feedback of both neighlxours
and the BRCA Planning Committee members present at the mesting.

It is our understanding that the commercial portion of the onginal land use application was
mis-calculated and now the FAR has been increased to match the Devslopment Permit
Application (DP20ME-3108). We are very supportree of the bulding having a commercial
glement, however when we were first presentad with this application, it had two towers
proposed —one at 12 stones and one at 10 stones. It has grown ower the course of the
appficant's planning to Decome two 15 Storgy towers. We understand the onginal FAR for
the Bridges can be achieved in a vanety of forms.  The discussion here is what is most
appropnate for the community, 10oking at the tradeoffs and planning ments of each —i.e. 9
storey Dlock-design midhse bulding or tower-and-podium styie design. And in looking at
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these, what is a suitable height for in this arsa of the community? TOD is important, but so
iz the impact of over-reaching haights that are suitable for the arsa. We are appreciative that
the applicant iz providing a DP at the same time az the land use application to provide some
cemainty 1o the land use — although we also fesl that the land use needs 1o be tied to plans.

As previously outlined this application iz in The Bridges area, a master planned part of our
community (within the “Bow Valley™ lands) and our comments regarding this from our prior
land uze letter 2till apply. We hope ac thiz application moves forward all of our letters will ba
included in the packages as well a5 our comments on the Developrment Permit.

We are ocomainly concemed about the cresp in FARY haight with this applcation. Tha
applcant's package submitted to us for our mesting attempted 1o highlight what they feal
the strengths of the project ars overall. We would like to address each of thess points
individually aithough some are mors DP commeants.

1. Landmark architecturs and urban design, signaling amval at the Bridges Community
(Bueooi). We are concarned as you will note in our DP comments that this proposed
building cannot be buillt as shown. The applicant is proposing painted glass to get
the effect. We ars strongly concemed this will not give the look of the renderings
baing presentad to the public, nor iz the mantanance and long term feasibility of such
an extarior well documented. VWe hope the Urbban Design Review Panel and Calgary
Planning Commission will kxok into this in depth as itis not our area of expertise — but
wie ware cartainly intarestad in this “look”™ architecturally when it was suggested as a
structural design — =0 we want 1o ensure that the end product will satisfactorily mest
gxpectations presented.

2. introduction of cormmercial uses on 8™ St. to promate pedestrian traffic from 1% Ave
to Memonal, the LRT, and live work units fo activate arf street fronts, and activate
Muwdoch Park (Bucci). We are happy to have ground floor activated units facing
McDougall Road and Murdoch Park. We are concemed about the imtarface with @
3t due to the height of the tower closest and the lack of step-back at the podium
level. 16 stories of massing straight up from the street and looming over the park
seams out of context to us. We feel the front tower should be lower in scals 1 step
down 1o the park and relate mors to the streat edge envizioned in the onginal Bridges
Mastarplan for 8% St. We also like the at grade amenity spaces for the units along
MeDougall.

3. Enhance the character and vibrancy of the neighbourhood The rendenings show
enhanoed landscaping along 8 St NE and a plaza area at the comer of 8" St and
McDougall Bd. We like these elemeants and hops they will be in the final product if
thiz project procesds. The height howewer raises whether the character is actually
baing enhancad, or if a new 16 2torey visual landmark in the area is an enhancemsant
or an undesirable absrration. More modest height in line with onginal discussions that
ties into existing buildings would be less lkely to be the latter.

4. Focus on pedestnan friendly, grade orented sireetzcape fo estabiish a strong sense
of community. As per comment 2 we are concemed about the dominance of towers,
including the west tower over 87 St, and the massing at the pedestrian levsl not baing
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human scaled. We like the pedium imterface with ample doorways’ enrances and
lote of glass to prowvide “eves on the streat”™. We alzo like that the renderings show
benchses and trees along 8™ St with enhanced landscaping to make the strest level
foel welcoming.

5. Increased population base to support beal retal and transit utiization. Thiz iz
mislsading and not a strangth of the proposal at all. This proposed developmeant
provides the same amount of FAR whether it i a © storey building or 2 towers, There
iz no increase in people being provided by this dasign vs the original format of Bucci
1/ Bridges Masterplan.

E. Achieve Density of 5.8 FAR (5.3 residential FAR + 0.5 Commercial Live Work Unit
FAR) by amending the existing height restrictions. Allow for greater flexdbility in the
built form to avoid monatonous block massimg. The “monctonous block massing”
referred 1o hers does not have 1o be monotonous if designed appropriately. The
ofginal Bridges Master Plan won awards for design.  Midrizs i an incroasingly
popular urban form. Building mass can be articulated and broken up with balconies
and fenestration, as well as use of matenals.

