Serving Country Hills, Country Hills Village, Coventry Hills, Harvest Hills and Panorama Hills

FTAO: Jessica Siriphokham
Planning, Development & Assessment
Mail code #8076
P.O. Box 2100, Station M,
Calgary, AB Canada T2P 2M5
July 22nd, 2016
Dear Ms. Siriphokham and Members of the Calgary Planning Commission (CPC)
Re: The Northern Hills Community Association’s Response to the Final Amended Outline Plan for
Application LOC2015-0102 (1450 Harvest Hills Dr NE / Harvest Hills Golf Course Redevelopment)
The Northern Hills Community Association (NHCA) have reviewed the final amended application by
QuantumPlace on behalf of Cedarglen Homes to re-develop the Harvest Hills Golf Course, which was
submitted in response to the shortcomings which remained unaddressed from the previously amended
plan. We have found that many items in the City of Calgary’s second Detailed Team Review (DTR), and
outlined in our own responses (see Appendix 4), still persist in this third, and final plan and still do not
meet the requirements of the Municipal Development Plan.
The NHCA has been informed that the Planning Department intends to recommend this application to
CPC, but that the City Administration will be pointing out many items of non-compliance with City
policies (conditions) that must first be met; this is wholly necessary due to the developer’s refusal to
really consider, let alone address, several of the City’s and community’s concerns, as outlined in
Appendices 1 and 2.
We would like to state that we have been very disappointed with this whole process. In the beginning,
we were assured that the developer had come to the residents “without a plan” and would work with
the community to get the best outcome for everyone. From our perspective, this has not happened.
Since becoming President on April 16th, 2015, the applicant has not contacted or met with Rick Lundy,
as the official representative of the Community Association Board of Directors, and so no engagement,
nor discussions about this plan or its successive revisions have taken place with the primary community
stakeholder and representative (see Appendix 1). We feel that the applicant has focused primarily on
the needs of the homebuilder and project viability (a.k.a. profit), rather than what will be best for the
long term community viability; this was indeed stated in their initial submission, “…project viability is the
main driving force behind the formulation of the plan.” (Page 1, Executive Summary, The Parks of
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Harvest Hills, QuantumPlace Developments Ltd.). We feel the applicants have been very adept in
circumventing the requests of the community and Administration wherever possible, and if this proposal
goes through as is, we are concerned we, and the City, will have to deal with the very same issues again
at Subdivision and DP stage.
In addition, hearing from several individuals from various departments of City Administration feeling
that they are under pressure to approve large development plans regardless of whether or not it is a
good plan, in order to meet the all-consuming mantra of “density, density, density” from above, without
actually meeting all the other requirements of a “complete community” or developers even addressing
all of Administration’s concerns, let alone the community’s, is really beyond belief (see Appendices 1, 2).
There should also be specific procedures that both developers and City staff must follow in terms of
community engagement. This is patently not happening (see Appendix 1). This is indicative of a much
larger, systemic problem, feeds our belief that the system is indeed broken, and should frankly be a
matter of alarm to all levels of management within City Hall.
We feel there are many, many reasons why this plan is not ready to come before CPC and should be
rejected or sent back for amendments at this stage. In the interest of brevity, however, the largest of the
shortcomings in this plan can be condensed into the following, and are expanded upon in the
appendices.
1. TRANSIT & TRAFFIC
The developer states that “The proposed land use concept will result in a transit supportive
community.” and, “Areas in and around the site in Harvest Hills are currently well served by Calgary
Transit”. We beg to differ. The mere existence of bus stops and a bus route does not equate to
“well served”, and we have been informed that despite the additional proposed stops on the
developer’s plans, and a minimum proposed increase in the dwelling count of Harvest Hills by 28%
(compared to the 2015 Municipal Census), Calgary Transit has no plans to increase either the
routing or frequency of current routes, so the problems Harvest Hills currently has with transit will
only be exacerbated by this development (see Appendix 2.2.2, for detail).
The NHCA has spent the past decade lobbying our politicians that the existing Northern Hills
communities in the Calgary North ASP were badly designed and not developed to be self-sustainable,
resulting in residents spending a great deal of time in our cars for daily needs (see Appendices 2, 4, 5,
6). This development is not even close to being within a TOD zone for either of the Green Line
stations proposed for the Northern Hills communities (see Appendices 2.2.2, 3.1), and will only
increase the amount of vehicular traffic in this area. The developer’s own TIA states that Coventry
Blvd, one of the main junctions from Coventry Hills onto Country Hills Blvd, is currently a D Level of
Service, right on the cusp of the 0.90 City threshold without factoring in any additional development,
and will fail by 2029; this was also based on incorrect, lower numbers (see Appendices 2.2.3, 3.1).
2. AMENITIES/INFRASTRUCTURE
Had this been an older community with an ARP, the developer would have been required to provide
community enhancements or at least a fund with which to do so. The Northern Hills area is
particularly deficient in outdoor recreational amenities to meet the needs of the population, and has
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almost no available community space in which to schedule programming or even hold a simple
birthday party (see Appendices 2.2.1, 4.1, 5). Apart from the addition of (now three) tennis courts on
MR land, and a few “exercise stations”, which were put in as the developer was not willing to provide
a plan which allowed for the build of anything the community requested (see Appendices 1.2, 2),
absolutely nothing has been given back to the community. Where are these “…new amenities
accessible to both new residents and existing residents of the community.” (Page 1, Executive
Summary, The Parks of Harvest Hills, QuantumPlace Developments Ltd.) that they will be giving back
to the community? Instead, we already have lost a well used, community amenity which served as a
mini-NAC, meeting space (the clubhouse) and valuable recreational space (publicly accessible and
very affordable golf course open to all ages) which, despite what the applicant would like you to
think, was actually available to non-golfers to use for recreational needs (Appendices 2.2.1, 4.1, 5).
This is on top of the transit (see Appendix 2.2.2) and recreational needs (see Appendix 2.2.1); and the
Provincial infrastructure which is also sorely lacking in this area: schools, and healthcare facilities
(included in Appendices 4, 5).
3. WETLANDS and WILDLIFE
The developer states that there are three constructed “irrigation ponds” on the site. These manmade wetlands were a focal point of the golf course which is home to many species of flora and
fauna. These man-made wetlands should be protected under the new Provincial wetlands
legislation (Alberta Wetland Policy, 2015) until the Province has investigated them. We take issue
with the fact it appears the applicant has done the bare minimum in terms of site visits for fauna
observation counts (see Appendix 3.3), at the completely wrong time of year for a seasonal wetland
area, and that it appears the new landowners have not maintained the wetland water levels, as
outlined in the developer’s own contracted Biophysical Impact Assessment of May 2015 (Section
6.2.3, page 11).
4. REPORTS
We are not confident of the conclusions drawn by several of the submitted reports, in some cases
due to issues with the way these studies were implemented or the results interpreted, as outlined in
Appendix 3. Unfortunately, despite asking for these reports since September 2015 (see Appendix
4.1 inclusion, page 25), they were only finally made available to the Community Association on July
14th, a mere 8 days ago and during the height of the summer vacation period; this has essentially
nullified our ability to access registered specialists of our own to provide professional, analytical
assessment.
5. LACK OF A NAC
The developer has chosen not to allow for a Neighbourhood Activity Centre (NAC), and we have been
informed they have also refused to allow the inclusion of a DC zoned area as requested by the NHCA
and City Administration, so that they could accommodate a NAC, daycare, community space, or
anything else the community residents desperately need (see Appendices 1, 2, 3 and 4, 5, and the
City’s own DTRs). This is wholly unacceptable and totally against the City’s own MDP / Complete
Communities policies. NACs are meant to be walkable amenities. Stating that this is not required
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because people can access commercial areas in Stoney Industrial or Country Hills Village (obviously
by car, as the transit is inadequate, see Appendices 2.2.2, 3.1, 4.1), is not acceptable.
6. PROXIMITY TO A DANGEROUS GOODS SIDING
Residents of Harvest Hills raised concerns about the increased use of the adjacent rail siding both
for noise, and as a dangerous goods siding dating back to at least 2013. CP Rail said the rail lines
were there long before the community was built and the noise is the result of normal 24/7
operations. Although not technically a “rail yard”, shunting and temporary storage of many
hazardous and potentially fatal chemicals on a dangerous goods siding only 87m away from the
proposed new residences is not ideal, especially in the wake of Lac Mégantic and Bonnybrook; 90%
of America’s chlorine moves through there, and it is a concern that the City is considering putting the
safety of multi-family developments at risk; even the Mayor has stated that regulations should be in
place to mitigate this risk (see Appendix 3.2).
In conclusion, it is unfathomable that the City of Calgary is considering adding thousands more people to
the Calgary North ASP area, without the supporting amenities and services, in the hope more housing
will make it a “complete community”. Adding 28% (minimum, see Appendix 2.2.3) more dwellings,
without an associated “neighbourhood-scale centre providing opportunities for residential intensification
and local jobs, retail, services and civic activities” (NAC; MDP, 3.3.4 Neighbourhood Activity Centres),
when the community still has no public school, let alone many other amenities, nor adequate transit for
them to access these outside their community, does not “complete” a community nor “support the
revitalization of local communities by adding population and a mix of commercial and service uses.”
(MDP, 3.5.1 [c] General – Developed Residential Area Policies / Land Use Policies). We do not see how
this development will improve the quality of life or improve our community in any way.
Sincerely,

