
Subdivision & Development Appeal Board 

Exhibit D.1 

Area Land Owner Submissions 

Page 1 of 322



Page 1 of 282Page 2 of 322



Overall, I feel that this project has been unfairly denied due to political influence by a small
group that should have no bearing on what developments are approved by City
Administration if all requirements are met.  Proposed developments should be assessed on
their own merits not with an unfair bias to appease a local neighborhood that for long
standing has stood on entitlement. The Waskasoo Community Association does represent City
of Red Deer residents as a whole and should not have a say in denying a project that should be
approved. 

This development offers far too many positives to the city both socially and economically and I
fully support its approval.

City of Red Deer Resident for 30+ years
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3. Benefits of the Proposed Development

Meeting Housing Diversity and Growth Needs:
The proposed development in Waskasoo would provide much-needed housing diversity, particularly
for seniors and individuals who require various levels of support. As the population ages, diversified
living options — including supportive living — ensure that residents of all ages can remain active,
integrated, and contributing members of the community.  This location would ensure these seniors
are centrally located and close to services and amenities that cater to their needs.

 

4. Minimal Vehicular Traffic Impact:
It is important to note that assisted living and seniors’ residences typically generate significantly
lower traffic volumes compared with other types of multi-family residential uses. Residents of these
facilities often do not drive due to age-related mobility changes, and staff arrivals/departures are
generally spread across typical shifts, reducing peak hour congestion. Supporting documentation
submitted with previous applications (e.g., trip generation rates comparison) has indicated lower trip
generation relative to standard multi-family residential developments. This characteristic supports
the argument that such developments do not materially increase traffic burden on surrounding
neighbourhood roads.

 

5. Strategic Growth and Community Well-Being

Red Deer’s strategic planning documents envision growth that is sustainable, diverse in housing
types, and responsive to demographic changes. Providing supportive living and seniors residences
aligns with broader municipal goals of meeting future housing demands and enabling aging-in-
community options for residents. 

Given the city’s continued growth, the pressing need for a range of housing options, and the
demographic shift toward an older population requiring specialized care and living arrangements, I
respectfully encourage the Planning Department and Council to support the rezoning application and
move forward with consideration of this development.

Thank you for your time, careful consideration, and ongoing leadership in shaping Red Deer’s
vibrant and inclusive future.

Sincerely,

Final Thoughts:

 

The City Administration previously recommended that the Municipal Planning Commission
(MPC) approve this application based on applicable planning policies, the City’s Land Use
Bylaw, and established planning principles designed to ensure land uses are compatible and
appropriate. While the MPC’s earlier decision did not align with that recommendation, it’s
important to recognize that planning decisions are most effective when they are grounded in
sound land use policy and objective criteria rather than external pressures. The planning
framework in Red Deer exists to guide decisions that balance individual community
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preferences with the broader needs of the whole city. I appreciate that some residents in the
neighbourhood have expressed concerns about change — that is a completely valid
community perspective. At the same time, the subject property’s zoning designation and the
fundamental planning context have not changed, and the Subdivision and Development
Appeal Board (SDAB) is tasked with reviewing this appeal in an impartial, quasi-judicial
manner. I respectfully encourage the SDAB to consider this application fairly and reasonably,
based on the Land Use Bylaw, relevant planning policies, an experienced and respected
developer in the community and the intent of good long-term planning for Red Deer, which
strives to create sustainable, liveable neighbourhoods for all residents.

 
Given the demonstrated need for additional supportive living accommodations, the
suitability of the proposed location, and the thoughtful design and purpose of the
project, I strongly encourage the approval of this development. It represents a
responsible, compassionate, and forward-looking investment in Red Deer’s future.
 
Thank you for your consideration
 

 

 
 

   
Click on the link below to be added to our distribution list for our latest commercial listings and quarterly reports.
Sign Up Here
This communication, which may contain confidential, proprietary and/or privileged material, is intended only for the
addressee. If you are not the intended recipient please be advised that any review, copy, distribution or disclosure is
prohibited; in such a case you are asked to contact the sender immediately then delete or destroy this communication. Thank
you.
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People cant afford single family homes which are not being built fast enough so the easiest
solution is to provide our aging population with a reason to move out of their homes and it’s
facilities like this that will cause the shift that’s needed.  I’m not sure why Waskasoo is granted
so much say in happens next door to them, but the rest of us think this is a good idea.
 
 
Thanks,
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neighbourhood resistance can result in stagnation on important housing needs while the
population that needs these services continues to grow. The Municipal Planning
Commission’s decision to unanimously refuse this application overlooks the broader
community benefit that this project offers. Fair consideration of our city’s housing needs
should have equal weight to preserving green space when balanced properly in the
planning process.
 
For these reasons, I urge the Board to allow the appeal and permit this supportive living
development to move forward. Approving this application aligns with the wider needs of
Red Deer residents, local economic activity, and the desire of many seniors to live in
supportive and accessible environments.
 
Thank you for your time and your consideration.
 
Sincerely,
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Subdivision & Development Appeal Board 

I am writing as a proud, long-time member of this community to express my support for the 
proposed development currently before the Board on appeal. 

Our city is facing real pressures — a housing shortage, rising property taxes, and increasing 
construction costs. In this context, it is difficult to understand the degree of resistance this project 
has encountered. The proposed development would provide much-needed housing, create local 
construction and operational jobs, and generate new tax revenue — all while making use of existing 
neighborhood infrastructure and requiring minimal financial investment from the City. From an 
economic and planning perspective, this project makes sense for our community. 

This property has remained vacant for many years. While neighborhood character is important, 
private property owners should have a reasonable opportunity to develop land that has never been 
built upon, particularly when the proposal has been carefully designed and reviewed. The level of 
detail and professionalism in this application is reflected in the unanimous support provided by 
City Administration. 

I recognize that change can be difficult, and that residents care deeply about their neighborhood. 
However, responsible and thoughtful development is essential to keeping our city healthy, vibrant, 
and sustainable. Preventing any use of long-vacant land risks sending the message that our city is 
closed to growth and investment. 

An important aspect of this proposal is the inclusion of assisted living. Many long-time residents 
wish to remain close to family, friends, and familiar surroundings as they age. Developments like 
this help ensure our community remains inclusive and supportive for all generations. 

I respectfully encourage the Appeal Board to review this project in detail, consider its merits and 
community benefits, and approve the proposed development as a positive step forward for our 
city’s future. 

 

Thank you, 
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January 26, 2026​
Subdivision & Development Appeal Board 
 
 
Attention: Lisa Nord, Board Clerk 
 
I am writing to formally express my support for the proposed development at 4240-59 St, 
currently before the Board on appeal. 
This project addresses several pressing community needs, including increased housing 
supply and the growing demand for assisted living options. It would allow seniors to remain 
in their community while also contributing positively to overall housing availability. 
The development would also deliver tangible economic benefits, including the creation of 
local construction and trades employment, as well as long-term increases to the municipal 
tax base. Importantly, it achieves these outcomes through the use of existing infrastructure 
and without significant financial burden to the City. 
The site has remained vacant for many years, and the proposal represents a thoughtful and 
appropriate use of the land. The level of planning undertaken and the unanimous support 
from City Administration demonstrate the merit of the application. 
I respectfully encourage the Board to consider the broader community benefits and approve 
the development. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 
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January 26, 2026  

 

 

 

The City of Red Deer 

Subdivision & Development Appeal Board  

 

 

 

Attention: Lisa Nord, Board Clerk 

 

 

Re: Letter of Support for Appeal – NO.SDA006 – 4240 59 Street Red Deer 

 

I am writing to express my support for the proposed development currently before the Board. As a local 

resident/taxpayer who works in the trades, I see firsthand how projects like this directly support local 

workers and their families. Developments of this nature help keep skilled tradespeople, contractors, and 

suppliers employed within our community, rather than forcing them to seek opportunities elsewhere. 

 

The proposal also offers important long-term value to the City. With municipal costs continuing to rise, it 

is ultimately taxpayers who bear the burden through increased fees and taxes. Developments that generate 

new tax revenue without placing additional financial pressure on existing residents should be encouraged. 

Responsible growth of this kind strengthens the City’s tax base, helps support essential services, and 

demonstrates a commitment to balancing municipal costs while easing the burden on taxpayers. 

 

Beyond the economic benefits, this development responds to real and growing community needs. 

Housing options remain limited, and there is an increasing demand for assisted living so seniors can 

remain close to family, support networks, and familiar surroundings. This proposal helps address both 

challenges in a practical and responsible manner. 

 

Finally, the application has received unanimous support from City Administration, which further 

demonstrates the quality, compliance, and thoughtful planning behind the proposal. 

 

I respectfully urge the Board to approve the development. 

 

Yours truly, 
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January 26th 2026 

Subdivision & Development Appeal Board 

Attention: Lisa Nord, Board Clerk 

January 26, 2026 
Subdivision & Development Appeal Board 
Attention: Lisa Nord, Board Clerk 

I am writing to express my support for the proposed development currently under appeal. Given the 
ongoing pressures facing our city—including housing availability, increasing construction costs, 
and growing tax burdens—it is difficult to understand why a project offering clear public benefit has 
encountered so many barriers. 

This proposal represents a responsible use of privately owned land within an established area, 
supported by existing infrastructure. It would contribute meaningful tax revenue, generate 
employment opportunities, and require little to no financial burden on the municipality. From an 
economic and planning perspective, this type of infill development aligns with the city’s long-term 
interests. 

It is also important to acknowledge the broader context. While community input is essential, 
opposition rooted solely in resistance to change—particularly when applied to land that has 
remained vacant for years—should not outweigh sound planning principles or the rights of a 
property owner to reasonably develop their land. The extensive work invested in this application is 
evident, and the fact that it received unanimous support from city administration speaks to its 
overall quality and merit. 

I am concerned that policies such as the Area Restructuring Plan are being interpreted in ways that 
unintentionally discourage appropriate development, particularly when applied to properties that 
have never been developed and therefore have no established character to preserve. 

The Appeal Board now has an opportunity to demonstrate that our city welcomes thoughtful, well-
planned growth. I encourage you to consider the proposal carefully and in its full context, as I 
believe it would be a positive and constructive addition to the community. 

Respectfully, 
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January 26, 2026 
Subdivision & Development Appeal Board 
Attention: Lisa Nord, Board Clerk 

I am writing to express my support for the proposed development currently before the Board on 
appeal. 

As someone who understands the construction industry and the value of steady work, I see this 
project as a real opportunity for our community. Developments like this create meaningful 
employment for local tradespeople—carpenters, electricians, plumbers, equipment operators, 
concrete crews, and many others. These are good jobs that support families and keep money 
circulating locally. Turning away projects like this directly aƯects people who rely on this work. 

Beyond jobs, this proposal addresses genuine community needs. Housing is becoming harder to 
find, and there is a growing shortage of appropriate options for seniors. Including assisted living in 
this development would help ensure that older residents can remain close to family and familiar 
surroundings, rather than being forced to leave the community. 

It is frustrating to see a well-planned project face ongoing resistance when the site has been vacant 
for years and the application has received unanimous support from City Administration. This 
proposal represents responsible use of private land and a practical step toward strengthening the 
community. 

I respectfully encourage the Board to consider both the economic and human impact of this 
decision and to approve the development. 
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January 26, 2026 
Subdivision & Development Appeal Board 
Attention: Lisa Nord, Board Clerk 

I am writing to express my support for the proposed development currently before the Board on 
appeal. I previously lived in this neighborhood and still care deeply about the community and its 
future. 

From my experience living there, I know how important it is for the area to grow in a thoughtful and 
responsible way. This project represents that kind of progress. It would provide much-needed 
housing, including assisted living options that would allow seniors to remain close to family, 
friends, and familiar surroundings. 

The development would also bring meaningful benefits to the wider community. It would support 
local jobs during construction and contribute new tax revenue at a time when municipal costs 
continue to rise. Projects that strengthen the tax base without increasing the burden on existing 
residents are essential to the long-term health of the city. 

The fact that this application has received unanimous support from City Administration speaks to 
the care and professionalism behind the proposal. In my view, this is the type of development that 
helps communities remain strong, inclusive, and sustainable. 

I respectfully urge the Board to approve the development. 
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January 26, 2026 

Subdivision & Development Appeal Board 

Attention: Lisa Nord, Board Clerk 

I am writing as a mother and community member to express my support for the proposed 
development currently before the Board on appeal. 

I care deeply about the kind of neighborhoods we are creating for our children and families. Healthy 
communities grow and evolve, and thoughtful development plays an important role in keeping 
areas vibrant, safe, and sustainable. This proposal represents the type of positive investment that 
helps strengthen a neighborhood rather than leave it stagnant. 

The project would provide meaningful benefits for the wider community. It would support local jobs 
during construction and contribute much-needed tax revenue at a time when municipal costs 
continue to rise. Responsible development like this helps support the services families rely on, 
without increasing the burden on existing residents. 

The inclusion of assisted living is also an important benefit. It supports families who are trying to 
care for aging parents while keeping them close to loved ones, familiar surroundings, and 
community supports. 

The unanimous support from City Administration reflects the quality and thoughtfulness of this 
proposal. I believe this development would be a positive step toward building a stronger, more 
connected, and more resilient community. 

I respectfully urge the Board to approve the development. 

Sincerely, 
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January 26, 2026 

 
Subdivision & Development Appeal Board 

 
Attention: Lisa Nord, Board Clerk 

  

I am writing to express my support for the proposed development currently before the Board on 
appeal. 

As someone familiar with the construction industry, I see this project as real opportunity for our 
community. It would provide steady work for local tradespeople and contractors—jobs that support 
families and strengthen the local economy. Turning away projects like this has real consequences 
for working people. 

This development also addresses clear community needs. Housing is increasingly limited, and 
there is a growing demand for assisted living so seniors can remain close to family and familiar 
surroundings. This proposal helps meet both of those needs in a practical, responsible way. 

Given that the site has sat vacant for years and the application has received unanimous support 
from City Administration, I believe this is a reasonable and positive use of the land. 

I respectfully urge the Board to approve the development. 

Sincerely, 
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To Whom It May Concern,

I am writing as a concerned citizen of Red Deer in support of the proposed seniors housing
development.

This project meets the Waskasoo Area Redevelopment Plan, the Environmental Character Statement,
and all City land use and environmental requirements. City Administration confirmed it will not
materially increase traffic and complies with existing bylaws.

Red Deer is facing a housing shortage, particularly for seniors. The City’s own Housing Needs
Assessment shows that construction is not keeping up with demand, which will continue to worsen
affordability if responsible projects like this are delayed or denied.

This development would provide needed seniors housing, create local jobs, and generate new tax
revenue—helping the City grow without placing more tax pressure on residents.

I urge Council to reconsider this proposal and support a development that aligns with City policy and
serves the broader community.

Sincerely,
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especially development that creates jobs, supports seniors, and strengthens the community as 
a whole. 
I urge the Appeal Board to consider the full benefits of this proposal and approve the 
development. 
  
Thank you! 
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December 12, 2022 
 
 
To: Orlando Toews, Senior Planner 
 
From:  Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee 
 
Re: Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee response to the developer’s request for 

feedback for the application to rezone 4240 59 Street from PS to R3, and 
to amend the Waskasoo Area Redevelopment Plan (ARP) to allow for the 
rezoning, to make optional the now required pre-development studies 
(geotechnical, bank stability, traffic, etc.) as well as to remove the property 
from its relevant character area. 

  
While every developer believes they can sustainably alter the land for a housing development, 
the reality is that any alteration of the land will have negative effects on a myriad of 
environmental processes. Some of these alterations create challenges that rear their heads 
regardless of where the development takes place. Others are unique to 4240 59 Street.  
  
Loss of Permeable Surfaces 
While the existing schoolyard is not a natural environment, it is a permeable surface. Permeable 
surfaces allow for the slow, measured dissipation of rainwater and snowmelt by absorbing 
water, over a large area. This absorption prevents overland water flow and thereby reduces the 
opportunities for erosion.  
  
Additionally, permeable surfaces allow for a measure of filtration. Rainwater and snowmelt can 
pick up a vast array of substances as it flows over the ground. Many of these - road salt and de-
icing chemicals, oil and other lubricants, pesticides, and others - should not be flowing freely 
into our rivers and creeks. Permeable surfaces can act as a sort of pre-filter and reduce the 
load of these toxins in outflowing water.  
  
By building on this land, the permeable surfaces are reduced. Building roofs, parking lots, 
driveways, and patios all act as physical barriers to permeable ground. These new hard surfaces 
concentrate water in a few locations and facilitate overland flow. This increased flow rate and 
volume increases the risk of erosion, placing the riverbank and riparian habitats at risk. 
Additionally, the increased overland flow loads the water with the previously mentioned 
substances and debris, carrying them to the river unabated and unfiltered.  
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Riverbank Stability 
The Red Deer River has been increasingly threatened by development and subsequent erosion. 
There are numerous places along the river, through the city, where the bank has required 
armouring. The most visible examples are below Oriole Park West and below the houses along 
Cronquist Drive. Left to its own devices, the river would naturally erode the embankments 
creating natural cutbanks. The creation of these two neighbourhoods has necessitated the 
installation of the protection required to prevent the banks from eroding.  
  
Bank armouring creates barriers to wildlife, removes potential spawning habitat, and interferes 
with the natural evolution of river systems. The proposed development is located on the 
outside of a bend in the river, as are the other two armored locations. Water flows faster at 
the outside of the bend, than at the inside. Our concern is that the development creates 
additional stresses on the riverbank, necessitating armouring. The extremely narrow nature of 
this habitat linkage heightens the importance of keeping native vegetation and riverbank 
function intact and unchallenged by development stresses. 
  
Barriers to Wildlife 
Corridor connectivity is critical to the protection of biodiversity. The Red Deer River is a 
regional artery of life, comprising nearly continuous riparian habitat along its banks from Fort 
Normandeau downstream to River Bend. Many organisms including plants, invertebrates, 
herptiles, mammals and birds move and thrive along this corridor. Perhaps one of the 
narrowest stretches of this corridor is along 45th Avenue – the site of this proposed 
development. This critical pinch point for the flow of biodiversity from south to north and east 
would certainly be impacted by the proposed development and the increased activity, traffic, 
impermeable surfacing, noise, lighting, and various other impacts that it would undoubtedly 
bring. Many of the wildlife species that presently move through this vital habitat linkage, 
especially the small ones that comprise the bulk biomass of biodiversity, are already at great 
risk due to the higher likelihood of roadkill that development would bring. Should development 
occur and traffic (foot and vehicle) increase, there would no doubt be greater impact. If 
anything, this narrow linkage should be widened and encouraged east to allow for the flow of 
biodiversity to and from the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary and McKenzie Trails natural area. We 
support the current PS zoning and Open Space - Major long-term land use designation of the 
proposed development site as these designations support the health of the watershed, regional 
environment, and wildlife.   
  
Trail Realignments 
Depending on the design elements of a development, proposal trail connections may or may 
not be an increased threat. We would need to wait to see what the development proposal is 
before providing feedback on this element. 
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Increases in Traffic 
Although this has already been touched on, with any increase in residential populations comes 
an increase in traffic, increased infrastructure, and development to accommodate that increased 
traffic, and an increased likelihood of wildlife/vehicle conflict. More cars equal more opportunity 
for negative interactions between wild animals and cars. Squirrels, foxes, deer, moose, weasels, 
chipmunks, beavers, hares, rabbits, snakes, salamanders all cross 45th Avenue on their way to 
the riverbank. As the number of cars increases, so does the possibility of animals being hit.  
  
Increase in Pedestrian Traffic 
Increased pedestrian traffic, especially with the extreme bottlenecking that we see along 45 
Avenue, can also lead to more negative human/wildlife interactions. Increased foot traffic and 
everything that comes with it (light, noise, garbage, etc.) would restrict animal movement and 
potentially increase the number of vectors for invasive plant/species movement. 
  
Light Pollution 
Nocturnal and crepuscular (active at dawn and dusk) animals rely heavily on the dark for cover 
and concealment. Their vision is uniquely adapted to low light environments. Some animals rely 
on being able to see the night sky for navigation and wayfinding. Development lighting will 
create a barrier between the forest spaces around the perimeter and the feeding and watering 
areas (ponds, pond edges, shrubs, grasslands, riverbank, and river) located to the east and west 
of the property. Additionally, any lighting that is proposed along the escarpment will have 
similar effects on wildlife. The escarpment is a major wildlife corridor. Many deer, moose, 
foxes, coyotes, and birds rely on the cover of the riverbank forest for safe passage across to 
First Island. Lighting will be as effective at restricting nocturnal and crepuscular animal 
movement as would a physical fence. Artificial lighting also interferes with bird migration 
patterns; imagine the geese throughout Waskasoo Park never leaving.  
  
We would recommend not installing lighting anywhere that crepuscular and nocturnal wildlife 
transit. The effect on wildlife movement would be too detrimental to justify its use. If lighting is 
absolutely required throughout the development, it should be well spaced with dark corridors 
between light pools. The dark spaces will create a path between the dark forest and the spaces 
beyond. Any lighting should be focussed on the trail (not spilling into the forest), downward 
firing, and shielded from above so as not to create light pollution in the night sky. 
  
Invasive Plant Species  
According to the Government of Alberta, 'invasive species’ are “non-native species that have been 
introduced, that threaten our ecosystems and biodiversity” (AB Government definition, 
www.alberta.ca). To be classified as ‘invasive,’ a plant must cause harm to the other plants or 
organisms. Invasive plants can be harmful in many ways, such as by increasing in abundance so 
rapidly that they out-compete native varieties or by being poisonous to consume. These 
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invasive plants are often generalists, which means they are able to grow on many types of 
landscapes and often thrive in challenging conditions such as in roadsides or disturbed areas. 
These are introduced plants that are not native to the area in question. The Alberta 
government has determined various levels of classification when it comes to invasive plants: 
Noxious Weeds require control and Prohibited Noxious Weeds require eradication. 
  
Several invasive plants currently exist in the area and disturbance caused by development would 
certainly open the way for greater establishment of these species. A greater presence of 
invasive plants on the landscape not only threatens the surrounding ecology but it also requires 
significant resources to control or eradicate and these efforts are often required for the long-
term; issues do not go away easily.  
 
The Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary is already under significant threat by invasive plant species. Canada 
thistle, Cicer’s milkvetch, toadflax, black henbane, and scentless chamomile already present 
significant management challenges requiring significant time, financial, and logistical resources 
every year. Any development adjacent to the Sanctuary will only add to these challenges.  
 
In conclusion, the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee does not offer support to this proposal 
for rezoning/developing the 4240 59 Street parcel, but rather, the committee stresses the 
importance of protecting, conserving, and enhancing this vital ecological landscape linkage. 
Intact wildlife movement corridors, undisturbed soil structure and thriving plant and animal 
communities are a few of the vital elements that help to keep our urban ecosystems healthy 
and resilient.  
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

 

 
 

Chair, Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee 
 

Page 37 of 288Page 35 of 282Page 36 of 322



January 27, 2026

Red Deer City Subdivision and Appeal Board
4914 48th Avenue 
Red Deer, AB T4N 3T4

Re: Appeal #SDAB 0262 006 2025

To Whom It May Concern

Re: Opposition to Proposed Zoning Change for Multi-Level Apartment Development at 45th Ave. Lookout

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed zoning change that would permit
construction of a multi-level apartment building by East Lincoln Properties near the 45th Avenue
lookout. This development poses significant environmental, safety, and procedural concerns that
warrant careful reconsideration.

Environmental Impact on the Red Deer River Corridor

The proposed location of this building across the south end of the lot directly adjacent to the 45th
Avenue lookout represents a serious threat to our already compromised wildlife corridor along the
Red Deer River. This corridor serves as critical habitat and a movement pathway for local wildlife, 
and further encroachment will only exacerbate existing pressures on these essential natural areas.

Additionally, the increased impervious surfaces from concrete and asphalt associated with this
development will significantly increase stormwater runoff into the Red Deer River and Waskasoo
Creek watershed. This poses risks to water quality and aquatic ecosystems that our community has
worked hard to protect and preserve.

Traffic and Congestion Concerns

The addition of a multi-level apartment building will substantially increase traffic volume and
congestion on 45th Avenue and the rural road access to McKenzie Lakes. These routes are already
experiencing capacity challenges, and this development will further strain infrastructure without
adequate consideration for traffic management and road safety.

Non-Compliance with Environmental Character Statements

I note with concern that this development does not meet the requirements outlined in the
Environmental Character Statements contained within the City's Zoning Bylaw. These standards exist
to protect the environmental integrity of our community, and any variance from these requirements
sets a troubling precedent for future developments.
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 November 13, 2025 

 

 

Subdivision and Appeal Board  

In reference to appeal number #SDAB 0262 006 2025 

 

Re: Response to East Lincoln Properties appeal of the Municipal Planning Commission’s 

(MPC) unanimous refusal of their application to build a 3-storey, 48-unit seniors apartment 

building along 59 St.Proposed Zoning Changes and Development Permit Application– 4240 

59 Street 

 

To Whom it May Concern, 

 

The Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee reports to Red Deer City Council and is charged 

with the protection of the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary. The Committee’s creation was a 

condition of the agreement that saw the Province of Alberta transfer the Sanctuary to 

City ownership in the 1980s. The Committee has Statutory authority over the 

Sanctuary. They are responsible for the implementation of the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary 

Management Plan and provide guidance and direction to The City and to the 

Waskasoo Environmental Education Society.  

 

While not directly notified of the application for a Development Permit by East Lincoln 

Properties for the lot at 4240 59 St, The Committee has an interest in commenting on 

the impacts of the development as they relate to the environmental health of the 

Sanctuary, and to the wider environment. 

 

We echo the concerns shared by the Waskasoo Environmental Education Society, the 

Waskasoo Community Association (WCA), the Red Deer River Naturalists (RDRN), 

Camille J. LeRouge school, and other concerned citizens and groups. We thank the 

WCA for bringing this matter to our attention. 

______________________________________________________________ 

 

The Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Management Plan (GLSMP) 

The GLSMP was adopted in principle by Red Deer City Council October 7, 1997. This 

plan governs the activities in the Sanctuary and specifies how development around the 

Sanctuary should be done with minimal impact. The GLSMP is the instrument through 

which the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee directs WEES and provides input and 

guidance to The City of Red Deer.  

 

45th Avenue is designated in the GLSMP as one of the three wildlife corridors - along 

with 67th Street and Cemetery Hill -  supporting the Sanctuary that should be 

protected.   

From the GLSMP, page 19:  
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“Wildlife corridors are believed to reduce mortality and habitat 

fragmentation for animals in areas of human development (Foster and  

 

Humphrey, 1995). The protection of wildlife corridors is critical for the 

long term utilization of the Sanctuary by ungulates and other animals. 

Without a means of entering and exiting the Sanctuary freely, wildlife 

populations may abandon the area in order to find more accessible 

places to reside” 

 

Recommendations in the plan include the statements (both GLSMP, page 19): 

● “Protect habitat along 45th Avenue”, and 

● “Reforest/protect wildlife corridors at strategic locations” 

 

Specifically “... a developer is required to protect existing wildlife corridors on 

designated lands” (GLSMP, Page 20). While this statement is specifically referring to the 

Michener Centre Outline Plan, the accompanying figure (Figure 1. Wildlife Corridors of 

the Sanctuary) clearly shows that the Red Deer River is designated as one of the 

wildlife corridors that support the Sanctuary.  

 

Further, in the section titled 45th Avenue (GLSMP, Page 22) it states  

“Habitat along 45th Avenue consist of dense stands of saskatoon (sic) 

(Amelanchier alnifolia),  wild rose (Rosa woodsii, white spruce (Picea 

glauca), Populus sp and willow species (Salix spp), which run parallel to 

the Red Deer River. These strips of habitat are extremely rich in food 

for a wide variety of species as well as providing cover for movement.” 

 

In the section Human Use and Influence - Chapter 3, it states “Preservation of the 

Sanctuary from future developments is critical to the long term survival of the area” 

(GLSMP, page 48). 

 

Landscapes at a Wider Scale 

The Red Deer River Valley, the property at 45Ave and 59St, the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary, 

and the East Hill Escarpment are all part of the same ecological system. Water flowing 

from the escarpment toward the river is utilised by the plants and animals along its 

flow. The fields on and around Gateway school and Parkland CLASS absorb that water 

and regulate its flow into the Red Deer River. 

 

The reality is that the Sanctuary is being islanded. It is suffering “death by a thousand 

cuts”. Its connection to the wider system is being almost constantly negatively affected 

by surrounding, ongoing development. The Clearview Ridge subdivision created a 

barrier between the Hunting Hills and the Sanctuary. The Michener Extendicare facility 

sits on the headwaters of Gaetz creek; the facility has had drastic, negative impacts on 

the flow and quality of water into the Sanctuary. The building of 67St and the bridges 

across the river forced migrating deer and moose into tight corridors, breaking up the 
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natural north-south routes across ravine and upland areas. The ball diamonds, 

fencing, and parking behind both Parkland CLASS and Gateway school have forced 

animals north to the grasslands adjacent to 45 Ave, and south onto 59 St, before they 

can get back into the Gateway open areas.   

 

The Sanctuary needs connection to wider landscapes. It needs to have safe ingress and 

egress routes for the animals that call it home and for those passing through. It needs 

to have its outflowing water slowed by permeable surfaces. It needs to have unbroken 

connections between the landscapes that support it - grasslands, escarpment, the 

river, and the interstitial spaces. Without these connections, the Sanctuary loses 

biodiversity, and biomass. By extension surrounding environments lose the ecosystem 

services the Sanctuary provides. 

 

Permitting this development will further isolate the Sanctuary and place the plants, animals, 

and systems that depend on it, at further risk.    

 

We are re-submitting our feedback from December 2022 and January 2025, as those 

potential impacts remain.  

 

Loss of Permeable Surfaces 

While the existing schoolyard is not a natural environment, it is a permeable surface. 

Permeable surfaces allow for the slow, measured dissipation of rainwater and 

snowmelt by absorbing water, over a large area. This absorption prevents overland 

water flow and thereby reduces the opportunities for erosion.  

  

Additionally, the permeable surfaces allow for a measure of filtration. Rainwater and 

snowmelt can pick up a vast array of substances as it flows over the ground. Many of 

these — road salt and de-icing chemicals, oil and other lubricants, pesticides and 

others — should not be flowing freely into our rivers and creeks. Permeable surfaces 

can act as a sort of pre-filter and reduce the load of these toxins in outflowing water.  

  

By building on this land, the permeable surfaces are reduced. Building roofs, parking 

lots, driveways, and patios all act as physical barriers to permeable ground. These new 

hard surfaces concentrate water in a few locations and facilitate overland flow. This 

increased flow rate and volume increases the risk of erosion, placing the riverbank and 

riparian habitats at risk. Additionally, the increased overland flow loads the water with 

the previously-mentioned substances and debris, carrying them to the river unabated 

and unfiltered.   

 

There is no substitute for natural, permeable surfaces over large areas. Rainwater 

catchment, and planter boxes can help, but they lack the depth and breadth of open 

permeable land. It is this depth and breadth that protects surrounding land from 

erosion, and reduces the impacts of surface pollutants.  
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Riverbank Stability 

The Red Deer River has been increasingly threatened by development and subsequent 

erosion. There are numerous places along the river, through the City, where the bank 

has required armouring. The most visible examples are below Oriole Park West and 

below the houses along Cronquist Drive. Left to its own devices, the river would 

naturally erode the embankments creating natural cutbanks. The creation of these two 

neighbourhoods has necessitated the installation of the protection required to prevent 

the banks from eroding.  

  

The bank armouring creates barriers to wildlife, removes potential spawning habitat, 

and interferes with the natural evolution of river systems. The proposed development 

is located on the outside of a bend in the river, as are the other two armoured 

locations. Water flows faster at the outside of the bend, than at the inside. Our concern 

is that the development would create additional stresses on the riverbank, 

necessitating armouring. The extremely narrow nature of this habitat linkage 

heightens the importance of keeping native vegetation and riverbank function intact 

and unchallenged by development stresses. 

