Erlton Community Association
Planning and Development Committee
65 – 31 Avenue SW, Calgary, Alberta T2S 2Y7
To:

Rafal Cichowlas (403-268-2007) ( rafal.cichowlas@calgary.ca )
File Manager
City of Calgary

From: Bill Fischer (403-266-2842) ( erlton@shaw.ca )
Chairman, Planning and Development Committee
Erlton Community Association
Date: December 12th, 2014
DP2014-5213
2327 Macleod Trail SW
Multi-residential, etc.
The Development Authority has yet to provide the DTR, Bylaw Check, and policies impacting this
development. Please provide them to us as soon as they are available. Via email is fine. In the absence
of these facts, we are unable to ascertain the accuracy, quality, and thoroughness of any review.
Nevertheless, since this is a discretionary development, we ask that particular attention be paid to the
City traffic policies and Land Use Bylaw Section 35.
Our Planning and Traffic committees reviewed this development permit application and plans. Our
Traffic committee's review and response is included as an attachment. You will note that our primary
concerns are site access and traffic.
NOTE: When we use the term 'commercial traffic' in this document, we mean retail and business
customers, employees of the businesses, delivery of materials and services to the businesses, and the
removal of waste and recycling materials.
In response to your community context questionnaire:
1. From a Community perspective what are the merits of the proposed development?
It will build out the final large phase of Erlton's redevelopment, and provide accommodation, shops and
services for our community, and surrounding communities, as well as a pedestrian bridge over Macleod
Trail for LRT access. As a community, we support this development, except for the handling of
commercial traffic, and the phasing of the pedestrian bridge to the LRT. Our objections are detailed
below, along with some meaningful suggestions for remedy.
2. From a community perspective, could the proposed development be improved to make it more
compatible or beneficial to meet your community's need(s)?
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Re-design the residential and commercial parking entrances to isolate them from one another and do
not allow circulation between them. Use the two proposed access points on Erlton Road for residential
parking access for the 874 units and their visitors. Configure one or more new access points for all
commercial parking - retail customers, employees, etc. Place those access points off of Macleod Trail
via the slip-road / frontage road, and / or via the current 25th Avenue curb cut that allows access to the
present north-bound alley. Configure a cul-de-sac or other traffic-limiting device at 24th Avenue and
Erlton Road to prevent vehicle short-cutting and circulation to and from Erlton Road. Design it to allow
access for emergency vehicles.
The description of a local street, as shown in table 3.1 on page 16 (attached) of the Traffic Calming
Policy clearly applies to Erlton Road.
Furthermore, City Council's Complete Streets Policy, passed in November 2014, at page 9 (attached)
states:
Residential Streets provide direct access to adjoining low- and medium-density residential
properties. Direct access is not permitted to commercial properties because high
amounts of traffic are not suitable for residential areas. Residential Streets are lowspeed, low-volume typically <2,000 vpd two-lane streets, typically designed to provide onstreet parking on both sides. Green infrastructure should be incorporated, though may be
limited due to the narrow right-of-way on these streets.
Page 41 of the Anthem Traffic Impact Assessment (attached) shows that Talisman easily handles 7207
daily vehicle trips on a right-in / right-out basis.
In an email (attached) from the City's senior traffic engineer, he states that of the estimated 5502
vehicle trips per day on Erlton Road, 2300 would be attributable to commercial vehicles. This was
based on 745 residential units. This DP now calls for 874 units. Since Talisman handles 7200+ vehicle
trips per day, it's safe to assume the slip-road access points on Macleod Trail and an additional one on
25th Avenue could easily handle the expected 2300 commercial vehicles per day on a right-in / rightout configuration.
Furthermore, we acknowledge that the residential traffic load on Erlton Road will greatly exceed the
2000 vpd provided for in the Complete Streets Policy. As a community, we accept the residential traffic
load, but do not agree with or accept any commercial traffic load on Erlton Road.
The sole purpose of the commercial access from Erlton Road is to benefit the financial objectives of
Sobeys. See their attached letter documenting this.
Drive south on Macleod Trail and look at the commercial establishments on both the east and west
sides of it. Drive as far south as you care to. Every one has one or more right-in / right-out access
points to Macleod Trail. Not one has a commercial rear-access point where it abuts a residential street.
Implement the LRT pedestrian bridge in phase 1 to allow easy access to transportation for the residents,
customers, and employees. Forcing them to take a convoluted foot-route via the Macleod Trail and
25th Avenue intersection is illogical and unreasonable.
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The 2005 flood indicated the entire area of the proposed development is potentially impacted by
relatively frequent floods (2005 has been classed as a 1 in 20 year event), and the 2013 flood event
confirmed the impact can be serious - the entire site was under water for some days. We believe from
the plans that all main-floor areas are above the maximum height of the 2103 floodwaters. However, at
least some of the proposed garage entrances appear to be close to current roadway levels, meaning
flooding will occur in a future event of a less-severe magnitude than the 2013 flood. Updated flood
maps are required in order to be more specific, but these are currently unavailable to us. Although
garages in flood-prone developments are now required to be "designed to flood", the experience in all
the north Erlton condominium blocks in 2013 is that a flooded garage causes major long term
disturbances and disruption to individuals and local communities. This includes access and egress,
cleanup and waste storage, and temporary parking around the neighbourhood. For the proposed
development, there will be an added complication of disruption of business continuity. We strongly
recommend that serious consideration be given to flood-proofing the entire development.
Apply a permanent condition to the development permit to permit construction and material handling
activities to access the development only from Macleod Trail, the slip-road adjacent to Macleod Trail,
or 25th Avenue. Construction activity from residential streets, particularly Erlton Road must not be
allowed.
3. How will the proposed development impact the neighbours and the community regarding such things
as:
• The 'fit' of the development with its surrounding; generally this refers to height, massing, setbacks,
streetscape, privacy, parking, vehicle or pedestrian access, landscaping - including the retention of
mature vegetations, etc.
This development will cause a horrendously negative impact on traffic if it is not designed correctly to
separate residential and commercial traffic from one another, including access points and crosscirculation, both internally and externally. The burden of non-residential traffic on Erlton Road will
deprive the residents of North Erlton of the quiet and peaceful enjoyment of their properties, and the
volume-conflict between residential and non-residential traffic will burden them further when they
want to leave or arrive at their residential streets by vehicle.
Failure to provide the LRT pedestrian bridge in phase 1 will negatively impact the many hundreds of
residents, as well as the employees and retail customers of this development.
4. Has the community discussed the proposed development with the applicant and/or landowner? If so,
please provide details including comments or outcomes from the engagement.
Our community has discussed this with increasing frequency since 2007. Throughout this time, the one
constant factor and concern has been traffic - specifically non-residential traffic on Erlton Road, and
generally traffic at the Macleod Trail and 25th Avenue intersection, and its volume that forces cutthrough traffic into South Erlton via south-bound Erlton Street.
Discussions between the City, Anthem Properties, and the Erlton Community Association with respect
to a new Direct Control Bylaw and associated amendments to the Erlton Area Redevelopment Plan
were held from June 2012 to July 2013. The result was what everyone considered to be the final drafts
of the DC Bylaw and ARP (attached). Please note the CPAG recommended document approval on
page 1 of the Bylaw, and see item 17(2), where it states:
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Vehicular access to parking structures for non-residential uses must not be provided from
Erlton Road SW.
Also, please see item 10 in the draft amendment to our ARP, where it states:
“To minimize the impact of the commercial traffic on the residential area, vehicle access to
commercial development shall be from Macleod Trail.”
The developer then circulated their TIA.
The developer is adamant in wanting unfettered access to Erlton Road for commercial traffic, with the
exception of only commercial loading and waste and recycling collection. We disagree.
The end result of the Bylaw and ARP amendments that were passed is that everyone expects the traffic
issues to be resolved at the development permit stage - and that's where we are.
5. Were adjacent neighbours or owners of the subject site present and/or involved in the Community
review of this application?
Anthem held a number of open houses, our Planning committee met with various Anthem and City
department representatives many times, and development at this location has been discussed at
community association meetings on many occasions.
Please provide us with a copy of the DTR and bylaw check as soon as it's available. We would like a
set of any final approved plans, along with a complete list of relaxations and the justification for them especially in relation to LUB Section 35. We need this in order to discuss and determine their impact
on the neighbouring residential properties and our community in general.
Finally, please do not hesitate to call or email should you have any concerns or require further
information.
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road. It should be noted that this information is provided as a general indication of
conditions on local streets and low-volume collector roads, and that some conditions on
some roads may vary from these typical conditions. Traffic calming issues on other types of
roads - major roads, higher-volume collector roads and industrial roads, for example - are
addressed on a project basis as described in Section 3.2.
Table3.1
CharacteristicsofLocalStreetsandLowͲVolumeCollectorRoads
7\SLFDO&RQGLWLRQV /RFDO6WUHHW
Function
Provide access to residential
properties and other uses