Rick Lundy
President

David Hartwick
1st Vice President

On Behalf of the Board of the Northern Hills Community Association
CC:
Northern Hills Councillors:
Cllr Jim Stevenson (W3), Cllr Sean Chu (W4)
Other Members of Council:
Mayor Naheed Nenshi, Cllr Ward Sutherland (W1), Cllr Joe Magliocca (W2), Cllr Ray Jones (W5), Cllr
Richard Pootmans (W6), Cllr Druh Farrell (W7), Cllr Evan Woolley (W8), Cllr Andre Chabot (W10), Cllr
Brian Pincott (W11), Cllr Shane Keating (W12), Cllr Diane Colley-Urquhart (W13), Cllr Peter Demong
(W14)
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APPENDIX 1: COMMUNITY “ENGAGEMENT” – A FLAWED
PROCESS
1.1 City Engagement Process
Most of the public-facing engagement has been in terms of telling the residents what is going to happen,
rather than allowing them to have input into what they would like to see happen. However, this is a flaw
in the “Open House” method of engagement in general, and not a flaw of this particular file.
In terms of the surveys done and availability of the file manager to speak to residents, this has been
good. However, despite the best efforts of the file manager, Ms. Siriphokham, to ensure the CA’s views
were heard by the developer after the developer stopped communicating with the CA (see 1.2, below),
it appears that some other members of the City Administration have an entirely different agenda and
feel the MDP is “open to interpretation”, or are feeling pressured to push for things or make
compromises both the community and City really doesn’t want, in order to press ahead with this file
regardless (see Appendix 2.1).
We, and the residents in the CAG, were frankly shocked to be invited to discuss our issues with the
applicant at a City facilitated meeting at Vivo, a meeting to which we had been invited to send in
advance a list of topics we wanted to discuss and which we duly prepared, to then be told at the
meeting by one of the leads on this file that we were not allowed to discuss almost all of our issues! The
only topics of discussion allowed were those in which the applicant had something to add, or of little to
no consequence (like what kind of exercise equipment would be going into the “linear parks” a.k.a.
buffer areas). We came prepared to discuss important issues such as:






NAC / walkability
Lack of suitable and useable recreational space
Traffic issues, including parking
Green spaces: buffer not as promised, removal of trees with no promise to keep any at all
Density changes

We were told, as an opening to the meeting where we were invited to discuss these issues, that “not all
things are on the table”, “regardless of the City’s recommendation, there is a chance that the plan will be
approved”, and that despite the fact the City also wanted to decrease the density in this proposal, the
developer has certain fundamentals (profit margins) they need to meet, and so they are not going to
decrease the density. If this is “engagement” by the City, then frankly it is wholly pointless and a
waste of everyone’s time.

1.2 Applicant-Initiated Engagement Process
The NHCA was initially given the impression by the developer that they would work with the Community
Association and residents to formulate a plan that was in the best interests of the community as a whole
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(see Appendix 1.3). However, the community engagement has been lacking in one form or another right
from the start of this process. We should have known, after the bungled “letter-drop”, when the
applicant used the small, dining room area of the actual golf course clubhouse for their open Q&A
sessions, that this group was not putting consideration of the existing community as their top priority,
but we were naïve.
In retrospect, we feel that not only were the community misled in terms of the engagement process we
could expect, but many in the community feel that much of the community’s feedback has been either
ignored or misrepresented.
Although Quantum Place Developments initially meant well, with a series of workshops, in which the
community were presented with variations of prepared community designs to comment on,
unfortunately, the developers appear to have picked out only the feedback that aligned with their
original intentions and which best suited their plans. It was then a handful of residents who were chosen
by the developers to give feedback regularly through the CAG. We (perhaps again naïvely) expected the
developer to work with all the community stakeholders to come up with a development that was in the
best interests of the community, and work on revisions to that plan in light of community feedback. We
expected them to engage with the NHCA directly, as a primary stakeholder, and incorporate our
feedback into their revisions. Instead, we feel that they have focused primarily on project viability (a.k.a.
profit), rather than what will be best for the long term community viability; this was indeed stated in
their initial submission, “…project viability is the main driving force behind the formulation of the plan.”
(Page 1, Executive Summary, The Parks of Harvest Hills, QuantumPlace Developments Ltd.).
Our main issues with the engagement process this application has had are:
a) The residents bordering the golf course in Harvest Hills were informed of this development via
letters stuck in their garage doors (see Appendix 1.3); however, this was better than Coventry
Hills residents bordering the golf course who were not even informed by the developer, and to
date still have not been.
b) The NHCA was approached about this development after some of the residents had already
complained to the NHCA about receiving the above letters, at the urging of the Ward 3
Councillor’s office.
c) The November 2014 “engagement sessions” were a disaster. They were held in the club house
at the golf course (due to lack of alternative community spaces, which is one of our continuing
concerns), badly planned and inevitably ended up being a crush of hundreds of people trying to
pack into the first evening session, with lots of questions to which the developer had no
answers. This was definitely not “community consultation”.
d) The January 2015 “workshops” were really the first time the residents had a chance to ask
questions about the development. The developer came forward with several options of a plan
“for illustration purposes only”, but which were only variations of the plans that were then
submitted to the City; this, and their unwillingness to make the changes the community and City
has asked for, leads us to believe the developer was not entirely truthful when they said they
didn’t have a plan to begin with.
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e) The NHCA and community tried to work with the developer in the beginning, but when it
became apparent that only those community opinions/wishes that coincided with or supported
the developer’s own plans were being considered by the developer, the NHCA sent a long list of
issues and concerns to the City in response to the initial plans. After this, the developer did not
contact us to discuss any amendments that would make the plan more amenable to the
residents, and cursorily dismissed our concerns.
Since becoming President on April 16th, 2015, the applicant has not contacted or met with Rick
Lundy, as the official representative of the Community Association Board of Directors, and so no
engagement, nor discussions about this plan or its successive revisions have taken place with a
primary community stakeholder and representative (the NHCA). It took the NHCA pointing out
to the City Administration that the applicants had not engaged with or contacted the
community association since the initial stages and us asking the file manager to set up a meeting
with the developer in order for us to be heard, except even then we weren’t. At this meeting,
despite many, many items still outstanding from the City’s own second DTR, we were told by
one of the City’s planning team that the major concerns we had (see list above, in Appendix 1.1)
would not even be “on the table” at this meeting, and by the applicants that the plan was too far
ahead to contemplate any changes. On leaving the meeting, we felt there really was zero point
to it, except for the applicant to be able to add it to the number of times they could tell CPC they
had “engaged with” the community.
f)

The NHCA initially tried to explain to the residents that having a commercial area within the plan
would be a good idea, as




It would contribute to the overall density of the plan, reducing the density required for
the multi-family lots, which they were all opposed to.
It would give them a NAC, to replace the community gathering space which had been
provided by the golf course clubhouse.
It could be tailored to fill in the gaps in the community services – a childcare facility,
doctor’s offices, etc.