  

Barriers to Wildlife 

Corridor connectivity is critical to the protection of biodiversity. The Red Deer River is a 

regional artery of life, comprising nearly continuous riparian habitat along its banks 

from Fort Normandeau down stream to River Bend. Many organisms including plants, 

invertebrates, herptiles, mammals and birds move and thrive along this corridor.  

 

Perhaps one of the narrowest stretches of this corridor is along 45th Avenue, right at 

the site of this proposed development. This critical pinch point for the flow of 

biodiversity from south to north and east to west would certainly be impacted by the 

proposed development and the increased activity, traffic, impermeable surfacing, 

noise, lighting and various other impacts that it would undoubtedly bring.  

 

Many of the wildlife species that presently move through this vital habitat linkage, 

especially the small ones that comprise the bulk biomass of biodiversity, are already at 

great risk due to the higher likelihood of roadkill that development would bring. 

Should development occur and traffic (foot and vehicle) increase there would 

doubtless be a greatly detrimental impact on biodiversity.  

 

If anything this narrow linkage should be widened and encouraged east to allow for 

the flow of biodiversity to and from the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary and MacKenzie Trails 

natural area. Major long-term land protection and habitat-rewilding on the proposed 

development site would support the health of the watershed, regional environment, 

and wildlife. Placing a large, massed structure on this site will be detrimental to local 

wildlife and birds that depend on the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary, the riverbank, and the 

spaces between them.   
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Trail realignments 

Looking at the Site/Context Plan it is clear that the existing South Bank Trail will be 

intersected by another driveway. It cannot be understated that this section of trail is 

extremely well-used by pedestrians, cyclists, scooter-riders, and skateboarders. 

Neighbourhood residents out walking their dogs, commuters headed into and out of 

downtown for work, and children heading to and from school all make use of this 

section of trail. These users already have to contend with the driveway that serves 

Parkland CLASS and Gateway School. A second driveway is going to drastically increase 

the chance of negative human/automobile interactions. This is an insurmountable 

problem as there is no space to realign the trail to avoid this driveway crossing.  

  

Increases in Traffic 

Although this has already been touched on, with any increase in residential 

populations comes an increase in traffic, increased infrastructure and development to 

accommodate that increased traffic, and an increased likelihood of wildlife/vehicle 

conflict. More cars equals more opportunity for negative interactions between wild 

animals and cars. Moose, foxes, deer, squirrels, weasels, chipmunks, beavers, hares, 

rabbits, snakes, salamanders all cross 45 Ave on their way to the riverbank. As the 

number of cars increases so does the possibility of animals being hit.  

 

Increase in Pedestrian Traffic 

Increased pedestrian traffic, especially now that it would be bottlenecked, can also 

lead to increases in negative human/wildlife interactions. Increased foot traffic and 

everything that comes with it (light, noise, garbage, etc) would restrict animal 

movement and potentially provide increased vectors of invasive plant/species 

movement. 

  

Light Pollution 

Nocturnal and crepuscular (active at dawn and dusk) animals rely heavily on the dark 

for cover and concealment. Their vision is uniquely adapted to low light environments. 

Some animals rely on being able to see the night sky for navigation and wayfinding. 

Perimeter lighting will create a barrier between the forest spaces around the perimeter 

and the feeding and watering areas (ponds, pond edges, shrubs) located in the point 

bar. Additionally the lighting that is proposed along the escarpment will have similar 

effects on wildlife. The escarpment is a major wildlife corridor. Many deer, moose, 

foxes, coyotes, and birds rely on the cover of the riverbank forest for safe passage 

across to First Island. Lighting will be as effective at restricting nocturnal and 

crepuscular animal movement, as would a physical fence. Artificial lighting also 

interferes with bird migration patterns; imagine the geese at River Bend never leaving.  

 

A facility of this size will generate a tremendous amount of light, regardless of a dark 

skies lighting plan. Residents’ own unit lighting will not be shaded or downward-firing. 

This alone will create an increased light-pollution situation. The light pollution has two, 

seemingly counter-intuitive outcomes, with regards to wildlife. On the one hand, the 
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spilled light creates areas of vulnerability for prey animals. Prey animals depend on 

darkness for cover. On the other hand, spilled light is an attraction for many animals. It 

illuminates food and cover. Ground floor patios and associated bird feeders are a 

powerful attractant for urban wildlife, setting up possible negative interactions with 

people.  

 

These hazards are in addition to the danger presented to the myriad songbirds and 

bats that live in this area. Interior lit spaces appear to have no barriers to entry. Birds 

and bats fly into window panes and injure themselves or die.  

 

Invasive Plant Species  

To be classified as ‘invasive,’ a plant must cause harm to the other plants or organisms. 

Invasive plants can be harmful in many ways, such as by increasing in abundance so 

rapidly that they out-compete native varieties, or perhaps by being poisonous to 

consume. These plants are often generalists, which means they are able to grow on 

many types of landscapes and often thrive in challenging conditions such as in 

roadsides or disturbed areas. These invasive plants are by definition introduced plants 

that are not native to the area in question. The AB Government has determined 

various levels of classification when it comes to invasive plants: Noxious Weeds require 

control and Prohibited Noxious Weeds require eradication. 

 

Despite best education efforts, housing often brings along invasive plant species. 

These plants have a tremendous impact on the Sanctuary.  

  

At the direction of the GLSC, the Waskasoo Environmental Education Society spends 

several thousand dollars every year, controlling invasive plant species in the Sanctuary. 

The cost of hand-pulling, spraying with vinegar and salt, and hiring a herd of goats runs 

to roughly $24,000. A development of the type permitted under proposed rezoning 

would undermine our decades of efforts in the Sanctuary, potentially exposing it to 

increased invasive seed dispersal.  

 

Several invasive plants currently exist in the area and disturbance caused by 

development would certainly open the way for greater establishment of these species 

and the negative impact to the landscape that this would cause. Undisturbed soil 

structure and thriving native plant communities are important elements of healthy and 

resilient ecosystems. 

 

______________________________________________________________ 

 

Taking a wider view, the GLSC supports the citizens and organizations concerned 

with the havoc that this development can wreak on the Sanctuary. For 101 years, 

since the Gaetz family entrusted the land to Red Deer citizens, the Sanctuary has 

faced natural and man-made threats. Often, citizens rallied to protect the 

Sanctuary. It is the Committee’s sincere hope that the Municipal Planning 
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Commission and The City, understand that protecting the Sanctuary and the 

broader landscape that includes the Red Deer River; the East Lincoln property; 

surrounding grasslands, wetlands, and riparian areas; and the Waskasoo 

neighbourhood.   

 

The Committee is concerned that should this development be approved, other 

future projects adjacent to Red Deer’s natural areas would have precedence to lean 

on; other undeveloped areas would potentially face similar development threats. 

The GLSC shares the WEES position that some natural spaces need to remain 

natural. The piece of land at 45 Ave and 59 Street is one of those spaces where the 

value and importance to the environment is greater than any proposed building 

development.  

 

Thank you for considering this feedback. The GLSC supports the excellent 

comments and feedback provided by the Waskasoo Community Association and 

Red Deer River Naturalists. It is the Committee’s hope that this decision will be 

made with a conservation mindset of protecting the fragile riparian wildlife corridor 

and biodiversity linkage of the proposed development area.   

 

We welcome the chance to walk the property, surrounding area, and the Sanctuary; 

and to have a frank discussion about the potential damage to the Sanctuary, to 

wildlife, to the river and its role as a wildlife corridor, and to the greater ecological 

systems and services at large.  

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Chair, Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee 

 

 

cc:  Waskasoo Community Association 

       Red Deer River Naturalists 

      Waskasoo Environmental Education Society 
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Re: Appeal #SDAB 0262 006 2025, East Lincoln Property development permit application  

 

Attention: SDAB appeals@reddeer.ca 

 

As a Waskasoo resident, the following concerns detail the reasons I am opposed to the proposed development. In 

general, my concerns focus on the fact that the Waskasoo neighbourhood will bear the cost of a series of negative 

externalities while the development as proposed offers minimum and undefined accommodations that appear to be 

designed to maximize profit rather than fit the character, use, and enjoyment of the neighbourhood as outlined in the 

Waskasoo Environmental Character Statement. 

Concern #1: Increased Traffic 

I am a resident of Waskasoo who enjoys an hour to 1.5 hours every day walking around the Waskasoo neighborhood 

with my dog. I purchased my property in this neighbourhood four years ago based on the design of the neighbourhood 

and the adjacent green spaces. Due to the influx of traffic from many sources (four schools, Festival Hall, Kerry Wood, 

Mackenzie Trails Park, and Red Deer maintenance yards dotted from Waskasoo to Mackenzie Trails Park), there are 

already times when the Waskasoo community is overrun by traffic. We might also predict that as the population of 

Central Alberta grows, so will the use and traffic associated with these facilities. However, these sources listed above are 

public facilities that serve the greater Red Deerian community. As a community minded individual, I am grateful for 

these facilities and accept the negative externalities that come with them. I plan my day accordingly, adjusting when I 

walk and when I leave for work around the worst of the traffic. 

However, when faced with the idea that a for profit developer proposing high density housing will further impact me 

with the negative externalities of their property, increased traffic being one, I am hugely disappointed that this is being 

considered. If it must happen, the density of the housing should be lowered considerably with consideration to actually 

providing Supportive Living Accommodation. With this development and the increase in traffic, I am concerned that no 

amount of adjusting my schedule will allow me to enjoy a peaceful time in my neighbourhood. 

 

Concern #2: Zoning and Discretionary Use for Supportive Living Accommodation 

The list of amenities that allow this development to fall under Supportive Living Accommodation is questionable as there 

are no more amenities than a typical condominium unit.  In fact, there are less.  Most condominiums include a fitness 

centre, pet care for the majority of Canadians that own pets (one would assume if this is supportive living it will allow for 

pets), outdoor recreation such as tennis courts, communal spaces indoor and outdoor such as lounges, communal 

gardens, and patios.  Apart from these spaces included as part of the condominium fees, there are often retail options as 

well such as salons, restaurants, and spas. From the list of amenities provided in the proposal, the only nod to 

Supportive Living Accommodation is to provide a homecare room.  This homecare room is not defined in any way and 

seems like a very small accommodation for the developer to avoid going through the process of rezoning and simply a 

way to maximize profit. If this is homecare for 48 people, I would expect that it provides services that “support” 

residents 24/7 and allows for someone with higher needs than the average person to allow them to live comfortably in 

this residence. As an example, the below document speaks to providing safety and security to residents as well as one 

meal per day and housekeeping services. While the proposal is not for a licensed facility, the document offers some 

guidance as to what should be provided in the realm of support. As an example, given older individuals often have 

mobility issues which in turn cause safety issues related to falling, I would expect in a three story building for there to be 

an elevator, ramps, and lifts in this proposal to accommodate the 45% of Albertans 65 years and older that have mobility 

issues. 

https://open.alberta.ca/dataset/332fa291-c3c0-47d3-9fc7-21c77a1bfe42/resource/2becb068-2a69-4a65-8f67-

2aeb7464161c/download/6861499-2013-licensing-supportive-living-accommodations-brochure.pdf 
Page 47 of 288Page 45 of 282Page 46 of 322



Related to this, how will residents be selected for as requiring supportive living?  How is a senior defined? Without this, 

it would be easy for a developer to call a development Supportive Living Accommodation and then just let any individual 

be a resident. This is an easy way to reduce the costs associated with actually providing supportive living. 

For me, the lack of a detailed definition and accountability is a major concern for this and all developers in Red Deer that 

could potentially claim to offer some kind of supportive living. As a city that wants to and should meet the diverse needs 

of the Central Alberta population, we need to know that a developer is actually providing senior residences for those 

who need supportive living with actual support, not just another condominium. What is required of developers in this 

situation is precedent setting and needs careful consideration. I am concerned that down the line when all of these 

zones for that could provide Supportive Living are taken up by profit seeking developers, the City of Red Deer will have 

to purchase more expensive land to provide true Supportive Living units to our aging population. 

 

Concern 3: 

This development is very close to the river and if this was a natural area, there would be an expectation that there is a 

minimum 30m riparian zone between the river and the development. Given the existing 45th Street and sidewalk, the 

riparian zone is minimal, but the current open space of the school yard helps mitigate the impact.  While we cannot 

change the road and sidewalk structures, any major development in this area should be required a set back that 

accommodates a realistic and functioning riparian zone that equates to a 30m continuous green space. Apart from 

accommodating wildlife habitat, it would help retain the character of the Waskasoo neighbourhood for the residents 

and the many visitors that come through this area to enjoy the bike and walking path that runs adjacent to the proposed 

development and to visit the MacKenzie Trails Park and the Kerry Wood Nature Reserve. Without this riparian space, 

this development substantially interferes with the use and enjoyment of this area. 

Further to this, the range of “environmental considerations” proposed by the developer to ensure the development is as 

“sustainable as possible” is at best a minimum expectation given today’s options. If the developer is serious about 

“ensuring that the development as sustainable as possible” as stated, there are many more ways to be sustainable than 

just meeting the NECB requirements, putting up solar panels, and setting out some rain barrels: 

• green building design and material 

• an alternative to asphalt parking lots and lane ways such as engineered grid systems that allow for water 

absorption and ground water recharge that is important due to the proximity to the river 

• using energy innovation to optimize efficiency in energy use 

 

Thank you for your consideration, 
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January 27, 2026 

 
Re: Appeal #SDAB 0262 006 2025 

Dear Subdivision and Appeal Board Members, 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit a response to East Lincoln Properties’ appeal of the Municipal Planning 
Commission’s decision to refuse a development permit for 4240 59 St. We value your time and ask you to 
forgive the length of this document; however, the application process allows us only one opportunity to voice 
our concerns, and we want to be clear and comprehensive. 

 
By way of summary, the attached document details how the application’s proposed development: 
 

1. Does not meet 4 of the 5 Waskasoo Area Redevelopment Plan Objectives. ………………………………………..…2 
2. Does not meet 10 of the 17 applicable Character Statement regulations, which form part of  

the Zoning Bylaw and prevail over the Bylaws in the case of conflict. …………………………………………………….3 
3. Does not fit the intent of the Public Service Zone. ………………………………………………………………………………..20 
4. Does not fit the definition for the Supportive Living Accommodation Use. …………………………………………..22  
5. Does not align with the Municipal Development Plan’s Generalized Land Use Map and Policies. …………26 
6. Will damage the environment. …………………………………………………………………………………………………………….28 
7. Will materially interfere and affect the value, use and enjoyment of neighbouring properties. ………..36 
8. Will unduly interfere with neighbourhood amenities. ……………………………………………………………………….39 

 

We request that you uphold MPC’s decision and deny this application for a discretionary use so the developer 
can engage with stakeholders to create a development plan that aligns with the Bylaws and statutory 
documents, preserves vital environmental features, and maintains neighbourhood character and amenities. 

Our Summary of Concerns is followed by a copy of the Waskasoo Area Redevelopment Plan and Character 
Statements, as well as copies of past letters of opposition.  
 
Sincerely, 

 
 

President 
Waskasoo Community Association 
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January 27, 2026 

Waskasoo Community Association’s Summary of 
 Concerns Regarding SDAB-0262 006 2025  

 

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the appeal of the Municipal Planning 
Commission’s refusal of East Lincoln Properties’ development permit application for a 
Senior Supportive Living Accommodation at 4240 59 Street.  

This lot is extremely important to Waskasoo residents. Part of the schoolyard for the Red 
Deer County Riverglen School since the early 1960s, it was subdivided off in 2014 when the 
County moved their school to Penhold. At that point, the City of Red Deer invested tens of 
thousands of dollars in developing the Waskasoo Area Redevelopment Plan (ARP) and its 
Environmental Character Statement to ensure any development here fits the character, 
maintains the area’s parks and open space, and preserves and maintains the environment. 
As stated by the City of Red Deer at the Alberta Municipal Government Board 2014 
subdivision hearing, the City “would be working towards a development plan for the area 
which it believed would address and guide the future of the site” (Alberta Government, 
Municipal Government Board). The ARP is that plan. 

This planning document was carefully created over two years of consultation and research 
by subject matter experts and area stakeholders including the Waskasoo community, City 
Departments and Committees, area schools and school boards, the Kerry Wood Nature 
Centre, Waskasoo Environmental Education Society, and the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary 
Committee. The ARP and its Character Statements was passed by City Council in 2016.  

Four years later, in 2020, the lot was purchased by East Lincoln Properties with all the 
ARP’s recommendations in place. In 2022, East Lincoln proposed removing the lot from the 

Environmental Character Area and 
rezoning the lot from Public Service (PS) 
to High Density Residential (R-H) in order 
to build a 120+ unit independent seniors 
living apartment complex with a four 
storey building facing 45th Ave. and the 
river and a three storey building, almost 
identical to the development applied for 
here, along 59th Street. See the image to 
the left taken from East Lincoln 
properties’ 2022 rezoning proposal. 
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Facing serious opposition, the developer then applied instead to revise the ARP and 
character statements and rezone the property to R-H to build a two-phase development: 
phase one was the building facing 45th Ave and phase two the building on 59th St. Their 
application was refused unanimously by Council in 2023.  

In 2024, after the passage of a new Zoning Bylaw, Supportive Living Accommodation 
became a discretionary use on PS land. This meant that East Lincoln Properties no longer 
needs to rezone the property or revise the ARP and could apply directly for a development 
permit. Therefore, in November 2025, they applied for a development permit for the 
building along 59th Street (former phase 2). That application, too, was unanimously denied, 
this time by the Municipal Planning Commission (MPC) primarily because it does not 
comply with the Waskasoo Character Statements, which are included in and prevail over 
the Zoning Bylaw.          

The Waskasoo Community Association opposed this development application at MPC and 
we continue to oppose it in this appeal process because, for reasons outlined below, it still: 

 Does not meet the intent, requirements, and policies of statutory plans and the 
zoning bylaw,  

 Will negatively impact the environment, and  
 Will interfere with the use, enjoyment, and value of neighbouring property as well 

as impact neighbourhood amenities. 

STATUTORY PLANS AND THE ZONING BYLAW 

I. WASKASOO AREA REDEVELOPMENT PLAN AND ENVIRONMENTAL 
CHARACTER STATEMENT 

A. AREA REDEVELOPMENT PLAN  

The development does not fit the intent of the Waskasoo Area Redevelopment Plan (ARP) 
as outlined by the ARP’s objectives. These objectives are: 

1. Ensure development and redevelopment of properties is sensitive to the existing 
neighbourhood character and pattern of development created by street design, lot 
sizes and distribution, mix of uses and general density of development.  

2. Maintain Waskasoo’s extensive parks and open space. 
3. Preserve and maintain environmental, historical and cultural features. 
4. Maintain and enhance trail and pedestrian connections. 
5. Encourage the enhancement and maintenance of all properties. (s.2.1) 
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The proposed development does not satisfy four of the five objectives. As shown below, it is 
not sensitive to the pattern of street design or mix of uses and general density of 
development, does not maintain Waskasoo’s open space, does not preserve and maintain 
environmental features, nor does it maintain and enhance trail and pedestrian 
connections.  

At the May 4, 2023, Council hearing on whether East Lincoln Properties could revise the 
ARP to allow for a similar multifamily development (see image above), Council 
unanimously refused the application because, as Mayor Johnston noted, such a 
development was not compatible with the intent of the ARP as outlined in the ARP’s 
objectives and that refusing the rezoning “still allowed for development, still allowed for 
owner rights, and still allowed for consultation and comment” (City Council Special 
Meeting Video, 4h11m).  

B. ENVIRONMENTAL CHARACTER STATEMENT 

As part of the Zoning Bylaw, the four Waskasoo Character Statements implement the ARP’s 
broad objectives, each within a specific area. (The ARP and Character Statements are 
appended to this summary.) The proposed development is within the Waskasoo 
Environmental Character Area. (See the map from the ARP below.) Because the 
development does not support the ARP’s broad objectives, it should not be surprising that 
it also does not align with the Environmental Character Statement’s regulations.     

The four Waskasoo 
Character Statements 
created by planning and 
other experts are each 
divided into three sections: a 
map, a description of the 
area’s character (listed under 
“Context and History,” 
“Common Forms and Scale 
of Buildings,” “Common 
Building Materials,” and 
“Other Common Elements”) 
and a list of “Recommended 
Design Elements” that will 
maintain or enhance that 
character as the area 
continues to develop.    
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While the ARP is a statutory document, the Character Statements within it “are 
incorporated into and form part of The City of Red Deer Land Use Bylaw” (ARP, p. 9). 
Section 1.2 clarifies that “Character Statements are a planning tool that will be applied in 
conjunction with … The City of Red Deer’s Land Use Bylaw to evaluate if an application 
maintains the character of the area. Where the regulations in the Land Use Bylaw … 
conflict with the Character Statements, the Character Statements shall prevail.”   

Correspondingly, the City of Red Deer Zoning Bylaw states:  

The areas of Waskasoo and Woodlea have applicable Character Statements that 
define the character of the area and outline regulations establishing the design 
parameters to which a proposal for redevelopment in the area must adhere. The 
Development Authority will use Character Statements in conjunction with the 
Zoning Bylaw to evaluate if an application maintains the character of the affected 
area. Where the requirements in the Zoning Bylaw conflict with the Character 
Statements, the Character Statements prevail (12.150.1.1-3) 

The site in question is subject to the Environmental Character Statement’s description of 
its distinct character and its recommended design elements or regulations. In the City of 
Red Deer Agenda Report supporting the development submitted to MPC in November 2025 
(hereafter called the MPC Report), City Administration states that the development 
“demonstrates substantial alignment with the character statements” (p.14) and “a clear 
commitment to the intent of the Waskasoo Environmental Character Area” (p. 9) because it 
covers only 26% of the parcel and includes some green initiatives. However, these 
components satisfy only a small portion of the requirements and do not satisfy the full 
intent of the Environmental Character Statement.     

First, we will look at the distinct character of the area and how the development does not 
complement or maintain that character.   

Section 1.2 of the Character Statements states: 

The Context and History, Common Forms and Scale of Buildings, Common Building 
Materials and other Common Elements sections within each Character Statement 
identify various aspects that add to the distinct character and should be considered 
when evaluating whether a proposed development compliments or maintains the 
character of the area. 
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The Common Forms and Scale of Buildings (s. 5.3) in this area are described as: 

- Natural features including native vegetation, mature trees, and a minimal Building  
coverage 

- Buildings are typically 1 storey with flat roof construction  
- Gravel or asphalt parking areas with native naturalized Landscaping 
- Two Heritage properties are located within this area: the Wishart Cabin Site within  

Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary, and the Allen Bungalow at Kerry Wood Nature Centre 
- The natural and recreational areas tend to have few, smaller structures and park  

furnishing 

Common Building Materials are listed as wood and stone (s. 5.4) and Other Common 
Elements (s. 5.5) include:  

- Rural character with native, naturalized landscapes 
- Rural road cross sections, a lack of fencing 
- A wide-open sense of space that is not common in other areas of the City. 

Following are images of ALL the buildings in the Environmental Character Area: 

Kerry Wood Nature Centre and Shop 

 

 

 

 

 

New KWNC Playschool,1 Allen Bungalow, and shop 

 

 

 

 

1 Note the conservative size and height of the new playschool, its siting next to the KWNC to share parking 
and access and leave room for wildlife, and that it does not block views from 45 Avenue. Also, no trees were 
removed, and it will use solar and other green technologies.   
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Clearly, the architectural design, size, and mass of the proposed multifamily apartment 
building at three storeys or 12m tall, 22m wide, 82m long, and 5400m2 (58,000 ft2) neither 
matches nor complements the Character Area’s Form and Scale of Buildings.  

The development also does not fit the character described in sections 5.3, 5.4, and 5.5 in 
that it impinges on the wide-open sense of space by locating the building where it fills the 
south face of the lot to the maximum extent (there is a right of way under the 
development’s lawn bowling courts), its access road impinges on the rural road cross 
section, its architectural treatment of the building is overly urban, and the fencing is 
excessive.  

 

C. RECOMMENDED DESIGN ELEMENTS 

To maintain or enhance the area’s distinct character as it redevelops, each of the character 
statements include Recommended Design Elements to be followed. Despite the name, 
these are regulations and use specific wording to determine the level of compliance 
necessary. Section 1.4 of the Character Statements states:  

Character Statements that contain ‘shall’ are those which must be followed, 
‘Should’ statements mean compliance is required but the Development Authority 
has some discretion based on the circumstances of the specific case. ‘May’ 
statements indicate that the Development Authority determines the level of 
compliance that is required. 

The Environmental Character Statement has 17 such regulations. Below, we outline how 10 
of the regulations are not met. The recommendations are examined in order of level of 
compliance necessary from absolute (Shall) to discretionary (May). 

1. Mandatory Recommendations not complied with 

a. Recommendation 5.6.2: 
 Mature street character, scenic Vistas viewable from the road, and existing natural 
features of the area shall be maintained   

NOTE: Many of the Recommendations are complex statements and include more than one 
requirement. In this case, the regulation states that there are three features that any 
development must (shall) maintain: mature street character, scenic Vistas, and existing 
natural features.   

We begin by looking at the development’s obliteration of scenic Vistas. The Waskasoo ARP 
defines Vista as “a scenic or panoramic view” (p. 25). As the Character Statement 
describes it, the view north from 59th Street is of a panoramic open space uncommon in the 
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city with mature trees and unobtrusive fencing in the foreground, the Red Deer River 
escarpment and South Bank Trail to the west, the rise of the Pines Hill to the north, and the 
forested slope of the river valley to the east. This scenic view is also framed at the north end 
of 44th Ave. See the images below and on page 38. 

Views from 59th St 

 

View to the north on 
west side of site 

 

 

 

 

 

   
   

    

View to the north 
from intersection of 
44th Avenue and 59th 
Street. All trees 
behind the fence will 
be removed. 
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View to the northwest 
from 59th St and 43rd 
Ave. Note the no 
parking signs along the 
sidewalk. 

 

 

 

 

View North from 44th Ave 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The City of Red Deer Neighbourhood Planning and Design Standards (NPDS) list best 
practices to be followed for both neighbourhood design and building permit applications. 
They note that designing neighbourhoods to preserve existing views and vistas lends 
character and a distinct identity to communities (s. 9, 9.2). It stands to reason that 
obstructing such longstanding views and vistas would then damage that same character 
and distinct identity.  

Below is a viewshed analysis produced by Shaun Keizer, Consultant, Geospatial Insight, 
demonstrating the impact of the building on the views from the height of a pedestrian at 
three locations along 59 Street (red triangle). Green indicates what can be seen and red 
indicates what cannot be seen. For each location, both what is currently visible (left image) 
and what will be blocked by the building (right image) is shown.  
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Location 1: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Location 2: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Location 3: 
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Clearly the 81m wide, three-storey apartment in this location will not maintain Vistas from 
the road. Note the complete obliteration of any views from the central location 2 and that 
from locations 2 and 3 even the Gateway School building next door is blocked from view 
because the proposed building is sited 17m closer to the street.  

Just as the development does not maintain the Vistas from 59th Street, it also does not 
maintain the second requirement of this Design Element Recommendation: mature street 
character.  

While the Zoning Bylaw uses the term Immediate Road Context to identify the existing 
urban streetscape that a redevelopment must complement, the Environmental Character 
Statement uses the term “mature street character” to encompass the variety of 
naturalized, rural, riparian, and urban landscapes that must be maintained.  

The proposed development is addressed to 59 Street which runs from 45 Ave to 42A Ave. 
The street character here consists of the views discussed above and Gateway Christian 
School on the north side and residential dwellings on the south.    

 

 

Satellite image of the location.  

45th Avenue runs along the river, 59th 
Street runs parallel to the bottom of the 
image and is intersected (from l – r) by 
45th Avenue, a gravel lane, 44th Avene 
and a gravel lane, 43rd Avenue and a 
paved lane. Area homes face the 
avenues.  

 

 

 

Gateway Christian School is a 1960’s, single-storey school set back 30m from the curb with 
large open space side yards. While the gymnasium area is 10.2m tall, it is set well back 
from the front façade giving the impression of a low, non-imposing structure from the street 
as shown in the image below.   
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         Image of Gateway School  
         from 59th Street 
 
 
 
 
 
The south side of 59th Street consists primarily of Veterans Lands Act catalog homes that 
range from 57-68m2 (615-730ft2) and are single storey bungalows or 1 ½ storey strawberry 
box homes with living space in the attic. These small, efficient homes were built for 
returning veterans in the 1940s and were placed on larger yards to supplement incomes 
with gardens. Because of the design of the neighbourhood, these homes front 44th and 43rd 
Avenues so the mature street character here includes the homes and their front and rear 
yards contributing to the open space feel of the mature street.       

Images of VLA homes along 59th Street: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Below is an image of the (south) elevation of the proposed development:  
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Once again, at three storeys or 12m tall, 5400m2 (58,000 ft2), and sited with its full 82m 
length across the south end of the lot, the apartment building will clearly dwarf the homes 
across the street. Further, because it will be sited approximately 17m closer to 59th Street, 
it will also dwarf Gateway School.  

The architectural design is also not in keeping with the street character. Its style is the same 
as what is being built on Residential High Density (R-H) lots in new neighbourhoods like 
Capstone and Timberlands, and just as Waskasoo’s 1940’s VLA homes would look out of 
place in those neighbourhoods, this urban modernist apartment block does not maintain 
the mature character of the streetscape here. 

Lastly, the development flouts any attempt to maintain street character by presenting its 
backside, including its service door, to the street. By doing so it not only does not 
complement the Mature Street Character where all structures either front or side onto 59th 
Street but also isolates the development from the neighbourhood. This orientation also 
does not comply with the City’s best planning practices as outlined in the Neighbourhood 
Planning and Design Standards which state that all residential development should front 
the street (s.9.9).   

In the MPC Report, proponents of the development state that the apartment’s massing and 
siting “are designed to fit its existing streetscape” (p. 3) and later that the form and siting of 
the building “help ensure that the development fits within the existing streetscape” (p. 15), 
but nowhere do they detail exactly how the building fits the streetscape of 59th Street. 
Instead, in a section entitled “Neighbourhood Compatibility,” the report attempts to show 
how the development fits what it calls the “neighbourhood context” (p. 9) described as 
“institutional sites (schools)” and the site’s “surrounding context” described as parks and 
trails, three schools, the Memorial Centre, the RCMP detachment, and the Armoury (p. 10). 
Of these, only Gateway Christian School is located along and contributes to 59th St.’s 
mature street character. Lindsay Thurber and Camille schools are located on 42A Ave, the 
Memorial Centre is on 58th St, and the Armouries and RCMP detachment are on 55th St. 
(See map on page 45 below)   

Surprisingly, the 75-year-old homes across the street are completely ignored in the 
proponent’s evaluation of “surrounding” and “neighbourhood” character. These homes are 
in the A-20 Army Camp Character Area and while many original Victory Homes remain, 
those that have been and will be redeveloped are guided by the A-20 Camp Character 
Statements which maintains this unique area’s streetscapes by encouraging large 
setbacks and limiting building additions of more than 30% to the rear of the existing 
structure. As noted above, the proposed modernist apartment building does not 
complement these homes now, nor will it into the future.     
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Finally, as well as vistas and mature street character, the third component of 
Recommendation 5.6.2 that must be maintained is the natural features of the area. The 
MPC Report implies that this entire complex Design Element Recommendation is satisfied 
solely because “all onsite trees removed for construction will be replaced” (p. 9), but even 
this part of the Design Element is not fulfilled. Removing mature trees and replanting 
saplings of a different species in a different location is not “maintaining natural features.” 
(See next section below.) Additionally, open space is also a natural feature which is why the 
Environmental Character Statement describes the existing natural features in Section 5.3 
as “native vegetation, mature trees, and a minimal Building coverage.”   

b. Recommendation 5.6.13:  
Existing specimen conifer and deciduous trees shall be identified on a site plan and 
protected during site construction activities and after by ensuring buildings, services 
or hard surface areas are not sited too close.  

