?

Bl

26773

Bibhiotheque nationale

National Library
" du Canada

of* Canada
»

l'*

. . - »
THESES CANADIENNES
SUR MICROFICHE

CANADIAN THESES
ON MICROFICHE |
) :

4
: [ . . 3 S, .
NAME OF AUTHOR NOM DE (*AUTEWR Nt LT AL NSV SN Td
- .‘ ‘. § oy, W ] D%
TITLE OF THESIS 7/7RE DE (A THESE 1 [ LA ANN ML C N NEw RES D7 "*& 44 Ny
0N Ay 0y - g o -
{ .
L N 1
UNIVERSITY  UNI VERSTE. _ 1L 1 A7 4 ‘
DEGRFX FOR WHICH THESIS WAS' PRESENTED | g AN
GRADf POUR LEQUEL CETTE MESE FUT PRESENTEE /V L . :
. g /’.> *.
YEAR THIS DEGREE CONFERREDMNN[E Q'OBH:'NT/ON DE CE GRADE _. / (WRs .
NAME OF SUPERV ISOR/NOM DU DIREC TEUR ‘DE THESE_ \. : M /)

{
- Permission 15 hereby granted to the NATIONAL LIBRARY OF
CANADA to microfilm this thesis and to lend or sell copies

of thg fitm,

- The author reServes otner publication rights and neither the_

» thekm nor extensrve extracts from it may be prmted or other-

3
St

wise reproduced wuthout the, author S written permlssmn

. ‘,/
o~ 7Y

L .///7J

L’autqr{satr’bn est, par /é'préseh“te.,nac'cprd:ée'a la BIBLIOfo‘ .
QUE NATIONALE DU CANADA de rr.ricr,.oli/.mer c_em}' thése et
de pre‘t_ér oy ‘&e vendré_ Jés ‘ek'émp/;/'(es' d’u film.

/.'autéur se résérve_b les az.jfresl;..droits de bub.Yj'cat/'On' nila
thése ni de /ongs extraits de ce//e-CI ne dorvent étre /mpr/més

ou autremen! reprMu;tswans / autonsauon écme de I aureur -

e /
 DATED<DATE o, [ € SIGNED/S/GNE '

Ll A ay g

PERMANENT ADDRESS/RESIDENCE F/XE

\

o

'-T




R ¥

\

THF UNIVERSITY OF ALBFRTA. \'\

' e

THE PLANNING OF NEW RESIDENTIAL AREAS IN CALGARY 1944-1973
2 R |

'l

N by o )
o : o . i ’ ’ .
S DONALD GEOKGE aARAsyn'(:::)

A

A THESIS
SUBMITTED TO THE FACULTY CF GRADUATE STUDIES AND(RESEARCH
IN PARTIAL FULFILMENT OF THE. REQUIREMENTS FCR THE DEGREE L

OF WASTER OF ARTS

DEPARTMENT "OF GEOGRAPHY .

- L N

© FDMONTCN, ALBERTA

o

. FAIL, 1975

03

1
T

A



¢ .

fiw‘Dété.}réi/kﬁ!}...;”Aa.//3

THL UNI VEFSITY OF ALB”R”A

FACUL“Y OF/GRADUATE STUDTES AND RESEAFCH

LW

_ &
The under51gned certlfy that ‘hey bavovread ¥
;nd recommend to the Facul*y of Graduate Studlee
:and' Research fer acceptarce, a the51s ent1+led
"The Plannlng of New‘Re51dent1al Areas in. Calgary
1944~ 107?" Submitted by DONALD GLORGE HARASY M ?ihj v

partial’ fulflllment of the requ1rements for +he )
dggrce of Master of Arts.'
. L
Superv1sor
S

:;

i)

- - . )
. P s
¢ ’-L 4"’ ( . .
\ [N
olbcoonlotnv t e ss e T e aes e



T R _ RESTRACT = -
IR ?"~~ T R : |
.1Ullt is, )ually assumed 'in' the~ llterature of urban‘

plannlng that loglcal and con51stent steps are followed Cin”
h,\.L K -, L T

the planninq process. In practlce, however, 1t 15 uell known‘jf

.)‘

that 'a ~ratiomal plannlng procedure does not always take]

. : K .*._ .
pl ace" e o M : R . SRR st ’ { !
¥ i ;

‘ P'study of orlglnal plann;ng documents ‘ony re51dent1al;“

1and : plannlng 1n the Clty of Calgary between gguu éndx'

4973‘ ccmbined Hlth fleld sdrveys ’of re51dent1al areas _::”

i \

planned and developed durﬁng the same perlod eveals that aﬁ,,4
) ) ar: 'l . .\‘

-

*; sequent1a1 plannlng procedure was. used at least some of the;

,0., s’

tlme Houever, at other tlmes 1ncons;stenc1es in the\pr0cess

are ev1dent

.Tn <tructur1ng the resldent1al enV1ronment of Calgary,
,two- des1gn concepts, the nelghbourhood unlt and the sector,l

Were applled The appllcatlon lof 3the nelghbourhood unlt

* ’ : -

éonoept began &n part as a result of ant1c1pat1ng needs andtu'
- deflnlng goals 'and , objectlves._'.Hellvplanned schools,ef

streets, parks,‘rand' shops were found to be needed but an;

-

e

‘}?evaIUation_ ‘of the plannlng process 1nd1cates. that the“.
~_',lo§:aition,““.51ze,-"‘ands'pacing of these faC111t1es were notp}f
alnays loglcally dec1ded upon;l It gas? dlscovered that,,
plannerc' xaluesb and preferences play an 1mportant role 1n-:

Foe LT
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..~ the planning process. : S e S S
L s ‘ L YN e e
. S L R
A Chahgé‘from_heighbdurhood;‘to- sector;’ size jplanninq v
uhits““was largely ﬁased . on pLarners' perceptlons of uhat' "
T : “ : L . ' )
o 'communlty fac111tles were: required The plapners,; in‘ 'H’“t, S

A,evaluatlcn, dec1ded that the larger sector could functlon as, ’MH

‘a “more Meffectlve communlty serv1ce area than the smaller.

~.nelghbourh006 unlt ThlS conclus1on was based more~ on the

& . - PN

planners"_ experxences . with'E’thev finadequacieé~ of the -~ &

nelghbourhood un1t than any cé;eful',fe~evalhation . of “the

"l

concept.
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INTECDUCTION

The planning process is a mechanism that seeks:

the decisions necessary to achi€ve a certain

~structure and form to the urban area that will

bring the «city alive for ,its residents as a

pleasant, rewarding, and ex01t1ng place in whlch'

to llve 1 ‘
" .

'p The variety of city -structdres and burban land use
7conflguratlons has always appealed to man s 1mag1nat10n, and

has. enccuraged h1m to seek explanatlons for their evolutlon.
1

One reuardlng approach to an understandlng of c1ty structurev

has been the study .of_'the plannlng process. Hlthln the

"‘plannlng process is- presumed a- sequence of actlons thus, an-

1

'i‘\explanatlon of phy51cal development 1s p0581hle 1£ the. stepSf

" 2 3. Brian Mcloughlin,’

1n the p;pnnlng 'sequence ;‘are nderstood ',and;o ‘their
consequences determlned . The followlng elabo;attbn fromf

hﬁcLoughlln clarlfles the process.

N
. . v [
o +

Toj_Satisfy changlng needs and uants, every 1nd1v1dual

'f[or grodpd i contlnually screenlng the-'environment tof

»3dlscover where changes are needed Once the deC1510n 1s madef -

-ﬂthat changes ,are prequlred,‘;lt. must be accepted that thes_sf

. . B ".;-
b o .

‘.ﬂ “F. Stuart Chapln Jr_' "FOUndatlons of Urban Plannlng,"V”

| un~‘werner 2.. Hirsch, (ed.), Urban Life and: Forn, Holt,;}}ft:%

‘Rinehart and Winston IncT New York, 1963, p. 2&5._-.

Urban and Reglona; Plann;ng quTQ,p
st ems Approach Faber and Faber, London, 1969, pp.»92-103.‘h



enuironment needsvrto.hbe Structured;‘:'StructUring ‘thev
'-'environment, though reguiresﬁ the -guidance7'provided“byv

.plarnlng, The flrst step ther, in. the plannlng process is to
scan the. env1ronment and dec1de to plan. Step two Aisp.the
“formulatlon of goals and the xdentlflcatlon of objectlves to'

R _
enable plannlng to have a meanlngful course of actlon. The

1
1

thlrd step 1n the plannlnq process 13’ the derlvatlom’ of

p0551ble courses of actlon to achleve the goals outllned 1nr~‘:"

',step two. Here, the plannerlplays the role of the spec1allst

,when he cuggests alternatlve courses of actlon based on fhis‘l‘ﬂ

IR

[experlenee and knowledge. The fOurth stage 1s to compare and'k

, evaluate :the range of alternatlves whlch has been developed~:'

"and then select one - alternatlve. Thls 1s followed by stepp

dflve, the taklng of d%tlon._slnce the env1ronment changes as

- and programmes " called .forﬂ*‘toa adapt ~'t§; changed

LI

vcirCumstances. Thls rev1eu ‘can lead to a re*evaluatlon of~

.alternatlves, courses of actlon, and 1f necessary, goals.;
, o o i . Besl T '*'t‘ .

[ "*

"‘Qtwln c1t1es of St. Paul and Hlnneapolls ;and Heyerson andf

“Banfleldl : 1nvestlgat10n of the selectlon of publlc hou51ng ff{i»-:"

,sltes in Chlcago are valuable examples where plannlng hast"fdj

S

O ’

1"f Alt;huler' study of the 1nterre1atlonsh1ps betveen thed

'u:‘tlme pa ses, a reV1ev and modlflcatlon of plannlng pollcles,”_nf"



-falternatlves, and dec1s1ons.

'deslgn are- ev1dent 'rDurlng the flrst perlod befor,

been studied as a process.3

In the broadest sense, the central focus of thls ‘thesis

is the plannlng process. Hore spe01f1cally, 1t is concerned

cHlth the plannlng process that has been followed 1n those

A
resldentlal areas of Calgary that have been developed durlnge

the last 25 years. it. is de51gned to descrlbe how o

re51dent1al plannlng goals were 1dent1f1ed, the alternatlve

' cources ‘cf actlon that were con51dered the de0151ons that:

"were made, and what occurred An the follow-through The last

decision was made, evaluatlon began thCh ‘ turn, -often

tproduced ; ‘neu' sequence‘f.with.:fab change‘“df_ goals,.’

N

7

.;$§t

,‘step 1s of partlcular 1mportance because, from the moment a"

From an earlysstage in the‘ thesls ,research : 1t s3‘

e _apparent that there have been changes 1n plannlng phllosophy

v o
19“8

the grldlron pattern was the norn. In the second phase, froma.rj”.is

‘in Calgary, wlth some rerevaluatlon by planners of th@lr:x
“;]goals and objectlves partlcularly_:wlth respect to “new o

‘,rres1dent1a1 development Four d1st1nct stages 1n re51dent1a1t"

H-i1908 to 1950 the ba51c gr1d1ron pattern contlnued *td';be;"

R

———— s e e

ff_Interest Colller 2 uacmlllan Ltd., London, 1955

-

3 . alan A, Altshuler, The C;tz Plann; ng’ Process, Cornelllffjfip'
NUnlver51ty Press, ‘Ithaca, N Y‘, 1965, and, - Hartln neyerson:f

- and ‘Edward C. Banfield, Politics, Pla pning, and gh_ Eubll ",j.a”f
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"-;1ncorporated most> of the nelghbourhood unlt pr1nc1ples but R

used 'butlvith’significant modificatidns, the most important

belng the 1nclu51on of curvellnear street de51gns, centrally'

i ;ocated SChOOlS' and ’parks,__and ‘nelghbourhood ’ shopplng
fCentres.b These . changes forecast the-exten=1ve use of theki
f nelghbourhood unlt concept durlng the next perlod, from 195&
C to 1963..Thls concept was- outllned by Clarence Perry in the
_19205 he deflned it as "that area whlch embraces all publlc
'tac111t1ec and condltlons requlred by the average famlly for.

its comfort and proper development w@thln the V1c1naty of\_

the} dwelllng e Central in Perry s mlnd was the developmentl'

of a hou=1ng env1ronment thch would support Vthe stablllty_
\ .~ .

- of the 1nd1v1dual and the famlly. To - achieve this ob;ectlve, .

e ¢

. Perry sugqested that new’ areas should be llmlted in 51ze and
luffocusoq : nn‘a 'centrally 1ocated elementary fschool 'in:

'Aadd1t1on,_each re51dent1al area or nelghbourhood un1t should

‘1.'.;;

‘ihave well—deflned boundar1es, adequate park Space.ieand

»

'jshopplng fac111t1es, and an 1nternal Street system that 1s[fs“7

;dsafe, attractlve, and structured to the ant1c1pated trafflcfff
.-fiflqw_patxernan"h

o in‘ﬂh. fourth perlod,, after 1963,‘ianotherf_dGSign““L'

‘-*concept [was; used' ‘lthgrf-sectof “Thelb sector ' conceptd N

G

w—— ——— —— e : . . . ) . ~

- ;45} Clarence A. Perry, Hou51ng forvt #the Hachlne Age,: Ruséeil,w
'G}Sage Foundatlon,‘Nev York 1939,. p 50 e T

P



‘ﬁas applieo“ovet ainnch‘lafqer plannlng  anea.v Rather ‘than
o4 nteringi onr'an elenentafyschool}vthe'sectOreis.ocganized'
.aronndea. sector‘icentte whiCh' usually contains ;a large
‘shoppiné centréft a high school high den51ty hou51ng,.and

communlty fac111t1es such as 11brar1es and health cllnlqs

£

EICm the use of all of these de51gn concepts, it can- be

[y ~

'1nferred that env1ronment has a controlllng 1nfluence ‘over.
hthej well-being of-c1ty re51dents.<chapln reflects this viewz"
' bv 1mpby1nq that effectlve plannlng will nake .ackcity‘ ac.
1._pleasant rewardlng, and exc1t1ng place 1n whlch to llve. It \_'
‘qoes? beyond he sccpe of this tﬁe51swto determlne whether
thlS qoal has been achleved in- Calgary's re51dent1al ‘areas;
'bntﬂ an understandlng af the plannlng process 1s a necessarynh B

step towards thlS end ) S

'METncbszfbsTubY"’
- The- the51s relles heav1ly on the mlnutes of the three :

plannlng bodles most*respon51ble for plannlng 1n the c1ty'
Alhe Town; Plannlng Comm1551on’ (19uu-1951),1 theﬁ Technlcal f‘f'
’ [Plann1nq7-Board ' thCh EXISted fron\;g51 to 1963 and the

'ieCalgary Hun101pal Plannlng COmm1551on whlch replaced iih‘

P

_aj5963 Other 1nformat10n sources 1ncluded the Clty Clerk' 'ltﬁt

.\-

' f"flles, the city Plannlng Departnent' S reports ~and flles,f?:1‘ _K

.

.fprov1nc1al plannlng laws,, munlcipal bylaws newspaperll'e



.7 S s

reports, air photographs, field surveys,. and interviews “Wwith’

land deve;opers and city officials. These”sources”yieided a

~ huge VOIUme- of detalled lnformatlon and made 1t 1mp0551ble.

dto consult a number of other sources that mlght also have
been pertlnent These 1nclude the c1ty council’ mlrutes,,the
minutes and  files of’-the Calgary, Reglonal ~ Planning

e

CommisSicn, and the City~Comnissioners' flles and mlnutes.

‘These scurces could ke considered when - future ’research is

undertaken on Calgary's re51dent1al plannlng

L]

One other dlfflculty vas encountered durlng the stﬂﬂy -

"

N

early cubd1v151on F;les could not be located It appears as"'_

;though these_ flles uere} e1ther~ mlSplaced or destroyed

po=51bly durrng one of th Clty planning_ Department's

frequent moves. As a resu}t prlmary data on 'the early

‘nelghbourhood _units. uas,fnotf avallable but, fortunately,hf

n

ﬁ’enough‘ related~ informationfiuasl obtalned from-'tnet‘C1ty3

'Clerk*s f11es 'to' prov1de ba51c understandlng ofjtne'u

plannlng thch occurred durlng the early years of thef-sﬁudy

7per106 S B

" LOUTLINE ',o'.Ff ‘simngl__'-[ L R

I R : . . . L LTl LE H“

"Tﬁe the51s opens in chapter one Hlth an outllne Sf the'

TR
! e

najor :events’ whlch led up to;_ ne*’ creatlon “”0f37fthéfffvf

e'v1nei§hb0urhood :un;t concept )»contlnues wlth an analy51s of_]ff-_"



S

the concept itself,,and”'concludee vith & ‘description . of
several :eiamples Qin various. parts of the worPd where the

neighhourhood idea was employed.

.with tbe"background"tto ~ the neighhourhood unlf
estahliéhed, the‘ diseuSSlonﬁ momes' on: to chapter two to'a
feQieg‘ ct. the"hlStorieal development of Calgary ' v1th_
emphaeief_on‘ those hfaetors» whlch have had _an 1nfluence onh'
r.residentialhplanning'principles. | | B

Chapter three 1% an eramlnatlon of the " first Ause fof?
nelghbourhood unit pr;nc1ples in the c1ty._In the perloda
19&8_to 195& rather than alloulng development _to contlnue
09 the well-estab}lshed grldlron‘ pattern of snbd1v151on,
_plannerc began to apply some nelghbourhood unit pr1n¢1ples.’
,One' re51dent1a1 area planned durlng thls perlod 1s examlnedﬁ

v _)

'1n detall

After 1954, plannlng prlnClpleS and procedures became

'much more well deflned .The development of plannlng controls'h‘v,;._.

1s recounmed 1n chapter four, whlle the re51dent1al plannlngp:’

experlenceb of the perlod from 1954 to 1963 1s studled-ln ;{ﬁi““-

RT . ' })

',chapter. flveu' Itt gas, durlng thlS perloda .that»'a;he'°
.pneighbburhood unlt eoncept sf_applled most fully The
1advantagee and dlsadvantages assoc1ated ulth 'Tuée?'arelrfvf

.

';analyzed and the ch;pter 1s then concluded u1th a case study"_f?

s fof one area developed durlng the perlod r<io15r"’

N
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In the petiod from '1963‘vto 1973, the emphasis in

planning was. placed on large-scale and compréhénsive
dévélopmen§$. ©In 'chépte;. six, the ~implementatioﬁ and

.

evoluticn of the sector ideéa is reviewed. .

TN




.CHAPTFR I

THE- NEIGHBOURHCCD UNIT CONCEPT = ITS

FOUNDATIONS AND EARLY APPLICATIONS

¢

To better-‘understand Sthe . evolution.'of  re51dent1al
'l_planninq pr1nc1ples in Calgary, it is necessary to beg}n by
trac1ng the - hlstorlcal development of tn; most lnfluentlal-
residential desrgn 1dea, the nelghbourhood unlt concept.
ThlS chapter, therefore,\opens wlth a brief . rev1eu| the
orlglns cf town plannlng and the nelghbourhood unit concept_
._follows Hlth a deScrlptlon of»Clarence'Perry's principles,
‘and concludes ulth some examples of the use of nelghbourhood
unit pr1nc1ples..By settlng the concept wlthln an hlstorlcar

context, and by prQV1d1ng 1llustrat10ns of 1t= appllcatlons,

a clearer perceptlon ofalts objectlves is pos=1ble.

_ HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT ;

‘The history” of7}cities-'is often ~.an account - of

:~overcrouding,-,'.exp101tat10n, poverty, 'slums, ' crrme,,

jsegreqation,_and other soc1a1 1lls.: The 'rapld grouth ff,”,'

“j:urban‘~areas, prlmarlly 51nce 1ndustrlallzat10n began 1n the
lé;elghteenth century, 1ncreased the nUmber Aof such problemsu.r

and -arouced a concern for thelr 1mpIOVement whlch led in -
R . . S o
@ g

t
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N . , : N
turn, to an interest in ‘city structure. 'Social problems
could be solved in part some suggested by controlllng the

size and dec1gn of citiesus ThlS movement to - improve' social_

cond1t1ons led to -the beginning of town plannlng as it is

2

known today the nelghbourhood unit contept Wwas a ‘'step in

this evclutlon. - : . ‘f ’

Erlefly,‘a nelghbourhood unit is the drawlng area of an

<

elementary school Major arterlals .or natural features form
clear bcundarles for each unit and, wlthln edch areag is a

distinct road- pattern which can contaln curved streetﬁ,
culs- de -sac,or crescents. Furthermore,‘.each nelghbourhood,
diltl contalns call required community fac1lit1es such ast"
centrally located parks and easily. acce551ble uelghbourhood.

shopc

For all - practical ' purposes, 4the‘,orlgln' of vthen-
‘_nelghbourhood unlt concept can be traced back to the Garden

Clty and Hampstead Garden Clgy at the turn of thls century
'Ebenezer" Howard' ‘ book Garden"Cities of Toworrow, ' -
1

| B
N L & .
s b

e

publlshed in 1902 was a. benchmark tn'»tneﬂ dévelopmentdﬁpfngl\



cultural chéracteriStibs_éf‘a town while, at the same time,

o

notion,

]

~

~town ‘plarning as it is'knovﬁ-today.rfin_thefbook,vHoward
suggesteqw>that big city growth be halted through the

. construction of new coumunities of -limited  area and

-

populaticn grouped around a centfai city. He was concerned
with fhe over - crowded Lcity and the unplanned tan, the:
disorganization éﬁd:pqvetty‘qﬁ community life, énd hei éiméd' 
a fundbﬁental /attack ét  the ‘prevailing laissez;faife'
- philcsorhy of uncpntrofiedig:oyth.z Béther thaﬁ ‘petmitting
peéple‘ to’ codtinue to siream.intO'oiefcrowaed cities like -
 Londdh; he'.reépmmended ;that.Agtofth .be‘~absorbed:fin-'new

satellite or- garden 'cities. Garden cities were not to be

e

1

uburbéforvpér{s of a parert city but each was _to be a’

distinct ‘civic unit with - its own -local government and

corporate life, possessing the  economic, ‘social,  and

connected to a centTal qity‘by‘ah' effiCiént"tfanspOrtatibn»

ExS
'P"."g Ve . B -

. One of the most -interesting ‘features . of Howard's

: I
0 é

.~ 1 EFbenezer -Howard, Garden Cities of Toworrow, Faber and = . .

- Faber, *Lcndon, . 1945 edition, originally. published in 1898 - .~
-under theftitle,of,Togq;gow;egLPQECeful_EAth‘;gjgegl.Eefor .;”3
2 C.B. Purdom, The Building of Satellite Towns, J.M. Dent, . |
~London, 1949, p. 31, - " - B R

3 ) '. -I-t.)-ig.' ;_’p.. 2‘[}. ) . .".v . v(..\‘

Tyt

a -

from the point of View of this thés%é,‘ vas the

division of ‘the -garden»fcit-‘yi/x}tof ,w,%"é’ﬁfc'h' with its own
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schools andxcommunitﬁdéacilities.9. The boundaries of the
‘ - ‘- . N . ’ .
wards. were ‘the major radial roads of the town. In this,

quarg éntieipetedlthe‘neighbourhood unit.s-

E Letchworth,‘beguh'in ﬂ903 and aesigned bf Raymohd Un§in'
and . Barrf Parker, and Weluyn'.Garden City (191§) were
:promoted iby Howard ané'ihéve proved to be cuccessful new
towns."Purdom'ébints oﬁf though that nelther town carrled
out. Houard's ward system.? The. plannlng empha31s at the tlme
stlll lay on the c1ty as a whole and not on the creatlon of

L4

communities ultHin c1tles. , Desp1te : thls fact, _ the‘

,re51dent1al areas of both garden c1t1es show de51gn featuresf_'

’ vhlch ‘Were later used exé'nslvely 1n_the nelghbourhood unit

c%rcept Ihese 1nclude the use of curved streets, culs-de-

sac, and easily access1ble open sPace.,

‘Hampstead Garden Suburb.(Figure,T)

In"1§C7,' a%fer- Letchworth Unwln and Parker de51gned-
.Hampsread_eGarden Suburh fnear' Lbndon.f"In  contrast 'o:
Lefcﬁworihhf Hampstead as 'vleued  17a bcoﬁmunlty Hlthln<]
Lenddnfardf.not _as:Tén:'lndependent satelllte town._ This‘
-Sépreeeﬂ;.is“centrel. to the nelghbourhood unlt concept.%"

9',.

.. % - J.D. Tetlou, "Sources of the NelghbourhOOd Idea,
Journal of the Town' Plannl_g ;nstltute, Vol.~ 45 p.-113

- April, 1959. - - B

s - Purdcm, _2_ c1t., p..uGB '

-
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-

.Hampstead was 1n1t1ated by the noted soc1al reformers, Canon
and Frrs. Barnett, upon 24¢ acres. »lt_= objectlve was ‘the
crearion of a settlement wlth soc1al fac111t1es- a‘%ommone

',Buildlng'and meetlng place (called Toynbeej'ﬂall) uhere

residents;'cf_ the nelghbourheod could come 1ogether for the

purp0cec _of )play,' education, ‘or - soc1ab111ty. iIﬁ.lQS?,

Rasmucsen descrlbgﬁ Hampstead s'"an 1deal suburh -vuichze
Jstlll tcday, is _one.'cf the' most successful examples of
.neigthurucod 'plaunihg;"l The‘ suburb does contaln most of_

.the elements suggested hy Perry 3 .specral street system,

communlty l faC111t1es such - as churches, a school :

‘irecreatlon centre, and a shopplnclcentre. Moreover,' all f
_ these fac111t1es are grouped to glve easy acce551b111ty to

1the res1dents '8 Unwin and Farker also used- thé superblock

‘”and, ,on.'a llmlted scale, the” contlnuous 1nner park 1nt

fHamp tead plannlng concepts used later by Steln and Hrlght_c'

N

,".

~in- thelr verslon of the nelghhourhood un1t ) o

‘ It 1s true that several nelghbourhood un1t pr1n01plesr'
g

vere‘ 1ncludedA,w1th1n the de51gn, hoveVer, om1551ons also

o

e lew1 Mumford, v"The Nelghbourhood and the Neighbourhocdf :

Unit Tcun: Plannlng Review, Vol. XXIV, 1953-195“, 260, F(“'

© T SWEL Rasmussen,,"Nelghhourh 0d Plannlng,ﬂ Zown 4P;ann1ng"i
77Rev1ew, vol. XXVII, 1956—1957 . 198. o T
- 1kid." » : :

”9l- Tewis Mumfcrd 1u "Introductlon," to C.5. Steln, Towardi,TfAA

- New Tcwns for Amerlca, MLI. T.,Press, Cambrldge,_ﬂass., 1957,
P 16 -' , : o . . -
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exist. Most notlceable is the lack of a dlstlnctlve boundary
for the COmmunlty and the absence of a unlfled road network

These- def;c1enc;es ‘way - have made.rlt .more difficult to
identify the' suhurb 'Nevertheiess, Hampstead is. rlghtly.

regarded as an 1mportant 1nf1uence on’ the evolutlon_,of the .

nelghbourhood unlt concept

‘The Neighbourhood Unit'Concept.?

-

o .

.ih‘ 1929 Clarence Perry outllned the nelghbourhood unlt .
‘as a guldlng concept and set mf prlnclples for plannlngf:

re31dent1al areas 10 He attrlbuted hlS 1deas on the codcept

1

to Ebenezer Houard and Raymond Unwin’in Britain and _[jfhédb»‘

| Unlted States to he communlty centre movement and landscapef_j_h

arch1tett~ Frederlck Law Olmsted _Thei commun1ty~_centre;7

movement, begun arOund the -turn of the century, 'vas'vah_‘:;v

attempt\ to encouraqe people to become 1nvolved 1n comnun1tyf~ |

e

& affalrs hy usmng the school as a meetlng and social centre.:{

Perry _uas_sa. part -of thls : ovement and 1ts 1nfluence 1sb

reflected 1n hls empha51s on the schodl as the focal p01ntff7h‘

.hof the nelghbourhood Freder1ck Lav 01msted de51gned Forestie_ .

_...»_...

10 clareuce ‘ Arthur,f Perry "The Nelghbourhood vnlt,"_'t

‘1-monograph .as part of "Nelghbourhood ‘and Comnunlty Plannlng,"'

- Begiopal survey.of New York and its Env1£ggs, Yol. III, New = .
- York: Ccmmlttee on Regional Plan ~of" New York - and Its

_Environs, 1929, reissued in Perry, Housing ﬁor the - ugchlg QT
f Ag ‘New: York Russell Sage Fcundatlon, 1939 Pe 50 :
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Hills Gardens, a New York suburb to whlch'Perfy gives credit
for many of hls 1deas. When Perry analyZed Forest HlllS 1nto‘;a

',1tc ecsentlal elements, he found that they constltuted the

main pr1nc1ples of hls 1dea1 nelghbourhood 11 f:”j 'ilo., o

Periy,.llke Howard was concefned about the poor llv1ng
condltlonc sof' b1g c1t1es. In New York where)?erry llved
idellnquency rates were hlgh re51dents were. 1solated, .a
heavy m19rat10n 'was 'occurrlng from central areas to the

'J'cuburbs, central area property value51 were decllnlng, fandﬁ'

' bllght was 1ncreasxng, Unllke Houard though, who' advocatede

ca’ halt tc c1ty grovth ano 1t= redlrectlon to_-neﬁ' satellltehj'xn

’ communltles,. Perry belleved reform could take place V1th1nf-i'v

ﬁthe4c1§y, hls approach belng the use of nelghbourhood unlts.ifp}p

To; have‘ pleasant, healthy re51dent1al x_areas,_efhe:

e empha51zed that the env1rons qgsthe house must be con51dered'¥:.ﬂf

¥ .

: ini add1t1on.ﬂ' the house and lot Land subd1v151on at the_hQ;ff

T é

ntlme,vthough was a haphazard process. Developers subd1v1ded s

i thelr parcels wlthout thought to the;r relatlonshlp to each;-g o

Ty

V’other g and often .31thout prov1dlng essentlal conmunityg,?‘i

-1nfa01lltles«such as parks,sshops, and schools.- To overcomel? vf;

"1a’,these dlfflcultles, ﬁérry recommended the neighbourhood unlt”nffﬁﬂ

.,as" a gu1de to organlzlng residentlal space and in: so d01ng,"_hli”



- specified.the;folioying six principlesElz

1.

T W

Size. A reSIdentlal' unit -development should

- .provide housing for-that population for which.

one elementary school is:ordinarily rfequired,

its actual area dependlng upon its populatlon '
'den51ty : , L .

Eoundarles. The unlt should be bounded on - all
sides by arterial streets sufflclently wide to .
facilitate its by-pa551ng,,-llgstead cof -

penetratlgn, by throuqh traff;c,

fInstltntipn sites.. 'Slfeé for the school and7 
. cther = institutions - ‘having  service ~'spheres'j-. -
fc01nC1dln§ with the limits of the unlt shouldf a

ke su1tably grouped ahout a central p01nt

.fccmmon. : f.v : EpER i L***;

-

5. ;ocal Shog - One or. more shopplng districts,:‘
'?ﬁadequate for “the- populatlon be .~ served, [

" ‘should ‘be laid out on.the c1rcunference of the : .

unit, - ‘preferably: Lat trafflc junctlons ‘and. L

‘adjacent to . similar dlstrlcts of adj01n1ng-:‘i.ﬂ~jﬂgfi

'lnelghbourhoods.v T - S - Sl

”atrafflc load, and the.street net as .a -whole

Open Spaces. A system of small: parks and -
~,recreat10n[_spaces, planned to meet the needs
cf the - part1cular nelghhourhood,' should be
'prov1ded ST . v o

. Internal §t;ee ng en Q, The unit- should be”7;-f':""
 ‘Frovided with a “special street . system,  each - . . .
element- belng proportioned to . its probable .. -

_eibelng de51gned -to- fac111tate cixculati°ﬂfffla]f?'
~ within the unit and to dlscourage its use by
ethrough trafflc._-; B T LI

L Flgure 2 111ustrates Perrv's pr1n01ples.-The populatlon

(approxlnately 5000) served by an elementary school sets the

efnelghbourhcodt‘scale.;fThe Msch9ol, centrally located,A

Y -‘_

Corel

Ibid., p SN

is



AREA IN OPEN DEVELOPMENT
 PREFERABLY 160 ACRES e» *
INANY CASE 1T SHOULD -~ .
, HOUSE ENOUGH PEOPLE TO -
* REQUIRE ONE ELEMENTARY -
.| 'SCHOOLe EXACT SHAPE -
~ NOT ESSENTIAL BUT BEST -
* WHEN'ALL SIDES ARE FAIRLY
- EQUIDISTANT FROM CENTER—"

"Pf.mm:avAT TQAFFIC _
| JUNCTIONS AND -~~~
PREFERABLY BUNCHED.

Tr:r‘(PEvlzc:'
- OFAREATO

" ONLY NEIGHBORHOOD =
_~INSTITUTIONS AT . |
" COMMUNITY CENTER:

' INTERIOR STREETS NOT WIDER. |
. THAN REQU’RED FOR SPEClFlC v

/N USE AND GIVING EASBY -
'ACCESS TO SHOPS

CCENTER (- )

y rML5;7W

. HIGHWAY

> -

~«—T0 ¢iVic cumsz K

TIA!’ F IC

SR ﬁ'rosysvr#‘:ss’ct'srez, ~. ARTElalAL : ST'Z-EFT

Junc-rlon o

o I‘TIG‘.’RE]'Z',:._* NEIGHBOURHOOD UNIT EORMUI.A

e

Russell Sagle Foundatxon 1939 p 75

Source C A Perry, Housing for the Machlne A&, »New York

";}iit,3 iw2"H
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- within a quarter-mile walking distance of each dwelling and.
-a sufficient proportlon of “the afeé, ﬁOfperfceht, is'set
a51de for parks and recreatlon. Further, the nelghbourhood,

galns 1dent1ty and unlty through 1ts 1nternal street system

e _ )
- and. bcundary arterlals.

Ferhaps the mostﬁ;lgnlflcant pr1nc1ple underlylng ‘the -
‘bentlre nelghbourhood ’ ccncept and reflectlng‘ the 4sixf.

' attrlbutec 1s the prlnc1ple of "unlt" and "un1ty."13 leltedl.t.e
.51ze, clearly deflned boundarles, llnrted access,‘ exclu510n<

ofv through trafflc, the elementary school as a focal p01nt,
‘1nternallv located fac111t1es,k and. dlstlnctlve streeth?f
bpatterns all em@ha51ze _the nelghbourhood as-an 1dgardiyc

"orlented, closed unlt.",'fh”"’-?

As the nelghbourhood unlt began to be used more and as

_'further reeearch occurred more ’objectlves came.’tovfhe S
' assoc1ated Hlth 1t Solow et al. have complled the followlng’f' f
lengthy llst ‘;j'f - vﬂ ‘d_d"z;"'ﬁ '
. 1) .cvercome.  the deflclenc1es Cof recldentlal
v oo districts Aex1st1ng or belng bullt - at that
' '-:tlme.:A: . Lo o _ ST

2y E-}rod_ucef”a’~"h:o'»uvs.'ing-;.”"eh'virohment;"";'-':th"a?tl; vill ‘be -

13 Anatclef?7;° SolOi, ”ét;* al.,ingh ng_gg; ‘TQ; ‘,‘ﬁé?%

';T‘Ne;ghbourhood Unit, - Graduate - SChool of . Public and’

' HInternatlonal Affalrs, Unlverslty of Plttsburgh, Plttsburgh

.\\,'A‘,r.' ’

1969, py130. B P A TR PN I
A% 1big., PP 15-16 73 I
ﬂfV
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.and structures fcr outdoor récreation and

'gatiefactory in. particular for child rearlng

families, and: ‘that ‘in general will foster

stability' and development -of the individual

and the family-
Insure the prov1£oon of adequate-s1zed 51tes

cemmunity facilities, 'suitably located | in

' 5Qrelat10n to r651dences.

e,u)

5

6)

Erov1de convenlent pedestrlan access for all

residents to schools, shops, playgrounds in
- terms of reasonable walking dlstance. .

l.J-

20

Insure the. safety of pedes;trla-nse¢pec1ally .

,chlldren.

-Erov1de adeguate air, llght and sunshlne, and
‘ other . attrlbutese?; of ‘the = re51dential;
environment considered favorable to physical

© and mental health and well- being.

Erovide f a - sense of ”f belonglng ,‘andi;
identification, . ahd ‘make people proud and
. satisfied wlth  the ‘distifictive .  and-

Erotect re51dents ’from nulsances and other .
.negatlve env1ronmenta1 1nfluences. ' ‘

esthetlcally plea51ng fChatacter;,of. their-

re51dent1al dlstrict

*Encourage soc1al 1nteract10n, communlty llfe,;
- cand ‘civic- and political ‘participation and
.v=éif-determ1natlon through' ‘a variety = of.

_social, - ClVlC ~and - political’ organlzatlons

Vvﬁcperatlng at the nelghbourhood level..;~

. 10)

Foster loyalty ;~1£of‘;fa?3 communlty . ofﬁ_‘  B
"comgrehen51b1e" 51ze as a step 1n tralnlng 1n“

_cltlzenshlp

1z

'Develop the . cheraoter ~S6f“5:£He“_ youngerjf :
_ f»generatlon through .the : role  of " the prlmary:n* =
-.j¢group : : : e :

i

fEncourage : and fac111tate the creatlon of=,

ifnelghbourhood voluntary ‘"associations. - to.
‘maintain - the ' ‘quality -Qand‘_character and»”'~3,

- 'stability- of the " area. and, to;'fﬁrther,fopﬂe;f,gf;

”'i:common 1nterests.._:

.“.'
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13) vaintain economic value through stability and
quality, and re51st outside - deteriorating
influences. » C ; S

164) Achieve economies - in land development .and
thereby allocate more space to open areas, by
means: of large-scale unlt plannlng . P .

These objcctlves can “be . compared ulth those conceived by

‘Calgary planners.

‘Radburn (Figure 3)
| | . : - : g e
‘Under the 'influence'-of Howard Unwln and  perry,

archltect Clarence StEID and planner Henry Hrlght were eager.

~to create a. garden c1ty in Amer1Ca us1ng nelghbourhood unit .
.prlnc1ples. Radburn,_Nev Jersey was ‘the result. .Developnenr

uas begun in 1929 ibur, because of the _effects of the
' economlc rece551on, Radburn was never completed as aA self-"

suffic1ent garden c1ty.,It aid however, gfow 1nto a hlghly

'succetsful-»and world renowned suburb : The success of'

: Radburn uas largely due to the 1nclu51on"0f'; the followlng -

1nnovat1ve elements 16 o 'i:‘e S i _'l'”
’gihe _superblock replaced the cﬁaﬁactériétic‘
narrow, rectangulan block.- ' '-'”‘. R
"_jz;FSpec1allzed roads were"planned for spec1f1c

uses instead ‘of expecting standardized roads
to cope wlth all type= of trafflc. R e

s " C.S. Stein;. Iowards: New 'Towns,ﬂ:ord°3me;ica;f"ﬁ;i;TLﬂ;;'

S Press, ‘Cambridge, Hass., 1957, p. 410
e Ibld., PRETE | S
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. There ias'cdmplete separatlcn of pedestriah'
and automoblle trafflc. . '

DY

‘4, Houses were turned ‘around. with 11v1ng and
sleeping rooms facing towards access roads.

A 5. large parks were located in the éentre of. the

- super blocks, each joined to form a ccntinuous
park.

‘

The most lmportant innovation from the p01nt of ylew of
. this’ study was the acoeptance pf the nelghbourhgod unlt
”concept which Stein‘reveals, cccurred for the first tlme in
Radbdrdll{..The Radburn nelghbourhoods have slmllarltles to
'Perry's‘ conceptlon; ‘»yet; _also - contain 51gn1f1cant

mbdlflcatlons.

lDespite these differehées,’Radbhrn'does include séveral
.key neighbourhood principles" a restrlcted 51ze, adequate
~open space, a road pattern whlch restricts through trafflc,
and perlpheral nelghbourhood shOpplng’ fac111t1es. These
elementc create a ctrong sense of nelghbourhocd 1dent1ty for‘

"Radburn,;“

" British New Toﬁns“(?igureeu)',b.‘ L

Followlng Horld dar II,_the 1arge Brltlsh cities uerevf_l. i

faCedf unth many serlous problems, the most pre551ng belng a:f'

}isevere h 51rg and job shortage. In an effort to- 1mprove the7“' B

.

e e e e s e e e e
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'_51tuat10n, in: 19&5 the Brltlsh government paSSed the New
Towns. Act. The major objectlve of the act wvas the dlspersalfﬁ

,of industry 'and' populatlcn from the large, -overcrowded’

cities to new touns. By 1969, 23 nev” towns had been

approved‘ most u51ng the nelghbourhood unit' concept‘ but

' dlfferlng . radlcally from N the = fundamental pr1nc1p1es'

. . L2
ddvocated by Perry.t8 “amell

N o . _ S
51nce shopplng centree are traffiC~ generators, ‘Perry

.euggested thelr locatlon at the edge of nelghbourhoods. He

also prcposed larger shopplng centrgs at the junctlons of °

several nelghbourhoods. By contrast, 1n Brltlsh nevwv tovns,

shopplng fac111t1es were 1rcluded ulthln a centrally located‘

inemqhboprhood oentre,19.

Perry combined -Open- space-with'a»COmnunity.centre or:

rsdhocl In Brltlsh nev. touns, though, open space Has located»

on the perlmeter of a :nelghbourhood to' flrst,, separate

"Unelghbourhcods and’ second to. keep re51dent1al areas COmpactoff

'“apd w1th1n easy walklng dlstance of serv1ces.2°

| ’Mhe che of Perry s nelghbourgood ‘was deterﬁined by thef

“draulng area of one elementary school, usually 5000 people-'

———

‘—“_—-_—--_-—

.18 F, Csborn and A, Whlttlck The New Towg§ h Answer';;‘f'

Megalopolis, Leonard Hill; tondonm, 1969.

.~ 19" " Anthony Goss, "Nelgh%ourhood Units *in Brltlsh New -
" . Towns," lown lagnlng Fevleu, vOl XXXII, 1961- 1962, P 66.-
- %{izO ‘ Ihld., D 67 v S . R

N
L e

S L ¢ . S : L x‘g ‘

/ . - -
rd . . . E , .
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"or less. By constrast, Brltlsh new town nelghbourhoods werei

based~ cn a standard 10,008 people.2! As a result,.the.

A

commercial centre wa de51gnated “the focus of = the
»neiqhbeurnood‘and not the schOol The school 1s of secondary.

inportance; .. in 'faCt, 'several elementary schooLs uere

~required tc serve: tlie normal neighhourpood‘population,,
Although neighbourhoods in British.ner.tbvnsw‘do,gvarys

from Perry's sconeeption,' rhey.do'sharthhe most imertant

principle, a'sense of unity' ‘This.'is‘ achleved by well-
‘deflned béundarles, ample open space, a central focus,'and a

-street cystem whlch restrlcts through trafflc. f”“
!

{ R N

,. Kitig_gj:__‘,___Er‘i'tish\"Cglu:mhia'f' I
S ORI e Co
 fIhe_northern Brltlsh Columbla resource tcwn of Kltlmat

foqnﬁed. in ethev early 1950s by _tHeL Alun1num‘Conpany of"

fCanada, :alsd[ :uses"f,rhe - nelghbourhood ,'unlt | concept

I

.;exten51vely. To: help gssure the 1ndustr1al success of thef“"

town, Alcan hlred a Pﬁennlng team under Clarencei Steln as .

coordlnatcr. Because of hls 1nfluence, the deslgn pr1nc1ples“

‘df Radburn and the nelghbourhood un1t were moulded to the :

‘51te of Kltlmat 22 FaCllltleS for educatlon, dally shogplng,,"

Y

CeioIpig. oo e = Lo
22 W1ll1amd GLAL éhau, Evaluatlons f Resource TOWRS:

. Planped . and -Unplanned,. funpubllshed M A. the51s, Unlver51ty
‘ of Alberta, Edmonton, 1970 p. u2._ S )

&

~ ' s

R

T
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and leisure ftime'laCtivities- uefe .integtated into eacn'
neighbouﬁnooak | Figure 5 1llustrates 'thef super block
structure émployed as- the major de51gn €elewent in the
' 'plannlng _bfﬁ Kltlmat's l'ne;ghbourhoods., As'fi” égrrx,s
nelghbourhood unit concept,‘“maﬂor arteriaIS" form .tne'

boundarlecl'of ‘the ‘nelghbourhoods uhlle collectors prov1de

access, between the arterlals and the local =treets.»Also,'a

‘1n Radburn, the 1nternal park= are connected by a contlnuousf

system of walkuays separat1ng pedestrlans ana vehlcles._

ek

Edmonggg:(Figure 6)

InlEdmonton; beolnnlng in. 1949, systematlc use was . also
{maoe of‘<the nelghbourhood ‘unlt concept.,:Tn Sherbrookef'
.nelghbounhood developed_.ln: 1953’.fi§5 Onel example uhlch‘
:encompasses most of.; Perry's | prlnc1ples.?3 "In'cttheo
-nelghbourhood an 1nternal street system ellmlnates throuuh~
»'vtrafflc ;hﬂﬁdai major I>arter1es - functlon - as ; dlstlnctlve
“tboundarles for the deVelopment Furthermore,_”an  elementarylf

':schocl is centrally located Hlthln easy walklng dlstance of

¢

lf?most homed »A 1arge number of local parks and tot lots vere"’

._l>prov1ded _and to furnish a greater setback for houses alonglfe"

A

S = O ah May W1nn1e'3Chan,' The- Imgact g; thel TeChn;Cal;*
»3P1gnn1 g Board . on ‘the ggggﬁglggl of Edmonton, unpubllshedi o
© M. A._the=1s, Unlver51ty of Alberta, Eduonton, 1969, p.,‘80—,'

: ~.‘;:jfv . j‘ - f/m

¢

-
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SHERBROOKE NEIGHBOURHO‘OD EDMONTON
SINGLE FAMILY HOUSING 2

ROW HOUSING j .

"WALK up APARTMENTS AND DUPLEXES

: _"LOTS BUILT: UP PRIOR TO. 1953 ‘

- 'YSCHOOL SITE AND PARK AREAS

€HURCH SITE L

- LOCAL COMMERCIAL S

So r¢e Wbk May W ne Chon Th Vmoﬂc of He Tech d F'o q Board on the*

J .

29

Moigh ology o(Em» n1on Un pubh dM A revs Univer OAlc',rm>|q¢9~p"82 PR
s ; .

[



© 30

an-.arterial,{'a3'park buffer was establlshed along thef

':fnorthern .boundaryw 'In” contrast to Perry s suggestlon that”

«Acommerc1a1 fa0111t1es be located along. the‘ perlphery,; in‘j'"'

’ﬁ,sherbrooke, ' 1arge area uas set a51de in- the centre. Thls 0

'f[Slte proved 1mpract1cable and vas subse?uently,q\ezoned forgn _

apartments and row hou51ng. The shopplng centre was actuallyf'
bullt at the ccrner of 18 Avenue and the St Albert Trall.q

-

i. '_c‘oﬁ:c;_us‘m; o

| ';.rh'%-first SerlOUS steps tovards the formatlon of theffulff

:fnelghbourhood un1t concept were taken at an ’early date

'fthe];modern toun plann;ng movement.-Of partlcular lmportance-p_f'x

bbwas Ebenezer Houard's suggestlon to iestabllsh 1ndependent7j ..;d

Vigarden c1t1es., By recommendlng the use of uards Hlthln the{-

o garden c1ties, Howard 1nferred that to be successful, 1t 15”5571“7

'”]~best for an urban area to be vleued and planned as a serles"'”“

L8

f dlStlnCt sub—unlts or communltles. Thls 1dea uas further75=‘

'fg¢ef1ned Hlth the development of Hampstead Garden Suburb,?ffpjpt

'w,,'whereln ia_ spec1f1c area of a larger c1ty uas planned aﬁ a

7¥well deflned nélghbourhood Subsequently,. Perry,' drawlngd}j-f

‘ﬂfrom‘ftbe garden c1ty and Hampstead Garden Suburb proposedf.fl'%z

'::nithe nelghbourhood unlt concept. wlth thls stép,. Perry ‘ffff.“

-df_;only descrlbed ‘an orderly method for the SUblelSlon of landf;fﬁ;f‘

'1fbut alsc outllned speclflc objectlves to be almed at in. thei‘;F;;l

‘jplannlng of res1dent1al areas. Re51dent1al areas planned

A .,



. calgaty appear to have beén:tased on some of ‘these aims.

Tgr
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*" planning principles.

: 'CHAIPTE'R IT

-

| IHE FQQNDATIONS CF HODERN RESIDENEIAL

PLANNING PRINCIPLES I ALGARY

To understand the evolutlon and spatlal arranqement of”_t_“:

Calgary'e re51dent1al forms," brlef descrlptlon of 1ts

’Lphy51cal env1ronment and h15tor1cal development 1s requlred-;~"'

:Although the terraln has heen a major 1nfluence on the‘ form,r

;and dlrectlon of the C1ty's grovth changesfhnvthe_econonic;-'h

s1tuat10n as well as stronger plannlng COntrOISE"in' latéflig

5 hYeans have also had far-reachlng effects. The objectlve offh‘f

Ql_thié lsectlon s; therefore ' dlscuss the hlstorlcal-ﬂj-

”T"development of the c1ty w1th emphasxs on thoee factors whlch

":have' had ?aﬁfflnfluence ?qh;tthef'eVOlutlon"of re51dent1alff-""

” ‘A :
2

LRt
- WL
B ) S

'*:g;pgisxcgplgsxiqgﬁsfs;jj”j*jif;;}'.snfff*vA

_'isﬁrface‘tfdrm hasv played h' 51gn1f1cant ﬂ;role [ﬂihf

1

‘ff_epstatllshlng Calgary s urhan pattern.! The terralnfconprlses,fa R

ylevel or gently sloplng 1and at varlous elevatlonsfseparated”*i""

i+

’75hby rlvers, bluffs and gullles. The c1ty 1¢self ?.s;tnatedfhff;

“.P.J. . smith,’ V"Calgary A Study in Urban “pattern,M

'3iEcogom1c Geographz VOl _~8¢ NQﬁf“ifQétdb§t1*1962i.Pff315“‘w

o i-.-_‘

':"'3z},fﬁ |
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at the.'confluenc' of two 1nc1sed rlvers, the Bow and the
Elbow.. Eoth have wlde stretches of flood plalns as “well as -
-steep bluffs. The Bou Rlver reaches the c1ty from the west[_-
maklnq a pass through the c1ty to the southeast " vhlle:‘the -

. Elbov Rlver makes a major dlagonal break ‘in the land surface

las.‘it’ flows 1nto the c1ty from the south He t.ATo the west-~A

'and north west -are. rolllng uplands _through which-5nunerous7-
trlbutary streams haVe Created valleys and gullles g1v1ng_
rlse to ulde var1at10ns in local rellef 2 In contrast, . to

the east and south the terraln 1s relatlvely level.u o

lThV varled terraln has enhanced the attractlveness ofl:*

}the c1ty hut it has also 1mposed constralnts on development..r

L :The rlver valleys for examPle, have functxoned s barr1ers¢

hfﬁtof.restrlct moblllty.,' he. - rolllng land curface has also--h
'Ipresented problems. Ut111ty serv1c1ng is. more dlfflcult and S

in: some areas, steep road grades are requlred B

e nd"sTQRI’cAL‘ D,E'v EL c_p'iaz’wrg 18 7:5-,'_1‘-9.45,':;-'

Calgary has passed through several diStlnct ohasesl“T

durlng te'.short ex1stence.. The ,c1ty began Hlth thev'g,qr_

"ﬂf:establlshment of a North Hest uounted Pollce outpost 1n 1875‘i

‘\'. CRREER

1 . . . B |
e g . 58

B ----IP"Land Use - Patterns -in 'the Clty of Calgary,"j»’ s
unpublished report présented at the Annual neetlng of theu S

-‘ff_Canadlan ASSQClatlon of Geographers, Ednonton, 13§§
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at the ccnfluence of the two rivers; By the 18805 ranching

‘became ' thel reglon's blggest bu51ness even tﬁcugh'

- J
transportatlon was dlfflcult 3 The arrlval of the Canadlan

’Pac1f1c Ralluay in 1883 and the constructlon of branch llnes.
over the next 30 years had a profound 1mpact on the overall-
‘qrowth and development of thef OltYs.' The eastern markets.
;became lacces51ble and wlth the federal government's pollcy_

5of aCthG 1mm1grat10n, the reglon opened up for farmlng w1th;
, /.

Calgary becomlng the supply and servlce centre for Southern:<'

_ Alberta- '

As.- a consequence of agrlcultural expan51on, a land boom'

-_hit ‘the 01ty from 1908 to" 1912 Populatlon 1ncreaned fromw'fA }'

: / SRR
4, uro in 190& to vau OOO in "1911 and enough land' was:‘.

fdsubd1v1ded by prlvate ‘speculators durlng these years to

‘;accommodate a 01tyq.f half a mllllon people.

ffh boom created enormous feellngs of confldence aboutf~w?'

: tneufuture Thls 1s‘ exempllf1ed n Thomas Hawson's 191uft"

a

3 'fsmith '"Calgary’-A Study in Urban Pattern," ‘g; c1t p.-f’”"'*°

© o« U rIbia.

5 meme "Change 1n a. Youthful C1ty The Cace of Calgary,;

TP]Alberta,ﬁ Geogrgp y VOl 1VI, Part 1 January, 1971, p.vbn,ﬁ

' .‘

..

L
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_General Plan to.'guide the"city's anticipated growth.s
ExpreSC1ng thls optlmlsm Mawson commented
Never before has there been such a phenonenalo
development and such rapid ~peopling of the
hither to.waste places of the earth -under the
conditions . provided and: imposed by ‘modern

-.civilization as in the great West of . Canada - at-
. the ‘present time.? : BRI

Mawcon's 'plans lSn 1nterest1ng in that .many Jof hls..'
recommendatlons are based on 1deas srnllar to those of ;the
ﬁ‘nelghbourhood unltr conceptw' He was gu1ck to p01nt out the:
1nadequac1es of ‘th o "Amerlcgm »chess board" system‘f Of»
plannlng y comparlng 1t to Calgary's subd1v1srons planned
o wlth curvellnear street de51gn. Referrlng to the ﬂount Royal
subdlv1sron.3‘r..’on those subdiv151ons vhere the roads haven.:'
' been 1ard 32: w1th some regard to the’ coFtours;;<and the’

- square plan has been departed from altogether, the very best

" class of development has taken place

%aucon also cr1t1c1zed the unlform street wldths Oﬁ‘the njt--y
grldlron pattern. and suggested e;~desrgn of roads for L
spe01f1c\r’nctions'~'u o |

,“...~ve ought to arrange ‘our plan_so‘that certaln
'streets naturally heccme trafflc routesl and

,."_
>

Lﬁ'i Thomas H uawson,v Calgary: A"P;ellginarx _gg_gg fort
ptroll;ng the ECQREORiC Grouth of the €ity, published under A
the auspices “of. th@ C1ty Plannlng Comm1551on of Calgary byﬁ, o
T.H. ‘Mawson: ‘and Sons,’ London, 191a Cn ey T -
- 7 Ibld., P'i" R o, _:_;'3 EUATEE
‘l-§ Ibld., p. 7.Jﬁ. o
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‘Others - remain nmere .means  of access to the

iDgs vwhich line them on either side, thus:

fary Objectives of theuneiombomrhoodmuﬁir.
N qth d:7fi ;éouragement of 'locel part1c1pat10n and
fsharlng thls concern, Havson recommended’the'
F}off small- 5001al bcentres'»imﬁ the- outlylngd
,\portiol - ;hevc1ty and suggested Aas Perry. dld later, the
.“eetabli :rg‘of 3061a1 centres in connectlon wlth schools.
StreeSii‘ ?elbeneflts of . thls concept uawson steted:'

bt only wlll the very most use be ‘made  of

theguround at .your dlsposal ~both from the
pradiiral and aesthetlc sides of the subject,
but Slke social centres so created will beconme a
ralT¥g point round . which' the' life: of each
suburB” will . ‘centre and so  help to create a

o :Splrlt of c1tlzensh1p and esprlt-dencorps.lo“”

ﬂlParksf.‘ layed an. 1mportant role in Civic 11fe ,im~ B

'mégsomf57 ,ﬂe_ strongly urged a complete park system:

.. forming wa® ch”ain

‘dconneotimgf”mp every part of your c1ty wlth every other."ll

of park-llke avenues amd' boulevardsf_f‘

fo uswnq a desxgn 11ke thls, fmefqdaS] confldent that nuch"ll,

.fgreater use would be made of the parks. In addltlon, Hawson"d

H‘falso recommended as. Perry later d1d,{ Jﬁ, at least one smallfﬂ

,~ib§emmspace w1th1n easy reach : every ‘dueﬁllng 9fth€?'l}
- Ibid., pp. 7-8. .
10 - -Ibidv, p.u8. )
't Ipid., 'p. 51. ;
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- €ity."12  To achieve this objective he advised that

subdividers be required‘»to.:dedicate vav portion of ' their

holdlngs for open spaces. Similarily, perry proposed a 10

Aper cent dgdlcatlon.