However, it was brought to our attention by members of the CAG that the applicant had been
quite persuasive in letting them think there would be nothing they could do to prevent
undesirable retailers from setting up in that area. We felt this was wrong and brought this to
their attention. The applicant made a point of stating that Cedarglen “weren’t commercial
developers”.
This is not development planning and “engagement” in the best interests of the community as we
understand it.

1.3 Communications from the Applicant
Items delivered in October (see 1.3.1 and 1.3.2, below) to Harvest Hills residents bordering the golf
course were stuck in garage doors and under door mats, with no guarantee of delivery. This included
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residents who lived across the road from the golf course. Some residents did not know about this letter
drop until days afterwards, as their letter had blown away in the wind.
This was however better than no communication at all received by the Coventry Hills residents, who
share an ASP, who are also only separated from the golf course by a road, and upon whom this
proposed development on the other side of the road will also have a great effect.
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1.3.1 LETTER FROM CEDARGLEN HOMES
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1.3.2 QUANTUMPLACE DEVELOPMENTS LTD “QUESTION & ANSWERS” SHEET
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APPENDIX 2: OUTSTANDING ISSUES
2.1 Something’s Wrong at City Hall
Although we felt there were very few plan changes from what we heard during the “community
engagement” (see Appendix 1), it appears the residents were not alone, as the applicant was not
willing to make a lot of the changes that the City requested, either. This is despite the City
Administration having to back down and compromise the City’s own standards on several issues, purely
in order to move this particular file forward. We understand that “guidelines” are not “laws”, and there
has to be some give and take, but there is something very wrong with the whole process wherein one
developer/homebuilder can use profitability as an excuse for not making changes, but the City is not
allowed to look at the same situation and call them on it when it is obvious that the development will
remain highly profitable even with the City’s recommended changes. If everyone is not subject to the
same rules and guidelines, why even have them?
In addition, hearing several individuals from various departments of City Administration saying that they
are all feeling under pressure “from above” to just accept all externally, developer-sourced technical
reports, almost regardless of the conclusions drawn, as long as they have “an official stamp”, and that
budgetary constraints mean the City Administration cannot repeat too many independent verifications
of reports, is at the very least disheartening. To also hear they are under pressure to approve the larger
developments regardless of whether or not it is a good plan, and whether or not the developer is willing
to compromise with the City and make the requested changes, or in some cases simply deign to even
address the City’s concerns, all in order to meet the all-consuming mantra of “density, density, density”
from above, without actually meeting all the other requirements of a “complete community”, or the
MDP, is really beyond belief. This is indicative of a much larger, systemic problem within
Administration, and feeds our belief that the system is truly broken.
From the NHCA’s perspective, City Administration should be allowed, indeed required, to be completely
impartial and non-political. City planners should not be telling CA representatives that as long as a
developer answers approximately 2/3 of the City’s requirements, regardless of whether these are major
or minor considerations, that the developer is pretty much “good to go”. If this is really how it works,
then why does the City even include these requests in their DTRs? Administration should be able to
demand that not only the letter of the MDP (the bylaws), but also the overall guiding vision of the MDP,
and the community ASP (or ARP where applicable), are followed. They should also be the impartial party
that is helping CAs (who are community volunteers, not planning specialists) work with the developers
to make their community better, through good, reasonable, community consultations and true dialogue,
ensuring that the developer doesn’t just push through their ideas regardless of what the community
wants, by calling a few community open houses and meetings “consultation” when it is obvious they are
totally unwilling from day one to make concessions to the residents unless the residents echo their own
plans, regardless of what they say publicly.
All of this is patently not happening and should frankly be a matter of alarm to all levels of management
within City Hall.
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2.2 Overview of Community Concerns
From the beginning, the NHCA has been concerned that this development will do nothing beneficial for
the community of Harvest Hills, or the larger area as a whole, and has been concerned that this
development does not really meet the requirements of the MDP in many ways (see Appendix 4). Many
of our concerns, and those of the City Administration, have not been adequately addressed. There are
many, many concerns with this plan. However, the main issues we have had since the beginning still
remain:
a) Lack of amenities (see 2.2.1)
b) Inadequate transit = increase in traffic (see 2.2.2, 2.2.3.1)
c) The huge reduction in green space and lack of retention of mature urban forest canopy
The City, the NHCA and the developer’s own contractor for the Biophysical Impact Assessment have all
urged for the retention of as many trees as possible. However, the developer has clearly stated that they
do not think that they will be able to retain the trees, even though it appears to be a requirement of the
MDP.
In as much as the City Parks Department feels that the addition of M-R and HOA land to this
development actually increases the “available” green space available to residents as it was previously
private, and the implication is it was therefore inaccessible, this is untrue. Granted, you could not walk
your dog or play soccer on the golf course, but it was publicly accessible, even if you didn’t play golf, and
a large area of visible, greenspace area will now be lost to this community.
d) Large increase in density in a non-TOD area (see 2.2.2.2, 2.2.3)
e) The lack of a NAC (see 2.2.1)
f)

Buffer widths

Originally buffers were not allocated between all of the original properties and the proposed, despite
promises by the developers to do so before Plan #1 was submitted. Now, at Plan #3, the buffers are still
a contentious issue as they are not a minimum of the 10.0m requested by both the City and CA, as the
developer feels that by making them HOA land, they are not required to adhere to Parks
recommendations or requirements.
One of the few items the developer conceded on was the addition of “activity centres” (adult gym
equipment) to 6 of the wider parts of the “linear parks” (buffer areas) on the island area. However,
merely adding a pathway in the remaining, narrow buffer areas does not resolve the original problems
of safety concerns for the remaining areas. Considering the current nefarious activity that takes place in
small, badly lit laneways and green spaces that border the golf course, and on the golf course itself now
that it is closed, these very narrow “linear parks”, which are essentially buffers, are going to be less
visible to CPS from the street and a cause for concern.
g) Cul-de-sacs
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Removal of cul-de-sacs has been an issue this developer was not willing to address from day one, as it
would reduce the number of lots they would be able to sell, despite the benefits it would bring to both
new and existing residents, and the fact it could help to preserve many of the existing, mature tree
stock.
h) Overhead power lines
Time and again the developer has refused to bury the power lines, despite the fact it will cause a
sightline issue for existing homeowners. There really is no reason this could not be achieved and the City
has repeatedly asked the applicant to do this.
i)

Large blocks of multi-residential

The developer has no intention of breaking up these large expanses of M-G & M-1 housing along the
northern and eastern boundaries of this property. This could easily be achieved with the addition of a
NAC, and by reducing the number of units by adding some R-2 between the parcels.