Volume
Speed limit
Centreline
Parking

Bicycle facilities

Transit service

Typically up to 1,500
vehicles/day
50 km/h, may be reduced to 40
km/h or 30 km/h
Only where required for safety
or operations
One or both sides, may be
prohibited for safety or
operations
No designated space for
bicycles - cyclists and motorists
share the road
No

/RZ9ROXPH&ROOHFWRU
Provide access to properties,
accommodate traffic travelling
to/from other neighbourhood
streets
Typically 1,500 to 5,000
vehicles/day
50 km/h, may be reduced to 40
km/h or 30 km/h
Continuous centreline
One or both sides where
additional road space is
provided
No designated space for
bicycles - cyclists and motorists
share the road
Permitted

TRAFFIC CALMING ISSUES
Table 3.2 summarizes evaluation criteria for traffic calming issues. Issues are evaluated
according to criteria which reflect the goals of traffic calming described in Section 2 specifically safety and liveability - as well as objectives of reducing speed and short-cutting
volume, and minimizing conflicts between road users. Community support is also
considered in the evaluation, as a basis for assigning higher priority to areas with higher
levels of community support.

Because the number, type and extent of issues will vary from one area to another, it is not
possible to use a quantitative means of assigning ratings to each area. Instead, each
criterion is evaluated on a subjective basis, on a scale of zero to five, ten or twenty,
depending on the relative importance of each criterion. In each case, a higher score
represents a more significant issue.

Traffic Calming Policy
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10. COLLECTOR STREET (FAMILY: LOCAL – FIGURE 1.4-10)

Collector Streets collect traffic from Arterial Streets and Primary
Collectors and distribute it to other local streets. Typical daily traffic
volume range from 2,000 to 8,000 vpd. Transit and direct access to
adjacent properties is permitted.

Figure 1.4-10: Collector Street

11. INDUSTRIAL STREET (FAMILY: LOCAL – FIGURE 1.4-11)

Industrial Streets provide direct access to adjacent industrial and
commercial properties. They are lower-speed two-lane streets designed
with enough width to accommodate frequent heavy vehicles. Though
all modes are accommodated, movement of goods has the highest
priority. Typical daily traffic volume range from 3,000 to 12,000. As
industrial areas are served by transit to support employees, sidewalks
are required on both sides of the street.

Figure 1.4-11: 48th Street in the Eastlake
industrial area

12. RESIDENTIAL STREET (FAMILY: LOCAL – FIGURE 1.4-12)

Residential Streets provide direct access to adjoining low- and
medium-density residential properties. Direct access is not permitted
to commercial properties because high amounts of traffic are not
suitable for residential areas. Residential Streets are low-speed,
low-volume typically < 2,000 vpd two-lane streets, typically designed
to provide on-street parking on both sides. Green infrastructure should
be incorporated, though may be limited due to the narrow right-of-way
on these streets.
13. LANE (ALLEY) (FAMILY: LOCAL – FIGURE 1.4-13)

The primary function of Lanes is to provide direct rear access to adjoining
low- to high-density residential properties. They also serve as access for
recycling/waste collection, deliveries, loading/unloading, and may serve
as an alternate alignment for shallow, deep or overhead utilities.