B

Aiticipating . the need  for decentralizéd " commercial’

facilities, Mawson stated L, not'only'do you .require a-

’

"large central bu51ness centre, but also sub51d1ary ones ,at

_pr1nc1pally for - the | provision'-.of ' small | household’
nece551t1es."13 The nelghbourhood un1t concept also requlres_

local ccmmerc*al fac111t1es caterlng to convenlence needs.

central p01nts ,inﬁ'the’_varlous suburbs of your Ccity,

Although the plan had many useful suggestlons, 1t also o

t\

‘1ncluded elaborate proposals ,wlthQ llttle chance of -everl

Q.

becomlng realltles (e.oic c1v1c centre) These far—fetched
'plans may have contrlbuted to a reluctance 30 years later to"
| prepare another general plan. In 1946 for example, the_ c1ty

; comm1551oner Ain' letter to the Toun Plannlng Comm1581on

‘At present and for p0551bly No or three years;
.we -~believe that the flnances of the city. should ¢
~be devoted . to. 1mprOV1ng anﬂ betterlng “the ..

_ 3general condltlcns in the c¢ity without 1ncurr1ng-~

. an’ expense for ‘an elaborate scheme thCh for the

e

e
B & A




present has_noichance efhbeing déveleped,ﬁs
7..Here,’*a general plan was viewed as an extrauaéant'project
.r-ratgef"that‘ an.cimportant_hgulde for 'dailyi_.development

- e

v,
decisions.

RESIDENTIAL DEVfLQPMENT.ISSQES_19Q§—1953 -

_ The; land boom collapsed ehortly before ‘the. outbreak of
Horld War I and from then through the - economlc depre851on té

.the} end of World War ‘II}l 11ttge economlc: development'

H

occurred in. the c1ty SUblelSlon durlng the land boom far -

_exceeded 1mmed1ate demands and ‘as a consequenhe taxes went

-d

| unpald and the c1ty took pocsession of large quantltles"of*

| subd1v1ded land ;lt has been estlmated that 1n 1919 fullyu~ -

’two-thlrdc of the land wlthln ‘the c1ty llmlts had reverted

kR

dto the c1ty!as tax~forfe1ted property.ls ClVlC ounershlp fh

- so much Iand enabled the c1ty to exerc1se dlrect development,

;Ncontrol for, many years. Thls gave plannlng a foothold in-
- . \ : 1 : : : Lo B
“Calgary\4hat feu 01t1es have been able tq;prov1de.l°' S

L

e e e e e e L

e Letter from' V. A ’ Neyhall Clty Com'1551oner,,to G H

"iErown, Chalrman of the: Toun Ilannlng Comm1551on,a November'db '

26, 1946,

‘115' Calgary‘ Plannlng Departmert Report, Backgro gd fgr15

”‘SWPlannlng 1950, p. 3. | L
16 ~Sm1th "Change in a, Youthful c;ty,'_' g ; .Ipp 10-.‘

11 " O ) ) . : , o ; K Y
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growth prescures 1n the c1ty, but sthef c1ty' adm1nlstrat10n

was.
¢

39

‘3-.’

The dlscovery of 011 at Leduc 1n 1947 created enormous

IS

1

not prepared at. flrst to handle the rapldly 1ncrea51ng

demands for development Commerc1al, 1ndustr1al, andp housing

developments were approved ‘on an individual basis

with

ilittle 'thought to thelr 1nter-relatlonsh1ps Many problems

arose as a result of thls haphazard approach : Contrlbutlng

subd1v1sion de51gn.‘t Durlng the‘ ‘land. boom, ‘land

_ subd1v1ded ulth no spec1a1 thought to the> terraln’ or

Al

to the problems vas. the exlstence of the ynadequate grldlron

the

prov151on of communlty fac111t1es such as SChOOlS, parks and

Fplaygrounds,» dnd conVenlence stores. Complalnts about the_-_‘

lack - of - communlty fac111t1es avoke local government concern.

In 19&5 for example, the c1ty comm1551oner in a letter

.

the chalrman df the Town Plannlng CommlsSIOn stated"

- of,; Suitable areas for schools, partlcularly in

to-

_ e 2 ’ -
May I squest that . 1n your, Town - Plannlng.,<

Comm1351on you have a review ' of: the". c1ty in -
divided subdivisions or. 1oca11t1es to see that
‘fln future develcpment there is in the . opinion.of
your Commission suitable -commercial areas set:

‘aside, . suitable areas for playgrounds thougEt'ﬁ;

athe newer. dlstracts oo i

0

<)

>
£

,i.DuEimg.thefland bobmf years;"no-"iandffdedication“

P . ‘ . , r

Y . ) ‘_' .. ..".

17

2 o

-vas .

= 7 Letter.pf;om_-V,A; Newhall to G.H Brovn, 0ctober u



ac
required for' schools or: parhs. ‘The school?board was in-
competltlon with other land users for the purchase ofv sitesl
whlch scmet;mes left it wlth poor locatlons. In attemptlng
to overccme,the problem, the board began to buy 51tes uell y_'
before a school was_reéuired ThlS happened for: example, ‘in |
1947 wlth the follou1ng just1f1cat10n' "No bu1ld1ng on these I
sites is contemplated in the nearrfuture,.but the commlttee
thought 1t vlse‘ to obtain land now for future bulldlng,

“-rather than walt until the dlctrlcts are-vsettled and,.the

‘best 51tes are lost nie:

‘On  the grldlron pattern, school 51ze ‘was- based on the;nJ

J

n1ne room school whlch usually required one city. block of-

approx1mately three acres. As a. result of the post World Hard
CIx populatlon grovth the; schools Here 'no longer large,

‘-enough Addltlons 1ncreased school capacrty but, at the same

=t1me, they reduced play space 19 Dl

‘" Parks ,
1]

, One cr1t1c1sm frequently encountered 1n the late 19505‘

‘7was - Calgary's fallure' to prov1de ’adequate parks,xanddf-}h'

*

#

'playgrounds. The folloulng edltorlalrcomment was. typical

18 The Albertan. ‘March 5 1947, O SR UE PR

19 per.” com. with L.R. Kalbflelsh, former . Director of
Educational Fac111t1es,. Calgary * Public . School "Board,
vNovember 13. 1973.‘ o A B R
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Calgary has had fair enough intentions in- many
cases, for providing park facilities for the
lccal sections of the city. But all too often it
has become greedy and sold all or part of the
park for- building purposes..In actual practice - -
large new areas of 'the city have been built wup
in the last four oI five years w1th entlrely
1nadequate park fac1llt1es.?° o

The gridiron pattern of subdivision madeino'speeial _
proV151on for parks.,For many years grovth was spotty, with_
,many empty lots 1nterspersed among new development The open

 lots were- llkely used as play areas and concern was only~-

v01ced as these areas fllled up.
‘-appears_ to have heen a major problem. In one 51tuatlon, for

eiample, -afterr he‘ Land .Departnent had -vsurveyed and

.regiStered= a"replot tthe. Parks Department asked for park;l

o

rLack of cooperation 'between city departnents also S

areac to be set a51de In protest the land superlntendent o

.suggested that.ﬁthe Parks Department buy the land requlred

for park< as. the c1ty vould have to spend~ several hundredaf

dollars resurveylng and reglster1ng 21 The Parks Department,"

though,’ had prey;ously 'complalned that 1f land was set-fj_

vfaslde, it 'angftQO'fhe'poorest uallty.-In the words of the.""f

qfsmpetintendenttﬁ "ye lget _th | pleces of land whlch"are o

'h;absolutely’i'nseless ';fo parks _r the ‘side nhillsf and

D irn amvome o —

20 Edltorlal "ParksAare Part of a City;ﬁ‘_The'“glbertan;jf; |

, ‘November u, 19u9 - o
21 "Ibld., February 18 1950; el T
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sloughs, "22

Part of the difficulty was that, at the time, no  park
standards ~were . used, so “the amount"of land necessary for.

parks was . not known. :In'leSO, Aldermanrlﬂary-.d. Dover

#

-requested . the . Town Planning- Commission'.'to- provide

'informatlon on, the 1deal acreage for parks and playgrounds_

and uhat Calgary's 51tuatlon--was;23 The Townv'?lanning*
Engineer, -aftér  undertaking f:a-;detailed 'field: Survey;f

dlscovered that the¢ amount..of parks ‘and playgrounds _ina"

~"Calgary was con51derably short of accepted park standards.Z!v

‘Earller 1n the year the Tcwn Plannlng Commlss1on,: followlng<A

atheA advice "oﬁ .a subcommittee: set . up:‘by the Parks and -

'~Playgrounds Commlttee, did-,reCOmmend park standards forﬁﬂ'

. mlle for use elther as. playgrounds only or comblned Park and»f,h'*

- Playgrounds, 1950

slocal. areas. Part 'of the problem, though, was that in the“7

qudlron pattern, nelghbourhood boundarles were not clearlyf

’dellneated. In coplng v1th the 51tuatlon, the sub—commltteef.

recommended that in newer sectlons of the c1ty four hlocksfl

;of' c1ty property be set a51de 1n the centre of each square:f'hu

.\_.

P (5 .
. playground areas. The sub-commlttee further recommended that’

W

'One hlock be set a51de 1n each of the four COIDQIS,HOf ﬂthe'

ioe

'ﬁi;zz,c Ibld., January 13, 19 O.V,_, ' ’ o S
: ~Letter :from the City Clerk to J ‘A. Lamb Town Plannlng S
Englneer, August 8, 1950,-- ' L

247 A & for Parks and
Town Plannlng comm1551on Report: Acreage_ror ga;;s agd ‘
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&

same;seétionS'"to fill the needs of the:smaller Children'for
play areas."25 These 51mple crlterla 1llustrate the: need at,
the tlme for functlonal standards and centrally located,

',ea511y acce551ble parks and playgrounds.

Commercial Facilities
.Decidings ~on _the 'siie‘fand location of commerc1alj

fac111t1es has - been @ recurrlng problem throughout . the

.

’per10d~ covered by thls the51s. The major commerc1al centre-.“

‘durlng thls perlod was the dountown whlle other commerc1al

“‘areas were,' for the most part, rlbbons along major tran51t

1froutes and 1solated nelghbourhood stores. When the 51ze of‘*7”

Co ) . X -4’~ .
'ﬂthe populatlon 1n a re51dent1a1 area 1ncreased to the polntr

| where commerc1al fac111t1es could be' supported : they- were_ﬁ::”.

'“sfdeveloped - u1th thelr locatlons dependlng prlnarlly onugk

St ' .
-tran51t_routes.,Inn Tuxedo Park, . for example, the major;1,

';reason S for. ch0051ng comnercial locatlons vas thelr close_{,.w”

”'5';prox1m1ty to tran51t route Loops (Flgures 7 and 8) UntlL'lr5,g

‘:ﬁj7the. populatlon became large enough 1n such areas, re51dentsﬂ:°fl

~’were usually forced to travel long dlstances to obta1n5fF

‘“commerc1al serv1ces.d

_Sin¢e . the location . of commércial facilities was not -

s Minutes, Town Planning Commission, April 20, 1950. - -
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knounj ﬁhen' re51dents bought _their’ prop@rty, ’ confllcts
between commerc1al and re51dent1al land uses often occurred
: /”~ »

.~ In one SublelSlon, for example, re51dents bltterly opposed'

" an adjacent drlve-ln theatre cla1m1ng that :it. would cause‘,;
severe trafflc congestlon and deprec1ate the value of thelr‘
homes. 26' Plthough the .SUblelSlon " vas u1th1n the city |

s e :

’.11m1ts, 'thefzproposed drlve in theatre was not and at the”

jtime,the city:did4not have"any» authorlty 'in, the fringe;

.-areas,;-e f.cplte of a- petrtlon 51gned by 500 r651dents, the..ﬁ

' Mlnleter of Hunlcipal Affalrs gaVe hls approval because heg'u

"seemed 9 thlnk the drrve—ln' theatre uould be qu1te 1n"1e

"h order and sa1d he could go 1nto__ he dlstrlct and obtalni»f

-

twlce as many SLgnatures 1n favor."27 Thls example not only‘ﬂ-‘

111uctrates fa‘ commerc1a1-re51dent1al , confllct ‘}bdt°_;a:

‘1Ldi jur15d1ct10nal one as well

—-J—--f—--..-—x..-—-—-— T g
260 The Albertan, uay 30 19153_-.-»-:,_-;
oRTo IR S
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?HE ESTABLISHHENT AND GROWTH OF ‘MODERY -
LR .
TOHN PLANNING IN CALGARY ‘ ‘
L c \»3.' .M;.p.
The Town _;agning}ggmmissidi

The evldent problems created by the rapld grovth rate

_generated a de51re to obtaln more effectlve plannlng ThlS

(

7gis nct tc say that no pLaEilng occurred before ﬂyus Calgary'

had an adv1sory’comm1ttee, the Toun Plannlng Comm1551on, set

‘up in 1929 under Bylaw 2585 28 - The com|1551on was composed.l:“fu

of nlne members 1ncludlng aldermen and 1nterested c1tlzens R

and vas delegated the follovlng dutles'xf ,‘;b:ﬁ

1;‘ro' act in Can’ adv1<ory capac1ty in matters
S pertalnlng to. town plannlng. R
24 to prepare an off1c1al Town Plannlng Schéme'.-“'

=" cand - A ‘ - »
-_3,vto prepare a. zonlnq bylaw 29

" The ' Commlss1on

~

could only act in an’ aAV1sory capac1ty to'r‘

'mcity -CounC11 and -most'pof 1ts dutles 1nvolved judglngw'

\

ﬁfaPPllca%lons for rezonlng..Even though 1t never dld prepare;f"f7

-an off1c1al town plannlng scheme, zlt dld draft ia. zonlngﬁ;p’

.- ﬁ‘:'i

't' B

e ‘Ejgav 2585~A A Bylaw fo, Appoznt a"mévﬁ Plannan?,‘
jComm1551on n. and’ “for thel Clty f Calgary,v- Calgary,-ycrf*

vSeptember ?C 1929,. o
.2?1 Ibldr”' . p

N~



bylawi (2835) ‘which' was adopted by Coun01l in 19°u 30 Thls,d
bylaw gulded the grouth of the c1ty untll the ‘1ntroduct10nf
of. 1nter1m development in 19571, Although the Town Plannlng ‘

rComm1cs1cn and the zonlng bylav recelved a- good deal -off

"bcr1t1c1sm, partlcularly 1n the late 19005,_J. Ivor Strong,

hforler Clty Englneer ~and Clty Comm1551oner defends_ them
‘i*both' "The 'movn Plannlng Comm1551on d1d a good job and the
Clty had good plannlng v1th the zonlng bylaw."3l Hr.' Strong»
| credlts George M. Brown,v’chalrman of the Comm1551on from}
‘19uu to 1949 as the person most re5pon51ble /for 1promot1ng‘
town plannlng 1n Calgary Durlng hlS term as chalrman of the
tdComm1551cn, ' Hi;“ Brovn lald the foundatlons for the
-festablléhment of the toun\plannlng department the hlrlng of;"

da consultant,,and the preparatlon of a. master plan.32

3o gi zlau 2835 A bylaw to regulate the 1ocat10n and use of

bulldlngq ‘and . the use of land within:-the City of Calgary to -
©limit the helght of- bUlldlngS‘ to. prescrlbe bulldlng llnes'flr
~'and ‘- the “size of ydrds and _other open'spaces; and for these - -
'*purposee to divide. the ¢ity into dlstrlcts apd to be “known . o

as- the "Zoning Bylaw," July, 23, 1934,

("d;31- Per. com.191th J. Ivor- Strong, November 13 1973. L R
Co32 Q"Plannlng Assoc1at10n Honors Calgary Han," The Al ;; n l)tffﬂ

‘-;-November 1 1950
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Coe N . : ' .
hg g- Wth of Public Cancern | '

& .
"With the surge in urban growth following World War 1II,
'greater interest _in_'fown"planning matters developed,gThe
N e o o T P
first sighificant Step was the hiring of Jack - A. Lamb for.

the newly created posrtlon of Town Plannlng Englneer in may,'
g 19&6. Tcwn' plannlngA das also encouraged by the v151ts of:
‘well known plannlng experts.iFor example, a branch of~ the
Communrty_ Elannlng Assoc1at10nu of~ Canada~ yq formed 1nj‘
n February 19#7 on. the urglng: f'_a vell-knoun Canadlan s

' planner, .Alan H. Armstrong 33 The. assocxatlon Ha§ formed to"

CS ,/

o r_foster publlc understandlng of an’ : partlcrpaplon, ~i.n

communlty plannlng. e e
' : S B BN . ‘ »' Av - Iz ’ e .

Calgary nevspapers ~often emphasiied'the’necesSity_fogf.
ubetter plannlng Edltorlals occa81onally promoted the '1ong-."

'_ctandlng rlvalry between Edmonton and Calgary as a means of
- encouraglng plannlng 1mprovements in Calgary. One edltorlal,

"

‘for example, pralses Edmonton and crltlclzes Calgary R

?... deonton o e has engaged a. permanent full-_ﬁ"
tlme, hlghly tralned town planner from Chlcago. _
"Calgary, meanwhlle, has .a town plannlng ‘engineer .

. and ‘a . -Town. Plannlng Comnlsslon, but they-are -
.~ .engaged - mostly ins reionlng “this. -or  that = .
" precperty, dec1d1ng/ ‘what. lanes should be closed
" and ‘so on._There is no: over-all plannlng of - any .
- _ccnsequence, . no master plan for the grouth of
. the city. Calgary is: sufferlng badly from -lack -
"qof plannlng 1n the pact, and 1s determlned to do L

: .._'.,.._.-___......-_...._......._

T"w33f' The Albertan February‘$7 19a7.‘ IS
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no better in the future.3e-

On June 8, .19u8, Council'reguésted ‘the Toun Planning

‘.Commission,tobdetermine."theldeSirahillty of securing a toun
jplanning expert. for the c1ty, together Hlth a statement of .
.;deflnlte cost of engaging 'such serV1ces."35 Thls request
'resulted in letters belngbsent to plannlng offrcmals ﬁn ‘the .
”c1t1es of Reglna, Ottawa and Vancouver, engulrlng as to' theh‘

: cost 1nvolved, in updertaklng Aand puttlng lnto effect a_‘”y

general plan. .On“Noveuber.dZS,ﬁ 19u8 .the. Town' Planning

'bomm1551cn recommended that Clty Counc1l authOrize‘ the

'preparatlon of a . "Haster; Plan = of,cToyn Plannlng “be

commenced as ' early as‘.*possihle in’ 19&9 under the )

f-jurlsdlctlon of the c1ty eng;neer and e engage additional
fstaff f{Q.' 1nclud1ng a consultant frOm tlme to tlme "36

"Further actlon, however, was not taken untll November,‘ 19&9

”when Erlc- w; Thrlft, dlrector of the Hlnnlpeg ﬂetropolltan;'

Plannlng Comm1551on, was app01nted s consultant.‘lAsf_Hr;'.

'Stronq cbcerved at the tlme- "He has spent the last f1ye§3

iyears in preparatlon of the Hetropolltan Plan for- W1nn1peg’“~-'

1

vand I feel that his quallflcatlons for our uork wlll be the,x‘

'5:best and that ve should recognlie 1”15 recomnendatlons ,asﬂf~7‘

——— i - . N

-1v5*' ' 'Editorlal "Edmonton Ahead of Calgary," The leertan,fli"
- hugust 29, 1949, oy : R
35 ﬁlnutes, Town Plannlng Comm1551on, Jume 10, 19&8.

Ibld., November 25 1948 R 1*,~',i?tif
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Y
nearly as possible."37 Mr. Thr§ft was responsible for
~instituting several important planning and administrative

changes in gquick succession. These comprised:

-

the otfganization of the planning department,

csetting up a Technical Planning Board, _

the introduction . of interim development and
.1n1t1al work .on the comprehenslve plan.

LIV I N6
. . . i

&=
. L]

C?ollowing MT. 'Thrift's;-appointment} .the " planning
' Department was' begun . under "the 'direction of -the Clty
AEngineer's_Department Mr..Thrlft recomnended the hlrlng of

a permanent town 'blanner, CA.G. uartln, who retalned thlS

1position‘nntilb1968,?Fnrthermore, ME. Thrift snggested the
additional d'planning f staff required ‘and estinated"the

Plannlng Department budget 38

:Settigg ggﬁg.Technical.Planning Board

L1ke Calgary, Edmonton vas ;also exper1enc1ng serious.f

5development problems- in the 1ate 191305.,In coplng wlth thebb
; : J L
_51tuat10n, deonton Clty Counc1l app01nted its; flISt' town .

N -

plamner _in late 19“9 and also engaged the serV1ces of tvo7l"‘

- plannlng consultants .to- study thev state -of Edmonton's‘l

-“;fphy51951 and admlnlstratlve plannlng probleus.vThey p01nted~f.?f“

2 ‘T'

ﬂf“37 _ Letter from J. vIvor Strong to J H. Hlller, Clty Clerk,fff.f'

November 9, 1949f, L
38 Letter., from Eric’ W Ihrlft Dlrector of the; wlnnlpeg

Uetropolltan Plannlng Comm1551on to J. Ivor Strong, Novenbenn '*‘A
19u9. U T T e : IR,
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out the inefficiencies of Edmonton's: Town Planning.

i 4

‘Commission and recommended, - as  an. alternative, .the
eStablishment of a'techniqal-planning boardf*to' handle tfe

technicalities of town planning. The consultants reGeommended

Wi e .
(S8 2

that 'the technical planning board consist.of'the departnent-

: ' vl . Lt .
heads who weSE most . ~involved in uproblems of phy51cal

" development “so° that there could be collectlve adv1ce on the

deVelepment of the clty. The consultants recommendatlon led .

dlrectly to the amendment of the 19&2 Plannlng Act in, Aprmlg*

1,5Q, allowlng for the. establlshment of technlcal plannlng

- boards[in,theiprov1nce.39
' Mr. Strong informed theﬁjﬁovn' Planning ' Commission of

[4 .
a .

1this ‘nem leglslatlon nd' requested renlewvof it "for
~‘_con51derat1on in the near future.“*o ‘Mr. Thrift.outlinedf to"‘
the Toun Plannlng C%mm1551on 1n June, 1951 ‘tHe amendments

2

to the Tcwn Plannlng Act- and on July lQ; Hr; . Martin, . the

Town Planner, presented to the Comm1551on A Brief Outllnl_g.

Prgposed Chanqes 1n Lhe Pla g gg dm131§tra;10

L]

) Calgarg"i Ihe brlef polnted out the 1nadequac1es_ of thel

‘.ex1st1ng .plannlng grocedure and emphaslzed-that avpephnlcal -

Je
. i
R T A

R - R L U e T e '
T39 . wWay. nay Hinnie‘ Chan, 'The"ImpaCt"of the " Technical -°

jPlannl_g Board on . the Morghologz of Edmont gn, unpubllshedv o
M.RA. thesls, Unlve951ty of ‘Alberta, Edmonton, 1969, 159 10.'~~;,_r

40 Mlnutes, Town Plannlng Commission,’ December 7,.1950.

41 . A.G. Martin, A-Brief Outlining Proposed- Changes in the
Plannlng Admlglst;at;og . for - Calgarz, Clty of Calgaryp" bl

'Q'Plannlng Department July 19_ 1951

52 -
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plannlno hoard "would be speedler and less cumbersome"

\

the Tcwn  Planning CommlSSlon prlmarrly becaus

-3
[

Commission could act only in  an. adv;sorygtcapacity,

e

a2

than

the

In

addit&onf CMr. Mértin“podnted_bht‘that a'technicai~p;anning

integrate’

unichpare‘llkely to affect the‘developMent of the 01ty. This-

i “'

o e C . o,
adm;nlstratlve matters. "The functlon of Lannlng

RS

Y

is.

to

functlon could be more adequately performed and the plannlng

department more closely 1ntegrated in. the civic organlzatlon

by a hoard composed of members Who are 1n dally contact wlth

/

problems of Clty development ne3 On August 20,r 1951,~

counc11 approved Bylaw ﬁ%&? provtdlng for the appo1ntment of

'a technical. plannlng board

\\

»,

3 »1.

-

treparing and submitting to Council for its

The dutles of the board vere

a.
approval a .General-. Plan_ -or . scheme  of"
~development and zoning by*lau Or any plan or -
official scheme authkorized  .by -~ the ~Town
Flanning Act. ;o L
b. Acting in af . advisory capacity  in matters -
" rpertaining to planning; ‘ R .v
T o 3 SR o
c. Etomoting«public interest in planning;4
J'd.¢E01ng all such acts, matters or thlngs as :may'
"~ te necessary or- 1nc1dental to the carrylng out
"cf such dutles a4 : .
ez Thid. ;
43 .Ibigd.

Cme Bylaw

- =
£

/ »..-')

01ty

K . BRI . . . ‘ N : )
" board would act as-aﬁeoordinating board on all té%hnical and

as much as p0551b1e all the actlons and dec151onsc

a237, A Bylav of the Clty of Calgary to App01nt a
Technlcal Plannlng Board, August 20 1951 C S



o have taken place that would have serlous%* affected thenl ,

R

The Touwn Planning Commission became 'an Interim

Development Appealwaoard to hear appeals from the "decisions

.of ‘the toun planner or the technlcal plannlng board In
addltlon to: actlng as. %he Appeal ,Board, @t was .also _the

functlon of the Commls§51on_ to help crystalize ‘pﬁhlic

‘opinion‘_on jgeneral planningﬂ_matters and enlist public

L3

suppoft‘ for planninf.- Afpeals from the \decislon of'the
. " " )
appeal bcardecould be taken to the Prov1n.hal Plannlng

\

Adv1sory Board thCh was the final anthorlty.

L

Interim Levelgpment

*Although the 193a Zonlng Bylaw uas 1mportant as a 1egal,_

dev1ce for land - use dec151ons, 1t was enacted Hlthout any

'reference fo an offlclal plan. "Zonlng bylaus should be

treated as part of an overall plannlng program, as a. prlmary -

means”  of enfor01ngu.the land use-pollc1es establlshed by ‘a’
maeter plan hesS When vork began on the master plan in 1950,,“

‘the .zonlngl.bylaw wae found .tb. be too lrlgmd_ ﬁor"the;i
reparatlon of a Plan. ~Hr; lnartihf‘cOmmented? thatlfunden

exmﬁtlng regulat1ons nuch building and development couldf

objectlves_ of the ’evolv1ng general plan.‘*’whlle looklng‘

——

: ""5- Chan,OEo Cit., PP‘ Y- 5..,
‘.‘é:-'Hartln’ E; Clt’- ':  =

. e . \\
. . A N
- < ; B
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forward towardﬁnew.plans,.deciSions could'still be based on
thei existing.‘zoning regulations "i{hQ¢PF result that such
' decisions eould have'oompromised the intentions of the new
plan. 1In order to implement a nev plan, Mr. Thrift and Mr.
Martin'urged the Town‘flanning'ConmiSSiOn.and City Council-"
to take advantage of new prov1nq1al leglslatlon allOW1ng for

'_an 1nter1m development bylaw to gulde the c1ty s grouth.

The purpose off'the llnterlm development bylaw was ‘to
gurde the development of the Clty durlng the perlod that the
general - plan was .berng worked out. Durlng thls tlme,,'
‘ex1st1ng ionindA bylaws. were to be suspended and plannlng
:dec151ons were to be based on the proposed bylavs 'to _cone'
Cinto effect when the_ general plan wvas approved. The new
bylawc vould then replace the Interlm Development Order as'
‘the' 1nstrument guldlng develOpment 1n “the c1ty On Octoher
Ald, 1951(- . eA,Erovxncral Governnent 1ssued an ‘1nter1m,'
deveiopment-vorderf for;‘the. c1ty.‘7 Pursuant to the powers
contalned in the Order, the Counc11 in- Harch 1952 'passed .
Bylag-u271 the Interlm Development Bylaw ‘a8 The hvlav:::ast

| vorded ih broad terms to glve the development offlcer andh'
ss:;—f’;;ovzn;e-og_glherta,.Inte;;_ Developgent Order* C;tx o;-ﬁf
"~Ca1gar1 ‘October-10, 1951.: R

_llav a271,; Being a Bylaw of the Clty of Cal ary to'

prov1de for the "interim control of development durlng the

) preparatlon' of  the General Plan for the development of the;
City, March ’1 1952 '
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the technical planning board wide discretionary powers to

implement the proposed‘geueral plan.

he Nei Kbou rhood Unlt Concept

. e

- . The Amajor' objective for hiring a"cohsultant, for the

establlchment of a’ technlcal plannlng board and for the use -
of 1nter1m- deve10pment/ was to_ prepare"and' inpiemeuf.'a
geueral‘ plen.AHr. Thrift 'in his report, .Qutline of Spudies

- ig; §>ggmprehensiVe gigg'ggg Calgary, iﬁitiated studies ' for

the preparation of a.plan.*® 1In doing so, he urged the]
establishment of “citizen 1ccmmitteesh to con51der various
aspeCts offthe' overall"scheme;so The. recommendatlons of

o o

these commlttees were used 1n the 1951 report by Mr. Martln,'“

P oqress Report on the Comprehe251ve Plan.51 In the report,

"the. majo:‘ problems fac1ng‘ the Ccity . a "thef tlme, vere
outliued,,f These ;ncluded . irafficf"4é%ngestion;f‘r1bbon

commercial dévelopmenf and 1and use conflicts arlSlng from»i“

fpoorly located 1ndustr1al areas. Of 1mportance to thlS study"ﬂfv

]

;.nepe thoee recommendatlons relatlng to re51dent1al plannlng't’f

and ﬁon thls ,p01nt,'"nr; , Hantlh _'suggested : that {thef 

' ‘ueigubourhood-_;unit 2coucept, be’ 'used 'ﬂktf ba51s forf

4 EIlC T W. Thrlft Outllne of Stugles fo; a Comprehen51ve
N Plan for calgary, 1950.
50 Hlnutes, Town- Plaunlng Commt551on, August 15 1950. e
.. .51 . A/G. Martin, Progress Report on. the Colggehen51v Plan,-f!h
‘.fToWn Plannlng Comm1551on, August 23 1951 Ce ‘ e



F:‘ -growth

ThlS dlSCUSSlOH has focused on those elenents thCh led

‘reSidential design. ‘He stated

Such a unit ‘would be the area reasonably sered

by the average elementarx school. It is hoped
that such units -can be déveloped so that a
nelghbourhood Splrlt is engendered through

ccmmqn interest in 1mned1ate local- affalrs, that
they will be areas that are not to be invaded by
major. traffic streams and will therfore produce, -

the safe and healthys living environment set out
as an objectlve at the outset.
i

57

]

o At the sameé time’ it 'is' ‘also hoped that =

~these unit areas will have ready access to good

thoroughfares and transit service and that good-

local shopplng will be quite- readily available.

These are understandably . contributing features"

in wmaking an .area a thoroughly desirable .place
tc. llve.52 B N f‘,\*"ﬁ“' o .

!

- Concw'sron S .

-
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the way towards major changes in_ re51dent1al plannlng

areas

K4

’hthe c1ty The collapse of the 1908-12 land boom placed large

of_ 1and under c1ty ovnershlp thereby allowlng for

strong plannlng cOntrols in, 1ater years. Post Horld Har' Il

freguently caused a shortage of land for parks. In addltlon,.‘”

E subd1v1ded grldlron subd1v151ons. ;Th

»though

enasaf’accommodated : 1n1t1ally flnfhth

grldlron ;

dld not prov1de enough land at central 10cat10ns to

~laccommodate schools of the s1ze regulred .tof-serve

S s2.

_4

il

pattern

the

';fo‘r_'

prev1ously"7'

”'.;1ncrea51ng populatlon, and the large denand for hou51ng lots yh'
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_ - - Sy . Ny
‘commercial fac111t1es were often 1nconven1ent and .in =~
gconflhct wlth other land uses, partlcularly hous%Jg..f'

The('nianning~ administ:ation"naS’;nunable 'to 'cobe _

effectively ‘uith' these pfoblems »uhicn resulted in stepsi'
be1ng taken to 1mprove and strengthen plannlng controls. The,
flrst step vas the h1r1ng of a. plannlng consultant. Thls was-
| qulckly followed by the app01ntment of ‘a technlcal plannlng'-
" board, ~the approval of 1nter1m development as the 1nstrumenti'
'tﬂtcv quide the clty's growth and 1n1t1al work Oﬁ”fhé‘
:CONPIehenqlve plan. nore effective' plannlng controlsv thenj“'"

"enabled_ planners' to teccmmend the uSe of the nelghbourhood»

_unlt concept as part of the evolV1ng general plan.

.
T

I



-’ CHAPTER III

';anIAL_nsE:Q§=Nnicnaounuogg uiITipniNprLEsi19u8 - 1954
o - | Coad S E
C'This -cnapter‘ begins witn:” he eranination of :tne~’
application of the nelghbourhood un1t concept in Calgary
Thefdiecuseion ’centres. on’ thel re51dent1al plannlng and
4;development=nwhicn5 occnrred'_ina the years between 1948 and
'-1954 a perlod when the tradltlonal grldlron pattern of land
,nsubd1v151on vas renlaced by a. modlfled pattern 1ncorporat1ng”
some nelghbourhood unlt‘_eprlnlcples.. Although severalbh
B modlfled‘ grldlron 'aréas~'ueté designed 'after' 195u thec
plannlng perlod was concluded then because 1t ias ]i“ 1955 .
-that the plannlng and development of complete nelghnourhood:
.i’unltc flrct began. Brlefly, th1s perlod can be descrlbed
.daf +1me of rapld growth and change° a tlme when new’ 1deaslrc

-»».,

.,were dlscovered dlscussed and 1mplenented

/,_

Although the nelghbourhood Unit concept :vaslﬁfitst‘ o

’fluproposed by Perry 1929 1n New.York ,1t was not wldelyA g

"ffﬁlknown and only began to ga1n popularlty 1n Canada durlng thejffff

"ifyears of rapld growth beglnnlng 1n the late 19005._ At thls;if’d

fthlme,'ulth a’ qenerally greater 1nterest 1n town plannlng and,77

1:5the avallablllty of a larger number of tralned planners, nevf““le

:‘iplannlnq 1deas made thelr way to Calgary.

59



Tt is‘_the purpose of this seCtion-to'deSCribe and
'brlefly explaln‘the 1nitiai _application*’of' nelghbourh00d
- unit pr1nc1ples in Calgary. Spec1al attentlon was glven to
Vlearnlng where new 1deas, or1"1nated whether ‘or mnot- any
nre31dent1al plannlng -goals“ ere clearly defined:.and if
.'alternatlves were evaluatedO Thﬂ. dlscu5510n opensl'uith »a;

review of the ’influence' of - the ‘federal agency;5centrald

Mortgage and- Hou51ng Corporatlon, n re51dent1al niannlng in,
fCalgary and contlnues wlth an analy is )ofAjthe effects Qf&
'Qreplottlng schemes.. Tﬁei,chapter hen: concludes wlth 'aj’
’.general rev1ew of the modlfled grldlr n nattern, followed by.

Ta case study of one re31dent1al area o the 01ty planned and

7'developed durlng the study perlod.-

Most of the loans for housing fconstr'cféd’tiv‘wcanAda'

L%

. throughout the perlod .covered by‘ thisAfthe51s have been

-guaranteed by the federal government througi*fa"serles"of.;iq

- natlonal hou51ng acts vhlch began 1n 190& vhe 1n1t1al act .

o authorlzed the establlshment of a new crown ag ncy( Central

/

'7,Hortgage and Hou51ng corPorat&on (C M H. C o Wthh ‘uas e

e } |

i:charged wlth carrylng out the terms of the fAct,~h;;g;g "to_f*'

_;promote ithef constructlon of ﬁne homes,t'theu repaln and

fij’ modernlzatlon of ex1st1ng houses and the 1mprovement fk"ﬁv



- :

housing and 1iV1ng cond1t10ns. BY FurthermOre, and nmore
fimportantly from the p01nt of view of thlS study, C.M. H c.
was requlred to encourage the development of sound communlty;

" planning.2

‘Although the teSponsibility for,urban\planning rests
with the prOV1nces and mun1c1pa11t1es, C.H.H.C. -has,'had. a
_strpng; 1nfluence on the plannlng of‘ re51dent1al 'areas

‘throughout .the country AsS an 1nsurer or lender of hou51ng;,\

']C H. H C qac eaoer to protect 1ts 1nvestment and because»ofl o

;Tthls 'chiegn, ;nslstedh-cni.;euleylng, subd1v151ons 1uhiché
involvedf'housing !ioans’ under; ~theu! Act. 'Ing' Calgary,
: fsubd1v1ders often, had ;fof nake - changes 1n thelr plans to.
'catlsfy C N H C requlrements. 1ﬂ | o

To ralse the quallty of hou51ng and at tthe; same time.if~

'_keep ccstc ‘down, c. ". H C began to encouraqe the adoptlon of”

mlnlmum ctandards'pbased lon concepts of publlc heaLth The”:

’,fflrst step towards thls objectlve was the encouragement fofA‘pf

e;~theQ use of planned house grouplngs. An early and- notlceable;3

fresult of thls pol;cy was*the hOUSlng ‘constructed for ia;'-

.Z,veterans and armed forces personnel s an example, 1n 19&7,\15”

oo

o e e o o e o =

L Government ,of Canada, Nat;onal Hou51ng Act,_Ch N;;ﬁC)VJ"

7f'19?0 R |
2 Central. Hortgage and Hou51ng Corporatlon, Slte g annlng; S

.fyandbook 1966, p. 3.

_Minutes, Technlcal Plannlng Board June 7, 195u and Juneef'ﬂ

} 15 1958“,yj;
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‘eastern nelghbourhood 6 -

ST \? | 62
s B - '
to ease a severe hou51ng shortage, a c1v1c hou51nq commlttee'

requested C.M.H.C,,'to- provide for‘¢SCC houses for ' war

vetérans;*gAfter evaluating alternative' locations for the -

' housinb} a C.M.H.C. 4officialfadivsed city council that it

ac more. econom1cal to bulld a large‘scale development 1n. a

'.centrallzed -area than construct homes in small groups all
f‘_over the c1ty.5 Acceptlng thls adv1ce,;1n late 19&8; c1t&i
';counc1l passed a resolutlon permlttlng the constructlon of

“300 houses 1n ‘a planned unlt development in Renfrew, a north

1

N

- "' "REPLOTTING SCHEMES IN CALGARY -

Prlmarlly because of Cs M H. C.'s preference for plannedﬂ

unlt developments, .thef c1ty, rather than allow1ng hou51ng
dconstructlon to contlnue on t&e grldlron pattern, beqan to
3make modlflcatldnS' to the suhd1v1ded land by lncorporatlng‘f

"-I_varlatlons based on nelghhourhoodl unlt' pr1nc1ples. These

r‘ .

flchanges 1ncluded curved streets,};ouls—defsac, centrally‘
3located -'parks'lfandwjbschools, and : éasily'_ acpess;bleh;

f”nelghhourhood stores,ﬂj,:

1_ProviSion;lfor;fSubdivision{changeshwas*madefinHSéetion -
ST D TR T AR TR AT e

e i o i

o

".;AfjfThe Albegtan, February 18. 194qug

- Ibid., March 10, 1948,

el Ibig., dugust 17, 1048

© N
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37 of the Town planning Act under replottlng schemes.?

Briefly, a replotting scheme is “the cancellatlon of ‘an

'existing plan - of éuhdivision,‘ the consolidation‘ of -any -

'parcels. cf land 'Withinithe subdi?ision'into'one'area and,
- finally, the plannlng of a. new subdiuision of the
c0nsolidated area. . The 1land in the new subdiv151on is then

v

redistrituted among the owners:of lands ﬂih‘_the cancelled

subdivision. To make 'this~‘possible,',thé glann ng. Act,‘

required.that ouners of 60 percent of the number of parcels
of~'land . had to agree to the replottlng scheme. In Calgary,

most replots yere relatlvely easy due to the fact that large

amounts of land had been acqulred by the -c1ty through tax*‘

‘defaultss'

“THE MODIFIED GRIDIRON PATTERN

. Plannipg Mrea L ST e

Thé;modlfled grldlron pattern vas employedllnltlally in’

‘,several 7areas -of the c1ty whlch for varloucfreasons, had

: remalned undeveloped For..example,._ }9“8, thed Re
'ﬂsubd1v1<10n replaced the old munlclpal alrport- St;.hn:

‘1s located on. uhat was formerly a golf course- and Knob Hlll

(19“3‘ 9‘1) gvésfﬂﬂ area Hﬁlch had remalned vacant becauseﬁ"j"

)

ey >

7 plannipg Act, 1942, Chapter 169, Section 37,

el

‘_reui’

ewls .
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part of it was required for training purposes be a nearby

armed' forceS' statlon. At the sampe - time as the planning and

‘rdevelopment of these areas was underway, several other areasj

whlch had orlglnally been 3ubd1v1ded on the gridiron’ pattern

were alcc being modlfled Mountview ‘(1Qu8), Houndsfleldh‘

_Helghts, {195G), Capltol H111 (1950), and Brlar Hill (1951-

:52) are among the many examples.

| - y .

l

]

Flgure 9 1nd1cates those areas uhlch were subdlvided on-

the grldlron pattern durlng the 1908~12 1and boom ‘but have'

tv51nce been replaced by modlfled de51gns.,Scme Gf the areasl'

®

.which were modlfled were very smalj comprlslng only .5‘ few

‘blocks (6-9-; Klllarney) whlle others were qulte 1arge,‘

a

cometlmec encompa531ng several hundred acres. (e g. Brlar

Hlll Renfrew) ‘No deflnlte crlterla for deternlnlng the 51ze o

of fa"modlfled plan seems to have been uced although the

1”t1m1ng of development appears t° hawe had an 1n£luence.. g

¢ . R4

'fit 'Qas dec1ded that modlflcatlons would unduly hold up thej' |

-

'development process,,the Town Planning Comm1551on and later

&

the Tethnlcal Plannlng Board usually recomma«

ed that most

'Lf not all of an area retaln the gradlron pattern.6 However,_

/»l

ﬁinﬁlareac .where agreement among 1andovners on a new de51gnjl.ﬂ

'ﬁas‘obtalsfﬁ easxly, larqer areas could be con51deredi.for"

w

h':é’ Hlnutes, Town Plannlng Comm1551on, Jaﬂhary 19 1950

>

R IR Vi
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v  Size was. also llmlted by the exlstence of surroundlng
- developed areas. Care had to-be taken to tie the mOdlfLG?b
de51gn_ 1nto the exlstlng grldlron pattern and, as a result;
some grldlron areas. had to remarn unchanged,h Generally,
'though, as planning hgéame more sophisticated and.as-larger

and more distinct Planning - areas became- avallable, .more -

effort was made to modify re51dent1al de31gn

)

‘Road Pattern

It is evident,from:the'modified oﬁidironpdesigns that
planners - were attemptlng to 1mplement Aa "policy of
estrlctlng through trafflc. Desplte thls objectlve, 1t is

also apparent that no clear}y deflned street _ de51gn

¥
prlnClplGS were. used at the tlzg; Host of the streets 1n the

modlfled grldlron areas have a random pattern wlthout anva““

'?Q sp¢c1f1c destlnatlons and no sernse of unlty.4. e e

v : . 1

3

? Although 11m1tatlons ex1é¥ Hlth the street de51gn, some'
~not10ns proved to be very effechgve_'anq -Were frequently'

' tepeated “For example, one " notable plan yac the use of a.

serv1ce r&iﬁ in Renfrerto segregate res1dent1al areas fromii

2

;hthe heavy trafflc :onﬂ 16th Avenue,_a major arterlal 9 In1
._another 1nstance, the route of an arterlal Slfton,BOulevard."‘
. : B S y
B

'\9" Ibld.} June 7, _1951.1 L

~
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Vwas changed to divert traff;c dfurtner vest. With this
" change, through trafflc ﬁas  d}sccuraded.w;rpm.entering‘a‘
; strictly.residential streetdﬂthns enhancing_its gg}alue,T as a
’residential srreerj"‘o ) |

‘Local Shops

e ; - \- A
As with street design, durlng thls perlod planning

¢

goals for the prov1510n of nelghbourhood stores had not ydtf

S .
- teen clearly thoughr out. In iseveral modified_gridiron

areas, sites were zone for isolated. corner stores and,-'in
- some 1nstances, shops vere located on all four- corners of an

1ntersect10n. With thls type of de51gn, no prov151on was

o

. made for off street parklng and llttle concern was ‘given to

-

trafficf congestlon,- safety, or potent1al confllcts vith

adjacent hou51ng The pOlle was to ‘zone all land haV1ng any
‘clainm to commerc1al potentlal and the ‘result’ ;as. far‘.too:;

.mach Ccmmerclal spaceall Eurthermoré : 51ncel all ‘of thé;:

conmercially zoned land was ndtj developed it_A elther,

@,
A

,remalned vacant or was absorbed by re51dent1al land uses.12

- - .
- T

'Theh planning period '.]thougﬁ,é digi'ﬁitness ‘some -
nelghbourhood shopplng centre 'development{;-SeVeralébstores

Pro1pid.,-duly 20, 1950,

't . City of’ Calgary,. General l n, 196’4 p.«u9. -
12 ' “Ibig. r p- 50 o

R

A . . . BTNt



68

,-

_were lccated together, off-sirget parking was, provided in
. some cases and, in contrast-to earlier times, some thought ¥

was given - to relating the location to'the drawing. area andg_ -
‘the. road rpattern. E o o ’ a AR ////

Parks, Playgrounds, and Schools

.

It was not until 1953 with  the passfng of . the.

Subdivision 'Reguiations, that' a “1¢ per cent compulsory

'reterve dedlcatlon was requ1red 1f subd1v151on was to take
place.’ Eefore éiat tlme, the 01ty vas requlred to purchase h
. o

or donate 1and for parks, >playgrOUnds, _and 'schools, With
;parkS’hand p;aygrounds, the:usual procedure ias for theiTown
' PlanninonlEngineer_-in. consuitation‘ciifh lﬁhe .Parke* fand; ‘
Playdrounds 7Committee ﬁo, dec1de upon 51tes. Occa51onally,_s
~‘"when modlfylng a subdlva51on, a parcel whlch had prev1ously
been set.‘a51de haé to ;be“ exchanqed for a more sultable
'locatlon.‘3 At other tlmes, 1t.was dlscovered that, due to )

rough terraln, ‘a parcel could not be sold gor development

1'and} 1n these cases, the Technlcal Plannlng Board usually

recommended thatfgxhe.'area';heo'set a51de for ,parks and

Aplaygrounds 1* Parkland could aiso be a seia' a51de »1f

TN e

»petltloned for by 1ocal res1dents._Thls 51tuatlon occurred,

.WI“A

B L "'. \: .A"f/,. s ;\: - A
i

N +
___~¢—¢-____*___p___t

. 13 Minutes, Town Plannlng Comm1551on, July- 20, 1950

e Hlnutes; Technlcal Plannlng Board ?uly 28 1954,
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for.exanpie, lin iéS?v in Knob Hiil ‘nhen- 162 residents
-petitioned for a park in their areaaiﬁ-

AIn the early part of the plannlng perrod the.'size' of
elementary school grounds contlnued to be . baSed'on‘the‘
'standard 01ty block 16 Houever, ‘with' comnnlsory dedlcatlon,
the area set aside gradually 1ncreased In some 1nstances,
itv‘was not at_;frrst»clear.uhy:sone'sqhooldlocationsﬁwere
rehoseng:Sonetimes thef are”not central to‘~an»iarea} and -

I:other.~times ‘they appear grouped Oftén though, durlng thlsv..

perlod echools were located so as - not only to serve a new'

,subd1v151on buﬁ to accommodate students fggm adjacent areasa'.

as well. ',;-.~ FREI R .

N

Housing
L

B \ N et . B . R
- Lo . [V

preserve .and ~ enhance the appearance"of-"newly;

g

malntalnlng hdlldlng quallty Inltally,._the'iTownn.Planning

L Commlss1cn attempted _tof 1mpose cost restrlctlons on new

f hou51ng. For example, _in Houndsfleld Helghts,~_a‘ nlnlmum'd-C

E

ﬁinveStment of $u500 vas requlred 1n the houee and lot 17 Inlr”

) . : G

- —-—————.—.—,—.—...—.——.———.—s—

s Petltlon from Knob H111 residents to A.,Hnnro, Parks-jrf
' gSuperlntendent, ?ebruary e, 1952 -

developlng areas, . greater."¢oncern 'uas expressed fori,'f

L. 16 - For example, see: Hlnutes, Toin.‘Plannlng Comn1551on,fd‘f""
‘ ,February 12,1948, a o

7o Hlnutes, Town Plannlng Commlsslon, January 9, 19&7



70
» _ ’ S : - N
this-partioular district, however,’ a» group of property
ownerS“who had bUllt thelr houses prlor to the sale of the
major portlon of the subdivision were afrald that h.f new
'_houses uould not be as’ ‘high a quallty as thelrs. To protect'
1the1r investments, they requested that the 'restr1ct;onsi be‘
';changed from- a"dollar to ‘a. square .foot.:basi"s.18 Affer A
f;further consideration;'rhe fOUn‘PlanningldCoumlSSion7xaoreedn

. to ‘“the reguest to the extent of recouﬁehding'a'uinimum-

i ground coverage of 1000 square feet for 51ngle storey houses
" and 8C0 feet for one. and a half storey dwelli'ps.19 No
;feStllct19n51 though, were placed on the locatlon of these7¥

tio_housing StyleS'withln the subd;v1s10n.-'

The bullding restrlctions 1ssue was also 1nfluenced vat‘;@f

'theuytlme hy “the movlng of old houses 1nto new re51dent1al o

NN

fdisrricts,‘fchlefly as‘\af result of the_i expan51on o of«

COmmeroial' areas Thls trend was opposed by some taxpayers .,;'

o who felt that old hou51ng deterlorated the value of‘ thelrf:f

/

o property. After_ 1nvest1gat1ng ,[ﬁ problem, .ihef c1ty'v

'd-lenglneer, Hr. Strong 1nd1cated that, under the Plannlng Act,j"

v

lfvrde~ pouers, vere® glven i Clty Councll 7fto;f adopt L
v owe were S BOORE

g

v‘ffarohitectural‘ oon#rol regulatlons.‘by bylav 20. an . alsogeAa”

7-‘5[ Ibld., February 9 1959,

19 Ibag., ‘April 2¢, 1950. o ' .
.. 20 . letter from J. Ivor’ Strong, Clty Englneer to Hayor D.

" H. . HacKay and. COmm1551oner V.,A. Newhallf\Aprll 17 1950,>_,

A uqzoﬂ



1 bulldlng regulatlons were 1mposed Of note, though /i the

i;observatlon that restrlctlons varled wlthln and between each:'

¥

]

pointéd out, 'though;"that opinion about architectural

appearance varied uldely and 1t would llkely be. d1ff1cult toi

.agree on sultable de51gns 21 To settle the 1ssue, nr. Strong

recommended that, as.a condltlon of movement, .an: agreement‘

Lrelocated houses would be brought up to rthe standard

'adjoahang. propertle_s.?2 Th;s SUggestlon was later approved
. - T 2. _ . . SR

by Citinouncil.23' _“?*:" o ‘nid_

.

Asf-more ‘areas of the' C1ty were developed str1cter7;~

& o

" be requ1red with the owner of the house to ensure that'_ig

jtdlStr1Ct'“ ih<fét' ““dre'srvfor example, only 51ngle fam;lyuj“

fhouses wlth a mlnlmum of 1,400 sguare feet vere alloued on at‘»ﬁ_

crescent located om the brow of a h111 but, 1n the rest »ff;g .

.‘f c °

A

the subd1VI51°“' gf990‘* square feet as: the ‘mlnimum.;”:

three bedrooms.24 o

- o

. ~Letter from Clty Clerk ”to' Town Plannlng Comm1551on,}ﬂf,fﬁ“
_.September 6, 195G, . o o
24" Minutes, Town Plannlng Comm1551on, February 1 1951.”_A

:‘Mnl‘_-— i,
-
-
x

ﬂFurthermore, all houses ‘had- to ha@e/
h-h By contrast 1n MountV1ew the mlnlmum 51ze for“?Single”‘

. famlly houslng V's.-750 square feet and for two famlly

g hou51n9. 700 square feet per unlt 2s’ all of theseh7

’ . i .

o »regulat1ghs,.a llnk "‘made' between thé den51ty ff;;?

:fhz‘ h Ibla-: j:' ,f;j -?;.?Tlifi 7'~“-,}fff-fr: tff'f.‘f.*e L

L 22 Ibid., v E : o B ‘

f:?s ‘ The Albgrtan, Hay 29, 1951 T BN ,*{rjeiA}
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T . . ' R :
subdivision -and _houslng, ~size. In most. cases, the

restrictiOns’ ' appear to - haVe 'been“hfbgégdd o - the

. a . .‘*v
recommendatlons of the develoPers.-' S : R
S ' . : : e e o

_ KNOB'HILL < A HODIFIED GRIDIRON SUBDIVISION -

. Ce
-

To ‘obtain a better,3understanding of the plannlngef
f'processf uhicn occurred durlng the plannlng perlod and to B

galn a clearer 1dea of 'what i modlfled grldlron patternf R

\

looks llker~5 ne. subd1v1s1on, Knob Hlll vas selected as-a -

‘ case study. Knob Hlll is 1ocated in southwestern Calgary-f"

}’(Flgure 8}, It was chosen as an example because 1t was one

.

of the flrst ireas of t”e"c1C& where‘.nelghbourhOOd unltif:

A:

‘prlnciples uere used and hecause more 1nformation is

ﬁavallable than for the many other dlstrlcts that were‘ belng_f'7"‘

;developed eat, roughly n‘;‘same tlme. Several llmltatlons[nvfir

v

cot LS

:f :though,'uere faced by u51ng thls example.sirlrst, ;’h aearly;r

d[“land :Uée;Amap could not be located and as a result it wasfﬂf?{”

L .

'*developnent Second srnce sectlons ofl Knob Hlll "ere"

\:r'dlfflcult to redate the plannlng of Knob &ill to surroundlng;]'f'

‘*”modlfled at dlfferent tlmes, t$e study area,vas never vleuedfe'-f‘

—\”r.

'r IR

"f1973

1and uses.;was constructed :and;“ t overcome

’unlt‘ therefore, statlstlcal 1nfornat10n on the study;fv”

;-cnly was not avallable (Flgures 10 11 and 12) ;f‘g;_““‘*

Althouqh an early mapfcould not be located, ..fjgﬁg-_pf,,~‘*
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”levsubmltted to the _fdu

'{:ﬂalternatlve, sugg‘

&

. 76"
lrpltatlcns, planning department transportatlon . zone
'istatlctlce wérc ‘used. hese zones vere establlshed in the
'1967 Cal lgary Transportatlon Studv aid in"*plannlng

transportatlon fac111t1es.26 Knob Hill takes in two' of .the

zopes} whlch _together COIIGSpond qultel ‘closely ‘to:tthe

-original replot boundaries..

Historical Development .