7. Create poterntal for podium roof fop garden with wiew fo river and Calgary Skyline
beyond. This is not a community benefit as this iz private spacs.

8. Increases diversity in available housing fypes (siudio, T bedroom, 2 bedroom and five
work units at grade). We have a lot of condo rentals in the area. We would like to
zes some 3-bedroom umits for familiss and some variable ownarship modals made
available.

Az previcusly identified we support commercial uses on thes site but do not support non-
active uses such as medical which aready tend to predominats in the community— ws hope
that the applicant will kesp ther identification of proposed uses smilar to those in the
unamended LOC application, as per our first letter. We would also like to ses some tangible
community improvements and bensfits to the arsa and sirestscaps.

Parking comments in the original lettar ztill apply.

The community remains concemed, and, in some cases strongly cpposed, 1o the haight
proposed. The shadow studies are stll incomplete.  The most recent et provided by the
applicant shows shadows of zome buildings that are not actually built. We would like 1o soe
the shadow comparizon of the original planned buildings to the curment towers proposed
omitting any unbuilt buidings or speculaticn about what they could be — just showing exstng
structures on the ground today. We would also like 1o se the shadowing of the lower towers
as proposed sarlier in the process. We have significant concam about the impact of the
tower on the Community Association Hall, its amenity space, its outdoor playground, the
rocftop garden, and the winter skating rink - as well as both parks to the west and south.
The new towsrs would completely shads the rooftop amenity space on Bucei 1 which would
be undssirable for residents of that building. Mone of thess impacts ars as much of an iscue
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with the onginal land wse height, which iz becoming increasingly apparent to us. The
proposed benefits according to the applicant thus far do not zeem 1o outwsigh these issuss.

We stongly ask for the City's support to approach the Bridges from a mastenplan
perspectve. The original design around the park is critical to the Bow Valley Plan. The
impacts of a significant departurs from that plan must be carefully examined. We are looking
with heavy reliance to the expertise of the Urban Design Raview Pansl and Calgary Planning
Commission 1o get this right. The choice bstween a more uniform midrise ste of
construction throughout The Bridges (as onginally concsived, maore “Washington DC style™)
and an aftemative invehing punctuated higher-tower slemants iz—in the final analyzizs—a
choice about subjective style and aesthetics built form, and about the relatsd topic of
commercial marksiability. There is no “right” answer to any subjective guestion of assthetics,
and no doubt thoss who master planned The Bridges in the first instance thought they got it
right. Mow, not many years later, a differant assthetic outcome is considersd desirable by
some. In the context of @ master planned community, however, and given that many peocple
only very recently “bought into” that master planned wision, it iz perhaps hard not to
emphasize the marketability iscues. Units in a towsr may be sasier to markst today, but
doss that come at the expense of vasted interests that relied wpon a diffsrent vision?

Lasty, there has not been enough discussion of an appropriate cortribution to public realm
improvement in the community from karger scaks developers such as the applicant. What is
the clear public benefit to such a departure from the mastsr plan? This has not been
demonstrated to date in our view, or 1o that of the other community members who have
attended mestings on this application.

Sinceraly,

BRIDGELAMD-RINERSIDE COMMUMNITY ASSOCIATION

Per: BRCA Board of Dirsctors
Planning Committsa
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BRIDGELAMD RIVERSIDE
COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION

Flanning Comimittee
017 Cantre Avonus NE Calgary AB T2EICE
breacalgany.ong

10 April 2018

Circulation Control
Planning, Development & Asceccment #8201

The City of Calgary
PO Box 2100 Station M
Calgary AB TZP2ZMG

Attn:  CGPaG GiroBicalgary.ca
ce: Chriztine Leung, Fle Manager [christine leung@calgary ca)
Ali MeMillan, BRCA Planning Diractor (planning@bncacalgany.ong)

Ta Whom k May Concermn:
RE: LOGC2018-0050 (1018 McDougall Rd NE)

Thank you for the opportunity 1o comment with respect 1o the application for a Land Use
Amendment affecting land at 1018 McDougall Rd MNE (LOC2018-0059).