2.2.1 LACK OF AMENITIES
Had this been an older community with an ARP, the developer would have been required to provide
community enhancements or at least a fund with which to do so. This area is particularly deficient in
community space and recreational amenities to meet the needs of the population (see Appendix 4.1,
and Appendix 5).
Apart from the addition of (now three) tennis courts, which were put in as the developer was not willing
to provide a plan which allowed enough land to give the community adequate MR zoning in one place to
build either:


A desperately needed regulation 90 ft baseball diamond specifically requested by the
community, and Centennial Baseball. This baseball organization is desperate for a regulation
sized facility in the North Central area to meet the growing needs of our growing communities,
and have approached the NHCA in the past with the offer to fundraise for the supporting
infrastructure if only some land could be found; or



Soccer fields, to support the community’s large soccer playing population (we have 1,100-1,400
kids in our own grassroots, outdoor soccer program every year, and several other local clubs use
our fields),

absolutely nothing has been given back to the community in exchange for the loss of a community
amenity (the clubhouse) and valuable recreational space (publicly accessible and very affordable golf
course open to all ages).
Despite what the developer would like you to think, and the Parks department keeps saying, the golf
course was actually available to non-golfers to use for recreational needs. A prime example was the
Northern Hills CA seniors’ group, SPRY in the Hills, who used to walk around the golf course as part of
their summer walking club exercise regime (see Appendix 4.1).
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Other amenities particularly deficient in this area, and as detailed in the NHCA’s first response to this
application (see Appendix 4.1) include, but are definitely not limited to:


Community social/meeting space – Harvest Hills used to have the clubhouse at the golf course,
which acted as a kind of mini-NAC: restaurant, coffee shop, community meeting space and
more. Again, the SPRY in the Hills group used to meet there twice a month during the summer
for a special, discounted lunch.
The schools and spaces we do have elsewhere in the Northern Hills (Vivo and Harvest Hills
Alliance Church) are booked solid, and have no availability for new, community programming.
Affordable community space would also help provide somewhere for meetings, non-profit and
community group programs, birthday parties, weddings, etc.



Social, mental health outreach and immigrant services (as a direct result of lack of community
space)



Healthcare facilities: Family doctors’ offices, diagnostic services, emergency care



Childcare facilities



Schools: Harvest Hills doesn’t have a single public school – all the public school kids are bussed;
all the non-Catholic high school kids are bussed from all of the Northern Hills communities



Indoor rinks – there are only two to serve 58,000 people in the Northern Hills, and
approximately another 35,000 from communities within our catchment area (Kincora, Hidden
Valley, Evanston) despite the standard of 1 rink per 18,500 people determined in the 2006
Calgary Ice Arena Study (see Appendix 4.1 inclusion, page 7); Harvest Hills is not even
accommodated at Vivo for hockey on those rinks - these kids travel as far as Mount Pleasant.
The rest of the Northern Hills travels to Carstairs, Crossfield and Beiseker to meet the demand
for ice.



Sports programming/facilities: Vivo is at capacity; it has the largest catchment area and smallest
footprint in the city; it has no indoor field houses and Genesis in the NE and now even Genesis
Place in Airdrie (our fall-backs) are also at capacity, unable to accept any indoor sports
programming. Even with the addition of a new recreation facility in the NW, this will not
significantly decrease the visitors to Vivo: a report by Environics Analytics prepared for Vivo
shows that 81% of pass holders come from within a 5km radius. If anything, the facility will
become even more in demand once the communities to the north of us in Keystone Hills are
developed (Carrington / Livingston), which constitutes approximately 25% of their current
catchment area.

Some of the above could definitely be solved with the addition of a non-traditional NAC, which could
include community space, medical offices, childcare and a local coffee shop/restaurant. However, this
non-traditional retail space idea appears to have been completely missed both by the developer and the
City’s contracted appraisers in their commercial demand analyses (see Appendix 3). In our opinion, the
developer was never intending to build a NAC anyway, as they stated verbally that the owners were not
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commercial builders and not in the business of commercial leasing, and appear to have done much to
dissuade the residents on the CAG from properly exploring the options commercial zoning.

2.2.2 ISSUES WITH TRANSIT = INCREASED TRAFFIC
2.2.2.1 Routing and Frequency
The routing and frequencies of the buses in Harvest Hills have long been an issue for the NHCA, and as
we stated in each of our responses, we do not see how to get to the nearest supermarket, which is only
a 5 minutes’ drive away, that



a 27-minute transit trip (which involves 25 minutes walking and is the shortest timed trip),
or if you are unable to walk any distance, the shortest walking option involves a trip of over an
hour and 3 different buses,

promotes transit use (see Appendix 4.1 inclusion, page 16, for details). We have expressed these issues
so many times to various people from the City (to our Councillors, various people in Calgary Transit, our
CRCs [now NPCs], via 3-1-1, at any transit feedback events for the green line, etc.) over the years, but
nothing has changed to improve this. One
City Transit staff member even told us that
they had done a survey in Harvest Hills to
see if the routing was adequate in order to
address our concerns, but had only asked
the people already using the #88 bus…

So, we did a quick community survey at
the recent Harvest Hills Golf Course
Redevelopment project information
session, from 2-8pm on July 20th at
Harvest Hills Alliance Church (the full
survey to date can be viewed in Appendix
6), and this is the rough data that supports
what we have been saying all these years:
Almost everyone in Harvest Hills drives.
The 4th column in the first section shows
the blue dots (and a few yellow and green,
as we ran out of blue early on in the
survey) of Harvest Hills residents.
The 4th column in the second section
indicates “DRIVE” in answer to “What is
your main method of travel WITHIN the
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community?” Even the people who chose the other options, such as “walk” or “bike”, did so as a
multiple choice with both walking and driving, as they stated it depended where they were
going.
Is it because they just want to drive? Maybe, but look at the following maps and see what
doesn’t match up:
(a) Transit routes from the TIA
(upper left).
The Transit frequency, even of
the buses that Harvest Hills does
have, is abysmal. We have been
informed that Transit did not
see the need to increase the
frequency, because the
ridership was not high enough.

(b) Map of where residents said
they regularly went for shopping
(lower left).
The community does their daily
needs shopping mainly at the
area’s core (where the City and
original community developers
obviously intended them to), in
Country Hills Village. Only the
#430 goes near there. For
anyone who can’t walk to get
the #430 (limited frequency), a
resident would have to take the
#88 (30 minute frequency) to a
stop that links up with the #301
on Harvest Hills Blvd to
Northpointe, then take another
bus that links along Country Hills
Blvd (like the #430). To get to
Superstore (near Northpointe)
or Coventry Centre, only the #88
and #301 would be required.
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(c) Map of where
residents said they
regularly went for health
& social services (upper
left)
Many residents have to
travel out of the area to
access health services,
whether that be a family
doctor (many family
doctors in our area won’t
take on patients with
chronic needs), or
specialist needs.

(d) Map of where
residents said they went
for sports & leisure (lower
left)
Many residents access
Vivo, but the nearest offleash park is off
Beddington Trail. Many of
the residents surveyed
used to golf at Harvest
Hills (which is why they
chose to live in the area)
and now either travel
elsewhere to golf 9 holes
or say they just don’t
participate in active
leisure any more.

The mismatch is that the available transit doesn’t take the residents from where they live to where
they want (and were designed) to go!
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2.2.2.2 This is Not a TOD Area
Despite the applicant’s best efforts at trying to infer this is a TOD area, well-served by transit, it just isn’t.
Due to the design of the Northern Hills communities, walkability is a huge issue. There are not enough
cut-throughs between the cul-de-sacs to allow people to take a direct route through the community (the
“as the bird flies” method), and the buses are so infrequent and of a peculiar routing that it encourages
driving everywhere.
Granted, some areas of Harvest Hills definitely are in a TOD walk zone, and once the green line
eventually reaches Northpointe, those with easy access to the 96th Ave station will be well served not
only for commuting downtown, but for going north to the main commercial area designed to meet their
daily needs. Currently however, even those close to the #301 stops at Harvest Oak Gate and the park
and ride at Harvest Hills Alliance Church (96th Ave) struggle to catch the #301 at peak times. Why?
Because it is not just standing room only, but FULL before it even reaches them. This has long been an
issue in our communities, and is one of the driving forces behind our support for the green line LRT.
Adding more BRT buses is also not an option. Cllr. Stevenson has long advocated for more buses on this
#301 route, and we did get a few more in recent years, which the residents gladly filled to capacity
again. However, Transit informs us that the Centre Street corridor is now at capacity and no more
buses can be added to this route. Hence the green line.