This mandatory requirement is also not met. Four mature trees are proposed to be 
removed because the building and lawn bowling courts are sited too close to 59th Street. 
While according to the developer one of the trees needs to be removed for safety reasons, 
the others are in fair or good condition. These are the largest trees along the south side of 
the property and will provide the most privacy screening for any development – particularly 
until new plantings can get established.2  

c. Recommendation 5.6.16:  
Location, style, and amount of fencing proposed around and/or adjacent to open 
space areas shall have consideration for the movement of wildlife …  

This final mandatory Design Element Recommendation is another complex statement with 
three required elements for fencing to achieve the intent of considering wildlife movement 
in this key corridor: location, style, and amount.  

So far, proponents have only addressed the style of fence and state that the fence must 
comply with the zoning bylaw, not be more than 5 ft tall, not have sharp edges, and 
demonstrate that wildlife can safely scale the fence to access the river valley (MPC Report, 
12). While these conditions are helpful to the movement of large species like deer, this area 

2 We note that when redeveloping the Waskasoo Playground, the City was very clear that the Waskasoo Community 
Association had to do everything possible to avoid harming the nearby poplar trees and their root systems. Judging by size 
and relative appearance, these trees are likely the same age or older than the one’s proposed to be removed here. While 
the trees on 4240 59 St. are privately owned and not municipal trees, we mention this to show that old poplar trees are 
still considered to be an important natural feature and neighbourhood amenity.   
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is also a corridor for less agile species that can not scale a five-foot fence, for example 
porcupines, skunks, and beavers. For these species, the location and amount of fencing is 
as important as the style.    

Fencing for this development is only needed between the development and Gateway 
School to keep children safe from traffic on the property. The rest of the lot should be 
unfenced to allow movement of all types and sizes of wildlife. If the developer feels fencing 
is necessary for security, the fence line should be moved closer to the building to leave a 
significant portion of the site open to wildlife movement through the wildlife corridor.  

2. Discretionary Recommendations not complied with 
The word “should” in a Design Element Recommendation means that compliance is 
required but the Development Authority has some discretion based on the circumstances. 
The following three such statements have also not been met.  

a. Recommendation 5.6.6:  
Permeable and semi-permeable paving surfaces should be provided to improve 
ground water recharge and reduce storm water runoff.  

All ground surfacing proposed in the application is non-permeable asphalt or brushed 
concrete. Proponents argue that this recommendation is still satisfied because stormwater 
is collected from ground surfaces and discharged into the city’s storm water system (MPC 
Report 16). However, this solution addresses only one of the two intentions of the design 
element. Storm water runoff is eliminated BUT along with it so is any opportunity for ground 
water recharge.  

The design element recommends permeable or semi-permeable paving surfaces because 
this open field is key to recharging the area ground water that protects against drought and 
contributes to the health of the river and the Gaetz Lakes. (See discussion of Hydrologically 
Sensitive Areas below.) 3 Nor is this design element specific to Waskasoo. The city-wide 
best practices laid out in the NPDS also encourage “low impact development (green roofs, 
rain garden, permeable surfaces, etc.) to help absorb stormwater, reduce heat gain … and 
provide urban wildlife habitat” (s. 7.11). 

3 Note, the MPC Report stated that this requirement is also met because water from the roof is collected in rain barrels or 
discharged onto the landscaping. However, the treatment of roof runoff is the subject of a separate design element 
(5.6.7).  
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b. Recommendation 5.6.9:  
All roads north of 59th street within the character area should maintain their natural 
boundaries and native vegetation to preserve and enhance the wildlife corridor 
through this critical area adjacent to the Red Deer River.  

Because there is already access to the site from the shared access road with Parkland 
Community Living and Support Services (PCLASS) and Gateway staff parking to the north, 
the new access road from 45th Avenue north of 59th Street will needlessly disturb at least 
16m of the boundary, likely require a culvert, and impact the wildlife corridor adjacent to 
the river with additional pavement and an additional location where wildlife will be at risk in 
this “critical area adjacent to the Red Deer River.”     

c. Recommendation 5.6.15:  
New development should not adversely affect the character of the streetscape, as a 
result of being sited too close to the road, of inappropriate or excessive Massing 
form or height having a negative impact on abutting properties in terms of shadows 
and privacy/overlook, or causing the loss of landscape features or other factors 
which may have a negative effect on the streetscape or abutting properties.  

This Design Element Recommendation is particularly complex, so we have broken it down 
into its component parts below:   

New development should not adversely affect the character of the streetscape, as a 
 result: 

a.  Of being sited too close to the road,  
b.  Of inappropriate or excessive Massing, form or height having a negative 

impact  
i. on abutting properties in terms of shadows and privacy/overlook, 
ii. or causing the loss of landscape features or other factors which may  

 have a negative effect on  
1. the streetscape or  
2. abutting properties.  

 
Numerous elements here should not impact the character of the streetscape. In the MPC 
Report, proponents for the development focus only on two: 1. that the development will not 
cast shadows or impinge on the privacy of abutting properties and 2. that Lindsay Thurber 
and Camille schools on 42A Ave, the Memorial Centre on 58th Street, and the RCMP 
detachment and Armouries on 55th St create an “institutional” “feel of the area” (p.11) and 
are similar to the development’s proposed height.  
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We repeat: while these institutions are in Waskasoo, they are not part of the streetscape of 
59th St. Further, if the intention of the Area Redevelopment Plan and the Council that 
passed it was for development on 4240 59th St to match or compliment the character of 
these structures, the site would have either been omitted from any character area (as some 
areas are) or included in a character area with those structures. Instead, after two years of 
consultation and careful deliberations, 4240 59 St was included in the Environmental 
Character Area with the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary, Kerry Wood Nature Centre, and a 
Craftsman-Style heritage home.    

It is also curious that the height of the institutions to the east and southeast is used to 
justify the 12 m height of the development, but the front setbacks, a key component of this 
Recommendation (see clause a. in the breakdown above), are not compared. These other 
large institutional structures have correspondingly large front setbacks: Gateway is 
setback approximately 30 m, Lindsay Thurber 60 m, Memorial Centre 75 m, and Camille 31 
m from the curb. Gateway School, however, is part of the development’s streetscape, and 
any development on 4240 59 St should at minimum be setback the same distance (30 m).  

Besides distance from the road, this regulation is also concerned with the impact of 
excessive massing, form, or height on “landscape features” and “other factors” in the 
streetscape. We have shown above that the massing, form, and height have negative 
impacts on the streetscape by dwarfing nearby buildings, an overly urban and modern 
design, and siting the building to back onto the neighbourhood.  

d. Recommendation 5.6.3:  
Buildings should be designed to include environmentally sustainable design 
features by incorporating the use of green technologies, Ecological Design, water 
conservation measures.  

Yet, again, the developer and Administration oversimplify this recommendation. Yes, the 
development includes green technologies and some limited water conservation measures 
(rain barrels), but it does not incorporate elements of Ecological Design, defined in the ARP 
as “any form of design that minimizes environmentally destructive impacts by integrating 
itself with living processes. Ecological Design is an integrative ecologically responsible 
design discipline” (p.31).  

The siting of this building along 59th St does not follow Ecological Design principles. While it 
covers only 26% of the site, which 26% of the site that is covered is equally important. To 
integrate with living processes in this “critical area adjacent to the Red Deer River,” the 26% 
of the site used should be located along the east property line and setback from the street 
at least as far as Gateway School. In this way, the west, north, and south portions would 
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contribute to the adjacent and abutting open space contributing to the living processes of 
wildlife movement along the river and between Gaetz Lakes and the river and preserve as 
much of the living process of the area’s hydrologically sensitive area as possible. (See page 
29 below) 

3. Undetermined Recommendations not complied with 
There are also two Design Element Recommendations that do not have a “Shall, should or 
may” qualifier and one fully discretionary recommendation that are not met. 

a. Recommendation 5.6.10:  
Shared driveways are encouraged. Other reductions in impervious surfaces may be 
achieved through the elimination of curbing and the use of decorative pervious 
surfaces for sidewalks, driveways, and trails.  

Proponents for the development state that the development’s driveway meets this 
requirement because “the location has been approved by The City of Red Deer and will 
need to comply with The City of Red Deer Contract Specifications” (MPC Report 10). The 
argument that various character statements are met because the development complies 
with other city standards and procedures is found throughout the MPC Report. However, 
the character statements were developed to refine those standards and procedures to 
meet the ARPs objectives for Waskasoo. In other words, if City standards and procedures 
were adequate, the Area Redevelopment Plan and Character Statements would not have 
been needed.  

The Contract Specifications and Engineering Design Guidelines have few standards 
relevant to a multi-family driveway intersecting a rural road with the design parameters of 
an alley and no curb or gutter. They also do nothing to address the intent of this 
Recommendation which is to reduce impermeable surfaces in the Environmental 
Character Area. It is exactly for these kinds of situations that the character areas were 
created.    

Any development here should share the access drive used by Gateway School and 
Parkland CLASS staff. In doing so, run off from paved surfaces would be minimized (as 
would additional trail hazards, and disturbance of the rural road and wildlife corridors). 

b. Recommendation 5.6.1:  
A conservation development pattern which clusters a development’s built form 
together into a portion of the overall area allowing the open space of the 
development to contribute to the existing adjacent open space and be an amenity to 
the site users including wildlife… 
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Yet again, proponents for the development miss the intent and complexity of the 
recommendation and state that the development meets this recommendation because it 
covers only 26% of the lot (MPC Report, p.8). As argued above, which 26% of the lot is 
covered is just as important for the site to contribute to the adjacent open space and to be 
an amenity to wildlife and site users.  

Any development on the lot should not only be conservative in size but also sited on the 
east side with a front setback at least equal to that of the abutting school. In this way, the 
open space will contribute to that of the front schoolyard and the municipal reserve, trail 
system, and riparian zone and be an amenity to both wildlife in the wildlife corridor and site 
users including those accessing the view amenity.  

Again, this recommendation is applied city-wide best practice. The NPDS state that “Site 
design should incorporate elements to protect and enhance riparian zones” (s. 1.9) and 
“Property boundaries and buildings should be aligned to retain and preserve significant … 
natural capital” (s. 1.10). 

c. Recommendation 5.6.12  

Excavated material may be used for the creation of berms or to provide a low-fertility 
soil for the creation of wildflower meadows or similar semi-natural habitats to blend 
with the more naturalized character of the area. 

Proponents argue that this discretionary Recommendation is satisfied by exploring the idea 
of using the excavated soil to build a snow hill for Gateway’s children (MPC Report p.14). 
While this is a kind gesture, it again misses the intent of the recommendation which is to 
create semi-natural habitat for flora and fauna.  

While proponents argue in the MPC Report that the development “demonstrates 
substantial alignment with the character statements” (p.20), “a clear commitment to the 
intent of the Waskasoo Environmental Character Area” (p. 9), “meets or exceeds the 
majority of the applicable Waskasoo Character Statements” (p. 94), and “meets and 
exceeds most design recommendations within the Waskasoo Character Statements” (p. 
95), the development clearly does not. We have shown above that this application does not 
meet 4 of the 5 objectives of the Waskasoo ARP, does not align with important character 
components of the Environmental Character Statement, and does not meet 10 of the 17 
Character Statement’s Design Element Recommendations which, despite the name, are 
regulations.  

However, you need not rely solely on our opinion. In January 2022, the developer met with 
numerous City department managers and officers in a Pre-Development Meeting for a 
proposed development on this site called Riverglen Village. Very similar to what was later  
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refused by City Council in the May 2023 rezoning application, by MPC at the November 
2025 development permit application, and what is before the SDAB today, the proposed 
development is described in the summary as “a three-storey hybrid assisted living facility 
on the south side of property with a four-storey building on the west (river) side consisting 
of 122 units ... Mainly independent living with the opportunity for additional services.” (City 
Council Special, p.93). City Department comments collected in a City of Red Deer meeting 
summary included: 

- PS Zoning – setbacks and maximum height are not defined under the land use 
bylaw. The main concern will be compatibility with the neighbourhood.  

- Waskasoo ARP will be a guiding document for the development. 
- The siting of the building along 45th Avenue and 59 Street removes the contributing 

factor to the adjacent open space to the west. The site is closed off by having the 
building sited on the corner. It is the Development Officer’s opinion that [Character 
Statement recommendation 5.6] is not met. 

- Inappropriate form – there are no other large scale buildings in the neighbourhood. 
- Loss of landscaping features and closing the site to the west trail and river. 
- Joint access with the north is preferable. (City Council Special, p. 93-100) 

As Mayor Jeffries stated at the 2025 MPC Hearing, “It’s very clear … the character 
statements have not been upheld” and that if the development permit were approved, it 
would be a decision regretted for years (Cowley). 

 

II. ZONING BYLAW 
Just as the application does not comply with the ARP and Environmental Character 
Statement, it also does not comply with its zoning district. The site is designated Public 
Service (Government and Institutional) or PS. Once again, proponents state “the 
application meets or exceeds all the requirements of the PS Zoning” (MPC Report, p. 94). 
However, in the discussion below we show that the development application cannot fit the 
regulations and does not fit the intent of the zone or the definition of the Supportive Living 
Use. 
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A. PS REGULATIONS 

The PS Regulations in the Zoning 
Bylaw are presented in the 
screenshot to the right. As shown, 
all setbacks and landscaped areas; 
the site plan; relationship between 
buildings, structures and open 
space; architectural treatment of 
buildings; provision of architecture 
and landscaped open space; and 
parking layout are subject to the 
Development Authority’s approval. 
These regulations are in place for all 
PS lots, not only those with character statements. We assume these broad powers are 
given to the Development Authority because PS land is found in every neighbourhood 
where developments on it are typically the most prominent (e.g. hospital, schools, 
community buildings, and recreation structures) and contribute substantially to the 
neighbourhood’s character and residents’ sense of place. Development applications on PS 
zoned land, particularly in residential areas, need to be carefully vetted for neighbourhood 
‘fit’ and impact.  

While proponents state that the application meets or exceeds all the zone’s regulations, 
that can only be determined by the Development Authority, now the SDAB. Further, as was 
stated by City staff in the 2022 Pre-development Meeting, in the absence of specific 
regulations in the PS zone, “the main concern will be compatibility with the neighborhood,” 
and the “Waskasoo ARP will be a guiding document for the development.” 

B. PS INTENT/PURPOSE 

The development application also does not meet the intent of the current PS (Government 
or Institutional) Zone.  

The City is part way through phasing in a new Zoning Bylaw. Phase One included a review of 
the Residential, Commercial, and Industrial Zones, as well as the Use definitions. Changes 
made to these areas of the Bylaw were passed by Council in 2024. Among the Use 
definition changes, the previous Assisted Living use (defined as providing “professional 
care or supervision or ongoing medical care, nursing or homemaking services” for people 
with “chronic or declining conditions”) was replaced with the Supportive Living 
Accommodation use (defined as “intended for the permanent Residential living where an 
operator also provides or arranges for on the Site services to assist residents to live 
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independently or to assist residents requiring full-time care”) (Land Use Bylaw 1.6; Zoning 
Bylaw 37). Therefore, because assisted living was a discretionary use in the PS zone in the 
old Bylaws, and because assisted living was replaced with supportive living 
accommodations in the Use definitions in the new Bylaws, supportive living 
accommodations is now a discretionary use in the PS Zone.4  

This use change went unnoticed during the public consultations and public hearing on the 
many changes made in what was presented as Phase 1 of the Bylaw Review and ultimately 
approved by Council on the understanding that Phase 2 would address changes to the 
other zones including PS. That the impacts to the PS zone were not examined by the public, 
City Council, or City Administration is evidenced by the fact that even by third reading no 
one had noticed that Gambling had been added and Education had been removed as uses 
in the PS zone.  

Importantly for our argument here, however, is that nothing else in the PS Zone has been 
changed because the PS Zone is scheduled to be part of Phase 2 of the Bylaw Review 
which has not yet happened. As was stated in the “Summary of Changes in the Zoning 
Bylaw” presented to City Council for Second and Third Reading of the new Zoning Bylaw, 
the PS land use category and others “have not undergone a comprehensive review. A full 
review of these Zones will be completed in a later phase of the Land Use Bylaw project” 
(Agenda Report, April 29, 2024, Appendix B-02). At the April 29, 2024, Council hearing, 
Mayor Johnston, in fact, asked Senior Planner Mr. Girardin directly whether there were any 
material changes to the PS Zone. Mr. Girardin replied that there were no material changes 
to the zone and that “we have changed many of our use classes, and we have tried to 
match up to what was there before. It’s not a one-to-one but it is the closest match 
possible …. Narrowing and broadening … will impact all the zones because we don’t have 
two different sets of use classes for old zones and new zones are the ones that received a 
comprehensive review” (City Council Meeting Video, 7h37m). Therefore, while the Use 
definitions were traded, nothing else has been materially changed including the regulations 
discussed above and the intent or purpose of the PS Zone discussed here. 

That purpose or intent of the PS (Institutional or Government) Zone is given in the Zoning 
Bylaw as: “This Zone provides land for uses that are public and quasi-public in nature” 
(s.9.40.1). The MPC Report supporting the development would seem to agree when it 
describes the intent as “to provide land for public and quasi public uses” (13) and states 
that the “current PS Zoning … contemplates institutional and quasi-public uses on this 
parcel” (15). This proposed development is neither.  

4 Note: On January 13, 2026, Council requested a review of the Supportive Living Accommodation use 
definition with the goal of making it more restrictive e.g. requiring specific services. See next section.    

Page 70 of 288Page 68 of 282Page 69 of 322



Leaving aside whether this 55+ rental apartment building is “institutional,”5 it is clearly not 
public or quasi-public. The Zoning Bylaw does not define “public and quasi-public” but 
does state that words not defined “should be given their plain and ordinary meaning as the 
context requires” (s.1.40.5).  

Turning to the Oxford English Dictionary (OED), “public” is defined as: “In general, and in 
most of the senses, the opposite of private” and “(of a service, amenity, etc.) provided by 
local or central government for the community and supported by rates or taxes” (Oxford). 
“Quasi-public” is not listed in the OED; however, “quasi” as a prefix to an adjective is 
defined as “almost, nearly, virtually” (Oxford).  

That this is the sense intended for “public” and “quasi-public” in the context of the Zoning 
Bylaw is supported by the current Zoning Bylaw’s definition for Public Property as “all 
lands owned or under the control of The City” (24) as well as by the definition given in the 
previous Land Use Bylaw: “Public and Quasi-Public means any governmental or similar 
body and includes an agency, commission, board, authority, public corporation or 
department establishment by such a body” (1.16)  

This development application does not fit the PS zone’s intent. It is for a 55+ seniors’ rental 
apartment (see section below) that is managed and wholly owned by a private company 
(East Lincoln Properties), run for their sole profit, and unlicensed or unregulated by, or in 
any way connected to, a public body or board. It is neither public nor quasi-public in 
nature.  

C. PS USE DEFINITION 

We also question whether this development conforms to the Supportive Living 
Accommodation definition as: “a use that is intended for the permanent Residential living 
where an operator also provides or arranges for on the Site services to assist residents to 
live independently or to assist residents requiring full-time care.”  

Proponents imply that the building’s room that might be used by visiting home care aides 
and room that might be rented to a visiting hairdresser meets the requirement of “an 
operator arranging for on the Site services.” However, East Lincoln Properties is not 
themselves arranging for these services. They are acting as a building manager, not a 
service operator. The tenants themselves will arrange for their own home care aides to visit 

5 There is no definition of “institutional” in the bylaws, but the Oxford English Dictionary defines it in this sense as: “Of or 
relating to a facility which provides long-term residential care to people with specific needs, such as children, elderly 
people, or people with physical or mental illnesses; (sometimes) designating negative effects which may be experienced 
by people placed in such facilities. Also: designating a person residing in or confined to such a facility.”  
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their apartments and will make their own haircut appointments. Further, the simple 
provision of these two rooms does not “assist residents to live independently.” Home care 
provides the same services in any type of dwelling (homes, apartments, condos etc.), and if 
renters here must provide their own groceries, cook their meals, access off-site services 
without a nearby bus, and monitor their own health, they are surely independent enough to 
go to a barber.6  

A plain reading of the Bylaw makes clear that the intent is not to permit just any kind of 
multi-unit housing in PS zones. If to qualify as Supportive Living a development requires 
only a room which is available for lease by a hairdresser, or for drop-in sessions with home-
care aides etc., this provides an inexpensive loophole route to developing just about any 
sort of apartments or condos in PS zones. Further, without any regulatory body monitoring 
it (which would be needed if the residents required care), this use would be exceedingly 
difficult to enforce.  

The ambiguity of the definition of Supportive Living Accommodation in the Zoning Bylaw 
has resulted in City Council unanimously passing a resolution at their January 13, 2026, 
meeting to “direct Administration to bring forward a report by May 2026 reviewing the 
definition of supportive living accommodation, evaluating options to increase on-site 
support requirements, and providing recommendations for amendments to the Zoning 
Bylaw” (City Council Meeting Video 2h26m). We note that if this development application is 
passed and then Council increases the requirements for on-site support, this development 
will be non-conforming.    

We are absolutely not against these types of private, for-profit, multi-family seniors housing 
communities, but they are lifestyle choices, not supportive accommodations, and certainly 
not supportive accommodations that are public or quasi-public in nature.  

D. DEVELOPED AREAS REGULATIONS 

The Zoning Bylaw’s Developed Areas Regulations (s.3.190) lay out additional regulations for 
residential developments in already built-up areas of the city. In the MPC Report, 
proponents turn to the Developed Area Regulations, which seem to indicate the 
development should only be two storeys tall, and argue that a three-storey height does not 
conflict with these regulations.  

They then go on to say that, other than the regulation limiting height, “the Developed Areas 
Regulations appear largely compatible with the proposed development” (p. 8) and later 
that the development “meets or exceeds all the requirements of … the Developed Areas 

6 As a community member noted, she once lived in an apartment with a communal kitchen, social room, an 
on-site manager, and a gazebo, and she had no idea she was living in Supportive Living. 
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Regulations” (MPC Report p.94). Yet these regulations include bylaws to maintain street 
character and privacy and none of these are met. For example, the regulations stipulate 
that front yard setbacks must be within 1.2m of other structures on the street (s. 
3.190.4.1.1), primary entrances must face the front boundary of a site (s. 3.190.7.1), 
balconies cannot be over 1.0m above grade (3.190.6.5), and include multiple bylaws 
regarding window placement “to minimize overlook into living spaces and rear yards” 
(s.3.190.6.4.).  

All of this is moot, however, because the Developed Areas Regulations apply only to 
“Residential Sites, except in the R-H Zone and R-MH Zone” (s. 3.190.1.1). In other words, 
they are meant for redevelopment of low-density dwellings among other low-density 
dwellings. This development is on a PS site. The Developed Areas Regulations do not apply 
but stating that the application complies with them implies that the development fits the 
streetscape and makes an effort to maintain neighbour privacy.   

E. SPECIFIC USE REGULATIONS

Section 4 of the Bylaws outlines additional regulations for specific uses, and so far City 
Administration reports have not mentioned the specific use regulations for Supportive 
Living Accommodation applicable to this application. The Bylaw states:   

4.270.3 In a Zone where a Supportive Living Accommodation is listed as a 
Discretionary Use, the Development Officer may consider factors such as: 

4.270.3.1 proximity to other uses that impact traffic and Parking; 
4.270.3.2 location on the block and in the neighbourhood; 
4.270.3.3 and the Road classification. 

Other uses in proximity that increase traffic and parking as well as the road classification 
are discussed under “Amenities of the Neighbourhood” below. Here we focus on the 
location of the development in the neighbourhood.   

The City’s NPDS design neighbourhoods around what they call a neighbourhood “node” 
defined as “a mix of uses (medium to high Density residential, mixed use, commercial, 
green space, community or recreational facilities) co-located together in one area … that 
serves the neighbourhood and potentially surrounding areas” (p. 13) and locates high 
density residential next to transit and other services (s 4.2). As shown in the following 
graphic from the NPDS, neighbourhoods should be designed so that higher density 
development is located near the services and infrastructure of the node and slowly 
transition to lower densities as distance increases away from the node.  
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A good example of planning 
around a Neighbourhood Node 
is found in the Neighbourhood 
Area Structure Plan for Melcor’s 
new Bower Woods 
neighbourhood in SE Red Deer 
(pictured to the right) where the 
high-density residences (orange) 
are located next to the 
commercial area along the 40th 
Avenue arterial (burnt orange) 
and the low-density areas (pale 
yellow) are at the back of the 
neighbourhood next to the 
environmentally sensitive Piper 
Creek escarpment.    

In Waskasoo, 55th Street on the 
south end of the community, 
with its commercial sites, 
churches, transit, arterial road 
classification, mix of residential 
density, and green spaces, is the 
community’s neighbourhood 
node. This is where our high-  
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density residential already exists because it is where it is appropriate. 

The proposed multifamily development’s location at the back of the neighbourhood, on the 
opposite end from the node, will disrupt density patterns (which also counters the first 
objective of the Waskasoo ARP), and locate these apartments in an area without services 
including transit. The result will be increased traffic through the neighbourhood adding to 
critical traffic issues created by other high traffic uses and inadequate road classifications 
in the area. See Traffic and Parking below (p. 41).  

III. MUNICIPAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
In addition to not complying with the ARP, Environmental Character Statement, and Zoning 
Bylaw, the development also does not comply with the Municipal Development Plan (MDP), 
which envisions how the city will develop until 2035 and to a population of 150,000 -
185,000 (s 1.1). Like the SDAB, the MDP is tasked with fulfilling the intent of Section 617 of 
the Municipal Government Act. Therefore, under “Role of the Plan,” the MDP states, “The 
MDP guides and directs future growth and development for Red Deer, ensuring orderly, 
economical and beneficial development while balancing the environmental, social and 
economic needs and desires of the community” (s 1.1). This application does not conform 
to the site’s generalized land use or with the MDP’s Section 10, “Housing and 
Neighbourhood Design.”  

A. GENERALIZED LAND USE 

The MDP’s Generalized Land Use Concept Map identifies the long-term land use pattern for 
broad areas of the city. These general uses are divided into Residential, Commercial, 
Industrial, Public Service, and Open Space – Major.  

According to the Land Use Map, the long-term land use for 4240 59 St and the land 
surrounding it is Open Space – Major,  described as “the existing and proposed areas that 
make up the major elements of Red Deer’s overall open space system” including “both private 
recreation areas like golf courses and public lands managed by The City” (MDP 4.0). It is land 
carefully set aside to improve quality of life; draw tourism and economic investment; and 
maintain and support the health of the watershed, regional environment, and wildlife (see 
s. 6.4, 9.0, and 14.0). It is not underutilized land ripe for intense infill.  
 
Below is a portion of the Generalized Land Use Map with 4240 59 St indicated by the red star.  
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Proponents have also turned to Policy 10.3 which require neighbourhoods to have “a mix of 
housing types and forms in all residential neighbourhoods” to “avoid excessive 
concentration of any single type of housing.” Having been built up over 125 years, 
Waskasoo already has a variety of housing types (including single family, secondary suites, 
multiplexes, condominiums, and apartments) and price points. Further, the extensive 
research for the Waskasoo Community Plan revealed that the neighbourhood also already 
has an abundance of rental opportunities. Apartment units comprise 319 or 58% of the 552 
total dwelling units and when secondary suites and semi-detached units are added 62.5% 
of the dwellings in Waskasoo are multifamily (Waskasoo Community Plan s 6.0). Waskasoo 
has a plethora of rental units at a variety of price points where anyone, including 55+ 
seniors, can and do live.  

So far, we have discussed the ways in which the development permit application does not 
comply with various regulatory and statutory documents surrounding land use including 
the Waskasoo ARP, Environmental Character Statement, various sections of the Zoning 
Bylaw, and the generalized land use and neighbourhood design sections of the MDP. In the 
following section, we examine how the development permit application also does not 
comply with the intent of Part 17 of the Municipal Government Act to “maintain and 
improve the quality of the physical environment within which patterns of human settlement 
are situated” (MGA s. 617).  

THE ENVIRONMENT 
The MDP describes Red Deer as a “community with a unique natural environment 
preserved and enhanced by careful community planning” (s. 3.0) and states that 
“Environmental and ecological management and the development of Red Deer as an 
environmentally sustainable and responsible community is a priority” (emphasis added, 
9.0). Because of the development’s siting in Red Deer’s Open Space – Major system and 
proximity to the Red Deer River, Gaetz Lakes, and Waskasoo Creek, it will negatively 
impact the physical environment.  
 
Once again, you need not rely on our opinion. We refer you to submissions made by the 
following organizations: the Waskasoo Environmental Education Society, Gaetz Lakes 
Sanctuary Committee, Red Deer River Naturalists, and the Red Deer River Watershed 
Alliance. These are well-respected organizations that work closely with The City to 
establish and implement Red Deer’s environmental goals and policies. We also refer you 
to submissions from the following highly qualified local experts: Ron Bjorge (M.Sc., 
Certified Wildlife Biologist and former Director of Wildlife for Government of Alberta); 
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Myrna Pearman (Canadian Geographic Fellow); and Chris Olsen (Professional Biologist 
(retired), former Instructor of Environmental Sciences, Lakeland College, Vermillion). 
 
These local experts know the site and the environmental context surrounding it. They have 
often walked, ridden, driven, and boated by this area. Many do so daily. They understand 
the site’s singular importance as well as its importance in the larger environmental 
context. They also understand the impacts of careless development on both. On the other 
hand, the applicant has supplied Vegetation, Wildlife, and Hydrology Assessments that, 
for the most part, are based on maps and satellite images and focus primarily on the 
impacts of the development within the boundaries of the parcel and not on the larger 
environmental contexts in the critical area. Below we discuss the impact of this 
development on two of those broad environmental contexts: hydrology and ecology.   

I. HYDROLOGY 
The importance of this site to local hydrological systems was established in 2019. Building 
off a report entitled Prioritizing Hydrologically Significant Natural Assets, the Nature 
Conservancy of Canada and the Red Deer River Watershed Alliance (RDRWA) published a 
map of what they call Hydrologically Sensitive Areas (HSAs) in the Red Deer River 
watershed. HSAs have “natural assets that, if preserved in a natural state, provides 
beneficially hydrologic services such as water provision, flow regulation, and water 
purification” (RDRWA “New”). They support “water quality, flood mitigation and drought 
resiliency” (RDRWA “New”).  
 
The RDRWA explains that “understanding and protecting HSAs is a key strategy for 
ensuring … safe, secure water supplies and healthy, resilient ecosystems,” and the map, 
they explain, is to be used for “supporting municipal and provincial land use planning” 
(RDRWA “New”). It is particularly important since Section 18.2 of the MDP states:  

The City shall participate in the activities of the Red Deer River Watershed Alliance 
in order to promote the effective integration of the management and use of land and 
water resources to ensure a legacy of ecological integrity and economic 
sustainability throughout the Red Deer River watershed. A key objective in 
watershed management will be to maintain the water quality in the Red Deer River 
at or above provincial standards.  

 
The relevant portion of the map is reproduced below. Again, the approximate location of 
the lot is circled in red. Access the full online map here (https://rdrwa.ca/mapping-
hydrologically-significant-areas/).  
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The darker the area on the map, the greater its hydrological significance. The key to the 
right of the map indicates that two areas on this lot are in the highest rating, meaning they 
are “punching above their weight” (RDRWA “New”) as far as working to protect water 
quality in the Red Deer River watershed. More than surrounding areas, they contribute to a 
resilient landscape that naturally distributes rainwater, protecting the area from both 
drought and flood. As climate change occurs and rain events become both heavier and 
further apart, areas such as these within the city will only become more vital.  
 
The Geotechnical Report supplied by the developer supports the findings of the RDRWA 
and NCC by indicating the presence of water in the gravel, silt, and upper bedrock layers in 
test holes around the site. The Vegetation Assessment supplied by the developer also 
states that “The potential development will result in a change of stormwater management. 
Based on the borehole drilling report …. There is a gravel layer underlying the development 
area.”  

Please see attached the RDRWA’s 2022 submission to the proposed rezoning of this lot as 
it reinforces our reading of their and the Nature Conservancy of Canada’s work and 
outlines the importance of the area to the Red Deer River and to the already endangered 
health of the Waskasoo Creek watershed.  
 