Figure 1.4-12: Residential Street

Figure 1.4-13: Lane (Alley)

Chapter 1 / New Street Classifications
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IBI GROUP REPORT

Anthem Properties Group
TRANSPORTATION IMPACT ASSESSMENT FOR PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT AT ERLTON ROAD/ 25TH AVE, CALGARY, ALBERTA

4.5.1 POTENTIAL PEDESTRIAN OVERPASS ON MACLEOD TRAIL

The City requested estimation of pedestrian demands (weekend and weekday) for a proposed
overpass connecting this site to the LRT station within the 600m boundary. The calculation is based
on the ITE methodology as follows8:
Estimating Daily (Weekend) Trips by Transit within a 600m Boundary from LRT
Land Use

Units

Vehicle
Trips

Total
Person
Trips

Transit

Apartment

Existing Development (units or ft2/1,000)
Future Development (units or ft2/1,000)
Total Development (units or ft2/1,000)
ITE Code
ITE Vehicle Trip Rate (Sunday)
ITE Daily Vehicle Trips
Internal & Passby Daily Vehicle Trips (10%)
Daily Vehicle Trips
Average Vehicle Occupancy
Daily Person Trips by Auto
ITE Conversion Rate from Auto to All Modes
Person Daily Trips by All Modes
Current % of all daily trips by Transit
Daily Trips by Transit
Transit Boardings on the LRT (50%)

1447
718
2165
220
5.86
12,687
1,269
11,418
1.4
15,985
1.1
17,584
9%
1,583
791

Single
House
103
0
103
210
8.77
903
90
813
1.4
1,138
1.1
1,252
9%
113
56

Townhouse

Commercial

87
27
114
230
4.84
552
55
497
1.4
695
1.1
765
9%
69
34

0
73
73
820
25.24
1,850
185
1,665
1.4
2,332
1.1
2,565
9%
231
115

Talisman
Centre
350
0
350
495
13.6
4,760
476
4,284
1.4
5,998
1.1
6,597
9%
594
297

Estimating Daily (Weekday) Trips by Transit within a 600m Boundary from LRT
Land Use

Units

Vehicle
Trips

Total
Person
Trips

Transit

Existing Development (units or ft2/1,000)
Future Development (units or ft2/1,000)
Total Development (units or ft2/1,000)
ITE Code
ITE Vehicle Trip Rate (Sunday)
ITE Daily Vehicle Trips
Internal & Passby Daily Vehicle Trips (10%)
Daily Vehicle Trips
Average Vehicle Occupancy
Daily Person Trips by Auto
ITE Conversion Rate from Auto to All Modes
Person Daily Trips by All Modes
Current % of all daily trips by Transit
Daily Trips by Transit
Transit Boardings on the LRT (50%)

8

2013-10-15

Apartment
1447
718
2165
220
6.65
14,397
1,440
12,958
1.4
18,141
1.1
19,955
9%
1,796
898

Single
House
103
0
103
210
9.57
986
99
887
1.4
1,242
1.1
1,366
9%
123
61

Townhouse

Commercial

87
27
114
230
5.81
662
66
596
1.4
835
1.1
918
9%
83
41

0
73.316
73
820
42.94
3,148
315
2,833
1.4
3,967
1.1
4,363
9%
393
196

Talisman
Centre
350
0
350
495
22.88
8,008
801
7,207
1.4
10,090
1.1
11,099
9%
999
499

nd

The ITE’s Trip Generation Handbook, 2 edition, 2004
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RE: RE: Anthem non-residential trafϐic volumes
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mailbox:///C:/Users/Bill Fischer/AppData/Roaming/Thunderbird...

Subject: RE: RE: Anthem non-residential trafϐic volumes
From: "Carkic, Zoran" <Zoran.Carkic@calgary.ca>
Date: 15/11/2013 4:10 PM
To: 'ECA Planning & Development' <erlton@shaw.ca>, "Brenkman, Giyan B."
<Giyan.Brenkman@calgary.ca>
CC: "'Kirt van der Woude, President, ECA'" <president@erltoncommunity.com>,
"'Erik T. Larsen - President LPCA'" <eriklarsenyyc@gmail.com>, "Carra, Gian-Carlo
S." <Gian-Carlo.Carra@calgary.ca>
Hi Bill,
The aƩached table summarises informaƟon related to exisƟng and post-development
traﬃc on Earlton Road just north of 25 Avenue SW.
In terms of traﬃc volumes, total exisƟng daily traﬃc is esƟmated to be at 1372
vehicles per day (veh/day) and post-development daily traﬃc at 5502 veh/day.
Around 55 per cent of the new site-generated traﬃc would be aƩributed to
commercial uses, around 2300 veh/day. To accommodate the addiƟonal (site
generated) traﬃc, improvements like new signal and new southbound leŌ-turn lane
are proposed at this intersecƟon.
In terms of the intersecƟon performance for the post-development (improved) road
cross-secƟon, level of service is esƟmated to be at “A” (excellent), where only 12% of
the future capacity on Earlton Road is going to be used by all vehicular traﬃc (exisƟng
+ post-development).

Please let me know if you have any addiƟonal quesƟons.

07/05/2014 8:12 PM

RE: RE: Anthem non-residential trafϐic volumes
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mailbox:///C:/Users/Bill Fischer/AppData/Roaming/Thunderbird...