2.2.2.3 Even More Issues with Traffic
Despite the shortcomings we found with the TIA (see Appendix 3.1), we were wholly surprised to see
that the City Administration had recommended this development was approved, despite the fact that
the TIA showed that proceeding with the development of the golf course, even to the lower densities
outlined by the applicant in the first plan, would cause the Coventry Blvd / Country Hills Blvd junction
to fail by 2029.
As discussed in Appendix 2.2.3.2, the NHCA is concerned that despite the developer’s proposed
intentions to only build 716 units, despite the City’s own request for the developer to lower the density,
this could be increased between re-zoning and DP stages, to the maximum requested density allowed by
the zoning categories requested to 936 units, and well beyond that if secondary suites are implemented.
This is a major concern because current transit capacities, frequencies and routes are not adequate to
service this site: the #88 doesn’t take people where they want to go, and the #301 at peak hours is
already full before it even gets to the Harvest Oak Gate stop. In addition, Transit has acknowledged that
there is no more capacity for more #301s on the Centre Street corridor, so adding more BRT is not an
option.
In as much as the NHCA is happy that Country Hills Blvd will be widened to accommodate the increase in
traffic, we do wonder who will be responsible for the widening of the bridge between the proposed site
and the already widened area of Country Hills Blvd to the east, and when this will take place? It would
not be advantageous to the already anticipated worsening traffic situation stated in the TIA to have a
choke point where the road bottlenecks at the bridge for the foreseeable future.
NHCA Response to Final, Amended Development Proposal LOC2015-0102 (Harvest Hills Golf Course)

Page 21

In addition, it is worthy of note that in the current ASP, under Factors Influencing Development, Map #6
states, “A maximum population of 20,000 in Calgary North can be accommodated by the Deerfoot Trail
and upgraded Memorial Drive route.” (Calgary North Area Phase 1 ASP, 2005 Office Consolidation, Map
6, page 16). We are now at 31,000 in this ASP area, and are not aware of any further upgrades having
been completed to accommodate the growing population. Is this why Deerfoot Trail is at crush point in
the peak hours for commuters from this area?

2.2.3 DENSITY
2.2.3.1 Driving More Residents to Drive
We understand Calgary needs to grow up and not out. We understand Calgarians don’t want to pay ever
increasing tax bills and the easiest solution is to build where the services and amenities already are, to
maximize the yield from that infrastructure. We get it; if Harvest Hills, or even the greater Northern Hills
area had adequate community, educational and social infrastructure in place already, this would be a
very different response from the NHCA.
The question that should be asked is: “Is this proposed development bringing in the missing pieces and
improving the community?”
Unfortunately, the answer is no, for all the reasons listed above and in our responses to this
development plan (see Appendix 4). The lack of amenities, transit, schools, and indeed, even a basic,
walkable NAC that could have a desperately needed childcare facility, a doctor’s office, or even a local,
community gathering place (café/restaurant to replace the clubhouse), will drive these new residents into
their cars, the same as the current residents.

2.2.3.2 Density Cap
In addition, we are very concerned that there is a proposed change to increase the density beyond what
was already covered in the ASP, to a minimum average of 20 units per gross developable hectare, but
with no maximum cap. We are not totally averse to change and increasing density, in the right
circumstances: had this been a TOD area next to the proposed 96th Ave green line station, or in the
middle of a MAC, we could understand the request for this change. However, the Harvest Hills golf
course is neither of these things, and the NHCA is concerned that despite the developer’s proposed
intentions as per their final Outline Plan to only build 716 units on these lands:


This has in fact increased in successive versions, despite the City’s own repeated requests for
the developer to lower the density (DTR 1, General Comments items 6 and 4.5.1; DTR 2, 4.5.1:
states that there should be a maximum of 17 units per hectare [7 units per acre] in any
individual sub-cell), as per the current ASP. Currently, at 716 units, this small sub-cell, if
approved, will already have a density of over 27 units per hectare, in a non-TOD area.
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This could be increased between re-zoning and DP stages, to the maximum requested density
allowed by the current zoning categories requested, to 936 units, bringing it up to a density of
over 35.5 units per hectare.



Beyond that, there is also now R-1s zoning proposed, which could add another 145 units to this
total, bringing it to 1081 units, equivalent to over 41 units per hectare.

These are a major concern because:


This is not a TOD area, and the current transit capacities and routes are not adequate to
service this site. Calgary Transit has NO plans to increase either frequency or routes to service
this area.

 The #88 doesn’t take people where they want to go.
 The #301 at peak hours is already full before it even gets to the Harvest Oak Gate stop.
 Transit has acknowledged that there is no more capacity for more #301s on the Centre
Street corridor, so adding more BRT is not an option.

 The MDP states that land use decisions should be linked to transit. If this is the case,
these higher density land uses, with no improved transit service in the foreseeable
future, should be denied.


Even if the initial build out is only 716 units, these numbers do not take into account the
secondary suite designation of the single family homes (SFH) that will be built in this area, which
were not accounted for in the TIA (see Appendix 3.1), which already states that this
development will cause the Coventry Blvd NE/Country Hills Blvd junction to fail by 2029.

2.2.4 ARCHITECTURAL CONTROLS
It has come to our attention that there is no limit to the heights of the SFH in the R2 area. The intention of
like-to-like progression of the zoning in this plan was to prevent current residents from being
overshadowed by any adjacent new homes being built. We would request that all R2 is required to be
submitted to the NHCA at DP stage, to ensure this intention is met.
We have also noted that there is no mention of architectural controls in the ASP amendments. We would
like to request that the detailed design of the residences in the proposed development are required to
closely reflect the architectural style of the current residences surrounding this development, and all plans
not only come to the NHCA at DP stage, but that the community are actively involved in helping to form
the design of the subdivision areas, not just “consulted”, as the community consultation to date has not
been that great (see Appendix 1).
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APPENDIX 3: OUR CONCERNS WITH THE TECHNICAL
REPORTS
The NHCA requested several times that the technical, impact assessment reports be provided to them,
right from the very first iteration of the plans, as we wanted to ensure that local knowledge was
considered and passed on, especially in terms of traffic hot spots, fauna on the golf course, and
community needs for the proposed NAC area. However, these were only finally supplied to us as
recently as 8 (eight) days ago. Community associations are manned primarily by community volunteers,
and as diverse and dedicated as those volunteers are, 8 days is really not sufficient time, especially
during the summer vacation period, for even the most dedicated CA board to enlist the help of
professional, technically qualified experts to review the reports. However, from a non-technically
certified standpoint, there are still several obvious issues with some of the basic assumptions,
methodologies and/or conclusions drawn in these reports, as outlined below.

3.1 Transportation Impact Assessment (TIA)
Despite all of the issues below, which we feel reduced the predicted volume of anticipated traffic, this
report still showed that one of the main junctions out of Coventry Hills would fail by 2029 and another,
main junction within the Northern Hills communities would be seriously degraded. Yet, the City
Administration has still recommended this development for approval, which concerns us greatly.
The main issues with this report are:
a) One of the main arterial exits from Harvest Hills, and the Northern Hills in general, the exit onto
Beddington Trail from Harvest Hills Blvd was not considered.
This is a huge choke point already, and was actually noted as being so in the NHCA’s response to
the developer’s initial submitted plan (see Appendix 4.1).
b) The Harvest Oak Gate / Harvest Hills Blvd junction was not considered for traffic data collection.
As this is next to the only school at all in Harvest Hills (Ascension of Our Lord K-9 CCSD), it gets
quite a lot of traffic, especially on cold mornings, as parents drop off their kids on their way to
work.
* Note: Item 2 in the Notes section of the Forecasting Request Documentation Summary Form
can easily be explained by a combination of (b), above, and people trying to avoid the wait at
the Harvest Hills Blvd/96th Ave left turn junction.
c) The transit review added the #301 as an accessible BRT service to this development.