Policy 9.7 of the MDP states: “The City should incorporate significant natural features as 
part of the overall infrastructure systems.” This lot contains two, and the proposed 
development sited along the south end of the lot will destroy the one to the south. Again, 
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which 26% of the lot is covered becomes vital. A development that fits the Character 
Statement, carefully located further north and on the east side of the lot can continue to 
accommodate and protect these natural storm water management systems that both slow 
erosion and recharge, store, and redistribute ground water.   

II. ECOLOGY  
As well as impacting the watershed, a large multi-family structure located along the south 
side of the lot along 59th Street will also harm the area’s ecology and fragment wildlife 
habitats in the Red Deer River Valley. Small mammals, songbirds, herptiles, invertebrates, 
and ungulates rely on the continuity of the riparian vegetation strip to functionally link the 
larger systems of Waskasoo and Piper Creeks, and Fort Normandeau to the south and 
west, with the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary, Mackenzie Lakes, Three Mile Bend, and the 
Riverbend Golf and Ski Area to the north and east. Linked corridors provide a conduit for 
gene flow southwest to northeast across Red Deer for a diverse range of flora and fauna 
and are essential to an ecologically functional park system.  
 
45th Avenue and the strip of land around it in this location is a designated wildlife corridor in 
the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee Management Plan (See GLSC submission) and 
functions as such for wildlife travelling both along the south riverbank (right side) and 
between the Gaetz Lakes and the river. As the park map and images below demonstrate, 
the thin and slumping remnant of the riparian zone and corridor is already dangerously 
narrow in terms of habitat values and the strip next to this lot is a tenuous link that has 
been relying on the Open Space – Major character of the schoolyard to function. 
 

Site within the connected park 
and trail system. Green areas 
indicate protected park and 
environmental reserve areas.  
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Image from north end of property looking south along 45th 
Ave and the Red Deer River. Note the slump, the curve of 
the river, and the narrow riparian strip. Photo by Chris 
Olsen. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Image of 45th Ave along 4240 
59 St. looking north. Note 
narrow riparian width, 
impinged wildlife corridor, as 
well as lack of curbs, 
sidewalks, and street lighting.  

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Image of 45th Ave pull out 
and trail overlook.  
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As the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee asserts, “many of the wildlife species that 
presently move through this vital habitat linkage, especially the small ones that comprise 
the bulk biomass of biodiversity, are already at great risk” (See GLSMA submission). An 
apartment building located along the south end of this lot, with its associated paved 
parking, fencing, disturbance of the natural road boundary, paved access road, and 
increased human activity will impact this corridor even further and force wildlife onto the 
road becoming a danger to themselves and to traffic. We note that even the Wildlife 
Assessment for the development permit application states, “certain types of development 
could impact wildlife movement,” and in the riparian zone “wildlife can experience indirect 
impacts such as sensory disturbance, depending on the development plan.”   
 

III. BANK STABILITY 
In this location, both hydrology and ecology are connected to bank stability. The property is 
on an outside curve of the river and that curve is an active erosion zone. Healthy rivers 
move across their landscapes. The historical movement of the Red Deer River is evidenced 
by the oxbow Gaetz Lakes that it created nearby, and the river’s current movement along 
this stretch is evidenced by slumping and bank scour. It is also shown by the fact that the 
river access stairs installed at 45th Ave and 59th St in 2004 were washed out numerous 
times and, even after their foot was protected with armouring, were removed completely in 
August, 2025.  
 
In 2018, a 1 km stretch of the riverbank north of 59th St underwent a slope stability study by 
ParklandGEO for the City of Red Deer. The report states that adjacent to 59th Street where 
the river curves north there is evidence of both “toe scour along the shoreline” (8.1) and 
“bank scour and damage related to the 2005 
flood” (8.6). It also states that the area is prone 
to landslides related to flood events and these 
are expected to be similar to historic slides 
located to the north which are 15m wide and 
reach 8m inland from the bank’s crest (8.6). The 
stability report concludes that “the potential is 
considered to be high for a localized slide after 
periods of flooding” (8.8). 
 
Let us be clear: none of this is likely going to 
impact the proposed building. However, it will impact 45th Avenue. The bank stability report 
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describes 45th Avenue as a 7 to 8 m wide asphalt road (s. 8.6) laid on sand or native sand (s. 
8.5) and “separated by a small strip of natural area along the crest” of the riverbank (s. 
8.1). According to the city’s interactive web map, across from where the development’s 
access road meets 45th Ave, that strip is approximately 4.5 m wide and in some areas the 
strip is as narrow as 4 m. A landslide 8 m deep and 15 m wide along this stretch will wash 
out 45th Ave. Because of this threat, both the South Bank Trail through Waskasoo as well as 
45th Ave past 59th Street were closed during the 2005 and 2014 floods.   
 
Additional traffic on this stretch of 45th Ave, combined with additional stormwater runoff 
either from the development or from the stormwater outflow near the lookout, will impact 
bank stability. Further, climate change is resulting in more severe weather and extreme 
precipitation. For this reason, the City’s 2024 Climate Adaptation Strategy elevated the 
likelihood of a 1 in 100-year flood with a peak discharge rate of 1870 m3/sec from a historic 
rank of “Unlikely,” or once every 51-100 years, to a future rank of “Possible,” or once every 
11-50 years. The 2005 flood peaked at 1710 m3/sec and although the 2014 flood peaked 
lower than that, it was forecast by Provincial officials to reach a peak flow rate of between 
2000 and 2300 m3/sec (“Red Deer Expects”).  
 
2022: Images of current bank instability   

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Images of slumping and collapse  along the river and 45th Avenue. Photos by Chris Olsen, 2022. 
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2005: Images of landslide beneath 59th St. and 45th Ave. lookout after the flood 

Image of washout at 59th St and 45th Ave after 
the 2005 flood. Screenshot from ParklandGEO 
bank stability report, 2018.  

  

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 
Images looking down at the landslide at 45th Ave and 
59 St. after the 2005 flood. Indications of slumping 
and damage can be seen within feet of the trail 
lookout’s guardrail. Photos taken by Brenda Garrett. 
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At some point, the City will have to relocate all or portions of 45th Avenue and the South 
Bank Trail into the Municipal Reserve to the east which will even further impinge on an 
already dangerously narrowed wildlife corridor. Any reinforcement of the escarpment to 
stop erosion and protect private property will remove the native vegetation along the 
riverbank, destroying the riparian zone that keeps the river and surrounding natural area 
alive and healthy, and cost city taxpayers millions of dollars.  

THE TEST 
We understand that the SDAB can approve a development permit that does not comply 
with the bylaws if it believes the development will not unduly interfere with neighbourhood 
amenities OR materially interfere and affect the use, value and enjoyment of neighbouring 
properties (Bylaw s.2.100.1.8). The following sections demonstrate how this proposed 
development will do both.  

I. VALUE, USE AND ENJOYMENT 
The development will deeply impact the value as well as the use and enjoyment multiple 
private properties. While real estate valuation is extremely complex, in this case, there is 
substantial academic research that demonstrates views increase property value. In a 2022 
literature review published in Frontiers in Public Health, Chen et al summarize thirty years 
of research on the impact of urban green spaces on housing prices (Chen). The review uses 
the term “parkland” to refer to the general subject of these studies which includes not only 
parks but also open area, recreational spaces, landscapes, green spaces, green areas, 
green corridors, greenbelts, vegetation, greenery, urban forest, environmental amenities, 
coastline, water features, and riparian corridors.  

The review finds that decades of research from around the world and using multiple 
scientific methodologies has shown that proximity to open and green spaces increases 
property values with adjoining and abutting properties seeing the greatest increase 
because of proximity, comfort value, and views. This is true to varying degrees for all types 
of open spaces from private to publicly owned; forest, to ocean, to grassland; preserved or 
developable; from large national parks to trail networks. It is also true for all types of 
dwellings from single family homes to rental apartments. Thus, the City of Calgary uses 
criteria such as “parcels separated from the … River by a green space” and “properties that 
have a largely unobstructed view of the … river valley” when assessing property values (City 
of Calgary).  

As shown in the viewshed analyses on page 9 above, the development’s size and location 
on the lot will completely obstruct longstanding views of the river escarpment to the 
northwest, the Pines Hill to the north, the forest on the rise of the Red Deer River valley 

Page 85 of 288Page 83 of 282Page 84 of 322



escarpment to the northeast, and the rural open space uncommon in other areas of the 
city. This loss of views will reduce property values of area homes primarily impacting those 
adjacent to the open space along 59th Street. To varying degrees, it will also impact homes 
along 44th Ave where the view is framed to the north and homes on 45th Ave looking east 
and northeast near the intersection with 59th St. This reduction in value is material and 
proven. The impact on property values is even more appalling since some homeowners 
here have made considerable investments to enhance their access to those views 
including installing larger windows, building elaborate decks, and even turning their homes 
so they face the view.  

Again, we recognize that 4240 59 St is not a city park. It is privately owned and developable. 
However, the ARP and Environmental Character Statement are constructed in such a way 
as to make development possible while preserving the value, use and enjoyment of pre-
existing properties and neighbourhood amenities as much as possible. Once again, which 
26% of the lot is covered by development is key.   

The proposed development also impacts area housing values by exacerbating area traffic 
(see below) and by siting the apartment building to face north, cutting off any sense of 
connection between it and the neighbourhood to the south. Not only will Waskasoo 
residents lose their views, but they will also be forced to look at the building’s 
unremarkable rear and service door. While not the direct subject of the literature review 
discussed above, the studies referenced also indicate that increases in traffic and parking 
congestion and urban streetscapes such as the one which would be created by the 
proposed building decrease property value. That streetscapes impact property values is 
again supported by the City of Calgary using the criteria of “parcels beside parcels 
developed at an increased density from the geographic norm – typically low- or high-rise 
residential structures” when assessing value (City of Calgary).  

At the same time as reducing nearby real estate values, the development will unduly 
impact the use and enjoyment of nearby properties through overlook and significantly 
reduced privacy. The apartment building will have direct views of area homes and yards 
from 24 balconies and 85 windows and indirect (peak-a-boo) views from 18 decks and 48 
windows. Because of the neighbourhood’s layout with the residential avenues intersecting 
59th St and the homes on those avenues sited east-west, the sightlines from those decks 
and windows will not only be into front windows and living rooms but also into side 
windows and bedrooms and bathrooms. Most of these dwellings are small (under 900 ft2) 
meaning there are few indoor areas to move to for privacy. The development’s 42 decks and 
133 windows will also have sightlines into numerous front and rear yards particularly along 
59th but also front yards along 44th and 45th Avenues and rear yards down the lanes.  
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II. AMENITIES OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD 
The development will unduly interfere with the amenities of the neighbourhood. Many of 
the character statement recommendations exist to preserve neighbourhood amenities, so 
we will try not to be overly repetitive here.  

A. VIEWS & VISTAS 

Views are shared amenities, and we have shown that this application will obstruct 
longstanding views and vistas from 59th Street and 44th Avenue. Its location will also 
obstruct views to the east across the front of Gateway School from the South Bank Trail and 

the rural access road to the park 
system.  

 

View to the northeast from the crosswalk at 
corner of 45th and 59th indicating trail and park 
access road vistas.  

 

 

 

B. TRAILS 

The development’s access road will add a significant hazard to a very busy portion of the 
South Bank Trail, one of two main trails through Red Deer’s Waskasoo Park (the other being 
the North Bank Trail). Proponents state that much of this traffic would be outside the time 
the trail is in use (MPC Report 93) but offer no evidence of how this was determined. As 
stated in the letter from the Waskasoo Environmental Education Society, operators of the 
major park nodes along the trail system, this section of trail is “extremely well-used” by 
recreational users, commuters, and school children.  The trail is busy at all hours.      

We can’t find an example of another access road that has been built across the South Bank 
Trail since the trail system’s inception in the 1980s. The access to Parkland 
CLASS/Gateway School parking to the north and the driveways along Cronquist Dr. in West 
Park cross the trail, but these were pre-existing land use patterns when the trail was built. 
In fact, the Neighbourhood Planning and Design Standards state that developers should 
“Restrict driveways from crossing the multi-use trail along the collector by locating housing 
types with restricted front drive access” (s. 3.7). It seems that if the design standards are 
concerned about driveways from single family homes crossing the trail system, best 
practice would be to NOT add a driveway from a multifamily building, particularly when 
there are other ways to access the site. 
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C. AREA ENVIRONMENT  

The public lands, South Bank Trail, Red Deer River, and Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary abutting and 
adjacent to this development as well as the wildlife that uses them are amenities to the 
neighbourhood and the entire city. Because of all the environmental reasons outlined 
above as well as in the submissions from the Waskasoo Environmental Education Society, 
Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee, the Red Deer River Naturalists, and others, it is 
apparent that this development will impact the use and enjoyment of the shared public 
lands surrounding this property.  

D. SAFETY  

Waskasoo’s streets are subject to burst traffic, parking congestion, and daily traffic back-
ups (see following section) which impact emergency response times and pedestrian safety. 
Emergency response vehicles will be challenged to get to accidents and fires at the back of 
the neighbourhood during peak times. While it is an emergency service’s responsibility to 
arrive at a scene as fast as possible – even, if necessary, pushing vehicles out of the way or 
driving through yards and fences to get there – it is also a planning responsibility to reduce 
the likelihood that these sorts of actions need to be taken. Further, it is during these peak 
traffic times that an emergency is statistically the most likely to occur.  

Traffic issues also impact pedestrian safety, many of whom are local children walking to 
our three schools at the same time as the burst traffic is occurring. The threats to student 
safety is verified by the responses submitted by Camille J. Lerouge School, the Red Deer 
Public School Board, and numerous parents who live in Waskasoo as well as other areas of 
the city.  

In discussing both traffic and pedestrian safety, proponents outline in the MPC Report that 
“An assisted living facility will have little if any pedestrians” and that “traffic during peak 
periods” will “predominantly be facility staff going to and leaving work” (p. 92). First of all, 
the only facility staff is an onsite manager because, second, this apartment building is 
emphatically NOT an assisted living facility. Renters here will not receive meals, health 
monitoring, room cleaning, or any other in-house assistance services.  

Instead, this development is a 55+ multifamily apartment building and, according to the 
materials submitted for previous iterations and applications, will be marketed to active 
independent seniors who want easy access to area trails and parks. All the tenants will 
need to either go get goods and services or will have to have goods and services delivered. 
Some will also still be working, and many will be involved in multiple city-wide activities. All 
of this will add to already critical traffic and pedestrian safety issues. Finally, proponents 
have oddly focused the discussion of pedestrian safety solely on the potential residents 
and ignore the impacts of additional traffic on the safety of school children.   
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Concerning the building’s residents, we also question the safety of locating the access for 
a high-density, multifamily building on a road with intentionally few street lights; no lines, 
curbs, or guardrails; that is also a wildlife corridor; and runs alongside a riverbank.  

 

 

Photos taken by Brenda Garrett, January 2026, 
6:00pm. Top left: looking left down 45th Ave. from 
location of proposed access road. Top right: 
looking right down 45th Ave from location of 
proposed access road. Bottom: View across 45th 
Ave from location of proposed access road. 

 

 

 

E. TRAFFIC AND PARKING 

This development will also add to verifiable traffic issues in Waskasoo. These issues have 
been acknowledged by a former Engineering Services Manager, past City Managers and 
City Councils, area schools, and school boards. They are also verified in the responses 
submitted to this application by the Principal of Camille J. Lerouge, by the Red Deer Public 
School Board, and by parents from the local schools.   

These traffic issues exist because Waskasoo was not designed according to today’s best 
planning practices. Designed 125 years ago, the neighbourhood has narrow roads and 
limited access points all of which are from 55th St in the south. (See Map below) 
Compounding this, a number of high-traffic uses have been added over the years and most 
are located at the back of the neighbourhood: Lindsay Thurber Comprehensive High 
School, Camille J. Lerouge Middle School, Gateway Christian K-12 School, Parkland 
Community Living and Support Services, Memorial Centre, Festival Hall, Kerry Wood 
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Nature Centre, Gaetz Lakes Bird Sanctuary, McKenzie Trails Recreation Area, and the City 
of Red Deer nursery and storage yards.  

With the transfer of the Riverglen county school building to Gateway Christian School in 
2015, traffic in Waskasoo increased exponentially. A county school with 188 students 
arriving mostly by bus is now a destination Red Deer Public School with over 800 students 
arriving primarily in family cars. Combined with the two other secondary schools, 
Waskasoo is now visited daily by over 3500 students and staff.  

Altogether, this means that a 2022 traffic count (shown on the following page) found there 
are 2627 vehicle trips on 45th Avenue daily. A pre-pandemic count done in June 2016 
indicated 3600 daily trips.  

45th Avenue south of 59th St was not designed for this amount of traffic. At 10.7 m wide, it 
most closely resembles the City’s Engineering Design Guidelines’ 11 m Multifamily 
Undivided Local Roadway classification. According to the Design Guidelines’ Roadway 
Geometric Design Elements, an 11 m local road is rated for a typical traffic volume of under 
1000 trips/day (s. 14 Appendix A). This means that according to its design, even the widest 
portion of 45th Avenue is already 250-350% over what should be its typical traffic volume 
according to best practice. And it is 0.3 m narrower than the standard 11m road. 

Proponents of the development state that because 
45th Avenue functions as a collector road, meaning it 
carries traffic between local and arterial roads, it can 
handle up to 8000 vehicles per day. However, also 
according to the Design Guidelines, to handle that 
volume of traffic collector roads should be 12 m wide 
(Engineering Design Guidelines 4.5.C.3). This means 
45th Ave is 1.3 m narrower than the best practice for a 
collector road, resulting in vehicle travel lanes being 
reduced from a collector’s standard 3.5 m to 2.85 m 
(and even less when wide vehicles are parked along or 
cars are parked away from the curb). This reduced 
width is dangerous and creates traffic jams. We also 
note that 45th Ave also functions as the collector road 
for Woodlea where it narrows to approximately  9 m. 
See image to the left. By this logic, this narrow road 
should also safely handle 8000 vehicles per day.  
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Compounding the amount of traffic is the fact that much of it is “burst traffic,” meaning it 
happens over short periods. At these times, when school starts and ends or there are large 
cultural or sporting events, frustrated drivers are more likely to take risks such as running 
lights and stop signs, speeding down alleys, passing unsafely, blocking roads and 
driveways, and pulling out in traffic. Further, because this is primarily destination and not 
residential traffic, it will increase as the city grows, local schools expand, and more people 
access the parks.    

Engineering has also said that one of their key metrics for traffic is how long it takes for 
vehicles to move through the lights at 45th Avenue and 55th Street. Signalized intersections 
in Red Deer are considered failures if it takes vehicles longer than two minutes to move 
through the intersection. While traffic on 45th Avenue may be able to make it through the 
55th Street intersection in that time, those vehicles have already been waiting significantly 
longer than that to make it west from the schools down 58th and 59th Streets and onto 45th 
Avenue. 

Below are screenshots from a 2022 video of traffic exiting the neighbourhood after the 
school day. Traffic is travelling west along 58th St. past the Waskasoo Playground and 
waiting to turn south onto 45th Avenue to get in line for the signalized intersection at 55th St.  

Screenshots from 58th St and 44 Ave corner. Left image: looking west down 58th St towards the yield on 45th 
Ave. Right image: looking east down 58th St towards Lindsay Thurber Comprehensive High School.  

Please go to the WCA webpage at https://www.waskasoo.com/blank to watch the videos. If 
you watch the bright red SUV that pulls up under the Canada flag at the end of video 1 and 
is the subject of video 2, you will see that vehicle has waited at least 3 minutes to just reach 
the yield sign at the west end of 58th St where it can turn onto 45th Ave to get in line for the 
light on 55th St.      

One of the MDP’s guiding principles is to “effectively manage … intensification/infill and 
increased traffic through sound planning practices and consultation with citizens” (s. 
3.2.2). And the intent of Principle 3 in the NPDS is that “Traffic and parking are reduced and 
do not dominate the neighbourhood” (p 31). Waskasoo is already dominated by traffic and 
parking and this development will of necessity be autocentric. The immediate area has few 
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services, and the nearest grocery store is a 30-minute walk one way (Superstore). As well, 
transit runs on 55th St which means this development is further from bus service than the 
recommended 400 m (NPDS s. 2.8), and as long as critical traffic issues remain in 
Waskasoo, it would be exceedingly difficult to bring public transit through the 
neighbourhood at peak times. Taken together, this means that renters will likely either drive 
for work, volunteer, and other city-wide activities if they are independent or have groceries, 
other necessities, and services delivered, including multiple daily trips by homecare aides, 
if they are not independent.  

Former Engineering Services Manager, Konrad Dunabar, wrote in a Sep 3, 2021, email that 
City Engineering “did confirm that 45 ave is narrow for a collector and with the parking and 
intersection configuration is not likely performing well.” He also explained that “If changes 
are required to the length of 45 ave this could be a difficult and costly proposal” and that 
the City had “identified changes to 42 A ave that although costly would likely improve the 
situation greatly. However due to the cost and lack of current budget these solutions won’t 
help the immediate problem.” Approving this discretionary use will add to these traffic and 
safety issues and contribute to the need for costly changes to area roads to move traffic 
effectively.  

Even as early as 1967, the then City Manager recognized the potential for traffic issues if 
multifamily housing were to be built at the back of the neighbourhood. In a report on 
whether City Commissioners should approve an application to rezone land adjacent to the 
Kerry Wood Nature Centre for multifamily apartments, he wrote: “An examination of this 
general area related to the Future Residential Land Use pattern proposed for the next 20 
years or for a population of 50,000 for the City of Red Deer” revealed that “45th Avenue was 
not designated or constructed as a major road. Therefore, any major residential expansion 
on the Glenmere Farms holdings could well cause traffic problems along 45th Avenue” and 
that “the possibility of developing convenient and direct alternative major roads to disperse 
the traffic, does not exist in this area because of the present land use and land ownership 
patterns” (Red Deer Regional Planning Commission). Now Red Deer has a population of 
112,000 and traffic has indeed become an issue. 

As might be expected, this traffic leads to parking issues, particularly in the area 
surrounding 4240 59 St. Here, there is no offsite parking along 45th Ave. because it is 
narrow and has no curbs or sidewalks; limited offsite parking along the north side of 59th St 
because of the Canada Post mailboxes and school bus staging area for Gateway School; 
and limited parking on the south side of 59th St. because of driveways, lanes, and streets.  

A seventy-year-old county school, Gateway was never designed to handle so many vehicles 
efficiently, so the school’s parking also regularly backs up onto 45th, 44th and 43rd 
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Avenues as well as Waskasoo and Moore Crescents, and frustrated drivers inevitably park 
in front of crosswalks, alleyways, driveways, hydrants, and even along the river 
escarpment. This illegal parking damages the environment, hinders local traffic 
movements, and, most importantly, creates significant safety hazards.  

Proponents for the development point out the building requires only 19 parking stalls and 
proposes 59 – although the plans indicate 52. Either way, we are concerned. If the 
development is meant to be truly supportive living which requires 0.4 parking stalls per unit 
(Zoning Bylaw, p. 118), why would East Lincoln Properties pay for 300% more parking, and 
why should a key environmental area be covered with 300% more asphalt than necessary? 
The excessive parking leads us to believe that, at best, the developer expects this to be an 
autocentric building with considerably more traffic than is being predicted.  

For all the reasons outlined above, the development stands to negatively impact the 
amenities of the neighbourhood. This impact can be described as “unduly” because the 
development could be designed, sized, and sited differently, because the application is for 
a discretionary use, and because there are other uses allowed on this lot in the PS zone.   

INDICATIONS OF PLANS FOR SECOND BUILDING 
If, at best, the extra parking indicates the development is expected to generate 
considerably more traffic than is being proposed, at worst, it signals the intention to build 
the two building, 120+ unit apartment complex the developer has wanted since the pre-
development meeting in 2022. There are other indications that this is the case. First, while 
the parking lot has a different layout, it is for almost the same number of vehicles as the lot 
proposed for the two-phase complex in 2023, which had 55 stalls. Second, the proposed 
building’s bizarre siting on the lot with its rear to the neighbourhood and all the open space 
to the north has no solid planning reason other than to reserve space for a phase 2 building 
along 45th Ave. Because it covers only 26% of the site, there are many better building 
locations available, particularly (as we have repeatedly said) to the north and east side of 
the parcel. Third, the Smith-Dow Geotechnical Report is dated months  after the 
developer’s application to rezone was refused by Council yet still describes the 
development as “a three-storey apartment condominium” located “along the south portion 
of the site by 59 Street” and “a four-storey structure with an underground parkade to the 
west along 45 Ave.” Test holes for the second building and its underground parking garage 
were also completed and the report included the map below indicating the layout of the 
apartment complex and the location of the test holes.     
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If what is indicated in the map of testhole locations is the full intention for the site, the 
argument that the development “demonstrates a clear commitment to the Waskasoo 
Environmental Character Area” because it “limits building coverage to just 26% of the 
parcel” (MPC Report 3) or that “the remaining open space will continue to contribute to the 
existing open space and will continue to act as an amenity to wildlife” (MPC Report 8) is 
misleading and manipulative at best.  

CONCLUSION 
East Lincoln Properties is a very experienced, highly qualified local developer who 
purchased the lot with the Area Redevelopment Plan in place and in full knowledge of the 
limitations on this property. They were directly informed by a WCA past president in 2019 
that development here was subject to the Environmental Character Statement and should 
be small and located on the north-east portion of the parcel. In 2020, they purchased the 
4+ acre lot for $800,000 anyway and have since attempted numerous times to get 
permission to build the same multi-family development, or portions thereof, but have 
been: 
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- told by numerous City department managers and officers that the development 
does not fit the ARP in a 2022 Pre-Development Meeting 

- discouraged by stakeholders from applying to remove the site from its character 
area to make way for this development in 2022  

- refused by City Council in 2023 when they applied to rezone the site to high-density 
residential and amend the Area Redevelopment Plan to fit their development.  

- refused by the Municipal Planning Commission in 2025 when they applied for a 
development permit to build their development as a Senior Supportive Living 
Accommodation. 

We humbly request that the SDAB uphold these past decisions and once again refuse this 
application for a discretionary use on this parcel. We have shown above that it:   

1. Does not meet 4 of the 5 Waskasoo Area Redevelopment Plan Objectives.  
2. Does not meet 10 of the 17 applicable Character Statement regulations that form 

part of the Zoning Bylaw and prevail over the Bylaws in the case of conflict.  
3. Does not fit the intent of the Public Service Zone.  
4. Does not fit the definition for the Supportive Living Accommodation Use.  
5. Does not align with the Municipal Development Plan’s Generalized Land Use Map 

and Policies. 
6. Will damage the environment.  
7. Will materially interfere and affect the value, use and enjoyment of neighbouring 

properties. 
8. Will unduly interfere with neighbourhood and city-wide amenities.  

The WCA Board understands that East Lincoln Property owns the land and has the right to 
develop it. However, that right is not absolute, and any development must fit within the 
Zoning Bylaws and policies, most critically the Waskasoo Area Redevelopment Plan and 
Environmental Character Statement (see appendix attached.)  We note that most land in 
the city is privately owned and developable, yet most development occurs within the 
constraints of City Bylaws and Plans. 

In past submissions and presentations, we have shown that there are ways to develop this 
lot within the hierarchy of regulations and policies. These include public and quasi-public 
permitted uses such as an outdoor recreation facility and discretionary uses such as a 
small, low-impact cultural facility (e.g. the Red Deer Archives) or church, perhaps even the 
Indigenous Cultural Centre that is looking for a home. We have also stated at the 2019 
meeting with the developer, at the 2023 public hearing, at the 2025 MPC hearing, and here 
that even a supportive living or temporary care facility could work if it were conservatively 
sized, sited along the east property line, and set back 30m from 59th Street. Examples of 
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these types of supportive buildings include the Red Deer Hospice and Harmony Care 
developments in both Gasoline Alley and Inglewood. See below.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

That ours is not a NIMBY response is demonstrated by comments from John Bouw, our 
Vice President, to the Red Deer Advocate after the 2025 MPC hearing: “… we do realize that 
development will occur at some point and I think we can still work with East Lincoln on 
some plan to make it work, I really do” and that the association would be happy to work 
with the developers on coming up with a design more palatable to residents (Cowley).  

It is also demonstrated in the letters submitted for the MPC hearing and in the Public 
Consultation Summary of the MPC Report that states there were “several letters explicitly 
requested deferral of the application until additional consultation occurs” (p. 94). City 
Administration’s response was that “a formal public engagement process … is not a 
requirement” and “The Development Authority would not require any applicant to defer 
their application to carry out public consultation” (MPC Report 95). 

However, Section 2.40 of the Zoning Bylaw outlines regulations for Development Permit 
Applications and states, “Prior to an application being considered, the Development 
Authority may require the applicant to host a public meeting to ensure information and an 
opportunity to comment about the application is provided to the public at large” (s. 
2.40.10). After which, “the applicant must provide to the Development Authority a Report 
summarizing the nature of the consultation process and the responses received, 
identifying any issues raised and discuss how the applicant proposes to address these 
issues (s. 2.40.10. 2). 

Knowing the history of this site and its importance not only to Waskasoo but to the entire 
city, this would seem to be the ultimate time to require such a meeting. Perhaps if this had 
been done, we would not all have been mired in the red tape and taxpayer expense of a six-
hour MPC hearing and now an SDAB hearing.   
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Further, if proponents believe community consultation has been completed because this 
version of the application is essentially the same as what was consulted on in 2022, then it 
is clear that the 120+ unit two-building apartment complex that was consulted on then is 
still intended now, and we urge the SDAB to look at the summaries of the consultation and 
the community’s response to that/this development.  
 
To be clear, we request that the SDAB uphold MPCs refusal of this application because it 
does not meet requirements of the character statements, bylaws, and policies; it will harm 
the environment; and will impact neighbouring properties and neighbourhood amenities. 
As Mayor Johnston said in 2023, refusing this development permit still allows for 
development, still allows for owner rights, and still allows for consultation and comment 
(City Council Special Meeting Video, 4h11m).  
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APPENDIX 
 

Below, please find: 

1. Letters of Opposition to this development permit application from organizations 
connected to properties in Waskasoo.   
 

2. The Waskasoo Area Redevelopment Plan including the Character Statements. 

Page 103 of 288Page 101 of 282Page 102 of 322



Page 102 of 282Page 103 of 322



Page 103 of 282Page 104 of 322



Page 104 of 282Page 105 of 322



Page 105 of 282Page 106 of 322



Page 106 of 282Page 107 of 322



Page 107 of 282Page 108 of 322



Page 108 of 282Page 109 of 322



Page 109 of 282Page 110 of 322



Page 110 of 282Page 111 of 322



Page 111 of 282Page 112 of 322



Page 112 of 282Page 113 of 322



Page 113 of 282Page 114 of 322



Page 114 of 282Page 115 of 322



Page 115 of 282Page 116 of 322



Page 116 of 282Page 117 of 322



Page 117 of 282Page 118 of 322



������������	
���

���������

�
����������������������

�����������������

��	�
��������
�����
��������
�����������������
����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������

�� � !��
���"������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������#�

���� $��������������	������%��
�&�
�
����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������'�

��(� !���
�
��������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������'�

��	�
��(�)�������������	
���

����������
������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������*�

(� � +�����������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������,�

(��� &�-�"������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������,�

��	�
��#�)�������������	
���

����������
�����

����.���
�"���	�/0����	1�������������������������������������������������������2�

#� � �������"��������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������������3�

�������"����

�������4��� ����������
�
�"��
�5����������
�������4�(� ���������6����
�"�5�����
�������4�#� $�����	�7�����

8

Municipal Planning Commission
Page 240

Item No. 3.1.