Thank you,
Zoran Carkic, P.Eng
Senior Transportation Engineer/ Acting Manager
Transportation Development Services
The City of Calgary | Mail code: #8124
T 403.268.1625 | F 403.268.1874
Floor 7, Municipal Building - H7, 800 Macleod Trail S.E.
P.O. Box 2100, Station M, Calgary, AB Canada T2P 2M5

My regular office hours are 8:00 am to 4:30 pm
ISC: Protected
From: Carkic, Zoran
Sent: 2013 November 13 1:35 PM
To: 'ECA Planning & Development'; Brenkman, Giyan B.
Cc: 'Kirt van der Woude, President, ECA'; 'Erik T. Larsen - President LPCA';
Carra, Gian-Carlo S.
Subject: RE: RE: Anthem non-residential traffic volumes
Hi Bill,
Just a quick update. We are in the process of calculaƟng /producing the requested
informaƟon and it should be forwarded to you by the end of this week.
Thank you,
Zoran Carkic, P.Eng
Senior Transportation Engineer/ Acting Manager
Transportation Development Services
The City of Calgary | Mail code: #8124
T 403.268.1625 | F 403.268.1874
Floor 7, Municipal Building - H7, 800 Macleod Trail S.E.
P.O. Box 2100, Station M, Calgary, AB Canada T2P 2M5

My regular office hours are 8:00 am to 4:30 pm
ISC: Protected
From: ECA Planning & Development [mailto:erlton@shaw.ca]
Sent: 2013 November 01 8:07 PM
To: Carkic, Zoran; Brenkman, Giyan B.
Cc: Kirt van der Woude, President, ECA; Erik T. Larsen - President LPCA;
Carra, Gian-Carlo S.
Subject: Fwd: RE: Anthem non-residential traffic volumes

07/05/2014 8:12 PM

G. Brenkman / C. Khandl

CORPORATE PLANNING APPLICATIONS GROUP RECOMMENDATION:

Approval

Recommend that Council ADOPT, by bylaw, the proposed redesignation of 2.19 hectares ±
(5.40 acres ±) located at 2327, 2328, 2399, 2418 and 2425 Macleod Trail SW (Plan 0813116,
Block 3, Lots 37 to 39; Plan 0813116, Block 8, Lots 37 and 38) from DC Direct Control District
to DC Direct Control District to accommodate a transit oriented mixed use development, with
the following guidelines:
Purpose
1

This Direct Control District is intended to:
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

provide for a pedestrian and transit oriented mixed use development;
provide for a range of commercial uses with some restrictions on size and
location within buildings;
provide for a range of multi-residential uses with a variety of built forms;
provide for flexibility in the mix and intensity of uses, built form and size;
and
provide for building locations, setback areas, and landscaping that
create sensitive interface treatment with adjacent residential
developments.

Compliance with Bylaw 1P2007
2
Unless otherwise specified, the rules and provisions of Parts 1, 2, 3 and 4 of Bylaw
1P2007 apply to this Direct Control District.
Reference to Bylaw 1P2007
3
Within this Direct Control District, a reference to a section of Bylaw 1P2007 is deemed to
be a reference to the section as amended from time to time.
Permitted Uses
4
(1)
The permitted uses of the Commercial - Corridor 1 (C-COR1) District of Bylaw
1P2007 are the permitted uses in this Direct Control District.
(2)

Despite the uses deemed to be permitted uses in Subsection 21(1) of Bylaw
1P2007 on all areas designated as Direct Control, the following use is
prohibited in this Direct Control District:
(a)

Special Function – Class 1.

Discretionary Uses
5
(1)
The discretionary uses of the Commercial - Corridor 1 (C-COR1) District of
Bylaw 1P2007 are the discretionary uses in this Direct Control District:
(a)

with the addition of:
(i)

Multi-Residential Development;

(ii)

Parking Lot – Grade (temporary).

(b)

(2)

with the exclusion of:
(i)

Custodial Care;

(ii)

Parking Lot – Grade; and

(iii)

Parking Lot – Structure.

Despite the uses deemed to be discretionary uses in Subsection 21(2) of
Bylaw 1P2007 on all areas designated as Direct Control, the following use is
prohibited in this Direct Control District:
(a)

Special Function – Class 2.

Bylaw 1P2007 District Rules
6
Unless otherwise specified, the General Rules for Commercial Land Use Districts of
Bylaw 1P2007 apply in this Direct Control District.
Floor Area Ratio
7
(1)
The maximum total floor area ratio over the entire site is 5.0.
(2)

The maximum total floor area ratio over the entire site is 1.0 for commercial
uses.

(3)

The minimum total floor area ratio over the entire site is 1.0. for residential uses.

Building Height
8
(1)
Unless otherwise referenced in subsection (2), the maximum building
height is 90.0 metres.
(2)

Use Area
9
(1)
(2)

Where a parcel shares a property line with Erlton Road, the maximum building
height is:
a)

24.0 metres measured from grade within 10.0 metres of that property
line; and

b)

48.0 metres measured from grade at a distance between 10.0 metres and
22.0 metres from that property line.

Unless otherwise referenced in subsection (2) and (3), there is no maximum use
area requirement for commercial uses.
(a)

Unless otherwise referenced in subsection (b), the maximum use area
for commercial uses on the ground floor of buildings in this Direct
Control District is 465.0 square metres.

(b)

One (1) retail and consumer service use may have a maximum use
area of 1115 square metres on the ground floor of buildings, subject to
the use area width requirements in section 11 of this Direct Control
District.

(3)

The maximum use area for a supermarket is 3800 square metres on the ground
floor of buildings.

Location of Uses within Buildings
10
(1)
No Retail and Consumer Service uses are to be located above residential
uses and must have its own separate entrance from any residential component
of the building.
(2)

Only Retail and Consumer Service uses must be oriented towards the 25
Avenue SW frontage and the private road, legally described as Lot 39, Block 3,
Plan 0813116 (previously a part of 24 AV SW).

(3)

Retail and Consumer Service uses must not be oriented towards the Erlton
Road SW frontage, except at the following locations:

(4)

(a)

at either corners of the intersection of Erlton Road SW with the private
road, legally described as Lot 39, Block 3, Plan 0813116 (previously a
part of 24 AV SW) for a maximum distance of 20.0 metres from the corner
of the intersection; and,

(b)

at the intersection of Erlton Road SW with 25 Avenue SW for a maximum
distance of 25.0 metres from the corner of the intersection.

A supermarket must not be developed as a stand-alone use on the site, but
must form part of a comprehensively designed development.

Use Area Width
11
(1)
Unless otherwise referenced in subsection (2) and (3), the maximum width of a
use area on the ground floor fronting the private road, legally described as Lot
39, Block 3, Plan 0813116 (previously a part of 24 AV SW), is 15.0 metres.
(2)

The use area width may be relaxed by the Development Authority for the
following uses where the test for relaxation set out in section 31 or 36 of Bylaw
1P2007 is met.
(a)
(b)
(c)
(d)

(3)

Restaurant: Food Service Only - Large;
Restaurant: Food Service Only - Medium;
Restaurants Licensed - Large; and
Restaurants Licensed - Medium.