Nowhere in this development is even close to being within a walk zone (600 m) for the
#301.
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In order to access the #301, a resident would have to first catch one of the half-hourly
#88 buses to Harvest Oak Gate, then cross Harvest Hills Blvd and walk to the closest
#301 stop, then if it’s at peak times, wait as several buses go past because:



Calgary Transit is fully aware that the current #301 service is at capacity and unable to
be expanded. Peak time buses are full at Northpointe, before they even reach Harvest
Hills, and Transit themselves have stated that there is no more capacity on the Centre
Street Corridor for any more buses; hence the desperation for the green line in the
north.

d) The numbers used for calculating trip generation in this proposed development in the TIA were
flawed. If even only half of the R1-s homes decide to put in secondary suites, this will add a
further 73 units to this development, bringing it to 789, which is already 15% above the original
688 units presented to be assessed for the TIA report. The addition of extra units to maximum
zoning (see Appendix 2.2.3.2), plus the secondary suites at 50% utilization would bring the total
number of units to 1009, 47% above the 688 units presented for this assessment, and 180
more units than even the 20% above 688 that was already added by the developer “to allow
for any revisions in the site plan” (TIA, Section 3.2 Trip Generation, page 16). This also does not
take into account any increases in density the developer may propose at the Development
Permit stage.
In addition, the predicted population numbers in the City’s own Forecasting Toolbox
(http://www.calgary.ca/Transportation/TP/Pages/Planning/Forecasting/ForecastingToolbox.aspx) reports show the Harvest Hills population as declining from 7,455 in 2006 to 6,788
in 2029, when it has in fact been increasing in recent years, albeit slowly. It already stood at
7,593 in the 2015 municipal census.
In tandem with this is the concern that these population toolbox figures somehow calculated a
decrease in population, despite the large anticipated increase in job numbers over the same
period (as was shown in the toolbox documents) due to Aurora Business Park, Stoney Industrial
and surrounding other commercial and light industrial areas, not forgetting the airport
expansion.
We sincerely hope that the upcoming Keystone Hills populations (another 30,000 to start with in
Carrington & Livingston) and their need to access our community for amenities such as Vivo
were factored into this calculation at the Country Hills Blvd/Harvest Hills Blvd junction and on
96th Avenue.
e) We feel that the shortcutting aspect of commuters using the new development road to easily
access 96th Ave from Country Hills Blvd has been greatly underestimated. Once Stoney
Industrial, Aurora Business Park and the developments east of Coventry Hills / north of Country
Hills Blvd have been built out, and once the 96th Ave/Airport Trail tunnel actually joins up
directly with a major road, short-cutting will increase.
We cannot see how a proposal to extend the curbs in one section (Harvest Park Drive / Harvest
Hills Drive) will possibly stop the short-cutting, and both we and the City have already requested
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the addition of at least pedestrian crossing lights at minimum, especially as there are two
presumed activity nodes alongside the proposed main road; this has been denied by the
applicant.

3.2 Surface Transportation Noise Policy Assessment (STNPA)
Residents of Harvest Hills raised concerns about the increased use of the adjacent rail siding both for
noise, and as a dangerous goods siding, dating back to at least 2013. CP Rail said the rail lines were there
long before the community was built and the noise is the result of normal 24/7 operations.
Spokesperson Ed Greenberg stated: “From our railway's initial review this appears to be normal 24/7 rail
operations taking place as our company responds to the shipping requirements of our customers,
including those located in Calgary".
Although not technically a “rail yard”, shunting on a dangerous goods siding only 87m away from the
proposed new residences is not ideal, especially in the wake of Lac Mégantic and Bonnybrook; 90% of
America’s chlorine moves through there, and it is a concern that the City is considering putting the
safety of multi-family developments at risk; even the Mayor has stated that regulations should be in
place to mitigate this risk. (http://www.theglobeandmail.com/news/politics/mayors-want-to-weigh-inon-federal-rail-safety-overhaul-after-lac-megantic-crash/article13491513/;
http://www.cbc.ca/news/canada/calgary/train-derailment-near-downtown-calgary-raises-concerns1.1702052).
Questions we have about the STNPA:
a) This was carried out only for pass-bys, not during a period when trains entered the siding and
shunting took place, and only measured 4 pass-bys, not the 5 recommended in the guidelines
(see Best Practices, GUIDELINES for New Development in Proximity to Railway Operations,
Prepared for the Federation of Canadian Municipalities and the Railway Association of Canada,
May 2013, FCM/RAC Proximity Initiative, Dialog). Even without this, the report concluded that
predicted noise levels would exceed the City’s own recommendations. With this in mind,
consider how much further the noise levels would be exceeded when shunting is taking place,
often within the early hours of the morning (see http://calgary.ctvnews.ca/residents-rally-toreduce-rail-noise-1.1482789), which CP Rail considers “normal operations”, and which is
proposed to increase.
b) The proposed ASP changes we were supplied have suggested sound attenuation walls be
avoided, despite the STNPA stating that “the predicted noise levels exceed the City of Calgary
Design Noise Level of 65 dBA L10 (Peak Hour) at some of the modeled locations within the
proposed residential area. Therefore noise barriers at the south side of Country Hills Blvd NE with
heights of 1.8m to 2,8m have been recommended to meet the DNL within a 20 year projected
traffic horizon.” (STNPA, Executive Summary).
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Why? There has already been a sound attenuation wall constructed on the north side of Country
Hills Blvd, for the residents of Coventry Hills who border this main arterial corridor, and with the
introduction of a new junction opposite Coventry Blvd NE, and the predicted increased traffic
along this stretch (see TIA which states this junction will fail by 2029), it makes sense for the
developer to have to put in this sound attenuation at the beginning, rather than the Calgary
taxpayer after the fact, once it becomes obvious it should have been built at the beginning. This
is especially pertinent if the developer continues to refuse to consider a NAC at the northwest
corner of the development.

3.3 Biophysical Impact Assessment (BIA)
The developer has already alluded to the fact that most of the trees were unable to be preserved in
Shawnee, and stated in their response to the City DTR and NHCA response that they may “need” to do
the same on the Harvest Hills site. The City itself has put much time, effort and taxpayer dollars into
creating the BiodiverCity strategic plan for ecosystem conservation. With the destruction of the Nose
Creek Valley wildlife corridor due to the development of Stoney Industrial and Aurora Business Park,
plus the development north of Country Hills Blvd., removal of yet more habitat should be discouraged.
That said, if the BIA report had read as if it been completed with even a hint of trying to do more than
the absolute bare minimum, at a suitable time of year for a seasonal wetlands area, and observations of
the fauna the residents have captured regularly (see 3.3.1, below) had been listed in their report, we
would have stood by it. However, we feel there are several issues with the report that should be
addressed before this application is allowed to continue further:
a) Section 2.2: “Due to the area being an existing disturbance, used as a golf course, no rare plants
occur; therefore, a rare plant survey was not required.”
How can Corvidae ECI possibly know that no rare plants from the Nose Creek Valley (adjacent)
have seeded onto the subject site without doing a survey? We accept that in the main it is
mowed grass, it being a golf course, but there are several stands of trees and “roughs” that are
allowed to grow without disturbance.
b) Section 5: The Federal and Provincial Regulatory Approvals section of this report does not take
into account the Alberta Wetland Policy, approved June 2015, which actually also applies to
man-made wetlands, not just natural wetlands, as stated in this report. We accept that this
report was written in May 2015, prior to the acceptance of the new Provincial policy, but it
should nevertheless apply and we are certain the company would have been aware of this
impending legislation which affects its own industry. The man-made wetlands on the golf course
therefore should be protected under this legislation. Until the Province has investigated these
constructed wetlands, they should remain undisturbed and acceptably maintained.
c) Section 6.2: As the golf course is a seasonal wetlands area, the surveys should have been done
during the active spring-summer season, not the day after light snowfall in Calgary, when night
time temperatures were still around freezing. Furthermore, having observed a pair of horned
grebe at one of the wetlands ponds despite the weather, this should not have been summarily
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dismissed as a migratory stop over. This observation of a likely mating pair of a species (which
the report itself states are listed as being “special concern”) should have in itself triggered
further site visits to determine the likelihood of this.
d) Section 6.2.3: This is an example of the bare minimum being done, that we are not impressed
with. Only two visits were made to the site to survey. Of these, only one amphibian survey was
completed, on April 15th. Despite the report stating that:


“ESRD guidelines typically recommend three site visits to confirm presence/not
detected”; and



“Note that no individuals detected in one site visit does not mean that amphibians do
not/cannot occur there. Surface water conditions can vary from year to year and some
amphibian species are sensitive to precipitation events to trigger breeding activity.”;
and



“The presence of boreal chorus frogs nearby shows that they do occur in proximity to
the golf course.”