This Land Use Application was discussed at a mesting of our Planning Committes convened
Apnl 3, 2018 and again Apnal 18, 2018, Notice of that meeting was given to neighbours
adjacent to the subject parcel through the Condo Boards and notices dropped 10 residencas
north of Centre Ave.  Approsamately 8 neighbors attended, as did many regular Planning
Committee members. The applicant was not imated to the meeting as we had just recently
had them present to us in March and nothing on the concept had changed.

The comments below regarding the LOC application reflect the feedback of both neighbours
and the BRCA Planning Committee members present at the mesting.

The application iz sesking a new land use designation for the site of DC with an increased
height to 50m, additional uzes (varous commerncid), a parking requiremeant reduction and
greater flesability with massing and design requirerments.

Thiz application is in The Bridges area, a master planned part of our community (within the
“Bow Valley™ lands), and which has been evohang since the dermalion of the Ganeral Hospridl
in e late 1990=. The Brdgaes devalopment was onginally supposed 1o have been built out
bny 2008 but 4 lots in the Master Plan still remain undevelopead today.
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Being that the planned build-out date is now 10 years past, it seems reazonable to us that
onginal plan constrains for #e area might require revisiing today. BRCA 5o adwvized the
applicant before this application was made.

That zaid, we also told thiz apphcant, pre-application, that the Area Redevaloprnent Flan for
Endgeland-FRverside ic presentty Deing updated after a long penod of acvocacy by our
community. The timing of this application certainly complicatas that comversation. We would
prefer that the future wsion of e community be drven by the community and not by the
parcal-by-parcel actabies and aspirabons of a vanety of developers. However, at the same
time, we can appreciate that The Bndges is a tranzit-onented dewdopment site and that His,
in general, is obwviously an appropriate place for a conversation about increased density.

We have expressed to the applicant that we are open to discussions about tradeoffs in height
and density but that high quality architectural design i1 paramount given the prominent
location of this ste and the height Deing reguested in contrast to the sumounding buldings.
To whatever exdent it falls to the community to make the point, we alao wish 1o emphasize
that “density bonusing™ is an important consideration here. Cur community cannot sensibly
be asked o0 accept density (height) beyond that which has been contemplated for many
years on a vacant parcel, except with aview t0 asking at the same tima what the community
can getin return. As regards the building itself, the high quality of the product to be designed
and built is, in fact, something that the community can get in return. Mary in the community
find it inappropnate to be having comversations of change outside of the onginal masterplan
whilst the new ARP work is Deing done. | is essential that this applicaton be reviewed as
part of the broader plan for the area, which should be community dmen not developer spot
zoning drven.

The applicant provided concept rendernings that show a very high quality architectural design
— howewver, there are at this tme no guarantees about what might actually get buitt. i our
understanding that the developer is still working on how this concept can be dedivered and
will D& submiting a development parmit application before this land use application appears
before Calgary Planning Commission and Coundll. This is certainty what we would hope to
see, considenng the dramatic Ncrease in Mesgitt and densty being requesting, and the
overapping timing with the ARP procass. We would reguest that once the design is officially
submitted, that the resuling designed development be directly tied to plans for this land use.

The apphicart mentonad in their submission that they would ke 10 hold more pubiic
engagement on the design before submitting the DP —which we support—prowding this is
accessible and broad (which has not been the case 1o date). The applicant hedd a pre-
application meeting with the Planning Committee where we wene told that an opan house
would be held. The applicant did a mailout, a3 mentioned in ther submission, but in practics
many in the communty did not recene the malout untl after the date of the February 28,
2018 open houwse had passed. Several of our commitiee memipers attendad the open houss
only to see just a few (<20} community members attend. For a project of this scale in this
location this i3 not a suficient tumout to call *engagement”. We have discussed this with the
apphicant and they have assured us they will be implementing a more meaninghul public
engagement plan with better timelines. We cautionad the applicant that due to the raality of
Canada Post community mailboxes in Bndgeland-Riverside, people do not check their mail
that often 5o other means of notmcaton should be pursued. We would ke to see a DF and
information we requested in this letter before this amves at a coundll hearing on the land use.
Bucci has been wvery wiling to mest with the Planning Committee and we have a good
dialogue —we nead to caution that broad community engagement is ontical beyond just the
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CA 1o ensurs all community wide concerns are heard and refiected. We wall certainty support
this increase dialogue howewer we can.