There is no use area width requirement for a supermarket.

Front Setback Area
12
(1)
Unless otherwise referenced in subsection (2), there is no minimum requirement
for a front setback area;
(2)

For all development along Erlton Road, the front setback area must have a
minimum depth of 2.0 metres.

Rear Setback Area
13
There is no minimum requirement for a rear setback area.
Side Setback Area
14
There is no minimum requirement for a side setback area.
Building Design
15
(1)
Multi-Residential Development above the podium must have a maximum floor
plate size of 700.0 square metres gross floor area, which may be relaxed by the
Development Authority to a maximum of 750.0 square metres where the test
for relaxation set out in section 31 or 36 of Bylaw 1P2007 is met
(2)

The separation distance between buildings above the podium must be a
minimum of 24.0 metres.

Landscaping in Setback Area
16
The landscape requirements of the Commercial - Corridor 1 (C-COR1) District of
Bylaw 1P2007 are the landscape requirements in this Direct Control District.
Vehicular Access
17
(1)
Vehicular access to parking structures must not be provided from the private
road, legally described as Lot 39, Block 3, Plan 0813116 (previously a part of
24 AV SW).
(2)

Vehicular access to parking structures for non-residential uses must not be
provided from Erlton Road SW.

(3)

Vehicular access for commercial loading/unloading and waste and recycling pick
up must not be provided from Erlton Road SW.

Minimum Required Motor Vehicle Parking Stalls
18
(1)
Unless otherwise referenced in subsections (2), (3) and (4) below, the minimum
required motor vehicle parking stalls of the Commercial – Corridor 1 (C-COR1)
District of Bylaw 1P2007 are the minimum required motor vehicle parking
stalls in this Direct Control District.
(2)

The minimum required motor vehicle parking stalls for a supermarket is 3.5
stalls per 100 square metres of gross usable floor area.

(3)

The minimum motor vehicle parking stall requirements for each use is the
maximum motor vehicle parking stall requirement provided for each use.

(4)

The minimum number of motor vehicle parking stalls is reduced by 10.0 per
cent where a building that generates the parking requirement is located within
400.0 metres of an existing or approved Capital funded LRT platform.

(5)

The Development Authority may consider a further relaxation of the required
motor vehicle parking stalls for a development where a parking study
submitted as part of a development permit application demonstrates that the
motor vehicle parking stalls requirement should vary from the requirements of
this Direct Control District, and the test for the relaxations set out in section 31

and 36 of Bylaw 1P2007 is met.
Required Bicycle Parking Stalls
19
The minimum required bicycle parking stalls of the Commercial - Corridor 1 (C-COR1)
District of Bylaw 1P2007 are the minimum required bicycle parking stalls in this Direct
Control District.
Phasing
20
(1)

A phasing plan must be submitted with the first Development Permit application
providing development sequencing information.

(2)

The private road, legally described as Lot 39, Block 3, Plan 0813116 (previously
a part of 24 AV SW), must be constructed as part of phase 1 of the development.

(3)

The overhead pedestrian bridge must be constructed as part of phase 1 of the
development,

20200
Draft Amendments to the Erlton Area Redevelopment Plan
2013 June 20

1. In Section 2.1.2 Erlton Station Area, insert the text “(see Site 17 on Map 2)” at the end of the
heading.
2. In Section 2.1.3.1 Policies, add the following text to the end of Subsection 2.1.3.1.1:
“To ensure transit supportive uses and discourage stand alone uses, developments should
achieve a minimum density of 1 FAR.”
3. In Section 2.1.3.1 Policies, delete Subsections 2.1.3.1.4 and 2.1.3.1.5 in their entirety.
4. In Section 2.1.3.2 Development Guidelines, add the following text to the end of Subsection
2.1.3.2.b:
“Where roof areas of more than 700 square metres occur on at grade retail buildings, the
building shall contain a green roof covering at least 75% of the roof area.”
5. In Section 2.1.3.2 Development Guidelines, add the following text to the end of the last
sentence in Subsection 2.1.3.2.d:
“, at the intersection with 24th Avenue and 25 meters at the intersection with 25th Avenue.”
6. In Section 2.1.3.2 Development Guidelines, delete Subsection 2.1.3.2.e and renumber
subsequent sections accordingly.
7. In Section 2.1.3.2 Development Guidelines, insert the following text as a new bullet point
between existing Subsections 2.1.3.2.l and 2.1.3.2.m:
“Commercial uses larger than 300 square metres should be discouraged, except for
supermarkets and other similar uses which provide various daily goods and services for
residents.”
8. In Section 2.1.3.2 Development Guidelines, in Subsection 2.1.3.2.m, delete the text “9” and
replace with “15”, and add the following text to the end of the Subsection:
“The remainder of the business should locate on a second floor or wrap behind adjacent uses.”
9. In Section 2.1.3.2 Development Guidelines, in Subsection 2.1.3.2.n, delete the text “Individual
business fronts that are greater than 30” and replace with “Supermarkets and individual
business fronts that are greater than 15”.
10. In Section 2.1.3.2 Development Guidelines, delete the text in Subsection 2.1.3.2.v and replace
with:
“To minimize the impact of the commercial traffic on the residential area, vehicle access to
commercial development shall be from Macleod Trail.”
11. In Section 2.1.3.2 Development Guidelines, delete Subsections 2.1.3.2.x and 2.1.3.2.y in their
entirety and renumber subsequent sections accordingly.
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12. In Section 2.1.3.2 Development Guidelines, in Subsection 2.1.3.2.z, insert the text “for
residential uses” after the text “Parking access points”.
13. In Section 2.1.3.3 Implementation, delete Subsection 2.1.3.3.bb in its entirety and replace with
the following:
“a. Any development permits for new structures within the Erlton Station Area shall be reviewed
by the Urban Design Review Panel given the prominent location of the site.
b. A phasing plan must be submitted with the first Development Permit application providing
development sequencing information. The portion of 24th Avenue between Erlton Road and
Macleod Trail must be developed as part of the first phase of the development.
c. A pedestrian overpass over Macleod Trail should be considered in conjunction with the first
phase of the development, in order to provide direct pedestrian access from the Erlton Station
Area to the LRT station. Contributions from development within the Erlton Station Area should
be considered to finance a portion of the bridge.”