The orlglnal Knob Hlll subd1v1s1on .was; r991stered ;ip

7;1911,_dur1ng Calgary s flrst major land boom, hut 1t was not_'

[

_!untll h latg 19u05 that the' area ‘uas- subject to -
55;'devolopment pressures. The flnst small replot vas; approved

f';n 1908 and thls was ﬁpllowed by modlflcatlons in 1950. Thlsff

?fplan fwasf sub]ect to

r:plannlng englneer,irﬁr,‘Lamb 1n February 19“8 It pgovidedfjf

afor qu "lou-cost hou51ng 31tes j'and fabandoqﬁd_ }thgpl;*ﬁl
lfconventlonal grldlron pattern rprf a-.curéﬁliuéaf r‘f'éét-luicf

ﬁllayout ‘In addltlon, 1nstead of backlanes,i-each -pair:‘aﬁ?f'

>

"-3the Town Plann)mg Comm1551on r cted the plan f;na;.-as ’an; i

¢

-

'J: and II, 1967 . cerE L gf,.

IR
many changes. The flrst ver51on was

Plannlng Comm1551on by tw | town-“

”?r:houses uas to share a common =1de drlveway. The chalrman of;-u:"

'"7” housesv should face eachlfffaj

‘:“éé“ C1ty of Calgary, ;gg;x ;QQSEOrtgtlog §tugx Vols. 1 ;?t}I;

P



other aCIOSS a eommon sideualk-with a service street to, the 7
S .
‘rear. In defense, ‘he stated that thls vas ‘the, "latest trend

in- modern tOHn plannlno development;"27 lﬁhe_ suggesturm
;_appears to have been based on the Radburn contept which was
dlecussed in Chapter One. Several other Comm1551on members,"
" though, féelt that tbe plan was unorthodox and doubted that
.the rear viey_of-re51dencee'w1th garhage cans “and washlngtlf
: uoulditbed nerY' pleasant from the street Because tbey were

unable tc’come to: an’ agreement the Comm1581on dec1ded to

refer_ the matter to C.M.H. C. off1c1als to determlne whlch_n*..

- type of layout would be mcst acceptable to .‘them.?8 After o
"nscon<1derat§on, CuM. H;C,d;,recommended~- another locatlon;
Renfrew, for the lov cost'"housing project 'and the_.TOan

‘iPlannlng Englneer recommended that Knob Hlll he retalned forgff'

prlvate r651dent1al development 29j?€5

..",

Subcequently,- ;on November 22,; 19&8 Clty Counc1lnﬁd

'w'eauthorlzed the preparatlon of a- replottlng scheme for Knob

- ;Hlll 'dp‘on February 3 1949, the Town Plannlng Comm1551on”

r%commended as follows-‘vi g

v.ghvl*AS‘ the c1ty ‘owns: “more - -than . 60 ° per - cent - |
... of the,}parcels .and of ‘the’ . .assessed . values .-
cocof the lands - exclu51ve of improvements “in: .

the area affected, and /;n hv{additionw>ﬂ_a»"g

e L‘ B

“i2r . The A lbegtan, Hay 29 1951 e '~3i_;jfva;ijfj;ftff

g 28 . ‘.'-‘.-_"i_d., é’" \
"rzs{;inlnutes, Toun Plannlng Commlelon, Harch 3, 19“8.1“;fj
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}‘constructlon,ofvthe_c;gwchlld‘mrallv(Blate 1),};;~>

¢
78
* S
large percentage .of the private owners
have consented; and -as the new Plan has
- nowv been - prepared and is on . file with -
~the City - Clerk together with the ~details
of = the replottlng scheme  showing ‘the
. redistribdtion of the newly subdivided ' land
%  amcng owners of the -land in  the = old
subdivision, and ~ as ‘the City will bear ,
the cost of . replotting, . grading, - and
surveying the ' area, it is proposed that .
‘Council adopt the scheme as reguired by
- :;the ‘Town ' . Planning  Act and that a
certified, copy of ‘the resolution together .
with ~ a . 1list’ of - thé .lots- or ‘parcels
.~ comprised .in ' the scheme ‘be filed in - the
. .Land Titles oOffice in  Calgary.3° R
_"\, v . ;.vvw L " : ."‘1 .' . . ,.,'
’Fihally,” March 1:, 1950, the largest replot in thel

study area was reglstered at the Land Tltles Offlce (Flgure
'12{4 Smaller replots occurred in' 1951, 1958 1962 and 196&

;tef allou- fo’ the‘ development of a hospltal énd' _the r

P

”

_ﬁoad,Eéfteggj7* -

Perry empha51zed that a nelghbourhood unlt should beitjl'.

bounded cn all 51des by arterlal streets..ll‘f.addltlon to>l.

1mprov1ng rtheﬁljsafety rféfﬂ];fhe;f'streets i Hlthln ‘ the -

nelghbourhood AthlS enables the re51dents and the publlc fin; e

general l,fsee thp th51ca1 llmlts of the communlty and toffﬂ,f;f

Lo

:?1 v1sua112e 1t as a dlstlnct 1dent1ty "lee a fence around \ae}

i
PR

"\I'; ,;"-‘_ ‘Z.t
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.

Knob:Hi11‘Modified Gridiron Neighbourhood . - - " - E

D 1000 Feet" . Squrce: Machair’ Survey Ltd., Caigary;-i974 -

o
- . o . . , i’ . R M
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“lot, they [arteries] : heighten the motive for Iocal
- .
1mprovement by defining the area of responsxblllty nIt -

At "the tlme Knob Hlll was planned the establlshment of

. (S
nelqhbourhood boundarles was. not followedj~as a plannlngt

ptln61ple.»Th9 plannlng empha51s was on the inclusion -of  :

. o \

et . : . .
: e X o) u same tim
some str et de51gn varl%SI n b tAwd%f\the ame time, the

o

' e
1nteg*at10n of the sub@1v151on wlth surroundlnq dlstrlcts.

AN
N

In more recent tlmes, though Hlth heav1er trafflc and the

constructlon of major arterlals, some . boundarles for “Knob - -

Hlll ‘have evolved. A dlstlnct boundary vas establlshed on

the ueStwside"Hiih” the- upgradlng _of‘-2h_ Street from T4

G

resideutia1~ street ‘to 5 major expreseiay, the CrOHChlld

N

Trail Heav1er trafflc,{ op both 17 uand 28 Avenues has,;%ﬁf
o . . 5 o
'-encouraged these routes to be v1ewed as boundarles but 1n a-
‘.'much lesc dlStlnCt way than CIOHChlld Trall.l - ngT |
-'\_ A ) ) ! N . . . L . . ' ‘7

. . a ?; N -, . : - o .

o

\

ftomparlscn Nlth surroundlng*areas 1s the road pattern. Fever L

80

- Prcbahly the most dlstlnctlve feature of fhob Hlll in :

'"*throuqh streets' are prov1ded than before and, 1n addltlon, ,4' s

4

"fthe de31gn 1ncludes several curved ctreets, a cul de~saé

~,kf

. -t

'“&and;,a crescent\ more. aesthetlcally plea51ng and safer

?;eenv1ronment 1s the result
7;,‘_ : Clarence Perry, Q srng gg;“t'eg Ma
ﬁ{;Sage, New York 19?9 p. 57 ST
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- ' ~ o, 8

\J

Despite these imbrovements, several limitations to the
§ ' . .
st\eet ‘pattern are evident. To begin with, all the streets.

have the, same width, 66 feet, They were not ' designed

Vo ¢

according to, their probable . traffic load as suggested by

.

Perry. Furthermore Richmond Road is'a through street vwhich

.

tends tc - cp11t the area,: St?eets not 1ntersect1ng at rlght

-

anglea 1c another design fault. Safetx »ie reduced because

-

~drivers cannot clgkrly see onco:;ng trafflc. The design. alap

tends tc te confu51ng For exa&ple, 1t is difflcult to flnd“

Osborne Crescent if approachlng from the east..
Size o N

N\
Acccrdlng to Perry, the size of a nelghbourhood should

coincade wlth the -dravlnq area of .an elementary school
Depending on the communlty, though,‘the drawlng area’ could
vary ~widely». The-most reasonable approach Perry suggested
was to adopt the standard folloued 'by the“ local school
board At' the same tlme, he adv1sed that the nelqhbourhood
should have a populatlon randlug from 3, 000 to 6 000 and an’

area no. greater than 200 acres.32.

In the plannlng of Knoﬁ'Hlll, no relatlonshlp Was drawn

N

between the elementary school drawlng area and the 51ze of

32 'Ibid., p.°53.
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the.néighbourhood. Size was based on the amouﬁt\of open land
that happehedvto be avaiiable and the number of %andowners

who could agree to a new design, . ,
. ’ ’ r

Kncb Hill has two elementary >chools, Knob Hill pPublic
44

o~

Elementary and St. Charles Separate.‘ Neither is centrally

located and thelr drawlng areas include- -large sectlons of‘
| * ~ »
adjoining subdivisions.. This 51tuat10n occurred, first, .
\ , - A L ‘ : '

because the new .street GESignvhad'to’tie_in with‘existiﬁgb
developmenf and, second, beCause the schools ue:e located to
sesve the existiagsresidential areas as ‘wella as the new

.afea.<_At the»time Knob Hiil.uas élanned, all_schQOls in the
city vere overcrowded. Schools .were located ig\ adjacent
districts (e.g.ABankview) but they eouid not aecpmmodate the

‘demand,_

It - is interestihg-to nbte that u51ng 1973 statlstlcs,'

Knob Hlll is close to Perry's suggested size. It has-an area

AN

of. 2W2.,aCres and a populatlon Of 2715 33 The qross den51tY’.s

is low because the area 1ncludes a hOSpltal and’ the naval

|
i
-

a_statlon.

Nt

I

....—.,—~—-.—-..~————-.————-__..—

33 . City of Calqary Plannlng Department, Statlstlcal Tablea

7, ‘"Population and Dwelling Units in Metropolitan: Calgary by °

‘Transportation ~Zones, "January, 1973 and, Statistical- Table

M, "Land Area of Metropolitan Calgary ‘i_ 1972 by 1964
Transportation Zonegs," July, - 1972. - - » .
S o o _ o



parks and gl ygrounds
| L L
" B . / ,l‘.V .
- Perry pointed out that no hard and-fast rule can be
‘ )

la1d down as to the amount cf -land ‘that should be.set aside
: g 7y .

for parks,j playgrounds,c*and‘ schools’34 After. studylng

- several nelghbourhood examples he concluded that 10 per cent,

was- "a qcod figure to aim at n3s S
" in Knob Hlll approximately' 16’ acres‘ have -been _set5

’

aside, somewhat less than 10 per ceént of the total area. It

~

nust be p01nted out “that these areas were. acgulred before
thef *0 per cent reserve dedlcatlon was requlred. Playground

. and park ‘areas are scattered throughout the replot but ,the
. i

1argest is: centrallv 1ocated for easy acce551b111ty by all

Knob Hlll re51dents. The two smaller parks in. the eastern'
oo \v ’
' sectlon are on slbplng land and do not appear to have much

i

recreatlonal potentlal Generally, the locatlon of - parks and f
. open space empah51zes the fact that the area uas planned 'to
ﬁh‘be‘ integrated Hlth the surroundlng areas. As a. result, open
space wlthln Knob Hlll i not- restrlcted ; pl anb Hlllf,-

»

resrdents, _ - :gf L, o
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_“_ghh_g hoo d-Stores"

As suggested by Parry, local shops in Knob Hill are?
located on thevbc1rcumference of the unit Tvo serv1ce.
stations' and 'the"Tecumseh Shopping Centre were 1ocated-on .

'the west srde and a’ small group of shops was 1ocated on the

fcorner ©of 28th Avenue “and 20th Street in the Altadore

‘n?lghboufhood to the. south of. Knob. Hiil“'The Tecunseh'*

shopping centre orlglnally appears to have con%alned a. small

. N
‘grocery etore and p0551b1y a drug store and a barber shop

By 1972, houever, some unlts Hlthln the centre- were vécant"'
and others are occupied by -COmmercial functlons hav1ng

drawing areas larger than the nelghbourhood (soft drlnk. :

K

"outlet ’organ sales;;irealh-estate-sofflce) (Plate 2).-The_'

decllne in the economlc v1ab111ty of the . centre' nay have.

’

been due to,'the Jallocatlon of too much comnerc1al space.

:Thls danger vas p01nted out by Perry, but he also».admltted'n,_
that 1t was dlfflcult to determine the exact regu1rement 36‘
The amount of commerc1al land set a51de--in Knob Hlll" 'ii
h'have been eXCe551ve. As ev1dence of over~zon1ng, the corner;

‘of Rlchmond Road and 28 Avenue, orlginally zoned commerc1al;
7f;on ;the. recommendatlon 'of the town plannlng englneer,”wast":

’later rezoned for housing.37 In addltlon, one of the servlcejff"

__._._.-.._____—'..._.-.—--————- e N . o [ o : Y Y

36 Thid., p. 68. i oo e

37, Letter {Gom J. A. lamb to J. }u;'.' Hlller, Harch 16 -=19-5,Q_'

" and letter fr n Clty Clerk to A G._Hartln, June 9 1953;

L.
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/ij statlone was’ cOnverted to a tire Shop. The development of
» reglonal shopplng centres in “the 1960s alsd llkely had en/
jxmportant 1nf1uence »by " drawing customers-hway.fromylocal

g

“shops.

SN N
“.Churches” : ’ TS _—

AR . . . C . . . .
‘v . '" . . - .-

yIn‘ Calgory, buntil» guite recently, ‘ churches . were
'perultted anyuhere in reSLGentlal areas. ThlS pollcy evolved'7
hbecause. t--was concluded that churches and houses were not
'1mcompat1h1e uses Many churches, though, have not beeén well
;located-anq .lack"of parklng ﬁ@nd ‘excess;ve 'trafflc 7qre
‘euidencefof-this. In' Knob Hlll -a churCh cn'osha;né Crescent‘
is: Ahaeiamplé of . church locatlon pgoblems. Parishiouers are -
drawn from an area much larger than the nelghbourhood Aanuf?
gtov reach the church they must use re51dent1al streets. in;
addlt1on,_cn1y a smail~yamount ~of, off—street parklng Kisi
throv1ded 'atifthe rear " of the church,,so parlshloners must_
felther drlve through back lanes to reach the church or park\{g

on;gthe‘ front street. Elther; way, adjacent hou51ng

;affected by the excess trafflc.rf}f

: housing‘f
P mafBr obqecthe of the nelghbourhood unlt concept

4.hﬂthe protectlon of propertY values. BY 1mp1ement1ng a “"lfled.;



»desiqn‘eand " by imposing building’restrictions, it was hoped

~ Knob Hlll care was taken to establlshvbulldlng restrlctionsf

- before‘{any viots were sold. After discussions with building

. contractors, the Town Planning-Engineer'recommended,'for5thef

2

area'wect of'Richmond Road a mlnlmum ground coverage of 800

’square feet for: each 51ngle storey house and for two storey,

'600 ~For the more attractlve lots east of Rlchmond Road; a
tminlmum harea of 90C¢C square feet was suggested for 51ngle7

storey buildings ‘and 650 square feet 'for' two_;hstorey L

- houses, 38 -

T

The entire]area, apart“from the replot areas approved’

ﬁin 1948 énda1955. and part of a block abuttlng Bankv1ew was-’r

zoned.for two famlly hou51ng and of thlSr area,. forty per

Y

that the deterloratlon of propertles would be av01ded “With

cent 'uas developed w1th two famlly hou51ng, but, 51nce the}t

~h‘ou_se’and he basement sulte is the most common1-form,f'thei
';effectilhas: been to produce an 1mpre551on of scattered two.t'%*

fifamlly developnent Hlthln vhat at flrst appears to be

ffpredomlnantly 51ngle famlkg re51dent1al area39 (Flgure 1”

At the tlme, basement sultes uere allowed “to help ease a o

:h1gh demand for hous1ng,,but they may have contrlbuted t
"-anot;ceable deterloratlon of hou51ng quallty Knob H

—--—-——_-—_—————-——-—

O September 29, °1949. . .
PERNES ST C1ty of Calgany, General Plan,1963 P

"letter “from - J.hhhtg Lamb to J H.._Tller,.C1ty Clerk a.f.”



~ problem. IR

1964, anfappllcatldh was made to rezone part of the north~:f-

'~ » . . N ‘ ) B - ) c- ‘ 88

A1l of the houses'are now at least‘25 years old and many are

in need of repalr. Slnce the plan was % rep ot -somenolder

~housing was 1ncluded .The -m1x1ng of 'dlfferent ‘ages‘ of

housing may also have contrlbuted towards the deterloratlon

Al
.

™~

' The lack of a. dlStlHCtlve boundary for Knob Hlll also _

’appears' to. have _an 1nfluence ‘on the hou51ng 51tuatlon. In -

,eastern ‘section - t% perm1t duplexes and walhrup apartments.

'The Calgary Plannlng Comm1551on, successor to,the Technlcal

Sy

Plannlng Board was unsure whe%per the lots 1n questlon

H

Hlll or ain'uthe apartment dlstrlctF of Bankv;ew;‘ Afté:.

PN

con51derat10n, ‘the Comm1551on concluded tﬁats the  area
belonged 1n Knob Hlll and refused the application.*ov Thlsle‘
example 111ustrates how 1t is p0551ble fof a more fecentlyﬁ'

| ﬁeveloped area wlthout a dlstlnct boundary to bea 1nfluenced

by land uses from an adjacent older area.'-f

A

',should be 1ncluded in the neuxresldentlal dlctrlct Aof Knob“

P

_calgafyi Planning Commission, December 23, .
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. . CONCIUSION - S
ThlS p an1ng period marked a slgnlflcant turnlng p01nt

? in the deslgn of Calgary s re51dent1a1 areas. The perlod can
. as:.one) in 'whlch planners groaed for

. concepts ,andg standards. It 1s obv1ous that clearly deflned}f

best be descrlbed =
plannlnq goals had not yet been establlshed and the general
,approach seems to have been one of experlmentatlon with new

1deas, ideas. whlch emanated from several sources

The most 1mportant 1mpetus for change came. fr m Central '
- Hortgage and Hou51%g Corporatlon, the flrSt to recognlze the‘,?

advantages of house grouplngs and planned un1t developments.

Also fac111tat1ng de51gn chanqbs were the replottlng schemes.-hf

hl made‘pocslbleahy»provlnCLal-plannlng‘leglslatlon.

In Calgary, through the f_"a in replottlng schemps,

acant areas formerly subd1v1ded on the grldlron patterne
t,. e

&.' were mod1f1ed to 1ncorporate nelghbourhood unlt pr1nc1ples.;

Host notlcable 'ding *the ,iserles ofw modlfled grxdlron-_t'

-nélgthUIhOOdet arev ~cErGed streets fiand”r culs—de-sach“'s

e -

allOCatlcns of school ald park sltes, and easlly acce551ble§fﬁa}

ne1ghbourhood shops. Kno Hill oneﬁof the flrst areasl of;

the” c1ty where nelghbourhood/unlt prlnc1ples were applled,V, L

111u<trates the llmltat;ons*as well as the beneflts of thlsfﬁfr

’f_f subd1v151on\ de51gn change. Probably he”,moste.1mportanti'
: 11m1t1ng factor was the neces srty_of'tying,che3inen edesfgn"



ar’

~ influences from adjacent districts.

o

{

_into existing development. As a result, boundaries are not

distinct and the area is, éénerally moré ﬂ_subject . to
N s . . N . N . N
1

i

. L ‘ , 90
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‘IMPACT F,PLANNlNG ADMINISTRATION AND LEGISLATION

- —

_ ON RESIDENTIAL DEVELCPHENT 1924 - 1963;
"Most'immEdialexaost-var‘grovrh‘inaCalgary was absorbed
in  the existing gridiren subdivisions .or .in modified
‘gfidiron neighbourhoods'like knob Hill. By 1952, though,
nearly all of this . tyﬁe of 'residential land which was

.serv1ced bw.the ex1st1ng SEWET’ and Hater systems,. had been

"developed After thls time, to house the large populatlon

1ncrease whlch has,‘from 19&0 to 19704 averaged over 12 oooj.'

!

rpeople per year, new re51dent1al areas! were subdlv1ded.1 The
plans used 1n these new areas marked a sagnlflcant departure
‘from pre—1952 plans pr1n01pa11y in that much more extensive
'use was made of nelghhourhood unlt pr1nc1ples For the .most
‘part(_‘thls cmange;/? s due to- ‘the’ establlshment of a new
Plamnlng _ admlnlstraélon, :the- 1ntroduct10nAf_of' m more

.restrlctlve plannlng leglslation,‘ and the use Hof. more .

-rlgorouc plannlng procedures. Thls rhapter focuses on those N

: factors uhlch had the most 1nf1uence 1n encouraglng the use;«f‘

,of the nelghbourhood unlt concept 1n Calgary between '195u'

x

. the Year,-the flrst major subd1v151on uslng nelghbourhood;:'l

’ ;flf_ Clty of Calgary, The Calga;x glan, 1970, p.ut,i’s}srvw
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unit principles was approved, and ,1963, when the Geperal
Plan was approved 'This marked the introduction of a new
"reC1dent1al plannlng concept to Calgary, sector pLannlng
¥ . » ?’ ) ) - Ny Y

~ ANNEXATIONS

The mawor purpose for the creatlon of 'a ne planning3”'
admlnlstratlod in 1950 vas to- develop a- master plan to gulde,

the rapld growth of the c1ty. Part of the vork on the master
L}

plan 1ncluded forecastlng the c1ty s future populatlon 51zet‘7

and density patterns, from vhich the actual . area"requ1red
1 ‘ ' ‘ :

A

for development: could te estlmated The 1953 Report' on

]

Honsing’the Metropol t_g Populatlo outllned the procedure"

At the present tlme, of every 100 acres of newly
sutd1v1ded land, some 45 acres needs to be. set
agide for roads, schools, minor parks, and

' ccmmerc1a1 areas- leaving abcut ™ 55 -acres “for
subdivision into. ‘lots. - Onder the _‘existing
regulatlons, re51den€1al plots must have at

- least a 50 foot frcntage and the average depth ,

- will be about 12C feet, ‘making -a- lot ‘area . of =

. approximately 60C0 sguare feet. On a grld layouth e
and on flat land, it would be possible.to obta1n3 -
scme 800 lots in the 55 -acres ,referred to above.
U51ng the " figure of 3.7 persons as -the’ average . -

- -size of famlly,. 'some 1,480 - pérsons -could - be. /.

. housed on the - 4(0 lots, (or 100 gross acres),'r_“”
- qg1v1ng a den51ty of 14,8 persons per gross acre -
o ina 51ngle famlly re51dent1al zone. e

-

Tt was.also noted ‘that in areas where informal layouts

LI

_...-—__--—.._m'_

City/ of. Calgary, An Cutllne Report on Lapd Reduir&ments

2. )
for ‘Housing the Hetropolltgn gpulgt;on, lgg;x, ]95 ]98 ,a]ﬂ

. July, 1953, p. < e
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are substltuted for the grld Jayout and wbere the ferrain is
b

nore dlfflCUlt, the densities are not as hlg . As a result,'

algeneralifigUre«of 12 perscns petracre’ as taken as the
= ’ . . . . - . ~

~

minimum denzity in new areas. . :
- . AR W : e

v 3

?

Cn the ba51s of the forecasts ‘of populatlon growth. and'
- 1and needs, vextens;ye areas_~vere~ anqered_ te“ the' city.

Calgary's iannexations can | be. elassified ihto._three‘
caﬁegories.‘ First, anﬁexations wvere "Granted'v follovlng o

applieatioa: by some of *he small unlncorporated communltleSj
;rd private ’ land :developers whe'A regqested | n\- thedr
‘applicatiops theg extensiohgfof ‘the Clty'sbrserglcesifand'
utllltlec . séeond f'ahnexations'/were’ .grantedt ‘follpwiﬁg.
:appllcatlgn ".by the Clty to/.make land available for
resldentlal development from year to year._-?ihallf,’ there.

4were' large scal° annexatlons whlch uere_fgranted“-ihv
; _acedrdanee : W1th , the | long-rangel_ plan:?;e-witha 1arge .
anaexatlcns, 1t was p8s51ble to- p;an for larger 1and unlts.:
;Plannlng then became more comprehen51ve, 1h two senses. Itl
o was po=51ble to pran uhole ‘nelghbourhood unlts _ih; great"'
-detall and to plan for an orderly sequence ér developrent

o 1ncludlng the e;ten51on .oﬁ utllltles' overa large areas.

xNeighboprhoon‘flVereg;deSIgnedblto,»be' self-suff1c1ent in

t .

o3 k G.»Martln,‘"Land Deve{opment -in':Celgatii”;lﬁéﬁiiiﬁfﬂ

S A e e e e e



areas were t6 be developed next. With. this information,

private '~ developers. bought *up large  areas. of land-‘in

for the .-design .and ‘serVibing of the ‘properties. This

careful reséarch\ thé cityfsd

gu

‘convenience services but, at the same time, integrated with

one Aancther-'and with the city as a whole,_CQmprehensive

‘developmenﬁw alsprg encouraged -uniform standards of
develcpment.- : é ‘
D)

, ) g L
A rapid population increase 1led to larger planhing
units but'land:cwnefship also had an important influence.

Once thef_lonq-:ande'plan was deVeloped, it waé'known which

[Py

- @
-

anticipa{iqn of development. - Large tracts. of’*Land ;under:

fewer cwierships .contributed towards more ‘comprehensive

&3

planning as fewver difﬁiculties vere encountered in .artanging -

1 . . \

éitdatiqn “encouraged the use ‘off the_'néighbouthédd nit"
-,conéept,'a coﬁcépt‘which ;eq&i#es‘a re}atiéely laggé‘éfé@ftof
_‘be treated as'a‘planning'unit; | .o ‘_ | . .“;ﬁ
' | . “;
' ‘R;!GHION‘AL-'PLANNING | L

 "As early as 1946, ‘the Town Rlanning Cqm'issibn_ #oiced' 

E coﬁcé&ﬁ c&efvthe developméﬁt'of lang odtsiﬂe' héﬂcity;gAftér

licitor adiiSed't.at he céuid

o, -

_nOt.jfind any powers given to the .city " o exercise

. -

jurisdiction ovér property aéjéininé the city ‘limits. He did . -

" point out, “however, "that the.act provides for thé'settihg ol

e .
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up of a Comm1551on to act in conjunctlon With Comm1551ons of
ad]olnlng munlcmpalltles."' Subsequently, in 1951, +through

initiative ‘from the City of. Calgary, the- Calqary and

pDistrict Regional. Planning Commission was ‘set up. The
'Plannlng Act outlined the'functions of. the'cemnission, the

central -cne belng the preparatlon of  a regipnal' plan. .In
.addltlon, the Commlsslon was: - o R : .

-~ to advise = and assist the council of - any
mun1c1palltyfrepfesented on the qgmm1551on E

(i) in the plannlng and orderly development of the
- mun1c1pallty, and ~

(ii) on matters affecting planning and orderly:

., development that ame of common concern to the

~municipality and any other mun1c1pa11ty or the
Frovince.5

¥

The estahllshmept of &\\gémm1551on was an 1mportant step‘ln

‘gu1dlng the orderly ‘and economlcal development of. the city
1 A

‘ because, as - the City of Calgary was a member. of the .~

Commissian, the Tecﬁnieal_Planning Boatd'oftthe_city and'the-
Distriet Planning €ommission worké& inr close acsoc1at10n
’w1th each otner ‘when con51der1ng development. proppsals:

‘adjacent to the 01ty. As the general plan -evolved, and -it T;v;;
.'("-
became known Wwhat areas out51de the c1ty bbundarles would be

;requlred 1n the future, the Dlstﬁlct Plannlng CommlsSIOn vas:

"*.‘ Hlnutes, Town Plannlng Comm1551on, October 17, 1946.
.S Province of Alberta, Town - ang Rural glgggigg
 Chapter 337 Revised Statutes' 'of Alberta,. 1955, _Sectlon,v
ey . AT T R e R

)
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.

" able to ensure that they were not prematurely subd1v1ded

‘ Premature subd1v1s n can Cerlously restrlct the plannlng of
‘neaghbourhood units but, due to the careful Subﬁiv151on'h
control exercised by the Dlstrlct Planning Commlsslon, large

: unsubdlv1ded areas remalned available for‘ later overall

'plannlng and development. hs :an éxanple, the owners of

» )
property -within one area out51de ‘the C1ty llmlts had made“\

,.several appllcatlons for small subd1v1slons. The DlStrlCt
- i L L

‘.Plannlug Commission ip c00peratlon wlth clty°o£f1€1als,

however, had malntalned the followlng pollcy'

(*) the area had great p0551b111t1es as a dlStIlCt »
- which  could be developed " with . high class
suburban houses in large parcels and these -
pc551b111t1es would not be realized if owners _
were - allowed to 'make their own individual .
 arrangements. _ PR o ,
{2) -all ‘subdivision applici}ionsf had therefore: -
' been refused.... = - R .

The Technlcal Plannlng ﬁBoard went on recordeas’"heartily"

| Japprov1ng the pollcy?gz "ar followed and “the Hun1c1palb'

: authorltleS' and the Calgary Dlstrlct Plannlng Commlsslon

vere to te congratulated on thelr fore51ght e
. ' : : / o " ‘ ‘.‘ . - - - e.:‘
.'PLANNINGYLEGISLATION‘AND'RESIDEHTIALfDEYFLFPHENTt‘

Residential plannang controls stemmed from several‘
leglslat1Ve acts. As p01nted out earller, the 1950 amendment i

AR}

‘—_——;—'———..-—.—--——-—__—_

fenlnutes, Technlcal Plann1ng Board Aﬁgﬁst'dS;-Jgssﬁ‘s_;,,
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to the glggg;_g Act allowed a council to appoint a‘teohnical
planning board and this the City of Calgary did in 1951.
direct significance to the Technical Plannind Board'and -its

role in residential- development‘.vasd the Survex§‘uand>

Ex proprlatlon .Act .for, under the Act, the Lieutenant'
Governor in- Counc11 was g1ven the authorlty to"

(a) make such regulatlons as he deems: proper in
‘regard to a plan of subdivision or plan of
« survey that it 'is proposed to reglster under-
The Land Tltles Act. SN

(b) 1mpose and collect such fees or: charges upon
‘ and from a person progposing to register a plan
cf. subd1v151on as he deenms proper, and

kcy nake vsuch 'reservatlonsv frem the area of any»i
‘land included in a plan of ‘subdivision for.
school: or other publlc purposes as he -deems
froper.? ' : _

Pursuant to the Surﬁeys' and E;p opriation ‘Act' and.fthe'Q

Planninéx‘Act; the Subd1v151on Regulat ons. and the Tragsfe ;?

tRequlaticns ?were'ﬂpassed* in 1953 and 195u respect1v ly.

Undertthese”regolationsj‘the' approv1ng authority forl all

7-subd1v151ons ,in the City and the: metropolitan*area were ..~

‘pvested in the Technlcal Plannlng Board of the Clty and'fthe_ o

Calgary Dlstrlct Plannlng Comm1551on R eCpectlvely.‘panfv

Tl Prov1nce of Alberta, The S_;vevs and g;proprlatl o Act,

nx Chapter 328, Rev1sed Statutes of Alberta, 1955 Sect1on 6,

'Subsectlcn (1) S : R
'8 . The 'Subdivision: Regulatlons .passed by 0. C.; 969n53,' -

\tAAlberta ‘Gazette,, July 15, '1953: dnd The. Town and Rural

| _Plannl_g {Transfer) - Regulatioggjfrj 0. C.__ﬂ67-5u,, Queens's;g; f,

.Prlnter, Edmonton..& Sl e e e o
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“
fnartinopcinted out that.tmis ?as'a reryifeffeotiye -planning.
.tool, "firstlyftin giring positive'guidance to residential
demelopment'_nithin ithé‘ general plan, ’and, secondly in
preventlng premature breakdown 1nto smaller.parcels 1n areasil

whlch were scheduled for expanslon."9 >

B /

fThe' Subdivision ”ggg‘ Transfer Requlatlons have had a“

- major 1mpact on re51dent1al land use by provldlng detalledf
standards -and guldellnes for the subd1v151on of land. Underr
‘the regulatlon s, subd1v151on means "an area of land Bthhl

has’ been d1v1ded into two or more parcels whether by plan ort

.. -

- by7 dlccrlptlon or- otherulse," and transfer means "any such{.7

!

sale, lease, mortgage or- charge or agreement to sell, lease,'

mortgage or charge or any other document ‘ \_aCt, as: is
referred to in sectlon 25(1) of the ACt "10 Hlthln the terms}

-

- set by the deflnltlons,vthe regulatlons spec1f1ed condltlons;
;~‘wh1ch had to be met' before land could pe subd1v1ded
'i transferred Sectlon i state5°.l ,‘;,35;' ‘v:{t fﬂ {

“No 1and shall be subd1v1ded unless it 1s sulted
to . the- purpose for whlch 1t 1s lntended havrng
regard to: : .
> (a) the nature of the 5011

: (b) surface dralnage,.,j T

" .(c¢) -the ‘danger of (1) floodlng, S

S (11) sub51dence,
REUE ' : (111) er051on,
'_(d);acce551b111ty, and "

19 ' Hartln :p c1t., p. 180 LT T SRR .“:,';1[ S
: Subd1v1s; 0. egulatlons, " section’ 2, and- Trapsfer
Bssgleilsnsl Sectlon 2 : S e TR
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(e) the use.-of the land 1n the 1mmed1ate_
v1c1n1ty 1 - : :

After ‘the 'feasibility- for_ subdivision ‘was 'determined;

further restrlctlons were 1mposed‘ Sectlon T states'

Lana shall only be subd1v1ded in the, manner which
'is most de51rable and practlcahle, taklng into -
acccunt;’ L . o

.(a);the topography and phy51ca1 condltlon of the
- land; N . : e
(b) "the use or proposed ‘use of, the land; I ’
‘(c) the economical use-of land with respect to the,,~
- proportion’of the area devoted to streets and .-
‘lanes; I ' T
(d) the segregatlon.'of trafflc‘ flow,as hetween o
T main thoroughfares and minor ;or~fresidential
: CtreetS"“- '
. "(e) thé economical prov1s1on of ut111t1es "and-
©. ‘services; : .
i(f) ‘the’ de51rab111ty of the v1eu or aspect of each' o
" .lot or parcel, and.~' S
. (9) the convenience of access . to each 1ot QL.
. parcel as- the dlmen51ons affect the usefulness,;

,fof the lot or parcel 12 f?_. ,

‘These general prlncmples are ba51c to nelghbourhood unlt .

_plannlng c1nce thev correspond closely to several of Perry's
' »

_prlnc1ples. For example, Perry advocated the use of arterlalﬂ

’streets to dlvert traff1c around a re51dent1al area rather.ffe"

S

‘ffthan through 'tﬁe[ 3150 suggested t?at a nelghbourhood.i'h |

lqshould be prov1ded Hlth a spec1a1 street system, wlth each o

;fstreet belng proportloned _top3 probable trafflc load S

'folmllarly,v"thef{ Subd1V151on - Regulatlons f regulre bvthe"r‘”‘*

“7segre9atlon Of trafflc flow betueen ma1n thoroughfares ande

Jf»ifhf~Subd1v151on Regulatlons, Sectlon u
"!zn‘iIbld., Sectlon RLES _




- o

minor. or residenfial streets. The'neighbourhood unit Concept -

requires a road hierarchy a requirement K which is also

implied 1n Sectlon 1& partkc) - the -economical use oftland
-wlth reepect to ’the‘ proportion of the ~area devoted to’

streets and 1anes._It 1s not econdnlcal to have w1de streets_'

for 'residential trafflc only, ‘51nce 'thef oads vould be

'underused The exce551ve road area could be hetter devoted

to parkc or hou51ng

o SUéniviSIon PRQCEDURE”

?The..advenf of subd1v1saon regulatlons nas an 1mportant
~j:step +owards more detalled 51te plannlng. Equally 1mportant,'e3
{'was the reflnement of the subdlv151on approval procedure.'To:t--a
‘,-ClarlfY and SPeed up ‘E‘he_" approval process, the ,p_lé-nn_lng..'w

'ivDepartment prepared. a checkllst outllnlng the"order of

'.prooeduren and ﬂalso . llstlng all"pthe: c1v1c 5 boards,_.:'

v

- departments, 'and 'utllltles concerned wlth the appllcatlon.

yhlch would have to 51gn thelr approval before the plan 'Yds;;,

“flnally approved bY the Board ‘3 Those concerned lncludeda,“r;"

D_the Clty Plannlng Department the: Englneerlng Department

.,theﬂ Electrlc_ nght Department, the Gas Conpany, fhe Publlcnifrj3*

:.and Separate School Boards, the ~Techn1cal PlannLng Board

';‘the Prov1n01al Plannlng Adv1cory Board the Central Hortgageaff'

f“t3”;, nlnutes, Technlcal PLannlng Board June 8 1955.~
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- and  Housing Corpqiation,"the"Board'of Commissionets,'and
~City Ccuncil.f* The Technioal' Plannlng Board . Mlnutes”

ocoasionally%.pointed out the need for all affected partles
/
to be consulted as the f0110w1ng example 1nd1cates- '

The layout submltted Was prellmlnary only and -
after dlscu531ng some . :of the requirements the
Ecard. authorized circulation of theé" “plan: amongst
the utllltles, ...departments,"...and services
- concerned. The . plan. is -to.be circulated- also,;.
amchgst  the * Health, .- Parks, and = Transit
Lepartments, as well as. the School Board to
. determine what land’regulrements these various
. depa;tments and serv1ces have in the. area.l5

LOCAL TMPRCVEMENTS -~ = = .-

‘?'Before. 1953-'praCtiCallyf,:ll local 1mprovements were_v

oapitaiiéed»and installed by the - C1ty,’ recovery belng by

means of local beneflt assessments. Local 1mprovement bylavsf

yoeoe

V'were requ1red for such 1tems as paved streets,151dewalks andu“

»'curbs. The bulldlng boom placed severe stralns on the Clty's

.ablllty 't' prov1de all the serv1ces demanded 'Y projectlonlﬁ"V

.of the borrowlng whlch would have been necessary to contlnuejtf]'

1u1th thls procedure showed that

j;beyond 1ts f1nanc1al capac1ty

| Alsc ‘contributing to. the problem was the conversion
T L D ST

"}fffjnartln, 924 c1t., p._19 L T R AL N SE
».ls.j;Mlnutes,‘Technlcal Plannlng Boafd ‘September 7, 1955.° . .-
, ¥°j_jnart1n, loc. c1t AR B R U S

LIS
i
[

Clty ,."Oll.ldv asSume_ de.,bt‘s‘.-‘_'f_ R
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. - N . : -

frombstreet car to troiley busftransit'serviceQ To provide
bZtter transit .service}f_the_,city,adopted:a'neu‘policy~of
».Pavlnq arterral roads and bus routes, vithu the ﬁresidentS"
:.';1v1ng along the routes paylng up to the cost of resldentlal
a-'pavement and the c1ty paylng the. remalnder. Prev1ously, the
'taxpayer~had né direct cost 'asd the pavrng wa pald fb;
_partly by the c1ty and partly by a tra sit surplus. The ma1n
arqument of the opponents vas that they, through taxes, pald
.for arter1a1 roads whlch others got free but now they had to

-opay‘ dlrectly for arterlal roads that passed thelr homes.17'

fPrlmarlly because of the h1gh servaclng costs. 1nvolved, :as.

Afuell as{ sltuatlons‘.where some home ovners assumed heav1er
' '.tax burdens that others, the Clty has, 51nce 1953, folloved
a pollcy of 1n51st1ng that all the' services be part of the
acostxof :af home. 51 . practlce thls has -meant that the
.-improuements vere 1nstalled hy the developer at the t1me of
'"-Ldevelopment of ‘his land 1n accordance ulth nth‘ terms Nand{7i
y , , :

_‘condltlons: of a development agreement entered lntOA'lth the

'-c1ty Authorlty f thls arrangement 3wa glven fi the

’gubd1v1s{on Regulatlons,: Section' 7 \:fubsectlon 1l-whichj5:

n".states-?”

quubject t 'ﬁthe' approval f the' Board he'“'
a”mun1c1pal authormty ray requlre the owner’ of any

_.]iland -which.’ is. /proposed to- subd1v1de tojﬂf L
~._1nctall or construct upon the 1and at hl$ own%f~"

N

P

--—-——..—. —

'“~1?;; The Albertanr Higgh 3 1953;f;:hf;fll
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expense any of the folloulng s
" ‘(a). graded, -gravelled oL paved streets, and
- curbing, g
(b)  graded, gravelled or paved ‘service . roads
> and lanes, : ' ‘
. (c) sidewalks, ' . .
;’ - (d) culverts, T o o .
:(e) dralnage dltches 18 . ER : L,

4

'_Inf thls way,_ ail' 1ocal 1mprovements were automatlcallyk
| prov1deo and pa1d for by all A key reason for the creatlon”
of 'the~Ane;ghbo‘rhood unlt-concept,uaS;to.protect pfopertYT
,, ‘ualuee-and one-stepvtouards tnis'opjeotive is toiensurettnat

v e ..

“all lécal,improVementSlare'provided_
PROGRAMMING OF DEVELOPMENT

L

N

' Bs mentloned prev1ously, premature subdiViSion {canf'

”serlously 'restrlct the overall desrgn and development of: anbtf“'

I

,area. Control of the tlmlng and . sequence of developmentu isa'f

- therefore cru01al d}"in recognltlon of thls need, the
gg ? ' Requlatlons 1ncluded Sectlon 5 whlch states'f'

, land shall : éz sub61V1ded unles< 1t may
: jreasonahly be . expected . to be used v1th1m a
~..reasonable. perlod of ‘time for the purpo§e . for.
' Uh1Ch ltils proposed to be subd1v1ded.!9 B

L : g . _ . 'fo f*g' L
. .The ﬁ;Plannlng 'ct;[ Sectlon ~25'Q also con;alnﬁ rules” T
o v . 7, o R

;prg:ibltlng the subd1v151on of land Subsectlon‘fﬁg !part(a)}”ua,.'

w
&

o

fd:prohlbltc 1and from belng subd1v1ded unless.f__ Q'zted;;_ﬁ';efi'

S RCTRA 339*ja}.
.o 180 _§u_g;glslon Regulatlons, Section»V;ﬁsubSeCtlonﬁjrt
e 1Q;, Sectlon 5 B HEINEPIE N
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the manner of subd1v151on does not’ prejudlce the

possibility .®
-(A) of  the future further subd1v151on of the_
land and :

(B) of the future COnvenlent subdivision of
adj01n1ng lang.20" . B a3

I

1

vReCOgnizingf the. 1mportance of orderly development and.
ulth the outllne general plan ‘as a gulde, 'the}'Plannlng».

"Department 'in llalson vith prlvate developers prepared a f

/ . . ~

yearly development program based on. the nelghbourhood unlt.

Areas for developmentpwere selected on the followlng ba51s
R , ,
‘1a) Dlstrlbutlon of areas over: dlfferent parts of
~_the City to-.accommodate as far as’ possible the.
rreference of customers: and requ1rements of
~developers -and ..plannin pf. these. areas in
accordance ¥With an established ' neighbourhood -
dpattern..“ T S e

'-(b)dThe avallablllty of cerv1ces and utllltles,

" (c) The relatlonshlp to exxstlng development and B
' rarticularly neighbourhood - development - to.
minimize .-school, translt ~and other communlty “
fproblems, and R . . - :

. :(d)mlhe relatlonshlp to existihg‘ snd vptOjéctedflf
T .j",f arterlal streets.21 ' ST A RO o

l.Appllcatlons wf development were occa51onally refused

‘because thez}dld not conform to the development program '353.5

it ‘may he helpfhl to look at am example to dlscover some of

7lthe‘ factors taken 1nto con51derat10n ‘when refu51ng

--...‘._-_._,a,-_..________.. v

20 province o\ Alberta,' Town and Rural Plann ~g Act

' Chapter 337, Rev1sed Statutes of Alberta, 1955 Sectlon 25 ,,f';*r

‘fSubsectlon 2. ;.
gl Martln,, cit.,; 13

>
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appllcatlon. The follov1ng 51tuat10n developed in 1955.
. :
Looked at from the pcint of ‘view of prox1m1ty to -
_~the - developed © part of the city, to the
relationship to- school facilities and transit
‘servi¢ge, this. drea presents some problems. In.’
addition to thlS, the program. for .opening ‘up
1ndustr1al land in this part of the. metropolltan
/ area has -not been clarified or completed and
untml it is, the Board was of the -opinion that
‘residential development. should take place
- wr;mln it. The -area could be serviced with
" utilities but it would requlre an addltlonal.
tranch sewer trunk from the Manchester trunk
precently, under - construction.  The area*ianot
how within the ity although it is in  the
'prcqram of vannexatlon recommended to the Royal
TComm1551on oxr/ Metropglltan Development. Taking
.. all . these factors into account, the ‘Board -
ydec1ded against the proposed development with a
Teview of the appllcatlon to he made. in a year'
tlme 22 _ : , .

-

INTERIM DEVELOPMENT AND ZONING o
Co Lo v

-f"As indioated~ ini Chapter 2 ;nterlm Development gzlaw

Q271\} passed in 1952. Under thls bylaw, the 1930 ZonlngA

/

Bvlaw 283‘ was suspended and all development came under thed

5

,control cf the Technlcal Plannlng Board Thls step Was- taken::"”

. to q1ve the town planner enough power' t0’ ensure ~that»- Y

k'proposed developments were 1n conformlty v1th the evolv1ng'

V.

'-general plan.and,

\
\»
\»

AN

LN e D e
U T &

h unlts. Part of the bylaw con51sted of a zonlng gulde vhrch;x

» i

- —

5 .
w

't w1ll be recalled one. of the pollcles.”

‘nof ..h;h evolv1ng general plan vas the use of nelghbourhood'fﬁf

22 v Winutes, Technicay Planning.Board, December 16, 1955. .
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o

AN -
: 5

to a ‘great. extent; accepted and extended the prlnC1ples
.establlshed under the 1934 zonlng bylaw 23 For the. most

'part these pr1nc1ples were out~dated, and the contlnued use

of . them‘ perpetuated problems ‘already, in 'exlstenoe. One
example is the use of ribhdn"qommercial 'development: thch'
jresults in.)COnfliots with residential 1and uses,\parking

# X
.problem ’ and trafflc congestlon. Desplte these llmltatlors,, N

v1nter1m development 'had the"advantage of--allowlng each
appllcatlon for developnent"to be con51dered on. 1@5 own
merits. In»addition, under inierim development,. nev _zones,
were'.established"iby designatlon, wvhereas nnder the zoninéf_'
bjlav they were required to_ be established 'bv amendment
procednre which takes longer;‘ns.new areas were planned and
"developed the zonlng gulde was s1mply extended to cover thezi
'new zonee establlshed in the nelghbourhood plans and due to -
:fthe severe hou51ng shortage at the tlme, any method to speed

' up the approval process was welcomed
,Althongh' 1nter1m development does have advantages, 1ts/

.,,
i

fuse also presents prdhlems. Chan elaborates- _"»' ft-?fv;j :

Tntérim Development would seem to be : hlghly
desirable technlque' it is flexlble yet
freetrlctlve.,lt is a breathlng interval wherebyj
~the > public can be gradually: acquainted vith the '
_gfob]ectlves and - pr1n01ples .0f .| the ant1c1patedi :
~-general . plan; “it allowvs the publlc ‘to see. howu.“'"’”'\
'the general plan has been evolvlng and .1t also '

'_ro

LT ~§}_ﬂi;ﬁf 1t; __.fj(,?'f;j*{,: }i;fl;a',ifwfd'
23 eC1ty of Calgary,.General lgn, 1963 p.k:9. el HE R
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’enables them to . gain some knowledge about the
 “estimation of the co<t of future development. ,

"However, to prolong interim development is

-~ dangerous, since Hdothing is deflnltely fixed.
« There exists an element of  uncertainty which®
only encourages . tht speculator but discourages -
the cautious developerz’»~

©

)
’

Interlm development uas v1eved as’a temporary measure,:
to“be in effect only unt11 a master plan and new zonlng by-
'law were approved At the tlme of passage, -it was assumed
that interim development would last only a few years but,
“because of the rapld grovth rate, work on the general plan
| and’ ronlng bylau sloued At the same tlme, pressure mounted
xn C1ty Counc1l for a new zonlng bylaw as.-evldenoed» by‘»a

‘.request from Alderman Grant . Machan i >'1955.¢5- Then, in

1958 - the Interim Development Bylaw was quashed through a

. court actJon on the grounds that c1ty counc11 1tself should

‘havev been the controlllng body over zonlng and that pouers

O

should not have been delegated to jthe' Techn1Cal Plannlng

,Board Zonlng Bvlaw u916 "vhlch had been under preparatlon L

.~for several years, was rushed to completlon and de51gnated
c1ty counc11 as the authorlty Eor zonlng. ThlS mean+ that

j"any future changes had to be done by amendment. QV”-.

‘_2* way Hay Hlnnief Chan,; The fmgact _of the ggchnl_g_
glannlng ‘Board :om the gorghologx of gggonton, unpubllshed
M. A thesis, Unlver31ty of Alberta, 1969 Pp. 24=25, . g
o2 “Letter from C B Cummer, Clty Clerk to A G Hartln,:,’-
~;August 4 1955 e _ _ . e

e



‘( w . 108
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Although undulanushed, expectations were high for thei‘

'sucbess oT) the bylaw. Ba51cally, it was belleved that. the -

o

'uncertalnty assoc1ated Hlth 1nter1m development"would no

'1onger exlst. -As/ an 1llustrat10n,.at the time of passage,

N

one newspaper report read as follows' "It's all over now.

Calgary has a 20n1ng bylaw whlch puts all future developmentg-

-1nto its own partlcular,zone and squabbles over 'spot zoned'
mSGtVlCé~ stations and -apartments . wWill be- a thing of the_

__past."26 respite'this optimismy-the bylaw did not eliminate

uncertainty. The initial problem faced was the dlfflCult.4

_task of 1nclud1ng all p0551ble land uses in the bylav. For

i example,' soon after paesage, itf was dlscovered that the

bylaw made no spec1al regulatlons for dvelllngs vhlch ,were‘
' <

-‘_.

”bylaw. The prlnClpal Qurpose of ny

,tof te moved from one. 51te to another, for traller sales

<

lots, apartment hotels, or parklng structures.27 As a result
of these and other over51ghts, the most 1mmed1ate effect was.
a large number of amendment appllcatlons and a correpondlng

»

1ncrease in the workload for the - plannlng department.p_

Another problem was clarlfylng the objectlves of the:

11, 9? bylaw;jis the -
s ~ e

protectlcn of‘ establlshed areas from unvanted USes. It waSLff

yconcluded~that '51nce the land wlth;n a zone could be_ used ..

[

. . P B
oL : : - S : AR S

26 The Albertan, June 20, 1958 o :
Hlnutes, Technlcal Plannlng Board, August 20, 1958. .

B

- 1.,,



169
only_ for the purposes which the provisidns of the bylaw
indicated; anv‘ other use vas illegal.' In the ‘planning
5process :though a ‘zoningb bylav has also been expected to-
gulde or control the development of areas in tran51tlon and

,,ukﬁt' is' hoped mav‘ become establlshed areas. The maior.
.dlfflculty here thouqh, was that, becauseé the c1ty did 'not :
'have a general - plan to gulde plannlng, planners were. notA
sure just uhat k1nd of development should be allowed As a.
result, . amendments‘ were.'usually agreed to ulthout‘nuchp

| dispute;- wlth thlS. approaoh : zonlng ' dld- .not’ ‘gulde"
development it uas the result of 1t.

CONCLUSION

) SR RS .
o The plannlng perlod under con51derat10n 1n thls chapter'

+

o

study. It was durlng thls perlod that the ba51c ;prlnc1ples,
of‘ rec1dent1al plannlng evolved and uere.deflned The major'
events dlrectlng thls process ‘have. been p01nted out. The
.rapld; growth rate brought about annexatlons whlch, in turn,
.contrlbuted towardshlthen consolldatlon' of land holdlngs.

)

DeveloPment’.of *theSé areas then occurred on a large scale.h

is' probably 'the most 1mportant for the purposes of thls_b‘:

fcontrlbutlng touards comprehen51ve plannlng, Jtheg ba31s ,off:':

uhlch waS‘ the nelghbourhood unlt concept. The use of the' ]

."r_*

”nelghbourhood un1t concept was encouraged by a well-deflned:f],

, B
suqdrylslon procedure but more 1mportantly, the passage of B

,"el‘ . ~\\“;.,.
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- planning 'leq\isl'at'ion wvhich - supporited neighbourhood unit
' . P . -, . ) } ~ »

principles. C



CHAPTER V

NEIGHBOURHOOD UNITS 1954 = 1963

'Although‘:tne nelghbonrhood cunit concept 'was::'used
,extenSively dufing }the perlod under rev1ew, the pr1nc1ples.
vere often not clearly statedn The Technlcal Plannlng Board
,M;nutes,_ unfortunately, ‘are_too often_too br1ef~and-dopnoth‘
. ' . S L : -
~fadequately explain »why. some decisions"were'*made;.’ns‘-ap_,
.fresult, the perlod is a confu51ng one and can best be v1ewed*

Hasf"a.‘tlme‘ when plannlng 1deas vere tested and pr1nc1ples

established. The object;ve here"is‘-fto descrlbe - the -

principles. as they evolved. . The chapter beglns 'with‘a.»P”

. diScussicn of; gene}al nelghhourhood plannlng pr1n01ples ‘,l

focu=51n§ ‘tne major problems whlch planners faced wlthfb

’_the development of re51dent1al areas, and concludes wlth

Ianaly51= :of; one; re51dent1al dlstrlct developed durlng the~

:period the Fa1rv1ew %elghbourhood un1t.' B -

| S ‘hnnsinnnTiAITpLAnNINGpAnEnsJ o
fﬂ;j:qg-’ o

7i?ﬁe; locatlpn >]nd3 fsiée:lwof’;fﬁhe5'7city's*.*hodsineﬂ;f?{

'”developments appear to have been Based“ three major“

"gfcon51deratlons' topographlcal restrlctlons, 1and« ownershlp,""

'oand houclng demand As a - result of the varled terraln of the;'
'.blty, Utllltles exten31ons :uere llmlted,'and because off‘_y
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"thisf'grcvth during the period was directed mostly to the

north and to theISouth Land ownershlp patterns and a strong

housing demand' were the most 1mportant factors 1nf1uenc1ng'

" the size of re51dent1al developments.a,

-

'To'illustrate»the 'interrelationship» between location

and size;. and terraln, land ownershlp,‘and hous1ng demand,

the North H111 Development Scheme submltted to the Technlcalb‘

: Plannlng Board in 1953 has: been taken as an example. Located:'

Al

in the northern sectlon of the c1ty, the area vas. planned ‘to

R .

contaln five nelghbourhoods (Flgur@ 8) The large size- vasf'

_.based on the fact that most of the land was already owned by

~the clty, ,through tax defaults.f Terraln, too,-'hadjzan

f_llmportant 1nfluence on the scheme"51nce' 1tc llmlts, were'i

determlned by ,"thatn areab'whlch could be trlbutary to the g*
rprOposed trunk sewer."t Another effect of thef terraln 7was” g
{that _itb:tended to deflnecthe area. g3 raV1ne located to theli'
.south vas . used as a»utllltf rlght:ofhuay and asf.a major'

“-~parkWay .ahdj‘hinf addltlon to prov1d1ng a park.area for the;;l

';nelghhourhoods,’served to dellmlt the southern ,bonndary 5qf'317"

: L e
L the plannlng area.v, *,v-.

R
|

Although the flrst nelghbourhood unlts were planned and.i'

-

”?fdeveloped by h_f c1ty,_‘as' the h0u51ng demand 1ncreased -

4w

e e e

Mlnutes, Technlcal Plannlng Board, August 19,:1953




private developers‘ became ’ more responsible for_4 the

' development of re51dent1al areas. Slnce most developers vere

inr the land development buslpess over the long term, they'

: began to assemble larqe blocks of land ’in‘ ant1c1pat10n ,of’g

e

_ future development. They also hecame 1ncrea51ngly receptlve
. »

. to the 1dea of hav1ng thelr land 1a1d out 1n accordance wlth.'

]

" neighbourhood unit prlnclples.