Page 120 of 288Page 118 of 282Page 119 of 322



������������	
���

���������

�
����������������������

��� ���� !"#�$ �
%&'()*+)*  �'$,&- "�&  !# ��)$�*&$*� �$#).& /'*0��''.$�'!*��''�*0)1)�$'�2 34"-.$#
*'�1$#'3)#$.$�$'*)�!)�)-"�!)�#' 34)�+*)�! 4'�*4)#'*�5 #)�'!�')��&'6'!7''�6$1'�
)�!� ��& 3%&'8$�29*! :�� :�# �'0()*+)*  4.)2*)�$/4 ��)��� .'$�6'!7''�9*
#".�"�).)�!�)�"�).&$*� �2�%&'()*+)*  ;'$,&- "�&  !<.)�&)*-''�4�'4)�'!� ,"$!'
�&'3"�"�'!'1'. 4/'��)�!�'!'1'. 4/'�� 3�&'()*+)*  �'$,&- "�&  !)�!$*!$1$!'!"4
$�� �: 4)��*-)*'! ��&'$�)44� 1).4� #'**'*)�!$/4.'/'��)�$ ��'*4 �*$-$.$�2=

��
��>?��
���������������������@%&'A�')6'!'1'. 4/'��<.)�BA6<C# ��)$�*�&'
*�)�"� �24 ��$ � 3�&'()*+)*  ;'$,&- "�&  !<.)�)�!%&'8$�2 36'!7''�$*
�'*4 �*$-.'� .')!�&'$/4.'/'��)�$ �����&'DEFGHGIJKMNOPQFRPFSTHS0)�A�')
6'!'1'. 4/'��<.)�$*!'3$�'!)*)*�)�"� �24.)�0/')�$�,$�/"*�-')! 4�'!-28 "�#$.
"�!'�)U2.):�%&'A6<4 .$#$'*)!!�'**$!'��$�20.)�!"*'0)�!/ 1'/'���8&)�)#�'�
V�)�'/'��*)�'$��� !"#'!� #)4�"�'�&'#&)�)#�'�!'3$�$�,)���$-"�'* 3)*4'#$3$#
,' ,�)4&$#)�'))�!!'�'�/$�'�&'# /4)�$-$.$�2 3)!'1'. 4/'�� ��'!'1'. 4/'��
4� 4 *).�%&'*'8&)�)#�'�V�)�'/'��*:$..-'# ��)$�'!$�WPXPOPKNIRPFSYPZG[F
MEGXPKGFPZ0)4.)��$�,�  .�&)�4�'*#�$-'*!'*$,��',".)�$ �*3 ��'!'1'. 4/'��4� 4 *).*�

%&'A6<4 ��$ � 3�&'()*+)*  ;'$,&- "�&  !<.)�:)*)! 4�'!-28 "�#$. �
]̂_̀ab̀cdefgdh"�!'�U2.):ijklmnopqr

��
��s?�t�������u�����@�%&'8 //"�$�2<.)�B8<C$*�&'� �v*�)�"� �24 ��$ � 3�&'
()*+)*  ;'$,&- "�&  !<.)��A� �v*�)�"� �24.)�$*)44� 1'!-28 "�#$.)*)4.)��$�,
�  .� )**$*��&'# //"�$�2$�)#&$'1$�,�&'1$*$ �#�')�'!3 ��&'$��'$,&- "�&  !�%&'8<
# /4 �'��# ��)$�*# //"�$�2v.'!4 .$#2�'# //'�!)�$ �*:&'�'%&'8$�2 36'!7''�
)�!�&'# //"�$�2:$..: �+$�# �w"�#�$ �:$�&�&'()*+)*  8 //"�$�2A** #$)�$ �� 
)## /4.$*&�&'*'�'# //'�!)�$ �*�

%&'8<4 ��$ � 3�&'()*+)*  ;'$,&- "�&  !<.)�:)*)! 4�'!-28 "�#$. �]̂_̀ab̀c
defgdh"�!'��'* ."�$ ��"/-'�x�

%&'*'�: *'4)�)�'-"�$��'�.$�+'!4)��* 3�&'()*+)*  ;'$,&- "�&  !<.)�#.')�.2$.."*��)�'
�&'# ..)- �)�$1')44� )#&�''!'!-'�:''�%&'8$�2 36'!7''�)�!�&'()*+)*  
# //"�$�2� )#&$'1'�&' -w'#�$1'* 3�&' 1'�)�#&$�,()*+)*  ;'$,&- "�&  !<.)��%&'
�: 4.)�*:'�'4�'4)�'!� ,'�&'�)�!�&'�*'4)�)�'!-)*'! ��&'$�!$33'�'��)44� 1).
4� #'**'*)�!:&'�'$/4.'/'��)�$ ��'*4 �*$-$.$�2.)2*�

y

2016 un 

Municipal Planning Commission
Page 241

Item No. 3.1.

Page 121 of 288Page 119 of 282Page 120 of 322



�����������������	
���
����������������
����
�����������������������	�����
����������������������������������������������� !"#"$%&
()*+,!-+!./#.�0�1	2���������������3���������1	����������������������

���������
��
����4��
����������������	��5�
�20���	��2�
����������4�5

�� �����46����7�����������
��������������8�����������������4�������7��9
��� �������������
���������������������7�
��
��������
���� :����;����7�
��
����
�78<�������4���
�����9������������������
���������9����
�7� 	�8��������
������������=������������
����������8�
�������
����9������
�����
�����9

���>���������������������
�����������8��������������������?�����
����������
��������89����

42��8�����������8��������������
�����������?�����
�������������������8@

A���������B���������1	���=������������

���������8��
������������48�?�����
���������������������
�����������������������7���������������8��
������������C��>����������4����������������?��8�
�������D����� !"#"$%&E+*+&)$-+!.F&%!�����������������������
����������

�������������G%H.I"&&
�%J),/,+%K., #. ,+F&%!L�����	���������������������������������������������������������������8�
�
�����

D�7�
��
������������7�
��
�����������C��>����������4������������
����������48�����
��

���������M��������8��
���������������
�����������
����5�

N O+PE++,Q,%"&H�%H.+,F&%!R

N (,+%.+,E)S!.)S!/#.")!F&%!R

N T%HU%H))F%,UV!.+,$,+."*+�%H.+,F&%!R

N W%!PXH+YZ&%S[[\]̂_̀ àR
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WASKASOO Waskasoo is a neighbourhood of trees and trail s, r ivers 
and creeks, beaut iful o ld homes and great schools. 

AREA REDEVELOPMENT PLAN Our diverse community values and shares a wealth of 
natural, artistic and historical riches. 

I 
'ta' .,..,, 

0 Maintain Character 
Redistricting, development, 
redevelopment, and subdivision shall 
conform to the Land Use Bylaw, and reflect 
the Character Statements (Appendix I) 
and the Redevelopment Design Guidelines. 

0 Missing Links 
Sidewalks that are missing or desired 
will be included in the Capital Sidewalk 
Program. (Appendix 3) All new or 
replacement sidewalks and trails should 
meet the applicable municipal construction 
standards in place at the time. The City of 
Red Deer Recreation, Parks and Culture 
Department, Parks Section and the 
Waskasoo Community Association to 
investigate the potential of adding a natural 
trail to the riverbank. 

0 Parks and Trail Network 
The Waskasoo Park Interpretive Master 
Plan and other, new or subsequent 
applicable documents such as the 
Red Deer Trails Master Plan shall guide 
development and redevelopment in 
Waskasoo Park, the Gaetz Lakes 
Sanctuary, Kerry Wood Nature Centre 
and the McKenzie Trails Recreation 
Area. Efforts should be made to reduce 
tree loss and impacts to root zones. 

0 Maintain Tree Cover 
The Developvment Authority may require a Tree Preservation Plan as part of a 
Development Permit Application. If required, a Tree Preservation Plan must contain 
details about the existing landscaping on the lot(s), including the approximate 
diameter of trees (measured at breast height (ie) 1.3 metres above ground) and a 
written statement by a qualified professional on the health of the tree(s) proposed to 
be removed, retained or relocated shall accompany the Tree Preservation Plan. 

[:: ::] PlanBoundary 

* 424059St. 

;.:::, 55Stree1CharacterArea 

;.•.::, HistoricCharacterArea 

;.•.::, A-20CampCharacterArea 

;. •.:: 1 Environmental Character Area 

- Estate Residential Lots 

c:::::J 

c:::::J 
Palh/Tra;l(Conoeptual) 

Path/Sidewalk(Conceptual) 

Crosswalk(Conceplual) 

~ Escarpment Offset 

~ Floodway 

Maintain Character Maintain Tree Cover Preservation of Rural Character 
The City of Red Deer will 
initiate amendments to the 
Land Use Bylaw to reference 
the Redevelopment Design 
Guidelines and expand the 
applicable residential and 
commercial land use districts. 

The City of Red Deer undertook 
in October, 2015, amendments to 
the Land Use Bylaw which enabled 
the Development Authority to 
require additional information 
at the Development Permit 
Application stage. 

Throughout review and implementation, the City of Red Deer will address 
concerns identified by Federal and Provincial Regulations such as, but not 
limited to, the protection and enhancement of fish and wildlife habitat, 
ecosystems and historical resources within riparian areas. The review 
will assist in determining the most beneficial road cross section for 45th 
Avenue, north of 59th Street, aiming to retain its rural character within the 
riparian area and the gateway to the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary/Kerry Wood 
Nature Centre. Long range options should be considered to improve the 
long term health of the river bank. 

& LANDUSE 

0 4240 - 59 Street 
4240 - 59th Street shall retain its 
current PS Public Service (Institutional 
or Governmental) District designation. 
Additional studies, such as a Geotechnical 
Assessment, Traffic Impact Assessment 
and a Servicing Study shall be required to 
support an application for development or 
redevelopment. 

0 Estate Residential lots 
All estate residential lots (currently zoned Al ) 
shall not have any further intensification 
through an increase in the number of dwelling 
units, including secondary suites, or lots. 

0 low Impact Commercial Overlay District 
Any applications received for a Low Impact 
Commercial Overlay District within the 
Waskasoo Plan area will not require a Plan 
Amendment 

0 Designation of Historic Sites 
Owners of historic homes are encouraged 
to work with The City to designate 
properties as Historic Sites. Designation will 
assist in the long term preservation of these 
unique and important pieces of Red Deer's 
history. (Appendix 2) 

THE CITY OF 

~ Red Deer 
www.reddeer.ca/waskasoo 

Questions? Contact the Planning 
department at 403-406-8700 or 
planning@reddeer.ca 
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the costs with road replacement & as taxpayers in the area, is this what we must look forward
to?   Will this include their need for sewer & water utilities?   How much more will that cost
us?   How about their garbage?   Great, more big truck traffic …
 
Furthermore, this is a business that East Lincoln Properties Corporation wants to build.  We
are residential.  There is no way to guarantee that they will keep this property as a “seniors
supportive living” commercial venture or whether they will sell the property to another party, it
is all just a not good idea.
 
This development will also overburden the riverbank & adjacent green space – I cannot stress
enough how much this area supports the natural environment.  The amount of construction
traffic & noise this venture would cause will undoubtedly affect the habitat & nesting area in
that thin band of riverbank that exists along the river.  Dozens of dozens of deer & small
mammals need this area to move through the city, they count on both sides of the river. If
animals get caught out of this “transition area” they are likely to experience great stress & or
die.  Other professionals like the Nature Centre experts can speak to this & we wholeheartedly
agree with their recommendations.
 
My family has been very committed – we have been writing emails & letters, attending
meetings, doing as much as we can for YEARS about this.  It is very frustrating how much time
we spend on this & also that of our neighbours. In all seriousness – these sorts of supportive
living buildings belong in the downtown core.   Where the residents will have access to the
core city services, leaving the established neighbourhoods & their neighbourhood
associations to take care of development and other infrastructure changes.   People moved to
this Waskasoo neighbourhood because of how it is, not what it can become.  East Lincoln
Properties Corporation is not concerned with keeping a relationship as they deal in properties
– they are in it for money & business, if they really cared one bit about our neighbourhood, they
would reconsider their own plans & accommodate ours, they would consider the environment
of the area.   But they don’t & won’t & we don’t want them to be in our neighbourhood.   Barging
in & changing everything – it’s just rude.  Do we really have no say in our neighbourhood’s
future?
 
Please do not allow this land development to be reconsidered for East Lincoln Properties
Corporation, please end it if possible.  I agree with the stance taken by the Waskasoo
Community Association, Red Deer Public School Board, Waskasoo Environmental Education
Society, Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee, and Red Deer River Naturalists.
 
Thank-you for your time,

Red Deer
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carpentry to plumbing, providing livelihoods for skilled workers in our community. These jobs
will have a cascading effect, contributing to a more robust local economy and strengthening
the financial wellbeing of many working families in our area.

The vacant land earmarked for this development has been unused for far too long—an eyesore
that detracts from our neighborhood’s potential. The proposal has garnered unanimous support
from City Administration, indicative of its thoughtfulness and alignment with community
needs. Approving this development would exemplify responsible urban planning and a
proactive approach to enhancing the quality of life for our citizens.

In light of these considerations, I respectfully urge the Board to approve this development,
recognizing the multifaceted benefits it brings to our community: accessible housing for
families, essential support for our seniors, and meaningful job creation for our residents. 

Thank you for your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,  
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From: ca
To: Appeals
Subject: [External] East Lincoln development in Waskasoo
Date: January 22, 2026 10:35:52 AM

[You don't often get email from  Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

To whom it may concern

Re:  East Lincoln development in Waskasoo.

Although we do not reside in the area that is directly affected by this
proposed development, we do live in the Waskasoo area.  We do have concerns
relative to this development and potentially other developments that are
planned within a "Supportive Living" context.

Please accept this email in support of rejecting the current development of
the East Lincoln development on the land between Gateway School and the Red
Deer River.

Although we do not object to a development of some nature on this parcel, we
believe that the development proposal as presented does not meet the
character of the neighborhood.  We believe the current development proposal
will adversely affect both the surrounding homes and neighborhood and will
have a significant negative impact on wildlife flow, traffic and density in
the area.   Further, we disagree with the current zoning definition for a
supportive living development.  In our opinion, the definition for a
supportive living complex is too broad and amounts to nothing more than
providing potential minimal supports while building a full apartment block
with all the accompanying amenities and concerns. These are not the
parameters for which the supportive living zoning was designed to meet.

In our opinion, the appeal should be rejected, and we suggest the following
course of action.

1.      Inform the developer than the appeal has been either rejected or
deferred until city administration and council can deal with the issue of a
proper definition for a supportive living development within the land use
by-law.
2.      While waiting for the definition to be resolved, suggest that the
developer meet with the key neighborhood stakeholders for input on what type
and configuration of a development would be amenable. It seems to us that
there are significant concerns about placement and traffic flow for the
current proposal.  Obviously, a public meeting of this nature would be quite
contentious and non-productive, but perhaps there is a vehicle by which the
developer and the key stakeholders could enter into a constructive dialogue.

Thank you for your consideration of this matter.

Page 179 of 288Page 177 of 282Page 178 of 322



Page 178 of 282Page 179 of 322



visitors to this seniors facility park once visitor parking at the complex is full?
On street parking is at a premium, because of the schools.  There simply is no
room for extra cars to be parked on our neighborhood streets. I was quite
dismayed at the attitude of the City Engineer at the MPC meeting on
November 19, 2025.  He treated our concerns about traffic and parking as a
"minor inconvenience" and was quite dismissive of the issues we brought
forward.  It is NOT a minor inconvenience to be unable to leave your home
twice a day for a half hour each time, due to excessive traffic and gridlocked
roads. 

Safety concerns - City Services and Emergency Services:

How will city services, such as power, water, sewage and gas be affected by
the additional demand put on the existing system?  Remember, this
neighborhood and its infrastructure are a minimum of 75 years old.  In the
Bowness area of Calgary, which has an older infrastructure, they have been
experiencing power outages, water shortage, water pressure issues and sewer
back ups, due to the increased demand on the system because of increased
population density in the area.  How will the City of Red Deer guarantee that
residents of our neighborhood will not have to endure these types of
interruptions in service?

Emergency Response Times: The City of Red Deer has supplied no
information in regard to response times for Fire, Ambulance or EMT in
Waskasoo.  Twice a day our roads are grid locked for about a half hour each
time.  We have yet to hear how Emergency Services will respond in a timely
manner to our homes.  With the development of a seniors facility, there will be
an increase in Emergency responses to this building as this is a statistically
proven fact. Personally I have experienced on more than one occasion where it
has taken me 30 to 40 minutes to access 55th Street, from my home.  This is a
matter of 3 blocks. 

City Bylaws Enforcement: I am unable to understand why we NEVER see
bylaws enforcement in our neighborhood during peak traffic and parking, on
school days.  It is fairly common to see them in the evening or on the
weekends, but at no time do bylaw officers enforce parking or
traffic restrictions during school times.  Our neighborhood needs to have
better coverage and more frequent visits by bylaw officers who will prevent
blocked driveways, infringement of alleyways, parking in front of fire
hydrants, infringement on crosswalks or speeding.   I invite you to come to my
neighborhood on any school day, when school is either starting or ending. 
You will see these violations occurring daily. 
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South Bank Trail System:  The access to this development will cross the river
bank trail system.  This needs to be addressed in order to avoid possible
accidents or infringement on the flow of pedestrian traffic and bicycles on the
paths.   There is also the aesthetic impact this will have on trails, just one more
paved crossing to affect the pathways system. 

Environmental and Aesthetic Impact:

The location and height of this building will dramatically affect the aesthetics
and views from neighboring properties. The building will block the vista from
the south side of 59th Street looking to the north.  Homes located on this street
have long enjoyed the open view to the north.  Not only will this building
impede the view but will also infringe on the privacy that people enjoy while
in their yards.  Views from the balconies will look down directly into peoples
yards, robbing them of their privacy and peace of mind.

The area that is to be developed is directly under the migratory flight path for
many birds that use the river valley.  It is common to see pelicans, numerous
varieties of geese, trumpeter swans, hummingbirds,  ducks, eagles, hawks,
falcons and various song birds in this area.  This is also a major transit route
for large mammals, such as deer, moose, coyotes, cougars, rabbits and various
smaller rodents.  This development will negatively affect the natural balance
in this section of the river valley. 

There appears to be no information made available in regard to underground
water flow and drainage.  What steps has the developer taken to ensure that
the water table in the area will not be affected, especially since it is so close to
the rivers' edge?  It would be disastrous if this  development were to increase
or affect the natural erosion of this part of the riverbank. 

Future Development:

Judging from the schematics and renderings that have been submitted to
residents who will be impacted in our neighborhood, it would appear that the
developer is leaving room for the development of more buildings, between
59th Street and the Red Deer River.  I would vehemently object to further
development on that parcel of land, as the impact would be extremely
detrimental to our neighborhood and the river valley.  The City of Red Deer
and Waskasoo Residents needs to know what the developers intentions are for
the future.  

Sincerely yours,
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following points:

·         Loss of Permeable surfaces

·         Riverbank Stability

·         Barriers to Wildlife

·         Trail Realignments

·         Increase in Traffic

·         Increase in Pedestrian Traffic

·         Light Pollution

·         Invasive Plant Species

·         Waskasoo Area Restructuring Plan (ARP) Requirements

These requirements were set to maintain the Character of the area. Ignoring these
requirements and seeing that the development is lacking in many aspects of these
requirements feels wrong.

 

Beside that:

·         Access to the parking area needlessly crosses the South Bank trail creating a hazard
for trail users

·         The location of the building across the south end of the lot next to the 45th Ave
lookout:

- impinges on the already severely compromised wildlife corridor along the Red Deer
River, and

- will increase run off from concrete and asphalt surfaces into the Red Deer River and
Waskasoo Creek        watershed

·         The development will add traffic and congestion to 45th Avenue and the rural road
access to McKenzie Lakes.

·         The development does not meet the requirements laid out in the Environmental
Character Statements in the Zoning Bylaw
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Regards,
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From:
To: Appeals
Cc: secretary@waskasoo.info
Subject: [External] SDAB 0262 006 2025
Date: January 22, 2026 9:07:34 AM

Hello again,
I mistakenly sent the wrong letter to you. There has been quite a bit of back and forth
about this parcel of land. I have written more than once. Here is a resend of my letter
that is more specific to this particular decision. Thank you for your understanding, 
Janet Cole

I am adding my name, AGAIN, in support of the opposition to a certain parcel of land. I
attended a public hearing at City Hall, that saw over 100 people with the same
opinion, just a couple short years ago, Am using the well crafted letter by a hard
working volunteer closely connected to the details of this continuing assault.
Have you lost the narrative that Red Deerians cherish our parks and are tired of
continually defending them? That in 2025 we should be past the focus of develop to
the max and throw out well thought out arguments for nature that are supported by
many organizations with expert information about the value of natural areas to a city
and its citizens?
Please add another citizen opposing this. Here is the letter:
Attention: Members of the Municipal Planning Commission
I understand that 4240 59 St is privately owned, developable, Public Service land.
However, because of its location along the Red Deer River, adjacent to the Waskasoo
Park system and South (right) Bank Trail, as well as near major nodes in the Red Deer
park system, including the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary, Kerry Wood Nature Centre, and
McKenzie Trails, development here stands to impact amenities shared by the entire
city.
I submit the following concerns regarding this application:
1. Access to the parking area needlessly crosses the South Bank trail creating a
hazard for trail users
2. The application should include 28 more trees and shrubs to meet the minimum
landscaping requirements.
3. The location of the building across the south end of the lot next to the 45th Ave
lookout:
a. impinges on the already severely compromised wildlife corridor along the
Red Deer River and Waskasoo Creek, and
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b. will increase run off from concrete and asphalt surfaces into the Red Deer
River and Waskasoo Creek watershed 
4. The development will add traffic and congestion to 45th Avenue and the rural
road access to McKenzie Lakes.
5. The development violates the spirit and intent (Environmental Character
statements) of the Waskasoo Area Redevelopment Plan (ARP)
Sincerely,
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From:
To: Appeals
Subject: [External] Appeal number #SDAB 0262 006 2025
Date: January 26, 2026 11:24:17 PM

[You don't often get email from . Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

Dear Sir;  If this 48 unit apartment is built, the city will have to
rebuild 59 ST.. and also 45 Ave.. as these two roads are too narrow to
safely handle the increase of traffic.
If 45 Ave doesn't get widened, it will never be able to safely handle
the increase of traffic. If the city widens this Ave. you can say
goodby to about  60 or more 70 year old trees.
Regards, 
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5. Inappropriate Land Use

While the land is privately owned, it is a Public Service lot deeply integrated into the
Waskasoo Open Space Major System. Any development here must fit the City's statutory
plans. There are other less intrusive uses (such as recreation or cultural facilities) or smaller-
scale supportive living accommodations that would be better suited to this location without
violating the ARP.

We request that you dismiss the appeal and support the MPC's refusal of this permit to protect
the integrity and safety of the Waskasoo neighborhood.

Sincerely,
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From:
To: Appeals
Cc: secretary@waskasoo.info
Subject: [External] Waskasoo
Date: January 25, 2026 9:04:54 PM
Attachments: image0.jpeg

image1.jpeg
Video.mov
image2.jpeg

[You don't often get email from . Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

As a mother, a wife, and a registered nurse, I understand that a home is not defined solely by walls
and property lines. A home is where children develop a sense of safety, where families build
routines, and where everyday experiences quietly shape physical, emotional, and mental well-being.
The proposed East Lincoln development would permanently and irreversibly destroy our family’s
ability to enjoy our home in the way it was designed, relied upon, and lived in for over a decade.

Our home was intentionally renovated to open toward the green space and river corridor because that
environment is integral to how our family lives. The large windows, second-storey addition, and
open deck were not aesthetic luxuries; they were deliberate design choices centered on family life—
allowing natural light, visual openness, privacy, and connection to nature. These elements support
calm, routine, and balance, all of which are especially important for children. The proposed
development would replace these qualities with a constant visual and psychological presence of an
over-40-foot building mass directly adjacent to our home.

The impact on our children is particularly distressing. Our backyard and the adjacent green space are
where they play freely, ride their bikes, explore independently, and learn confidence in a safe,
familiar environment. These are daily activities that define childhood. The proposed building, with
24 balconies and 85 windows positioned above and around our property, would subject these
moments to constant observation. The knowledge that strangers would be looking down into our
yard transforms a safe family space into one of exposure and anxiety. Children should not grow up
feeling watched in their own backyard.

As a nurse, I am acutely aware of how environments affect mental health and development. Children
need unstructured outdoor play, privacy, and a sense of control over their surroundings. The loss of
these conditions forces children indoors, restricts natural movement, and replaces freedom with
caution. This is not an abstract concern—it is a direct, lived consequence of the building’s massing,
height, and design. No fencing, landscaping, or conditions can meaningfully mitigate the sense of
surveillance created by elevated balconies and windows overlooking a family’s private space.

The loss of enjoyment extends beyond the backyard. Inside our home, the existing vistas toward the
river corridor and treeline create openness, natural light, and a sense of peace that shapes our daily
routines. These views are visible from our main living areas and are central to how we use our home
—quiet mornings, shared family meals, evenings spent together in a space that feels calm and
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restorative. Replacing these views with a continuous wall of building mass fundamentally alters how
our home feels and functions. Living spaces that were designed to face nature would instead face
dominance, enclosure, and visual intrusion.

This change is permanent. Once the building is constructed, there is no remedy that can restore lost
views, privacy, or family enjoyment. Unlike temporary construction impacts, this harm does not end.
It repeats every day, every season, and for as long as we live here. The Land Use Bylaw and the
Waskasoo Area Redevelopment Plan exist to prevent precisely this type of irreversible loss to
established families, yet the proposed development disregards those protections entirely.

The emotional impact on our family is compounded by the scale and form of the building itself. A
structure exceeding 40 feet in height, described as supportive living but functioning as multi-family
residential, rises like a wall along our property edge. It dominates the skyline, casts both literal and
emotional shadows, and permanently alters the character of a space that was once open and
welcoming. The presence of 24 balconies and 85 windows looking down into our home removes any
remaining sense of privacy, dignity, or comfort.

This development does not simply inconvenience us; it erases the way we live as a family. The
freedom for our children to play outside without self-consciousness, the ability to enjoy outdoor
meals, the quiet enjoyment of our deck, and the sense of peace that comes from living beside green
space will all be lost. These are not minor lifestyle preferences. They are fundamental components of
a healthy home environment.

From a broader perspective, this loss of enjoyment is inseparable from the economic, environmental,
and planning harms already identified. The destruction of river views, treed screening, and green
space directly devalues our home by tens of thousands of dollars, transferring that value to the
developer. The environmental degradation of drainage lands feeding Gates Lake and the disruption
of wildlife corridors connected to the Kerry Wood Nature Centre further erode the quality of the
environment our children experience daily. Increased traffic, under-parking, and a substandard
access road introduce safety risks into an area where children walk and bike regularly.

Taken together, these impacts create a cumulative and overwhelming burden on our family. The
planning framework recognizes that development must not unduly interfere with the enjoyment of
neighbouring lands. In this case, enjoyment is not merely reduced—it is permanently destroyed. The
loss is personal, ongoing, and irreversible, and it falls entirely on families who relied on the City’s
statutory plans when making long-term decisions about where to live and raise their children.

As a nurse, my professional life is centered on care, prevention, and long-term well-being. As a
mother, my responsibility is to protect my children’s sense of safety, stability, and joy. Approving
this development as proposed would fail on both counts. It would allow maximum building yield to
override human impact, and it would sacrifice the daily well-being of existing families for a form of
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development that is incompatible with its setting and contrary to the Waskasoo Area Redevelopment
Plan.

For these reasons, the loss of family enjoyment caused by the proposed East Lincoln development is
not a secondary consideration—it is a central and decisive harm that the Subdivision and
Development Appeal Board must weigh. Once taken, it cannot be restored.

I am also deeply troubled by how the proposed development is being described as “supportive
living.” This characterization is not only misleading from a planning perspective, but profoundly
disappointing from a health-care and community-care standpoint. Public Service (PS) land exists to
serve genuine public needs. In the context of housing, that purpose has historically and clearly
included true, government-funded assisted living and care-oriented facilities for seniors and
vulnerable residents who require daily, regulated support—not market-driven, apartment-style
housing presented under a softer label.

In my professional experience, assisted living is defined by continuous, structured care: on-site
nursing or health-care staff, regulated support services, medical oversight, and integration with
public health and social systems. These facilities serve people who cannot safely live independently
and who depend on publicly supported care models. The East Lincoln proposal does not provide this.
It does not function as assisted living, does not deliver regulated care, and does not meet the urgent
and documented need for publicly accessible senior care in our community. Labeling it “supportive
living” does not change its fundamental nature as standard, self-contained residential units operating
at market rates.

This distinction matters deeply. PS-zoned land is limited and valuable precisely because it is
intended to meet needs the private market does not adequately address. Approving a privately
marketed, apartment-style development on PS land forecloses the opportunity to use this site for
what it was actually meant to support: legitimate assisted living, long-term care, or community
health-oriented facilities that serve seniors, people with disabilities, and those requiring daily
assistance. Once this land is consumed by a misclassified residential building, that opportunity is lost
—permanently.

As a nurse, I see firsthand the strain on families who are desperately trying to find appropriate,
affordable, publicly supported care for aging parents and vulnerable loved ones. Those needs are
real, pressing, and unmet. This proposal does nothing to address them. Instead, it uses the language
of care to justify a development that neither delivers care nor advances public health outcomes. That
is not just a planning issue; it is a moral one.

From a family perspective, this makes the harm even more difficult to accept. Our family is being
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While we recognize the company's right to develop something within the city's guidelines and regulations,
they have ignored proposals to tone it down and have instead tried to have the rules changed or bypass
residents in order to find an mechanism that would approve the project as it is, rather than make some
reasonable compromise. They have spent years now trying to ram the project through wherever they may
find a way, trying to grind the neighbourhood down by attrition until we are too tired of trying to oppose
them. From their most recent proposal to the municipal planning commission, they may bring your
attention to some letters of support they received-and if you spend a short time tracking where those
come from, they were virtually if not literally all from construction companies, construction material
companies, or people who either own or hold significant stake in the same and do not live anywhere near
the proposed construction site. After hearing their proposal, the Planning Commission unanimously
refused to allow construction as it was. The letters written to the city are likewise almost unanimously
opposed.

Please consider this context then as you hear their appeal.

Thank you for your time and consideration,

Existing North View
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Vista change projection
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unit development represents a substantial intensification that directly contradicts this policy
direction. These lands are also not included within the Environmental Character Area,
reinforcing that they are not intended to absorb additional development pressure.

This appeal is fundamentally about protecting the long-term environmental and historical
integrity of Waskasoo, not about opposing development in principle. The neighbourhood
already experiences high levels of traffic and activity—both vehicular and wildlife—due to
surrounding schools, community facilities, and heavy use of the river valley trail system.
Introducing a development of this scale in such a constrained location risks compounding
existing pressures and eroding the qualities that residents and visitors alike value.

Transportation and access concerns further underscore this issue. The local road network
is not a curb-and-gutter system and was not designed to accommodate the traffic volumes,
parking demand, emergency access, and service requirements associated with a 48-unit
development. Access that crosses or impinges upon the Southbank Trail would
compromise safety, environmental function, and the rural, park-like character of the
roadway, contrary to ARP objectives.

Finally, the orientation and design of the proposed building—specifically positioning the rear
of the structure toward existing homes on 59 Street—creates a physical and visual barrier
that isolates the development from the surrounding community. This approach is
inconsistent with ARP principles that encourage compatibility, integration, and respect for
established neighbourhood form.

The Waskasoo Area Redevelopment Plan reflects a shared commitment between the City
of Red Deer and its residents to steward a historically significant and environmentally
sensitive area. Just because a proposal can meet minimum regulatory requirements does
not mean it is the best or most responsible use of this land. The environmental impacts on
wildlife and the Red Deer River Valley would be significant and long-lasting.

For these reasons, I respectfully request that the Appeal Board deny the proposed
development.

Thank you for your time and careful consideration.