This is crucial as the following (taken from the BIA report) were noted as residing within 5km of
the project site on FWIMS:

Why was the assessment not done in May, once the weather had improved and there was likely
to be evidence of breeding activity? Stating that there was “limited” potential breeding habitat
doesn’t mean there is no potential breeding habitat and we would like to request that the
guidelines are followed properly and CPC request that at least three site visits are done and
recorded before any conclusions are drawn regarding whether or not any sensitive or at risk
species either live in the site area, or close enough that they are likely to be disturbed by the
development of this site.
e) Section 6.2.3: We would like to further request that the wetlands are properly maintained, at
least until they are assessed by the Province. Since the new landowners took over, as it appears
they have not been monitoring the water levels, as outlined in this report: “On April 21 both
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irrigation pond #1 (pond nearest to the clubhouse) and irrigation pond #3 (the large pond in the
NW corner of the golf course) had lower water levels than during the April 15 survey, with water
levels at least 30 cm lower. These types of fluctuations in the water level create low habitat
suitability for amphibians.”
Until the new landowners took control of the land, these wetland ponds were maintained
carefully, and the water levels did not fluctuate at noted in this report, and the vegetation
around these ponds was lush, making the habitat very suitable for wildlife. We are not confident
amphibians would indeed have been present on the day of the amphibian survey, it not being of
a suitable temperature yet, but if the water levels are maintained as they should have been
during the application process for this site through active stewardship, as stated in the Alberta
Wetlands Policy, we wonder if birds or other animals may return to breed as they have in years
past.
f)

7.1.2.1. The report states that the presence of magpies and crows would deter migratory
species from nesting, yet residents assure us that Canada Geese and ducks breed each year by
the golf course wetlands (see 3.3.1, below).

3.3.1 EMAILS AND PHOTOS FROM RESIDENTS RE: WILDLIFE ON THE GOLF COURSE
Residents have been upset by the implication in the report that the golf course does not present as a
suitable habitat for a range of resident and migratory wildlife and therefore some have sent the NHCA
an abundance of photos taken over the past couple of years. We also received an email stating concern
over the disturbance of the Canada Geese breeding site.
It appears that at least one owl has been resident there for several years, there is a porcupine, and that
Canada geese and ducks return each year to breed by the wetlands. The photos/emails we received
both last year and in the past week have been inserted here.
Email addresses of residents, contact information and text not pertinent to this application have been
blacked out for privacy as we are aware this document will form part of the public record. If members of
CPC or Council would like to see any of the original files intact, they should contact the NHCA directly via
the President, Rick Lundy: president@northernhills.ab.ca and Vice-President, David Hartwick:
advocacy@northernhills.ab.ca or contact the NHCA office on 403-226-6422.
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a) JDirom-LetterOfCorncern-22Jul2016.pdf

Concerns with Harvest Hills Development and Wildlife Studies
Jeremey Dirom <Jeremey.Dirom@gov.ab.ca>
To: "Moraig McCabe (NHCA)" <moraig.mccabe@northernhills.ab.ca>

22 July 2016 at 09:56

Moraig,
Thanks for taking the time to talk to me a listen to my concerns at the open house this past week. I am
extremely concerned that corners have been cut with this development application that will ultimately be
detrimental to the community as a whole.
It is my understanding from what I have read that there has only been wildlife study conducted on Harvest
Hills Golf course, which indicated that there are only magpies on crows on the course. As a resident on
Harvest Grove Close, I will attest to that information is inaccurate, and that there are in fact a great deal
more wildlife that resides in that area than note. First there is an owl in which the course is a part of its
territory. It commonly utilizes the trees behind my house as a perch, and is regularly heard and seen. I
have sent photos of the owl when seen during the day, as he operates mostly nocturnally which is not
conducive to photographs at those times.
I am also concerned that no mention of the porcupine in the area is made. Again porcupines are
nocturnal animals, and therefore difficult to photograph. I can attest that he has raided vegetable gardens,
and has been seen in our back yard late at night. However, I have been unable to track him as he retreats
to the golf course which I cannot enter, and often he is scurrying off due to dogs barking at his presence.
Further to the above concerns is that of the Canadian Geese that have been nesting on the golf course.
In discussions through my work with Alberta Fish and Wildlife (as the site in which I work has nesting
geese) they have advised that geese have natural homing instincts, which bring them back every year to
the site in which they have previously laid eggs. We were also informed by Alberta Environment and Park
that the ‘Canada Goose’ is a federally protected species and as such they cannot be removed once they
have nested. In terms of our own site the process of removal takes approximately three years, and in
which we are assisted by Alberta Fish and Wildlife in the case of extremely aggressive birds.
There are also water fowl including ducks and heron that can be found on the course. I can attest to
having baby rabbits, ducks, skunks, as recent as this year, as well as in years past. Again I am very
concerned that there have been no further wildlife studies, and that these rare and protected animals are
put at risk.
I am willing to make a statement to these facts on record, and this email may be used however needed or
be used as an attachment if needed.
Thank you again for taking the time to hear this concern.

Regards,
Jeremey Dirom
(403)9227585
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b) EWahl-deer-2015.pdf
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c) JDirom-Owl-22Apr2016.jpg
J Dirom <jdpaininc@gmail.com> 22 April 2016 at 21:12
To: Ray Crockett <ray.crockett17@gmail.com>
Cc: Brent Rathgeber <brentrat@telusplanet.net>, Candice Duplessis <candypants@telus.net>, David
Hartwick <advocacy@northernhills.ab.ca>, Kim Macintosh <kimhud@shaw.ca>, Marjorie Aucoin
<marj123@shaw.ca>, Mark Seland
<mark.a.seland@gmail.com>, Moraig McCabe <moomccabe@googlemail.com>, Scott Blaney
<scottblaney@shaw.ca>,
Stuart Cantrill <stuart.cantrill@investorsgroup.com>
I have attached some Owl photos from tonight. Wide shot shows the owl in the tree next to the clubhouse.
Other is directly behind my home, the other is a telephoto of the bird close up in the same position as the
wide.
Anyways sorry for the reply to the minutes, figured best way to get everyone that probably should get it.
I won't be at the meeting tomorrow, but I think tweeting these images, and quoting the "magpie" report
might be an idea.
Also utilizing the images to request that the city require the builder complete another study of the wildlife,
as their initial
report does not account for the nesting geese, as well as the owl, the porcupine (still tracking it).
If the don't start when push comes to shove, make it a bigger deal.
Anyways have to run to work.
Cheers JD
owl2.
jpg
owl3.
jpg
owl.jpg
[Quoted text hidden]
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d) BRathberger-porcupine-22Apr2016.pdf
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e) MAucoin-Ducklings-20Jul2016.pdf
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f)