4

'EmenpthOugh'the’use Of-larger, nore COmplete plannlngf

‘units uas‘ 1ncrea51ng, agreement could not be reached wlth

»,; ' . '\

'all land owners, and as a- result some areas ‘uhlch should .
have been 1ncluded w1th1n a plan were not Frequently, thef
n(Technlcal Plannlng Board mlnutes empah51zed the need to plan:h
. new areas wlthout delay even '1f-'lt Ameant cmlttlng area59
;uhlch shculd be 1ncluded As a Case in p01nt,.1t was dec1ded;d

"that a small portlon of a partlcular subd1v151on plan had tof"'

[

: _he' excluded n the 1n1t1al stages because ﬁ;..the Board.,yﬂ

]7¢°551d€r€d' it‘ essentlal that the. land “béh“ ready ;{férl":

fdevelopment the earllest posslble moment and thereforef5
uf,dlrected that the procedure pushed forvard 'wlth all RS
. possxble‘ speed These' om;ss;ons Qoften led to laterp,.

v;rplannlng problems._ _ ﬁf’t

¢

e

Desplte these dlfflcultles, resiaéa£;51[;pxahaiﬂg{7ig]5p

2 -Ibid., December 31, 1957.
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e »_.'-,.;___.'._.;..___—__,_‘.-.., '.I'

1'% “1pid., March 5, 1961.
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Calgary diq iap;ove;_nany fimeS'the Technicai Plannihg Board
'freferred' a. subd1v151on plan back for furth r study to
determlne its relatlonshlp with the future plannlng qf. the -

area. 3"’Q SR R -

STRPET PATTERN

As -pbinted" out - in -fheﬁ; 1970 ’Calgarx Plan,
‘transportatlon,_perhaps more than any other _factor,, shapes .
the . form Q»Qf Calgary.,~ ~Transportatlon éroblems’ were -

'1nstrumenta1 1n 1n1t1at1ng work on the master plan 1n T9ﬂ9} ”

S , . ; '

At that tlme, a. 1arge 1ncrease 1n the number of vehlcles S

.overloaded the old street systemf whlch lédf‘fo.'complalntsj

g ahout trafflc. congestlon. , The' need for more effectlve.f

N -

The flrst 1mportant chanée in the c1ty's transportatlon.

m“;‘plannlng polﬂcy was 1n 19 3 v1th the approval of the flrstffi}

«

'"rlnajor | Thoroughfare Plan. *Tbe1 plan aslia_vsubstantlalfg; f

V'jﬂdepar+ure from the-old street de51gn 1n that the old patternfaﬁ{i

'ff;u51ng ‘a standard 66 foot rlght-of—uay only for all streetsfffff

": .
RN

*?V=§.,“C1ty of: CalgarY: ‘The. S_lﬁm_l Plan, 1970 ; 1

'W;{’,f”HIHUtes' Technical Plannlng Board sePtember'1, 195u
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was -ahﬁthned in favor of a clas51f1cat10n system of roads

based on’ functlon‘ The 195u rev1sed plan -d651gnated ,fourl"

.catagorles of streets'
1.'Arter1al Thoroughfares - the Provincial
- nghways apd the main. connections between them
'© through the city (a) present (b) proposed. The
minimum width of these in undeveloped areas -
132 with addltlonal ‘provision for access:
' streets on both sides, In developed ‘areas the
~width to be establlshed by what setbacks are
”practlcable. : -

. Major Thoroughfares - the main streets serv1ng
as connections “between one part of a city and
"another. 'The width . of “these ' to be 100"

RSN

undeveloped areas. .developed. areas the_‘~
width to be establlshed by vhatever setback 1S'§>“
-practlcable. - R

2. Secondagz zhoroughfares <. the main streets‘
'-hccnnectlng ‘with . Major . Thoroughfares -and .
-serving as collectlng Streets for re51dent1al'.
neighbourhoods ‘and 1ndustr1al areas. The width.

- of these to be 80' ~undeveloped fareas.. In
‘Adeveloped areas the standard 66 foot vmdth. .

"auu.'Parkvax - streets establlshed through scen1c'_?~_.7

"parts of" the city. ﬂay be developed as ‘anyone

Of the : above c‘atagorle.skv dependlng Ol’lv'f‘...‘ ‘_

locatlon.

' fThe cla551f1cat10n vas somewhat unclear 51nce some StreetSAf-7“
= Could__he‘ 1nc1uded .'_anj catagory Furthermore, 1n thls'-~"

DR

'f'classificatlon[_;ltf is' apparent thaé nelghbourhood unlt'f;ff;

-

;J~Pr1nclples* were.inot stressed VQ 1ment1°“ .1 nade,‘forg_j
",example, of streets functlonlng as- nelghbourhood boundarles,';

'_‘_'orylfof_~z restrlctlng he1,number .of access po;ntsvsqlas.toliffd

4

; b,

——— i

Ibld., February 15 Tésy;f
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reduce’through trafflc 1n re51dent1al areas. Nevertheless&“a
ba51c pr1nc1ple of the nelghbourhood un1t concept was used,

'an hlerarchy of streets

Lt

‘Subdivision Regulations

In”thefsubdi&1 sion, regulafions, as ln the - nelghbourhoo&

Cunit cchcept,_fstreets had to be: desmgned~ according to,,'
. . function. Section-15 Rule 1, - part(a) reads'

| Land shall oﬁfy be~ subd1v1ded and- subdiVisions Shalit
~-only " be .- de51gned accordance. with the following

) rules. ) ) ‘ C ] . E— . . - L .
S S k o fo v I
'wStreet'ﬁidths‘“'- e ‘.?"; t‘ DR

,(ayfThe v1dth of a street cla551f1ed on the: ba51S'
g cf. prospectlve trafflc regulrenents and for .~

4i;de519n shall be. “less than  the’ wldths,o:ﬂ-- C

':~=pec1f1ed in the followlng table as ‘being thefmﬁatlv
'jmlnlmum wldth of that class of street'-*‘ : -

Class of Street ulnlmum Wldth of Street L

(1)§arter1al road Ca j 132 feet‘fﬂ_yf
(11);major thoroughfares 1C0 feet -
(illy'shopplng street 1;_ 80 feet o
 (iv) minor street - 66ufeetﬁe[§g“ :
(v) service road. R 66 feet -
'1XVi).cul deasac “-lv_v,k " 66ffeet wlth 50
T - : ‘jv“- foot: turnlng radlus
o ,(Vii)floop serv1ce road S 50 feet B o
(viigy half street IR 33 feet,};f
The most 1nterest1ng fact aboﬁtf th above llst of1

\

'_w1dthsr7f that apart from the serV1ce road and the half

‘_e7-t;Prov1h¢e of Alberta,
g _15 0.C. 969 - 53.._, R

Subdivision Resulations, sectien



..requirements if-adequatr-reasons’kere given.
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‘street, the mlnlmum wldth for . re51dent1al streets remained'

.atl66gfeet. Since major thoroughfares wvere needed as vell as

residential streets, a greater proportlon of the,area of a
subdiVision;was required for roads than previously. ' The .
Technidal‘ 'planning‘ Board, ' though, could ’request the

provincial - Planning - Advisory  Board ifto"_waive, theSe'

utilities in

:'In 1955"t0‘facilitate the installationf};

the - back laneS"'of' new ‘subdivisions}h'the Englneer's]

Department suggested that ‘the width of lanes be~ rncreased
&>

'from ‘20' to 30 feet and the Streets be reduced to Sb feet 8

The Board endorsed the change. Thls standard ‘was. ‘used tht;

' g01de street plannlng unt11 1962 when new standards were"

NE.

'V”gggulgtlons, Sectlon 2“(1), 0 C. 1019 - 67.:mr,_,

approved by the Board In thlS classlficatlon the' standard

5g.re51dent1al .road rlght-of-way had been reduced to 50 feetn_.

c and varlous resrdentlal collectors ranged from h5ﬂ5 to ‘80,”-‘

i .

;hfeet.? ﬂlnor chanqes were aga1n made in 1965 and by 1967 fc
n;correspond to the standards preferred by the c1ty, theﬁ;i"

"standard re51dent1al road - wldth f{inffgthe' ubd;v1sro h

JLRegulatlcns had been changed to 50 feet.lo

4f?¢héfg;éaﬁA1,gtédhc£§on?3ih]xtne ledth of re51dent1alfﬁf;_

73h; Mlnutes, Technlcal Plannlpg Board 0ctober 12 1955

10 ’Ibid., July 21, 1965 and Subd1v1sion and Transfert}*}f

it b'.

T
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_streets -indicates that the earlier 66 foot standard vas too
large. In the later subdivisions, therefore, where narrower

' roads were used, mOre.effective use uas/maderof the land.

[y

Street Design

v

A ha51c objectlve of the nelghbburhood un1t concept 1s,_
the e11m1nation of through trafflc wlthln nelghbourhoods, to .
make them safer -and quleter. ThlS goal 1s achleved flrst, by
; the prov1s10n of arterlals ~to” carry trafflc .around-*the"
.neighhourhood_'units'and ‘second by the use of curvellnear'
r_streetidesign uithin them. nfortunately, though, unless ,lt‘
'ist treated w1th great care, a curvellnear layout can create\

a great deal of confuslon. The Techn1cal Plannlng Board was

sen51tive to thlS danger and often requlred revlslons to thefe'\

st reet de=1gn.ll

One part of the re51dent1al street sYstem,‘in 'Calgary'

-thCh departs ‘substantlally from ~the nelghbourhood unltl

R

concept is the locatlon of several collector streets, namely

4

Northmount Drlve\;n y hee ncrth .andv Falrmount Landf Elboujrh

sy

Drlves 1n the southern sectlon. Each of these routes forms a;_hf

C°nt1““°“°'ZSYSt9m PaSSlng through many nelghbourhoods, andff{ﬁh

’; thus, to a large extent negates one of the ha31c pr1nc1plesg"’

. R R

——————— =y

1t For example,1ﬂsee;fhinutes;f'iechnical’PlanningQBoardr~ﬁfihgl

‘:;Augustje 1956



fofA re51dent1ai plannlng, the- ellmlnationhof through trafflc
fron reC1dent1al areas. ,These eol;ectors, funct10n1n§ as
arterlal, roadways, split 'the‘ neighbonrhoods‘frather thanj
bdund them, and’ undernine 'the .-physiea; unity  that
neighbeurheodA unita.‘age. normally erpectedf to have; The‘
<rontes4haVe.also eneeuraged{the devaippnent ‘ef"eonnercial'
peckete. which cause -traffre cbngeetionfand~reduce eafety,:

. . - : ! - . . S - .

particularly for children whose schools are often located. .
.’ . . [ . . ) .

alcng the same. collector streets.

The' plannlng perlod also wltnessed the 1ntroduct10n of <

several varlatlons 1n street deslgn. The flrst maln de51gn'

varlatlon was in- the Belalre subd1v151on 1n the southwestern_ﬁ ’

-

isectlon of the c1ty he"subd1v1sron, planned as a hlgh?

vamenigVQJ.r "thal area, vas the flrst to ,use.'a 1aneless.;7

,deel& fort\ofnthls 1nnovat10n, the developer arguea'
'that fnes are dlrty and muddy,,costly to malntain,_,
,randefgzn ;ﬁ Hlth a haphazard array of fences, walls,’and_'g
paiésf f.ensure hlgh quallty, he vas prepared to set hp“

- the necelllby 1egal protectlon to guarantee that all owners't“'i

flts, 1ncrnerators, and portable carts to ass;stfﬂ'h

| 1n garbaqe\collectlon.
‘ T e R

fal would have, as a. part of the1r home, garbage;_.“

12° - Letter from . Rlbtack to thef’ieChniea;f"ﬁlanningfffv -

. Board,.January 6 1959.. N
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By careful. Street Cesign, plus ‘the use of building

-controls, several ~important objectlves of the neigbbourhood

‘un1t concept can‘_be obtalned An 1nternal street de51gn
first of all prov1des greater safety and quletness, but of ‘~v~
equal 1mportance,' it -'can also 'help‘to create“atSense.of‘

"'nelghbourhood 1dent1ty._ The thoroughfares‘ 'define ,.the'~

BN

neighbourhood by . functlonlng as boundarles uhlle the local _

' -streets, 51nce they are de51gned as systenms, ’are eff1c1ent

'for the re51dents. ,
'STREET.AND SUBDIVISION NAMING POLICY

/,

The' nost frequent complalnts about re51dent1alfareas

where melghbourhood unit . etreet de51gn pr1nc1p1es have been

N

_iused are the dlfflculty of locatlng an address and the rlsk*
wof becomlng lost Usually, the blame for tbls confu51on le:l
blald- on the street de51gn.vw1th some nelghbourhood de51gns,di'
;:thls crltlclsm is justlfled Hore often though, 1t is:“the"

;street namlng system which 1s at fault. A loglcal c1ty-w1deluj

| 'street namlng pollcy based on the nelghbourhood unlt conceptf BRI

' ;has been establlshed in Calgary and to understand hov it

--“Orksr a descrlptlon of 1ts evolutlon 1s called for. }#7f3“
"hen t;§’01ty vas; developlng on the grldlpon pattern,

\

-ib_‘ abandoned s the curvellnear layout cane lnto vogue.eﬂ7;~l4

. :. /Q i

4’ .

”*numberlng system vas applled to all streets, but thlS had tojﬁ;;:t:
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Initially,;no clear.policy‘ was followed in chOosing the
names for the neighbourhoodrstreets}'Knob.Hiil,'for‘example,'
ghasf severai named streets;‘heach havinu been chosen for-a'
different reason; One part of the subdivision'had a cresent'
and ﬁr, Lamb, the TOwn Elanning Engineer, when des1gnat1ngf
the streets, reported that he had been able to number other
Streets in ‘the dlstrlct ;but had to have a name for this
none.13 The. Town.Plannlng Comm1551on subsequently recommended.
to c%§y countil the name Csborne. Crescent, "in honor of-vthe¥
1ate F. E. Osborne,‘mayor of the c1ty from. 1927 to 1929 nia®

-

.Flceuhere in Knob Hlll Tecumseh Road was named'for the near'
-34'- 6 .

hy Tecumseh Naval Traln;ng ' Statlon.!5 Wlth : another

'helghbourhood unit, Britannia, the' reasonlng uas ‘much
dlfferent. Since Britannia'.vasi establlshed in; coronation
:year, the streets recelved names llke Imper1a1 Hay.16 In the

'.{Btlar Hlll nelghbourhood “on the other hand ‘names of trees'

-such as Junlper, Sumac, and Hawthorn were chosen.

@
el

. Due - to thef mariéty"of‘;names,; all chosen‘ wlthoutL

reference to ‘a c1ty—w1de street—namlng pollcy, confus1on and;{‘

complalnts “uere_'w1despread ' Dlssatlsfactlon pers1sted for L

S

~-some'time as‘epidenced by'a c1ty counc1t$7motlonv.in,:1959;ff

~

1 Mlnutes,.Town Plann;ng Comm1s51on, October 13 1909.= ;~'
‘t4, Ibid., Octobér 14, 1949, . o

15 Tbid., August 23, 1951. ;;/ RN R TR v»”,fA,.-

16JvTThe Albertan, November 1u 1953 L

rma——
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asking that the Technical .Planning Board, in its r01e as

'approving authority for‘subdivisions, "...take the necessary

‘-vsteps tc -ensure that all new subd1v151ons are lald out wlth

: coherent street systems whlch wlll not lead to confu51on 1n

| house numberlng or 1n flndlng an address "17

In'ffaCt* some steps ﬁhad been taken before thls. In
,1955,: the Board deC1ded that each <street name din'_ a.’
fvsubd1v1s1on would begln. ulth thed same letter as theif‘
n‘subd1v1slon name 18 ThlS approach Has not new. Hhen Hr. Lamb

'submltted ) llst of street A name§. kfor ’,?Hé-. Renfrew o
: nelghbourhood unlt Iln 19&8 he salézthat “alllteratlon has
been recorted to" so that streets could be found ea51ly 19
' Confu51on Stlll arose, though nghVOOd and Haysboro are 51x
eimlles apart, and the street names both beglnf w1th "H"' .Toa‘

.solve the. problem,_the Board, in- 1958 recommended.a zonlng

-syctem based ‘on quadrants.zo No dupllcatlon of subd1v1saon
;11n1t1a1s. uould be allowed vithln a quadrant and any addressc. ge
?'would have 'a quadrant des1gnat10n. Fore:example,i'81nceg.‘i»
_fHaysboro ;ii 1ocated in.;ide southuestern quadrant the;,

8

.deslgnatlon "S WL would be added"to all Haysborb af esses.ff

R

17 Letter from Clty Clerk to Techn1ca1 Plannlng Board PR
“January €, 7959, ¢ : '
18 Mlnutes, Technlcal Plannlng Board Hay 18, 1955.
19 . Letter from J._A; Lamb to J. M Hlller, C1ty Clerk
‘December 9, .1948.
20 Mlnutes, Technlcal Plann1ng Board narch_S 1958

R
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- The cho1ce of a nelghbourhood name was usually made by -
the developer,‘ mostly because he preferred a dlstlnct name
for his develophent Thls approach worked .vell where only

. one. deﬁeloper4 vas respon51ble for an entlre nelghbourhood
' [

unit, bt not when the development was shared ‘In one case,_'

~

[

a developer. suggested FOOthlllS Estate ‘as the name for hlS

'sectlon of. the. Colllngwood nelghbourhood unit. The.Technlcal‘e..

‘tPlannlng Board objected reasonlng that the- street names;

could not pQ551bly relate to tge Colllngvood area.21 Afterr-'

negotlatlon, as a compromlse, the Board agreed that theﬁ
'subd1v151on could be’ named Foothllls Estate on condltlonj"

that all 1ts streets be named ulth’the 1n1t1al "C" 22

: From thls descrlptlon, 1t 1s eV1dent that the. street.
and subd1v151on ‘naming’ System 'i Calgary does have somé
-1°91€' The " nelghbourhoods,' Patticuiarly those developedfir
stnce 1955, d°: relatel,tO la',citi?=?¥de _system. More

neighbourhoods- have dlstlﬁctive, nanes 'abd 7corre3ponding
> _ . _ .

s,

fstreet' names.NIIh thl% vay, each nelghbourhood aqdditsgﬁ'e

‘locatlon can be 1dent1f1ed.

N
~ .

‘Ibid., February 1, 961, .
22 . Ibigd., e

Harch 29 1961
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'conmUNIrY_RESERVEs

Through the years, areas vere set aside. in - various.

‘parts of the. c1ty for parks, playgrounds, schools, and other"'

. communlty facilltles.yiThei outcome vas“ a park hlerarchy
_ranglng from 1arge c1ty parks serV1ng rhe entlre .populatlon
.to 'small .open spaces caterlng 'ro' a fev blocks W1th1n a
fnelghbourhood unlt. Attractlve narural .features. were the'

. . @,
most -1mportant cr1ter1a in’ the selectlon of the large c1ty o

parks;41hese are‘ partlcularly‘ assocrated -Hlth the steep‘ -

;slopes and buffs of the rlver valleys, promlnent v1ewp01nts;

/,.

;such as‘Nose Hlll,a and ~‘he_ open 'space ;surroundlng 'he;

fGlenmore' Resevoir.t All~ of thls 1and can be catagorlzed as.

3,

. } ‘ L
-c1ty parkland hav1ng no exc1u51ve assoc1at10n v1th any

‘partlcular nelghbourhood but attractlng and serv1ng c1t12ens‘

.from all parts of the Calgary area.?3 IR

;40f -most 1nterest to thls study are the smaller parks,;r'”

;playgrounds, and school areas;‘hlch were planned as part fofﬂla'

’4the. res1dent1al areas developed durlng the plannlng perrod,;" B

' under revrew.,The objectlve here 1s to dlscuss the crlterlaijT

'used anda he problems faced 1n dec1d1ng on the 1ocat10n,lf
‘51ze, and uses of the communlty reserve areas.- '

L )

U P : Qo . ; o !i '
S 23 CltY of Qgggarv, General Plan, 1963 p._71.

1_,31

[
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R

ivision/and Transfer Regualtjonms -

as uith‘other 1and uses,' one 'of the most 1mp

influences affectlng communlty reserVes was the Subd1

and Ir

) parcel of 1and to be subd1v1ded exceeded two acres, reserves_

had

cent

nfér _gg latlons. Under the regulatlons,» u

;d ke prov1ded in the amount of not 1ess than

of the uhole area to be reglstered under ;a pl

subd1v1slon 24 Reserve as’ deflned by the regulatlons

(r

parcel of land reserved for use as a park school

or other communlty or publlc purpose nas

X

‘In” earller tlmes, land set a51de for parks 'vas

g located inf areas that 'vere unsultable for any's

125

ortant
v151on'

hen ‘a .

10 per‘;‘ o

an. f;'
means:;

site,

N

Aoftenwu,»

ort'ofﬁ‘~

tdevelopment} Wlth the '1mplementat10n ;62 the §upd1v151o ‘

'Zggqg;aticns in 1953 though the locatlon of a reser

toibéftoitne'satlsfactlon of the Dlrector of Surveys.

'“requirenent: wa later amended to be even more restrl

15écti¢n‘éo- subsectlon 2 of the 1960 regulatlons state

ve had']uu

~. Th‘is' .

ct1ve.,7w'

S.

;:fThe land conta1ned in. each reserve' shall be PR
. suitable ‘for “the use for which it.is ‘intended . =
‘~and ‘shall, as.to the average conditlons. of . its '

- t0pography and the native of its . 'soil, be of the
. '.same ! general 'character and - quality as’ ‘the -
",remalnqer Of the land. in the subdlv:Ls:Lon.Z6 T

.'\'

23(1)

26

Ig d.; Section 2 o ::“5.?’ =
Ibld., Section 2(2) o BRI

Subdlvlslgg gd Tranfer Regulatigug}r 1960, Sectlon %}f



126

[T

The Teohnical Planning' Board often recelved appllcatlons '

wvhere’ unsu1table land was offered as part of the 10 per centvv

1reserve. One tentatlve plan, for example, 1ncluded a portlon__

of the Elbou Rlver as well\as a sheer Cllff r1s1ng from the‘d

,r1ver.?7 Hlth the authorlty glven 1t by the regulatlons, the. .

'Board wac wllllng to accept unsultable land but only~; a]‘;
.:ratlo lcr;. in addltlon'; -_good: quallty land;-_ln:fone_i'

- 5ubd1v1slon, ;for ,1nstance, thep Board agreed to accept';

?‘h11151de 51tesw at' a ratlo of 2 1, meanlng that 2 acres of

- h111$1de uould be accepted as one ‘acre of the 10 per cent_‘

A

communlty reserve requ1rement 28

oin; Use Sites~

————

Kd B . PR Do om

’3? Schcol r@qulrements have always had prlorlty 1n the use_‘f

of'A the' communlty reserve Aﬁand~r,1t pp ev1dent that;”;;

//

:nelghbourhood unlt prlnc1ples vere’ closely followed Svhen’;lv

: school cltes were chosen durlng this plannlng perlod pl&ns’_fbﬁ

fwere occa51onally refused f example,; because 1t

lohserved that an elementary school was F...not centrallyﬁff,

fenough;located "29 Even though the 10 per ‘cent compulsory

!

.feservéi requlrement was a great a1d 4n prov1d1ng for parks)} :

.and schocls, 1t was qulckly real1zed that more than ‘10‘~perf=

l?7/"ﬂlnutes, Technlcal Plannlng Board, August 19, 1959
26 Ibid., January 20, 1960, ﬂ_.a_‘ R A :
ﬁ?9{;51brg,,vrebruary 2u{ 1954, RETREEE {]v;; f
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‘ eént ?'wesd: needed dfo " all of - the necessérég éommunity
'-fac1lit1es..ﬂhen both the Separate and Publlc School Boafde
requlred .eltes- in- a nelghbourhood_ unlt, the 10 per centfv7
;.reserve was not sufflclent, partlcularly 1f addltlonal park"
Jand playground space had alsc to be prov1ded In 1956, thlst.
fprovoked the Clty Plannlng Department to ask the‘ Prov1n01alep
”*Elennlng .anrd 1n Edmonton whether there vas any 1ntent10n'
§f,<ih§£gasing the_'publlc . neeervev,‘prov151on) of 'he'-'A

1Subdi»fé”on Requlat10ns.3° Th ansuer Has no, To overcome*_ '

'*the problem, therefore,. several p011c1es ;on, the jusé-“pfi*'
»icomnun;ty :reserye ievolved,‘-of uhlch one was the notlon of}

~joint sités.'

The concept was formally adopted 1n 1960 vlth the gg;éif;5»
d151tes Agreement between the Clty and the. Calgqry Schoolf}of
'dBoard-ax' Under the terms of the agreeuent, the Clty and the?id?
;fSchocl anrd ‘agreed to jﬁt the' same 'areas ’for thelrfi;,
“’respectlve actlvltles.'fTh.“de51gn of a jolnt use 51te wasf]7l
ffcarrled out by the Plannlng Departnent 1n consultatlon.*wlth-jtﬁ
f'ai_' comnlttee ._composed ;of:; c1ty .fend;’ school board/
qfrepresentatlves. The major feature of a’ j01nt use slte uﬁés;?-5
i;thet.H.ti be used for school recreatlon purﬁoses on SChooliui"

daysup to 6100 p.a. and at’ all other times by the |

*u5b ’ pld., ‘May. 21, 1956 SRS DR I
31 { Clty of Calgary, g ;gt ;gg Aggeenent “Hay 18, 1960
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neighbourhood residents.?zti_'

outllnedghy Perry Perry suggested the ruse of he -school'

”nBeservg‘Deferralsf_

PN

It 1c 1nterest1ng to: note the close resemblance between=

| thed 7olnt e1te concept and the communlty school 1dea as

building Hitseif' as a communlty soc1al centre and, althoughf‘

~

' 5do 1nclude schools, parks and recreatlon areas. Furthermore,»

- they are . excluded from the jOlnt 51tes agreement.

A basac plannlng pollcy followed durlng the plannlng o

g™

“this doec not occur Hlth Calgary's schools, the jolnt srtesf}"”;

communlty centres are usually lgcated on the 51te, although5fi,n

bﬂperlod was. to locate_ elementary schools centrally 1n the eﬁfd
.tnelghbourhood unlts. Thls objectlve was dlfficult to achleveyﬁdf'
.H'lln areas wlth a mult1pl1c1ty of ownershlps. Hovever,"éff:e:e
'%Wdevelopers agreed fﬂ consolldatew thelrz reserves, largerlﬁf

'f:areas in more central 1ocatlons vere p0551ble. The Technlcal{ig?l

V.?”Plannlng anrd squested consolldatlon' 1f hed subd1v151onf7df'

1ﬂi;or1g1nally proposed vas too small to prOV1de a reserve areat

?

7’to set aclde reserve areas of an’ adequate 51ze.;~

) \ . N

.‘_

}“7T?2 Ib;d.;: Tl R o _ e
'éé_ ninutes, Techn1cal Plannlng Board 0ctober 31 1962;?;]-13

. Ox;,“: B

g

N dlarge enough to he used eff1c1ently 33 As the c1ty expanded f;b-ff

, ”though fewer ounershlps and larger acreages made 1t easlerfidfﬂ



v M_bn lfhe.'ofher‘ hand the uSe of larger-plannlng areai////\
pcreated 1tc oun problems. Developers frequently owned large .
hareas' wh1ch they eventually 1ntended to develop as a unlt,e

--rhuttin' cmall pleces arniab time, 'the% amount each yearr”;

dependlng on|fhousrng demand. Nelther the Plannlng Act norsf.'

rhe_ upgav.”ion nngr f . egulatlons prov1ded a legal~'z"
fmeans tor: deferrlng the taklnq of reserve hy the C1ty from:{.‘

:Lone part1¢u1ar plan of suhd1v151on when the 1ntent10n uas touf

'*Atake re<erve from a subsequent plani of _subd1V151on ulthln-”

tarhe‘_sameV.approved outllne plan.,The Plannlng A;; requlredvfp.
1xsthe 1O per cent reserve to be dedlcated wlth each reglstered:;ﬁh;
f<.plan of =ubdlv151on:;anu,]gin“ the; earl%er years :of thlsjm'“

5plann1ng perlod thlS requlrement caused the d1v151on of theﬁi‘”

L

'-3ﬂcommun1ty reserve, 1nto smaller and less efflclent parcels.'

- 77The ‘Board approached the problem of pr0V1dlng large ~centralpvf"

e

»3_;commun1ty 'reserve areas hy plac1ng covenants on the land to'”

‘7fhbe subdlvrded An example best 1llustrates the procedure'h:if~5

-,EffThe, Board agreed to approve the plan , as
. Sutmitted - /condition: that: lots: amountlng in,

.- rarea to 10 per cent. of the ‘entire area: contalnedgt,w
* ‘within ‘the subdlv151on shoudd be transferred in. -
. title. 'to ‘the’  City. of | Calgary and to be. heldf~;,*

‘until- SUCh tlme = Y- the “main’ subdlv1sion 15p%*”-f"7w

,4lconp1eted, whlch tlne ~ these: 1bts ‘would be
;exchanged for land to be ~used - “for - Comnunlty.f“,
“Reserve . purposes ‘within - the “general . area.

;_”Covenants would be: placed agalnst these lots . to ...
“ensure - that  the use: .which the City’ woul&jrf“

.;A3Qemployrthese vlands'fwould._be solely for the{lfp{h]fgj"
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acqulsltlon of future Communlty Reserve 34
’Eventually, in 196& reserve. deferrals vere formally granted-
‘by the Prov1n01al Plannlng anrd
‘fcounaacrAL’DEVErophEnm o

Of all the land uses assoc1ated w1th resadentlal areas,.-

'commerc1al udes probably changed the most as nev re51dent1al}“‘

'areas developed Before there' was exten51ve use of the.

"nelqhbourhood unlt, concepty_“thet locatlons, 51zes,p:”and5“

";lfunctlons' of commerc1al land were based on outdated and;i

7'“‘poor1y deflned p011c1es.\ Tramuay termlnals,_ for example,jnﬁ

i-vocca51onally determlned the locatlons of 1ocal commerc1al 0

thac111t1es. At other tlmes, 1t appears as though developersff75

'-fwere tempted to develop a s1te aleady owned vhether ‘or not?dj*

. ’that 51te was best sulted to serv1ng the area or whether anygl

'fcommerc1a1 space uas needed at all. An- 1neff1c1ent 1and pSé::;h

*,fpattern :iasf usually the result wlth 1and use confllcts,{gf';

i_exce551ve commerc1a1 zonlng, and trafflc congestlon.;.

: ~

These problems were closely assoc1ated wlth the 'vellffj;“

yfestabllshed pollcy of zonlng the corners of lmportant'.('f

o Ltersectlons for commerc1al purposes. To serve as a gu1de,;?'

«developnent at-s

By ihen rev1ew1ng an appllcatlon for commerci

s_f_¢;;,.-'

"ﬂ‘%!53 b d., June 1u 19§d;e f;aldlﬂp' -




an 1nter=ectlon, ‘the Board requlred that it be at ‘least a

half mlle away from the nearest commerc1a1 centr 35'Taking

g 'l
BOESE

one of many examples, in 1955, an 1ntersectlon vas zoned for g

N

'commerc1al development even though the adjacent .re51dent1al'
area .a' not yet planned 36 51m11arly, in a plan submltted-"'
. much later, in 1961 “a commerc1al r1hbon was proposed along.;

Northmount Drlve, an 1mportant collector street. The Board'

‘rejected rlbbon development but was wllllng to recommend

S an alternatlve, four corners of a major 1ntersect10n on the; .

¥

'fcollector as - a local commerc1al 37‘

The major dlffrculty vlth thls pollcy was that streetsv'd

”;ihad tuo confllctlng objectlves. They needed to prov1de easy;pﬂﬂ

S131

ffaccess to commerc1al fac111t1es, yet at the same tlne vere5 ff?

) ,‘/\ N

' ffrequlred to move trafflc. Even more ba51c to the problem wasff“'

.‘»;dec1d1ng vhethe,. a bu51ness was to serve a strlctly local j:j'

.'&'

: aréa or to cater to a much larger drawlng area. The m;nutesﬂ*[go

lﬁlllustrate the confu51on'pgm}ls. B ?*:'

;7=ums a matter of. general pollcy the Board decided:
- that’ wherevor poc51hle, subd1v151on plans should "

. be - d951gned hav1ng 'respect proposed;fpf.""

:‘T];;* esldentlal and commerc1a1 zoning and that the,“"'“

gn:ﬂmajor _ thoroughfareS‘r to ' ‘meet the general
Q;regulrements of trafflc generated byf such.

= 35{fblbld., October 16. l957af;f?f"
: ->v3.6 I . , Aprll 22 195,.‘5._. o
3T . 1bid. March 15 1961, -

. location. and size of commercgial- -areas should- bqufdligj
. sqg..as .to-meet not. only the. requlrements of . the“~c;f11ag
Qnelghhourhood itself: but - also on approprlateij,; SR
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‘ thoroughfares‘."8

Withn,so"many factors unknovn, such as thoroughfare trafflc],

voiume, nelghbourhood pOPUIathn. 51zej “and Qvarylng

:.acce551b111tv condltlons, dec1d1ng on the -size .and functlons}

of, local commerc1al areas vas a dlfflcult if not 1mpos51ble o

/

task - ('-»\"’ 3 p.,;»_ o o ‘f; o A'.f'

Se rv1_ Stations.ﬁ a

Servlce statlons created t%% most problems, prlmarlly'}

o\
. %
‘because they regulred easy access1b111ty but, by belng more

.‘accesslble,‘ caused congestlon'fom. through streets.i Hany,-‘
service ,statlons fvere approved prec1sely because they wereﬁ
h;blocated on major thoroughfares.?9 Planners eventually began;~f
h}to reallze é@hat the bprlmary .'objectlve ~ofhﬁfa{ major;s

qtthoroughfare was not to prov1de acCess but to move trafflc.;;f'

jJ‘Afﬂter-tc:rty )coun01l approved pr1n01p1e the proposedd;;
.uthoroughfare netvork for the 61ty June, 1959 i tﬁéjﬂff

VrTechnlcal Plannlng Board began to be more concerned'wlth the;;'g

N

i

as trafflc movers,,,thef Board refused dlrect access _anddfrj

z'"referred h"_appllcants ;t Sectlon 95(a) of the Tovn andre 5

1i:§‘;&

'fiéf"lbld., September 22 1955..

:fg,jay",For ‘example, see ulnutes,” Techniéaif7planning',aoard;f
‘kf;June 22 1955, May u 1955 LJVZ*JEQIV,J.:Qlt-:;&f R

';f]guestlon of allowlng access p01nts for serV1ce statlons ”omfl'

“")Qmajor arterlals. To protect the status of the thoroughfares;f{h
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v’.Rural Plannlng ‘Ct The Purpose of thls sectlon of the . 5Ctﬂf"

'was. to 'prj M”he means whereby the Clty cLuld de51gnate

thenaccessf iquestlon as, temporary and 1mpose the
gzof a covenant thCh could be deemed to

Slnce access could only he temporary,

run w
the ”Jbecame “an’ 1mportant plannlng tool Tn‘one. B
case, vfe;Hlﬁ'vaS'contEnded-by{the;,appllcantsA'rhatﬁ
the acc Qroposediverekessentialfror-finanoialanooess,

'Tand;tnatfi ;nt'pr0per*abcess,the'propertyf' as. of 11tf1e_”'

:7va1ué;&lli ice the locatlon vas on a- major thoroughfare the‘
.aCCasses'wl E%refused the commer01al development never tookn
nlace and “ 1nspeqt;on:revealed that:a nurs1ng nome.-had'
,jbeenpb bu1lt ingiééa;.uﬁéfrlaﬁaglgsée'50; ‘rejnlring reanf“"

accéssibility’ - causing congestion. -

ncontrovf » lso arose vlth serv1ce statlon approvals*

. not'on majox foroughfares. Re51dents 11v1ng close to 1ocal;

"‘f”commerc1al zones v1th1n thelr nelghbourhood unlts elther dldfs;

v

v‘not knou ]th pdrCels Vere zoned for commercial uses org@f'

’ fbe11eved that serv1ce statlons were not an alloved use., ihé:l d

"AHNIHUtGQ heSt 1llustrate thelr/argument'-7H

u:tﬁWIt ‘was. the understandlng of these people when{'-4
" they" bought thelr . residential . properties . that: .

f;?although ‘the property was zoned for commercial -

‘_purposes, 1t was 1ntended for small stores. They'ﬁfr_f'“

“,'Qdyflnlnutes, Technlcal Planning Board June 1 1260;¢'f“
‘41_51_411b1d., June 26 1963 i T e
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were dlstlnctly of the opinion that'ea[ service
_station would not be  permitted .on 'this
" property.*2 ' o : '
~ In this .case}~ thef-Technical Planning< Board 'follouing

esrabliShed W@ynterim development “policy thch permltted

-~ service statlons in local commerolal zones,” approved ‘rhe""

appllcat1on. Protests .arlsing fron thls case and others at”g'

abdﬁt the same tlme were so strong that c1ty counc1l adopted

o

a motlcn requlrlng all appllcatlons for servace statlons ;ihr'”

1ocal commerlcal areas not 51tuated on major thoroughfareSJ

.to: be flrst approved by counc1l .3 Thls controversy p01nted_ﬂff

- out 'the‘ need_fto prevent "the.'lntru51on' of unde51rable;m

-commercial~ funcfionsv 1nto re51dent1al areas but even morep

1mportantly, to 1nform prospectlve re51dents of all proposed‘e

1and uses’,ih.gthe 'nelghbourhood.J Subseguently,_ fof av01d3‘

”;51mrlar. proteSts, wthe Board began requlrlng subd1v1s1on, S

ré?ﬂplaaszfrﬁ”'ShOQVf-commerc1ally . zoned T properties before?

:fff‘ﬁ  };§16 . February 14 1962.._.¢

\

resldentlal 51tes were offered for sale to the publlc.!‘i

Yo
4

.'Q

":Prcblems’ Hlth serv1ce statlons were further reduced bYﬁE "

encouraglng them to be planned as parﬁiof ne1ghbourhood .andfe
reglonal shopplng centres.f5 ffﬁjﬂ;ffa;fp”;[;Im;;”'”' ’ :

._42 ’ ;g June 15, 1955 ST N
43 ;,L tter from’ C. B, Cummer, C1ty Clerk to A.; G. Hartln, L
Augu st 2, 19“5. AR L o
. %4 -Miputes, Technlcal Plannrﬁ%“Boatd, September 27 1955
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ubdivision Procedure

The service | station controversy p01nts out the

né%ec51ty of hav1ng a/ conslstent and well~known plannlng

&

approval-.procedure If th¢- resldents had knovn that serv1ce

stations vere allowable ‘uses “in local commerc1al zones

‘\

"'before they bought thelr propertres, the dlcpute would not
have occurred Calgary's ;nterl gevg opmeg ;der “and-.
Interlm Development Bylgw, 1t wlll be recalled were passed

1n 1951 and 1952 respectlvely. Then, in 1952 the prov1nc1al
&
government .1s§ned The 1ty of Calgg y g;g; pevelopmegt

R

(Amendmentl Order.‘ﬁ ThlS order requlred every appllcant for

a develcpment permlt to. dlsplay a notlce fonh the 51te on:jf

rwhlch the proposed deVelopment vas to take place "...for a_rya

contlnuous perlod of _not -less- than 1b‘ days 1mmed1ately

o ~

preceedlng the date on’ uhlch his appllcatlon ls submltted to '

the Board...."‘7 The purpose of the order was to’ glve anyone

‘,jghe’fmlght be a‘fected by the developnent an opportunlty to -

NE

‘ object Appeals could then be - dlrected to mthe- Techn1cal

5 -

SR

*,rmﬁé] Améndment Order was _an 1mportan¥ step, 51nce 1t

‘%f”; ecognlzed he; need to 1nform the' publlc aof proposed

IR S 2 K PPN LR .o j AR . R . Sl . :
e ,.',=y“ R LR SR

'zféé:ffProvince' of Alberta,; - City o9f  -Calgdfy Igter;m'feﬁ

. ‘Development - (Amendnent) Qrder,  issued - by C. “E. Gerhart,
‘ Hlnlcter of Hun1c1pa1 Affalrs, June 25 1952 : ,
) Ib1d Sectlon a Subsectlon (1) '



developments, but ‘it was not concerned with the initial
zoning choice. Conscious of the criticism received the

~Board, in addition to the postlng .as required by the

amenﬁment order, in 1958 alsg began to requlre developers tov

w

'erect zonlng signs in their ‘cubd1v151ons before any lots
were bsold to 1nform would-te. buyers of the detalls of the
-'1ntended development 48 The Board even refused “development,A

permits = if '-slqns were_ not present. Ruling on one
. o ¢ . :

‘application, the Board stated'
The ‘purpose of the subdivision 51gn ‘was to
~inform  any perscn: buying property in ‘the
sukdivision, of  the exact ‘zoning boundaries,
- leccation ‘of special’ tises, and the ~type ' of
‘.~ thcroughfares proposed etc. Because "of  the
+° - City's  previous ' -experience regarding - the-
~.development of neighbourhood subd1v151onst=
without  the necessary safequard of subdivision -
; zonlng signs, the City Engineer had witheld the =
issuance ‘of bulldlng permits and had .requested .
‘that the. developers make immediate appllcatlon' e
“to “the thmlss1on for approval of a subdiviSion' '
-zcnlng 51qn.f9 . : : L '

-

' ;fanning~and'the gree'Enterprise stgem-(Pigure L) N

Under' the_ North Amerlcan free enterprlse-; system,l'
;1nd1v1dual 1n1t1at1ve 1s v1eued as deslrable and benef1c1al
.not"cnly tod'the, 1nd1v1dual but tg the publlc as well y..“

contrast, plannlng is more concerned vlth ftbe publlc good‘

LY

4 A‘Hlnutes, Technlcal Plannlng Board, November 19, 1958.
%9 ,,Nlnutes, Calgary Plannlng Comn1551on,>0ctober 98 1960

VI . - .o
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. ana, if reqniredz:ta, can restrict the fréedom. of the
individual in»ravorlof‘a larger community. The Technical
.Planninq' ,Board.' -Uthough .took- - ._very ; cautious,,

non-lnterferlng ap roach towards the free enterprlse system.
[To 1llustrate the attltude and 1ts effects, the development

of an 1mportant re51dent1al collector, Northmount Drlve has g

‘ -
‘been taken as an example.

“When the area was first. planned5 ’ large_ number VofA.
local ccmmerclal zones :vere prov1ded along the collector,(
'prlmarlly at majorblntersectlons (Plates and 4) .In? 1960.
land-examlnatlon of 'the land use map 1n the 1mmed1ate area,'
revealed ‘that an exce551ve number of serV1ce statlons‘ were
elther in exlstence or proposed to be bullt Hhen orlglnally
'.dec1d1ng :on_"the.-zonlng,, it .had not’tbeen the~ Board'sl'
‘inténtion to develop the area'~prédoninantly :Ulth _service‘b

..fstatlons ‘hut to prov1de ‘the local area w1th a full range of

convenlence eerv1ce outlets. Serv1ce statlons, though, were',p;

‘permltted uses 1n local commerc1al zones and were 1nev1tably{“’

gattracted .to " the ~well travelled collector route ofid”

Northmount Drlve.ABy 1960, the Board uas beglnnlng to shdﬁ{c
W ‘ . ) : L
concern in 1ts mlnutes': T

e
S

lt was': reasohable"to .assune that serv1cequ
}Wstatlons wvere dependant on defined" traffic: flows™. -
..~ and, consequently, campetltlon Aamongst .the . -
jfserv1ce station ‘companies was most pronounced'. .
. "'where sites, adjacent to much travelled routes, . .
© ‘were. available for development The. competltivef,~“ J
'<“sp1r1t vas not the concern of the Board but



P]ate 3

Commerc1a1 Re51dent1a1 Fac111ty, Intersect1on e

'of Northm0unt quve and Brwsebo1s Dr1ve

P]ate 4

Commercwa] Re51dent1a1 Fac1]1ty, Intersect1on of

Northmount Dr1ve and 19th Street North West

A

139
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the same . time, . the de51gnat10n of local-'

ccrmercial -area should not provide an area to be

developed almost exclus1vely for service statlon :
" uce,50 . i . )

Prev1ouslv, though the Clty Planner had clearly polnted outﬁ
the Board's p051t10n- | -
"Nelther the Technlcal Plannlng Board nor- the

. Zcning- Appeal’ Board has ever felt it to be its
“function. to requlate the -number of serylce
<statlons to be establlshed in a locallty.SI '

""Although itf gas. reallzed that -too‘many serV1ce”stationsf

"glwould exlet on" Northmount Drlve,- all applicatlons Here;i

'"f]'aSQAa vacant A and W Drlve-In restarannt (Plates 5 and 6)

*.approved because the Board d1d not want to lnterfere Vlth 

_'the free enterprlse system by belng dlscr1m1natory agalnstﬁh;:

“-anf" partlcular"appllcant s2° Fleld 1nspectlon in the . summerf‘hf:

. of 197? revealed that two of these serv1ce statlons had been’:_-f,_r E

'l_aabandoned A further. 1nd1cat10n' of over-commerc1allzatlonf**

. .

1Th1s ev1dence 1nd1cates that the B%ard needed to be' more'-

A;concerned about the competltlve splrit 51nce 1neff1c1ent use””:

jof land 'occurred when plannlng controls were ueak..PerhaPSy, e

atdfthese 51tes could have been ;more 'usefully utlllzed v1thhi7*

‘f hou51ng or pi'ks.

';59‘ fﬂlnutes,_Technlcal Plannlng Board June 29,.1960
. 31 " Letter from A.G. Martin to City: Clerk .June 4, 1959
.j:§2rflnlnutes, Technical Plannlng Board, July 13, 1960

-
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* Abandoned Service Station, Northmount frive

* ‘Abandoned" Drive-In Restaurant; Northmount Drive .




' Neighbourhood Shopping Centres

By;'definition,f "3 'shopping 'oentre isala ~group of -

'fCOmmereial'establishnents planned developed owned, and

»

wmanaged“ as qnlt vlth off-street parklng prov1ded on therh,f

>’:¥property. The location, 51ze, and type of shop is related to:

. wa," :

ﬁﬁthe trade area that the unit serwes whlch ,is_ generally an_"f

'ontlylng suburban area.053 The nelghbourhood shopplng Centrei-‘

fserves 7 SOC 70 COO people wlthln s1x mlnutes dr1v1ng] Eﬂ

'"tlme and caters tO\walk-ln trade.s‘l”fp’

Y

ﬁih* Calgary, nelghbourhood shopplng cehtres can bev'iﬂ

}f;dlv;ded 1nto two groups, those whlch have a lcupermarket asi%»f

°:‘th pr1n01pa1 tenant and those whlch do not Both groups ofp_jﬁ

'centres are 5P9C1f1C311Y de51gned gto prov1de convenrenceﬂ*d'

'ﬂfjcoods and personal serv1ces for day-to-day 11v1ng needs. The];fﬁ}

fj'51ze chocen for the centre thouqh does not appear to havefnf;“

;been based on:.any clearly deflned pr1nc1ples. Rather than T

"ijudglng the 51ze of a proposed centre on the ha51s of

—-_——— i

1P011c1e§, (Urban Land Instltute Technlcal Bulletin No. 20

rL'Washington,‘ b July, 1958) n-6w as’ quoted in- Calgary;,~4}
. Planning- Department Report Shopp gg Centres cIn Ca;gary,.ﬂ.xm

'”'January, 1968, p. 1.

"7f5~ ““Reds Ross' ncxeever Shopp gg Cegt;es Restudled gg;_ Onefejl

Emerglng Patterns.” (Urban" -Land- Instltute Technlcal_‘

“fiBulletln No..EO “Washington, ‘D.C. February, 1957) -9 ’asf]fze

“7513quoted in Calgary Planning Departnent Report, 2 getho for
‘gEstlmatlng Requirements for Nelghhgu;hoo Shopp; g Cegtrg el

f_1n Neu Areas, 1969 p.-1,~

- 7
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'probable draving area,’the Board appears to have been ‘more

vfelconcerned as - to whether there was any vflrn commltnent to~"

d/felop ',tne -property :;Th developer, reallzlng thatdfi
commerc1al land sold for more than re51dent1a1, usually t;'
.'fa51dev 1arge ‘areas for shOpplng centre development and ther“

' ’result, 1n many cases, ‘was, that the areas set a51de were far

'.too 1arge._Rezon1ngs for parts of the 51tes, usually to hlgh‘”'

_vdenslty re51dent1al,'vere common occurrences 1n 1ater years.j'f'f

jnThe followlng appllcatlon 1s an exanple of the problem‘

- It had been the appllcant's 1ntent10n to develop:,w-”
" “the entire site with commercial bulldings.' The - .
h .Fsupermarket and ‘some of the ancillary stores. had o
‘’-beéen ' cdnstructed  but, ~‘partly - due 'to. ‘the
' ccmparatively:. small draulng area - _.of - thls.,f,,_”v
"shopping - centre,\_and partly - because” of  the . .
-conpetltlon from. the. Glamorgan Shopping " Centre - .
.~ further . “the” north, it  was Clear that no-
[further commerc1a1 developnents were:: necessary

“the . area. It was ‘therefore proposed toﬂfri-"";ﬁ

*:ccnstruct apartments 1n thls portlon.ss

PR o

;d3541°68 Plannlng Department study of shopplng centres 1n““i'

.15 Calgary revealed that nelghbourhood shoppl% . centres "hlchf;:Ly

'»”1ncluded supermﬁrket were usually located on srtes oflkfw

,_approx1mately three acres. The average gross leasable flooxfgl°3

'f_;larea' of the 'centres was 27 000 square féet ulthwfthe;f';f

‘-:{.supermarket representlng a9 per cent of the; tqtal -and, foﬂ o

.',._,:"

'5”average, there were. twelve stores per shopplng centre 56 Thef“

”fg.t.§l~

"('

Css Mlnutes, Techn1cal Plannlng Board,. september 19, ‘952'5C‘{'v

%8 Calgary. plannlng Departnent Report, SQ pp; g Centres In
-~.~'ca1ga 1,.1968, R e A "
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“Smaller‘ centres wlthout supermarkets were located on srtes

Y

averaglng 0 5 acres and contalnlng an average of seven~.p

R outlets s7. A fleld survey in 1973 1nd1cated that all centres”

“,vlth supermarkets and mosi -of the Smaller centres were“'

i locatd on major thoroughfares, usually at the ‘entrances to‘-7

o ,nelghbourhood unlts, whlle some of the smaller centres were_

dlsta ce between the cent\es varled con51derably, though the

-located cn collector streets Hlthln the nelghbourhoods.,aThef_h'

;l»Technlcal Plannlng Board was usually more vllilng to approve_'l~‘

- appllcatlons for prOJects whlch vere at least one-half mlle—-f

from the next nearest centre.sa_ '7;27> -'-fﬂAfti; o fj, ~ .

*WThe plannlng : perlod 195& 63 also wltnessed hep*i'

hlestabllshment of reglonal shopplng centres 1n the c1ty, hfhe, .
'”fhflrst appllcatlon belng made 1n 1952 in the north sectlon ofi_r
:7$thef 01ty = Although o} bu1ld1ng ever_ occurred W1th thls;fV
'tftfproposal,.. ‘ maln p01nts uere .consldered when| ftheﬂy_
"ijappllcatlon was rev1ewed- 1ts effect on the Central Bu51uess?f*
'f;DlStrlCt a dg}itst 1nf1uence 'on trafflc condltlons 1n thepi

'farea 59 Afterp_con51deratlon, the/” Board approved C‘the

1,”‘- .

"sa : For example, see ulnutes,5 Technlcal Plannlng Board‘“"*

,,a’October 16, 1957.,
89 nlnutes, Technrcal Plannlng Board June 27 1952._,
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development noting that he trend for large decentrallzeg j;u

",Shopplng Centres had been ev1dent in North Amerlca for somenw~e

A

time. . Less- congested trafflc condltlons and adequate offf’

'fstreet parklng were the chlef reasons mentloned for the“

»'trend 60 Durlng thls' plannlng perlod the Board mlnutes

-vprov1de feu reasons why spec1f1c 1ocat10ns wete chosen vfor

'freglonal centres. The flrst reglonal centre, the Slnpsons~’

'v;Sears North Hlll Shopplng Centre was completed 1n 1957 vtThe1-~

»

' 1te appears to have- been chosen flrst, because 1t uasﬁ,'

': ,located at the 1ntersect10n of tuo major thoroughfares, 1Uth'

'?Street and *6th Avenue (nghway No. 1);,and SECOBG,;-because
“':the_’ 1ocat10n "”iaS'v central to la 1arge and expéﬁQiﬁé_f'
Angﬁre51dent1al area in the northern sectlon of h.i»city?if he

':development of the centre had an.lmportant 51de effect thch; a

fwas; repeated wlth other centres..Ittencouraged re51dent1alr:

. fto commerc1a1 rezonlng o?»land in the 1mled1ate area of thefij

‘lhshopplng centre and ven though the rezonlngs uere usualthf .

~Zopposed hv local re51dents, the Board approved them .feellng=df'

7-f;<that #...decentrallzatlon 1s an established trend 1n Calgaryff“v;

‘:;?; PIOV1slon for 1t should be made 1n the evolv1n9 general_;"ff

m" A

-hcplan ne1 On reflectlon,'many of these ‘rezonln : were poorf:fff

N o

“nglannlng dec151ons 51nce comnercial—re51dent1al land usef_ffﬁ

fﬂconfllcts are ev1dent.,f

f“ﬁl}f'nlnutes, Technlcal Plannlng Beard January 5, 1955.
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- Building-Restrictions and Architectural Control-

L™

V'An»increasing,degree of“contro1 fd%é;»ttne; de51gnh‘and'
..:appearance-“ of. Shoppindlpcentres: isj’evrdent' durlng the
plannlng perwod Archltectural.-andbjbuilding restrlctlons

vere 1mposed " on .the Brltannla Shopplng Centre, the flrst‘-

.nelghbourhood centre to be developed as a unlt Approved in
: ,195;,, the centre had an 1mportant 1nfluence 51nCe 1t served'

. ‘».