We feel that the community generally supports ihe addition of commencial uses at grade
facing 90 Stree NE. This parcel represants one of the last opportunities to achate 95 Sireet
ME wath commercial uses, and the falure for this to hawe occurmed earier is, we feel, an
owversight in the onginal plan for The Bndges. Howewer, the specific uses wil ba wery
important and we are appreciative that the applicant made some changes to the application
in this regard. The intent of the community hers is to create an active urban street dravang
paople up from the C-irain to the main strest of 1% Avenue NE while providing amenities that
add wvibrancy to the neighbouwrhood at a vanety of hours of the day and night. We are not
supportive of medical uses on this sit2 but do in general support the updated uses spacfied
in the applicant letter dated March 26, 2018 dthough lean to the intent of active uses e
restaurants.  An urban format grocery Store i highty desirable for this community. The
community is open to this comersation but aware that every discussion imwohes tradeoits
that need to be cleary outhined in the discussions.

Regarding the parking reguirements, we are generally supportive of less residential parking
due to the TOD nature of the area, but since there is no broader parking plan for The Bridges,
and because we often recene complaints about the lack of on-street parking for the daycare
and other commercial usas, we must qualfy ocur positive feedback 0 that extent. Viskor
parking iz also imited. We hawe azked the Ward 9 Counailor's office to update the parking
pilot study that was completed for our community and establish a comprehensive parking
plan for The Bridges in general prior to any final decizions on this matter. Please laize with
our ARP lead, Wallace Leung, on this front.

We are conscious that commercial uses need encugh parking to be successhul so would
urge Srong consideranon on the commercial side of the paddng question.  The residential
uses are perhaps of lass concern, as people “buy in™ knowing how many stalls they will have.
We would request the applicant provide a strong parking rationale for our consideration in
conjunction with any plans through the ARP more broadly for the area. Many at the meeting
expressed concams about parking, specfically for the commercial uses. Mo speafic parling
ask was submitted in this LOC 50 we would like that clanfied.

Many on the Planning Committee appreciate the tower-and-podium style proposed, but as
mertioned already this land use application does not guarantee that built forrm wall be the end
rasult. We understand the request for added FAR and are generally supportive but would
not like to see this property “massed up in a block™, thus effectively covenng the site at a
higher height. The breathing room and light that the two tower-and-pedium stye provides
i5 pleasing to some — how can this De guaranteed within the land use baing applied for?

There are howsver some in the community who alse bought into the master planned area of
“The Brdges™ as a highly desirable mid-nse community. THis is a signficant departurs from
that plan and wil have to be weighed carsfully as part of the overall wsion for the area. We
would request the City's assistance in engaging the community more broadly at the choice
before us. What justifies a departure from the master plan? What are the impacts on the
comimunity and development interests in the area more broady? How wall this interface wath
the plans for VWest Riverside and East Riverside? We need help gathenng feedback from the
community about this as there are broad implications for our master planning process in the
ARP. We hope you can work in conjuncton with the ARP work to prowvide feedback on this
development that will enzure the broader comtest is being looked at simultaneousty.
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Cnerall the proposed construchble hesght seems guite pronounced for this location; it is
effectrvely a doubling of what was ongindly permitted. We would request detailed shadow
studies to show how this would affect single famity homes to the north along Centar Ave NE
and the surcunding parks in order t0 adequatsly assess s impact. We also would
appreciate some rendenngs that show the relational hesght of the proposed building to
exazting developments, including a broad enough scope to include the tower of Bridgeland
Place. Since the ARP process is ongoing, a comprehansive look at relational heights in the
area iz essential. This land use will st a new tone that has not been comemplatad broadhy.

The skyline of the community 1S very iImportant and we would like t0 fulty understand the
impacts. The natural escarpment slope must be considerad, =0 rendered wiews of the
impacts of this land use from the escarpment and Tom Campbell’s Hill would dso help the
COMerSation.

Ancther concam is the timelines on the Bridges development itself, with the community being
promized full buldout in 2008. Thiz was obwmoushy not the case. Any delays ane not desirable.
How will the two towers be built? If one is used to finance the other what are the timalines
this would create. | iz not the goal for this area to continue to be a constrection zone far
imto the future athough we can appreciate econamic iming is a factor and we cartainly want
the redevelopment to go ahead.

Lastly, a discuszon of an approprate contribution public ream imMpeovement N the
community would be appreciated as density with amenity is key to enhancing the lvability of
this established community.

Sincersly,

ERIDGELAND-RNERSIDE COMMUNITY ASSOCIATION

FPer:  BRCA Board of DireCtors
Planning Comimittee
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