Sincerely,

 

 
 

Waskasoo resident 11 years
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3. Impacts to the trail system, wildlife corridors, and environmental health

The proposed access and site configuration introduce additional hazards to the South Bank
Trail and negatively affect a critically important wildlife corridor connecting Waskasoo Park
and the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary. Increased traffic, noise, lighting, and site disturbance will
disrupt wildlife movement, degrade biodiversity, and negatively affect water quality and
groundwater recharge.

As someone who uses this trail system daily for commuting and recreation, I am directly
impacted by the degradation of this public asset and the environmental harm associated with
this development.

4. Loss of neighbourhood character, privacy, and longstanding views

The height and placement of the building will result in significant overlook from windows and
balconies into surrounding homes, causing loss of privacy and erosion of established
neighbourhood character. The proposal also obstructs longstanding views toward the river
escarpment and parkland, diminishing the use, enjoyment, and value of neighbouring
properties.

5. The proposal is characterized as “supportive living accommodation” but lacks clear,
use-defining information

The appeal materials describe the proposal as a 48-unit supportive living accommodation.
Where a development relies on this classification, the submission must clearly demonstrate the
operational and service components that define supportive living (including how services are
provided or arranged to support residents’ independent living).

Based on the information provided to date, the submission does not clearly establish these use-
defining elements. This absence is significant, as it directly affects how the proposal should be
evaluated for compliance with land-use definitions, policy intent, and infrastructure impacts.
Approval should not be based on an assumed or incomplete characterization of the use.

6. Repeated refusal and continued non-alignment with adopted policy

This site has been reviewed repeatedly, and prior City decisions — including refusal by the
Municipal Planning Commission and earlier Council decisions related to intensification —
have consistently found this form of development inappropriate for this location. Continued
appeals do not resolve the fundamental issue: this proposal does not align with the site’s
adopted planning framework.

While East Lincoln Property has the right to develop land it owns, that right is not absolute
and must conform to the City of Red Deer’s bylaws, statutory plans, and environmental
policies. The continued pursuit of this proposal on a sensitive and constrained site does not
address those policy conflicts.
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For all of the above reasons, I respectfully request that the Subdivision and Development
Appeal Board uphold the Municipal Planning Commission’s decision and refuse the
appeal.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Woodlea/Waskasoo neighbourhood
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McKenzie Area, and the general character of this quiet area.
This proposal is not a fit for the land described. The impact is too large.
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From: Jay Hallett
To: Appeals
Cc: Development; Planning Services
Subject: FW: [External] Appeal Number #SDAB 0262 006 2025
Date: January 19, 2026 3:03:49 PM

Please see below.
 
Kind Regards
Jay Hallett | Senior Development Officer
Permits & Inspections | The City of Red Deer
P 403.406.8690 | E jay.hallett@reddeer.ca
 
 
 
 

From: 
Sent: January 15, 2026 4:36 PM
To: Planning Services <Planning@reddeer.ca>
Subject: [External] Appeal Number #SDAB 0262 006 2025

 
Dear Sir/Madam
 
I am writing to express my opposition to the development of the apartment
building at 4240 - 59 Street,  between Gateway Christian School and the
River.  
 

I have written on numerous occasions that I oppose this development
due to the fact that there is questionable adherence to the Waskasoo
Neighborhood Plan and Waskasoo Character Statements. There are also
numerous safety concerns in regard to traffic, City services and
Emergency response times.  The environmental and aesthetic impact of
this building have not been addressed adequately, in my opinion. I am
also concerned as to future development on this site, once the initial
project is or is not completed.  

 
Concerns regarding Waskasoo Neighborhood Plan and Waskasoo
Character Statements:
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In  a response I received from Jay Hallet ( Senior Development Officer) he
said that the developer has added various architectural elements to meet
the requirements of the Waskasoo Character Statements.  From the
drawings and schematics we have seen, I can see nothing that
indicates anything has been done to make this building integrate
architecturally with Waskasoo.    I believe the building does NOT meet the
roofline design nor height requirement of our Neighborhood. The building
is essentially a giant shoe box, this does not fit into a neighborhood that is
approximately 75 years old.
 
The present plan for this building does not conform with the setback of
the school that is on the same street.  This building needs to be relocated
(moved back) so that it conforms with the rest of the street.  This may
result in being able to conserve the trees that are on this boulevard,
rather than cutting them down. 
 
As you are aware, parking is an immense problem because of the added
traffic from the 3 schools and daycare in our neighborhood.  At present,
School Busses line up twice a day along 59 Street before and after the
school day.  I cannot imagine being a resident of this facility, when school
buses are sitting mere meters away from your front door, while idling at
the curb.   Where will visitors to this seniors facility park once visitor
parking at the complex is full? On street parking is at a premium, because
of the schools.  There simply is no room for extra cars to be parked on our
neighborhood streets. I was quite dismayed at the attitude of the City
Engineer at the MPC meeting on November 19, 2025.  He treated our
concerns about traffic and parking as a "minor inconvenience" and was
quite dismissive of the issues we brought forward.  It is NOT a minor
inconvenience to be unable to leave your home twice a day for a half hour
each time, due to excessive traffic and gridlocked roads. 

 
 
Safety concerns - City Services and Emergency Services:
 

How will city services, such as power, water, sewage and gas be affected
by the additional demand put on the existing system?  Remember, this
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neighborhood and its infrastructure are a minimum of 75 years old.  In the
Bowness area of Calgary, which has an older infrastructure, they have
been experiencing power outages, water shortage, water pressure issues
and sewer back ups, due to the increased demand on the system
because of increased population density in the area.  How will the City of
Red Deer guarantee that residents of our neighborhood will not have to
endure these types of interruptions in service?
 
Emergency Response Times: The City of Red Deer has supplied no
information in regard to response times for Fire, Ambulance or EMT in
Waskasoo.  Twice a day our roads are grid locked for about a half hour
each time.  We have yet to hear how Emergency Services will respond in a
timely manner to our homes.  With the development of a seniors facility,
there will be an increase in Emergency responses to this building as this
is a statistically proven fact. Personally I have experienced on more than
one occasion where it has taken me 30 to 40 minutes to access 55th
Street, from my home.  This is a matter of 3 blocks. 
 
City Bylaws Enforcement: I am unable to understand why we NEVER see
bylaws enforcement in our neighborhood during peak traffic and parking,
on school days.  It is fairly common to see them in the evening or on the
weekends, but at no time do bylaw officers enforce parking or
traffic restrictions during school times.  Our neighborhood needs to have
better coverage and more frequent visits by bylaw officers who will
prevent blocked driveways, infringement of alleyways, parking in front of
fire hydrants, infringement on crosswalks or speeding.   I invite you to
come to my neighborhood on any school day, when school is either
starting or ending.  You will see these violations occurring daily. 
 
South Bank Trail System:  The access to this development will cross the
river bank trail system.  This needs to be addressed in order to avoid
possible accidents or infringement on the flow of pedestrian traffic and
bicycles on the paths.   There is also the aesthetic impact this will have on
trails, just one more paved crossing to affect the pathways system. 

 
Environmental and Aesthetic Impact:
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The location and height of this building will dramatically affect the
aesthetics and views from neighboring properties. The building will block
the vista from the south side of 59th Street looking to the north.  Homes
located on this street have long enjoyed the open view to the north.  Not
only will this building impede the view but will also infringe on the
privacy that people enjoy while in their yards.  Views from the balconies
will look down directly into peoples yards, robbing them of their privacy
and peace of mind.
 
The area that is to be developed is directly under the migratory flight path
for many birds that use the river valley.  It is common to see pelicans,
numerous varieties of geese, trumpeter swans, hummingbirds,  ducks,
eagles, hawks, falcons and various song birds in this area.  This is also a
major transit route for large mammals, such as deer, moose, coyotes,
cougars, rabbits and various smaller rodents.  This development will
negatively affect the natural balance in this section of the river valley. 
 
There appears to be no information made available in regard to
underground water flow and drainage.  What steps has the developer
taken to ensure that the water table in the area will not be affected,
especially since it is so close to the rivers' edge?  It would be disastrous if
this  development were to increase or affect the natural erosion of this
part of the riverbank. 
 

Future Development:
 

Judging from the schematics and renderings that have been submitted to
residents who will be impacted in our neighborhood, it would appear that
the developer is leaving room for the development of more buildings,
between 59th Street and the Red Deer River.  I would vehemently object
to further development on that parcel of land, as the impact would be
extremely detrimental to our neighborhood and the river valley.  The City
of Red Deer and Waskasoo Residents needs to know what the developers
intentions are for the future.  
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Sincerely yours,
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From:
To: Appeals
Subject: [External] Appeal number #SDAB 0262 006 2025
Date: January 26, 2026 12:58:29 PM

January 26,2026

To:  Subdivision and Appeal Board

RE:  Appeal Number #SDAB 0262 006 2025

I am writing to express my complete opposition to the proposed Seniors Living
Accommodation at 4240 59 Street, Red Deer. This application does not conform to the
zoning bylaw, the Waskasoo Area Redevelopment Plan (ARP) and the ARP’s Environmental
Character Area and Character Statements. This development will drastically impact amenities
shared by both the residents of Waskasoo and the entire city.  Please uphold the unanimous
decision by The Municipal Planning Commission to reject this proposed development.  I have
the following concerns regarding this application:

     1.  The corner of 59th Street and 45th Avenue is The Gateway to The Gaetz Lake
Sanctuary, The Kerry Wood Nature Centre and McKenzie Ponds which makes it a very sacred
piece of property.  This proposed building is excessive in size and will impair/obstruct
longstanding views of the river escarpments. I regularly walk along 59 Street and cannot
imagine losing the magnificent views and feelings of openness and serenity. Many of us
residents will be impacted. The present homeowners/tenants on the south side of 59th Street
will be drastically impacted!  They will lose their privacy as a result of the dozens of windows
and balconies!  Property values will plummet!

     2. The Waskasoo Neighborhood is noted and admired for its unique character.  This
proposed building, in my opinion, is a “big ugly box” that does absolutely nothing to enhance
our Waskasoo community character. It will stand out like a sore thumb!

     3.  The main streets of Waskasoo are already overburdened!  Traffic on 45th Avenue is
already 250 -350% overcapacity!  As a result, our streets are dangerous!  I regularly have a
very difficult time turning onto Moore Crescent off of 45th Avenue - traffic is backed up
behind me as drivers regularly turn onto 45th  Avenue from 58 Street right in front of me! It
should also be noted that as our Red Deer and area population increases, our wonderful
amenities like McKenzie Ponds and The Kerry Wood Nature Centre are also becoming busier!
 This is what we want to happen but that also means more traffic!  This is a fact worth noting. 

     4.  This is Public Service land which means services should be provided. Realistically, with
the only service being provided being a hair salon, the residents will be individual/couples
who will be dependent on their car as there is not any public transportation. Each unit is self
contained which means trips to the grocery store etc. As for proposed space available for home
care, that is really grasping at the Supportive Living definition as anyone can access home care
regardless of where they live!

     5. Parking along 59th Street will be even more concerning.  Presently there is no parking
on 45th Avenue past 59th Street, no sidewalk on the south side of 59th Street and school buses
park along the north side of 59th Street. 
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     6. The proposed access road will be a hazard to the very busy trail system and 45th
Avenue 

     7.  This is a wildlife corridor and will definitely be impacted.  In the past few years, the
deer population has definitely increased which has created another hazard on 45th Avenue. A
young deer was hit by a vehicle along 45th Avenue this winter!

I understand that East Lincoln Property Corporation owns this land but they need to respect
and adhere to the Waskasoo Area Redevelopment Plan (ARP),the ARP’s Environmental
Character Area and Character Statements. The residents of Waskasoo are willing to work with
them to create a development that enhances our wonderful neighborhood. Please respect the
decision made by The Municipality Planning Commission on November 26, 2025.

Sincerely 

 
Sent from my iPad
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ELP would be to add an additional multi unit building to the west side of their property. Again
the return on investment is the reason ELP purchased the land. More units means more
revenue.

A couple of suggestions regarding my concerns and the knowledge that at some point there
will be development on this land. I believe a two story building with the same footprint would 
reduce the added traffic and be more acceptable for the residents directly adjacent to the
property on 59 street. No approval for a second building would make residents more willing to
accept an initial development and possibly turning the building around so the front side is
facing south and some upgraded landscaping to the south side would also make the 59 street 
more appealing than the back of the building.

Regards
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From:
To: Appeals
Cc: secretary@waskasoo.com
Subject: [External] Opposition to the proposed development in Waskasoo
Date: January 19, 2026 5:00:07 PM

[You don't often get email from . Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

To the members of the Subdivision and Appeal Board,

I am writing regarding the proposed development in Waskasoo at 4240-59 St. As a parent of two students currently
attending Gateway School, and one more within the next couple years, I strongly oppose this development. Not only
will the process of construction be disruptive for students, but the traffic is already horrendous on school days. I
can’t see how 45 Ave could accommodate the influx of traffic that would be inevitable with this project. Another
practical concern is the question of where the school buses would park once the project is underway, since currently
they drop off and pick up students along 59 St. I understand that this parcel of land is owned by East Lincoln
Property, however, I do not believe this is the wisest choice considering the location.

Thank you for taking the time to hear my concerns, I’m sure I am just one voice of many who oppose this project!

All the best in your deliberating,

Page 247 of 288Page 243 of 282Page 228 of 322



RED DEER RIVER NATURALISTS 
BOX 785 
RED DEER, AB. T4N 5H2 

November 22, 2024 

Re: Lack of Consultation for Changes to the Parks and Recreation and Public Service Zoning 
Bylaws 

On Tuesday, November 19th the City finally released the Map of the new Park and Public Service 
Land Use Zones. Citizens have only until November 29th to respond to this very complex Bylaw 
Document.  

This Date needs to be extended and full community consultation be facilitated so that citizens 
can respond.  

What the RDRN Society finds terrifying about this Map is the proposed S-CG Zone (Service-
Community Government) that surrounds the Kerry Wood Nature Centre from Parkland School to 
67th Street.  This land is currently zoned P1 or Park. Changing the zoning to S-CG will allow 
professional offices, supportive living accommodations, government buildings as permitted uses 
from lot line to lot line next to the Sanctuary, the Kerry Wood Nature Centre and the Red Deer River -
- which would totally impinge on the Gaetz Lake Sanctuary and wildlife movement to and from the 
River. 

I have attached a Document from the planning of Waskasoo Park in 1981 on the need to expropriate 
the Glenmere Farm as a critical buffer between the Gaetz Lake Sanctuary and the Red Deer 
River.  City Council supported expropriation in an 8 - 1 decision. 

I have also attached the Gaetz Lake Sanctuary Committee's ecological impact assessment of the 
first East Lincoln proposal at the corner of 4220 - 59th street as a reminder.  

Conclusion: 

The rezoning of this important Park Land to Community and Government Service is just beyond 
belief: the core of Red Deer's contiguous, riparian jewel, the Gaetz Lake Sanctuary in Waskasoo 
Park would be totally compromised.  This Administration and Council will be remembered as the 
people who frittered it away on the altar of development. 

 
Rodjt  
On behalf of the RDRN Board 
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December 12, 2022 
 
 
To: Orlando Toews, Senior Planner 
 
From:  Chair, Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee 
 
Re: Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee response to the developer’s request for 

feedback for the application to rezone 4240 59 Street from PS to R3, and 
to amend the Waskasoo Area Redevelopment Plan (ARP) to allow for the 
rezoning, to make optional the now required pre-development studies 
(geotechnical, bank stability, traffic, etc.) as well as to remove the property 
from its relevant character area. 

  
While every developer believes they can sustainably alter the land for a housing development, 
the reality is that any alteration of the land will have negative effects on a myriad of 
environmental processes. Some of these alterations create challenges that rear their heads 
regardless of where the development takes place. Others are unique to 4240 59 Street.  
  
Loss of Permeable Surfaces 
While the existing schoolyard is not a natural environment, it is a permeable surface. Permeable 
surfaces allow for the slow, measured dissipation of rainwater and snowmelt by absorbing 
water, over a large area. This absorption prevents overland water flow and thereby reduces the 
opportunities for erosion.  
  
Additionally, permeable surfaces allow for a measure of filtration. Rainwater and snowmelt can 
pick up a vast array of substances as it flows over the ground. Many of these - road salt and de-
icing chemicals, oil and other lubricants, pesticides, and others - should not be flowing freely 
into our rivers and creeks. Permeable surfaces can act as a sort of pre-filter and reduce the 
load of these toxins in outflowing water.  
  
By building on this land, the permeable surfaces are reduced. Building roofs, parking lots, 
driveways, and patios all act as physical barriers to permeable ground. These new hard surfaces 
concentrate water in a few locations and facilitate overland flow. This increased flow rate and 
volume increases the risk of erosion, placing the riverbank and riparian habitats at risk. 
Additionally, the increased overland flow loads the water with the previously mentioned 
substances and debris, carrying them to the river unabated and unfiltered.  
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Riverbank Stability 
The Red Deer River has been increasingly threatened by development and subsequent erosion. 
There are numerous places along the river, through the city, where the bank has required 
armouring. The most visible examples are below Oriole Park West and below the houses along 
Cronquist Drive. Left to its own devices, the river would naturally erode the embankments 
creating natural cutbanks. The creation of these two neighbourhoods has necessitated the 
installation of the protection required to prevent the banks from eroding.  
  
Bank armouring creates barriers to wildlife, removes potential spawning habitat, and interferes 
with the natural evolution of river systems. The proposed development is located on the 
outside of a bend in the river, as are the other two armored locations. Water flows faster at 
the outside of the bend, than at the inside. Our concern is that the development creates 
additional stresses on the riverbank, necessitating armouring. The extremely narrow nature of 
this habitat linkage heightens the importance of keeping native vegetation and riverbank 
function intact and unchallenged by development stresses. 
  
Barriers to Wildlife 
Corridor connectivity is critical to the protection of biodiversity. The Red Deer River is a 
regional artery of life, comprising nearly continuous riparian habitat along its banks from Fort 
Normandeau downstream to River Bend. Many organisms including plants, invertebrates, 
herptiles, mammals and birds move and thrive along this corridor. Perhaps one of the 
narrowest stretches of this corridor is along 45th Avenue – the site of this proposed 
development. This critical pinch point for the flow of biodiversity from south to north and east 
would certainly be impacted by the proposed development and the increased activity, traffic, 
impermeable surfacing, noise, lighting, and various other impacts that it would undoubtedly 
bring. Many of the wildlife species that presently move through this vital habitat linkage, 
especially the small ones that comprise the bulk biomass of biodiversity, are already at great 
risk due to the higher likelihood of roadkill that development would bring. Should development 
occur and traffic (foot and vehicle) increase, there would no doubt be greater impact. If 
anything, this narrow linkage should be widened and encouraged east to allow for the flow of 
biodiversity to and from the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary and McKenzie Trails natural area. We 
support the current PS zoning and Open Space - Major long-term land use designation of the 
proposed development site as these designations support the health of the watershed, regional 
environment, and wildlife.   
  
Trail Realignments 
Depending on the design elements of a development, proposal trail connections may or may 
not be an increased threat. We would need to wait to see what the development proposal is 
before providing feedback on this element. 
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Increases in Traffic 
Although this has already been touched on, with any increase in residential populations comes 
an increase in traffic, increased infrastructure, and development to accommodate that increased 
traffic, and an increased likelihood of wildlife/vehicle conflict. More cars equal more opportunity 
for negative interactions between wild animals and cars. Squirrels, foxes, deer, moose, weasels, 
chipmunks, beavers, hares, rabbits, snakes, salamanders all cross 45th Avenue on their way to 
the riverbank. As the number of cars increases, so does the possibility of animals being hit.  
  
Increase in Pedestrian Traffic 
Increased pedestrian traffic, especially with the extreme bottlenecking that we see along 45 
Avenue, can also lead to more negative human/wildlife interactions. Increased foot traffic and 
everything that comes with it (light, noise, garbage, etc.) would restrict animal movement and 
potentially increase the number of vectors for invasive plant/species movement. 
  
Light Pollution 
Nocturnal and crepuscular (active at dawn and dusk) animals rely heavily on the dark for cover 
and concealment. Their vision is uniquely adapted to low light environments. Some animals rely 
on being able to see the night sky for navigation and wayfinding. Development lighting will 
create a barrier between the forest spaces around the perimeter and the feeding and watering 
areas (ponds, pond edges, shrubs, grasslands, riverbank, and river) located to the east and west 
of the property. Additionally, any lighting that is proposed along the escarpment will have 
similar effects on wildlife. The escarpment is a major wildlife corridor. Many deer, moose, 
foxes, coyotes, and birds rely on the cover of the riverbank forest for safe passage across to 
First Island. Lighting will be as effective at restricting nocturnal and crepuscular animal 
movement as would a physical fence. Artificial lighting also interferes with bird migration 
patterns; imagine the geese throughout Waskasoo Park never leaving.  
  
We would recommend not installing lighting anywhere that crepuscular and nocturnal wildlife 
transit. The effect on wildlife movement would be too detrimental to justify its use. If lighting is 
absolutely required throughout the development, it should be well spaced with dark corridors 
between light pools. The dark spaces will create a path between the dark forest and the spaces 
beyond. Any lighting should be focussed on the trail (not spilling into the forest), downward 
firing, and shielded from above so as not to create light pollution in the night sky. 
  
Invasive Plant Species  
According to the Government of Alberta, 'invasive species’ are “non-native species that have been 
introduced, that threaten our ecosystems and biodiversity” (AB Government definition, 
www.alberta.ca). To be classified as ‘invasive,’ a plant must cause harm to the other plants or 
organisms. Invasive plants can be harmful in many ways, such as by increasing in abundance so 
rapidly that they out-compete native varieties or by being poisonous to consume. These 
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SUBMISSION TO THE  
RED DEER SUBDIVISION AND DEVELOPMENT APPEAL BOARD 

RE: DEVELOPMENT PERMIT APPLICATION FOR 4240 59 ST. 

Introduction 

The Board of the Woodlea Community Association wishes to make a brief submission 
regarding the above Development Permit Appeal.  


While we appreciate that there is a case to be made for multi-storey residential buildings as a 
means of achieving greater density within the city, we support the general thrust of the 
thoughtful submissions made by the Waskasoo Community Association, and (earlier, to the 
Municipal Planning Commission) the Red Deer River Naturalists, the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary 
Committee, and the Waskasoo Environmental Education Society in suggesting that, as it is 
currently proposed, this is not the right development for this particular piece of land.


As explained below, we believe that the Municipal Planning Commission made the right 
decision in rejecting the application, and they made it for the right reasons; we urge the 
Subdivision and Development Appeal Board to uphold that decision.


The Woodlea Community Association’s Standing before the SDAB 

Before highlighting our concerns, we would like to provide some context for our interest in this 
issue.  Woodlea lies immediately south of Waskasoo, between 55th St. on the north, Ross St. 
on the south, Michener Hill on the east, and Waskasoo Creek on the west; 45th Ave, on which 
the lot in question is located, runs through our community (and is likely to see an increased 
volume of traffic if the development goes ahead). Like Waskasoo, we are one of only three 
historic Red Deer communities, and also like Waskasoo, we worked with the City of Red Deer a 
number of years ago to develop a set of Character Statements to help guide development in 
our neighbourhood—Character Statements that are included as part of the Zoning Bylaw. If the 
Waskasoo Character Statements are ignored or minimised in this instance, then we in Woodlea 
will have no confidence that our Character Statements will be respected in any future 
development decisions in our neighbourhood.


Character Statements 

Our main concern, to use the words of Waskasoo’s submission to MPC, is that the proposed 
development “does not meet many of the regulations laid out in the Zoning bylaws and 
Environmental Character Statements including shall and should statements involving 
views and vistas, mature street character, character area character, tree preservation, 
fencing, permeable surfacing, and preserving the natural road boundary.”  Without trying 
to repeat the detailed arguments here, we support this serious objection as it applies to 
Waskasoo.  But also, as noted above, given that Woodlea, too, has Character Statements in 
place to guide development, we would be very concerned if a development were approved that 
did not respect Character Statements in this case. In our view, that would tend to undermine all 
Character Statements generally, not just in Waskasoo.  These documents are the result of 
considerable work and extensive discussions between the communities and the City; not 
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giving them weight in this decision would tend to undermine trust and erode goodwill.  It is also 
crucially important to recognise that, where they exist and are incorporated into the Zoning 
Bylaw by way of appendices, they are legitimate and fully enforceable parts of the bylaw, just as 
if they were incorporated into the body. 

Municipal Planning Commission Deliberations and Decision 

The minutes of the November Municipal Planning Commission meeting indicate that the 
members understood the importance of this issue in making their decision. Most importantly, in 
the summary explanation given for rejecting the application (point 4), the minutes note, “The 
Municipal Planning Commission gave weight to the Waskasoo Character Statements 
when determining this decision to reject the development proposal” (emphasis added). 

Points prior to this in the minutes give more specific reasons, as follows:


“1. The development’s proposed built form and orientation is not conducive nor compatible to 
the interface of the existing community including nearby residences pursuant to 5.6(1) of the 
Waskasoo Character Statements” (emphasis added).


“2. The proposed development . . . does [not] meet the requirement of the Waskasoo ARP. 
The development should be compatible in scale, sensitive in design and aligned with the 
community vision” (emphasis added).


“3. New development should not adversely affect the character of the streetscape pursuant to 
the 5.6(15) of the Waskasoo Character Statements . . . “ (emphasis added).


As noted in our introduction, in our view, the Municipal Planning Commission made the right 
decision on this application, on the right grounds. At this point we look to the Subdivision and 
Development Appeal Board to confirm the crucial importance of ARP’s and Character 
Statements in guiding future development in older neighbourhoods by upholding the MPC 
decision.


Other Issues 

Beyond this issue of Character Statements, we would like to comment on two other issues 
raised by the Waskasoo Community Association and which have relevance for our neighbours 
in Woodlea.


1. “It will unduly interfere with area amenities including views and vistas, trails, traffic, 
pedestrian safety, and the environment.”  Like residents of Waskasoo, many people choose 
to live in Woodlea because of its proximity to the parks and trail system, and they use the trails 
regularly, including those that lead out to the Kerry Wood Nature Centre, the Gaetz Lakes 
Sanctuary, and Mackenzie Trails. Anything that may work to the detriment of the physical 
environment and ecosystem, as explained by the Red Deer River Naturalists, the Gaetz Lakes 
Sanctuary Committee, the Waskasoo Environmental Education Society, and the Waskasoo 
Community Association—or to people’s ability to enjoy the environment— is a significant 
concern.


2. “It will materially interfere and affect the use, enjoyment and very possibly the value of 
neighbouring properties because of siting and overlook.”  Siting of new developments and 
the overlook that they may create into adjacent homes and yards have been major concerns 
for many residents of Woodlea during discussions of development over the past ten years; 
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people have expressed concerns about loss of privacy and interference with enjoyment of 
property.  So we understand and support the position taken by the Waskasoo Board—
including the idea that poor siting and excessive overlook may well negatively affect property 
values.  To the extent that siting and overlook are dealt with in the Zoning Bylaw and the 
Character Statements, we believe that it is extremely important to observe those protections.


For the reasons outlined above, we urge the Subdivision and Development Appeal Board to 
reject the appeal of the decision of the Municipal Planning Commission with respect to this 
development permit application.


Yours sincerely,


, Chair

ommunity Association Board
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January 27th, 2026 
 
To: <appeals@reddeer.ca>   
 Mayor, Cindy Jefferies, mayor@reddeer.ca  
 Tara Lodewyk, City Manager,  tara.lodewyk@reddeer.ca 
 
 Re: #SDAB 0262 006 2025 
 
Dear Members of the Subdivision and Appeal Board:  
 
I moved to Red Deer in 1977 to attend Red Deer College.  After a couple of years of mixed results, I 
was swept up into the Oil and Gas Service Industry with Dowell: 15 on / 5 off, 24 hr call.  Of course, 
you could not plan a date never mind get involved in the community.  However, my roommate and I 
always subscribed the Red Deer Advocate so we would read about the Red Deer River Naturalists and 
the development of Waskasoo Park.  Ironically, as so many were losing everything in 1982, I received 
excellent training over the next two years and in 1984 was promoted to being the first Supervisor of 
Recruiting and Training for Dowell Schlumberger Canada centred out of the head office in Calgary. 
Managers in the 11 Canadian Regions were not allowed to hire. Once that ended after three months 
having hired 40 people (engineers, petroleum tech graduates, equipment operators, truck drivers, 
secretarial staff, computer programmers and so on), DS restructured. I was transferred back to the field 
in Loyd. I hung in there for six months and resigned.   
 
Later working for the Red Deer Museums Management Board out of the Red Deer Museum and 
Archives starting in 1986, Waskasoo Park officially opened. It was an exciting time.  I came to know 
very well the members of RDRN who not only made serious ecological submissions about every node of 
the park but walked with the planners designing shale pedestrian trails and paved bike trails to mitigate 
damage to the forested areas from 1981 to 1985. Another edited signage. RDRN advocated for the 
expropriation of the Glenmere Dairy Farm as a buffer in the “onion skin” approach to environmental 
protection. This was considered critical. RDRN was not going to miss the opportunity to have a Nature 
Centre as a guardian an educational sentinel; that sunny Heritage Day, 1986 was such a gratifying day 
when it opened. Waskasoo Park received several awards including national awards not just for the 
planning process but for the park. Red Deer’s population was 52,000. 
 
As most of you must know, it was RDRN and its predecessor organization the Alberta Natural History 
Society led by Kerry Wood and his friends who had been the stewards of the Gaetz Lake Sanctuary for 
over a century. Until it was officially donated and designated a Federal Migratory Bird Sanctuary in 
1924, John Jost and Catherine Gaetz had looked after it and shared it with the community for over 140 
years now. 

.   .   .   2 
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So here we are: a development proposal purchased as Public Service (PS) land. The Sanctuary is full of 
wildlife as the cameras installed by Red Deer Polytechnic students and drone footage makes very 
apparent in inventories that have been done. Not just ungulates (Moose and Deer) but smaller mammals 
and other animals that the Kerry Wood Nature Centre refrains from sending News Releases about.   
 
Many animals and birds move at night between the Sanctuary and the River move early in the morning 
or in the evening.  Parkland School is open from 8:00 – 5:00 ish, 5 days a week.  Gateway Chistian 
would be similar other than for events.  This proposed development is 24 / 7.  The light is a much bigger 
issue.  As far as traffic on this increasingly busy path and rural road bisected by this development with 
53 parking spots will have much greater impact.   
 
I am a volunteer member of the Gaetz Lake Sanctury Committee for the past five years and I obviously 
support their ecological impact study.  That Link is below. 
 
Your truly, 
 
 
 

 
RDRN Board Member 
Member, Gaetz Lake Sanctuary Committee 

 
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0?ui=2&ik=d1773056e0&attid=0.1&permmsgid=msg-
f:1848172417476263084&th=19a607058b58fcac&view=att&zw&disp=inlineWaskasoo 
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Appeals@reddeer.ca                                                      Subject: Development Application          

#SDAB 0262 006 2025                                                    Submitted for 4240 59 St.                                        

 

To the Subdivision and Appeal Board, 

As an owner of a residence on 45 Ave in Waskasoo, I came aware of the fact that East 
Lincoln Property has submitted a development permit application for their lot at 4240 59 
St. It consists of a 3- storey, 48-unit seniors supportive living apartment building located on 
59 St. 

As an integral part of preparing the Waskasoo Neighborhood Plan was determining a vision 
for the community. A community identity workshop was hosted on May 8, 2014 at the 
Streams Christian Church where Waskasoo landowners, residents and stakeholders 
worked together top find a common vision for the Waskasoo Neighbourhood Plan. The 
following community vision was established:  

“Waskasoo is a neighbourhood of tress and trails, rivers, and creeks, beautiful old homes 
and great schools. Our diverse community values and shares a wealth of natural, artistic, 
and historical riches.” 

The Municipal Government Act requires identification of the Area Redevelopment Plan 
objectives. These objectives are established to achieve the community vision by forming 
the basis for the policies contained within. As Waskasoo redevelops and evolves 
throughout time, the Area Redevelopment Plan is set out to accomplish the following 
objectives. 