~as'a model for subsequent centres. For example, 1ni‘957, the'

':Board approved the development of a' nelghbourhood shOpplngf_v

\ B

centre, 1nclud1ng a' supermarket, 1n Cambrlan Helghts. The,_
' development had to comply wlth the followlng restrlctlons-.

o ‘;‘Two lotc reserved for a service statlon 51te S
. 2. Wo sideyards permitted. .- . . .7 ' .
-2, Apart, from the serv1ce,statlon, the hulldlngs
- .required a continuous front. : :
- B, Fear. of f-street loading space regulred. 7‘5”"
5. Cne off-street parklng space requlred for each

. 8CO0- square feet. of commerc1al area, - .7 ¢ S
6. Street . sides - of . all bulldlngs regulred

=,“‘f1n1shed masonary fronts. ‘ R

7. Maximum building: height" allowed as.'ftwo L

_fistorles or 25 feet°2 (Plate 7) R

T

‘;Th Technlcal Plannlng Board/ galned further controliu;

'hover bulldlng 6951gn and appearance wlth the pass1ng of héf]if:r

"bf1958 Zonlng Bylau (u916). Sectlons 38 to uo rhqulred Boardpf_“’"

z,approval of bulldlng materlals for 51tes abuttlng aFFer;alf““

e

'»Aand major thoroughfares. Sectlon 39(1) stated'}

_.“»
»

| ~Iu v ovember 27 1957,
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.Where a~person ,
(a) erects a building otheri~than  a ODe-fahily
‘dwelling, a two-family dueltlng ‘or .a motel
'tulldlng not hlgher than tventy-elght feet, or

(b) . adds to or. otherwise alters _an zexlstlng'
tuilding so that its floor atea 1is 'increased .
hy more: than thlrty percent fl‘ _ o

‘ he .shall cause those walls ‘of such bulldlng‘
thCh face on an arterial or major < ‘thoroughfare
~and. " those = walls which .face wupon ‘' a -Street
‘intersecting with -an arterial or major
thoroughfare - and thCh are: visible therefrom to
‘be faced with ‘brick, stone or . other material
aprroved’ by the. Plannlng Board, including but.
not limited +to .‘gqlass, = porcelain . enamelled
|panels; archltectural concrete, split concrete .
~.bleck, glazed concrete block, 1ntegrally colored
concrete block, self—supportlng metal" panels and
‘astestos boards when used in. combinatfon with
_other approved - material unless the constructlon
or alteration is allowed by the: Planning " Board
cn-a temporary basis-only.63 BRI B

t

Since most shopplng centres and servxce statlons were3
~located cn ma]or thoroughfares, Board approval ofu3exter1or
"‘flnlshlng | materlals '*uas_'requ1red' for mostv;COﬁmercial-

'»developments. The appearance of..serv1ce,,stgtiohsvpias-,Ofﬁ

:durlng ‘the latter part of the plann1ng period he‘ Boardf

'"‘ﬁbeqan“ﬁtgp‘reQulre the deVElOPﬂent ;Qf""re51uentlal type";p 

Jpartlcular concern to the Board so, to reduce complalnts,},“

'\foserVicef stat10ns~ these weref* serv1ce statlons : whose*‘r""

”_appearance N would 'bei compatlble ?v1th the surroundlng_jf.jﬁ
'.resldentlal dlstrlct As an’ 111ustrat10n, :on_* "re51dent1a1il.-‘

L. ._...—_.-_.-_-..—-.-_———_ —‘.—

,6‘3::‘ Zogl g xl 4916, 1‘9’_6'5." ‘Section 39(1)..
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4

type" service station was descrlbed as follows'

The exterior flnlSh of the bulldlng was to bg
- screen block laid up against- standarad concretac
- blecck; the roof vas_pltched ‘and of two different!”
elevatiOns (to bring it into residential scale)
- and was to be finishéd -with a mineral sutiaced
‘ccloured roofing. The site plans showed the:
provision of a 20 foot buffer strlp abutting the
.30 feet lane and the landscape details included
the planting of grass and shrubs. In addition, a
4 foot high fence would be erected along the
- north property line.6+* . ‘ SR

. HOUSING S

Residential development durlng the plannlng perlod vas
'characterlzed byﬁva strong preference for »51ngle_fam11y

detached housang botﬁvin termns-of pﬁblic;pblicy andﬂconshner

choice. At'_the same time; .there ﬁas’,d growlng demand .

T

throuqhout the ‘plannlng perlod for apartment accommodatlons.f'7‘

iy

.and other types of hlgher den51ty res1dences. The prOV1510ncl7’

2

of varlous klnds of houses and apartments in a nelghbourhood

‘unlt is a wldely accepted plannlng pr1n01p1e because, wlth a,;;ti’

@

1arge varlety of accommodatlon, a nelghbourhood can have ad'

.mikture Of-‘ag groups, famlly 51zes, and’ %ncones. thé:f
;”a'problem.fvasn to satlsfy the market demand whlle av01d1ngtfje
'r.cpnfilcts Wthh can occur between hou51ng types.-r

S 2 )

oL T e e T

o !
. S e

‘?_ﬁff‘ MinuteS{'ieChnicalﬁPlannin93Board,5Pebrhary,ﬁip1963;;.¥jf‘
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- Housing Coptrols .

Housing éontrols stemmed from -three ‘sources,  the
s . . :

Subdivision = .apd . 1T§ansfer Requlations, the Interinm

. Development and Zoning leaws, and restrictions. imposed. by

mortgage cempanies~particularly C.M.H.C.

As with other land uses, the Subd1v1slon and Transfer

0

Regulatlcns had the most 1nfluence on hou51ng Among. other

PN

regu1renents, they-spec1f1ed the layout, dlmen51ons, areas,
dand permltted locatlons for re51dent1al lots. Slngle famlly
“house lcts, for example, were re§u1red to average 50 feet in
width ’andj no - less than no feet in depth and; “in “addition
: vere requlred to have an area of not less than SOOO" square
feet 65 In addition to the general subd1v151on requlrenents

appllcable. to all subd1v1=10ns, as outllned in the prev1ous

"Ehapter,- the. Subdlv;51on and Transfeg--Regul thDS also_

restrlcted the develOpment of re51dent1al areas if they Wére -

"~ to be located in. close prOX1m1ty to rallWay lines, hlghnays,-
Ca ™ : :

*'alrports, 1ndustr1al areas }and eother‘*objectlonal land
 uses.66 The number and detall ofi_the' condltlons 1mposed
glves' an 1ndlcat10n of“the‘extent to whlch the Regulatlons

have 1nf1uenced re51dent1al development but desplte .being
65' Subglv151o and Transfer Regulatlons (1960) Sectlon 37~
Subsectlon 1) . (a) _ , _ '
66, »;Q;g.,lSectlon 38, Subsectlon.(l).

[ ’ N = Y . IR -

-y



sttongly 3regulative, ithe"regulations “also . performed .. a

valuable function in providing the basis for design, and in

1969, for density standards'for residential develop%ent.

As pointed out previously, the 1939 Zoginq,@ylaw 2835

was replaced by Interinm Development Bylaw 4271 in 1952.:Tnis

remaiuedpin_force until 1958 when it.was replaced by Zoning

'm
t .

Bylaw 14916, Although termed Inte ; im Development, le
. : »k\

was in many ways'-used’-as a- zdhing bylaw. ti

'principal purposes of . a zonlng bylaw has been to protectr

establlshed areas from unvanted. land uses*.another has ,beenj-

-to gu1def or control, the - development 'of'wnew"areas;.by

_estahllshlng zonlng 'districts each hav1ng permltted andv
’condltlonal uses. -anrfl}.~after the Inte;l Development'
- Bgla 'was approved ;residenfial zonlng dlstrlCtS 'were'

»establlshed wlth " the intenﬁion' Of maklng land avallable;d

N

wlthln'jeach -neighbourhood‘ unit ’for 1allp_categor1es,_ of :

residenti,l ~deVelopment.67fl'VarioUS’ ‘ioning- disfricts,_l'
privwaEridy in the »single' and two ~fanily :categoriesfiiere'\

\estéblished‘. but because of. the. strong demand for 51ngle—

'fam1ly h0051ng, most of the hlgher denslty zones were, later=‘

,rezoned These characterlstlcs of developm t uere reflected o

u271

A'throughout most ne1ghbourhood un1ts> durlng the perlod ofiﬂ;

1nter1m development

. L
. 9 H

_-.-.—._-.‘-— _.——'—-_———_—_

u:67’; Hlnutes, Technlcal Plannlng Board April-28;_19535f o



Asian'eiample of the effeét of,‘demand ‘upon  zoning,
t

'w\thln two - North Hill nelghbourhood un}ts, prov151on vas

‘orlglnally made to reserve UO per cent of the land for tvo~'

famlly re51dent1al development. Horev than'SO_per cent of
this"land‘ was eventually developed with ﬂsingle~family
dwellings.°°. Durlng 1nter1m development, planners attempted

to use zcnlng as a tool to gu1de' re51dent;al development.

'_The extent. of 'the rezonlngs, - though, _indieates ‘the:

»ineffectiveness‘of zoning if. the market'.demand"is .not -

e

“'be in more reallstlc relatlon tg/thg,market’demanu._

»evaluatlng Calgary's hou51ng development 1s the role. playedf"‘

v

properlv'assessed,

In contrast tok the perlod under 1nter1m development,‘

'*fafter Zonlnq _ylaw 0916 vas: approved nelghhourhood units |

'fvere- zoned 1n ant1c1patlcn of the denand for 51ngle-fam11y
homes.vThe requlrement of an, amendlng bylaw to establlsh nevV-,

'1zon1ng dlctrlcts may have encouraged the orlglnal zonlng to'-.

Th =lthird- faotor-‘vhlch needs to' he mentloned vhen]’

3,

"hy_ the lendlng 1nst1tut10ns, " the :most 1nfluent1al belng]l;V

'fCentral uortgage and Hou51ng Corporatlon. To obtaln C H ﬂ .C.

'f1nanc1ng, developers and bullders wvere requlred to comply -

s due e e

.68 C1ty of Calgary General Plan. 1963,'p;156.f

Iadi

with . 51te plannlng standards as set by the Corporaglon. It.ﬂ*

L — )

LIS,
— )
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is interesting to note that these are very 'similar to the

dkreguirements imposed'_-byh the, Subdivision ggg'~Trgnsfer
Pegulatlcns and the prlnC1ples of the neighbourhoodm unit
concept _They 1nc1ude rules ‘on the location of land for
houslng, pedestrlan and vehicular movements, house' 51t1ng,
landscaplng, dlstance of hou51ng from non-resldentlal land
uses, accessory bu1ld1ngs, parklng, open space, 'and lot
'-areas and dlmen31ons.°9 C. P H. c. op1n10n of most subd1v151on
- and development _appllcatlons'ivas sought aSl a matter of
. course by the Technlcal Plannlng Board,_and often the plantg
.'hadl'toi be changed to comply wlth the condltlons set by the

corporatlon.

The preventione of ~fhe’ depreciation"Of re51dent1al
property Values was a major reason for the mnceptlon of the
nelghbourhood unlt concept. Although most deprec1at10n is.

caused ’ by the 1ntruslon-nof commerc1al- and‘ 1ndustr1al

functlons, deprec1atlon >Canx alSO».occur '1f 1ncompat1ble
AR )

houslng types are poorly located 1n relatlon to one another.'j

'e Slnce the hou51ng market durlng the plannlng perlod 1ncluded

-

"a’ demand for apartment unlts in addltlon to 51ngle famlly

N . . : ]
. BEE «

69 Central Mortgage and Houslng Corporatlon, Slte Plannlng
Handhook 1966. L L o : :

Al



hou51ng, hlgher den51ty areas needed to be propided withrn
nelghbourhood _un1ts,4The problem was to locate'tbem-iithout

4 eonflict udth'single-family afeaSV'f'-

Althouqh not 1ocated ulthln a nepghbourhood unlt,' the
'plannang ofp,the" 01ty s fkrst major=vh;gh rise apartment ‘

project?in 1952 marked the. beginning of a strong‘ trend

v

‘tovard apartment 11v1ng Hr. Martln, at the tlme, suggested'* -

B -popular.: Flrst,~such accommodatlon was neccecsary for older

people uho uere retlrlng and second ;"...for younget people.,

- from out51de the c1ty cn temporary employment and uhose

1ength of stay dld not uarrant 1nvestment 1n a. house;"7° ;

a-ns' re51dent1al development contlnued .criteriafwereggj

!

establlshed for»5'apartment 1ocatlpn "Avlthin“""burbanb.
apaL

_'re51dent1a1v‘areas. AHhen' evaluatlng hlgh rlse_

tvo reasons why apartment accommodatlon- was becomlng more~»"

tlentf o

propogal S, the flrst p01nt con51dered vas. the .relat10nsh1p>‘

¢

‘of n : clte to the central part of the c1ty An early andf5<f-

C‘

stlll baclc plannlng pollcy of the 01ty has been fﬁbe.th.'

encouragement of a strong central bu51ness dlstrlct and to_7? '

promote the redevelopment cf slum and blighted areas, hlgh-.ﬂvf

rlse re51dent1al development was, encouraged 1n areas near_;;ft

'tf~th CBD whlle lower den51t1es Awere a851gned 'pr.neg“

70 Letter from A.G. Hartln to J.M. .Miller city clerk, .

September 19 195 | ;:;__}_f o TaEo o
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residential areas. In the 1963 Geperal Plan the policy was -’
S simply stated: - = R A
HExten51on of  new ' residénti#¥al  subdivision.

progre551vely further =~ from ‘the City's certre
will enhance the. prospects of rear -downtown-
.redevelopment - for  high density residential -
. ucec 71 o . . S, . : o ]

rollowingiestablished‘policy then,'Subdivision}planéufor'new
‘areas which included hlgh-rlse districts fiere.f'usually‘
rejected uith- arguments llke thls.~-“The Board dld not

con51der that the addltlonal den51ty ..rwas Justlflable f

"_‘such a’ dlstance from the Clty centre ....7? di'b

| The plannlng perrod also w1tnessed the development of
the flrst apartment groups 1n nerghbourhood unlt locatlons,

Zonlng Byla u916 deflned a dwelllng group as'3
B Y group of two or more detached or- senl-detached o
;}. cne-fanlly . or- two-fanlly duelllng, oL apartment
,houseés occupying the same .site ‘and - commonly
owned and havrng a yard or court 1n conmon.73»

Board preference for apartnent group developments asf

: fd evldent.e Vlth ,aaé appllcatlon,: for example, the./Board

ni_:1nformed the appllcant ﬁ:;.that a qroup development vith theflf”

:"1nclu510n _oﬁ some h1gh :rlse apartuent bulldlngs would be.'
more acceptable to the Board than apartment bulldlngs‘i0£(J.

s gunrform-_helght@ﬂfﬁ._Varlatlon..inu helght ‘prov1ded fa‘morei":;
h.f'fluaAC1ty of Calgary, General glan, 1963, p. 55.-- RRUCRE S
re, “.Minutes, Technical Plannlngs Board,.August 17, 1960,
.73 Zoning Bylaw 4916, Sectiom 2, 1965. = 7. R R
T Hlnutes, Technlcal Plannlng Board February 7 1962;' i
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appealing ‘appearance for the -reSidential area . but ~in
'addition, group developments were: de51gned to be somewhat
1solated so confllcts Wwith 1quer den51ty houC1ng were not .as

llkely tc occur.

Even though most high rlse development-»was’,rGStrlcted
. to the dountown area, the bulldlng of hlgh rlses in suburban;
1ocat10n= was. not prohlblted One 1ntergst1ng change duangw‘
tthe planning perlod was a 1963 zonlng amendment permlttlng 
Atd_the conctructlon of apagtments up to a. helght of 150 feet 1n,f

tno ualkup apartment zoneS‘ in one, R—3, the usual/maxlmum"

'.nallowable he1ght vas 28 feet' 1n the other, R—b, 1t_fwas}140{

_[feet 75 Apartments bullt 1n the nev zonlng categor_ had the,a

Asame number of unlts and parklng spaces as the walkups butg:f

'fiaddltlonal lot area bvias;: avallable gfor7” landscaplng‘

rDevelopments 'of thls,sort certalnly led to more attractlvegfi

i'use of c1tes, and av01ded the unlformlty of closeopacked‘_V

,rlower bulldlngs, \but thére uas a greater danger that they .

:ryould be out of scale w1th the surrounding areas occupled bydf[i

A”fbungalows. In V1ew1ng the appllcatlons dlscussed the;V:?

“;Boa;d mlnutes, 1t appears as though each was judged on 1tsfjfj

diddown merlts, wlth prlmary con51deratlon for:nt“ preferences.ff?

o of - developers and,-vhe attltudes of adjacent res1dents,'e-

LTS Zon;ng Bxla u916 Table "S" -, Perm1551ble Helghts offf},
v,Bulldlng 1965.‘y w IREEERELES S T R ST

-
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partibularly if they'already lived in the area.

- =

'hnother crlterion waS'the',proxlnity- of - the ;propoeed
abartnent .bnildings.;tob'shopping=¢entresr755_eérthas,195}
‘the.Boardias‘algeneral oolley ruled that"";.,apartmentsA;be.
establlshed vnear» Shopping centres -and in' ‘areas vhere
hi.apartments were already located "76 1t 1s ev1dent that thls.f
.Spollcy has.»beenb used exten51vely eince .many commerc1al
oentres throughout the.’c1ty have faoartments ,'located‘
t_nearby;77ﬂ N , L

The 1ocat10n of apartments was also based on whether or;

'not they could ‘serve {as, buffers ;or tran51t10nal zoneséir'

':fpartlcularly between;.arterlal thoroughfares»jland'3 1owerh“

“”':.dens1ty houszng. To take one exanple, 1n rev1ev1ng the plan

'.of one nelghbourhood unlt the nlnutes comment*

' -"n;J.[ there " was  some - p0551b111ty that thej_ '
- properties . 1mmed1ately to ‘the “east - vould be
~developed with the ‘Highway,® Commercial type tof .
establlshment ~and - if. . thls~ were . done, the’jnns'
.. "preperty questlon mlght form- .a useful} SR
' 7}tran51tional L_ZOne between the’z conmerc;al“"‘“
”,propertlef- and . the comparatlvely E hlgh-class'_: L
:re51dent1al developments further to the vest TR

Sltes uhere the form of development could q@y be agreed
B upon 1n1t1ally,_§a d vhlch\ %ad been,. by-passed the

.v‘-

T»?": Hlnutes,»Technlcal Plannlng Board, April 28 1953

"f¢77 “For example, see nlnutes, Technlcal Plannlng Board Hay

1960
470 Hlnutes, Technlcal Plannlng Board, December 11 1951

) ‘“'. e » R QS L v
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' deveiopment' sequenceé, were also prime ~ locatlons - for -

¢,

apartment development ' On of the best examples is in the

' southeactern subd1v151on of Acadla. Although ‘most of’ thef
nelghbourhood unlt waS‘ planned in. %960 approxlmately'1u51”

»acres to the west was acreage develOpment and could .hot be .

1ncluded ih» the 1n1tia1 plan.?9 Slnce 1960, the acreages

have' béen rezoned 7a5ffevl~aty a. tlme, ~ for - apartment

'ffdevelcpment.a Though apartment hou51ng was requ1red in the

city as a’ uhole, some. of the apartments veze ‘not“ Hell

'}located tinV'relatlon,ito}:the: slngle—famlly hou51ng in the’p‘~

~

) ‘ R34 - A
nelghbourhood unlts. The populatlon 1ncrease as a result _of

‘J

tplnadequate park space. In addltlon, access to sone of-~the~t

':'fithei“ apartment deve10pments »caused crovded schools..:ndf»f

';apartments' was galned by u51ng 'streets pa551ng throughtfi;

[51ng1e famlly hé:slng areas or by back 1anes .shared 'v1th1f11.

"prlvacy from the heavy lane traffic, hlgh feﬁces have teen'vtﬂi

L» erected en s1ngle fam11y~tots to help screen the yards,
. B . . . : f . : _d.' : :
1 ﬁgnnn;FAiRVIEﬁ?NEIGﬁBQURBOdDift‘L."

Sy } S M»_vj.'

Thls sectlon 1s a case study of re51dent1al developuentv53_5;

LI 1 g.;;aaly-«7;11963;x;;'??f

}'1;51ngle-fam11y hou51ng.:Consequently to prov1de some form off;_ir

.'"f§n51ng th. nelghbourhOOd unlt concept durlng the plannlngfbﬂ'

'J;Qperlod‘d9‘u~63 The exampleﬁiis; the‘ Falrv1eu subd1V1slon;::a"
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\> T 189,

planned in 1958 by a uprivate . developer. It was chosen

becauseroit is "a 'good example of . a controlied ard _:3

comprehenéive nelghbourhood unit' development and because'

enough background 1nformat10n was avallable for _a ‘Conplete'

-

Planning brea (Figure 14 and Plate ) .

|  3with1n f1Ve ;mlles of‘ the c1ty centre (Flgure 8) A majorn
“{thoroughfare‘to the west the Hacleod Trall prov1des dlrectl
:access to the centre of the c1ty. To the north and east are
o maJor 1ndustr1al areas whlle to. the west and south are otherfj

_”re51dent1al subd1v1slons..;gihe srte - of fheg‘.actual“'"

.'<A:dnedghbourh00d un1t has a genyly rolllng terraln whlch ‘iendsw

lff;sect1ons) 1llustratad a trend tovards large-scale plannlng.s;“ff.

. 1tself to attractlve nelghbourhood de51gns.‘

; tu H‘A‘ outllne plan‘ for the ;future development of thei_,"
‘Qéﬁtzproperty was:# flrst subm1tted 1n 1957!t i addltlon , themfi“
i?.;.fland occupledyfny‘atheﬂ Fa1rv1ew nelghbourhood,‘rth planii~“
?? i “tlncluded 1arge areas‘ ib‘ the‘ south and east tentatlvely?teﬁuu

: allocated t7§fn tlme 5£§f" resldentlal and 1ndustr1alt“"

’fdevelOpment 80 The schematlc plan of such a large area (foura,l'”7

5,

-

Faer1ew is. located in the southern portlon of the!c1ty o
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Detalled planning over .large 'areas is  a vorthy
;objective ~sinCe prov151on 1can- be made fo; land»nses (egt
transportatlon) which need to be,planned in relation to .the
whole c1ty. &In, the Fa1rv1ew outllne plan, he.approx1mate

_focatlon of the Glenmore-Ogden By-pass to the north as well
as a major truck by pass, the Blackfoot Trall, to the east
wereidecidedvupon at.an‘early stage. Detalled neaghbourhood
lplanning “then began‘ within"the llnits; set by the‘major:
‘thoroughfares. ‘ “

o . 3 ‘ : v
tThej#Qfél area of Fairview is 393.5 acres, of which 300
acres ' was designatedi residentialj._and<'Atne: femainﬁef
indnStrial,Bfi Usually;. industiial zones:_are located vell
away ftom :reSidentiall areas - to .avoié nﬁenfeoiationf of

- property 'values but, in Fairview,jan industrial area was

located close by. The developer gave thrée reasons. 82" The'

first 'wasf ai'suggestlon thét 1t uas convenlent for those:i
lwork1na 1n :the 1ndustr1es’lﬁ-> have thelr‘vhomes Located»'
*nearbv.’ Secondly, 1t was clalned that the hlgh standards of"

neatness and cleanllness cf modern 1ndustr1es would have af
lbenef1c1al effect upon adjacent re51dent1alaland.ValuesL‘

AThmrdly, the 1ndustr1al areas uere also 1ocated to Serve aslef

= n A
e e
' ' Ibid., Fehruary. 24, 1960.“" o R
ngar H.- Davis and ‘6. Elmer - Gordon,_ "Faer1ew - A

-

A Nol u, December, 1958, P 13T

fp~anned Development " Comnunltz Planglng Rev1ev, Vol VIII,.»f~e'
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buffers ‘between the residential area and the arterial

thoroqghfaresl Although the location of the industrial ,j:
‘section does result in a greater distance between the

residential area an@lthe hell—travelled arterials than woulgd
_ ‘ VL _ , _
otherwise be previd@ﬁ - limitations in  thel'design are’.
3evident. ‘The 1ndustr1al sectlon to the vest is separated
from the nearest re51dental sectlon by a comnunlty reserve:
a

buffer strip, but the' 1ndustr1al area'-te theanorthéis, .
‘1mmed1ately adjacent to houses and both functlonsvvuseg'the |
.. same back lane (Plate 9) A more effectlve de51gn would have_g
: been\ tc. provide a' wlde buffer rone ;n' to segregate

industrial'and'residential;trafflc.

Q

. Street Pattern - ,§§? P ,Y'

+ As p01nted out prev1ously, the locatlons of the major.

thoroughfares ~in the area.uerewdec1ded upon flrst, and the

- ¢ o R T 4 . Co o

gdetalled rlanning ‘of_-Fairviey {gollowed;°vlhf additidnf to .-
proﬁiding ‘-aécess,' to 6ther',.§arts' of the c1ty, * the

0

thoroughfares served' an',ihpbrtahtfxplanning functlon 'by“
JA(!\>
deflnlng th‘.?lannlng area, and by actlng as boundarles for'

e,the development 031ng arterlals as boundarles 1s exactlyias A
p,Perry recommended "he"'iOutllnlng the nelghbourhood unatl
;concept ,O. the north the area 1s beunded hycthe Glenéoré-
‘rOgden By-pass whlle on the east 1s the ;major truck route;lirhh

the:@Blackfopt Trall To the uest 1s the nacleod Trall and
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Plate9 .~ o

) f '-.Lane.Separating‘Industrial and Resident1a1'~ o
A " land Use in Fairview = - i
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-lastly, to the south is Heritage Drlve, a major‘thoroughfare
K

»)

thCh separates Fa1rv1ev from Acad;a, the nelghbourhood unit
‘to the scuth. Fairview then has a’ dlstlnct..ldentlty belng
surrounded on all sides by major thoroqghfares.'-QJ/’;f'
A 'secondarnhcolleotor,’Fairnonnt DrtVe, passes thnodgh'<
'Athe centre."festhe'~neighbourhood unit.-.besigned"as”and
1nternal collector and dlstrlbutor .and 1ntended to serve. the.
nelghhourhood 1tself .theo route was glven- ‘a meanderlngm
;course to asslst 1n keeplng out hlgh 5peed -throughﬁtrafflc.'
Desp1te thls featune, several llmltatlons are ev1dent in the_
e§l9“f Flrst the route feeds dlrectly 1nto the ma1n stream

1of.‘traff;c on :the” Glenmore Trall and second 1t extends.

several ‘miles to ‘the south through nelghbourh°°df units.

deVelopedvafter Fairvieu.tAs a result,tFairmount Drive forms s

part of a. contlnuous system and functlons as,an arterlal:,
~,jroadway Also contrlbutlng to thls 51tuatlon is the Falrv1ev,fj
‘ shopplng centre (Plate 10) whlch was 1ocated in the centrev.f

"of the nelghbourhood thereby encouraglng outs1de trafflc to"
. 3 , :
7C0me 1n. Ihough appearlng to be contradlctory, the plan - Was

Hdefended as follovs

Sy

'tzslnCe_ thlS partlcular comnerc1al dlstrlct 1s on"d
“the. secondary thoroughfare, it may also- serve{
~adjacent subd1v151ons to. ‘the.south,. therefore '

‘making its operatlon nore - efflclent. and large .. .

‘l_enough to be of hetter serylce to the dlstrlct,

»i
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in which it is situated.®3

'

The streets on thCh the residences.are located are, ‘in
almost .all cases, not through streets but are elther looped
‘or' dead ended This means that only those cars which have a
deflnlte destlnatlon at a reletlvely small group of houses,_
”:areh’actually on a re51dent1al street The terraln alded 1n’
thlS arrangement 51hce thel 1nternal collector,_ Falrmount-
Drlve, follows ' "the »height- Qf land"", through the"vv

neighbourhood,uwhlle on elther -side are 51tuated small house
. - ' . . - » .

groups.8s .

Lo

Communi’ty Reserve
ot - A N

Section 11(1)'of the. Sug_iuision ~Regulat10ns regulred"

the 10' per cent compulsory comhunlty resefve dedlcatlon “to .

P

1be used for school and :other ‘publlc purposes.f’5 Althougth
_:scqsol -needs had prlorlty Einx the use of publlc reserve, :
h_other puhllc purposes 1ncluded .' varlety of uses., Small, -

"Tornamental Parks ;a' placed throuqhout the nelghboufhood o

‘ // ’

'.sunlt, although they are a guestlonable communlty reserve use

“:y51nce they cater to the r651dents of select groups of houses‘

o rather than to the communlty as a Hhole.. V?';forr.;
-ee . Tbid., p. 135. e , G
"°5‘f"—;99—1151°n ._Sﬂiéil_ns (1953), SECtlon 11(1) T
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P

' vas! accepted as. communlty reserve only as a. 2 1 ba51s. that%_.

Alndustrlal and r_51dent1al areas and"is* alSO us d

167

| Communlty reserge land vas also used for buffer_ strips:y

in_ Fa1rv1eu, one on the east srde alOng -the Blackfoot Trall

’//”—_-—xﬁ

on’_the west side of the nelghbourhood Although the buffer"
strlp on- the east 51de allows a greater dlstance betveen theg
houses and the arterlal than vould otherwrse be prOV1ded, it

¢an also be cr1t1c1zed as a poor use for comnunlty reserve';f

. o , ™ S . o o - B
vcommunlty ‘ rese ve' -since 1t effectlzely‘ separiﬁfs _the
e as

veen the 1ndustr1al and resrdentlal areas"

land since® iti does not cerve the vhole nelghbourhood The o

ibuffer on the uest '51de -appears .to -he ;ag'good iuse'”ofi_

playground As a result of the slope of the land “the. bufferf‘

h is, each two acres of h11151de land s_ equated with;yo €

acre of the communlty reserve regulrement.!6 A;ftf

per cent 1n communlty reserve and the rena1nder for streetsf,

proper 1nterchanges were to be prov1ded as well To ovg;cone;gl”

'

The Piann;ng Act provrdes that up to uo per cent ‘of the'l'

‘“?area' of any suhdlvlslon can be used for publlc purposes, 10

and lanes. In Pa1rv1ew, as wlth other subd1v151ons, 1t uasd”

d1scovered *hat 30 per cent vas not enough for ‘streets .ft -

».,'a’

the problem and, at the same tlne, to avo1d buyrng fﬁe land,iﬂif

S e

e

e

——8s ' Hinutes, Technical Planning Poard, January 27, 196C. .



& . o

e T 168

the c1ty Jtook-: he land reqnlred for 1mtenchange purposesf“

¢

(over 51x acres) from the communlty reServe‘..Thlsblis’ also Y

@ :"‘

;.dlff1cult to justlfy. 1. T

The remalnder of the 1O per cent was used for a. 1& acre-'”

'central recerve contalnlng a comb1ned elementary junlor hlgh

fpubllc school ‘a: separate elementary school .and a. conmunltyi

centre hu1ld1ng contalnlng a - neetlng hall and an ice’ arena.r

”The central reserve is, wlthln a . half mlle »I&dlUS‘ ofb aIl_*

'Lyhou51ng~: '-_rhe nelghbourhood ‘unit, and is thus«ea51ly;‘f””

l.asse551ble to all re51dents, partlcularly chlldren attendlng;cf*

schocl SR -“-,}”; L.,o'ﬂil “‘-Hr;f : '1,‘f;-Kr< e

¥ o
' 7y

I % 2

.-

As of July,'1958 reserreSQGererprovidedbasefOllowsﬁ: .

_'1a OO acres -v'School and communlty reserve.*

Cl2.01 ~ Small barks and playgrounds

"8‘18u,¥”{jh_“-Buffer zones. .
6.26 fﬂnterchange Teserves .

‘”%3_;4 — r,f10 percent of re51den£ial area°7 r'ﬁ"‘

. V'aei :

-.Commerc;a Lgﬂ_gUseSfr

.3l‘ The FaerIQH désignt dlffers ftbm Perﬂy s 1deas 5h;fh}

+ o

el; commerc1a1 locatlon and from most other ne1ghbourhood unlts og'ﬁf

nxthe CltY in: that the major commerc1al centre fis locatedz-uAAJ

.w

1f'ﬂinf the centre of the nelghbourhood.-a layout flrst proposed,f;

3"had placed "the commerc1al -centre ‘the east side' of‘ i

“‘f,f" _ .;  ‘.;_»; ;.'*A”'*{_fs'"'l.r';ftﬁ'

RS

' ]g"fu‘Lgtt?rkfFQEQJFHs;EaS$1ﬂth'Qiﬁé'Cuﬂleri'J“1J~T7ii??5£4»'mfj--

RO l L . s TR S N

Al -
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o e , R ' SR
/ "Fairmount' DrAVe taking up- the entire block betveen Fyffe -
R .

Road and Fountaln Road Only half of thls partlcular area»

-« ®©
»

3though. és‘ eventually developed commerg?élly ?The shopplng'f"

',Centre, as bUIlt, contalns twelve small sho%; caterlng

'
LI

the :'day‘ to day needs of the nelghbourhood These 1nclude a;
h“amall food market, tuo realtors, two halrstyllsts, a'butcher 
“h shop, a. restaraunt a. shoe store, a: carpet sales' outlet ;ai;ff
bowllng alley d' . bllllard hall %Plate 116);_ The.v
development of a larger shopplng centre contalnlng a major\ft
supermarket 1n the Acadla nelghbourhood 1mmedlately to the_'l

s&uth,ﬂllkely Caused the Fa1rv1ew centr% to be smaller than:"'”

orlqlnally envlsaged S In 1959 the corner lots 1mmed1atelyf7l't

e rE : R
across‘ from, thl shopplng : centre j;were rezoned from:% o

@

resrdent1a1 to‘alocal commerc1al and proposed as sentlce}

o

_ tatlons..(A foodstore uas later developed .*?ogéd of the?~?5¢
V:J_51tes) Curlously,f the Board took a very detached Posltlom::}%?;
wlth the rezonlng appllcatlon. It recomnended approval deL- :
°°nd1t1°“ that .th developer ["Q?; a<snmed complete?”
I~'95Ponsn:111*t:y for the ?classlflcatlon."ﬂaf Théf'aoard alsogif;;f
Lndlcated that 1t vas the developer's responsiblllty n,..toiprl»7

deal w1th any complalnts 1n connéttlon wrth the matter @an&;efigf

‘{tot submlt to the C1ty Planner ‘a letter of approval fron thefﬂfkf?

purchasers of lotsfln the 1mmediate v1c1n1ty "39 At the
Mlnutes, Technlcal Plannlng Board, February 18, 1959;,Z‘w3~.«
Ibld ST T g IR E RN




p_ tine,‘ the developer owned all adjacent lots except two from
whlch he obtalned letters of approval dso the‘ appllcatlon
ivasn approved The dec151cn appears to have been a poor one
l51nce, through Qbservatlon, trafflc congestlon occurs at the
blntersectlon because of confuszon over the entrances "to _the.
commerc1a1 51tes.:on ath‘ three corners.iths :a. furthers
'[1nd1cat10n of poor plannlng, when the development of one: df
dthe' servlce statlon 51tes vas proposed the re51dents vere
".1nceneed about the actual development of the slte,'and- had};

5*presented .a, petltlon to .counc1l opp051ng At.eo A more

reasonable alternatlve would have been, to :c0nsolldate ’all

‘ flcommerc1al functlons 1nt0u ob parcel thereby reduc1ngxﬂ,ff

';*traffic congestlon, m1n1m1z1ng confllcts betueen re51dent1alf

'ijand commerc1al land uses, 1ncrea51ng safety, and maklng

-

-

't,more, t:aesthetlcally pleaslng nelghbourhood centre.-fInvgl”

s T
. »

‘.d‘contrast to the serv1ce statlons 1n the centre, ,tuo otherpfttﬂ

. o k \ N
_‘cerv1ce statlonsA located _at_ﬂthe sodth entrance- of the

‘p{nelghbourhood on Herltage brive‘iar separated from the /

'fsurroundlnq res1dent1al 'area bv roads.:;:tf addltion to

vdservlng the nelghbourhood re51dents; they also cater: to:p -

e ;farterlal trafflc but more 1mportantly, they do not dlsrupt

1]

{pth5; re51dent1al env1ronment.. Two other small f;shopplngf_fFl

n.hfcentres. yerei;planned”_forf at the north entrancefof:thevf

‘t§§’ Ib1d June 5,4196 ’;5'

?‘ ‘v; .
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‘Vneighbourhood on Falrmount Drlve, to serve trafflc enterlng

”and leav1ng the re51dent1al area (Plate 11) It may-be thatf~”

: ‘.r* )
too: much . commerc1al FSpace _was. prov1ded at thls locatlonr'

e

~ since one centre was not constructed untll 1973.

-

A :regiOHal shopplng centre-acontaining‘_ tno -‘1arge.a'
‘Specialityf stores, - a drug {store and a bulldlng materlals_‘

;outlet 1s 1ocated on a large parcel 1n the south west corner?'

‘of Falrvrew. Careful plannlng, though, does ’not appear to“od;u

”5,have taken place. Slnce the paFcel was on a corner locatlon,”

‘it -uasf 11kely thought that a. commerc1al fac111ty was the;.;fw;

'mOSt sultable land use. | However,;v7to;" av01d traff1c:f7?5-

’congestlon, 'dlrect access to uacleod Trall as never

\ ‘ B

allowed Because of thls restrlctlon,zethé area,vremainedfefi

;":&acantvvuntll 1973.. he. 1mportance of easy access to af}’u

‘7;Hcommerc1al facrllt ‘cann t be: overem ha51zed. Slnce theret"fjli
5 y ‘% p ,,

e

-#ﬁAST large‘ amount of Vacant Space in the offlce tower onﬁ?};f'

'a;the north end of the 51te in; 1973 lack of dlrect access mayﬁiff

77be hamperlng the economlc v1ab111ty of the centre._,7h“

N &

Hhen Falrvlew was flrst planned,_ the fmajor_ objectlve'

”was to create a "self-contalned nelghbourhood "91 All of the};}

o

:Jﬁdusually regu1red communlty fac111t1es were to be providedrfefal

”Qw1th1n the nelghbourﬁood stores-/%arks{”schools, recreatlonfjj?fa

oy ‘." S
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s 4

faCiLities, and'churches.'Initialiy; two church HSites vere

set\aside,dbothgnext to each other on Fairmount Drive. Their

'locationS*'were defended as follows:-"Since the commercial
parklng areas are not used. on Sunday, and in order “to,
1ncrease» the general overall land use,,the churches havet”

‘been placed ad;acent to the commerc1al parklng areas,' but'

o

'dfar enough away that thelr act1v1t1es ulll not be interfered-
n-byf the' commerc1al .centre."92' Subsequently,' 1n 1961 one'

?]church ‘was developed but,ufein~?4contrast~- tof~ prev1ous DA

)

kN N

'{lotef Fleld 1nSpectlon revealed that vehlcles uere parked 1nkf

.u;a small church parklng lot or on ~nearby streets.isg, halfili'

3 .

block to the Shopplng centre parklng lot vas found to be. too-a.,f_

coo el S : oo S

I F L S T SRR

:Lyousihgtl” .

= . ) BN L A L. R D SRR

. The~ layout 1n1t1ally proposed de51gnate the;eﬁtire;,v*

f:nelghbourhood un1t for ;5}1665f51ngle-fam11y hames ;uii

ffepopulatlon ‘estlmated t between -,SCO and u 000 peoplé 93”
3?Thls estlmate corresponds the 12 persons' per acreﬂ

.‘._.vo‘,:‘standard adopted/ 1>revlenlxsly$(i (3959‘";'Aacres 12) .\ In 1959 ‘\,;_.,_: Tl

\.

}fhowever, the Board ag;:x';ky: ”h_ vb;p§:¢éisidﬁjriand“hiﬁ;i

.92 - pavis and ‘Gor:

7; expectatlons, patrons do not use the shopplng centre parklng o

L
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*nthe southwestern portlon for apartment 51tes. Subsequently,

1n December 196U the Board approved the development of lther
,'ﬁlrst ;apartment prOJect Located on Fa1rv1ew Drive at 82ﬁr‘
;Avenue -~ the development orlglnally con51sted _of - five
apartment Vbu1ld1ngs, each conta1n1ng tuelve three—bedroom .
b.unltS, elght two—bedroom unlts, and ten one-bedroom unlts 9‘
Slnce the s1te abutted " major thoroqghfare,.LQZ Avenue;

e\, )
Sectlon ’9 of the Zonlng Bylaw requlred the Board's approvalw.”

F.of the bulldlng materlals.zThey were found catlsfactory.:Theh

s -j—.....'—..—'—...—-..’-—.‘..’a.-—.-—.._ ot

'a'51te is’ wellwsuated for apartment developnent for twoi.

reasons. Flrst 1t 1s located along a’ major thoroughfare ande_n

} o

serves ‘as.a- b%ffer for the 51ngle-fam11y res1dences . d‘f :
-second ”]'tf'is}héh group developnent fd-- 11ttle confllcth k
ﬁ',appears.to.ex1st‘v1th the Slngle-fan11y r651dences htntherii‘

. mhe lsecond ‘51te ”reserved for.apartments waskapproved;f.d
}for development in 1965,.10cated on Fllnt Road the 51teuff¥3dd
Ei presented some‘ problems. The archltect for the development;:{”:'
'.‘arguqd that a hlgh touer would have a less damaglng effect;j*
?ivon the amenltles enjoyed by the surroundlng res;dents than aE;Zf;;

long apartment bulldlng 0 feet h1gh uhlch was what thepphs,ﬁf

exmstlng zonlng,rliﬂ}ﬁf allowed-plxihé[‘ Calgary PLannlnglvf°

Comm1551cn (successor to the Technrcal Plannlng Board) after . {;[f

v "4.

,

}ffv nxnutes, Technlcal Plann1ng Boardv Decemher 21 fsdd}ffﬂfff‘“'

.."-_
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'ﬁéreviewiné the appllcatlon agreed to rezonj tie site to R-4X

“rﬂlanes;- Flnally,‘ the5 tower 1tse1f domlnates the area andﬁffﬂi7

3.5)1nvades the prlvacy of the,res1dences 1n the 51ngle-fam11yjﬁih.

r-whlch allowed the development of a bu1ld1n

ll"bulldlng s galned throuqh backlanes shared Vlth 51ngle-f

“up to a height
~of 50 feet statlng‘ .

&It appeared that there were three houses only
which had their pr1nc1pa1 view across the
apartment site. The remaining 16. houses affected -
"had  a principal view.onto the avenue away from
the apartment site.; The base of the highest

,_houses..affected was at ‘the height of 3,474 feet -
. abcve s€a leével, as compared with 3, 458 to 3,464
" whi¢h were the helghts .of the locatlon where the
apartment would be constructed.  The camission .
" ccncluded  that the existing zonlng vduld allow '
the constructlon of a building at least 300 feet -
- 18ng ‘and 407 feet ‘din. helght “which . would
’ Afeffectlvely " cut . off any  view ‘which ‘the
~syirrounding. r951dents enjoyed over the apartnent‘ :
site. The contention that the thin--tower which +
" Wwas' ‘the alternative under R-ux, would be in the
‘best 1nter°st - of - the : communlty , and ' thusﬁ

juctlfledi L o O

Upon observatlon, it appears'as-though5anyfaﬁartment'

;hdevelopment oa~thls 51te uas questlonable (Plates- 12 13 14, '1

’5) ”e“lslte lS surrounded on. three s1des by 31ngle“,f-°

S "

'ffamilv' houslng _I'”Faddltlon, access t“‘ the. _apartment,"4
. R (38 L

PR

P

'Zﬁfamlly res1dences thereby creatlng heavy trafflc on thejfh

e -

4

aﬂr.{3j:[&» T T e T

. As . of the popylation for the neighbourhood had

A e R
et it O Vijfvf"fﬁ'lzf&[fj f;“
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stabilined at 6)200 a“fiqure con51derablf hlgher than the
3,500 to u 0co orlglnally predicted. 96 This 1ncrease‘¥as due
in part to apartment construction but was aiso the reeult-of
an initial underes}iJafe, ‘After  the neighbourhood ' was:

. -~ ' ’ o
developed, it becanme apparent that the 12 persons pe;‘acre
etandard was too lou The numben'of\ persone per houéehold
vas closer to 4.n than 3.J{ Slnce an- addltlon to the public
sohool was ;equ1red, nhls lalger than ;nélclpated populaelon
did place some'sfrain on community facilities. )

N

ICONCLUSION * . N
[} . R \ - {
o : o - A
The planning period just ievieved witnessed " the.
evolution of 'basic~ reéidential plannlng p011c1es for the
city. Although many problems were faced durlng the peraod,
as the pollc1es vere clarifled, they acted'as guides,towafds

better planning,

‘The overall 1nfluences affectlng plannlng are evident. .

oReéearch material often referred to. the Subd1v151on and -

.

Trapsfer geqn;ations thch have had an extremely 1nportant'—
‘influence'on every land ‘use assoc1ated wlth re51dent1al

:development Another 1mportant overall con51derat10n wvas the
land ownershlp pattern AthCh 'encouraged more large'scale

’
)

ya .

96  Government of Canada, Census of Canada, 1971,‘Ca ar
census Tract Bulletln, March, 1973 o, y A

R4
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plarning and-the uselof the neighbourhood unit concept. - The
two other overall influences were the zoning coutrols and
the uortgage companies which both_iCOntributed. fouards the
use of the neighbourhobd_uni&;conceot. |

Basic planning policiesVVere'established for all land

s . -

uses’relatedfto residential deve10pment. A first step vas"- a

policy requiriug a system of . Streets based on size and

ffunct1on. ThlS was qu1Cle folloved by pOllCleS reqU1r1ng

deslgns vhich -011m1nate through trafflc from re51dent1al

. areas and forc1ng a con51st°nt apprOach to theg namlng' of

'=treets and subd1v151ons. These p011c1es, of course, reflect
‘ »

<

the _‘prlnc1ples of vthe nelghbourhood unit ° concept as

advocated by Perry The d651re to have »the‘ mosf eff1c1ent

.

‘use  of communlty reserve areas led to two 1mportant steps,

the J01nt Sl‘os Agreement and hreserve deferrals. Although

*1bbon .commercial~ developuenfs cOntldued the‘ plannlng‘

perlod also wltnessed the 1ntroduct10n of nelghbourhood and

reglona1'shopp1ng>centres. Basic crlterla on the locatlon of

,dlfferent hou31ng types were also establlshed

“

4

prrogre ss which had been made 1n the plannlng of re51dent1al,
iareas as compared to earller subd1v1s10ns such as Knob Hlll. -

'.The ne1ghbourhood has a well—deflned boundary. In addltlon

-

to:plannlngjforna larger ,area, gthe .relatlonsh1p4-of _the

.

The”fanalysis of-the'Fairview'heighbourhood.reveals the

-
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subdivisioﬁ~to the rest of the cify-was also consiéered' The
plan used a street system whlch atte}pted to reduce. through
traffic, thereby p;ov1d1ng* a. safe: and more pleasant
environment,‘Careful éonsidefatibn was also.given to tﬂe use
of community reserve_land; Sevefal,defeets-afe evident sith
the commercial 1and‘uses, though residents are»assuted. that
all cemeercial"functions “eatering]to_deyete-dey neeés are
_pfesent, Tﬁe ‘unanticipated populatlon : 1ncrease, | plus

s ¥ g

: B ih :
' .- evidence of conflicts between hou51ng types, empha51zes the .

4

necess 1ty of haV1ng careful planning from the outset.

RO



CHAPTER VI e

..

. SECTOR PLANNING 1963 - 1973 :

Generally, during theiperiod‘195u toe1963, residential.f
land use planning for~nen areas vas based on neiétnourhoodn=
unit prlnclples ‘The objeCtije‘ of'fthis section .is to
descrlbe‘ and .analyze the major pr1nc1ples used in the
plannlng and development of re51dent1a1 areas in the_ periOd
from 1963_'to_ 1973, partlcularly to determlne what changes_
bwere made, and“uny Approval of the genera; 2;_5" 1963
marked the beginning of a major reorlentatlon of re51dent1alb
'land use . plannlng in _Calgary.d In- response to<changlng
.c0nditions, previqus poiicies.were“-clarrfled | reﬁised 'or'
vrejected and new p011C1es were adopted and sometlmes later '
improved if necessary. The most 51gn1f1cant overall 'change
was. a trend towards large scale plannlng and developmenti-‘
;whlch can best be descrlbed as a tran51t10n from the use ;ofd-
lnelghbourhood s1ze' plannlng unlts to much larger unlts,

termed sectors. The a1m here is to dlscover uhy and how thlsdi

‘_changc occurred

The dlscu551on beglns with a: br1ef descrlptlon of the;:'
general factors thCh 1nfluenced the plannlng of re51dent1alv

4

. / x
l_areas durlng the plannlng perlod contlnues ulthgan analysls

A
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of theé changes which OCCUrred to street design, provision of

'parks and schools, commerc1al fac111t1es and hou51ng, and

Conclude= with ‘a case study of plannlng nnder the sector.

concept.

LEGAL ANL PROCEDURAL FACTORS AFFECTING RESIDENTIAL LAND USE

PLANNINT 1963 - 1973

Approval - of general plans 'f 1963 1970 and 1973,
’»changcs 1n munlclpal and provinc1a1 plannlng egislation,

\

and further 'reflnements-" pla n1ng procedur s were the
&

183

'major overall factors thCh 1nfluenced the @evelo ment -oflw

Aneu‘ ec1dent1al ~areas durlng .the plannlng - period unde: B

Treview.

o

Master Plan

o Y

L Although uork On a master plan begén -ulth

+

app01ntment of Erlc Thr1ft as a plannlng consultant ln 19“9

“the c1ty 51nce that tlme had been growlng so rapldly,‘

" the plannlng department had such a snall .staff3 that t‘eré7s

wﬁas'” llttIEj tlme- fon ‘anythlng but :outine developlent

“control.’ Long rangé'..plannlng fwés-_'fotoed 1nto thé'

ando‘

_thé_"'
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backgromnd1¥

'The_ Clty Comm1551oners, in a 1960 report, advlsed 'that‘~

it -had been found necessary to make a complete overhaul gof_e:f"

By

the- ex1st1ng plannlng'machlnery sao that a more. effectrxe and
'comprehenslve programme could be developed and 1mplementedﬂl

wlthln the scope of the. recently rev1sed Toun gnd Burg ‘-;

>

: - . . : * ,
‘Vplannlng v AcC t;z . In - llne-a:ulth the~’ Comm1551oners' B
s . — . e . :
/iecommendations,m a. ~Planning_ 'AdVisony Comn1551on ’fﬁas_a-;

: establlshed o rev1eu>“all' major p011c1es concernlngi.'
_plannlng, 1nc1ud1ng a rev1ew of the master plan for the c1ty.

v
. '

- and the 1mplementatlon of that plan by way of dlrect;“

1

'reCOmmendatlons -to‘A Counc1l '~for _"approval 3 _Following"\

.

cn LR .“

;1nten51ve work by the Comm1551on, City Counc1l 1n Septelber,ff*

" 1962 adopted the Gen.;gl Plan 1n pr1n01ple and 1n August}‘f*'

1563A gave final approval *'t, R fp

7preParat1°n forced the es€ahlishment and clarlflcatlon offV

'l*Plaaglnq PrlnCIPlES to gu1de the largébgrouth predxc%ed forx 2

&

<

Adoption of'the plam ias(-a' major step because {itsf7f1651

~ the c1ty -Th pr1nc1ple' of partlcular 1mportancex to .

- e o~ - s .:‘ . . o ) L

5}1”» Petti com.', ‘trom ‘D, Crerar, Subdlvision éraeéssihfi_,_
' 'fofflce clty of Calgary Plannlng Department November 13"-1“

{%‘ Hinutes, Plannlng Adv1sory Com11551on, Decenber 8 1960 -

]1960.A,,
Exlaw 5997 General Plan, August 49, 1963..ﬂv

1"?F;

Ibld.,' and Bxlaw § 2 Plannlng Advisory Comnfﬁsion,;?'xfiﬁ



"~,-re51dential development uas the use of sectors as a plannlng
concept Rhlle hav1ng no legal 51gn1f1cance, schedules to‘
o R " ' __,’ . .
a the’ plan were prepared for flve large areas where new growthf:‘j

e ¥

‘-n*éas expeéted to occur. These vere called sectors and var1ed5#?',ﬂ
‘in_ size- fron 9u2 “to- 3185 acres.5 Each plan was a. geﬁeral :7-¥:

-F”scheme of SUblelSlon show1ng the relatlonshlp of school;vti,:

v

'”51tesﬁ majof and secggdary throughfares,. serv;ces,p_and_ft

. A

:general land uses Hlthln the uhole area.;‘ :
| Provincigl-and’uuniclgal*glanningHLegiSQQt;on',;ile,L;;ﬁ:!r-f\i‘:

S T : » N e
‘ The change to the use of larger plannlng unlts had its&,a-

'j“;orlgln ‘in part in Sectlon 5 of the §H g!vlsgg g g §§ﬂ§§ ;;fj;,i

S Eﬁﬂgiéilsg_ et Thls granted dlscretlon to the aPP§071ngefff*

:E: authorlt to requlre the appllcant to subnlt an outllne plan'nf7f¥
" of anﬁare larger than the land under swbdiv1sion rhere-/“
;'there“?was }no_ overall plan ‘to thch the s;te plan of the d*il"'

appliCatlo could be‘related UnCe an outllne plan had been |
approved the appllcant could then submlt an applicatlon for !

"<approval - of. the subd1v151cn of any part‘offthe area cover'dffg_

.T f;by the Outllne plan. The sectors described i the ljﬁ"
S Plan fulfllled hef requ1renents of ,an» outline plan and'dtd”;.

o

/s ¥ Supplement to the 1963 ggng;g; ‘1§n;_ Group G.f-"SeCtor:Tf,lg;
/- planc neoo L e R
Subﬂe_ve_s;g. _.eé !L.eneier .Besneti.g_s, Sectlon 5 o ARG
'7'135’60 AR R
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L | L S .4/’.186.2“

w;\ N .- . » o ' . - . ‘i N . ‘ ' | ]
'eﬁrovided a framework ‘rlthln whiﬂh detalled suhlelslon .w;ﬂ
de$1gn could ‘be undertaken. BV PN
d , R wt’lef SRR ,«f';];;, Yo
B A TS e e s e
R The 01ty s land ‘yse }control system experlenced many PR
_ _ . - .‘ L
dlfflcultles after"963. *As‘;mentloned prev1ously, ging -
N ¥ ® i '
f'leav\u916 was’ approved in 1958. Thls bylaw, Vlth rev151ons,L
\remalued effect untll February,'1969 when the terms and .

IeV1510n= of the bylaw were consolldated ',fpa~ heﬁlgzonlng

Ay P

-Abylaw (7500) ;I Septenber,t 1969 the Alberta Court of
ZAppeal ruled that gxlaw § Q repealed u916 and 'e' thus |

F hen z?nlng bylav and, under the terms of the Plann;gg Act

'requlred a publlc hearlng; Slnce no public hearlng had been tfr}ﬁ
Qheld,: the court declared gxlag §QO 1nvalid & The 51tuatlen v
_':wac further coupllcated srnce Bx; u916 was passed before‘”‘ ,jf
_ ?bthe\ pe;al Plan and under Sectlon 68 of the glagning % t, a -

SR h
",fneh bylaw must be prepared 1n accordance wlth the general

- l

v : -

planne‘Sle aw 10916 had therefore been invﬁlzd 51nce the ’

1Gene al__lan was passed 1n 1963 ) Furthernore, Sectlon 98 of

/

. _the 963 Pl gglng Act regulred Clty Counc11 t0"reV1ew ~the }ﬁﬂ"

_General Plan once every flve years, vhich meant that the 7;

,f1963 Geneg al g;an became invaf1d 1n August 1968 10_[‘4"f%;?ai37:
: o i : ‘ & .v B S a L ‘_ ‘_.c ;’- R fK :
‘7 The Albertan, March 16, 1970 R NREE e S TRIE A
e Prov1nce of - Alberta, zg!g ‘gng 33221 “Planp : AEE*f'?” v

> Rev1sed Statutes of Alberta - 1955 Chapter 337 Sectlon 68
.. @ . The Albertan; loc. cit' "~;

; (10" Prov1nce of Alberta, glannlgg ;g, Rev1sed Statutes ‘02, e
Alberta, 1963, Chapter u3 Section 98.u c_gi: R R

i
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TQ replace Zoning Byl au 7500, Clty Counc1l, in uarch“,“‘

'1970, apgroved Development Control Yl L 7839 .as an 1nter1n

-measure. until a Beu\ zonlng bylaw fwas approved and tne

geﬁeral'plan revised. Shortly after, gxlaw 7839 was also_r;"“

b

enacted 1n June, 197 Thls ‘was the land use control inj

- effect in 1973 11

Meanwhlle, ‘a _new general plan h g]g gx ;g wasff_p
‘gven first reading'.in' Septenber, 1970 »and eventuallype;c

approved .-in April, 1971 12 ThlS plan vas again rev1sed 1n -

- 1973,13

‘Dlscatlsfactlon wlth Zon;ng leg u916 appears to haue:

.been* a major reason’ for the d1ff1culties experlenced wlth

.

-the 1a&d}Qse control system. Basicaily,, a zoning bylav.g

d1v1des,;va mun1c1pa11ty l‘lnto 1and use ~dastricts .di'

- .