JDirom-CanadaGeese-20Jul2016.pdf
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g) MAucoin-Owlet-20Jul2016.pdf
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h) MAucoin-Deer-20Jul2016.pdf
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i)

MAucoin-Owl-20Jul2016.pdf
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j)

Photos of birds on the golf course, brought in by R. Crockett, 20 July, 2016.
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3.4 Commercial Demand Analysis
The NHCA is glad to see that the City requested a peer review of the original commercial demand
analysis submitted by the developer, as we have many of the same issues as the IBI Group had. With
that in mind, however, we have the following comments to make about the scope and therefore
conclusions reached:
a) The scope in the peer review again concentrated mainly on whether there was a demand for
traditional retail services (Section 1.3, IBI Group Report, page 1). The NHCA has several times
asked that unlike a traditional NAC, walkable, community services be introduced into the NAC
area. This could include childcare, health services, social services, or even a community meeting
space, to meet the needs of our communities. Yes, a local coffee shop or restaurant could be
introduced, to replace the clubhouse which acted as both a community meeting space and local
restaurant and coffee shop, but we also desperately need community infrastructure and
services (see Appendices 2.2.1, 4.1, 5). The NHCA even informed the developer of an
opportunity to contact a healthcare provider and healthcare developer whom the Creating
Space for Strength Committee (see Appendix 5) and NHCA had been working with, one who is
desperate for space in the community for family doctors to lease, the other who is desperate for
land to build on to create such a space.
There is nothing in either review that looks at the actual viability of a childcare centre, a
preschool, an affordable community space (for meetings, Scouts/Guides, or even simply
birthday parties), a coffee shop/family restaurant to replace the clubhouse, or as suggested, a
medical establishment, which both the community and the local PCN has asked for. All of this
could be achieved by simply zoning the northwest corner as DC, rather than just residential MG or M-1.
b) The section on projected retail demand (Section 4, IBI Group Report, page 6) states, “On the
other hand, the two employment centres being developed adjacent to Harvest Hills may bring
additional spending into the area. The effects of which on demand have not been considered.”,
yet it still concludes that despite there being, “no major deficiency within the trade area.
However, it is also an undistinguished retail landscape with opportunity for modest addition of
alternative offerings.” We did ask why then the effects of the employment centres had not
been considered, but we understand from the next paragraph that this is because it would
require, “a much more rigorous analysis by type and attribute of retail category which is beyond
the scope of this review”. IBI do then go on to say it is “beyond… the City’s ability to dictate
specific commercial uses.”
This is incorrect. The City is clearly able to dictate specific uses via a DC zoning, and was willing
to do so.
c) Why, if the peer review states that the site the City requested be developed into a NAC, “would
be considered one of the prime locations for convenience goods within a 3 km radius.”, did the

NHCA Response to Final, Amended Development Proposal LOC2015-0102 (Harvest Hills Golf Course)

Page 42

City Administration not insist on a NAC? We sincerely hope this will be one of many conditions
attached to their approval.
d) IBI state that: “given the exposure of The District to traffic entering and leaving the community
and proximity of existing convenience outlets within walking distance, the economic viability of a
new retail node could be questionable.” The District is on top of a steep hill and a resident would
need to travel along the side of a main, arterial road (where the speed of traffic is generally
beyond the 70 km/h posted), walking or cycling over the railway and creek bridges, and then
along the dirt track (it is only paved as far as the golf course and on the bridges) up the same hill
that causes traffic issues in winter. This doesn’t even require local knowledge, as it can be easily
viewed using the satellite view in GoogleMaps™. This is in no way easily walkable, nor even
necessarily safe for cyclists in some spots, so not really a viable alternative unless one is driving.

NHCA Response to Final, Amended Development Proposal LOC2015-0102 (Harvest Hills Golf Course)

Page 43

APPENDIX 4: THE NHCA’S RESPONSE DOCUMENTS
4.1 Response to Original Outline Plan for Application LOC2015-0102 (1450 Harvest
Hills Dr NE / Harvest Hills Golf Course Redevelopment)
Please insert file: OfficialresponsetoLOC2015-0102.pdf
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4.2 Response to Amended Outline Plan
Please insert file: OfficialresponsetoAMENDED-LOC2015-0102.pdf
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4.3 Response to Proposed ASP Amendments
Please insert file: HHGC-ASP_amendments-NHCA_comments-20Jul2016-colourscan.pdf
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APPENDIX 5: CREATING SPACE FOR STRENGTH – A
FORGOTTEN COMMUNITY IN NEED
Since 2010 our community has been working with multiple other agencies and levels of government to
try to address the needs of the Northern Hills and surrounding communities. The initial Creating Space
for Strength reports (including the NHCA Youth Council’s video report) can be found at:
http://www.northernhills.ab.ca/advocacy-planning-creating-space/the-creating-space-project/
A draft copy of a report we prepared to present to Ministers in December 2015 is included here. We
didn’t get to present it, but it contains all the pertinent information as to the lack of amenities in our
communities and is an update to the original Creating Space for Strength report.

Please insert file: CS4S - Provision of Vital Services for the Northern Hills and Surrounding Communities Phase II Framework Document-DRAFTFINAL-15Dec2014.pdf
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APPENDIX 6: COMMUNITY SURVEY RESULTS FROM 20 TH
JULY, 2016, INFORMATION SESSION
The following are photographs of the community survey performed at the 20th July, 2016, Project
Information Session, at which the NHCA had a table.
The premise was to use different coloured dots for each community, to see how people traveled around
the Northern Hills, and where they went, in addition to whether they were members of the community
association, and what leisure or sports activities they would like to have in their neighbourhood.
Unfortunately, we ran out of blue dots during the session, so asked Harvest Hills residents to use
coloured marker pens (blue, navy, black, pink and lilac). Unfortunately, a few slipped through and ended
up using green or yellow dots (see column 4, section 1), and some residents didn’t proceed beyond the
third or fourth section, but in the main the picture is clear in terms of travel and locations residents visit
regularly.

The questions asked were:
ARE YOU A RESIDENT OF THE NORTHERN HILLS? PLEASE TAKE PART IN OUR SURVEY:
Section One (choice grid):
1. Which community do you live in?
(Please use the provided coloured dots to make your selections and help us analyse this survey)
 COUNTRY HILLS
 COUNTRY HILLS VILLAGE
 COVENTRY HILLS
 HARVEST HILLS
 PANORAMA HILLS
Section Two (choice grid):
PLEASE SELECT ALL THAT APPLY:
Options were:






WALK
BIKE
BUS/TRANSIT
DRIVE
OTHER

2. How do you get around?
3. What is your main method of travel WITHIN the community?
4. What is your main method of travel OUTSIDE OF the community?
5. To go to work
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6. To go to school
7. To do daily needs shopping
8. To access healthcare
9. To access social services
10. To participate in sports or leisure activities
11. To participate in social activities
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Section Three (maps):
12. Please show on the map where you regularly go for daily needs shopping
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13. Please show on the map where you access health and/or social services

Section Four (choice grid):
Options were:






Resident’s Association (Northstar)
Homeowner’s Association
Community Association (NHCA)
Vivo
OTHER (Please use a sticky note to describe)

14. I am (or my family is) a member of:
15. I (or my family members) participate in programs or events run by:
Section Five (choice grid):
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Options were:









SOCCER FIELD
BASEBALL DIAMOND
TENNIS COURT
ICE RINK (outdoor)
ICE RINK (indoor)
PLAYGROUND
BASKETBALL COURT
OTHER (Please use a sticky note to describe)

16. What sports facilities do you use regularly?
17. What sports & leisure facilities do you have in your community?
18. What sports & leisure facilities would you like to have in your community?
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Section Six (maps):
19. Please show on the map where you regularly participate in sports/leisure activities WITHIN the
Northern Hills
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20. Please show on the map where you regularly participate in sports/leisure activities OUTSIDE the
Northern Hills
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