1. Ensure development and redevelopment of properties is sensitive to the existing 
neighbourhood character and pattern of development created by street design, lot 
sizes and distribution, mix of uses and general density of development. 

2. Maintain Waskasoo’s extensive parks and open space. 
3. Preserve and maintain environmental, historical, and cultural features. 
4. Maintain and enhance trail and pedestrian connections 
5. Encourage the enhancement and maintenance of all properties. 

 

The submitted development permit application by ELP for their lot at 4240 59 St. is not 
sensitive to the existing neighbourhood character and lot sizes and general density of 
development. (objective 1). 
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Furthermore, the proposed development clearly effects Waskasoo’s extensive parks and 
open space. (0bjective 2) 

A 3-storey building containing 48 units and 52 parking stalls are in contrast of preservation 
and maintaining environmental, historical, and cultural features. (objective 3). 

Because there’s no parking along 45th Ave and past 59th St, no sidewalk along the south side 
of 59th St., and Gateway’s busses park on the north side of 59th St., overflow parking will be 
pushed onto other side streets. As frustrating as this already is, the consideration of the 
safety for students and the children that play at the playgrounds located close to this area 
and only have access walking or driving through. It’s also the start of a walking trail that 
should be maintained and enhanced. (objective 4) 

 Waskasoo is a diverse community that values and shares the natural, artistic and 
historical neighbourhood. The goal was and is enhancement and maintenance of all 
properties. A big 3 storey building that densifies an already dense neighbourhood is a 
discouragement. A total opposite of objective 5. 

 

Thank you for your time and interest in my sincere concerns of this development 
application. 

 

Regards,   
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January 22, 2026 
 
City of Red Deer 
Subdivision & Development Appeal Board 
Box 5008 
Red Deer, AB, T4N 3T4 
Appeals@redeer.ca 
 
 

Dear Members of the Subdivision & Development Appeal Board, 

Re: Proposed Zoning Changes and Development Permit Application East Lincoln Properties – 

4240 59 Street 

While I was not directly notified of the application for a Development Permit by East Lincoln 
Properties for the lot at 4240 59 St, nor the notice of appeal, as a long time resident of Red Deer 
with  an interest in as they relate to the historical neighbourhood, the environmental health of 
the Sanctuary, and to the wider environment of our city, and user of our beautiful trails, I am 
writing to formally express my concerns regarding the proposed development. I believe it will 
permanently and negatively impact the neighbourhood and contradict several key principles that 
guide responsible planning in the Waskasoo Character Statement. 

It must be noted that this is the third attempt by this developer to over-develop on this particular 
lot. The pressure on this neighbourhood continues. What message about the vision for this 
neighbourhood is being missed?  Certainly, all pertinent development standards and regulations 
for this neighbourhood had been provided and from my understanding explained. They have 
clearly been ignored or dismissed by this developer and frankly from the recommendation by 
staff as well.  The Waskasoo Community Association has made a compelling argument that I 
totally support.  

First, the proposal does not align with the established Neighbourhood Character Statement that 
has long shaped the identity, scale, and architectural continuity of this historic area. The 
proposed form, massing, and intensity appear incompatible with the surrounding environment 
and risk undermining the cohesive aesthetic and cultural heritage that residents and the 
municipality have worked hard to preserve. 

Red Deer is well known for its wonderful trail, parks and green spaces receiving many awards 
and recognition for its development. 

The proposed revision to Parks and PS zones to allow large developments in our parks and 
schoolyards as well as the removal of most environmental and trail related recommendations in 
the new Intermunicipal Development Plan are just a few of the disturbing decisions that 
seriously threaten the trails and green spaces that are cherished parts of our city that attract 
both visitors and new residents. 

Looking at the Site/Context Plan, it is clear that the existing South Bank Trail will be impacted by 
this proposal. This particular intersection links key sections of the trails and is key connector that 
is extremely well-used by pedestrians, cyclists, scooter-riders, and skateboarders. 
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Neighbourhood residents out walking their dogs, commuters headed into and out of downtown 
for work, and children heading to and from school all make use of this section of trail. 

Second, the site is situated directly adjacent to a recognized wildlife corridor and lies within 
close proximity to the river environment, both of which are consistently recognized as a true 
asset essential ecological asset within our community.  

Ecological corridors report – Parks Canada 2024 states that ecological corridors provide 
biodiversity and human well-being benefits. They are “nature-based solutions” that: 

• help species adapt to climate change by protecting and restoring ecosystems 

• lessen the impact of human development on natural habitats 

• connect various habitat types that species need to eat, breed, and migrate 

• support vital ecosystem services like the provision of food and clean air, and nutrient and 
water cycles 

• maintain healthy and viable wildlife populations 

• promote human-wildlife coexistence  

• foster connections between people and nature  

 

This corridor supports the movement, habitat, and overall health of local wildlife populations. 
The protection of this wildlife corridor is critical for the long term utilization of the Sanctuary by 
ungulates and other animals. Without a means of entering and exiting the Sanctuary freely, 
wildlife populations may abandon the area in order to find more accessible 

Increased development pressure—particularly in the form proposed—may disrupt these 
environmental functions, introduce additional stressors, and diminish the ecological integrity of 
the river valley. 

The Red Deer River has also been increasingly threatened by development and subsequent 
erosion. There are numerous places along the river, through the City, where the bank has 
required armouring. 

Protecting our historical neighbourhoods and natural systems is vital for maintaining a 
sustainable, livable community. For these reasons, I respectfully request that the Planning 
Department undertake a thorough review of the proposal with particular attention to: 

 

1. Compliance with the Neighbourhood Character Statement and other applicable statutory 
planning documents. 

2. Impact on heritage value, including architectural consistency and neighbourhood identity. 

3. Environmental considerations, specifically the implications for the wildlife corridor, 
riparian zone, and long-term ecological health. 
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Re: Appeal of Development Permit – 4240 59 Street 

Request: Uphold the Municipal Planning Commission decision and dismiss the appeal 

Submitted to: Subdivision and Development Appeal Board (SDAB) 
Via: City of Red Deer Administration (as directed) 

 

Position 

I am a resident of the Waskasoo neighbourhood and hold a Master of Planning (MPlan) from 
the University of Calgary (2018), and I offer this submission in my capacity as an affected 
resident. 

This submission supports the Municipal Planning Commission’s unanimous decision to 
deny the development permit for 4240 59 Street and respectfully requests that the 
Subdivision and Development Appeal Board (SDAB) dismiss the appeal. 

The MPC decision reflects a correct and careful application of the Waskasoo Area 
Redevelopment Plan (ARP), a statutory plan, including its Environmental Character Area 
policies, and the discretionary-use test set out in the Land Use Bylaw. 

Statutory Framework 

The Waskasoo Area Redevelopment Plan (Bylaw 3567/2016) is a statutory plan adopted 
under the Municipal Government Act. The Environmental Character Area policies and 
Character Statements form part of the ARP and therefore carry statutory force. Decisions of 
a development authority or appeal board must conform to statutory plans and applicable 
bylaws. 

Environmental Character Area Context 

The subject lands are located within an Environmental Character Area, which is intended 
to protect sensitive environmental systems, wildlife corridors, mature vegetation, trails, 
and long-standing river valley views, and to require low-impact, context-sensitive 
development that respects both the natural and built character of the area. 

Clarification of Impact Assessment under the ARP 

The Environmental Character Area policies assess impact based on function and effect — 
including views, streetscape character, trail safety, and wildlife movement — not solely on 
whether properties directly abut or on generalized distance measurements. 
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Non-Conformance with the ARP 

The proposed three-storey, 48-unit supportive living development does not conform to 
mandatory ARP requirements, including but not limited to the following: 

• Excessive height, form, and massing that are inconsistent with the low-impact 
development expectations of an Environmental Character Area; 

• Siting close to 59 Street that erodes established streetscape character and 
negatively affects mature tree cover; 

• Removal of mature trees without meeting preservation and replacement 
objectives outlined in the ARP; 

• Access design that conflicts with trail safety and the protection of wildlife corridors; 

• Privacy, overlook, traffic, and neighbourhood amenity impacts affecting nearby 
homes, public spaces, and the broader Waskasoo environment. 

These impacts are precisely the types of effects the Environmental Character Area policies 
are intended to prevent. 

 

Discretionary Use Test 

As a discretionary use, the development may only be approved if it conforms to statutory 
plans or, alternatively, if it does not unduly interfere with neighbourhood amenities or 
materially affect the use, enjoyment, or value of neighbouring land. 

MPC reasonably concluded that the proposed development does not meet either 
threshold, and that conclusion is well-supported by the ARP. 

 

Conclusion 

The appeal seeks to overturn a decision that is firmly grounded in statutory policy. As the 
proposed development does not conform to the Waskasoo Area Redevelopment Plan and 
would unduly interfere with protected environmental and neighbourhood amenities, the 
appeal should be dismissed, and the Municipal Planning Commission’s unanimous 
decision upheld. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

 
Waskasoo Neighbourhood Resident 
Secretary, Waskasoo Community Association 
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To: appeals@reddeer.ca 

Att: Lisa Nord, Legislative Meeting Assistant 

Cc: secretary@waskasoo.info 

 

Re: #SDAB 0262 006 2025 

Appeal of Municipal Planning Commission’s Decision on DP088064  

To Whom It May Concern: 

As a concerned citizen who highly values Red Deer’s Waskasoo Park and trail system, as 
long-time member of the Red Deer River Naturalists (whose offices are in Waskasoo), and 
as an author and biologist who has worked for many years communicating conservation 
and natural history, I was disappointed to learn that East Lincoln Properties is appealing 
the Municipal Planning Commission’s refusal of their development permit application for 
4240 59 St.  

It is clear that this proposal threatens a key biodiversity linkage along a narrow and 
important riparian corridor and will result in serious degradation to the ecological integrity 
of Waskasoo Park.  

Furthermore, the overall environmental value of this area, including the Kerry Wood Nature 
Centre and the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary, will be permanently compromised. Development in 
this area as proposed will also deny the citizens of Red Deer an important open space and 
sets a precedent for additional development in this vulnerable corridor. 

I strongly urge the Subdivision and Development Appeal Board to reject this short-sighted 
and irreversibly damaging proposal. 

Yours truly,  
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         January 14, 2026 

RE: Proposed Supportive Living Accommodation at 4920 59 St. 
 

I wish to strongly object to the above proposal appeal  as a long-time resident in the 
Waskasoo neighbourhood and person who would be directly affected by this 
proposal for the following reasons; 

  

The application does not conform to the zoning bylaw. The lot is in the 
Waskasoo Area Redevelopment Plan’s (ARP) Environmental Character Area and is 
subject to that Area’s character statements. The character statements form part of 
the City of Red Deer Zoning Bylaw. The application does not meet the requirements 
of the Environmental Character Statement in the following ways: 

- The building is excessive in form, height, and massing, will obstruct views 
and vistas from the road, will negatively impact the mature street character, 
is sited too close to 59th St., and will create overlook from windows and 
balconies.  

- The landscaping will remove four mature specimen trees and is short 28 
required trees and shrubs.  

- Access should not cross the South Bank Trail or impinge on the natural 
boundaries and rural character of the road past 59 St.           

The application will interfere with neighbourhood amenities by  

- Exacerbating existing traffic issues on 45th Ave which, according to its 
design standard as an 11m wide undivided roadway, is already 250-350% 
overcapacity.  

- Exacerbating existing parking concerns because there is no parking on 45th 
Ave past 59 St, no sidewalk on the south side of 59 St, and school bus 
parking for Gateway School on the north side of 59 St.  

- Adding a hazard to the trail system with the access road.  
- Obstructing longstanding views and vistas. 
- Impinging on critically narrowed wildlife corridors and negatively impacting 

water quality with runoff from concrete and asphalt surfaces.  

It will affect the use, enjoyment, and value of neighbouring land by 

- Allowing overlook from dozens of windows and balconies onto multiple 
homes both across 59th St and down 45th and 44th Avenues. 

- Obstructing longstanding views and vistas of the river escarpments. 
- Siting the building so that the rear of the structure faces onto homes on 59th 

St. closing the development off from the community.   
- Due to its massive size and industrial nature of this proposal, it will 

drastically reduce the value of my property 
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Respectfully, 
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November 6, 2025​

January 29, 2026​

 

RE: Opposition to Development Permit Application – 4240 59 Street (Waskasoo Area) 

To Whom It May Concern, 

I am writing on behalf of the École Camille J. Lerouge School community regarding the 

current development permit application for 4240 59 Street, located between Gateway 

Christian School and the Red Deer River. As the principal of École Camille J. Lerouge 

since 2019, I represent a school of approximately 650 students in Kindergarten through 

Grade 9, located at 5530 42A Avenue. Our students come from across Red Deer and 

surrounding communities, including Blackfalds and Innisfail. 

Our school community remains strongly opposed to this proposed redevelopment. We 

share the concerns of the Waskasoo Community Association regarding the significant 

impact this project would have on traffic congestion, parking, and pedestrian safety in 

an already overburdened area. 

The proposed development site lies within a three-block radius of three major 

schools—École Camille J. Lerouge, Gateway Christian School, and Lindsay Thurber 

Comprehensive High School—which together serve more than 2,600 students daily. 

Traffic congestion during morning drop-off and afternoon pick-up times is already 

severe, with vehicles often backed up through multiple intersections. According to City 

standards, 45 Avenue is already operating at approximately 250–260% of its intended 

capacity. Adding even a single multi-unit residential building—let alone two—would 

exacerbate this situation considerably. 

Of particular concern is the lack of adequate pedestrian infrastructure and safe 

student crossings. There is no sidewalk on the south side of 59 Street, and school buses 
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From:
To: Appeals
Cc: secretary@waskasoo.info; rdrn.nature@gmail.com
Subject: [External] EAST LINCOLN PROPERTIES SUBDIVISION APPEAL - Ref. Appeal # SDAP 0262 006 2025
Date: February 02, 2026 12:27:41 PM

[You don't often get email from . Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

Dear Sirs/madams,

I am writing you today to express my family’s strongest objections to the proposed East Lincoln Properties
Subdivision and apartment proposal. We are shocked that it is even being considered anywhere near the Gaetz Lake
Sanctuary or the Kerry Wood Nature Centre and  McKenzie Ponds.

This proposal is completely unacceptable in such an ecologically sensitive area. Red Deer City Councils over the
years have done an incredible job of making our beautiful city into one of the most admired parklands cities in
Alberta, complete with a world class Nature Centre and Sanctuary.

It is inconceivable that a development like this would ever even be considered. As members of the RDRN and the
Kerry Wood Nature Center we have always be so proud of the jewel that we have in these places. Our family and
visitors are amazed that Red Deer has had the foresight to protect and enhance these areas and it would be an
absolute shame to proceed with this damaging project.

I would refer you to the extensive and well written Gaetz Lake Sanctuary Committee’s Ecological Impact
Assessment  of December 12, 2025. This development would have a profoundly negative impact on the Gaetz Lake
Sanctuary and the Waskasoo neighbourhood.

My family and I, urgently request that you deny this proposal!

Sincerely,
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Appeals@reddeer.ca 
Subdivision and Appeals Board 
City of Red Deer  
4914-48Aveneue  
Red Deer, AB. T4N 3T4  
  
Re: Appeal number #SDAB 0262 006 2025  

Thank you for the opportunity to respond to East Lincoln Property’s (ELP) appeal of the 
Municipal Planning Commission’s decision to refuse their application to construct a three-
story apartment building at 4240-59 Street. We live on 45th Avenue, one-house-removed 
from 59 Street, and will be directly impacted by every aspect of this proposed 
development.  

At the outset, let me say that I completely support the comprehensive documents 
developed and submitted by the Waskasoo Community Association (WCA), the Waskasoo 
Environmental Education Society (WEES) and the Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary Committee 
(GLSC). We purchased our home in Waskasoo in 2008 and are long-time WCA members 
and supporters. We are deeply invested in our retirement home, the Waskasoo community, 
and in the future of Red Deer.  

When ELP first proposed rezoning these lands (2022) to build two apartment buildings on 
this site I used my opportunity to speak to Council to characterize the impact of the 
proposal on the larger environment. Red Deer is known as a ‘city within a park’ by virtue of 
its vision in developing the Waskasoo Park system. Like most cities, Red Deer grew and 
developed along the waterways but is unique in retaining functional connectivity between 
protected areas. I used satellite imagery and GIS measurement to show that there is a 
continuous riparian corridor connection from well SE of Red Deer, along Piper Creek, into 
lower Waskasoo Creek, and then along the right bank of the Red Deer River northward 
through Gaetz Lakes, McKenzie Trails and Riverbend Park, and then on to the Blindman 
River confluence near Burbank. This connection of park and preservation almost always 
exceeds the 100 m standard of a riparian buƯer, and in many places is 200-300 m or more 
wide. As a Professional Biologist for some three plus decades, I assured Council that this is 
an extraordinary achievement. Biodiversity can flow almost unimpeded from the hinter-
lands to the SE, through the urban centre and northward to the next watershed (Fig 1).  
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Fig 1: Sketch (yellow line) highlighting the riparian corridor connecting Piper Creek from the SE, northward 
through south Red Deer. Piper Creek joins Waskasoo Creek near Rotary Park and the combined flow joins    
the Red Deer River in Gaetz Park, just upstream of the proposed development (the visible gap).    

The only significant gap in this amazing connectivity is the 250 m along the lands of this 
proposed development (Fig 2). Here a narrow, slumping strip of failing riverbank borders a 
busy roadway and the paved park trail. In many places along this stretch, the road edge is 
within 4 m of the scarp; below are a jumbled and dangerous series of slump terraces, that 
form a steep slope to the water’s edge (Fig 3-9). Opposite, the road is only buƯered by a 15 
m Municipal Reserve (MR). The paved park trail occupies the centre of the MR and this 
open and exposed corridor abuts the frost-fenced Open Space of the adjacent playing 
field. Still, every Waskasoo resident knows the darkened road corridor and playing fields 
comprise a nightly foraging ground and access corridor for the hares, deer, moose and 
meso-carnivores that frequent our lawns, lanes and boulevards. It is the ‘charismatic 
megafauna’ that remind us of what we can’t see so easily – every student of biology knows 
that biodiversity utterly depends on the lower trophic levels – the microbes, invertebrates, 
fungi, plants, herptiles, small mammals, and songbirds that sustain functional ecosystems 
and life. They do not move so easily along roadways, paved paths, xeriscapes and slump 
debris; nor can they simply cross the rivers and streams – they are bound by the 
continuous connection of the right bank.  
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Fig 2: This property lies adjacent to about 250 m of the riparian corridor. The width from waterline to the road 
varies from 12 to 15 m. In many places there is a little as 4 m between the road and the bank crest. The road 
is 7.5 m wide and the 3 m wide paved park trail lies within the road allowance. A 15 m municipal reserve 
separates the property from the road allowance. Note that a 100 m riparian buƯer would extend to the base of 
the play hill near the east side of the property. 

 

ELP’s consultants provided reports to assure us that the Open Space of the playing fields 
provides only “low quality” habitat and had not been reported to harbor endangered 
species. They reported online databases and apparently never walked, tracked or assessed 
the slumping riparian zone, and utterly failed to consider the role this entire Open Space 
plays in linking the Waskasoo Park system.  

Red Deer’s park system stands at a functional precipice. We need to protect and enhance 
this narrow riparian border and the open space adjacent to preserve the connection from 
SE to central Red Deer, and then NE to the Blindman watershed. I note that both upper 
Waskasoo Creek and the Red Deer River west (left and right banks) are badly fragmented. 
The proposed expansion of the QE II highway into the heart of Maskepetoon Park is 
illustrative of the growing ecological disconnect in that direction.   
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The City of Red Deer hired geotechnical consultants to evaluate (Parkland Geo, 2018) and 
monitor (Stantec, 2025) slope stability at several sites along the Red Deer River. This 
stretch of the right bank was studied, and we recently had opportunity to examine the 
reports. The reports describe historic block slides both north and south of the Kerry Wood 
Nature Centre entrance. One of these slides extended back into the crest about 8 m. There 
is toe scour along the south edge of this stretch (the riverbend adjacent to 59 Street) and 
that area slumped during the 2005 flood (Fig 3). The bank was repaired and a nearby 
portion has been armored (Fig 4: gabions). I note that the stepped access was repeatedly 
damaged by high water events (Fig 5) and has recently been removed, with additional 
reclamation work done (2025). 

 

Fig 3: Image of washout at 59th St and 45th Ave after the 2005 flood. Screenshot from Parkland GEO, Bank 
Stability Report, 2019. 
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Fig 8: Dead trees perched over slumping soil          Fig 9: Slump terraces looking downstream 
along 45th Avenue (near 59 St),                    along the riparian zone of 45th Avenue.  

 

Parkland Geo’s report describes the existing slope crests and slope face as “stable in the 
short term and marginally stable in the long term”. They note that groundwater levels are 
linked to the river surface elevations along this reach. The riverbank in this area is 4-5 m 
above the normal river levels and the 1:100-year flood levels are about 2.5 m higher than 
normal levels. However, with climate warming we know that we will experience the eƯects 
of atmospheric rivers and extreme rainfall events – think Canmore, Calgary, High River and 
the Coquihalla. The magnitude and frequency of flood events are changing dramatically. 
Some authorities now predict that 1:100-year rainfall events may now occur as frequently 
as once or twice per decade, and larger magnitude events are certain to occur.  

Parkland Geo notes that “high water levels related to flooding” will have a destabilizing 
eƯect, and describe a typical river bank failure along 45th Avenue as “localized rotational 
landslides in the fine alluvial spoils due to wetting of the slope”. We can expect storm 
drainages to be overwhelmed in extreme rainfall events, and yet we are contemplating 
replacing vegetated Open Space with the impervious surfaces of buildings and asphalt. In 
flood events elsewhere we see storm drainages fail under extreme rainfalls; there is no 
question that resultant ponding and soil saturation will exacerbate the existing riparian 
instability.  
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ELP bought this property knowing fully well that there would be restrictions to 
development, that the Area Redevelopment Plan (ARP) was in place to preserve the 
character of the neighborhood, and that the property was part of the Open Space Major 
portion of the Environmental Character Area. Together, these criteria are critical to the 
future access, use and ecological functionality of the area. Every user of the Waskasoo 
Park trail system, Kerry Wood Nature Centre, Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary, and McKenzie Trails 
Park is now confronted by the spectre of a park system irrevocably divided by this high-
density development. This is an issue for Waskasoo and all Red Deer.  

On a more personal note, those of us living on 59th Street, and 45th, 44th and 43rd Avenues 
will see our view of the Open Space replaced by the backside of a three-story apartment 
complex. It is utterly naïve to expect that if this appeal is successful there will not be a 
second or even third phase of building to follow. I was involved in the development of the 
viewsheds included in the WCA submission – they are a dramatic demonstration of the 
immediate visual impact for those of us living in the area. Beyond destroying the viewshed 
north and the utter loss of Open Space, it is disturbing to imagine bored apartment 
dwellers casually ‘sharing’ the view of our back yards, decks and windows. It takes little 
imagination to see the impact on both quality of life and future property values.  

This proposed development, is a massive block structure 81.5 m long and 3-storeys high. 
The location and orientation are clearly chosen to facilitate additional development 
(buildings) without regard to wildlife movements, human safety, open spaces or 
neighborhood impact. Quite simply it could not be sited to cause more harm to the 
function of the wildlife corridor and the Park trail system. The siting blocks the nocturnal 
wildlife corridor, adds a new pedestrian path (sidewalk) to the congestion near where the 
South Bank Trail crosses 45th Avenue, and adds a new and unnecessary road crossing of 
both the park trail and wildlife corridor. 

Submissions from the WCA, local schools and concerned residents make it clear that we 
already have serious traƯic issues in east Waskasoo. In the time I’ve lived on this block I’ve 
seen three serious accidents – these are cars striking parked cars as they thread the 
oncoming traƯic on a street too narrow to support the twice-daily school pick-up rushes. 
Mirror strikes are a common occurrence here. Bear in mind also that 45th Avenue is the only 
access for heavy equipment and trucks servicing the Parks Nursery, storage compounds, 
and park amenities to the north.  Adding still more traƯic from high-density development 
residents, far from transit and basic services like grocery stores, makes absolutely no 
sense. What it does is ensure more automobile crossings along the busy South Bank trail, 
more risk to park trail users and school children, more light pollution to hinder and 
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From:
To: Appeals
Subject: [External] Building between Gateway School and the Red Deer River
Date: January 29, 2026 9:06:11 AM

I live on the corner of .  It's bad enough to have to School
traffic twice a day.  You have to be out before 8:15 a.m. and then at 3:25 p.m. the traffic from
the parents picking up their kids and the busses.

A 3 story building is ridiculous as there is one road in and one road out.  The parking is going
well to be herendous.

This is on an animal corridor that is already passed.  The road 45 Avenue is not sufficient to
handle the increased traffic of said apartment.

This is ridiculous and having lived in my house since 1985 the traffic is terrible.

So I am not in favor of this ridiculous building.

Yours truly,
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From:
To: Appeals
Subject: [External] Development near Gateway school
Date: January 29, 2026 12:37:44 PM

[You don't often get email from . Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

To whom it may concern
My husband and I have recently purchased a home at   We are both senior citizens and chose this area
for its proximity to the Kerry wood nature centre and trails as well as the Red Deer river.  We also are grateful for
the minimal traffic ( except at school dismissals) on any given day.
A proposal to add this development and change the whole demographics of this quiet and beautiful area is very
upsetting and we believe a  huge mistake on the part of the city planners.!!! Please do not go forward with this
project.
Sincerely,

Sent from my iPad
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demographics such as seniors. However, there are a number of other potential building
sites around the City that seem as though they would serve this purpose just as well, if not
better, including other riverside locations such as Capstone, or the Kinex Arena site now
that it has been decommissioned and demolished. None of these locations would require
us to subtract valuable land from our precious parks system. The City would be well-
positioned to propose a "land swap" with Lincoln for their Waskasoo property in exchange
for either of these building sites, with the increased likelihood of development approval an
advantage for the current land owner and development proponent. 

Thank you for your consideration of this vital matter, and I welcome the opportunity for
dialogue should you wish to speak further. 
Warmest regards, 

Acknowledging the land I gratefully have the opportunity to dwell on is situated on the
traditional territory of Treaty 6, Treaty 7, and Region 3 with the Metis Nation of
Alberta.

Wellbeing Note: Receiving this email outside of your typical working hours? We may
work at different times - managing work and life responsibilities is unique for
everyone. I have sent this email at a time that works for me. Please respond at a time
that works for you. 
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Sincerely
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As a homeowner in Waskasoo, the water portion of my house insurance is very high.  This is
proof that close proximity to the river is a real issue.  It seems foolish to compromise the
integrity of the river bank.  

I agree with the letter submitted by the Waskasoo Environmental Education Society.

4. The development will add traffic and congestion to 45th Avenue and the rural road access
to McKenzie Lakes.  Traffic before and after school is a problem already. If there is more
traffic, this may cause safety issues including inhibiting timely access by emergency vehicles. 

Exacerbating existing traffic issues on 45th Ave which, according to its design standard
as an 11m wide undivided roadway, is already 250-350% overcapacity.

Exacerbating existing parking concerns because there is no parking on 45th Ave past 59
St, no sidewalk on the south side of 59 St, and school bus parking for Gateway School on
the north side of 59 St.

5. The development does not meet the requirements laid out in the Environmental Character
Statements in the Zoning Bylaw

The application does not conform to the zoning bylaw. The lot is in the Waskasoo Area
Redevelopment Plan’s (ARP) Environmental Character Area and is subject to that Area’s
character statements. The character statements form part of the City of Red Deer Zoning
Bylaw. The application does not meet the requirements of the Environmental Character
Statement in the following ways:

The building is excessive in form, height, and massing, will obstruct views and vistas
from the road, will negatively impact the mature street character, is sited too close to
59th St., and will create overlook from windows and balconies. 

It will affect the use, enjoyment, and value of neighbouring land by allowing overlook from
dozens of windows and balconies onto multiple homes both across 59th St and down 45th
and 44th Avenues, obstructing longstanding views and vistas of the river escarpments and
siting the building so that the rear of the structure faces onto homes on 59th St. closing the
development off from the community.  

As a resident of Waskasoo, I will be affected by the increase of traffic.  Building structures that
are too tall and large, affects the privacy of current residents and does not consider the
environmental character of the area.  This will affect current and future developments.  As a
resident of Red Deer, this development will impact the very popular Mckenzie Lake area. The
risk of damaging the river bank will affect Waskasoo and access to these parks.  And a general
concern is the impact the development will have on the river and the environment. 
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Sincerely,
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From:
To: Appeals
Subject: [External] SDBA hearing submission final list
Date: February 02, 2026 12:48:08 PM

Here is all 3 combined. 

 my wife and I both want to speak.

My name is  My wife and two children reside at . The large-
scale, monolithic development proposed by East Lincoln—advanced under the guise of
“supportive living”—will cause permanent and irreparable harm to our neighbourhood and to
our family’s quality of life.

In 2010, we undertook a substantial renovation of our home, investing more than $250,000
over a two-year period. This investment involved extensive personal labour and financial risk
and was made in reasonable and justified reliance on the City’s zoning, land-use framework, at
that time. The renovation included a full second-storey addition, four large windows, and an
open deck designed specifically as a sitting area oriented toward the adjacent green space and
river corridor. These features were intentionally designed to take advantage of the scenic
vistas and natural views that the Waskasoo ARP explicitly recognizes and seeks to protect.

The proposed development would fundamentally and permanently obstruct these protected
views and scenic vistas, directly undermining the purpose and intent of the Waskasoo ARP
and Environmental Character Statement. In doing so, it would effectively strip the value from
a $250,000 investment that was made in good faith and in compliance with all applicable
planning policies and regulations. This is not a speculative loss; it is a direct consequence of
allowing a development form and scale that is incompatible with the surrounding low-density,
river-adjacent neighbourhood.

Beyond the significant planning and economic impacts, the destruction of this green space
carries profound personal and cultural consequences for my family. As Métis citizens, our
relationship to the land, river, and surrounding natural environment is deeply rooted and
spiritual in nature. The loss of this green corridor is not merely a visual or recreational impact
—it represents a serious disruption to our cultural connection to place and to the environment
that is an integral part of our family life.

Had the developer made any meaningful effort to engage with the surrounding community,
they would have understood that residents are not opposed to development in principle.
Rather, the community’s position is clear and consistent: development must respect and
preserve the established character of the neighbourhood, comply with the Land Use Bylaw and
the Waskasoo Area Redevelopment Plan, and enhance—not erode—the public realm.

A clear and successful precedent exists nearby. Parkland Class developed a single-storey
building that is compatible in scale and massing with its surroundings and incorporated a
playground at the rear of the site, creating a significant community asset and a net benefit for
the City of Red Deer. The new play school going up at KWNC is also a single story building
that complies with the ARP. On a property of the size proposed by East Lincoln, a similar
low-scale, sensitively sited approach—particularly with development oriented toward the rear
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of the parcel—could substantially reduce adverse impacts on adjacent homes while remaining
economically viable and profitable. 

Importantly, the developer purchased this property with full knowledge of the neighbourhood
character statement, the applicable Land Use Bylaw, and the policies and constraints imposed
by the Waskasoo Area Redevelopment Plan. These documents are not aspirational; they are
binding planning instruments that define what forms of development are appropriate in this
location. It is unreasonable for a developer to acquire land subject to clear policy limitations
and then seek to override those limitations through an incompatible proposal.

The community has consistently supported modest, well-designed forms of development that
add value to the area, including small-scale residential, community-oriented uses, and
culturally meaningful facilities such as an Indigenous or Aboriginal community centre that
aligns with the area’s environmental, social, and cultural context. Such uses would respect the
intent of the ARP, reinforce neighbourhood character, and contribute positively to Red Deer as
a whole.

This appeal is not about stopping development; it is about ensuring that development complies
with the Land Use Bylaw, the Waskasoo ARP, and long-standing planning principles of
compatibility, proportionality, and respect for established neighbourhoods.