ﬁprescrlbes the uses permatted as a rlght in each dlstrlct or '

;’zone. th chlef strength is the protection vof establlshed

»

‘land use patterns but 1+'1gnores the processes of grovth andj

.«}

*change., Developnent control, ou_ the other hand,_ls more:

- Jsultable than zoning for plannlng and regulatlng the growth

BRSO Mlnutes, Calgary Plannlng Comn1551on, ﬂarch 28, 1972
.12 . 'Bylaw 8011,  The Calgary Plam, April 5,-1971. . °
.,lera _113_ 8775, The Calgary Plan, Hay 28, 1973 =

caiifd in questiOn- but before .the appeal could'be heard

re, the Supreme Court Qev 1opmegt Control Bylaw §§gg wvas
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_ofu_hev suburban areas 51nce it permlts the fullest account
to be: taken of altered c1rcumstances and 'condltlons,"whlle
fallowlng for spontanelty and 1nnovat10n.1‘ As 1n the eariler»
A'd1nter1m development\‘ perlod durlng " the '195Cs,. under'
Developnent Control mOLe empha51s is placed on comprehen51ve

[ ) N

“_plannlng Each appllcatlon is judged on - its own'_merlts

prov1d1nq the proposed developnent conforms wlth the general.

plan belng prepared ‘or adopted 1s

Cav e

development control began 1n an 1nd1rec¢. Qa§ in _1961
.‘”through an amendnent to the zonlng bylav. As -a result of'
-large scqle annexatlons in that year, a new zonlng category,.
-he Direct Control (ﬁé) dlstrlct was' added to} the bylaw{
vThlS category 1ncluded all land areas which vere not zoned
" because of 1nadqer}ent onlsslon\;or: by. reaeon_bef ‘an
order annexlng such lands to the Clty;after‘the.enactuent of
,the- Zonlng Bylaw or fdrtany other cause."16 . In DG ~areas,

farms over 20 acres ‘vere the only permltted uses,'-bht (and;;i’

here»yis' the 51n11ar1ty to developnent control) condltlonalvakfk

/

/
o/

nuseS/could 1nclude ‘"all other' uses aS‘ aPproved by thel"‘;

'fPlannan Comm1s51on .cﬁ;fthe"nerlts of ,each 1nd1y1dual’ﬁuf;““

'appllcatlon."xv Due to 1ts flexlblllty, the Dlrect-lcentrel.;¥‘

FATIE X S City of Calgary4 The Cglg Ly g; n, 1973, p._1u 5, O
/. 1% Province ' of Alberta, P;Engigg Act,v1963 Section 100'$3

~ Subsection 2. . - L
6 - Bylaw 4916 as anended by . 21] ay. §78 December 20, 1961; e
v“!?ﬂ;;Zon;_g _1_3_ u916 Table "QA" 1965 ' ‘]"'An
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distriet has ‘been use&'extensiveiy_sinee;_particularly,for
multiple housing projeets‘ | |
- A~ further chamge which requires mention "was - the
remaining ofv the Technicalkplanning Beard te,the'unnicipali
{Plannlng Comm1551on as required by rev151ons to ‘the Plann;ng'
ASi in 1963 18 Thls was done nalnly to suit the smaller‘A
Amun1c1pal1t1es wh1ch dld not have .suff1c1ent personnel~,to.
form  a :echnlcal planning board 19 The newly - establlshedb
.:Hun1c1p31 Plannlng Comm1551on,- tnough, had“,membershlp_;

provisions similar to B ylaw 4237 which establihed the

Technical Planning anrd“.inv,1951.' To _accomﬁodate minor

membersnip‘ changes,_ zlav ~6vu0t was repealed 1n September

1967 when it was reconstltuted under Bglaw 711u 20 ," _-"--\' .
Comprehensiveﬂblanning o T jal ' .

Ll

Tne 'reéulred ~uee  of eutline plansi after 1960, andni‘
vtapproval of the. Genega 2;~2 1n 1963, set the trend tovards*
; larger plannlng unlts. After 1963 the Plannlng Comn1551on,
"as pollcy, hegan to requlre the subn1551on of outllne plansf ti

ZV;SSB _igau‘61uo, Hun1c1pal Plannlng Conm1551on,' July 127;, R
£ 19 §ah ﬂay Winnie Chan, zg ;!gac “of t g_chgigg N Hf‘
Planning Board on the Morpholoégy 'of Edgontgn ' unpublisﬁed Q
M.A. Thesis, Univer51ty :0of Alberta, Ednonton, 1969, p. 204
‘;gn,19%%aulj11a Hunicnpal Plannlng Conmlsslon,‘ Septelber
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. ‘o .
' . o . ?
“before rflans of subdivision.2! Through experience 1t was

reallzed that small scale plannlng'usuaily led to later land'

'Luse confllcts. ‘The de51re to av01d these confllct s;tuatlonS'
N

is evidenced by a Clty Counc1l motlon in 1963 requlrlng'

[N

"That in_’future subd1v1slons, a plan be prepared coverlng_
the' whole subd1v151on and’ not portlons of it , ....Zéﬂ
.Reflectlng slmllar concerms, the Calgary nun1c1panPlann1ng; '

Comm1551cn in 1964 passed a detalled resolut1on outllnlng.’
-~ \\ .
thelr pcllcy on . the subd1v1510n of raw land . The, fpﬁlow1ng4°

excerpt 1llustrates the Comm1551on's ’concern\ for, orderly

»
[}

¢
developmentﬂ'

In the AR -Agrlcultural (Future Re51dent1al)
-Zone, in order to facilitate and not to ' hinder '
the future developnent of 'land in the zone for.
neighbaurhood purposes,  -no -ilandw 'shall be
,subd1v1ded unless-' . ’ R :

.{a) The subd1v151on, belng in- accordance wlth the
- development - programase establlshed in  the:
.General- Plan, ‘breaks down ' the exlstingv
parcels -in the area in questlon into sites ™ .
for residential and other- purposes necessary
for . thq establishment  of res;dent;al
L -nelghbourhoods and conlunlties, or- ‘
(b), The . land is subd1v1ded accordlng to such

~" " approved outline, ~plan as may be regulred by
- No. :5 iof" ‘the. Subd1v151on and , Transfer ’
Regulatior  which provides for the

o 1ntermed1ate breakdown of . existlng parcels'

~~into 'smaller parcels ‘which, -in turn will at a -
~ later time be'- subd1v1ded . into sites- for
"re51dent1al and other purposes necessary for'

e P [ N
- e,

PRI

Cat "Khr exanple,"see ﬂlnutes Calgary Plannlng ConniSsion,
January 20 1965, Harch 23, 1966 0ctober 5, 1966 and - Aprll

19, 519670 L,

:f‘zf N Letter from City Clerk to A. G. Hartln, August‘ 1963
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the establiéhmenf of residential
neighbourhoods and communities....23

S

\)The continued %ﬁphasis on large scale planning led to

two procedural innovations. Supporting .thef'principle of
D

phaéed develognent as outlined in the General® Plan and

reflected in. the: Subdivision and Trggsfer egu;atlon, in

1968 the Plannlng Comnlss1on ‘began to regulre the use of

conceptual plans.z‘ The purpoce of a‘conceptual'plan is "to'

enable coordlnated and comprehen51ve plannlng to take place

over a wlde area, which may be 'covered by a nunber of
o T

~different fownerships or where development wlll be phased

Co ,

over a number of %ears, and to develop any unxgue

-characteristies- desired " for the_\area"uithout ‘the need)

L

initially, to cover ‘the whole area in 't"he d_e't_ail required iy w_‘

an outline  plan."2s. These'ffactor§l which need. to
’ - R

con51dered in a conceptual plan 1nclude boundarles, "hroad‘

G

he

a

1and use categorles, _vehicle and pedestrlan c1rculat10n‘“

patterns, and general 1ocat1ons fdr varlous types of hou51ng

!den51t1es. The 1nportance glven by the Com31551on to the use."

A}
of. conceptual plans is evldenced by -a. Conmlss

| ~197¢C refu51hg a development proposa1§which dl |

23 Resolution of the Calgary Plannlng Conn1551oﬁ, July 17
1964 as amended July 2uv 1964. -

NP Subd;v1§ign and T;angfe: : gglaglon, Sectlon 1a 0 C.-

-1C19-67.
25 Clty of Calgary Plannlng Departnent Report

Procgcs _g _j vi 51 s in Ca lgg;x January, 1973, p. 6.

. not use a.

AN

;i.
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ion dec1s;on in o
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concethal ~plan.26 TIn "this' particular application, the

influence of surroundlng parcels, - under different
: e

ownershlps, was not taken into account. IR

The second innovation, beginning in 1969, vas a policy

requiring- the preparatlon of sector' plans'called design,

briefs before outllne plans could be submitted.". (The first

design - brlef vas' puhllshed' in 1971 ) A de=1gn brief 1s a

‘plan of ‘an entire sector or part of a sector prehared by the

I . e

Plannlng Departlent. It has objectlves similar to the.

neighbourhood unit concept but on a much larger scale. The‘
overall objectlve of a de51gn/hr1ef is to pronote a form of
developuent in. the pu?ln interest in terms of safety,'

economy, convenlehce, and aesthetics.27 Each de51gn brlef

must ultlmately be approved by City Counc1l Thls procedure '

not only allows council to becoue aware of new developments,:“

it also commlts counc1l to an agreed upon. 'an.'vhlch ‘can

-

only ‘be changed by counc1l alendlent those areas qhere:f

de51gn brlefs have not yet been approved by Clty Counc1l,

‘; Developnent  contro l 51;3_ __QQ fﬁhe | Land ~U$e.

Classaflcatlon Guide assoc1ated Hlth. 1ta_are ‘the; prime

EY

———'-- [ = .

26 nlnutes, Calgary Plannlng Com11551on,} Septenher 23,-'

1970

27, Cltj of calgary Plannlng Depar_t_lent,v S;lveg §p§i§g§-

,"fDe51gn Erlef ‘August, 1971, - approved: by City Council on .
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_regulators of 1andio5efpatternSCand developsient.2® Pigure 15

illustrates all ofythe sectors. De51gn briefs and  fegtor

plans are discussed in detall 1ater on in thls chapter.

GENERAL RESIDENTIAL DESIGN 1963-1973 -
.R951dent1a\ gl;nglng Area - . - ' ”y

B ' - . . | '
As -originally conceived by Perry, a-neighbourhood.unito

was a small, selfncontalned re51dent1al area ﬂocused on“ an
elementary school but also ‘including. other community
fac111t1es such as parke,.a communlty centre,rchurches,  and
c0nven1ende shops.urln' Calgary, by 1963, it vas becomlng
.apparent that the populatlon that Obupports 'cne .elelentaryi
"-sehool‘ vas not large énough to support the princ1pa1 sdc1all
" and oommerc1al servlcef,required by the rapldly 1ncreas1ng
suburbar populatioh; A planningz approach for residentlal
areas therefore had to be concelved at,; larger scale than 
' thev nelghbourhood unlt so that 1t could elbody all of thee
| reqolred cervices and, at the sale- tlne,: reduce land
confllcts. .Thef concept was descrlbed by Hunphrey Carver 1n‘

,f.hls book Citles in be upu;hs, qullshed 1n 1962 29 To glve'

28 Clty of Calgary Plannlng Departlent Beport, Residential

' ‘Development  in- gg;g LY ;gvegtg;x g nd P;oépect, Decenber,fC'

1973, p. 7. v o
29 Humphrey Carver, t €S ;g ge Sgpu;bs, UniVersity -of"“
Toronto Press, Toronto, . 1962.;» S - K

e

’
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|

1dent1ty ‘and phy51cal shape to the suburbs, carver. suggested. i

the develcpment of town centres. These would 1nclude a major
shppplng _centre as 'well as all af the necessary~public

facilities such as schools, 11brar1es, churches, ‘Nealth

194

clinics, f1re and police statlons, and S0 could functlon as"

a focal p01nt for a group of three to four nelghbourhoods 30

"At this scale a comnunlty 1s conprehen51ve,, wlth a full

range of age groups in- the pOpulatlon, and a- full roster of.

5001a1 and conmerc1al 1nst1tutlons."31'

v .

The sector plans as. proposed in the 1963 General EA B

and 1ater reflned “in  the 1970 ‘and 1973 calgary Pdans,

reflected the -basic plannlng pr1nc1p1esAeas'~out11ned. by .
Carver, Eachv of‘_thew f1Ve sectors descrlbed 1n the- 19631

; General Elan defined .a’ communlty wlth a -populatlon..of-

hetween 20 COO and 30 COO.‘_In the plan,‘.a' sector ;as'.‘

-descrlhed as’ "the statenent of an overall concept for the

'developnent of a. geoqraphical area . of the city 1nto an p‘3

«1ntegrated connunlty unlt whlch is usually bounded by suchi
jnatural or- ;man-nade' physical barrlers 'gasf‘ rlvers,,

’.escarpﬁents,.- railwaYS; fOr freevays."32 Because 1t vas

1ntended to prov1de a frane of reference for the developer

}«1'

- 30 Ibld., p.,6u

32 .‘Supplenent to the 1963 Gegega g;_g Group G,"*SectOré;;“

Plans.“

R 3
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before individual subdivisions were designed,za sectortplah
| stated 'cityk requirements  for 'the'_location‘ of . . roads,
ntilities; fpubliC‘facilitiesasuch~as parks and'sch061$,'and
possible COmmerCial sites; With the 1ocat10n -of these ba51c'
‘1and’ uses' decided upon,.subdlvlsron appllcatlons could ‘be
coordinated Hlth the ex1stence of a large SCale' plan,_ an
efficieht' trafflc : c1rculation and tran51t syitem vas
p0551b1e, schools and parks could be 51ted ‘to serve the
qreatest numbert of people o in a convenlent and econoLlcal'

-

nanner, shopplng fac111t1es could be located to best serve»“e

the communlty,'and 1ncompat1ble land uses could be av01ded

o

‘,_prlncxples governlng sector planning uere nuch nore clear;ylﬁ

By~»’he"timé 'the 1973 ]gg;g 1 n vas approved the_'

-dbflned and"  a. more: con51stent and conplete approvalljf‘

procedure had eVOLved uore sectors were estahdished, 'noti

_ just in areas expected to be developed but also in exlstingi,

<

’areas (flgure 15) The ‘sector‘_ houndarles 'for 1 newlyfvr»'

-Vdeveloping éreas continued to he deterlined by the 1ocationn T

E Sl
-of major thoroughfares or natural obstacles- llke the Boi

Rlver, bu{f those chosen in developed areas are °Pen torf

“fguestion. Accordlng to the 1970 gg}gg;x g;gg the purpose ofd?tﬁ=-?

~'sectors in developed areas 1s to gulde change -and prevent"ilﬂflf

'\ o

;nelqhbourhood decay through public partlcipatlon.33 Public":ah:pﬁ

~r - e w e

31 . city of Calgary, The Caldary plap: 1970, p."12.3.
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|
L » : _ | .
participation in ~the. planning proceSs, though, is more
likely to +be succeszul 1f re51dents can 1dent1fy wlth a

distinct and unified area. Thls is not true of most of the

'sector = divisions  in exlstlng areas.b_ The Falrvieu'

nelghbourhood -for’ exanple, was 1ncluded w1th1n the Glenpark

sector even though Glenpark vas not planned as .a, unlt.. It

: contalns_»a' variety ‘of _1and use51 1nc1ud1ng industry, is

split by three major arterials and

contains a - reglonal shopplng centre ulth a trade area nuch.*

H

B larger! then the sector. Un1f1ed publlc part1c1pat10n appears '

douhtful 1n such a dlverse area.u»ihe .creatlon' of large;

)/

-~

w.

a. rallvay 11ne,: and ..

-sectors whxch dlsregard the'_earlier 'nelghhourhood unitt':.”

houndarles, appears'-to' he-'a' retrograde step It does.‘ida

. 1llustrate, though ““the new enpha81s on the use of largert

plannlng unlts quw‘ SR -CT»ZQ--_"If'}=zj

j . ".' _-.l.

n the’”197o, and 1973 Calgary Plans, ) théf,'hasic:,'“

pr1nc1ples used to plan ‘a resident1al environnent ueret‘ff‘

I

-empka51s, though appears to have been placed on. several{hjdf
othet pr1nc1ples. The flrst is the creation of Ja clearly;

defln?: road pattern K facilitate 1oca1 trafflc, but’,eh"“

RS R PR TR S DR (LN S SE I T P
LT 7 T e e T e T e
- % city of Calgary, The Caldary Rlam, 1973, p. 4.1, = -

.anlly unlt _s: sa1d to be the central con51derat10n 1n;

\?utllned As wlth the 'nelghbourhood unlt,_ thL 1nd1viduala

de 1d1ng on the structures,'of re51dentia1 areas.?‘ Horefflﬁ”
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dlscourage through trafflc 35 3 second principie‘ is the .
prov151on of 1nd1v1dually -uell-deflned pedestrlan routes
separated from vehlcular routes and connecting hones to the"~
Ny tmaln comnunlty fac111t1es._ Thls is -an admlrable concept

slncezprotectlon of the .pedestrlan”'has been too .often-

vnegleeted A :third principie‘,* the creatlon of focal

-

p01nts. A focal p01nt is deflned 1n the Cg;g ;1 g;_g

| grouplng "of . communlty fac111t1es which are related to the' _
. : . \-.
-needs -of all - menbers of the connunlty,- partlcularly .

i chlldren,, mothers,: and old people.?° As an exanple, the

Sllvgr Sprg gs De51g r;e provides for tvo- focal p01nts.@

One_ contalns a nelghbourhood shopplng centre and a. conblned

elementary-junlor hlgh school 37 f Byi locatlng these“
’h'fac111t1es close -to'}one another, 1t cis hoped that nore f(‘
"7-com|un1ty 1nteract10n v111 occur. Proplniquity, though,

no. - guarantee of - 1nteract10n-'ﬂan- organlzed /progral->of¢f;tf

¢

»comnunlty actIV1t1es is also requlred.;.j"

“When preparlng de51gn brlefs, FaS}'nany factors _asff;ff;;

1b dc . u.10. -
36 ' iiia " P T

__;ver _p;igg§ 2_§ig_ g;;g; August, 1971, p. 1.“ , 3Hxﬂ

N
AN

'posSible whlch could affect the planning and developnent of?;5;7

- a sector are.. considered Natural features Vfan,nf sitefpiih:;
f';:condltlons, for exanple, 'a' glven careful considerationv.'
both as positlve features to be enpha51zed and pqssible;fbﬁhc,f
B T o S g




“exa

T .tth Harlborough area i generally sflat

__planned ulthout regard to an overalI

%,jBrlef Septenbe

e | 199

'conZtraints on development. With. the Dalhou51e sector, for

A rolling terraln had potential for excellent view lots and

4

'sloping,'=0«1t was p01nted out in the de51gn brief that
sewer and uater serv1c1ng could be a problen.39 Sector plans
'darel alsc de51gned 'to be related to GXIStlng developnents{

ﬁi%h the Burnsmead sector, for exanple,- 1t -vas5’recognizedA

8

‘that adjacent ‘land was developed re51dent1ally and also that

the usector was located in close proxlmlty to the recreatlon'

~

potentlal of the Bow Rlver. R651dent1al use was,' therefore,

'°=reconmended for the sector.‘o

').

ble,_'the Planning. Comm1551on p01nted out that the

‘only éenfly .

,fac111tated the prov1510n of a park system.W°* By contrast,_af

Y

'Sec{or plannlng also fserves 'to prevent _ prenature'

‘ .

L

.
g

Hlnutes, Calqary Plannlng Co-n1551on,‘duly 28, 1971.;,35

Clty of Ca%gary Planning.. Departlint,.
1971 -approved by C
1971, p 6.

.L subdlvms1on. Acreage developnents, for exalple, are usnally_rf
. ﬁlan and, as a 'result,lo'
5;‘arj often by-passed when urhan develOpnent occurs uhich iniiy‘ g
Edturn,‘ leads the .construction'jOf Q.unproductlve ,andfdid"
";fnnderutlllzed ut111t1es, and uneconon;tj schools, garhageffo:

collectlon, and tran51t serv1ce. If acreage developlents aref‘f”d””

ty COuncil Dece-ber 6,

%0 By siead Qe51 i Brlef August 1971, approved by city_f,'r
. Council . ctober 1971, P~r’iQ R O o
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'alloued withln a sector, the Comn1551on requlres that they
7 _

be- des;gned‘ wlthln the context Vof; an, approved outline

plan. 41

Sector plannlng also regulres the partlclpatlon of land

ovners and re51dents. Part of the Ogden sector, for example,.

had been develOped for many years before the preparatlon of

-

‘a de31gn brlef was undertaken, Re51dents of the sector ‘were

approached to determlne their v1evs on a plan for the area,

'»The ; communlty : subseguently . recommended - re51dentf§l

' development of the -area .south of the sector to prov1de ad'

'-populatlon large enough to support all the ba51c comlunity

:"fac1litles.‘2

CouL

- Design Innovations . | 'fi# SRR n.i. SRR ‘»nﬁh‘dl‘?,

.

The scale of sector plannlng unlts appears to have;fdf

encouraged d951gn 1nnovations. For exanple, one suhd1v151on,f

:jwhlch ha< recelved good deal of_ adnlratlon is Lakedf:f"”

Bonav1sta. Contalning over. three sectlons, the fdtal p01ntjj}ﬁf

"to the" 51ngle' famlly hou51ng developngnt iisr?a ;degagief N
S |k

e e

rﬂiartific1ag lake 43 n developnent of thls 51ze would not havej;~“

. '.* &5
- ,

e - L . ' e

S e ﬂ1nutes, Calgary Plann;ng Comnission, Septenber ’Q3;Q AR
1970, ST
©. %2 "Ogden Des;ﬁg grle ‘. June,_ 1971,. approved by City S

zCounc1l July S, 1971. - : : g

»;~3 nlnutes, Calgary Plannlng Con11551on, aarch 13 1968
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been possible using the’neighbourhOOd unit concept..

Other re51dent1al innovatlons : nclude subdiuisibns
wlthout lanes, walkways suhstltuted for lanes, .and houslng
turned around to face walkways rather than streets. Not all

. Were acceptable to “the Comn1551on, though. For example, in‘

'

1967.-was a proposal fdf a "no frlll" subd1v151on whlch was .

to cut costs and pass the sav1ngs on to the purchasers pr'"u

reduc1ng 1ot sizes, 1mcreas1ng dens1ties, and not pnov1d1ng
“all, urban serV1ces.v Hhen rev1ew1ng the' appllcatlon, ”the-

'Conm1s51on cautloned that 1t was nost 1mportant that the

'developnent recelve careful consrderatlon ,".}. Vto, ensure'

‘that one need is not catered at the expense of another.""
Thelr conclu51on, though -was that the no. {rrll subd1v151onj'
'appeared - to be a step tovards suhstandard developnent. Ndi”

Ta -

'notlceable savlng to the purchaser was ev1dent 'and theff

vComm1551on was qulck to p01nt out that an 1ncrease in costs;ﬁj

'{}could be the result 1f there was , subsequent deland forf"

,1oca1 , 1nprovements.‘5 The phllosophy ‘underlylng then;
- "5\__ e , : - AR RE
’.Commlsslcn's ,dec%51on ‘was’ 51m11ar ;-t that jof, .the..

nelghbourhood unit- conceﬁt\ the protection of propertyhia;)“

',values through the crea’lon of %e51dent1a1 areas of lastingtf,.”tb”

L socral and monetary val e.

= b d Oc*ober’ﬁf |
?5 , Ib;d., Novenber 8
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Density Polig¥'

In the 1963 Gegeral Plan, the re51dent1al land need was

based on the assumptlon that the gross den51ty of population

i'.for new re51dent1a1 developuent would average 12 persons per ;
?.'acre, v digure' that was said to have been derlved frou an-_
; tanalysis of Calgary's birth and net uigrationo statistlcs.*°'-
Althouqh 12 persons per acre uas predicted as the average.

denSity ,over ‘.11 .new reSLdentlal areas, _the. density

o recommended for " each - sector varied souevhatf‘ dependihg."

prlmarily on the den51ty of exlstlng development withln thep

'Sector.‘7 For example, 1n sector nunber one, vhere little _h
deVeloguent had 0ccurred, the recoplended den51ty vas. 12. 5’,
tpersons per acre vhile in sector nunber two, which 1ncluded,f

4

'an existing SUbleiSion,~ thet recounended deu51ty was 15

, —persons per acre."a As a result Qf unknown factors, ,the;gl.r-‘

_population could vary substantially froa the projected'gm.b‘

vj_‘flgure. Thls prompted the Director of Planning to POint t.pnati

'that the general plan would “be reviewed every five years.*’fg:i;;t:

-:‘Subsequently, 1t was aféZS;E}gd that the population den51tyfu
was. ngher than originally anticipated As a result by 1967f':

iiadditlonal factors vere used 1n an attelPt t° predict a ‘°re'A

oy

""}!Gig City of Calgary, enega; g;gg, 1963, p. 2ﬂ.wm._;-d‘

. ‘Minutes, Planning ldvisory COnnission, February 2,j;}'ff1e

‘f 1961.

Ihla{, Aprll 20, 961 and April 217, 1961., .
Ibld ’ B G



accurate future 'density.v‘These 1ncluded a calculation of'

-average household sSize, the number _of duelling units per-

uacre, and the types of hous1ng proposed. ‘The estimated gross

den51ty for ,neu areas uas them 1ncreased to 20 persons per

. s

‘ ,acre, which ¢assumed an average household ‘size of 3"83
s

persons per’ unit a gross re51dent1al den51ty'of 5. 33 units

RET acre, and a strong preference (over 75 percent) for

_ -51Rgle family detached hou51ng.5° In 1968 houever,: it‘

discovered- that ~suburban' households vere even larger than-

3.83:persons per unit. The_ 1968 city census revealed an '

} "
-average household 512e of a,oz persons per unit for all

dwelling types constructed uithin the 10 year period 1958 to,
1967, and an average of 4, u7 occupants for 'each detached |
' ‘Single-family house built during the same period s1 The hlgh

'eflgures were' due to "a preponderance of fanilies vith an

\

1ncreasing nunher of children in the‘.suburbs.-fj planningﬁd’

-fdt"schCCI requirements,' it vas realized that it vould he7ffil:

U '({‘

: uneconom1c 1n the 1ong term to allocate areas of land forp

chool use at the larger scale reguired to satisfy 1nitia1,;¢.=7

fof the higher den31t1es which uere to be encouraged in ”éqlV‘i

203

' f_short-term needs. It was concluded, therefore, that, in v1ev 'ﬁﬁc3f

;residential developuents toi achieve greater, econony;,oflﬂf'V P

e o‘g‘ N

'5°A- C1ty of Calgﬁi; Plhnning Departnent Beport,

-1969

2‘Dens1t1e=. ector Plans, Planning Departlent Piles, August,f

w5ur$! ‘ Ibld.,r'



N prlnc1ple 1s descrlbed 1n the gglgg;z 21 g as followsod
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serv1c1ng costs, the areas of land to be reserved for school

purposes must be for the 1ntermed1ate term and to thrs .end

\

‘the adoptmon of mean flgures betveen overall crty averages-

and thoI; for nevly-bullt hoﬂ51ng as reconnended ,The

s

density suggested was 22 personS'per acre.52 Thls,flgure ﬁaSﬂ

arrived -at by assuning'ah average‘household“density for 511,

<2

types of hou51ng of 4.0 persons per unit and a maxlnun gross '

den51ty over a total developahle area (usually a sector)

5.5 units per acre thCh was deterulned on the basis of thef

average lot 51zes for each type “of dwelllng unit as

spec1f1ed by the Subd1v151on apd Tragsfe; Regu lg;;ggs.v

Approval of a standard den51ty flgure was an attelpt to

vseCure stronger plannlng controls. The ohjectlve u
’establlch a guldellne for deterninlng the size of sc'

recreatlon fac111t1es, Toads, and utllltles. i

agreed upon,‘ he plannlng departlent vas confldent that allpifia'r

" l,'.: . .

the requlred serv1ces could be prov1ded. . ftafﬁf&f

Yoo

_Ih‘-approv1ng the 1970 gg; ; 2; n, Clty Council alsof;iiff?

‘ endorsed ‘ pollcy of den51ty transfer' or credlt. VThef.jf;fi

”HoFor 'all 1and vlthln each Sector 1s' Area’,:f;

'“jcoh51der9d by - the ‘Approving ‘Authority to che L

'”unsultable for building . sites,-,den51ty nay be.. -

r‘.
(@]

a standard_lf~b

; credlted for development pur90595 t? adj01ning_51l%pv...,,
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Y

land'governed by the same Sector Plan.55l

Unsuitable 1§nd usually Tefers to areas with ‘slopes in

through negotiation with developers, vent -beyond ‘this

w%ﬁadeflnltlon to include lands vhlch vere sultable for bullding'

development but whlch were requlred “for puablic purposes.s‘
- return - for allowlng’_theo developer to  retain the'
developnent rlghts or den51ty for. lands whlch the c1ty uould.
otheru1se .be forced to purchase, the developer agrees to
deed these 1ands po the city. A typlcal exanple} of_»densxty _
fransfer is‘vuere rhe ciry}obtainsvfreevay rightbof-way forp ~

-

nothing by alloulng the developer' to utlllze“ the den51ty

from- thatrland elsevhere in his developnent. Thls 51tuat10n

occurred in the Burnsmead sector, approved in *1971. .¢he‘

_developer< deeded the rlghts-of-way for the Brackfoot Trail

. and Andetépn Road 'in return for den51ty transfer,. thusl,

"'53 - City of Calgary, The »gglggzx*glgg, 1970, P 3 7
.5* letter from G.C. Hamilton, City Commissioner to. a.a.

:den51t1es, as the hou51ng market at the

eliminating the _need‘for'the c1ty to purchase 130 acres of

freevay right—of-way}55 Hlth this pollcy, the den51ty over

the entlre area renalned at 22 persons per acre,' but, " the

developer.j vas able to develop. to hlgh?r than norialf
we

. preferred,fiaude

Rogers, " Dlrector of. Plannlng, Septelber 23, . 19M. S
Ss  Burnsmead Design Brief, August 1971, approved by >City” SR
Counc1l Gctober a, 19781, Pe 7. T - L

e
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the City was not required to purchase land.

TRANSPCRTATION SYSTEN

The basic planning pr1n01ples for the c1ty's street

system Were establlshed durlng the previous period 1950 to,

1963. 'Ihese pr1nc1ples 1nc1uded the ‘nse of a street._fj

cla351f1catlon system based on functlon, the‘deyelopnent. of

street . patterns which disconraged,‘through traffic -in~;
» 3 e S _
_residential areas, and the implenentation, of a sane-nane-
L]

neighbourhood'. and street ' nanlng pollcy to encourage .'

- T

.nelghbourhood 1dent1ty and 513'11fy the process of locatlng
.an addre £s. - ; R o f e .
;; at;o slste

‘Road - Clg

In‘ reSponse _fto ) changlng delands, the roadvay' '
cla551f1catlon systen vas revlsed betueen 1963 and 1973.'

‘ Formerly, all trafflc generatlng facilitles were located 1nf

- the central bus1ness distrlct ;- bnt, vlth the developnent of-t.iu'

Eneu actlvlty nodes such as reglonal shoppinq centres and}""

-'edUcational .centres llke the unxverS1ty, it uas recognlzed'
:that the 51ze and locatlon of roaduays vas dependent on the

. o J
s1ze and IOCatlon ‘of activity nodes. Recogn121ng this new

'forn of grovth the street clas51fipat10n used in the 1963

'General blan vas based on a nodal pattern vlth each street ;'_;f
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clearly deflned accordzng to size and functlon. It contalned
the follawing categorles‘ local streets, prlnary collectors,.

arterlals ‘high~-standard engsss routes,'and parkuays.SG

| .4/

" The prlnc1pal purpose of a local street uas to prov1de

. access to’ abuttlng property. vhile the najor functlon of the’
co}lector .was to bring trafflc' from Aloca 'stree.s_htoA
arterials and highestandard.expressuays.IOne.probllm'evident'
;with : scneh subd1V151on de51gns was the difficnlty -of.
dlStngUlShlng between these two categorles.';As a AreSultp
traffic which is not str1ctly‘res1dent1a1;doesrpenetrate

" residential areas.

An arterlal had tuo functlonsf to nove trafflc and - to'”
'prov1de controlled access. The confllct hetveen access and

.

movemeﬁt is most- connonly apparent wlth arter1als sa- varlous N

traffic controls vere suggested in ‘the g_gg;g; glgg These”'

"ﬁ'1ncluded the ellmlnatlon of curb parklng, the use of trafflcfc

. 51gnals, the provlslon of nedlan strlps and restrictlons on?e‘
,pleft turns.er N i:; [; cv@'; I_I;.tftp:rﬁ‘t'l

Sl

The only functlon spec1fled for a high-standard express '
' E2

| i
;;route 1n the cla551ficat10n was the _accoulodatlon_ of hlgh .

,“'7.VO1unes of traffic S8 At the tlle 1t vas felt that Calgar7‘

. . Ay

City of Calgary, Gege;g E;gn, 1963, p, 85‘eﬂ-:-f:'“

. - blg' po 860
__sa  Ibide p. 87.
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_uould N never require freevays Vith . lgrade-separated__,

1ntersect10ns, overpasses, and fences. ‘
o | : E 'f ‘ o
As with the 1953 road cla551f1cat10n, the 1963 plan

1ncluded the parklng category which referred 'to';a' roadvay'l'

"w1th1n a park or a. r1bbon of park-like developnent "S9 This :

category is dlfflcult to deflne and appears to be based‘t

prlmarlly on subjectlve evaluatlon.'

;As.the:city expanded; ldeficiencies withc.the: ¢1£§5§}
transportation system becane diore:_notlceable._ v 1963,1:
'recognlzlng that the city ‘s growlng rapidly and vould'
' contlnue to ‘do so,‘and reallzing that careful planning andi

.901dance were necessary to ensure orderly expan51on, Clty“

'p Council establlshed the gglgg;x I;gg§pg;;§§;gg Stgdx °°"The‘f

"report,, subnitted- 1n'1967, contained a: detailed evaluatlon‘-aﬁ

of the exlsting transportatlon systel Aand a conprehens1vet,
7~transportat10n plan to the year 1986. The prlle objective of7'

the study was to develop a balanced transportation systenﬁ}f

consistlng of a najor hlghvay netvork pluso a lass transit;ﬁ”‘”

o system.?l The tern halance _gﬁ’ used _i the sense--of'fdj

r.prov1ding n ‘efflclent road netvork for frih' private.effg;_

; antomohlle' but, at the sane tine, ensurlng the provision ofaf fffj

~:5°’, Ibi Q vr p. 88, RIS

: City of Calgary, Calgary I
and II, 1967, . A T S
.61 Ibid., p.* :»;. :

o Q.».:
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good transit fac111t1es. Although it was. p01nted out in- the
B report that one of the objectives of the study vas to design

" a tranSportation | systen_ vhich B uould ' preserve ;_ihe
env1ronnent, a. cursory glance at the roaduay proposals
clearly‘>indicates that the central con51deration of the
study was the . prOV151on of an eff1c1ent .leans of novelent
Lfor' the private automobile. This conclu51on 1s ev1denced by‘

the fact that many of - the proposed najor thoroughfares cut

through established r951dent1a1 areas.. One, for exanple, the 4 ’

1ﬂth Street Expressway, if'.éiuilt Hill invade nany
'nelghbourhoods, some developed asi recently fa the early
1960s.°2 The task of prov1d1ng an efflcient transportation
system and at the same tine ninilizlng 1ts adverse effects

is a . difficult one. It is recognized that suburban

res1dent1al areds- wlll continue to grov, and that they nnst -:'

ﬁ

'be‘ provided v1th xanf eff1c1ent transportation systel. The

travel destinations of re51dents.,liv1ng in' the suburbs *'“-ﬁ‘

1nc1ude the local shopping and connnnity facilities bnt also'f;ff'

places of uork ftn tuo nost inportant being the central
¢

businesc dlstrict and the industrial areas. A 1ong-standing

e pollcy of the c1ty's has been the encouragenent of a strong

dovutovn‘ as a place to 11ve and work 63 To reach the C B D.“' L

ez Ibid., Vol. 11, 1967,
.63 City of Calgary Plannlng Depart-ent,, Ihs .&&!2& 2£
L 29!&&2!3 s.;s.rx Septenber, 1966, P 26.r5¥-,
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from - the expanding suburbs, trafflc .nust pass through

exlstlng resldentlal areas. Dlsruption is 1ne71table.
RN

'»The flrst major thoroughfares 1n the c1ty of thls type“}'
were developed durlng this /planning period and one, the&
:dCroychlld,_-Trail, ' is' a good exalple ”of a disruptive :
"rinfluence.‘ Conpleted 'i *1968 _ the. route.'cuts frthrough:
residential areas developed as early as the first decade ofl 3

E : o J o P
' the ‘century. Alonq the route, house setbacks _are

“ilnSuff1c1ent i%, nany places and residents liv1ng 1n these‘,:*”

locations are exposed to exce551ve n01se, odours, and safetyjrgj"'

'fhazards. In addltion, the expressuay passes close by schools,fj

-Uhlch were. reviously uellj avay frOl‘ heavily travelledEj

js‘treets’,~ l‘-gg-”]j,-g- _';”_f';{ﬂsfﬂah'i'y'j'{»j‘f";

The construction of arterials through established areasig-"’

L

‘continues be a point of content1on but, apart fron thisfﬁ

;d1ff1cu1ty, the ba51c principles estahlished in the g;;ggixii'?<*'

.Isgggﬁggigzgg_' §;gg1 continue to guide the transportationi3“l"
plannlng for the c1ty._ﬁ he_f1970 and 1973 Calgary Plans?ijﬁfw

‘*_contaln a road c1a551f1catlon based on the study.“ It isef g

g_pslnllar to the 1963 Gege;al glan classification, except thatﬂ':“7

"at 1ncludes freeuays and excludes parkways. Bach category is‘}gpif7

"-Aclearly defined according to fuhction, traﬁfic volune,r;gpggfi;ff;

RETRN Lo gl
R ‘

| % .city of Calgary, Ihe'Calaary Plam, 1973, po 31, - - o
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'access, Of. 1mportance -to resrdentlal plannlng is the fact
that the’ claF51f1catlon _is_ used ’ a» basls for sector
‘tplannlng. ‘Each ‘deslgn' brief nust indrcate the locatlon of'
the major roads in’ the sector As 1dlustrated by Plgures'\16.
and 17, freeways and expressways have lrnited access and

serve as sector boundarles uhlle najor and collector streets'

-feed fron these routes

Subdivision agdrTrggsfe:_Begglgtiggsr’
The mOSt ihportaut ihfluehce affectrng street desrgn@.

\

\Addurrng the planning perrod renaiped the Supd;v;§; g gggu:'

"Transfe; egu;ations. "ghe” n1n1mun standards set by the]fs

vregulatlons Qi@ﬂ 1973 vary little fron those of 1953._Under'.‘* S

> e
Sectron 19(2); a developer 1s required to aedlcate up to 30P

"dper cent of the gross area of the parcel being subdivideﬁﬁf-i;,i

W~fforﬂ roadvay purposes.?s Under Section 25(1)(&) of thealidbl

'-"-——-—U-qpla“ L "““ P“bllc roadways ' req:xirea ».w_f'o".r" thef'"’"

_Qi¢Purpose of prov1d1ng suitable accesS andlser71ces to allrfdt

.:parcels 1n the subd1v1s1on."6° These restrictions havef,
S : . o

,"{created dlfflcultles ." providing adeguate ;'roads 'gor;dt;iﬁ‘

, sectors. Hhere 1t 1s necessary to provide an expressvay orgi@}:&pg

Sty Sub_ui_ier apd :!rsn.i._r Bssnh:cign. i Section a9,
v_f~Suhsectlon 24 0,Cs 215~67 ' L
. 66- Provlnce ‘of Alberta, glggnigg A_E, Revrsed statutes of*

Alberta, 1970 Chapter 276 Section}> 5(1)(a).vg;
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freeway rather than a najor street, the addltlonal rlght-of-‘

vay is not legally the respon51bi11ty of the .deyeloper,‘

1rrespect1ve of whether or not'the ’0'per'cent dedication},'7

11m1t has been reached, because this addltlonal rlght-of-uay

‘would serve the purpose of nov1ng through trafflc, and' is -
"not" hecessary 7for' prov1&1ng %ccess. to theo:particular';
| suhd1v151on.67 vInt practlce,"nost of the Egle, freewayh_

rlghts-of-vay are obtalned through density transfers or theyfh

are bought and are not con51dered as part of the 30 per centh‘f“

dedlcatlon. Resortlng to the use of den51ty transfer po:.nts@~

\\Lout a 11u1tat10n 1n existlng subd1v1sion regulatlons.

~.The>Collect3£ﬂ‘g"

'T‘Evez though the road classification systel hnsftheconelj-'”'

e

fnore structured and hetter defined one category,i the<jf;‘”

’\\ .

% r ‘
collector, contlnues to present problels. Thls is prilarily?

because collectors have ‘conflictlng functlons' to provide"f‘fplﬁf“

: ~conven1ent’access to the najor street network,' to providenQﬁ;:f”_f

convenient access “to key elenents of the conlunlty such as;ill

the shopping centré/ the school,f and to -serve ?sfgégffﬁ‘""'

B

franevork for subd1vision.°° host ' inportant f’off-'ell;f}hl'wx

collectors nustp be designed so os not to;enoqngagg;tﬁéﬂl'l:

5 -

Hlnutes, Calgary Planning Connlssion, Barch 29, 1972.

xﬂf68r Burnspead Design Brief, hugust, 1971, approved by~city¥;e3f;fh”

Council, October & 1971, b 1.



| penetrationaof through trafflc

areas, ‘fIn
Northmount Drlve, hav
they extended throu
‘traffic and excessive

are often snbject'tq

" To 1mprove the;

'Plannlng Comu1551on a

areas »3 s la gulde

re51dent1al collector
‘~foot street and the 6
A;:foot street and th
d category to be used 1
.'unltsr to be serVed
}f?cla551f1catlon.71}ui

~Re51dent1al stre
u0/60 Collector

S 40/72 Collector
Hajor Street

' y speciinndixtnef”

'economlcal

dsﬁ:guide, the Plannlng Comn1551on

L Hinutes, Calgary Plannlng

o re o Thid.
"1?7‘f-»lﬁég-

tne‘.;aSt,

draning
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into strictly residential

'though seieral' colledtors like

e functloned as through routes »because
gh several nelghbourhoods.t
speeds which occur along these

conplaints by nearby r951dents.°9

plannlng of

pproved the’ use. of trafflc

to developers.7° Under this pollcy, twoj

categorles vere establlshed,_

0. foot rlghtlof-uay category and the uo_'

e 72 foot ri

s deternine by the nulber
Vthh 1§ based on

-&.pf]:’f fiff' |

et. 100 to 120 dwelllng units
. © 121 to0:375 dwelling units

the

‘ -376 .to 600 dwelling unltsi ?f?f e

"over 600 units.;;a.

area of each street,

o N

routes'

collectors, in. 1972 the

dralnage;*

ht-of-vay conblnatlon. The'

.gollonlng"”

lore'f"'

/The heaVy'»“

g

'hé- ao/ b

of nhonsing P

de51gns based on need are possible. As a. further;lj_;._

1°di¢atedv-¢b§t Colv9¢tor§;tf

Conmission, February 2, 1972 .
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should not extend from subd1v151on to: subd1v1sion but should.
~be llmited to the length requlred by the partlcular dralnage
~area. Furthermore, 600 dwelllng units vwas suggested as_the

maxlmun dralnage area.

N |

publig.g;gngportation“
In the transportatlon sectlon of the 1963 Gegera g; n, -

_empha51s .vas placed on prov;dlng 1an efflcient roadwayf”

-network to acconnodate the -private automoblle._'Transrt‘“

travel vas’ not -referred to other than to ‘mention- thatf i

*studles -vere in progres.72 By contrast, ;H“fﬁ' 1970 gg;gg;x

© Plan, rapld tran51t and surface tran51t systens'f vere RNt

. ‘'recogn} 'wff“” ‘fnportant needs 73 Qhe 1ncreased concern for;"'

o consul,

’ report{ E

-ﬁland devi

transport{

. %total tra{

;ﬁi¢h may. have been_ aroused by a 1967gj'3]f'
,iof'_xsnss_ for _sésarx_. _gz_rg In the
1gthors stressed that, to ensure an efficient;f,?f

;ht pattern and to av01d congestioﬁ,_ p“blicii:ri_y
E“St PlaY an ever-lncreasing role withrn the:if:f:-

wrtatlon pattern.75 When rev1ew1ng the existlﬂqffﬁf

» ”1ir5h3p°rt' on SYStel.. the consultants pointed out that 90,Q'fl5t

“f_t75fk C1ty of Calgary, g_ng;gl glgg 1963, p. 82 R
b ,'City of Calgary, The s_lssrx.zlsn 1970: P-v2-1-
Simpson: -and Curtin, . ] f C

,f't'Phlladelphia, Pa.y Decenber,\\967
; l, :75 Ibid-’ pc 50-

"*°fthe populatlon of the' city lived withlnarfiye-jrtft?
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o 1

ninntes wvalking distance or vonefgnarter"of fa mile*of a
t ansit route.76 The locatlon of transit' routes'-in .nei.'
[51dent1al areas: 1s hased on thls standard whlch 1s assunedzr
to be the maxlmun dlstance most North Anericans are vlllingi

“to ualk to reach a tran51t route. 0cca51onally, plans do not

e

meet this standard When reV1ev1ng one;-outllne plan, for -
example, the‘ tran51t systel representative noted that part;f~
of the subd1v151on was: out51de the one-quarter }nlle‘ 11n1t:
and ‘was therefore "essentlally Hlthout bns serv1ce."77

/
@
.

‘Pedestrian Routes

A furtherA change vhlch occurred durlng the planning
perlod vas the 1ncorporatlon 1nto nev re31dent1al deslgns of

+

: safe, segregated pedestr1an routes.‘dThef main concern was
72,Chlld. safety, To- proylde _a:»safe, pleasant, »and gulet t

”'reSidential ' atnosphere,~ encouragenent ar_au‘;","j given to..f”"

’re51dent1al des1gns vhlch nsed culs-de-sac and linor loopedZ'{

streets, prov1ded for offnstreet park1ng, and 1ncorporatedn'

‘separate pedestrlan walkvay systens.7° Each design brief

'ﬂg_lncludes a pedestrlan system as part of the sector plan. The

(

Burnsmead sector, for exalple, contains a pedestrlan Systel

o _vhlch has;7 several objectlves.¢ To prevent pedestrlan-ff;'ﬁ“i'

7s’ Ipia., p. 6.

'p77 Minutes,- Calgary'Planning Coni*gsion, novelber 3 1971
: City of Calgary, Igg glgg 1 2133, 1973, p. 310.};3. -

o

’
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uehicular conflicts, -pedestrian\ corridors are’ .prOVided :
uithin the sector connecting the opgn space areas along the
Bov' River vlth .sector. fac1lit1es such as schoolsr-and
shopping -centres,79 To further prOV1de for the safety and

convenience4 of the . pedestrian, vertlcally separated‘-
'crossings are suggested in the desxgn brief °° uore concern -

-

: for the need= of the pedestrian is a 9051t1ve' step touards

e

LI

prov1ding a safer = and NOre enjoyable - _residentiall"'

1 -

. o -l T
environment. _ . T R
) {?_ | o e
. Re51denti ppearance' : S :
.’_ﬁ’ . . } ° i } ‘ﬂ Te

.‘ A final noteworthy change in street planning duriug the“.'

perlod was a greater enpha51s on ilproving the appearance ofq_f'

re51dent1al areas. In 1965 for exanple, as a 'condition of- i“;

l\/
approval .5forh‘one ‘suhd1v1sion, the Planning Qonlission.

a

required the developer to prov1de a 30 foot huffer betveen a_‘”

4“

major thoroughfare and a lane. No ouerhead utility serviceS"‘

vere permitted along the 1ane, and within the buffer three*?7

rows of trees were reguired to act as a screen.#l'fﬁ;éz=',-f'-

Lo

- A further step vas taken in&rl967 uhen the~ Planninq,'f‘

>nfc°"1551°“ @d?Pﬁ?d;fanrnﬁw policy on residential frontagesffif.

L ’l } S S . VSRR t.
. .

.. 80 '1§&

' 71!} _ninutes, Calgary Plannlng CO111531on, uarch 2&, 1965
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along major tnroughfares; At the tlne, due' to congestion
.oreated by] on~étreet parking, the . Plannlng Conn1551on vas
lncreasingly.being.reguested to eliminate frontages on majork
thorougnfares.ﬁz The Commission -realized ’rhough, that ‘if
frontages on thoroughfares vere elilinated, other problels_
could occur. For example, vhen lots backed onto a lane uhich

vas parallel to a major thoroughfare, an unattractlve v1ew~'
of garbage cans, fences, garages,_and carports was'reyealed
(Plate lél; on the other'hand lf houses faced a'.serviCe

!
" road runnlng parallel to a thoroughfgre, the service roads

-

'served lcts on only one side and vere’ therefqre unecononlcal .

fron the developer's polnt of V1ew.°3 After cons1deratlon,.

']‘the Planning Commlss1on adopted a pOllCY of no frontage on .

* major thoroughfares., Houses vere to face: avay fron the
7thoroughfare and buffers taken fron the QO per cent
compulsory dedlcatlon would be prov1ded between the backc’
_lanes and the najor thoroughfare.°‘
PARKS, RECRBATION FACILITIES, AND COHHUNIT! RESERVE USES ld'
' ’ . v ) L . . W ter . (?

. S o e
“Attitudes tovards the prov151on of park aréﬁs ln'fi.

Calgary have taken -an 1nterest1ng and sonetiles unusualﬁﬁ”

82 Ibld., October 18 1967 . S ‘ ' -
83 . Memcrandum from N.V. Pacey -:toV; Calgary Planning
.Con01<51on, October 23, 1967. R :
Hlnutes, Calgary Plann1ng Connlssion, 0ctober 25, 1967.}f

S Ly g :

# < . . @ )
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" course during the'Years'covered by this 'studj; During the
.19205-'ana 19305 ~vhen 11ttle growth occurred and the c1ty

"remalned relatively small, the prov1sion of park space'.ﬁas

not empha51zed. Conplalntsf abodt» inadeguate park 5pace,l.-

though quickly surfaced arter World waf"ix vhen the  present

period‘ of "rapid grovth began. The 1953 Subdivision

Regulatlog IGquring "a conpulsory 10' per- Cent ;reserve”"'

dedicatlon to be used for parks and schools eased conplalnts

‘about :th lack of parks in nev re51dent1a1 areas, although

conplaints were voiced that 10 per cent vas not enough..,f,*

: Despite this difflculty, 1t 1s apparent that the 10 per cent

~-conpulsory dedication created feelings of confidence that an o

‘adequate anount of park space 'was‘belng prov1ded in new.' -

‘re51dent1al areas. This attltude is reflected in the 1963
“‘General Plan where 1t vas' pointed out that the provis1on of
':neighbourhood parks presented "no insurnountahle difficulty"
lias the reserve dedication was. adequate to obtain enough land

_for school 51tes and playgrounds,os']£~‘
A . :.i‘ ‘ . : t v .
By. the 1at€ 19605, the uses to vhich connnnity reserve

,could be put uere¢.nore- carefully spe¢1fied, the chief

.OPjGCtlvﬁ beingiethei de51gn of subdiv;sions E contalning

]

cOmuunity‘ reservevtareas whlch Acould he used as luch as 7 .

*4p0551b1e by the local COlnunity. As’finfethe ,period; hefgre.a

S .

‘85 ° geperal Plam, 1963, p. 72. - °
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compulsory communityrreserve'dedications vere iu effect, it

1s aga1n "considered necessary to enpha51ze the 1lportance of - .

- park and reereatlon»areas In the 1970 and 1973 Calgary
-Plans, reoreation is descrlbed as vital to soc1ety at all

stages of 1ife,°°.

Park §;§ndards'

The renewed empha51s on the adeguate prov151on of parksf.g”

and recreatlon spaces appears to have been due to a greaterj7

need for r‘.aonal «and c1ty-v1de parm . and recreatlonﬁh;

fac111t1es. These changlng needs are reflected 1n new parksii.p*;

standards. One of the objectives stated in the parks sectlon:

»of the 196?‘ General glan vas to. compare the proportion of‘*i”,

"open space ulthln the: c1ty vith that of other North Anerican-'

‘:c1t1es and wlth standards uhich have been recognlzed by landf}'ff‘

use author1t1es.°7 At the tine, 1t ia d1scovered that a

v_Calgary-s vj1.6f acres. of open space per 1000 POpulat1on {f’ff*

;conpared favorably Hlth the recognlzed standard of 10 acres

ﬂfor each 1000 persons.°° By 1970,f though, the acceptedppz"'y

mlnlmum standard had changed to 15.45 acres of developable.;p';‘f

Qland per‘ 1ooosvpersons,:s a. standard. uhlch Calgary stlll,';
: o e S O : I

86 " The -Calqa: g;an, 1970, and T g ga;garx g gn, 1973.
eral- glan, 1963, p. 71. o '
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vRecreation3 Assoc1at10n standard of 10 'acres~ per 1;0_00
persons, plus 2 acres per 10C0 for lunic1pal golf_ coursesf

fand 3.25 acres for publlc and separate elenentary and junior”

pp hlgh schcols all under jolnt use 90 Ip the 1973 Calga;x Elan‘“:

; cloSE1y‘approached.°° This~figure vas based;onptheﬁ‘wational“’7

”the accepted nlnlnun Standard had ‘again. changed thls_tlne R

to 16. 25 acres per 10C0 persons.9i»nb

The decand for more park space vas, 1n large neasure,ﬁ

pdue to the adoptlon of an integrated c1ty-v1de parks plan”~7

- coublned wlth the use of larger, sector-51ze plannlng unlts.:f

In the lg _1 Plan, the adoptlon of a c1ty-w1de "systen" of -

parks is polnted 1out’ in several placesr"2 Baslcally, the?5

fobgectlve of the plan 1s to create a serles of 11nked parg[{ﬂ

| and' recreatlon fac111t1es 051ng the river and creek valleys,-71ﬂ'

as greenways, penetratlng throughout the. c1ty.; Poot “anﬁ 3

;blcycle paths are planned to follov the greenvays and by 50 j"'f'ﬂ

»"vd01ng provlde ;_a conprehen51ve »pedestrian and hicycle]?nzﬁﬁ

‘=network Each sector 1s then planned to be connected to thep_»7;~’

'valleys by open space llnks. In the Varsity hcres sector,'f{~i:

;for exanple, a drav w%s retalned as open spaqe»-tosnconnecﬁf°ff""

CEEN

”f?é;%{zgg Ca;gg;z ; n, 1970, B u 3.

90°

' o Ibig. oo “
%t . The .calgary 21__ 1973, p. 5. 3.,,r I
S !le-. 1970, p. _a 1 and P 4e3o
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. S I N S e
the sector wlth the Bow Rlver Valley.93 The ultlnate goal

accordlng to The Calgg x Plgn, 115 the establlshnent ofﬁ

pedestrlan netuorks 11nk1ng hones to chlldren'5>p1aygrounds,l ?ﬁ'

playlng flelds, schools, shopping centres and,» eventually,

'.to the c1ty-v1de open space systen."

‘To-'achleve th1s objectlve, nore recreatlon land 1s ce

’requlred and, when viewlng the results so far ohtained frondﬂ_'”'

L]

'the~ plan, the extra anount appears justlfled The creatlon

~of a strlcﬁ&y pedestrlan and bicycle park systen. i“dnthep;‘“*

'-northern section of the c1ty, for exanple7 has been vetyFkﬁjf{f

"successful The park is now more easily accessible and usedf;‘gff

-_more than PYEViOHSly ?Tﬁe establlshnent of a llnked P%rkff§f77’

‘=system also prov1des a guarantee that the land -vrthlantﬁéQn;

'-system u1ll renain 1n recreatlonal use.jls 1and prices rise,n?

.‘some recreatlonal uses such as prlvate golf courses beconeV'”’i"

“ne°°n°m1°al a“d StePS are souetines taken' to redevelopf_T.NVf

pthema 'But> because 'of the 1nterlock1ng nature of a linked‘fﬂi;f"

,,open space network each sectlon 1s nore likely to relaln/as‘f['il‘

.‘ o '-/'- : 5
'aa recreat1onal use.- R

' R . _,1 o R '\v

B The use of sector planning has also resulted in"'*:"l“'“

'fhlgher denand for open space.. The 10 per cent counuhity?f’l:-

.vgscs Vaf;lfh E ~ﬁérnvmeé ’ ;j'.'dfrh
;C1ty council June 27, 1974, - o

I.h.s _.lssu .u__n. 1973 pug L

arch;n197d}*apptonedjhj’ﬂf,p;ff
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{ reserve dedlcatlon prov1des enough 1and forfvelenenﬁay » nd. -
.junlor h1gh schools, connunlty centres, and local/parks, bur
‘-not enough for, reglonal needs.l In the prev1ous plannlng.
fperiod "~ the Technlcal Plannlng Board had xestahllshed _a'k
:_policy of not alloulng hlgh schools to be counted as part of
‘the 'JQ: per cent reserve. In the 1970 Calgarg Plan, it vas

‘recommended that athletlc parks containing playlng flelds,'gj

1ndoor - swlmulng pools, and 1ce arenas be located 1n
: .' ( .