Erlton Traffic Committee
Comments on DP2014-5213
2327 Macleod Trail SW
Anita Dennis
Geoff Granville
Gordon Laird
Jeremy Yawney
Key Points
•

•

As was raised at approval of land use on June 4, 2014, traffic is the key concern for Erlton
Community Association. The development itself is seen as credible and desirable yet traffic issues
have not been suitably addressed within the community, partially due to the limited scope of
Anthem’s post-development Traffic Impact Assessment (November 2013) that was considered
during land use application, as well as The City’s lack of clear response to traffic questions posed
since the land use approval – see letter to Ward 9 office in addendum at bottom.
It is the Community’s understanding that underground parking exits concentrated onto Erlton Ave
will contribute to estimated 400% increase in post-development traffic on that street – see below
-- and potentially more widely in the neighborhood. Would the applicant please consider separate
commercial parkade entrance on east side of development, accessible to Macleod Trail access?
Possible to separate commercial from residential parking – level P1 and P2 – as part of this
solution? As well, to help mitigate extra traffic, possible to join Phase 1 and Phase 2 parking
underground?

•

There is support for construction of a pedestrian overpass from the proposed development to the
Erlton/Stampede LRT Station over MacLeod Trail. Possible to accomplish during Phase 1 of
construction?

•

The Community Association is strongly not in support of construction of a traffic light at Erlton
and 25th Avenue. There is clear consensus that this would worsen cut-through traffic in south
Erlton.

•

Traffic calming, improvement of intersection at Macleod and 25 Ave SW. – see below – are strong
recommendations instead of traffic lights. A dedicated right-hand turn signal at 25th Ave and
MacLeod (at Humpty’s) appears to be one clear measure, along with better integration of traffic
timing and C-train crossings at that intersection. As well, would dedicated turn lanes on 25th Ave,
onto both north and southbound Macleod help to move traffic more efficiently? The City’s
ownership of the NW corner of this intersection suggests this might be possible.
In order to achieve a solution for the neighbourhood, Erlton Community is keen to explore
integrated traffic calming measures, which may include tactics to reduce speed, cut-through
traffic and increase safety and pedestrian/cycle access – particularly in south Erlton. There is
consensus on the desired outcome however further engagement is required to determine the full
suite of solutions.
The City has not yet offered its own analysis of post-development traffic, nor discussed mitigation
options with the Community Association. Because of lack of information on the projected
impacts of traffic outside of Anthem’s immediate bounds, there is uncertainly as to the
mitigation tactics that for streets and residents that will be affected. Erlton CA has discussed

•

•

•

options with the applicant however no resolution can be achieved with traffic without The City
playing a proactive role, as approving authority, policy leader and owner of traffic infrastructure.
Adopting a “wait and see” strategy – mitigate reactively as traffic increases post-development – is
not desired by the community.
On December 10, 2014, the applicant published a letter to Erlton residents citing “benefits the
proposed development will offer the surrounding community”-- including “Extensive traffic
calming provisions within the development and potentially throughout the community.” These
benefits are not known to the Community. If traffic discussions between applicant and City have
been occurring, the Community would like to be included and continue the same collaborative
process that occurred during Anthem’s land use application.

Background
The proposed Anthem development has been welcomed by many in the neighbourhood (2 phases, 4
buildings, 847 units with retail and anchor supermarket) however as identified by Erlton CA, and nearly
every community member who submitted and/or spoke to Calgary City Council regarding Anthem’s land
use amendments on June 4, 2014, traffic remains a major concern, despite ongoing meetings and
requests for information with City, applicant and Ward 9 office.
The traffic issue with regards to the Anthem development has been discussed with growing concern for
several years. Prior to Council’s June 2014 approval of Anthem’s land use for the site, an October 2013
Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA) conducted by Anthem, as well as clarifying correspondence with City
traffic engineer later in November 2013, provided information that both caused concern and underlined
the shortcomings of the scope of traffic inquiry. According to an email dated Nov 11, 2013, a senior City
traffic engineer summarized the impact of post-development traffic on Erlton Road (north of 25th Ave SW)
to be 5502 vehicles per day: total existing daily traffic is estimated to be 1372 vehicles per day – a
prospective increase of over 400% in what many community members consider to be a residential street
because it is basically a cul-de-sac with exists only on 25th Ave SW.
When Council approved Anthem’s land use on June 4, the Calgary Planning Commission’s cover report to
Council (CPC2014-058 / LOC2012-0040) noted that there were no major issues with traffic/transportation.
(“Transportation Networks: Do different or specific mobility considerations impact this site? No.”) The
recommended road and sidewalk improvements included the following:
•

“a new traffic signal at Erlton Road SW and 25 Avenue SW;”

•

“new sidewalks along Erlton Road SW;”

•

“road reconfigurations and traffic calming measures along Erlton Road SW, 25 Avenue SW
and the private road (previously 24 Avenue SW); and,”

•

“traffic control signal timing adjustments and minor modification to the lanes configuration
at the intersection of Macleod Trail and 25 Avenue SW.”

