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From: Tim Huxley
To: Public Submissions
Subject: [EXT] RE: March 18 Public Hearing: LOC2018-0143
Date: Tuesday, March 05, 2019 4:52:51 PM

To City of Calgary Councillors and the Mayor,

I am writing in support of the Riverwalk Senior Living application (LOC2018-0143).

My wife and I have lived in Rideau and in Connaught for many years, and we know the 4th Street corridor very
well.

Mission has evolved into one of the coolest places in the city over the course of 100 years, and I would really like to
see it evolve further. Getting seniors involved more closely with the community is a natural progression.

I have no problem with the size and the density of the proposed building, plus the current building on the site seems
to have been hit pretty hard by the flood.

Looking forward to your decision.

Thanks.

Tim Huxley
(587) 436 1212
604 817 15 Ave SW
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From: Iainjrstewart@gmail.com
To: Public Submissions
Subject: March 18, <web submission> LOC2018-0143
Date: Monday, March 04, 2019 8:15:03 PM

March 5, 2019

Application: LOC2018-0143

Submitted by: Iain

Contact Information

Address: 4024 16A Street SW

Phone:

Email: Iainjrstewart@gmail.com

Feedback:

I support this project. Many seniors look to downsize and be close to amenities,
restaurants, shops etc. It’s a perfect location for a development like this.
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Office of the City Clerk 
The City of Calgary 
700 McLeod Trail SE 
P.O. Box 2100 Station “M” 
Calgary, Alberta   T2P 2M5 

Attn:  The City Clerk 
Re: Bylaw 21P2019 and Bylaw 75D2019 

Together these Bylaws are a great disappointment. While they address developer 
and landowner call for more profitable mid-and high rise development options, and 
City inner-city densification and revenue goals there is very little in either that 
addresses the generally acknowledged serious inner city amenities deficit. A bench 
here and some remote public art there doesn’t cut it. 

There is a feeling of inevitability in the air, a sense that the outcome is already 
determined; it seems all about developer needs and City priorities not community 
needs and concerns. If this is the case, it is essential that the outcomes be 
rebalanced and attending to the amenities deficit in a meaning and substantial way. 
So, if I may, I will offer some suggestions: 

Bylaw 21P2019 - Special Study Area: An Administration proposal, the fact that is 
has been advanced without public consultation is a serious concern. The Bylaw 
appears to have been drafted with the Riverwalk Project in mind, as a legitimizing 
approval framework. The Bylaw should be send back to the CPC for further review 
and, specifically to: 

1. Re-conceptualize of the redevelopment of the SSA site and, in particular, the
Safeway property including a mandate to incorporate residential, commercial, and
public/community components.  Such a mix should be required to qualify density/
height bonuses. (  )1

2. Clarify the Guidelines respecting transitioning to low rise residential areas and
the treatment of river front face on the Safeway site. Transition is specifically
referenced to the north but not to the west. Is it intended that building on the south

(  ) To the best of my knowledge, except for streets, alleys, and small parks, there is no public 1

land on which to build any central, walkable, public community facility. That being the case, it 
makes sense (especially economically) to partner with a developer. There could be no better site 
that 4th and Elbow Drive. Using the second level would not restrict the availability of 
commercially valuable frontage.
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side of 24th be significantly lower than the height on the south side? Why not on 
the west side? Should any development be set back or terraced to the river or, 
indeed, to the west?  (  ) 2

3. Conduct a substantive public consultation involving both Cliff Bungalow Mission
and the immediately contiguous communities. For all these communities, 4th Street
is their ”High Street” to which they come to meet, shop, exercise, dine, visit the
salon, and see their health providers, and bank.

4. Develop a formula and consultative process for determining the amount and use
of any applicable Community Benefits assessment. Assessments should be pooled
to enable more costly projects to be funded. There are both comparables and
precedents which may serve as useful models.

Bylaw 75D2019 - Riverwalk Project Rezoning: Ideally this Bylaw should be tabled 
until the deficiencies in process, concept, and guidelines in Bylaw 21P2019 are 
resolved. In particular, and in order not to establish an awkward precedent, the 
Bylaw should be stripped of specific project references substituting reference to the 
yet-to-be-established Community Benefits Fund. (  ) (  ) 3 4

A Proposal: An Elbow River Communities Hub - The Safeway Site:  The ARP 
amendment is an overlooked opportunity for the City to seriously address inner-city 
amenities deficits.  Creative land use and zoning incentives, partnering with 
developers and landowners, a supportive Community Benefits policy, could build 
demographically informed, and context appropriate amenities. If the site developer 
wants to take advantage of the higher density options, the option to include cost-
shared, on-site multi-use community facilities. 

Given its location, the crossroads of several communities, it makes sense that 
whatever is built should serve all of the contiguous Elbow River Communities - Cliff 
Bungalow, Mission, Elbow Park, Roxboro, Rideau Park, Mount Royal and, why not, 
Erlton as well. It is also makes a strong case for City financial participation. 

(  )  These all deal with the very sensitive issue of height and the respectful treatment of existing 2

adjacent residential development. One of many objectives of the current ARPs was to halt the 
disruptive proliferation of high rise buildings. It is interesting that those same buildings are now 
being used as an argument for new and higher condominium towers. 

(  )  Although raised in CPC, we know neither how the Community Benefits assessment were 3

nor the process was used to  identify, select, evaluate, and approve those projects referenced in 
the Bylaw.  We do know the community was not consulted.

(  )  In the absence of an Agreement that isn’t referenced, I assume Council is free to make 4

require in the total amount, the projects defined, or the project allocations.
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What to include? Lindsay Park is the site of a major multi-community and city-wide 
sports and fitness facility; accordingly, the Elbow River Communities Hub should 
focus on other needs, a place  for community meetings, civic forums, indoor 
markets, exhibitions, theatre, election forms and public engagement, seasonal and 
cultural events, education al events, health promotion, performance (music, 
theatre, film, and dance), private functions, even weddings. On the arts side, given 
an appropriate space, imagine a week-end visit from Storybook Theatre or Front 
Row Centre, or CB’s popular regular Jazz Concerts held in a central venue. 

A central, walkable, facility that attracts residents and visitors, also benefits the 
local business community, its restaurant and bars, shops and services. Will it cost 
the City money? - of course. But, as a facility serving not one but six or seven 
communities, the expectation of combining private and public support is not 
unreasonable.  

Engaging the communities and the landowner(s), likely needs preliminary 
conceptual proposals. I do not know the Planning department well enough to know 
if they have the resources needed but, if not, perhaps the CMLC or even the new 
Environmental Urban Design Lab next to city hall might be enlisted.  

I have previously provided similar comments to both the Cliff Bungalow and 
Mission Councillors.  

Thank you for your attention, 

Robert Martin 

#702 330 - 26 Avenue SW 
Calgary, Alberta  T2S 2T3 

203.283.8603 
calaltabob@shaw.ca 

Public Submissions 
CPC2019-0120 

Letter #13


	1 Support Heembrock
	2 Support Huxley
	3 Support Lister Securfund
	4 Support McDougall
	5 Support Nguyen Coco and Violet
	6 Support Oppenheim Phil and Seb
	7 Support Pritchard Crombie
	8 Support Robert
	9 Support Stan Matco Development
	10 Support Steiner InDevelopments Corp
	11 Support Stewart
	12 Support Turgeon Rasmussen Aventa
	13 Opposed Martin