*',’assoc1at10n vith senlor high schools.95 The. reconnended '

‘ratlo was one najor athletlc park for every ao 000 to SO 000
-bpersons."Folloulng thls- pollcy, 1n approvlng the ’ en ore

, 'Des1g B;ief Clty Couucil agreed to purchase an addltlonal

'23-'acre= of land forn Tf 25 ‘acre 1recreat10n v51te PO

>";”conta1n1ng, among other things, an athletlc park, a svinming g’fff

~pool, an 1ce arena, a llbrary,.a healfh clinlc, and a 5001al

:serv1ce centre." ﬁ}~ o

p._af-!'j.en,.;t_,-'-'-m:._s.r,.:i" u Dt o

- B e |
As a result of the‘ lany delands lade on con-unity
;"reserve 1and 1t has becone nore ilportant to design plans
.nwhlch nake the nost efficient use of the dedlcations., In

“igpursult :of thls objectlve, several pollcies evolved during

»ffr95,_ The gg;gg;l P;ag, 1970, p. . 7.', |

- %6 " Glenmore Design _;1__, February, 1973, approved hy City ‘?Tfﬂ
",fcouncil Hay 28, 1973, p 15.,:u:, o
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~ the planning.period.

. The flrst major change orlglnated vith rev151ons to the
~Suhd1vls1on aud Transfer Regulatlgns and the 2$g__igg ggt ino.
5V1963. Sectlon 25 of the Planning Act alloved reserves to bed.-:

taken from all subd1v151ons, but they could also he deferred

1'subject to ‘a covenant or agreeneut, or loney could be takenspp:hﬂn

‘in their stead.?’ Paynent—ln-lleu becane an 1nportant tool"

:for' Sﬂblelslon plannlng, partlcularly ,in areés | wherecfi"fj

"'_several ownershlps exlsted For exanple, loney nay have hadj‘

~”to he taken fron one owner to purchase land fron another toj'fﬁ‘”

Lgetvfoh'school 51te vof the correct 51ze or the correctff'”

h location. :Ini -other ; 31tuat10ns, ﬁ such ' 1ndustr1alfp-f"“'

'subd1v151ons, 'noney 's accepted where reserves vere not;fy”"

e

L ;requlred..

L subdlvis1

The amount of paynent-ln lleu has becone :a”dpdihfj ofﬁ~7“ -

Jhidlspute.. According to the 1963 g;g__ing agt, 1t jas't? be;g_p_f.

ruffbaseds. Q* the value of the ' land 1lned1ately beIore.p'~'

Bn.?ﬁ The problen llth thls lethod was that

;'prlces rose 1nned1ate1y after sublelsion 7f the anountfﬁ'”A'“‘

.Fcollected fron unsubdivided land was never enough to pay’for

", TR

ith?[ suhd1V1ded parcels. To rectify the situation, in 19%4 akljf;}j{

o

S ler Prov1nce of Alberta, lanpi
'“;;Alberta 1961 Chapter HS, Sectvon 25.'

_212

Ag;, ReVised StatuteSi ofifjﬁ*f’



"]jkx01
d”~Subsectlon 2.

v[f_g1972..'

._'neVVproviFCEal ruling allowed - the - land valuatlon to"bew"‘
-determined as a multlple of the 1959 land assessnent 99 The -
,amount recelved through thls fornula was also found to be

'1nadequate.1°°_‘5 further change occurred in 1967 when the~f

prov1nc1al government ruled that the value of reserve' land':"

must be equlvalent to’ 10 per cent of the total value of theé

”land to be suhd1v1ded 101

‘rwj'»

uore conplalnts 1ed to further changes, and in 1971 the.f‘ o

'Plannlng Act vas agaln anended to wreguire-ythe anount off'g

o “°neY 'in’ lleu to be based on the value of land innedlatelyi'“”

. after rather than before subdlvlslon.1°2 Accordlng to theh<7flf

J

Calgary Plannlng Departnent,- this change Stlll nade

practlcal dlfference 51nce .the value of land 1umed1ately'fffj;f

.after subd1v1sxon d1d not include the costsg'of developnent’ffjja

- and. cervic1ng.1°3.gﬂffgj

"Altbough the amount of paynentdin-lieu has renained

*‘?POIDt °f content1on,l'th loney collected uas placed in ao‘fﬁﬂ-i

*communlty reserve fund to be used solely for the purchase ofiqfl'“”

vﬁaddltlonal reserve‘,lands,i 51nce lost ;oﬁzithe ,noney_,wasj{fi;fﬂ

‘;=_,¢9.]'ninutes, Calgary Plannlng Coluission, ﬂay 8,t~ :
- 100 - "Ibid.,. Octdbet 27, 1965, - : RO

| ivision apd Irappfer ‘Bequlations 0.C. 1015 (O

102 Province of Alberta, glgnning jg;, 1970, Sectio g2

103 nlnutes,' Calgary Planning Connission, _October 10,

”1.4
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contributed ‘onw a City—uide basis, the Parks Departnent”,

establlshed a policy allowing the fund to accunulate tovards{g o

“the purchase of regional park fac1lities.i°‘- This pdlicy ;_

"then« av01ds the danger of u51ng nost of the fund for local? -

”;benefit ogly.uoReserve- money, though c be usedv__iﬁ
subdiv1sions ~with 1nsuff1c1ent reserves vhere cash-1n~lieu_;;"

‘was, received.

Bufgers

N .

In =one subdivisions develoLed hefore 1963,, bufferic o

strips Parallel to -ajor thoroughfares vere allowed o be .

.mcéﬁhtedvas..part of the 10 per cent connunity reservel'il'

}ltidedication.uln Section 26 of the 1963 g;gggigg Agt, hovever(g;f:fc

uses for reserves were ilnited “to . SChools, Parks, andfe°'“"

L8

vfljrecreation areas.}os Despite this restriction, the Planning_~”i7.

tComm1551on ruled that buffer strlps could be con51dered as;;oj:l:

)'1 zreserve' lf schools, parks, and recreation areas vereﬁ;‘_r;f
uif}Prov1ded for 1°° By 1967 though the Conlission had shiftedf;&ﬁ"*
| fi'to a’ policy of alloving buffers only 1f they were not;fjfl@*

””“Q;treated s' part of the 10 per cent connunity reserve.l°7 :1;;;-

A-f.fthis policy _s reconfirned in 1968 but included the;j}ril*

e

»

10 g Ipid., June 19, 1970.
10s. -plapning Act - 1963, Section 26.

106 uinutes,” Calgary Planninq COlliSSiOD,‘ DeceroeryfuiﬁyaTs*;

‘1963.;

caer n;_., Jan&ary 25, 1967.
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provision "‘that"av buffer -between an- industrial* and ‘a

re51dent1a1 area was a legltimate connuntly reserve use.lOd .

h buffer situationi changed agaln -in_ 1967  when

~hC u H.C. hegan 'to requlre-ﬂthe’ provlslon‘ of‘ additiOnaifbl

sethacks up: to 90 feet in suhdivlslons flanked by lajor'".

: roads.1°9 51nce the Plannlng Comm1551on would not 1nclude

these buffers as part of the comnunlty reserve, and since
. l

‘»Fhe 30 Per ‘cent roadway dedicatio%%vas usually 1nsuff1c1entv;'
m' . L e

“to atsorh the addltlonal buffers, the Plannlng Conn1551on,f} f;fr

pollcy, requlred the developers ‘to’ dedicate the buffers’j;;’“

'even 1f the legal maxlnun of RO per cent dedlcatlon 5va3ﬁ;1:e}ﬂ

exceeded 110 o ST -.fF”'ﬂf' TR A
B TR S D

Ornamental Parks.and Tot Lots

~ Since :theyh 'usuallf jfdid‘,.héf': serve an entlrefwﬁad

“"~ne1ghbourhood ornanental parks ueré another questlonableft

'use_'of commun&ty reserve. Althongh they vere dlfficult toﬂff':‘h

s 1nstall and maintaln, and although they served actlvea

:-efrecreataon functlon, the Connission continued to allow thelfV';fﬂ°

“tor be counted as part of the no per cent connunity reserve,fhtfrﬂl

In 1965, as a nark of jpcreasmg stringency, the Conllssa.onf'}'-"'.f,'_‘ e

108 " 1p a;;”nuoust 21;'i968;h:

©ose Tpid., october 19,1972, o 0 T
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ruled that, ] '%erves -Should' become‘ a matter ~ of

contention, ! parks uould not be glven credlt.Iii
' Then;.if*w ;15510n dec1ded that ornamental parks,
eerei ni H;COqunltY reserve uses clnce their only'

3dto enhance the value of the 1mned1ately

',.—.

.usefnlfe
surronndi,
. to ' d9519
 that fﬁéiji Qassets to the nelghbourhood 113

!

;s 112 Several-developersa though, contlnued d..:7

3ﬁlslons contalnlng ornanental parks, feellng‘},m_

'Klthoug ?ornamental parks ceased to be counted as’ partﬁilf'

_ offthefCCmnﬁ?
" vere develof;'?

'i‘about 20 CCO sguare feet prov1ded ’infxevery guarterQr

'sectlon.ll* Thez

Jefor younq ch1€°

'7‘ 1ots must be 1oqated close to hone.rIt 15 therefore unlikelY?n‘oil‘

] reserve, snall open spaces f"ere_;xf- they»v'-

a$' tot lots or playgrounds. oneitct iot’bff;.

1c1u51on of snall recreatlon areas designed'.frk.
efa good 1dea but one lot every quarter-ﬁ,{;:

plnadequate. To cater to the very young, t°tff13fff

'ithat the tot lots provided are utilized by others than thoseﬁi};':y

L P
x*11v1ng innedlately adjacent to thel. mn

ntl%;p;,

[?;;1iif- gb;d., February 10, 1965.; ,p:-i'“

113 Per, ‘com. vith “R. 3.7; KllOff: 7ﬁﬂanager.n_ xelvoodffﬁf§ﬁ7

';pCorporation, October 25, 1973, -

- Clre ‘Letter from. M. B., Rogers“to Alderlan Bric uu8greave,tgfl7'd

=;iAugust 11, 1971.-,'

Q .
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Reserves ;g; gglt;plg Fal;lx ﬁ_gg;pg

P

Under Sect;on 25 of the; 1970 g;gng_ng A t,' reservef'

‘dedicatlons only requlred ‘wlen land 1s subd1v1ded.115_
: Subd1v1s1on, though, 1s often not requlred when large..tovn
hous1ng projects or moblle home parks are developed In."

. (. .
these caces, the projects are developed as dlstlnct units on’

exlst1ng parcels of 1and,‘ wlthont reserve and roadvayi‘n'f\

'"dedlcat1ons In 1968 therefore, the Com11551on adopted a-

pollcy cf req01r1ng rezonlng appllcants to provlde 1n qash]L

10 per. cent of the current market value of the land prlor to.fﬁ'

'the developenent rece1v1ng city approval.11° In 1970 thlSQ”.

.pOlle ‘uas- extended to projects proposed on land whlch was_"'

%

'already | approprlately zoned 127 'tInelJ: nece551ty ;'bffggf'“

'é?lmplementlng thlS POllCY 1llustrates how changed plann1ngfﬁo3‘;

_concepts can. cause 1eglslat10n to becoae outdated and lhbiﬁkﬂ””

o outdated leglslatlon can hlnder effective p%anning.a_ﬂjg;di“~'

/.

’tjxxs g;ggn;gg Act, 1970 Section 2%
lqgee

1re ninutes, Calgary Plannlng C0111551on, Septenber 18}&?,@{Q
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' >'gouguni£1 ocC j jons _
~ Cne 1dea urged by Perry, and by others before hll, vas

the developnent of comnunlty-school centrec- where sch0013

-

‘bulldlngs could be used by the conmunlty assgc1at10n out of

w.;:’. '

school hours. To Perry,- the neighbourhood school could R

becone-‘a focal p01nt for conmunity 1nteract10n, a placeid

 where nelghbourhood re51dents could -eet nei another to<

_soc1allze and take part in nelghbourhood act§v1t1es.i1° The io'"

concept '1s Qﬁppeallng and, at flrst glance, does nbt appearud_L~\

'to be tcc. dlfflcult to 1lplenent In Calganq, houever, eveni S

though nelghbourhood unit pr1nc1ples have been used sinceﬁs*e

 1909,; comnunlty‘ ’-e of nelghhourhood schools has gfpdﬁ e

ocdurred : Several factors have uorked agalnst the concept.f;A-”'

First,. in the ’rush to prov1de school facilltles for 2

ferapldlyu' expandlng populatlon, the hﬁlldings' uere ”notf;,ffd,

| 'deslgned for uufﬁﬁ-purpose use. A second factor factor Aayi;*
‘ i g

:'bé7 school f board reluctaﬁce »to nake school buildlngsﬂch*'

[;avallable to the communlty. uazntenance problels can occur'="

-and in additlon, sone comuunitx actlvitles é&e not fAVOred”i”

i_ schools by nany c1tlzens. ’ﬂonetheless, ;Q‘é' of the?fgaji

vdrecommendatlons 'in. the 1970 gglgg;x glgg vaS\the

- 5

i;schOOl fac111t1es for all fypes of rec:eationaq and cultural_;ﬁ,c.

"‘° _Clarence A, Perry.-:ﬂs!&ikﬂ"'Iéx _hs nsshins Ass: v.‘ola
Russell Sage Poundation, New. York, 1939 p. 50.uj~‘v L
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activitjes outside normal school hours,!1?

v

\

Although school nulldlngs have ‘not~ been ‘uséa f:oy
COmmuniiy‘ assoc1atlons, 1and 1s prov1ded for them fron thee
community reéerve. As a result, conlunlty centres have been
developed Ehroughout the c1ty, though not aluays vlth nuch
care.. o | |

Organization of COmmunity asSociations'is leff' to the

i o

?initiafine of local re51dents vho deternlne the catchnent
. areasfixhese have usually averaged around 5000 people._ Upon
applicatlon,b connunlty centre’ developlents nust be approved!
by the Comm1551oners' Officel and then -posted-lzo If 'no
objectlons are recelved ‘the Plannlng Connlss1on usuallyr‘

| approvec the developnent prov1d1ng tnat exterior laterialsic

. .and parkmng fac111t1es are adceptable. |

e

To 111ustrate the problens uhlch have occurred with the<

developnent - of conlunlty associatlon facilities, .tvo -

| .
examples are~diScussed Haysboro and Harlborough. I 1966,f'

- the‘ Hayeboro Comnunity Assoc1at10n applled to the Planninglf-e

o -

. Comnlssion for approval of a nev counnnity hall 51te, tneg""

' 3

old ?&e helng requlred by 'th Separate School Board.;n,7?

'Although the proposed 51te _was” reconnended by the Jolntﬁf

o,

119 The'ca ]gg;x Plan, 1970, R. U0, ”

- 120 ‘Miputes, Calgary Planning Conllssion, June 23 W965..
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Sites. Ccmmlttee and the Clty Parks Departnent the Plannlnga
Comm1551cn, as a result of nany objections from reside ts of
the surrcundlng area, refused the appllcation.lZl IT ‘s_
.refusal the Commission /observed that two comnunlty clubs‘
| had'deveIOped in the nelghbourhood and that both' were.
substandard because of shortage of fnnds._As an alternatlve,
the Com|1551on sdggested the alalganatlon of the two clubs.i.’
In retrospect, these problens could have’ been--avo;ded- if.
'greater control had ~ been exerc1sed inltlally over thed
'*‘establlshnent of the connunity assoc1ations. I, - ,A -
In; 1971, C1ty Counc11 approved the gg;;gg;_gg_ Q § gg_»
g;;g;} a sector plan de51gned to acconnodate a populat1on of;
’-30 000 122 The entire sector vas planned as a unlt and it

appears as though 1t vas as suned that only one connunlty<

/ s
o assoc1at10n . would// ‘be " regnired In- 1972, ;thongn,/vthe_‘__

re51dents’//rgued agalnst “this and, as‘ an ‘alternative}{‘V”

recommended that the sector be halved'to create tvo distlnct-“

comnunlty assoc1at10n. areas,k each with separate néles.123} S

The Parks Superlntendent supported the_ residents‘ ulths theV”

‘1op1nlon that 15 000 ‘sj the//optlnul populatlon 'for: AIl_f

';commuhity associatlon.lz* In addltion, he Eelphasized thers;'

T Lo ./'

- 121 uIb;_., Pebruary 23, 1966. o L
122 " Marlborough Desian Brief, September, 1971. SRR
123_~*H1nutes, Calgary Planning Colniss1on, uarch 15 1972;‘;;

124 lbld- : . o ENnS
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need” for - community associations' lto " have ,clearicut
~ boundaries. TheiPlanning.Comnissionswas not oppOSedp to . the- -
: creation”ot two community‘associations'but it=va5-0pposed-to'
| a najor‘ name change. As a conprouise, 1t approved the name

Harlboqough for half the sector and Harlborough Park for the
_other malf Tuo reasons for this dec151on vere given. First,
.. /

the des1gn brief did not de51gnate separate 'conlunlty

assodiations and, second the developer found it ea51er in

,his)Aarketing to continue uith an estahlished nane.;"

/ _ o 0 .
_/ Fron these exanples, it is evident that the principles.f.f
o :
us d to’ guide the establishnent of colnunity assoc1ations_

R ed to be clarified. Care lust be taken to ensure that the"
'opulaticn of an assoc1ation 1s large enough to assure 1ts B

h v1ab111ty On the other hand the population cannot be tooal;

| fsense of identity, boundaries need to be ‘clearly defined

iprocess.

Schools

"used for school fac1lit1es. over the years, school standards

have evolved to the extent 'vhere detailed locational dd,”

1arge or adlinistrative problens vill occur. To provide af..fi

[ Furthernore,‘ it _see-s necessary that“the establishnent of .

.comnunity a55001ations be con51dered 1n the sector planning}fg ]

Approxinately 80 per cent of the conuunity reserve ig :;:;'
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‘size criteria are now foliowed‘ These are outlined iﬁ'Tablei
1. A central 51te contlnues to- be preferred for elemehtarj,
schools, vlth a max1mun« walklng dlstance of one-half tody
three- quarters of a ulle and a 1ocat10n such that chlldren

are not required to cross- najor streets.l26 Junlor hlgh

'schools, :because {of' their 1arger catchnent aneas, are

'regulred to be well served by tran51t 127 The role of senloro“t}

iy e
"hlgh schools, though “has changed 51gn1ficantly. In contrastt

to nelghhourhood un1t pr1nc1p1es,,the conlunlty focal point

r ’1S no longer the elenentary schOol, but the hlgh school. To

"develop a strong comnunlty focus, other najor facllltlesg

-such;as swlmmlng pools and ie' arenas are‘ or. g;ll' be‘ 1
1ntegrated 1nto hlgh school conplexes.

: Although the‘ xntroductlon ‘of the conpulsory reserve

o

dedlcatlon was an enorlous a1d in ensurlng :er adeguate. T

prOV151on of school fac111ties,‘school plannlng contlnues to

’present serlous problens. ‘As:}a; result of the populatlouh;,g“[

changes vhlch occur v1th changes in the 11fe cycle, the cityal

bgls faced wlth prov1d1ng costly perlanent buildlngs vith

':relatlvely short llfe usefulness.f]Thef Plannlng Advisorylﬁf-if

.Comn1s51on recognlzed the problen in 1961. Hhen revaewlng; )

"populatlcn trends,‘ 1t ' p01nted out that the' peek{fe'

[izo . Eﬁe CQJSQII 2;33, 1973, p..ﬁu.r

127 For example, sée Hinutes, Calgary Planning COnnission,fﬂ EE

‘f,aanuary 20, 1965.°

Tl
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populatlon of elelentary school age occurred ,s;r _or seven

- years " after completron of the suhd1v151on.!2° Homeover, the
peak flgure reached 175 puplls per 1060 persons -which :uasj
nfar in excess of the C1ty average of 100 puplls per 1000, or
110 puplls per 100C ‘standard adopted for .new areas.v::A

Furthermore, once the peak is pasced, pogulatlon ~tend5' to_l

',decl1ne to a level below the c1ty-v1de average. Therefcre,A‘
elementary schools would be 1nadequate durlng the per1od -ofC)‘
.maxlmun populatlon,ﬂ but after that tlle would not be fully

used and nay even be dlscontinued.lz’ '

" .

Thi= problen vas brought to a head 1n uay 1972 vhen the .»f7‘“

.&‘Hlnlster of Bducatlon announced that to check the rising

costs of educat1on mo funds would be nade available for neu ;.atﬁ

f,schOol ccnstructlon.!3° Thls dec151on was based prllarlly on

-;'tﬁe; fact that, new bulldlngs vere being constructed in the

fnev suﬂurbs where a hlgh deland occurred uhile vacanc1es:f;3

ﬂ;'were ':appearlng d'in’ﬁ'establlshed schools.v Revising the

-i;_dec151on,”:i Decenber 1972,q.the prov1ncial governlent .‘Qf

7}annqnnced _a’ nei policy of lrlited funding. Thls vas that

"*VﬁundSTforfinew' school construction' vould ,not likely be

7évaildble 1f all GXISting classroons vere not used to 90 per afﬁ b

-

O

C1ze ﬁlnutes, Plannlng Advisory COl-ission, June 1, 1961. Q~ljf];fi

129 . TEid.

’ 11';@ ; Hlnutes, Calgary Planning Connission. HaY 17. 1972.'5;d;f5ffl5
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cent 'capacity 13l’"Since the nu-ber of spare classroons in
A‘the Calgary Publlc School systen in June 1972 vas. 270,

-further school constructlon was effectlvely stopped 132 A

'Task Force on School Bulldlng Needs to 1980 was"formed -1n .

'NQVaner 1972, partly to give the publlc a means of nakiuggi.w

their views. knoun.. ,/ R

o

Of partlcular 1nterest tO-thlS study uere the argulents”

J1n favor of nelghbourhood schools. A strong case ’ya nade,f ffﬂ”*

for. exa'Ple" for. nelghbourhood schools “as the coheséve,“'“f

Adelement fin~ developlng V1able Qa,d de51rab1e conlnnityfl5ﬁ .

structures;133 The phy51cal ‘exlstence of a nelghbourhood'v}

-school, 1t was claaned created a fOCal point for social,: D

d;cultural,_f and recreational activities Ewhich,“ in turn,; -

siencouraged conlunlty sp1r1t It vas also ’argued that the:_}'g;§

- ‘nelghbourhood _school lade 1t easier for the school to?f:iﬂlf

Tdevelop a close relatlonship vith parents.13" The falily,f,frff

fthrough h nelghbourhood school,/ could assoc1ate norelp-ffjr

;ea51ly ulth a 1°°al c°"“n1tY than Vith a 1arger conuunity.gferf“

’Thesev'suggested advantages enphaslze the nelghbourhood nnitlv-" o

= &
: ;»scale1 of plannlng, rather than the recent policy

Coam Task _Force ‘on: 5chool Bnllding Needs to 1980,
- Congtruction Program Msmmzsa for ¢ -
uj,the Calgary Puhlic SChool Board, JQBE.
;:113 ;;gg., p. 2u
'."134 . Iblg- L

. . A Report to”ff&ﬁs;




.;fosterlng larger scale ‘Tegional- ~and sector . centers t6
proffte connunlty 1ntern1x1ng.,.
‘Ne1ghbourhood schools ¥ere also defended as a means for

g allovlng teachers to develop curricula approprlate to ~the

'geOgraph1c and soc1al context of the spec1f1c ne1ghbour§ood~f

ﬂlwhlch, in turn, Hould nake 1t ea51er for students to obtainfvy@,f-

- a - sensé€ 1,°f connunlty 135 Along the other advantages;

';.méntloned vere a. greater sense, of security for younger;;'

,lstudents, av01dance of stiglas attached to students bussed?;;‘

"grom thelr own nelghbourhoods to out51de schools, and the  %f~°'

7:greater anount of phy51cal exerc1se assoc1ated v1th walklngﬁfV.7é;

';ﬂrather than r1d1ng to school 136 ff

When resrdentral areas vere planned 1n Calgary, it Lis

7ev1dent that the lajor 'concern was alvays on pbysicali*

ude51gn. Por the' nost part,_ social objectives 5vere 7hotflﬁji'“

_C°“51dered“ It appears as though the central reason for. the?*ofr&~

'-use of tbe nelghbourhood un1t and sector concepts in Calgaryﬁ“;.ﬂ‘f

'1f7was not to- achleve social objectives but to serve aslgaffuwh‘:“

1*:;fconveniént franeuork for land suhdi?ision.. Althongh theff;?”*‘”

7

_,,:Soc1al 1nplications of planning vere not of central concern:f;y;

mthe schocl constructlon controversy illustrates the closer_‘f?i’~

;frelatlon°hlp between social and physical planning. Thejaf{;ff

=;,f;as lblg., p.»25 | ;f
onae .Ilié P 26.



_restrlct trafflc uovenent,-and are conpatlble uith adj01ning7ltf

‘create ccmnerc1a1 frontage.‘37 In_ praqtlce,, lost of the3fe“fjf

241

L . |
soc1al advantages of the nelghbourhood school are assuned to

})

be present but no studles have been undertaken to deternlne

’ 1f thls i= so. Thls top1c is. wtrthy of further research

COMMERCIAL FACILITIES
' o PACILITIES

Establlshlng | ccnnerc1a1 .facilities whlchn prov1de)if;vr

o

: convenlence and serv1cer are sound 1nvestlents,' do not

1and uses 1s one of the most dlfficult plannlng tasks..There;‘.;ﬂrf
- are many exanples Calgary of connercial developuentféhﬂ;'g
.cau51ng eerlous land use and trafflc confllcts. In the 19633;;3h7'
922252_ _;gg : therefore, nuch elpha51s :was plaéed onﬁy;fQ

comnerc1a1 plapnlng prlnciples,"such }5’ the notlon thatga;ff;y

“:_ major rcads 'should be de51gned to nove traffic and not t°7*l57:r'

comnerc1al grouth whlch occurred during the planning period}irA;;rﬁ
(vas °f the Sh°PP1n9 Centre type. and, although these centres;“-.v'“
dld not perpetuate the problens associated vith co-lercialftff:j”;

-Q~r1bbons, they dld create problens of their own.;-'

B_s;.ael §h_22129 ssn:x_e

The establlshnent of regional centres continued between’f[;”

Gegg;g; 2;;3 1963 p Si;f‘:’”f |



A'g1963 and '1973 but,. unexnectedly, several "centres_ vere'f
. :located 1n close proximity to one another. ihe developnent‘””
of a grouped pattern' at first appears dnusual 51nce one.a
"s;ould:have expected an- even-spaced arrangenent vith -each‘if

 centre dominating its 'oun trade area._‘T discover the'

: -crlteria used 1n dec1d1ng upl the locations of regionali’

'dcentres, tuo of then, Harket uall and,ﬂorthland villageﬁ,”"

“"located vithin one llle of each other in- the northvestern{fo-é

‘sectlon ‘of the city,Awere chosen for analysis (Figure 8 andfaf'

plate ). T s e

‘~.: A regional centre is defined 1n the Calgary plan sﬂ‘&,--.~

c'centre HhiCh provides a variety of shopping goods lnCIuding‘”if‘gg‘

‘5genera1 lerchandise, apparel and hone fnrnishings and infff}fj””

' faddition, : variety. of perscnal and professional servicesf‘;df}f?

&_»'

Liincluding recreation facilities.taa The best ‘,Y'idibef*

_:dist1n901sh shopping centre types is by conparing thezf}f”a'

diPrlnC1Pal tenants. Infthe; case of regional centres, thef‘jafjjr

Achlef dravxng power 15 a najor departnent store or Stores-ffffﬂ°"

»Furtherncre, a regional centre is generally designed tofft5E~

o serve af trade area of 150 000 to QOO 000 people and to}r:» E

I SO

foccupy a 51te of a least 30 acres.‘3’ ':-_-'j;.n:ﬂftfffcyfi“h’““’ti

e .

‘i_,139 City of Calgary Planning Depasxnent Report.ﬂggyggai&g],':
,Cegt;es ;g‘gg;gg;x 1968, p.,us.g Sy e

» .
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Regiona] ShOPP1ﬂ9 Centres. and High Density'*”
Hous1ng Site Northwestern Calgary :

. »Northland Vi]lage Regional Shopping Centre

.- 20 Acre High’ Density Housing Site oy
. Varsity-Acres® Neighbourhood: Shopping Centre
. 'Market Mall Regiona] Shopping Centre KRR

1000 Feet
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Source' A1berta Department of Lands and Forests Edmonton, 1974fv1ffﬂhi




."ﬁ' ‘The approvals of uarket Hall and Northland vlllage vere

5o

"ﬂonpllcated and dravn-out over several years. The objective..’

"gspere is not to descrlbe in deta11 the nany changes .which: '

204

~cccurred to the plans durlng that tine perlod, or to_u

'fﬁ descrlbe the layout of each of the centres, but to p01nt out;,

iy
“uithe najor factors upon whlch the approvals uere based
; "' | B . s - L ’ . K - Lo - . - . ’ U .

]
3

R

fﬁ_" R !\ ' |
é /wegnd its principal tenant 1s a woolco Departnent 5t°re";35;+jj
fﬂ for .1t deVelopnent vas first sublitted on Julyr;pi
j' f{21, 1966- a’ developnent pernit vas issned for the firstﬁagb
;:,"phase on Jnﬁy 15 1971 1.1 ~€;{“?zj;ii.gfift?;jf:}frg;}:" S

>fVa;§it1 Ag;gg pesigg ﬂ;igi Harch, 1970F
441 Minutes, !
and De'”

;,i Harket Hall is located on the Shag&nappl Trail ’ih"the

‘ the total project was obtalned on Novenber 19, 1969.1*0 :1.T

"north of uarket uall at the north east corner Lof Crouchildﬁ

Var51ty Acres 'sector. It occup1es a us acre 51te and, 1n;'

addltlon to several dozen snall shops, contalns tuo najor‘ .
j-*departnent 'stores, Uoodwards and;itne' Bay. A developnentf‘ﬂ
appllcatlon for the .centre vas~rfirst 'received* by--thefir.

uﬂﬂj Plannlng Conn1551on ~on June 3 1966 and final approval for;;ff

Northland Village 1s located approxina¢ely one lilefﬁﬁ

?&'.t'.’ﬁ

i . .
!rrail and the Shaganappi Trail.vIt occnpies a 50 acre siteﬁﬁﬁf

1e0 uinutes, Calgary Planning Connission June 3:_1966 di;@f7
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‘Both proposals were examined by the Commission on the

basis of four major faCtors‘

1._econon1c fea51billty and tlnlng,

-2, location and size; ‘ Co L

3. traffic, access, -and inpact upon adjacent:
1and uses; o o o o

4, 1nterest shown- by prospective tenants.t42

sincelthe Harket Hall aPPliéation‘vas received?oier Six.:’

ueeks before the Northland viliage proposal,x 1t had been -

'processed /in con51derabie detail before con51deration vas

Aglven to Northland V1llage. At thls tlne 'the Connission

T e

noted that ‘the expected trade area of uarket HalI, whlch Vasés,“”’

tdellneated , ﬁd. the ba51s of ‘a flve nlnute travelllngft'

:dlstance, would overlap the tradL area of an existlngrf

"neighbourhood vshopplng centre IOCated at Var51ty Drive andth“

‘ Shaganappl Tra11.103 No further lentlon lvas lade of thispi”ta’

”POlnt: though fleld 1nspection -1n 1973 revealed that the;***

. -superlafket in the centre had been conyerted to other 'uses}efff;i

}(Plate 18) This ‘presunably roflects the conpetition offb;ftﬁe

'f-narket uall The ConnlsSIOn also pointed out that if narketj_:*f;<
Vrfﬂall Hi permltted,% it would be necessary to redesign thei}ifhﬁa
) street patterns to 1solate the residential developnent inﬁfﬂfuf

. #ﬁet area fron the centre.;~4 Furtherlore, the appltcant vasﬁ;,s“”’

‘*7:1requested to obtain a firn co-nitlent tron a prile tenant toff;fjJ*

-~

;r;?lﬁz-f;Ib;g., Septenber 21,:1966.,~a‘a
_v_v1‘3;»»;gig., June 29, 1966 B
R S I___i_ . )
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locate dn'the site within a specified time,14s \\\¥"»
The subm1551on of another reglonal centre applicatibn,‘
Northland village, 51gn1f1cantly chenged the planning -
*aPProach for tne area. 'Tnd ‘Commission decided-'that bdth
shopring centre vprojects shduld be considered together.t5°
In their subseguent review, ‘they'>reached the conc1u51on
Ehat( for f1ve to ten years, the- sector would be capable of
»supportlng only ‘one reglonal centre.1‘7 The Northland
ViliageA site‘ vas recommended for appreval to Citwaounc1l

since it was centrally 1ocated *at the _1ntersectlon of

.»highway 1A and ‘a najor expressway, the Shaganapp1 Trail. In

addition, 5C to 75 acres vas euggested as the most - de51rable, -

_size fo:' a reglonal shopplng centre and, of the tuo_

proposals, Northland Village vas 1arger'and;tnerefofe M
' could more -readilyf %ccnmmodate ‘twdz"vnajot ) department

stores. 148 Also,'at the tlme, the developer of Harket Hall
‘did not haye.any commltments f:on najor tenant= vhereas tvo

leﬁte;sg of intent had been subnitted for;the No;thland‘

Village site.149

[

. Then, after further negotiation with the. developers,

n

145 Ibid., July 6, 1966. . L e
146 Ibid., August 17, 1966. .

147 »Ihg_.,,September 21, 1966‘

148 Ibid.' . A

149 Ib . - . .



128 acres.151

ﬁsupportlng the dec131on 'was the preCedent of a 51n11ar'

248
|

the Commission gave approval in p;inciple to the Market Mall

project in February, 1967«1§°-Even though the site was not

,as,cehtrallyﬁlocated as to Northland village site, - the

PR -

‘Market 'Hall ﬁlan incorporated several adm%;able- de51gn

'features, the most 1mportant being a careful 1ntegrat10n 'of

réesidential . and commerc1al development over a tqtal 51te of

Ry
To compound the cpntradictidns, the Planning'!!nnission
in chzber 1967_ recommended -approval of _the 'NOrthland

Village proposal 'for a ‘regional_ shopplng centre, offlce i

‘buildings; aparthents; and a motor hotel “on _an 88" acre‘

site. 152 The development of both centres was defended in a

plannlng report whereln it was enpha51zed that. approxlmately'

populatlon of 775 000 would_

50 per cent of »the 1986 ci

reSide in.the area'north the Bow Rlver.:bihe potentialf

1market 1nc1uded "not only the 1mned1ate populatlon but to ‘an

e

‘undeterml"iE/BXfent, ‘the entlre area north of the Bow Rlver,"

the "ci/y at large, end:_the:-reg1on 'beyond."k53"Also';”

-~ - ’ - . T ¥

-51tuat10n in SOuth Calgary ihefe 'twe regional shogp ng.d

/
centres, Chinook and Southrldge, developed side by side.

I )

150 Ibld., February 15, 1967. S -
1S Varsity Acres:-Design ‘March, 1974%

152 Hlnutes, ‘Calgary.; anning.qulnlssion,, OCtober 25,_ N

e Co : [
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contrast -, the Market ﬂall—Northland vlllage 51tuat10n,

though, Chlnook and Southridge vere constructed close. enough

to each.other to enable them to j01n,together to'~forn ‘one

centre in 1974.

Hhen'_the Nortnland Village application uaS'conéidered
by Clty Counc11 in December, 1967 the Plannlng Commlsslon's-
'.recommendatlon vas. rejected. Slnce Harket Mall had a;ready‘
been approved, a fear that_too nuch comnercial deyelOpnentA"

night be allowed in the district appear - to have 'been ‘the

major reason. The Provincial Plamning  Board, though, in

February 1968. overruled (ity Conncil-dand_Aapprovedfﬂthe.

tshopplng centre which-eventnally bégan»to be constrncted in .

July 1971.15+

..'i’

As with"the service 'station’ developnents '.along.

. Northmount: Drlve, the nost 1mportant factor 1n the Plannlng'

Comn1551cn's dec151on was 1ts attltude of non-lnterference

in the' free enterprlse systen.vIt vas’ argued that, 51nce a

.,

'Aarqe grouth in populatlon was expected for the ;area,
competltlon betveen najor departnent stores for sites wasd.
| also to he expected' 51tes should therefore“be provxded in:?“

ant1c1pat10n of‘vﬂdenand. E;plainlng _ fe reasoning the

Commission statédi i‘ L i f._-f."'_lf'ﬁ 'i;g.
ORRISSIOn. & _ N s R S T

4 .1bid., December-.8,1971. .

.\v‘\\‘va\. t T :
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Irrespective of which of the two major -shopping
centres ...attract -[sic.] . the first department
_stores, there will be a -demand by other major
department stores, sconer or later,- faor  a

northwest location. It 1is not uncommon for a

regional centre to develop with two department

stores and in a relatively short time, another
centre materializes v1th1n\a mile of the previous
centre. This then accommodates major stores which
vere ‘unable to locate in the other centre. This
is the essence of’ the free enterprlse competltive»*
.system.155 - . : 4

City plannlng, in this 51tua$10n, ‘is v1ewed as a servant of_f_

market forces. rather than a dlrector.
. !

One 'fnrther, factor  eonsr§ered byfihe Coomiseioo'kheo
vieving.regional shoppiqo;centre appiieations washtae‘effeeti
. that they'higot have on"rhej eeooonic fv1ab111ty of Ah

’central- bus1nese dlstrlct. In the dountovn master plan, the..
malntenance ‘and grouth .of-‘ai strong,' spec;allzed retall'
function was sfressed 15°a'The Comm1551on reCOghized thie'-
.. po11cy hut cautloned that it vas not the intéat of the Plan:

to protect thls reta11 functlon hy prohlbitlng conpetltlon'”

i“from _reglonal shopplng centres.' The: Conlxssion minutes

" - ‘ .
state° "Doubtless the 1n1t1al 1lpact of one or more reglonalb};

l_ cenxres 1n the north west u1ll be~ felt in the Downtoun‘f'

.hovever, in the longer rUn the Downtown retall functlon lustj

stand onljite, owh and w111 surv1ve 1n conpetltion wlthe}ea'

155 Ibld., ‘December. 6, 1967.

156 ~ City of Calgary Plannlng‘ Departnent, ggg u;u;g _;rf_f-'

' _gwgtown Cal ary, September, 1966.,» i } Y

Y



. U . 251
regional centres‘dpe to the gpique adyantages it uillifenjoy
.and'upon its own merits."137 Again in the spirit of non-
interference, the Commissibnwaccepted the'contradictory/and

: . [ ' - :
possiblyaconflicting'concepts of decentrallzed comnercial‘

: development and a strong retalhecore in the central b051nessl

dlstrlct;

'The approval of these two - regional centres had an
e@Lffect on the plannlng of other suburban areas of the crtybl
Th;s 1's".evldenced by/an‘appllcatlon 1n(another subdivision

for a 29 acre shbppihq Centre I6Cated'infclose7pr6ximity‘Jto‘

©an already approved centre. Hhen subnlttlng hls appllcatlon}‘°

@

‘the developer, us1ng the uarket Hall and Northland Vlllage'_“

- developments>' as exanples,. felt that the free enterprlseiif

system should prevall agaln.lse In thls case the Comn1551on;;f

-

ruled that the appllcatlon wvas prenature because ‘no proof}:: :

was g;vﬁh that . the area could support two centres~'rn6rLeiase’
& . o

there' any flrm comnltnent fron a prlue tenant to locate on;

‘the s1te wlthln a specifled tlne.!59 A s;x acre 51te ;ran['”'

eventually..alloved‘ iha 1968 but fleld 1nspect10n in 1973erjj'

: revealed that 1t Vas stldl undeveloped.~ Fnrther’ plann1nglf7}{*7

vrestrlct1ons on the free enterprlse systen may be worthy off g?j?t

4
- e

s

1‘5’7?'ﬁinutes,ALC51qary Plannlng Conu1551on, October 25,17"’”'

1967, . R
A,-1§a.,f_31d., Hay‘22, 1968. s ”',.-~ SRR TR N
189 [Ih;_ T P DRI S S
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consideration in the future. o o o

Sectof éﬁé.Neigﬁbourhood.Shopg;aglcea:'es"'
fhe.aselof sector'plaoning resclted-in the‘creation’ ofA
a new shopplng .centre category, the sector shopplng centre.
,In The g_;garx _;_g, a sector» centre ‘e sdescrlbed .asf:
A.smaller than~ a regldnal centre u1th a junlor departnente
store -as’ 1ts pr1nc1pa1 tenant 160 In addltlon to convenlence‘
‘1tems such as- food and drugs,f-a sector’ centre sells ‘
selectlon of Shopplng goods such as clothlng, furnlture,ﬁ
lbanklng, and professronal a d recreatlonal serv1ces., SectorVA‘
‘fcentres are usually ih central ~sector 1ocations at thef-7
ﬂjunctlon of two najor stre ts ort‘a major streét' anc an}j

expressway. Elght acres is-

the mlnimun 51ze speC1f1ed 1n ghg B

Aftalgarx Plan,f but nost sector centres are larger at aroundg};;]a'

15 acres. In the Bg;gsnead Des;g g;i f for exalple, 'anfﬂ183f"Aah-

- acre sector centre vas recomnended at the 1ntersect10n of an_

‘

: expressway and 9 najor collector t‘l

| fsector-;'and reglonal centres -a;e» both planned to ; =

) functlon as focal p01nt8. By 1ocat1ng schools, hlgh den51ty

"{ resident1a1 projects, puhllc fac111t1es (such as’. llbrarles,ufacf'

”I_churches,‘and health cllnlcs) and»;conaerc;alj,facilitres,

e the claary plap, 1970, p. 5.1.

tt*i?él“‘cg: 2§!eaqlnes _Ii_g,Ahugust, 1971 p.(ﬂ. {;-
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o

'tobether, greater community .interaction is hoped. for. The
concept is an ‘appealingA'one' .Since actiﬁe comlmnn‘.'l:y(‘i
.1nteract10n - is  a blg step tovards the c:eation:'and

-preservatlon of a. strong, healthy comnunlty

.sector .planst.alec:<inClnde._‘neighbounhood _.ehdpbing
Vcentreef,and‘ convenience* stores' desiﬁnedf to catet *to ddd
lccalizedwnafket. As a genenal rule, these centres nust be_
at‘ least three-quarters of a. mlle away fron each other.}‘zﬂ
In the S11ver Sprlngs sector,. for~ exanple, .. flve acrei_
nelghbd?rhood : shopplng '_centre "was: suggested at thef”

1ntersectlon of a major. and a collector street approxlmately o

one |1le away from the sector centre 163

/

The major advantages of sector plannlng are its large"‘”"

‘scale and 1ts comprehen51ve approach Large scale, though

‘can be detrlnental f some 1nstances,_ particularly uhen '

1

‘f-plannlng :for nelghbourhood shopplng centre If an entlre i

sector was developed in a chort tlme, a sector centre would*w

be req01red 1mmed1ately{ Instead development nsually occurs’fa}‘-

'f‘over many years and the sector centres cannot be justlfledf“fft?

.'Juntll : 1arge populatlon iiSﬁﬂih, te81dence.f To providee-wi--

”adequate' comnerc1al fa0111t1es for thel intenln per;qd,;jfeﬁ%

’-.;'nelghbourhood shOpping centres are bullt for the snal;;”hntj}:“”

“2 Ibld-o P 10.,)' o )
_ ?veld \§11ver _gg_ngg D951g£ B;ief, August, 1971$ﬁ1
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growing popnlation., The danger is allowing the developlent_

fof too many nelghbourhood shopping centres. Hhen and’ if' a

'sector centre is, developed the economic v1ab111ty of the‘f

smaller centres\ns brought 1nto jeopardy. Or, 1f too -nany h
"'nelghbourhood centres are alloued, the econonlc v1ability ofr
" a sector centre may be questigned A pos51ble solutlon to i'
'this difficulty is to construct a sector centre in- sections,le
'1add1ng on as the pOpulation grows.. . |

Loca l gggnegience'Stores-i

xj Eefcre the use of the neighbourhood _unbtv concept and'je“

f

i_th development of neighbourhood shopplng centres, nearby'u.ig'"

:~corner ctores provided nost oﬁ the food and other' daily‘47'

frequlrements for neighbourhood[res1dentSs As a result of"i;’_A}i'e:’._'_':~"".'~

_1ncreas1ng preference of . planners for shopplng«centres,ftnej”

-~ . |
T

fprov151on of 1solated neighbourhood convenience storesf,inir”'"‘

newer subd1v151ons‘ 1s qu1te rare. The one exception 1Safﬁeﬂ_f,f:”

- gracery store 1ocated within -a 1arge apartnent conplex.f

v{”Small after-hours food stores uere also encouraged to locatef-ie* 5

;Hlthln ne1ghhourhood shopping centres.’ As an exJa%le, inff“

o ,”_,) ey
f1966 the Commi551on received t.appﬂication for a snallf

i‘grocery store- 1ocated adjacentr'to but not on, a'l

'75neighbouj’ood Shopplng centre /site.- Th. applicant stated;'yl

'kfhthat 1it’fﬁnS{ hls understanding that the naln tenant of the[fﬂT’in*

"fﬂﬂshopplng centrE:]a supermarket, would,v,vsi °°ndlt1°“ °fwlfreff;



R supermarket owners uould not 1ease prellses to conpet1torsff:~f3‘”

":a;ﬁsv | ;gld., July 7, 1971.‘
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v

' lease, not, tolerate any form of con etltlon on the same
15€. ! - ¢ : e p .
property.tqi'-upon investigation 1t s' learned that the -

- owners 'ofA‘the 'snpermarket‘.had 1no‘ objection to . ‘the

1ntroduct10n_'of"a snall grocery store withln the shopplngn

’.centre,.FIOV1ded that 1t d1d not exceed ja floor ~area of

’ approxihately ‘ 1 500 square feet 165 The Connlssion,
}therefore, refused the appllcatlon observ1ng that 'ﬁ.;. _the}~_

"prov151on of :ao.zoned comnerCial site avay fron but in the;'je

ﬁﬁ .
1mmed1ate V1C1n1ty of the nelghbourhood centre 1s not to be '

»encouraged fér, 1f alloued, 1t uould cause a precedent to belj
‘,establlshed where by the development potential of gallf»_ff‘.“

"nelghbourhood commerc1al centres vould be endangered "166_5“

In 1971 a 51mllar appllcatlon 1n another nelghbonrhood ;g,;:i“

‘was . refused for the same reasons. in this case, though the,~

.'no natter how small they were."'7 As a result, the needs ofzf",
,the re51dents vere not belng net fi their‘ COllunity,:_:#af;f'fﬁ

'theY 'ere forced to travel a con51derable distance before:

ﬁ’lreaching an after-hours convenlence store, The illustratlongliﬁ“hﬁs’
' lends support touards planner= 1nvestlgat1ng sh0pp1ng Centre,tfffff:?

-ownershlp p011C1es as a step 1n the plannlng process.-,,fd

. .7'
o= e g o -

BTy mlnuteSr‘ Calgary Plannlng Conllss1on,t Febriary 9, |
[.ﬁ 1966 - o - ”,f-i‘ FRER A .
o1es.Ipid., February 16 1966.,,.‘~

166, ..;gidx



' 'HOUSING .

:Duringf the pianning periodfnunder'reniev; the strong‘
prefefence_'for fsingle’ family . detacned "dweliinés 'yas:,f
naintainedf (Plate ; 19), and vthe;.naﬁor -1nfluence én;
SUhlelSlOD des1gn contlnued to be the ugd;vls;gn lggg .
Transfer Reg_lgtlon - As Hell the trend whlch began 1n the'
prev1ous plannlng perlod towards ﬁhe developlent of hlgher .t

j den51ty hou51ng vas accelerated The plannlng pr1nc1ples and.

\p011C1e=A used ‘to .1ntegrate all hou51ng types becane nuch'"

-more detalled ; restrlctlve,l and sophlstlcated vAé, the

'plannlngl perlod‘ advanced there vas 1ncrea51ng concern forf’: :

B . . o . Q' . 5
;compatibility'among_all land»uses 1n'neg¢resldent1al areas.:}'

\,,

- unltiglg_ramjlzgnags;ng.LdCQtiog~c;it¢£;af'1_ L ,_:g.g;f,

a long—standlng Calgary plannlng policy has been thegwt

o

°°“°ePt °f a denSltY gradlent, v1th hiqhest densitles at thef7l7“:'”

centre of the c1ty and progressively lover den51ties tOVards:“j:T"”

%. the outsklrts.;dfﬂnyf’ appllcatlons 1f high den51tyffﬁjf;j“

developments avay fron the central area of the city veretif].’

usually refused 168{f:ld”l*a o

o

'df/w'ifii;n the 1963 ggg ;g; P;gg criteria for the location off’j.j'a:

- =

168 . por! exanple. see. ulnutesqafalgarifpiann;ngﬁconnieeion,Aefd;f

September 25, 1963.z;_f“



CPlate 19, |
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higher density hounsing had not been established. At the

~time, ‘'most apartment construction- was . concentrated"ih

’rezoned‘areaS»and not op'undeveloped'land.“ Rapid apartnent

‘groﬁth: 'though, brohght about problens of land allocatlon

and site plannlng in new areas.‘ o

o

t;n 196& Plannlng Departmént report, Acoheera"HaSyt"
.expressed that the ‘ developlent g pattern- 4had varied»
- erteneively from the den51ty gradlent pattern.169 The lackl’ :
~ of. spec1f1c locat10na1 crlterla for . apartnents and toun.;

ﬂhou51ng wasﬂ ev1dent but,) desplte thlS» fact, the-najorn‘

emphasis: of the report vas on- the size and architeCture’»of

| apartmentsv and surroundlng bulldlngs. It uas p01nted out}f""

- \for example, that comnercxal areas 1p,'ne nelghbourhoods
A T e

should ~he archltecturally pleas1ng fron all 51des so thatﬂ

apartment dwellers could have a good v1ev onto then.!’o

I

e The rapid’ i“crease in the alonnt of higler - density"v ;

a hou51ng after 1963 créated a nunber of problengﬁggﬁﬁi were}gay

gvlaent inf earller nelghbourhooas.t These A 1nc1udedfp” g

overload= on school facilltles, parklng and trafficfﬁﬂ

'l'problens,- 1niggguate pen ;space, poor landscaplng, v_ddﬁf;v '

,“flnvaclonci of. privacy due to buildlng height dlfferences. TOji,t'a'

S

s

P

;ﬁax7o ;!_g,,3pn~:,;_ T SO I SR L,:fpii'lf.

LA

_}p“é_i City of Calgary Plannlng Departnent Report, “@ﬁﬁliﬂéﬁiifffii,
"'Bulld;ngg and. the Requlatiop of Their Develo ppgpt Report to o
' the. Calgary Plannlng Connlssion, April, 1964. St
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overcome: these recurring'problels, plannlng pr1nc1ples on
high den51ty housing were drafted and reflned throughout the'

planning period to act as guides for apartnent developnents{
- @ .. . N » B _' N

The key event uhich.rsparked a greatér intereet inb
formulating abartment,biooetionalp criteria wvas  a 1965
applioation for a “Iarge‘ scale;"high 'density‘hapartuent |
- development in the northuestern sectlon of the cityt (Plate-

17) .. The appl1catlon was to rezone a 20 acre parcel fro- DC:
‘(Dlrect Control) to R-ux, a -hlgh~ den51ty r re51dent1a1‘
category permrttlng a max1num bulldlng helght of\150 feet.
: The developer defended the rezonlng appllcatlon by p01nting'

. out the need to satlsfy - grovlng denand for apartlent‘

i accommodatlon 1n the c1ty at the t1me.171 Feellng that thef‘"'

'knelghbourhood ues_,"essentlally a suburban 'a;ean rwhere”7"1'

apartnent developnents of this7 size uere 'hOt usuallyij

.con51dered, the Conn1551on refused the appllcatlon.172 The;?,

v

_COmulsslcn vuasl alSo 1nfluenced by calculatlons of the -

'\Poteﬁtiel number of chlldren for the 51te vhich 1nd1cated1f'”

that the school system would be overloaded.173'

. . 1
~ . fh

Deeplte the Planning COmmlsslon refusal, the' appllcantfi-nf

o172 1bid., March’ 26, 1965. "
"173 .‘rld. ‘ Yy :

e reguested that hls propdsal be forwarded to Clty Coun011 fOr;ﬁijiﬁ

(iff";nlnutes,.Calgary Planning Comnis51on,vnarch 31 1§65;3 ?]J}Li;



. o | S 260

its consideration. On July:19,.1965,’City'Council tabled the
. ' ('. . . T ' ‘ .

matter and requested that the application be referred to the,

commissioners and .the Planning hepartnent "to negotiate on

~the pos51b111t1es of - securrlng addltlonal space to make this

. - . l
-R—ux poselble ni7ae SRR A .‘;, S ,

ks 'a result of thls‘ requeet the hflanning. Department'
‘lmade. further .studles and dlscovered that the 1ncreases
'estlmated in the number of -elementary school chlldren could
;be accommodated vlthln ‘the ex1sting schoof¥ system._One
‘dlsadvantage, ‘though, vas that the amount of 'comnunal openl
Space would be 1nadequate. After further con51derat10n, the_
vPlannlng Comm1551on referred the app&&patlon. back to- Clty

-Counc1l relteratlng its .opposit10n~ to 1arge-scale, hlgh”

qdensny rezonlngs 1n suburhan areas. ThlS tlne a new‘hreason;
was advanced' *f \ d'; L i --‘; 7 _
"It is cornsidered thaq the g%ttlng a51de of?-':'
substantial tracts oﬁ raw. land for - the*, ,
speculative -.developnent o of 1gh den51ty” _
apartments will'  drain . the .p entlal of

redeveloplng the central and other areas -of. the*u
Clty 175 ' . . .

»in the ‘meantime; 'vhilé ua1t1ng for C1ty Counc11'

dec151on,f the ﬁdeveloper and the Plannlng Department agreed

.6

to comprcnlse on R-BX zonlng rather than R-ux The Planning

C17e ;_1; d., October 20 19‘65;... T

2
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Cqmm§ssicp approved this, uirh the clainm rhat-the redqced
‘density would not _drain the 'pdtentiel ot  ghe . older
established cenrral efeas, of ' the city.178 The Commissionr
decision was not unanimous( hewever, and this factor did'not.
go .unnpticed by city "éouncil.f The Comulgﬁloners f‘were

“therefoxe .requested tol pPrepare -a “further reporr,on the

epplication, "o.. wherein'they'wouid ~explain ' theé tninking r
| tnét HSupported an’rR-Bx zene‘ofAthis size in an éree‘éhiCEJ
appears.mere legically'Rf1f"lf7 In responée to 't is enqniry,

the Planning Departnent prepared ~ a report

Allocaticn ;ofl and: Cr;teria foreﬂultiple;
Within the city.ni7ze , |
In tﬁis' report, the' crlterla used in ch0031ng the"
locatlon pf apartments were outllned clearly for the flrst
| tlme. The concept of decreasxng nultlple fanlly den31ties 1n:
propcrtlcn to thelr d1stance fron the CBD vas reaff;rned but. -
_ w1th scme . varlatlons. ~ The hlghest densitles vere Stlll.
cspec1f1ed fOr the central and central per1pheral locatlons, :

fbht‘ medlnm den51ty developnents vere . alloued adjacent to‘gM

‘ reg10na1 shopplng centres. The reglonal centre uas descr15ed°

[ 4 ]

'1n the report as‘a focal-po1nt.or'nnc1ens pf\afregion; Thls,  ﬁ"

———— i e : T

1764 Ib;_., December 8 1966

177 1pid., January 5, 1966. R o v

. 178 City of Calgary, Plannlng Departlent Report, ‘Janwary,- .
1966. . R R

PR
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idea reflects Carver's town centre proposal and is also an

important sector planning principle.