•

“A pedestrian connection is expected between the Erlton LRT Station, the subject site and
the larger community of Erlton via a pedestrian overpass over Macleod Trail S. “

Yet when Council approved Anthem’s land use on June 4, Calgary Planning Commission’s cover report to
Council also confirmed that community concerns about traffic largely remained unresolved: “As the

impact of these proposed road changes on the traffic flow in the community has not been reviewed as
part of the TIA and may result in issues with the flow of delivery and service vehicles, Administration did
not include the proposed road changes as part of the ARP Amendment or DC District. Although the
Applicant is not in support of these proposed road changes, a further review may be undertaken at the
development permit stage to determine the viability of the changes.”
In other words, no study or suggested mitigation of post-development traffic impacts has occurred
outside of the immediate roadways next to Anthem’s site – Erlton community south of 25th Ave SW -despite the scale of the development and the projected 400% increase in traffic on Erlton Road, which
runs along the immediate west side of Anthem’s site. Moreover, cut-through traffic has been an ongoing
issue in Erlton – not only volume, but speed (the latter of particular concern to older residents and those
with young families) – and therefore the lack of appropriate scope for traffic inquiry, both by the
applicant and the approving authority, is an ongoing concern.
Because of lack of information on the projected impacts of traffic outside of Anthem’s immediate
bounds, there is some uncertainly as to the mitigation tactics that for streets and residents that will be
affected. Erlton CA has discussed options with the applicant however no resolution can be achieved with
traffic without The City playing a proactive role, as approving authority, policy leader and owner of traffic
infrastructure. Adopting a “wait and see” strategy – mitigate reactively as traffic increases postdevelopment – is not desired by the community.
Erlton CA continues to champion a collaborative process, and has been in dialogue with applicant, City
Administration and its Councillor on repeated occasions throughout 2013 and 2014. Attached below is
the Traffic Committee’s most recent correspondence, a letter to the Office of Ward 9 Councillor, dated
September 6, 2014, outlines several issues and requests a traffic study for neighbourhood streets
impacted by Anthem’s development yet excluded from its 2013 TIA. A short response received from Ward
9 office on Nov 4, 2014, noted that “Gian-Carlo will be discussing this with the head of Transportation at
their next meeting as we have placed it on his agenda. We will update you and report back accordingly.”
An additional query was sent by Erlton CA on December 5, 2014. As of December 10, two days before the
deadline for DP comment, no further update has been provided.
As noted in the September 6 letter, Erlton’s intent has been to engage in early collaborative discussion
outside of the formal development permit (DP) process:
“The ECA wishes to have preliminary and informal discussions about the potential impact of traffic
changes expected to be associated with the full Anthem proposal (Phases 1 and 2) in the near
future (i.e. before the DP is filed) in order to become more informed and therefore make better
input. We do not wish to wait for the formal DP and the associated Open House process to
engage with Anthem, because at that time opinions tend to become more entrenched and there
may be fewer options open for discussion. Would it be possible for your office to arrange an
informal meeting, probably in mid-September, with the ECA, LPCA, the City’s transportation group
and Anthem?”
On November 21, 2014, Erlton CA received The City’s “Request for Comment on Development
Application” for Anthem’s project: a three week review period was allotted with a deadline of Friday
December 12, 2014 for final comments. Erlton CA is therefore attempting to address community-wide
traffic impacts on a compressed timeline and with incomplete information.

Current Questions
1) As proposed, the Anthem development accepts traffic from Macleod Trail southbound and appears to
feed outgoing traffic back onto Macleod, including shipping/trucking traffic for retail and grocery store.
This is a good tactic in the development, as noted in an April 2013 letter from Erlton Planning Committee:
“Directing non-local and non- residential traffic away from Erlton Road and onto Macleod Trail is by far
preferred. We applaud Anthem’s approach to ensure the design achieves this.” However, the available
plans appear to open the development’s “main street” of 24th Ave SW as prime cut-through route to 25th
Ave SW, via Erlton Road, as way to avoid major intersection at Macleod and 25th Ave SW. Question for
City and applicant: would this cut-through route would potentially add volume to the 5502 vehicles per
day estimated for Erlton road? If so, would restricting through access to 24th Ave SW – via barrier, oneway gate that would pose no safety or emergency access issues, - be a solution to help reduce additional
traffic dumping into residential roads.
2) Underground parking, and access to this parking, has long been discussed for Anthem’s site as Erlton
Road is the access street, thereby contributing to the steep post-development increase in traffic.
Questions that have been raised include:
a) could the project be designed to allow the second entry for customers and residents to
underground parking directly at 25th Ave?
b) is it possible to tie together both phases of parking underground (ie under 24th Ave), so as to
keep traffic away from Erlton Rd, particularly once the 2nd phase is complete?
3) To mitigate the projected 400% increase of traffic on Erlton Road, traffic lights have been proposed,
along with a left-hand turning lane onto 25th Ave (westward?). However, lights could also force additional
cut-through traffic – including some undetermined percentage of post-development traffic load – onto
both Erlton St in North Erlton (ie north of 25th Ave SW), and into South Erlton, onto Erlton Street
southbound. What is the mitigation tactic for this?
4) The original Erlton ARP recommends closing off the Avenues (i.e. 27th Ave., 28th Ave., etc.) based on
resident concerns about cut-through traffic that were raised in the 1990s. Cul-de-sacs to Macleod
currently run throughout much of Erlton yet there is controversy as to the best path forward to help
mitigate traffic on nearby streets. Further blockage could push cut-through traffic deeper into the
community. What other options could work? What might The City recommend? A no-turn sign at Erlton
Street (southbound) from 25th Ave could work if it were open only to residents (based on parking?), yet
what about enforcement?
5) Overall, what are some of the hardscape traffic calming measures that could be implemented to
control both speed and volume on affected streets? Again, speed is much a concern as volume to a
number of residents.
6) It has been identified that the major intersection of Macleod Trail is already driving unwanted cutthrough traffic on 27th and 28th Ave SW. A few possibilities to address what could improve a difficult
intersection:
•

As noted in the September 6 letter, “Some of our members suggesting the LRT line at Macleod
Trail become “synchronized” with green lights on Macleod in order to shorten delays to
east/westbound traffic at the intersection. We believe that modification might have a major

•

•

positive impact on the traffic at the intersection (and at 25th Ave and Erlton Rd once the
development is in place) without causing significant disruption to the LRT operating schedule.”
Would this help?
As well, would dedicated turn lanes on 25th Ave, onto both north and southbound Macleod help to
move exiting traffic more efficiently? The City’s ownership of the NW corner of this intersection
suggests this might be possible.
Can the City indicate what the exact layout of a modified Macleod/25th Ave intersection would
look like?