Multiple family 'housing' located‘ adjacent to other
' -actiniry centres ‘such as hospltals and the unlver51ty vas’
"also recemnended in'tne'report 179 Furthernore, apartments
~were to be 1ocated Hlthln easy ualklng dlstance of translt
routes. Nost 1mportant of' ll,‘ care. nust be taken “to.-
_evalnare ‘the 1mpact of h1gh den51ty developnent og adjacent |
land uses..Te achleve@ thls objective, rne” 1mportance of .
dutline and‘-sebtor pianning was enphasxzed because, withn
| these tools,‘hlgh den51ty hou51ng can be planned in relatlonA

to thoroughfares, serv1c1ng, 5chools, and parks. o

In 1973 the 20 acre parcel vas rezoned from R-3x to R-

1 for 51ngle famlly developnent. Although | apartlent.,'f

development - never occurrjd on the site, the appllcation wasj“
. 1nvaluab1e in for01ng the clariflcatlon of planning crlterla:j

for high den51ty hou51ng in neu resident1al areas.ae

I3

— i —_—-—-——

ﬁ Ibld.’ po 9-
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. Site Development Stapdards

during‘the planning period,:along with inprovingf t E -
locational criteria used' for: nultipie- family .housingb
imprdvements‘also occurred4to' site .deveiopnent _ tandards
the lack of whlch were noted in the 1970 Cglga;z _lgg 1°° I

14
response to the problem, the Plannlng Department, in August

1970,-formulated the Draft ﬂgl; -Re §;gegt;a §t§nd§§ds to

‘gulde 51te developnent 181 Based upon prlnCIples outllned 1n,7

The g_;l : Plan, : thefb standards .have. four Haajo

requlrements: adequate anenity area,.- prlvacy, goo
© "‘l‘ ) ’ 1

: [
‘relatlonshlp vltb surroundlng uses, and adequate parklng andA«

access.uz

To 1llustrate plannlng of lultlple fallly projects,ara;_,;‘

119 un1t townhou51ng development approved 1n 1971 uas ghosen

"'asa D example. The followlng factors were considered when‘V"”
o . R . N

d951gn1ng the flrst phase of the 13 acre project'

1. 139 per ‘cent parking; : i.e. 39 per _cent,i
AR parking in addit1on to tenant parking, R
© 2, 60 per. cent. of the ‘site was teserved for -
';_‘anenlty areas {courts ,and grass) .and  only -
- 20v5 per ' cent. of the site was covered by
... buildings. - ce
.3, virtually all unlts have 1nlediate access to‘.;; AR
o ‘large . green area vh;ch extends V1sually5:ﬁ
'~j'throngh the site. ~ : : .

T

. -- e -- Q
| ia0 caloaFy plan, 1970, Py 30 e 8 S
coooveL i City - of Calgaryh Planning Departlent Report, August,

“ooo1970, 7o A . , 8
--1'°2 . Q_ls_;x 2;_3 1970, p. 3. s... S




‘plannlng concept The varlous land uses 1n the sector

”'descrlbed and analyzed, and~ special note is glven t

.first subm1551on 1961 and the adoptmon of the'

| Deslgn g;; f 1n 1973. _ ;

/. 264

4. parking was concealed fron public view by

, planting and fences. ~ R

. 5. The heights of the townhouses match, the

heights. of the surrounding " single family
houses.1°3 o C : '

In addition to theseACOnsideratious,?as a condition of'

4

~approva1 ‘the Plannlng Commisslon requ1red the appllcant to

ectrlctlons requlred for thls project ’1llustrate greater.'

concerns than prev1ously for the developlent of a pleasantl

.’:F

and safe 1iv1ng envlronnent (Plate 20)

. GLENMCRE' SECTOR - R R
e . .

To conclude'this'chapter, an<analysisfis .presente:y

- the 'Glenmore‘farea; as an exalple of the use of the s‘ctorf

o

(

The Glennore sector uas chosen, first, because it ﬁas N

-

-
. '

.——“—"

»?!é. nlnutes, Calgary Plannlng c°|nission, June 2, 1971.

C e

’subnit: - a landscape plan .before flnal _approval. Tuéj

'°‘of?.

»ate..‘
‘any |

‘1mportant changes vhlch occutred to the plan betveen_'itsgl o

P .\:" b, R
- “the - flrst sector plan. Second its boundaries have relalned SUER
:F‘ba51cally unchanged Thy (-wasﬁd ilportant con51&erationﬂJ.ﬁ

‘ 51nce' the sane plannlng area could be evaluuted throuqh,;;‘m~



Ty &
! L]
‘ : . :'\‘tf ' ‘) ) .
.. tinme. Thlrd, in 1973 C1ty Couuc1l approved de51gn briefA

for the sector, a. document- which becane a useful reference

.source. With thls offic1a1 recognltlon, changes can only be,»"

made to the plan if they are approved by City Council. Thls’_

procedure prevents the developnent of 1nconpat1ble land uses

-thle supportlng the pr1nc1ple of large scale comprehen51ve

‘plannlng. Last, a large part of the sector has already beeni'

developed vhlch permlts flrst hand observat1on to _ald_’inf

o evaluatlcn of the plan._ﬂ-
Develorment History '
1 pThe"sector' is. located in the south vestern sectlon of .

'the c1ty (F1gure 8) It 1s bounded by Glennore Park to the.i_'H

enorth the 1uth Street Expressvay to the east Anderson Road e

to’ the south and,'on the vest the proposed Sarcee Trail. -

e

e ;}'Before ,rthe" first seCtor plan ~vas proposed,y;the'~n?
“”lTechnlcal Plannlng Board had dealt vlth a nuuber oi acreagef-:

”5hldevelopnent proposals 1n the areaeand bad approved severalVfﬂ;?l

K

jl;n what was 1ater to becone a part of the sector. _3 ti.e;‘
e‘vent hon, though,i th Board refused to approve aCreage;?
appllcationS‘feellnq that they vould prejudlce fpture urbaujn

‘aevelopuent.l°4 These proved to be vise declslons.t_p?pgfﬁi'”

184 ¢ For. exanple,;'j : Hinutes, Technical qupning Board,;?'"A."

t‘._september 18 1957 and Novelber 27‘ 1957. ”‘.«

1

s B AU e s o
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l)"'d _‘p: : -:.‘, - S
The flrst sector plan for the area waswﬁubnittéﬂ.;o tH
'Plannlng Adv1sory Comm1551on for 1ts con51derat1qn‘in Aprll,
¥,j961. In- the plan; re51dent1al develcpnent uas ﬁ&oposed at a
denslty of 12,5 persons per‘ acre-" with- ‘ area o; 2371.
.acres, a populatlon of 29 600 Has forecast.l"s In a revised ﬂ
: ‘plan, a populatlon of 30 000 was estinated over a total area _j o
»ofu 2210 acres 186 Although not off1c1ally approved by Clty
'CCUhCll, thls plan vas prepared as a supplenent to the 1963
g enera; Plan.1°7 Table 2 =hous the acreage distrlbution of :”.'
the varlous land uses in the- plan.:ffl B Co |
| Thls 1963 plad'has served as’ ‘:3 bas1c gulde for g*il,=;A‘
PYI

'subsequent developnent developnent in the sector.*The first

:major suhd1v151on, Braeside,'uas approved in 1962 and s;s*f:f'

N__:deslgned to be. in confornlty vlth the sector p1an,1aa The Ar:.,a

same has beem true of the followlng subd1v151ons,. Palllser *Ipr!

'i[[ln/1963, Bayv1eu 1n 1966, and the first phase of Oakridge in

“\3'1968 Although, all SublelSlOnS were planned tp.couforn to

4dfthe sector plan, 1t is important to point out that each is
.fusually 1dent1f1ed as a nelghbourhood The design of these

"h,"nelghbourhoods"t though,- vas not based rigidly on

»ﬂ'jiis ' ulnutes, Planning Advlsory COlllSSion, Aprll 20, 1961.~»-T
© 186 supplenent to the 1963 ggng;g; glgg Group G, _"Sector
:*Plans. N o e : e .'. e
vs;yﬁﬁ-- u1nutes, Technical Planning Board Pehruary 1&, 1962..

L

v'.ﬂ
~ T
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ACREAGE DISTRIBOTION 1963, GLENMORE SECTOR

v
o

-—— -

’liaoads (other. than re51dent1al) S

1Lan§ U§és-//.1 T ";f,7reare¢*l.7f’

o ———-—d--——-

,;Conmunxty reserve (10 per cent) -'.221_
.. Shopping centres . .- . . 24
rConvenience shopping. __~_.v*, .10
. Glenmore’ Family Club 3
.'16x5 acre developed 1ots _*%f ~"~;80

dajor roads . . ST . -

'7-:“, ST R ;_"" 4“7

DR ]

]_Total area f.gf"' i‘ et ;,ii 2210
-'Met resxdentlal drea . ,jj ..;' 176’

§Qg;_g. Supplemept to 1963 angxgl Elgn, Gtoup G, e;vﬂ

Sector Plans._-,

acres-”"'

acres” .
acres: =
acres. - . .
‘acres 7 . o
acres . . .
acres .
acres_,;zﬂ

acreSj;”'*ﬂi‘”



~ plan to a park pr0posed along Flsh Creek to the’ south of the |

~f%r31‘5:' ulnutes, Calgary Planning Conndsslon,: Novehber‘ 30,5ffr_;-ﬂ
1966, ‘ Lt
10 L . City of Calgary Plannlng DepﬁLt-en$, ﬂﬁﬂiﬂﬁ n‘i.f Qj, LT
. ‘the glenmore sector, 03IV Report, July 10, 1970, )
T o19r - City’ of. Calgary. Planning Department,: -
J_E;i_i Pebruary 1973, approfea by €1ty Council,,f
SA973, o , = )

P
A

r f

neighbourhodd  unit principles’ as those neighbourhdods

dplnnned in rhe.periodi1950fto 1963;

In 1966, uhen rev1ew1ng the relatlonshlp of the"sector'

"sector,l the Calgary Plannlng COmn1531on offic1ally approved’{”.
pfne plan ;ini pr1nc1p1e189 :(Plgure 18).:In 1969, when thefn_.
Aélanning Department adopted the'ﬂ pollcy ‘;Off~ preparing,?;
__pdblished-ideeign brlefs for every sector,’a lajor reV151on L
‘was, undertaken and in July 1970, a prellllnary report onuthe"fnr

- Glenmore sector uasv drafted.lOO Eventually, 1n Hay 1973;i4

| Clty Coundll approved the'gl_ggor pgg;gg gxg_gl’! (Plguredd7i3

' #?lge,and Flate 21) The major difference betueen the 1963 andrfr
ﬁ‘1973 plans vas: that the projected populatlon fﬁ&, 1ncreasedfrf7~
'}from 30 COO rof uz 000 f“Ople,‘vhile the area vas reducedilif;

‘;from 2210 to 2056 acres.!’z The change uas largely due toﬂff?

ie

uthe newly agreed den51ty standard of 22 persons per acre.;';'>'

19z ;g;g., p.‘10.v,,33"" ”‘

R . LAl
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P1ate 21 5
Glenmore Sector‘

| 4090 Feet

r'Edmontqn.




. contributes . towards the developlent ‘of ',aﬂ,f_attractlveV

Tt

"‘ Clrculation z§te ‘

' were de51gned to nove trafflc fron locaL collectors to the“'ﬁt

-Drlve,- and 0akf1eld Drlve. In way,E the collector 1s"‘

DR DRI

“f-193 . For exanple, see ﬂinutes, calgary Plannzng Conhission,

151cal COnd;tlons - L
[

> _H@St of the -sector has gently rolllng terraln which

. N . ‘ .

: '_ adds to thls. Except for a falrly exten51ve grouth in',the

Pump Hlll acreage i development l.apq',rin the BaYviei._

A ' ~ ST
subd1v151on, nost of the sector is barren of trees.' In;fall
’ ~% / . .

”f' 1nstances,. epec1al effort was nade to incorporate existlng

: g o L
‘1 grcuth 1nto the plans.i93 ,1 A

*\

sector. Three maﬂbr streets vere also included 1n the plan,f;

90th Avenue, Southland Drive,xand Zuth Street. These streetsf;;

freeways.19' Thel prlnc1pa1 collector for tbe sector is a;57

looped road known varlously as Palllser ‘Drive,»~Braeside-f:;;543'

51m11ar t° “orth"°“nt DFiVG;Qin* that it passes fron one_j?d"t

Majcr freeuays clearly define' the boundarles of: the~¥';

: r@sidential 'setting The proxlnlty of Glennore Lake also~'L“

neighboughood'rto the next but, 51nce it is-looped, lessf;f]'* -

. \s.'. ‘;

o through trafflc 1s llkﬁlY-' ;f ;f'.7=3,ffluj'??fff }'" Q;L“’fuﬂf

June 3 1966

. . .‘ .
. "’Q‘ﬂ\ i
. o : El
= e . -
RV . .




—
\ .‘

/  The circulation systenm for.the‘ggctor can be confusing,
particulagly for those unfamiliarviith it. First, the'.najor

roads, although providing. direct~'acces§ to’ connunitj

- '%\\'

273

facilit;es-Iiketthefsector centre, also split the-”sector;f

LWhen‘-the'_sector is fully _deieloped, 'a”.largeianount"of,_

traffic'could n=e Southlané Drive or ' 90th Avenue to pass.

"through the ,sector to. other~destination§; Second;*asfuith

Vearller ne1ghbourhoods, dlstlngulshlng between the. Vakions

street categorles is ‘a' problel 'in Glenmore. The looPed ‘.

4 o .

collector could be nlstaken for a najor street thereby.3

,’nv1t1ng unnecessary trafflc to penetrate re51dentlal areas.f

[

»

At the -snne,itime;y the plen inciudégfseveral_design

. P

1ﬁnovatlons.'fn the 1963 plan, no. mentmon ns' made_ ofk

. pedectrlan * OT blcycle Paths, but PrOV1510n "as made° for e . c

s . -

othese 1n the 1973 plan. It was reconnended, ?or exanplefﬁfl‘

‘ that pedestrlan walkvays he related to najor destinations 1n:f5 

wg\-‘

| ‘fthé, sector. Greater *effortsyuere then nade to 1ncorporatef'

.'.‘

“w”lnto the de51gn a pedestrlan systen ‘or;ented towands thei?n

(2

f :major vact1v1ty nodes such as Glennore Park, the sectorghpljg

, /

‘__;Gentre, nelghbourhood shopplng centres, and schools.,l flrstggoog,

‘**ffstep vas taken 1n thls dlrectmon uith the aPPrOVal of‘atheff;'t

l?fﬁOakrldge subd1visxon plhn 1n 1358 ‘sidewalks are sunftitutedfﬁfn

\

'tfi backlanes and, eventuallyu it is expected that the

‘_.¢

@,
EPEE

..r’ '

:*3?51dewalks vlll connect to the najor activity nodes. 5?5;?§gﬁwv;'




. - o T

. . - ® ’ . ) ‘ ‘
vresult cf the inclusion of\thiSadesign innovation, a7safer,
more pleasant.énvironment'appearS'to_haue been created - for
Oakridge and other sector‘residents.; .

D
. L

! B ‘ ) - v, _@‘ ‘ v S . 'I‘ o ' .
Community gesg;ve:FunCtiggs andsguhx;c,ggci]itiés./ N .

o . L . B Y D .
o S . ' o L4
B  One major reason for the ‘use, of the sector concept ‘was

" to aid in the Siting of schools to serve the greatest number -

'sof people in the most convenient and econonical manner; To

achieve this objective, four factors were of most concern.'.

‘ PR

- first, avoiding unnecessary duplication ‘Qf . edUCationa1_7;fi‘

faCilities- .second 'choosang SChool locations that

iy

-u?l distant from major roads to ensure that the/journey ;o and<¢
ffrom school is safe~ third locating junior high and . high;.

"schools cn najor routes‘uhere tranSit service 'ya Plannedw N
‘-’and fourth, ant1c1pating the student enrollment and 3ec1d1ngﬁ*’
on. the school 51ze.i¢5 "‘f_f'Lﬁﬂ ;ﬁfL_ {ﬁj_-* ' ’
Estimating the size of schools was especially difficultgglt.

-

'**Since it was realized that the school population varied over,iv Ve

KN
\' L.

'"time.. To eStablish sone guidelines, though, standards uere'f jﬂh

| t#set out in the 1963 plan (Table 3)
e 1o i .fstuae_rz;t'-:,uveiiﬂ‘g:sn‘i.-cf:,.r;i o

LY

RS . S . s T ;
,-....«._ -—

J'“195,Q Supplenent tp the g_gg;gl glag Group G, Sector Plans,d;ffsﬁ
1963.,¢J,A Senliie

! - L L VR o BTN e s B

I
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. ) ' | » . N . \ ‘\\ \ . . .
to the 1963 plan were used but, as a result of a. much larger

. . M ’ N .
estimated total sector population, the size oY the schools

.-
* -

had been increaced - to .accomoda e the grgater number of

students‘ expected b . factor Jof four persons per dweiling
-~ o o

un1t was stlll used to -establish the numher' af dwelling .

units but, ’wlth the total expected population increasing

'

from 3C,CCC to 42,000 and . the ‘number of dweiling un1ts

: , - ' A
increasing from .7052 to 1C, 5CO the student populatlon had

risen frcm approxlma+ely 8600 to 12, 860 196 (Tahle 4y .

The.locations chosen'for,schools appear " to have 'been

1

based on neighbourhood unit, pr1nc1ples S1nce proposed or .

~ . .
existing ‘public elementary schools are- located mear: the

‘centres of each neightourhcod or subdivision.
N : ) . / . s .' : . L
@ . ‘ " . . v . i ?
Complicating the prov1s1on of .schools for the sector,
though were restrlctlons placed on school ccnstructlon by

»the prov1nc1al government in 1972 It could very well be

that, because of +hls pollcy,nsome of the- schools presently

plannedv for wlll never be bUIIt. This wasnlndlcated 1n‘1972f

ot . “ ~

_ when “the Planning’ Ccmm1551on, in con81der1ng the

-

Oakrldge/Cedarbrae subd1V151on, clearly p01nted out that the-

‘Calgary School Board had no plans at- ‘the time to bulld other )

fac111tles ~in 'the, dlstrlct. A.Students. unable to. be
) ) . - . . \“v'

196 ' Glenmore Desiggtggigi,'1g73;'p. 13,

..

[}
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a . . .
accommodated within the sector would be bussed out.197

-

% R

As noted earlier; this pOlle has been an unpopulhr '

B

one, partlcularly with ‘re51dents in  new subdivisions,

PreSently, as sectors are developed, ’areas~nare befng Set

'aside for p0551ble schools but it has not. yet been dec1ded
v ¥

t

set a51de nay never be effectlvely USed .on the other hand

..

“if the eventual number of schools could be deC1ded upon now,7

R
' alternate locatlonsA_ and' more eff1c1ent uses for .the

communlty reserve dedlcatlcn could be COn51dered 90551bly,..

vee S

1arger centrallzed sector recreatlonal fa0111t1es could be

‘”" developed or the expan51on of the c1ty-v1de conlnuous park

'system may be de51rable. These’issues need to be resolved

espec1ally when plannlng newver sectors.4

‘In the 196Q plan, a. comblned senlor h1gh schoql and

whether they wlll be built or not 1f they are hot, ohe land?n'_‘“

*

>y

swlmmlng pool was planned 1mmed1ately south cf the proposed--

v

4n=ector shoppxng centre. ;In :theu 1970 prellmlnary de51gn'*

N~

“brief, the hlqh school vas stlll included 1n the plan and 1t ‘f

vl was empha51zed that the comblned Ccmplex would functlon ‘as
the _majcr' act1v1ty node and focal p01nt for the sector.l9§Q_

Ey 1973, however, the schocl board had dec1ded that a hlghi o

L A

L - . T “.’ e

) cL AT T o ' PR .
- . . S S .

4

.______s_.._._.._-..‘___-..._ : : ‘ ‘.

197 - Mlnutes,vcalgary Plannlng Comalss1on, nay 10 1972.

198A- Desig_ ‘Brief the lengore §egtor, r ; ;;mlggry

o Regor ’. du%y 10 1970 p._,,.
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school 'wculd not be necessary. Because of this decision, and o

«

~ VR o iy ! '
the inJlusion of other sector COmmunlty'fac111t1es, major'

modlflcatlons had tq te made to. the plan. These changes havel
\

ralsed questlons about the basic prlnc1ples of 'the"sgctor}j'“

, Cohcept ~ . o o j
L e o - o L » a

.~

;vaddirionwof a'largefrecreationaIT'anﬁ -service facility. on

$outhland Drlve'_at_ the iﬁtersection 'with 19th Street

Proposed wlthln the 25 acre s1te are a swlmmlng pool, arena,v
atpf/;re park hranch llbrary, health CllnlC, soc;al serv1ceg'f
centre,’ ahd flrehall These facll;tlesu ,are; obv1ously-¥
fdesirable,v bdt ﬂthéir' locaifon -five blocks away from theﬁ

_séété; éent}e'hagjﬁéakehed thee act1V1ty node-focal p01nt'

concept- One' reason for the separatlon was a. dlfflculty 1n7

g

s

acqulrlhg land at a. more: central locatlon.“hr all events,\'
the major land uses 'uhlch draw‘ people fogether are'not
_clocared together.»In essehce, two ocal p01nts are Iproﬁoséd:
’for~;ther,sector,-'and as a - result the most ba51c plannlngﬁ.

'.prlnc1ple 1n the whole sector concept has been undermlned. U

pncther problem affectlng the unlty of thef sector is
_long develOPmen & rlod Re51dents cannbt yet orlentfﬁ
t7emsélve ﬁvbecause the -ma]pr -unlfylng elementsi of h»f )

1

'jseCtor-F; the! sector centre, recreational iaC111t1es, andh

Cne imporrantﬂ;Change.rnjthe 1973 design‘brief was ihefﬁ%fu'

: emajor roads are *noth»oresehrgvandf,” er“ llkely to be;7"i:
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\ : o } !

"developed for some tlme.vAddlng to the 1ack of unltg is the

ot

fact that each subﬂlv151on “or nelghbourhood is de51gned d)
'bu1lt hy separate developers,_Dlstlnctaye(names.arevchosen
- for each subd1v151on to 1dent1fy 1ts developer'»butA littlev

_emphasis is placed upon r951dence wlthln the sector as a,

'wholc -and One canfspeculate that many re51dents do not know”

L .
v

..that a sector-tolan ex1sts The development of a- sense of
hunlty 1= a socral plannlng goal but in eValuatlng the‘ plan,g
:'even thouqh .focal p01nt development and encouragement of_'
,communlty 1nt°ract;on are often mentloned a;\sfjectlves,“tit
appeare. that the most_rmpor_ant-functlon_oﬁ.eectoreplahndngt
'isbpnotrlto_‘ippléﬁept $ocda1_égpalsh but’ ﬁ@"seiié fagh(a.
ﬂcohvenieat.tooiiforhlarge écale“suhdiytSion. :if ;'[_ a.l:j

Commercigl Fatilities

o In. thé_ 1963 plan, it was dec1ded that a pdpulatlon ofp

P

' .30, 000 in the sector would provlde a sound economlc base for'

_;two_;10 to-;12 acre shopplng centres.199 one of these, thef

Sb s

'sector centre, vas proposed at the north vest corner’ﬂdf

it

tSOUthland Drlve and 2&?* Street and uas descrlbed 1n the:i;_ﬁf

di‘plan as. the nelghbourhood centre and communlty focus.?oo

- Plansf

“mhis, feature vas retalned in the 1973 plan.-The other large‘é
L ST : ST

' ;..._—_—u-—_-..-_—____..._

1199 Supplement to the 1963 Ge g l Plan, Group G,; Sec ot,hfp,;

A
v

'?90 Ipid :e y;,f
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b ) .

commer01al centre proposed ini-the 1963 plan 'Has' td"bet
located east of.tDe -sector centre’@ ti;th junctlon of

\.

he locp collector. Thls was expected to o

T

$out[land Drlve and
ion asa 16ca1l centre. Subsequently, i.n_- 1968 ",?*_‘é i

. func
;Planning" Commissioh  approveéd . aj'?Q.S acgﬁ_ commerc1al r

y

; development for theféocat;ongéol R ‘L, S

Nt

) 3 ' i R b
Other locatlons for local centges were not dec1ded upL o

s

1n the 1963 plan but uere rev1ewed as part f ﬁth later, f,
! [P N

: “,more‘ detalled subd1v1S1on and zonlng stage. As a: gulde,

. iKY

.»eleven p0651ble lOCLtlonS were 1ndlcated on the¢%966 sector'

map nlne of these'uere located along the loop collector. By
, R
‘th 1ate 19608rﬁthough Calgary planners were very aware of

the fact that too much commerc1al space 'Has usually tte‘;?x;
a51de 1n new res1dent1al areas. In an effort to resolve the:fhf
prohlem, the Plannlng DePartment 1n 1969 produced A report""

u‘lIQIng | a:l method fo F' QStlmatlng ‘requlrements forflrfyg
nelghbourhood shopprng centreslln.neu greas.zoz The Slze anq .ifp.
| _s\number Of Shopplnggcentres uas estlmated fo | the ba51s_‘oft;r;c\;
f B populatlcn :and average fam;}y“\hcome. Partly as a result of | .

thls report the number of nelghbourhobd shopplng centres ln
: Glenmore hac béen reduced to 51x.,1.§f ' -

"a"'v‘~ P

201 . HinthS, Calgary Plannlng cOmm1551on, Hay 1 1968 D
'202- ‘-plannjing Department Research Report, get 0d-" for ":7"
Estlmatlﬁg ‘Requirements for ;gh oughoo Shogplng antre§

An New greas,_1969 [gn - -

L
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The 1nterrela+1onsh19c of commerc1al centres wlthln the“ ;

tsector was of partlcular ccncern to the commlselon. In 1968

]uhen rev1ew1ng the Oakrldge pian, the Comm1551on speczf1ed>
e - - R
,fong 'crlterla whrch needed to be con51dered when ch0051ng;

'the lOCatlon;Of a. ccmmerclal centre 1n a. sector"
.ei.Vtheftype of thorOUghfare and 1ntersectlon,
..2.. thé number>of. people to be served by the centre, . .

“3J.:"the size:and functlon of the centre, - and o

4

+ ‘equal cphprtunity for al}l ‘developers 1in the"
‘ reector ‘to bﬁlld shopplng fac111t1es 203 ‘

H'__inxt%fe‘ oJkrldge plan';t vae”egreed.by the Cgkm1551onQ:T
';itﬁat*eﬁS acre.ccmmerc1a1 51te should be permrtted ”et“the
f'junctlon of Palllser Drlve and‘?ath Street Then,vtakingttbe}
above ,Tcrlterla 1nto , concldesatlon, - . the .Conmiseicnif_;’l
':7$?reconnended that the' s1te -should be changed ) ._vtﬁe51§(~r
'ffflntersectlonj'of 90th Avenue and 2uth Street, to cater tot"
itrafflc traVelllnq west v | 90th Avenne anc -k tl;s1phone;ee
**'fc%stomers aﬁay' from th ‘ proposed sector centre 204 Also
1nf1uenc1ng the deC1§1on uas the fact that the developeriiof'
‘*jftn‘ Palllserh.subd1V151on Af the east of Oakrldge 1w ee”; f;5
~e;fresnonslb1e for the development of tﬁz‘sectpr centre and had: | |
'?1thereforei purposely omltted any commerc;al ?51te w1th1n5;;”
ﬁt*iPalllser.;, t.jnas? ant1c1pated that the sector centre Heuld;ﬁﬁ

'ecater to the needs of Palllcer re51dents.ﬂ If the s&ctor-ﬁ

Q-Vezos, ulnutes, Calgary Plannlng Commlssron, July 2u 1968t‘ oW
'-;620’ Itld F Coe Lo, B T T



'never have, been bullt The v1ab111ty of thls centre may befjw

A :

o . : : : : N
- . \ N . . !

)

centre had been developed earller (as of 1973 1t was: stlllpf:'”

.not bu1lt) the)local commerc1a1 51te on 90th Avenue 'mlght j:v

(

'threatened'by the sectorpcentre when it -is developed 5Thef7'

. Y : oyt ,-'» ) . : :
problem " jllustrates }vthe, complex1;y ff~vlarge oscale
o :

-.development and the 1mportance | of pha51nc development ‘to f’

. sérve, toth 1mmed1ate’%nd long term needs.,.

e

j> HOUSING . /0o

BN

o The 1§5a, plag contalned no deflned pollcy on’ denslty'_”""

' ‘but the 1973 plan uas based upon . the re51dent1al den51ty

' standard 'of 22 persons per acre-as. recommended in the 1970_1 l:'”

"

_C lgg ry Elan n. Comblnlng the developed and undeveloped areas,’

“‘thefoverall expected den51tv ‘was. calculated 1n 1973 at 20.0';

'197u, though concern was expressed that the 22 persons peft"

'acre ,standaxd waS»_not; belng reached 206 :

‘persons - per‘..acre.205 The major objectlve for the use of ac"'

densitv:standard;Was to 'estlmate the 151ze requlred for

”'public recrea+i0nal» faC1llt1es, schools, and utllltles. In

t

‘[hous1n9 had shlfted awaY from hlgher den51ty formsvp5f 

"

fhou51ng to 51ngle-famliy houslng As a result feyer people_

el e

| ~.;;..‘--_‘__-‘.'_'_-."._-___13;' w P /
7205 glenmore Design Brlef, 1973, p. g:m[ Ao f’" T
206 city '  of Calgary . Planning - Department Report,.;

5 t,Fes1dent1al Deve Ement In Calgagz; Inventorz and g;ospec ,f?fcf'
‘wj1973 _ ‘

C7

[ 283

The demand for;f Wi



N

R

€ted to live in the - sector’ than prcposed in the ,

design rrlef Thﬁs,“ once ‘the sector is fully developed
;ommonlty fac111t1es %ay be onderused 5 L |
Cne hotéble'feature of :the Glenmore“eector is_ the.
varlety ofi,housing‘rypes,.nahging_from low denéity’country
»;) residential developaehts to 2¢ Storey}apartments (Plares.'22
‘ 'ahd 'fB)L When -visiting toe_'secfor, it 1s ev1dent that
‘ spec1a1.Care was taken fo olalmlze confllcts betueen hou51ng

. tYPGS-

dne_area which: presented~ spec1al problemS‘ !as Pump

Hill -'an acreage development of approx1mately 108 acres 1n

the north’eastern sectron ’of the sector.\ the sduth
ewectern sectlon of- the c1ty.frlled 1n, Pump Hl,l was sub'ect
EroposalSy,l

,to-_1ncrea51ngly strong vdevelopment -pressure

thodgh, uere usually not bgsed on .an overall plan and7‘were ‘
,li(ysed ‘,Forq, example, i‘in }aﬁé; 1nstance the 'Plannlno,
fComm1551ca noted.,"It would be a mlstake to rﬁsh prematurelyj
1nto 'appro:jl/,orvfa development whlch lﬁay _ never .b?~.5;l"

"coordlnated with the remalnder of the surro‘ndlnq lands “207 .

ilgi'. 1969 jthe‘ Plannlng'tnepartment gathered all “the Lo

43
[ R AT |
- landcwWners .in Pump Hlll together gry to agree on a f_(fﬁi

o . l :}:vj:f;,,
a7 Mlnutes, Calgary Pl&ﬁﬂing,]tbmmiSSioh‘_-Novemberil3)7
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comprehensive development plan for- the area,208 No agreement

- l

could be reached,lhowever\ several attempts uere made later

to produce;‘a' plan but.none was acceptable. Residents were
e ~
~determined to preserVe the natural env1ronnent of the sarea
‘o

Whlch ccntained a heavy qrowth of natlve ‘trees and shﬁybs
forming a natural hatitat for -blrds- andﬂ.small animals.
’Intensive urban development they argued would force birds
an& anlmalc out ‘and destroy the quiet rural atmOSphere 209 A

plqp which would have the least effect on the env1ronment,

. R

was the cb]ectlve. ‘ A (\ . ‘ I
L@ . . ' - N

]

‘ In »1§73; as part ~of the work.on the Glenmore'gesi%n'

'Brieg further efforts were ‘made to obtaln agreement and in

ﬂay,- a .plan was approved ﬂby both the r951dents and the

. Planning \CdnmiSéion 210 When' approv1ng the plan, the

. CommisSicn~ recommended ‘that no subd1v1s1on be allowed untll,"

an: outl1ne plan was: approved for‘»the entlre area. The‘

4

Comm1<51cn, though ua’,dllllng to allow a subd1v1s1on if it

was. prcven that it would not compromlse thc balance of the”

: . g A
*3 srze gradlent wlth smaller lotc allowed 1mmedlately abuttlng,r'

collectcr, streets wlth 1ncrea$1ngly larger lots requlred on

1
H

a graduated ‘basis up—to approxlmately 30 OCC sguare feet. In

) . /
208 1higd., narch 10 1969, . . . o A4
209 [ TFig.,. May 16, 1973 e R

: area’ Ancther recommendatlon.was the 1ncorporatlon of a, lotj i
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addition, the'Plann;ng-Department recommendedy among other
: . - . . . .

7wh1ch* contalned approx1mately 3C0 acre to plannlng units.-

_1mportant mot1vat1ng force wac a strong de51re by plannérs-

setbacks .and. the 51zes of houses.211 ‘ ' ; .

. 1
things, the fgllowing ccnsiderations: narrower roads, low

' N

.

intensitytapa short pcle ognaﬁehtal. lighting, substangial

front driveuayS) ﬁalkways but no sidewalxs,'green belts

-

. y , R v ] .
around‘walkways, and building restrlctlons *regulating  the

[

LR

.

Jf all or . most .of | these_ recommendations . are

‘imﬁlemented the natural-environmentfvill be' protected In-

'addltlon, haphazard unrerated growth wlll be av01ded thereby

o’

the- conctralnts oﬁ the plar o .
- ) ‘

ctNCcrusICcN . e .

.

The Glenmore Sector is an- 1llustrat10n of"the chanqe

enabllng ‘the most eff1c1ent use cf the land: to\occur w1th1ﬁ

from nelghbourhood unlt 512e plannlng units- such as Fairview -

4 »

thCh can sometlmes 1nclude over - 2000 ‘acres. ~The use' ofbf-

.c, I

'to avold potent1al land use-confllcts. By oec1dlng on all of¢

7 1y X Ve

1

had taken place, confllcts at a later date were: less likely

L

-larger\ plannlng- un1ts vas based on'several factors. One.

, the land ﬁses Hlthln a large area before much denelopmentfﬂ.'“
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~to cccur. As a result, development time is reduced and
'houslnq is made available more q01ck1y. Another factor whlch
,promcted the ﬁse of sector plarnlna was the 1mplementat10n

of 'the' General .Plan in 1963. Work on the plan forced the

Oh—-

tity to look at and plan for growth from a 1cng term .point

: of v1eu.JThe Glenmore sector plan was one result
’ .

‘The  Glenmore Sector plan does have limitations but it

also illustrates the advant‘ageQ of large”Scale planning. If
R »

appears‘ easier to accowmodate changes ;f a large plannlng

area 1is ‘used. For example, a larger than ,,orlglnally.A
' . ) r” Cy . '
anticipated population was 1ncorporated into the 1973 plan

o

';and the ellmlnatlon of EXcess1ve~commerc1al sPace was aLso
p0551b1e. The . ellmlnatlon- of the hlgh school, though“~ nay
present scme problems since the sector focal point iconcept

may ndt develop as' a result. a better evaluatlon vill be.

'poc51ble when all. development is compleged
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CHAPTER V11
*CONCLUSION -

z

It is widely “assumed in fhe litera{ufe of.}grban
planning ‘that  there is ‘e direcférelatiopshlp between the
-qualitf of the planning process and the ehoitohment,thét is
produced.: In other uords,'a planoinq process that is well;

developed will be much more llkely than a Eandom process " to.
: ' ’ ; B
('k.. br1ng the city- allve for its resldents as*a pleasant'

.

reuardihg,-and exciting plzce' iq.'whidh to  live."! The

overall objegfive of this thesis, therefore, vas to analyzel
the :resldehtiall land use "plénnlng process in .Calgary,

™

primarily to determine whether it was at'allltimes logical

kS

and well§conceived, Tie.efiects f the plaﬂning process' on’

T’

‘the changlng fo&é Yof resident:al’ development were" also'

\ con51dered though hot ir  the same depth. . The prlmary

. *
) . .

.concern here‘was to try to determime how aware. e planners
vere of the conSequences of ‘their decisions,_ and whether
there was any Zelgmeht of self-appraisal in.the'chéngihg
courses that they followed. - - St

An analysis of the plahhing'process*teQuiies AnsSwers to\f\\\ .
‘the fcllowing questions: -Were needs anticipated -or did
1 Stua:t Chapln Jr., "Foﬁndations'of Urban Plannlng

in ;werner 2. Hirsch, (ed.), .Urban Life and Fornm, Holt,
Rlnehart and Hlnston Inc., New York, 1963} p.“2u5.

289
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‘planning occur in . reaction to conflict -and protest? Were

planning g ls and objectives clearly. perce;yed.’before
' . ’“.f;""*‘ . v

-residential ' development occurred’ During “the plannlng

procecs, vere alternatlve courses of actlon suggested and 1f

7

they were, were they compared and evaluated to determlne thé'
most suitable? Flnally, after development had occurred did

re~evaluat10n take . place to.drscover~whether an egfective

Ade51gn.had been used? -
hs. the;lstudy progressed; it .hecame' evident that
residential deslgns,' eparticularly‘f'the more" recent
neighbourhood :unitb and' sector.ecOncepfs;‘:were hased on
‘ nseveral' key 1planning prlnc1p1es and - gu1ded ‘by forCeful
planning;-legislation,t‘h t 1t vas' also clear' that_ the
planning :process followed 1n Calgary was not as stlalght~v
forward ‘as  the _step-by-step procedure . outllned ' hye
AMcLoughlin. In fact because of the pressure of . confllctlng
objectlvec and contradlctlons it 'is; apparent' that"'atl”
tlmes, “the plannlng prccess vas.gnot loglcal. One majord
.reason can be suggested for the- conclus1on' ‘th A plann;ng:
o S

process uas, to a. large degree, 1hfluenced by the values andi

perceptlons of those most 1nvolved ehe planners,"thefi

v

members cf the c1ty's plannlng boards, comm1551ons and c1ty7“"

r

counc1ls,. Central Mortgage and Hou51ng Corporatlon, and the

developers. Each of these groups,A through values ands
preferences,\ has *directed “the residentlal planning of thev"

',3 P . . S . s T

‘e
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-

city. In addition, all shared a strong faith in the free
1 | | o

-rea iness'to“accept new.p;anning fashionstfrom elsewhere. In
adéition,‘ the planning »hoards, comhissions, and  city
b . ] y -
counCils” were -véry " conscious of ériticism and had a
notlceable fear of controversy.lns a result of this fear,
€ .

some. plans were’ approved even though they may not have been

in the,public 1nterest.»

en;ﬁrprise ' systen and often possessed an uncritical
d

\

,The'aim.of thls Chapter ‘is"to»'eiaborate- on these

conclusicns, . It beglns wlth a dlscu551on on vhether or not

R

:pianners took the flrst.step in the plannlng process, to

scan the environment to ant1c1pate needs. Here, o plpnnlng

_principles .uhich have prokably had the_nost 1nflnence, not

' only in Calgary, but in many'other places are' pointed' out. -

I3

4':,From thls 1ntroductlon, the chapter move s on to &he;second~
: step in the plannlng process-llvere‘ goals and object1ves~

fdefrned’ Thls; sectlonu»p01nts out 'the 1mportance that“

,plannors' valnes ‘and preferences have had on].the. prannlngf“'

»

fprocess. After thls step, con51derat10n 1s glven to whetheri

or not alternatlve courses of actlon were con51dered in’ the ’

-plannlng process.' The chapter then concludes by rev1eu1ng-h,p

"'-the 1ast step 1n the plannlng process, re—evaluatlon.

N

(9 .
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 ANTICTIPATING NEFDS

The first-step in:the plamningwprocess is to scan 'the'
environment to‘determine wmether Changes'are‘requiredf Hithv_
~_‘t:hls step, it 1s assumed that plapners wlll scan in order toi
»antrcrpate needs and tﬁen plan for.them. The use of two key
‘_planning pr1n01ples, long term and unlt plannlng,klndlcates
that thls step dld occur to some extent in qugary,e but‘Ait'
is ;also- ev1dent that plannlng 'uas _often a reactlon to
complaints or 1ndependentmof.any stimulms from ~u1th1n 'the"

Calgary environment..

The 1914° Hawson plan ,reveals, that somé de51re for'
plarnlng for the long term was present at anv early- date-_-“
however, iti vasv not; until modern toun n;annlng »ﬂaso

\)"

establlshed in the late 19u0 that'-the c1ty became _more.

commltted ,too;a long~ term approach to the regulatlon ofgpff

»_growth. At that tlme, work on the master plan unexpectedly

‘ revealed a large future populatlon 1ncrease whlch, 1n turn, ’

'?:1edlvto‘ an estlmate of ~future land needs.. Hlth thesei”:'

i

'fcalculatlons, ;itm'wasz ﬁlSCOVGIEd that to accommodate the}o

populatlon growth pred1cted an area much-.larger< than 'thef.jﬂ

.eslze fof' the c1ty at meT'tine uould be requ1red Thls

'revelatlon 1ed to a. large scale approach to grovth._In o erwi"
o o r R L

| words, 1n»order to ant1c1pate needs, rﬂ was thought best to‘{eJefr

";look at the c1ty and the surrounding area together. Because';f*-’
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of. this planning apprdach "ai regional commlss«on - Was .

'establiched ftoAlensure that enough land vould be‘avallablef;

[y

-for 1nten51ve urban development over a 10ng.«perlod The
‘1ntroduct10n"of reglonal arproach had tvo other effects._

_Flrst as a guarantee that enough land vould be avallableh

Zlarge ,‘annexatlons took place an& second developers,

' reallzlng the extent to vhich grovth was to cccur, bought up

Y

‘ larqe parcels of land. These changes not only reduced thei'

w11ke11hood ~of: dlsputes over land uses but ‘also commltted

both the developers and the c1ty to the long term..plannlng e

Qand development

1.

Dlanning for the long term, however, requlred tools to{

o

_gulde grouth ThlS need 1ed to the;~second majorA pr1nc1ple-'

-;1nfluen01ng res1dent1a1 plannlng,’the Efe of plannlng unlts.
p

‘ﬂlth th1c pr1nc1ple, the expan51on of the clty was no: longer:
>v1ewed ‘as"a graﬁual’outward movement but as the development'
i of deflned areas or dlstlnct unlts of 1and In calgary, .thea;a-’ o

punlt approach 1was not utlllzed in the grldlron pattern andhjﬁ' -

e’

>

“only partlally 1n the modlfled grldlron- nelghbourhoods;‘ At

'the’ tlme these areas vere SUblelded plannlng was based‘

Q

offhthough | and .a 1arger undeveloped areas became avallable;:

/

" planners' attempted to prov1d£ all of the usually requlredf‘.“

4

Lo '

‘:f'more on the lot and block approach. As the c1ty ‘expanded,flﬂhfff

'*gpl%nnlng tools such<as the nelghbourhood un1t and later _theﬂa

Ar*ﬁgsector concept, were 1ntroduced Hithln each of these unlts,,f'



_romnunlty fa 111.1es surb as schools, shops, and parks, _I%l
. . , o T 8

other Hords, by . using uult plannlng, planners were

endeavourlnq to ant1c1pate needs.

. Proviqézal‘planning_legislation ~and Central Mortgage
. N R . ( ‘ 3 M

and HouC1ng : Corporation‘.~are 'probaﬁly “the two 5uos§

1nfluent1al out51de 1nf1uences on residential- planning in”’f'

Calgary ' In the Subd1v1s1on and Transfer Regulatlons,fhgzic_

standardQ vere: establlshed to - gulde the plannlng of streets, A
hou51nj//cchools, and park . Slmllarly,; . M.H.C._ also ~had

clearly’ defined goals,”";.; to promote the constrﬂctlon of

-

--hew.homeS' the'repair and'moﬁernlzation of ex1st1ng houses

and the 1mprovement of. hou51ng and 11V1ng ‘condltlons ne.

o

Prequent .references iu. plannlng documents to~-these*two

sources lndicate'thgt they have. had far-reachlng effects"liﬁ'

partlcularly to éncouragéf plannersl to take"a_longrtermir

| plannlng approach

. GOALS ANI QBJECTIVES

‘;lﬁ The seCond step 1n the plannlng prOCQSo is to 1dent1fyxéf*

' T L /

goaIs and ob]ectlves. In Calgary, though, 1t 1s ev1dent that”ﬁh

',#znc; ccnoerted .effo _uasivmade to ‘use- thls step.‘Sevelalf_;h,V*
b {réasons‘ Can_,be suqqesred*lf thls \fonclu51on.;__Frrst,‘v»x

o .
-

yﬁé ; uOVennment off7Canaaa,ftNarioual_ﬁouSinggAct}fCh;Tﬁ—Jo}f
1970 B L T N A B I R O
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although the ‘pla'n-ningl dire-ctor',"had\ 'stated in 1951 that

' : ¥ :
re51dent1al plannlng would be ‘based dh the nelghbourhoodi

unlt‘ it is quite ‘1ikely. that Calgary planners had only a'”

llmlted understandlng of the concept as outlxned by vPerry.

- In all ¢t the research mater1a1 looked fat, - no-direct

reference was ever, made to Perry s slx pr1nc1ples.‘ SéCond

it - is also ou1te pos51ble that the,dec1510n«makers, the

'members cf the Techp1cal Plannlng Board were also not aﬁare

t

- of Perrv'c"prlnc1ples. 4As«.a result thelr dec151ons on -~

. T
.

're51dent1al development were gulded prlmarlly by prov1nc1al

plann*ng leglslatlon, 'C M. H. C regulatlons,- andﬁ most o

-1mportantly, by their own values and preferences. vIth:maygj
well ke because of thlS lack of understandlng of the goalsﬂ

'and objectlves of the nelghbourhood unit concept that 1t was

-

.never fully applled 1n Calgary.

The 1mportance of ,values and preferences icannot be

?-ﬂoverempha51zed 'it'fis' qulte apparent that great value was‘-'

and st111 1s placed on the free enterprlse system..wlth thlsflfﬁtpfx

A

; phllosphy, the open marke;/fs 1ooked upon as one of the best.

t;plannlng guldes.,narket fgrces, for example, were{,heav1lyp-A'4H

0.

"Trelled upon to detenmlne fthe 'amount of c0mmerc1al spacehﬂf

B f,rommercial space' would,

’””/approved most appllcatlons f commerc1a1 developnents alongh??'ﬂ:

”r;along Ncrthmount Drlve and, even' though Fthe] Technlcal_*'

”5fPlann1nq Board had .exp”essed reservatnons that too<n“Chf{‘

'papﬁrovsded p<f never-the-lessf'-l'
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. | |
the collector.““The Teliance on- the free enterprise system
Qasfagain illustrated_in Fairview when dtuokglots ”in~fther
.V‘centre:of tne_neighbourhOOd'were;rercned from reSidential to
commercial In .approvlng dthe reionlngs, the Board stated

'_that the land use change was. entlrely the respon51b111ty of

“the . developer ' Thls' statement 1mplles that the - Board -
suSpected that land use CODfllCtS uould occur, 1t none%thee.

,less apprCVed the rezonlngs."

 Fxjensive -over-commercialization throughout fthevcity
also appears to.have been due‘to a - preference bv planners
for 'the. free enterprlse phllOSOphy and the approval of two.‘

'reglonal shopplng centres in' northwestern. Calgary‘ agalnt‘ﬂ

1Jluctrates thls point.'of vlew._ALtnoth'the Sizelof.the“k"”

trade“areds iuas ‘dentioned when applicationsi uere' flrstr

ICQnsidered a much more 1mportant concern ‘was whether OL: not;;

: there"ﬁere any4 commltments- by major departnent stores tofm ;"

fbuild In approv1ng the centres, sthe plannlng conm1551onf}§

T

emphas1zed the 1mgprtance of allowlng for competltion 1n the}”

'gfarea. ThlS p051t10n was taken even though 1t appears ‘to haveie

f.been contradlctory to an earller\;%1l estahllshed pollcy off'

ETR

u:encouraglng a strong CBD

1.THéff P011c1es ; establlshed 'to V‘Qdide = conmerc1al :HL;”

5deve10phent ;in- the‘ Glenmore ‘sector are also based on the.53

‘»Qsame approach Even though too much commercxal space uay bef?“

™
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~provided, 'it 1is the right»of'eachbdeveldper, according to
" the planning 'cbmmission; to 'haVé the - ~opportun1ty of

4

prov1d1ng commer01al fa0111t1es 1f he so de51res.

Tﬁe ﬂlaak of iciearly\.defined goals and-:oajecfives,
¢ombiﬁed with the iﬁportaaceigi;enatb ma#kétfdemand-isa'aisa
L réflected iat> the .- pianniné of 'land 1uéés ‘othet:'than:

‘commerc1al Con51derat10n of a 20 acre hlgh den51ty houaiﬁé
development in 1965 in the northwestika sectlon of the c1ty
.is..ope Aexample. ‘Iq\kially the' planalng 'comm1551on had

,p01nted out that hlgh ensity houclng at thls locatxon uould> 

\

~overload school fac111t1es. 'However, even though 1t~uas'A
‘contrary.to a. prev1ously establlshed pollcy of ‘éﬁéonragiﬁg
hlqher_ den51ty h0051ng-. . OT - near the CED, c1z; CQuncil

'requested' xhe planning, - comm1551on . to ,detgrm;n if- thé

'devolopment could be made pOSC1ble.:i“f

In all of th°se 51tuatlons, the dec1f10n-makers Seem to'

-

W

have been av01d1ng thelr publlc respon51b1}ity for sound ?:ﬂ“

]land use management Harket demand overrode céncern for "ﬁhgff,

"“;quallty of the re51dent1a1 env1ronment am@ more Qe51rab1éf~

;'iplann1ng goals ~and objectlves -;qhxgh ’%ay Buya bbeen ‘i7;

".establlshed qere:ignored. ;f'33i1 "a*;v ;fa-;*’
_h lack of clearly deflned goals and objectlves 1s-‘~v

'-{-illlustrated 1n other vays, The 1and use contzol sistem, -foraf

\ -example, exparlehced many dlfflcultles durlng the study
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‘period, the major reason belng ‘that the: regulatory devices

o

"dld _not have clearly established objectfves. In 1958 a
zonlng bylaw was passed even though a general plan ‘had not
yet "been approved Plannlng llterature, though emphasiaes

" that 20n1ng is more effectlve 1f based on goals spe01f1ed in
a general plan. Zonlng, therefore, d1d not appear to have
gulded development durlng thls perlod- rather, it seemed'to»

EN
have reflected it, R

A further 1llustrat10n of the lnfluence of values and‘.ﬁ.f

L : B .
preferences was " a - notlceable fav&Elng for nev fashlon.,In

, 1948, for example, when - comparlng de51gns for Knob Hlll
member of the Town Plannlng Comm1$51on suggested a Radhurn
de51gn and defended 1t as the latest trend 1n toun plannlng.*

Slmllarly, one - reason put forward in support qf e"mflrst‘

h

»reglonal shopplng centre ‘appllcatlon 1n 1952 was - that it

%

s

fltted a trend in North Amerlca touards» reglonal shopplngu.

centres. In both 1nstances, neu fashlon appears to have been

favored vlthout careful evaluatlon. “f]- SRR ";"ﬁﬁ5vf

ACCCIdlng to* McLoughlln,rthe thlrd step 1n the plannlng '

proces= ﬂis ftd evaluate alternatlve courses of act10n.~“
e Generally,»though thls step vas not taken in Calgary.‘ Thlsﬁ
: )

"f,oonclu51on,l' qulte runderstandable 51noe _theo'bas;s for i;ﬁﬂ’l
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3

identifying aiternatives rests in the goals and objectives

vhich need to be agreed upon as-the stafting’pcint of a

v

planning - pgograu. Since the goals and objectives .of
residehtial’ planuiug in Calgary wvere not cleaTly stated at

¢

the: dutset, con51deratlon'gof§ alternatives waS““Of- little

ey

Wi
U
I

value{ McLoughl1n 51mply states' "Alternatlves must reflect-

the goals'sought' The means must reflect the ends "3

N

N

4 . . - - = . N >N

RE-EVALUAIION |

o
<

One major ccuClusién of this studv'iséthat no-coucerted

’

f
effort appears to’ have been made to assess the effectlveness

cf the de51gns vhlch vere utilized. Hovevef, the change-fnom

“nelghbourhood -unlt sca1e~‘toA sectOr SCaLe, suggests that

4

~ planners re- evaluated and found 1nadequac1es with. »the

’

“nelghbourhood -unlt'concept. A larger 1ssue,vthough is,,vasf's
'}theehneighbourhood unlt ‘concept 1nadequate ' because ;of3
’inherent dlfflcultles .OL. because of poor appllcatlon7 Slnce_

,jthe goals and ohjectlves of the concept vere . never clearly"

. ) ’

) étated 1n Calgary, 1t 1s qulte p0551b1e that the concept vas,;;'
' masapplled. The nelghbourhogd street de51gns.supports thls”
"echclusicﬁ. For example re31dent1al areas hav1ng contlnuous ;;“'

' dﬁbluééfbx' Streets Such as Falrnount Drlve vhlch splltf,'

o e e e Rl _..-.-'—..-~-..-..._——_.

Brian Mcloughlin, grban - and Reglonal Plang g g

fe.*Syst_ﬁs ggggoach, Eaber and Faher,,London, 1969, p..23u

«7
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'rectrlctlng through trafflc v

on . t

inadequaci
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is ‘contrary to Perry's principle of

1

he other hand, it 'can' also be . argued that

’

es were inherent in the concept Perry determined

the size of a nelghbourhocd on 'the drawing aréa of_'an

elementgéy

focal. pci

the urawln

sérved b

jathletlc P

schocl ‘to-

.deficient,

school whlch vas. looked upon as the nelghbourhood
& .

nt In contrast the size of a sector is based on"-

g ap«€a - of commerc1al functlons and on. the “area

y other communlty fac111t1es (swlmmlng pools,

‘

arks, and llbnarles) Thus, wlth the 1ntroduct10n

'of the sector, the focal p01nt changed from the elementary

the sector centre. This change could lead one to

Vconclude -that the nelghbcurhood unlt concept 1s~1nherently

houever, -since no careful refevaluatlon of “the

neighhourhood unlt concept occurred, this conclusion is

" tenuous.

»

N

Never-the-less,vthe USe of 1arger plannlng unlts does

’ 1nd1cate

ijplannlng a

‘that the_'sector concept was thought to prov1de a
-

pproach was’ based 1n part on. out51de sources 'such

‘“,’asi:the town centre concept,as suggested by Humphrey Carver

’.“and alsc o]
- . . _'_ro,‘

gthe ne1gh

n the experlence galned by Calgary plannerS' wlth

\

<
. '

moreXeffectlve communlty serv1ce area' than the smaller-f‘

.'nelghbourhood"unlt It appears Las' though thls change 1n_

b%grhood unlt concept : Host '1mportant was the Q,:t
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‘recognltlon that too much commercial - space was provided in

the nelghbourhood unit. Hlth this recognltlon; it could

therefo;éfbe concluded "tHat, at ledst an intuitive re-

_ evaluaticn had occurred. : Cos

-

Y

It wmust be empwa31zed that this study of the plannlng’
e e < ) c

process 1s largely based on off1c1al plannlng doucments. Thg

jplannang process, however, is exc¢eedingly compléx and “a

completé study would need to include in-depth interviews

-with plangerS/ engaged in the planning process,” plus a

' careful analeis- of politics ' and " its 1relationship to

'glannlnq §ith thFSP“StudleS, it may be concluded that 'the:

real 'vorld plannlng process may nevét cone’ close to any

organlzed approach as outllned by ncLoughlln. vFurthermore,i

to dlSCCVGI whether the de51gns which: have been 1mplemented; o

are uorking, _consumer. . surveys -are requlred . These
‘ : ) BRY o . v
suggesticns apen up wide areas for futuge research.

' : . - AL
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