7) What are the assurances that on-street parking permits will remain available only for residents with
street addresses and their guests?
8) In order to gauge the urgency and appropriateness of traffic calming, blocking streets or other tactics,
more information would be very useful. Can the City gather data on current traffic volumes on Erlton St
and 27th Avenue and 28th Avenue and utilize the data in the TIA to determine shortcutting levels?
9) The 2013 TIA was based on a development of 745 dwelling units: the November 2014 DP specifies 874
units: will this 15% increase therefore have a proportional increase in residential traffic already identified
by City traffic engineering and the 2013 TIA?
10) Erlton CA notes that Anthem does not intend to develop the north site (Phase 2) as this time, which
calls into question the timing of construction of the pedestrian overpass to Erlton LRT station. Pedestrian
traffic across Macleod Rd in this area has long been a serious problem, particularly during events at the
Stampede grounds, and the CA wonders in The City could encourage earlier construction of the overpass.

Addendum

Calgary Planning Commission’s cover report to Council (CPC2014-058 / LOC2012-0040); June 4, 2014:
[…] TRANSPORTATION NETWORKS
During the 2007 land use amendment application, a Transportation Impact Assessment (TIA) was
submitted by the Applicant and accepted by Administration. With the current application (2014), a
TIA and parking study were not required based on the nature of the proposed adjustments to the
Erlton ARP and DC District. Notwithstanding the above, the Applicant submitted a full TIA for
review by Administration.
The purpose of the TIA was to address any concerns by the Community Associations and local
residents regarding the increase of traffic on Erlton Road SW as well as the access and egress of
motor vehicles for commercial purposes to/from Erlton Road SW. Administration reviewed and
accepted the TIA.
The TIA indicated that with road and sidewalk improvements anticipated at the first development
the surrounding road network will be able to support the proposed development. The anticipated
road and sidewalk improvements include the following:

•

a new traffic signal at Erlton Road SW and 25 Avenue SW;

•

new sidewalks along Erlton Road SW;

•

road reconfigurations and traffic calming measures along Erlton Road SW, 25 Avenue SW
and the private road (previously 24 Avenue SW); and,

•

traffic control signal timing adjustments and minor modification to the lanes configuration
at the intersection of Macleod Trail and 25 Avenue SW.

A pedestrian connection is expected between the Erlton LRT Station, the subject site and the
larger community of Erlton via a pedestrian overpass over Macleod Trail S. Prior developments in
the community of Erlton have contributed funds to a pedestrian bridge. At the first development
permit application, the Applicant shall contribute to the cost of the pedestrian bridge.
Since Administration accepted the TIA in 2014 April, the Lindsay Park and Erlton Community
Associations requested the termination of the legally closed portion of 24 Avenue SW (now a
private road) in a cul-de-sac where it intersects with Erlton Road SW. The purpose of the proposed
changes to the private road is to implement traffic calming measures to deter short- cutting
through the community (see APPENDIX IV).
As the impact of these proposed road changes on the traffic flow in the community has not been
reviewed as part of the TIA and may result in issues with the flow of delivery and service vehicles,
Administration did not include the proposed road changes as part of the ARP Amendment or DC
District. Although the Applicant is not in support of these proposed road changes, a further review
may be undertaken at the development permit stage to determine the viability of the changes.
[…]
September 6, 2014
Gian-Carlo Carra
Calgary City Councillor, Ward 9
c/o Office of the Councillors PO Box 2100, Stn ‘M’ Mail Code #8001A Calgary, AB T2P 2M5
Dear Gian-Carlo:
During our meeting on July 14th, you mentioned the need to write you a formal letter in which the Erlton
Traffic Committee outlined its requests/concerns with respect to traffic issues in Erlton South. As
requested, here is the formal letter.
The following five points are issues that we would like to be addressed:
1) The original Erlton ARP recommends closing off the Avenues (i.e. 27th Ave., 28th Ave., etc.). Can the
City investigate this possibility as a way of mitigating the current and worsening traffic issues?
2) What is the current situation in terms of shortcutting on 27th Ave. and 28th Ave.? The TIA for Anthem’s
development does not consider South Erlton. Can the City gather data on current traffic volumes on
Erlton St and 27th Avenue and 28th Avenue and utilize the data in the TIA to determine shortcutting
levels once the Anthem Project is fully built? As discussed during our July 14th meeting, we are concerned
about the Anthem project’s impacts on shortcutting and require additional data to fully understand the
traffic impacts of the Anthem Project on Erlton South.

3) When is the appropriate time to discuss potential traffic calming measures in South Erlton and
particularly on Erlton St? What measures could the City undertake?
4) The ECA wishes to have preliminary and informal discussions about the potential impact of traffic
changes expected to be associated with the full Anthem proposal (Phases 1 and 2) in the near future (i.e.
before the DP is filed) in order to become more informed and therefore make better input. We do not
wish to wait for the formal DP and the associated Open House process to engage with Anthem, because
at that time opinions tend to become more entrenched and there may be fewer options open for
discussion. Would it be possible for your office to arrange an informal meeting, probably in midSeptember, with the ECA, LPCA, the City’s transportation group and Anthem?
We believe such a meeting requires a good sized “model” of the area so as to discuss details. Three
important considerations will be: a) the layout of “Main Street” and what traffic calming/shortcutting
consideration might be appropriate for that area to avoid significantly increasing short-cutting traffic in
other parts of North Elton; b) whether traffic lights at Erlton Rd and 25th Avenue will improve or worsen
traffic flow; and c) what the exact layout of the modified Macleod/25th Ave intersection should look like:
we believe the east-bound right-hand land on 25th Ave. needs to be better set up in order to minimize
delays (which result in short-cutting through Erlton St).
5) You have also heard some of our members suggesting the LRT line at Macleod Trail becomes
“synchronized” with green lights on Macleod in order to shorten delays to east/westbound traffic at the
intersection. We believe that modification might have a major positive impact on the traffic at the
intersection (and at 25th Ave and Erlton Rd once the development is in place) without causing significant
disruption to the LRT operating schedule. Could you request the City reviews this suggestion?
Sincerely,
Jeremy Yawney
Gordon Laird
Anita Dennis
Geoff Granville