The proposed East Lincoln development will result in measurable and permanent devaluation
of my property by eliminating or severely degrading the natural amenities that currently
sustain its market value — specifically, the unobstructed view of the river corridor, the
riparian tree line that provides screening and privacy, and associated green space that is visible
from my home and documented on Google Maps. Scientific literature demonstrates that
environmental amenities are capitalized directly into residential property values. Systematic
evidence from a recent review confirms that the presence, size, and accessibility of parks and
green space significantly influence housing prices, and that changes in these landscape
features are quantified in market pricing because buyers pay a premium for them.  

Older property-market studies — including the Green space borders research — show that
open spaces and parks have a consistently positive impact on nearby property values, with
multiple prior studies documenting this effect across contexts.   Quantitative real estate
analyses indicate that homes within walking distance of parks or significant green space
frequently sell for between 5 % and 20 % more than comparable homes without such
proximity, with variation depending on park size, type, and location.   Applied to my
property’s approximate value of $600,000, this equates to $30,000 to $120,000 or more in
added value attributable to nearby natural and park-like amenities that are currently present
behind and beside my home. Loss of these features through development therefore represents
a direct and quantifiable reduction in market value.

Beyond general green space, peer-reviewed research shows that natural open areas, water
bodies, and tree-lined landscapes are especially valued because they provide multiple
ecosystem services — including aesthetics, privacy, microclimate moderation, and habitat for
wildlife — all of which translate to higher willingness-to-pay among buyers.   The removal or
visual obstruction of these features through development erases those capitalized value
premiums and results in residents’ homes being discounted in the marketplace relative to what
they would be worth if the natural view and screening remained intact.
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This loss is not incidental nor evenly distributed. It constitutes a forced wealth transfer from
existing homeowners to the East Lincoln developer. The environmental amenities that
currently support my property’s value—river proximity, tree canopy, natural views, and quiet
open space—will be destroyed for existing residents, then re-monetized by the developer
through marketing language such as “river-adjacent,” “park-side living,” “nature-inspired
community,” “views of the Waskasoo corridor,” or “steps from the river valley.” Academic
literature recognizes this phenomenon: when public or shared environmental assets are
converted into private development, the amenity value is stripped from existing properties and
re-captured by new units, allowing the developer to internalize benefits while externalizing
losses onto surrounding homeowners. In practical terms, East Lincoln will sell proximity to
the very river corridor and tree line that currently enhance my home’s value—after first
degrading or obstructing those same features for adjacent residents.

The economic harm is compounded by the fact that this devaluation is permanent. Unlike
temporary construction impacts, loss of a river view, tree canopy, and open riparian landscape
cannot be reversed once built form is introduced. Real-estate market evidence shows that
buyers apply lasting discounts to properties that have lost natural views, experienced increased
density along previously open corridors, or suffered fragmentation of green space. The
scientific literature makes clear that these losses are immediately capitalized into resale prices,
meaning the market—not speculation—recognizes and prices this harm. As such, the East
Lincoln proposal does not merely “change” neighbourhood character; it extracts tens of
thousands of dollars in value from existing homes and reallocates that value to a private
developer, contrary to principles of fair planning, compatibility, and protection of established
residential investment.

This dynamic is not hypothetical. Broad evidence shows that proximity to parkland and high-
quality green space is capitalized into housing prices because buyers are willing to pay extra
for views, quiet, access to nature, privacy, and ecological quality.   By contrast, when those
amenities are removed, obstructed by built form, or replaced with increased density and
traffic, the premium disappears and market prices adjust downward accordingly. Given my
home’s current value (~$600,000), this translates into tens of thousands of dollars in lost
equity that will be transferred to the developer by being able to charge increased rents rather
than retained by long-term homeowners. The Board should weigh this documented economic
harm alongside planning, environmental, and compatibility considerations when assessing the
East Lincoln proposal.

⸻

Footnoted Citations (SDAB-Ready)
      1.    Chen, K., Lin, H., You, S., & Han, Y. (2022). Review of the impact of urban
parks and green spaces on residence prices in the environmental health context. Frontiers in
Public Health. Available from PMC.  
      2.    Hobden, D. W. (2004). Green space borders — a generally positive impact of
parks and open spaces on property values; study bolsters previous research. ScienceDirect.  
      3.    Symons Valley Park. (2025). Green spaces in Calgary: How much does
property value increase when a community recreational park is nearby? Reports that homes
within 500 m of parks often enjoy 5–20% value increases.  
      4.    Playworld / Real estate sources. Proximity to parks boosts property values
between 8% and 20%, equating to tens of thousands of dollars for average home prices.
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The proposed development presents a direct and unacceptable risk to traffic safety,
particularly for children who regularly use the adjacent streets for walking, biking, and
outdoor play. The City’s own materials are internally inconsistent and demonstrably
inaccurate: the site plan and supporting drawings clearly show 52 parking stalls, not the 59
stalls relied upon in the City’s analysis. This error is not trivial. A conventional residential
development of 49 dwelling units would typically require a minimum of 1.25 to 1.5 parking
stalls per unit, equating to approximately 61 to 74 stalls, exclusive of adequate visitor parking.
Under-parking of this magnitude will inevitably result in spillover parking onto surrounding
residential streets, increasing vehicle circulation, reversing movements, and conflict points in
an area where children are present daily. Compounding this risk, the access roadway is only
4.5 metres wide, which is approximately one metre narrower than the City’s minimum
standard, rendering it functionally unsafe for two-way traffic, emergency vehicle access, and
pedestrian interaction. Finally, the traffic assumptions are fundamentally flawed because this
is not a 55+ assisted living facility; it will generate standard multi-family residential traffic
volumes, including commuting, deliveries, visitors, and service vehicles. To suggest otherwise
materially understates the real traffic impacts and disregards the heightened safety risks
imposed on nearby families and children.

The proposed East Lincoln development does not comply with the mandatory environmental
protection requirements of the applicable Area Redevelopment Plan (ARP), the City of Red
Deer Land Use Bylaw, or the Municipal Government Act (MGA). Under section 2 of the
MGA, municipalities are expressly required to provide for the protection of the environment
as part of their statutory planning responsibilities, and sections 617 and 632 require that
development decisions be consistent with statutory plans, including ARPs, which contain
binding “must” and “shall” policies. The ARP requires that development shall not adversely
impact natural drainage systems, water bodies, wildlife habitat, or environmentally sensitive
lands, and that environmental impacts must be fully evaluated and addressed at the
development stage, not deferred through assumptions or future mitigation. The subject lands
form part of the natural drainage system feeding into Gates Lake, and the conversion of
permeable land and established vegetation into impervious surfaces will inevitably increase
runoff volumes, flow velocities, and contaminant loading. The downstream consequences—
erosion, sedimentation, nutrient enrichment, and long-term water quality degradation in Gates
Lake—are foreseeable, permanent, and potentially catastrophic, yet the developer’s
hydrological and environmental studies do not assess full build-out conditions, cumulative
impacts, or downstream effects as required by both the ARP and the MGA’s environmental
protection mandate. Further, the MGA obligates municipalities to consider the long-term
environmental and social well-being of the community, which includes protecting established
ecological assets. The site is functionally connected to the Kerry Wood Nature Centre and bird
sanctuary, an environmentally significant area supporting diverse bird species, wildlife habitat,
and movement corridors. ARP and bylaw provisions require that development adjacent to
natural areas shall protect ecological function and habitat integrity, yet the submitted studies
fail to adequately identify species presence, seasonal use, habitat fragmentation, or
displacement effects. Approval based on incomplete, narrowly scoped, developer-
commissioned studies is inconsistent with the MGA, disregards mandatory statutory plan
requirements, and undermines the City’s obligation to protect environmentally sensitive lands.
The SDAB should therefore find that the development fails to meet the environmental
standards imposed by the MGA, the ARP, and the Land Use Bylaw, and that the risks to Gates
Lake and the Kerry Wood sanctuary are unacceptable under Alberta’s planning framework.

Risk to Species at Risk:
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The environmental deficiencies of the proposed development are further compounded by the
failure to address impacts to species at risk known to occur or utilize habitat within the Red
Deer River corridor and the Kerry Wood Nature Centre area. This region provides
documented or potential habitat for several federally listed Species at Risk under the Species
at Risk Act (SARA), including the Olive-sided Flycatcher (Threatened), Canada Warbler
(Threatened), Bank Swallow (Threatened), and Barn Swallow (Threatened), all of which rely
on intact riparian areas, mature tree canopy, open foraging space, and stable hydrological
conditions. ARP policies and the Land Use Bylaw require that development shall protect
wildlife habitat and ecological function, yet the studies submitted by East Lincoln do not
include adequate species inventories, seasonal assessments, or habitat impact analysis for
species at risk. The removal of vegetation, increased noise and lighting, and alteration of
drainage patterns connected to Gates Lake directly undermine the habitat conditions these
species depend upon. Proceeding without addressing these risks is inconsistent with the City’s
statutory obligation to protect environmentally sensitive lands and fails to demonstrate
compliance with mandatory environmental policy requirements.

The East Lincoln development fails to comply with the mandatory requirements of the Land
Use Bylaw governing the PS (Public Service) District and has been misclassified as
“supportive living” in order to avoid the zoning, density, and locational controls that would
otherwise apply to multi-family residential development. Under the LUB, development within
the PS District must be consistent with the purpose of the zone, which shall be limited to bona
fide public, institutional, or community-serving uses, and shall not function as general
residential accommodation. Where supportive living is contemplated, the use must be defined
by continuous, enforceable, and integral support or care services as an operational requirement
of the land use itself, not by voluntary, revocable, or nominal services. The East Lincoln
proposal does not satisfy this threshold. Instead, it consists of self-contained dwelling units
that operate independently and mirror the form and function of an R3 multi-family residential
building. Further, the LUB regulates land use and development form, not the personal
attributes of occupants, and any assertion that the development will be restricted to “55+”
residents is legally unenforceable through zoning; such a restriction cannot be policed by the
Development Authority and therefore shall not be relied upon to justify approval. In the
absence of enforceable supportive-living operations, the use must be evaluated based on its
actual function, which is residential. Approving this development within the PS District
effectively permits R3-style residential use without rezoning, contrary to the structure and
intent of the LUB, and constitutes an error in interpretation. Accordingly, the Development
Permit must be refused or overturned, as it authorizes a use that the PS zone does not permit
and shall not accommodate.

The proposed development’s massing and siting directly contravene mandatory provisions of
the applicable Area Redevelopment Plan (ARP) and the Land Use Bylaw, resulting in the
complete destruction of established vista views that the statutory planning framework
expressly requires to be protected. The ARP clearly states that new development shall respect
and preserve the visual relationship between existing residential neighbourhoods and adjacent
natural features, including river corridors, mature treelines, and open space systems, and shall
not introduce building forms that interrupt or wall off significant view corridors. These
policies are not aspirational; they are directive. Where an application fails to protect identified
vistas or materially degrades visual access to natural amenities that define neighbourhood
character, the ARP requires that such development must be refused rather than conditionally
approved or incrementally modified.
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The proposed East Lincoln development is in direct conflict with Appendix C – Waskasoo
Character Statements of Land Use Bylaw 3357/2024, which forms part of the regulatory
framework adopted by the City of Red Deer. Appendix C contains mandatory direction stating
that “Mature street character, scenic vistas viewable from the road, and existing natural
features of the area shall be maintained.” The proposed development does not maintain these
elements; rather, its height, massing, and siting obstruct established scenic vistas visible from
the roadway and remove the natural features that currently define the Waskasoo streetscape.
Appendix C further provides that “New development should not adversely affect the character
of the streetscape, as a result of being sited too close to the road, of inappropriate or excessive
Massing, form or height having a negative impact on abutting properties in terms of shadows
and privacy/over look, or causing the loss of landscape features or other factors which may
have a negative effect on the streetscape or abutting properties.” The East Lincoln proposal
exhibits each of these prohibited impacts: it is sited in close proximity to the roadway,
introduces excessive massing and height, creates significant privacy and overlook impacts on
adjacent residential properties, and results in the loss of established landscape features. As
such, the development fails to comply with the explicit Character Statements of Appendix C
and is therefore inconsistent with the Land Use Bylaw as adopted and applied to the Waskasoo
neighbourhood.

Despite this clear direction, the proposed building is sited and massed in a manner that places
excessive height and uninterrupted building length directly within established sightlines from
adjacent dwellings, eliminating long-standing views from principal living spaces. The ARP
further requires that development shall provide appropriate height transitions, step-backs, and
modulation to maintain visual permeability and prevent visual dominance over lower-density
residential uses. The proposal contains no meaningful step-backs, no reduction in apparent
mass, and no preservation of view corridors, demonstrating a fundamental failure to comply
with these mandatory requirements.

The Land Use Bylaw reinforces this obligation by requiring that discretionary developments
must be designed and sited to minimize adverse effects on adjacent properties, including loss
of visual amenity, skyline interruption, and incompatibility of scale and form. The bylaw
further requires that developments shall not unduly interfere with the enjoyment of
neighbouring lands through visual intrusion or dominance. By fully obstructing established
vista views and creating a walling effect along the neighbourhood interface, the proposal
produces precisely the form of visual harm the bylaw is intended to prevent.

Taken together, the ARP and Land Use Bylaw establish a clear planning test: where massing
and siting eliminate protected vistas and undermine neighbourhood character, approval is not
discretionary. Because this proposal fails to preserve mandated vista views, fails to provide
required transitions, and prioritizes maximum buildable envelope over statutory compliance,
the ARP explicitly directs that the development must be denied. Accordingly, the application
does not meet the minimum threshold for approval under the statutory planning framework
and should be refused by the Subdivision and Development Appeal Board.  For our family,
this development would force a fundamental and permanent change in how we live in our
home. The scale and proximity of the building, combined with the number of windows and
balconies facing our property, would leave us with no realistic option but to keep our blinds
closed throughout the day to preserve even a basic sense of privacy. That loss of privacy
would also mean a loss of natural light, turning once bright and welcoming living spaces into
darker, enclosed rooms and fundamentally altering the atmosphere of our home. Our children
would no longer be able to play freely in the backyard or move through our home and outdoor
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spaces without feeling watched, and our ability as parents to supervise them safely would be
compromised by increased traffic, reduced sightlines, and the loss of the open, predictable
environment we rely on today. What was once a home designed around openness, light, and
connection to the surrounding green space would become a place of retreat and restriction,
changing not just how our house looks, but how our family lives every single day.

The loss of protected vista views caused by the proposed development results in a direct and
substantial adverse impact on my home and daily life that goes well beyond generalized
neighbourhood concern. The existing views from my principal living spaces toward the river
corridor, mature treeline, and adjacent open space are a defining feature of my home and a
primary reason for its livability. These vistas provide natural light, visual openness, privacy
buffering, and a meaningful connection to the surrounding natural environment. The proposed
massing and siting would permanently eliminate these views by inserting an uninterrupted
wall of building mass directly into established sightlines.

This change would fundamentally alter how my home functions on a daily basis. Living areas
that are currently open, bright, and visually connected to natural features would instead face a
dominant built form, resulting in a loss of daylight because of having to draw curtains for
privacy, an increased sense of enclosure, and a diminished quality of indoor and outdoor
living. The resulting walling effect replaces long-standing natural outlooks with visual
dominance and perceived crowding, directly undermining quiet enjoyment of my property.

Importantly, this impact is permanent and irreversible. Once constructed, no amount of
landscaping, fencing, or conditions of approval can restore lost vista views or re-establish the
visual relationship between my home and the surrounding natural features. The Land Use
Bylaw expressly requires that development shall not unduly interfere with the enjoyment of
neighbouring lands, and the Waskasoo Area Redevelopment Plan is intended to prevent
precisely this type of intrusive outcome. Requiring existing residents to absorb such a
profound loss of residential amenity for the sole purpose of maximizing development yield is
inconsistent with both documents.

The effect on my lifestyle is therefore direct, measurable, and ongoing. It diminishes how I use
my home, how I experience my surroundings, and how I enjoy my property on a daily basis.
This personal impact reinforces the broader planning conclusion that the proposal is
incompatible with its context and fails to meet the statutory standards governing development
in Waskasoo. 

The proposed building imposes a towering, over-40-foot wall of intrusion that obliterates all
remaining privacy and enjoyment of our home and backyard. With 24 balconies and 85
windows positioned to look directly down into our living spaces, bedrooms, and yard, our
family will be subjected to constant surveillance—an inescapable sense of exposure that no
fence, tree, or curtain can meaningfully mitigate. This is the backyard where our children play,
where they should be free to laugh, explore, and feel safe, not grow up under the shadow of
strangers watching from above. What was once a secure, private outdoor refuge becomes
unusable, forcing children indoors and stripping our family of daily experiences that define a
healthy home life. The building’s mass rises like a concrete watchtower, an ugly, monolithic
structure looming 40  feet high, dominating the skyline and casting both literal and emotional
shadows over our property. This is not compatible living; it is an overwhelming, permanent
imposition that replaces peace, safety, and dignity with anxiety and loss, fundamentally and
irreversibly destroying our privacy and quality of life.
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This unit will not merely inconvenience our family; it will permanently erase the way we live,
gather, and find joy together. The simple moments that define family life—children playing
freely in the backyard, riding their bikes and exploring the adjacent area, shared meals
outdoors, and quiet evenings without fear of being watched—will be lost forever. What should
be a safe, open extension of our home becomes a space of constant exposure and restraint,
forcing our children to retreat indoors and teaching them, far too early, that even their own
neighbourhood is not truly theirs to enjoy. There is no future adjustment, landscaping, or
condition that can restore what is taken once this building is erected. The harm is ongoing and
irreversible, stripping away daily experiences that shape childhood, family connection, and a
sense of safety. Our family enjoyment is not merely reduced; it is permanently destroyed,
leaving behind a lasting absence where freedom, comfort, and peace once defined our home
and surrounding area.

            Question to ask City Administrators 

1. Yes or no: Under the Land Use Bylaw, development in the PS (Public Service) District
must be limited to public and quasi public uses, correct?

2.  Yes or no: The Land Use Bylaw does not regulate or enforce the age of occupants,
including “55+” restrictions, correct?

3. If age restrictions cannot be enforced through zoning, what specific bylaw provision
prevents this building from operating as a general-market apartment in the future?

4. Yes or no: The Waskasoo Area Redevelopment Plan states that development shall
preserve established vista views from the road and visual relationships with the river
corridor.

5. Please identify the exact ARP policy that authorizes approval of a building that fully
obstructs existing residential sightlines to the river corridor.

6. Yes or no: The Land Use Bylaw requires discretionary developments to minimize
adverse effects on adjacent properties, including loss of privacy and enjoyment.

7. How does a design containing 24 balconies and 85 windows directly overlooking
neighbouring homes minimize adverse effects, as required by the bylaw?

8. Yes or no: Once the building mass and height are constructed, loss of privacy and vista
views cannot be reversed through conditions or landscaping.

9. If ARP “shall” policies are not met, what legal authority allows the Development
Authority to approve the application rather than refuse it.

10. Yes or no: Approving this development as proposed establishes a precedent allowing
apartment-style residential buildings within PS-zoned land without rezoning.

Questions for the Developer

1. Yes or no: At the time you purchased this property, you were aware that it is located
within the Waskasoo Area Redevelopment Plan, an area specifically intended to protect
river corridors, green space, and established neighbourhood character, correct?

2. Yes or no: Despite knowing these protections existed, you designed a building
exceeding 40 feet in height that introduces a continuous wall of mass directly adjacent
to low-density, river-oriented homes.

3. Prior to submitting this application, did you meet with, notify, or meaningfully consult
any residents of the Waskasoo neighbourhood whose homes directly overlook or are
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adjacent the site ?
4. Yes or no: You did not hold a community information session, circulate design concepts

to affected residents, or attempt to co-develop a lower-impact alternative that preserved
established river and green-space views.

5. Given that the Waskasoo ARP requires development to respect and preserve visual
relationships with the river corridor, please explain how eliminating those views entirely
for adjacent families complies with that obligation, rather than prioritizing maximum
building envelope.

6. Yes or no: Were you aware that this design would permanently eliminate backyard
privacy, children’s play space usability, and long-standing enjoyment of the green
corridor for neighbouring families, including those directly below 24 balconies and 85
windows.

7. Yes or no: Did you treat the Waskasoo river corridor as a protected community asset to
be preserved or as a marketing backdrop—something to be built against, looked over,
and monetized—while the impacts to existing Waskasoo families were accepted as
collateral damage.

8. Yes or no: Isn’t it true that you chose a building design that maximizes height and unit
count, knowing it would permanently eliminate the daily use and enjoyment of the
adjacent  green corridor for surrounding families, and that you made that choice without
first engaging the community or properly testing lower-impact alternatives that would
have respected the Waskasoo neighbourhood character?

9. Please explain how 24 balconies and 85 windows overlooking adjacent homes do not
  result in permanent privacy intrusion

10. Yes or no: Once constructed, the loss of neighbouring residents’ privacy, backyard
usability, and vista views is permanent.

11. Yes or no : This is the first of two buildings, as stated by members of you staff.

A deeply concerned citizen, Shelby Smith

Rebuttal to the city’s recommendations,
am writing to raise serious concerns regarding the conduct of City Administration in this
appeal and the content of the Authority Submission filed on behalf of the City. The issues
before you are no longer limited to planning disagreement. They now raise questions of
institutional bias, ethical failure, and disregard for binding statutory instruments, specifically
the applicable Area Redevelopment Plan (ARP) and the Land Use Bylaw (LUB).

The Municipal Planning Commission (MPC), acting as the Development Authority, refused
this application based on clear and defensible non-compliance with the Waskasoo Character
Statements. Those Character Statements form part of the statutory planning framework and,
under the LUB, prevail where conflict exists. That refusal was lawful, policy-based, and
within the discretion granted to the Development Authority.

The City’s Authority Submission does not defend that decision.

Instead, it systematically works to undermine it.

Throughout the submission, Administration minimizes or recharacterizes mandatory ARP and
Character Statement requirements as discretionary or subjective. “Should” provisions are
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treated as optional preferences rather than binding policy unless properly justified. This is a
misstatement of the law and a direct contradiction of the LUB, which expressly elevates the
Character Statements above base zoning standards.

This alone is a serious legal error. But it is not isolated.

The submission repeatedly relies on numeric zoning compliance—setbacks, height limits,
parking counts—as though those metrics override qualitative ARP requirements relating to
massing, streetscape character, scenic vistas, privacy, and interface. They do not. The
Municipal Government Act is explicit: discretionary uses may be refused even when technical
standards are met. Administration’s framing invites the Board to do what the law does not
permit—treat statutory plans as optional obstacles rather than binding direction.

More troubling is the selective and biased handling of evidence.

Community impacts are consistently described as “perceived” or informal, while applicant
assertions regarding traffic, safety, mitigation, and infrastructure are accepted without studies,
audits, or expert evidence. This asymmetry is not neutral analysis. It is advocacy.

The submission also relies on incorrect factual baselines to minimize impacts. For example,
the proposed building’s scale is normalized through comparison to Gateway School using an
incorrect height. Gateway School is approximately 8 metres tall. The appealed development
materially exceeds that height. This error directly affects the massing and compatibility
analysis and further undermines the reliability of the City’s conclusions.

Administration then suggests that any remaining deficiencies can be resolved through
conditions of approval. This is another legal error. Massing, orientation, scale, and siting are
fundamental design elements. They are not condition-adjustable details. Conditions cannot be
used to retroactively cure conceptual non-compliance with an ARP or Character Statements.

Finally, the Authority Submission repeatedly introduces irrelevant considerations, including
generalized senior housing need. Need is not a planning test under the ARP or LUB. It does
not justify ignoring binding policy. Its inclusion serves only to tilt the analysis toward
approval.

Taken together, these issues demonstrate a pattern of conduct:
      •     downgrading statutory plans,
      •     misstating the legal hierarchy of planning, instruments,
      •     minimizing impacts identified by the Development Authority,
      •     selectively framing facts to favour the applicant,
      •     and advocating approval pathways instead of objectively assisting the Board.

This pattern gives rise to a reasonable and troubling conclusion: City Administration is acting
in a manner that is biased toward East Lincoln Properties, at the expense of the ARP, the LUB,
and the integrity of the planning process itself.

The role of Administration is not to rescue a refused application or re-litigate policy through
opinion. Its duty is to apply adopted statutory instruments fairly, consistently, and ethically. In
this case, that duty has not been met.
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For these reasons, I respectfully submit that the Authority Submission should be afforded little
to no weight, and that the Board should rely instead on the Municipal Planning Commission’s
refusal, which is grounded in binding statutory policy and proper application of the law.

The integrity of the ARP and the Land Use Bylaw depends on their consistent application—
particularly when powerful developers are involved. Anything less erodes public trust and
undermines the legitimacy of the planning system.

Further compounding these concerns is Administration’s unethical disregard for protected
vista views, loss of privacy, and loss of residential enjoyment, all of which are expressly
safeguarded by the Waskasoo ARP and incorporated into the Land Use Bylaw.

The Municipal Planning Commission identified scenic vista obstruction, privacy intrusion, and
adverse streetscape interface as central reasons for refusal. These are not subjective
preferences. They are core planning interests explicitly protected by statutory policy. Vista
protection, overlook, and privacy are mandatory considerations under the Waskasoo Character
Statements and directly engage the Municipal Government Act’s test for material interference
with the use and enjoyment of neighbouring lands.

Despite this, the Authority Submission:
      •     minimizes the loss of scenic vistas caused by block-like massing,
      •     dismisses privacy impacts arising from scale, orientation, balconies, and
window placement,
      •     and reframes the loss of residential enjoyment as “perceived” or informal.

This treatment is not only legally flawed—it is ethically indefensible.

Administration has a duty to objectively evaluate and present impacts that materially interfere
with residents’ use, enjoyment, and value of their homes. Instead, these impacts are selectively
ignored, downplayed, or recharacterized in order to advance an approval narrative. This
approach strips mandatory policy protections of any real meaning and signals that resident
impacts are secondary to developer outcomes.

The cumulative effect is a submission that fails to acknowledge, let alone properly weigh, the
very harms the ARP and LUB were adopted to prevent. When Administration disregards
protected vista views, privacy, and enjoyment—while simultaneously advocating approval—it
crosses from flawed analysis into unethical bias.

This failure further supports the conclusion that the Authority Submission cannot be relied
upon and should be afforded little to no weight by the Board.

Questions for Jay Hallet

 1. Statutory Hierarchy

• You agree the Waskasoo Character Statements prevail over base zoning where   conflict
exists—can you point the Board to where your submission applies that hierarchy, rather than
subordinating those Statements to numeric standards?
      
2. “Should” vs. Mandatory Compliance
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• In your submission, you treat “should” provisions as discretionary. Can you identify the
policy authority that permits non-compliance with a “should” requirement absent a defensible
planning rationale accepted by the Development Authority?
      
3. MGA Interference Test

• Where in your analysis do you apply the Municipal Government Act test for material
interference with neighbouring use and enjoyment, separate from whether setbacks and height
limits are met?
      
4. Incorrect Comparator Facts

•You rely on comparisons to Gateway School to normalize scale. Do you acknowledge
Gateway School is approximately 8 metres tall, and if so, how does using an incorrect height
affect your massing conclusions?
      
5. Vista and Privacy Protections
• The MPC identified scenic vista obstruction and privacy intrusion as refusal grounds. Can
you explain why your submission minimizes those impacts despite their explicit protection in
the Waskasoo framework?
      
6. Asymmetric Evidence

• Community impacts are described as “perceived,” yet applicant claims on traffic and safety
are accepted without studies. What objective standard did you apply to weigh those two sets of
evidence differently?
      
7. Conditions as Cure

• You suggest conditions could address massing, orientation, and siting. Can you cite authority
that permits conditions to cure conceptual design non-compliance with a statutory plan?
      
8. Irrelevant Considerations

• Your submission references senior housing need. Can you identify where “need” appears as
a decision test in the ARP or Land Use Bylaw?

9. Ethics and Neutrality — “The Closer”

• You are known by the nickname “The Closer.” Do you believe it is ethical for a
Development Officer to carry a reputation suggesting outcomes are driven toward approval,
and how does that align with your duty of neutrality to the Board?
      
10. Ethics and Perception of Bias — “The Closer”

• Given this nickname, what safeguards did you apply in this file to ensure your analysis did
not advocate for approval or undermine the Development Authority’s refusal, but instead
neutrally applied the ARP and LUB?

Thank you for your careful consideration.
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Respectfully submitted,

Rebuttal to the Appellant,

SDAB 006 2025 / 4240 – 59 Street, Red Deer

Errors of Law and Policy in Appellant’s Memorandum of Law

Members of the Subdivision and Development Appeal Board,

This submission identifies material legal and planning errors in the Appellant’s
Memorandum of Law dated January 26, 2026, filed on behalf of East Lincoln Properties
Corporation. Each error below is tied to specific, binding provisions of the Waskasoo
Area Redevelopment Plan (ARP), the City of Red Deer Land Use Bylaw, and the Municipal
Government Act (MGA).

1. Misapplication of ARP Objectives

ARP s.2.1 (Objectives) / MGA s.635(1)

The Appellant asserts that ARP objectives “establish the parameters” within which all
other policies must be interpreted and that interpretations inconsistent with those
objectives must be rejected.

Error:

ARP objectives in s.2.1 are introductory and contextual only. Under MGA s.635(1), an
Area Redevelopment Plan is a statutory plan whose policies are binding, including
detailed provisions and appended Character Statements. Objectives cannot override or
neutralize mandatory policies, particularly where the ARP uses “shall” language.
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2. Improper Downgrading of Mandatory “Shall” Policies

ARP s.1.2 (Policy Language Interpretation)

The Appellant repeatedly characterizes ARP and Character Statement requirements as
“recommendations.”

Error:

ARP s.1.2 explicitly states:

“Shall” = must be followed

“Should” = required, with limited discretion

“May” = discretionary

Despite citing this section, the Appellant treats multiple “shall” statements—
particularly those related to vistas, streetscape, massing, and privacy—as optional. This
is a direct contradiction of ARP s.1.2 and an error of law.

3. Illegal Restriction of Scenic Vista Protection

ARP Appendix C – Waskasoo Character Statements, Environmental Character Area

Section 5.6(2)
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The Character Statement requires:

“Mature street character, scenic vistas viewable from the road, and existing
natural features of the area shall be maintained.”

Errors:

The Appellant improperly limits “scenic vistas” to narrow, roadway-only sightlines.

The ARP does not restrict vistas to vehicular viewpoints.

The phrase “shall be maintained” in s.5.6(2) is mandatory and applies to the
character of the area, not merely tree retention.

This interpretation improperly strips the term “vista” of its planning meaning and defeats
the intent of the Environmental Character Area designation.

4. Exclusion of Adjacent Residential Impacts

ARP s.2.1(1) / Character Statements s.5.6(15)

The Appellant claims that residential lands south of 59 Street are irrelevant because they
are in a different Character Area and do not “abut” the site.

Error:

ARP s.2.1(1) requires development to be sensitive to existing neighbourhood
character, not merely the parcel itself.
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Character Statement s.5.6(15) requires new development to avoid negative impacts
on abutting properties, including shadows, privacy, overlook, and massing.

The ARP does not authorize exclusion of affected properties simply because a roadway
intervenes.

5. Misuse of the Zoning Definition of “Abutting”

Land Use Bylaw s.1.0 (Definitions)

The Appellant relies on the definition of “abut” in the Land Use Bylaw to exclude
consideration of nearby homes.

Error:

The definition of “abut” in LUB s.1.0 applies primarily to dimensional regulations
(setbacks, site coverage). It does not govern ARP character analysis, privacy, shadowing,
or visual dominance.

Using a zoning definition to defeat ARP impact analysis is a category error and
inconsistent with planning law.

6. Legally Irrelevant Density Comparisons
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ARP s.2.1 / Land Use Bylaw s.9.40 (PS District)

The Appellant argues that the proposal is acceptable because its unit density is lower
than the maximum density theoretically permitted in RL zones south of 59 Street.

Error:

Density permissions in RL zones are irrelevant to PS-zoned lands.

LUB s.9.40 permits discretionary uses but does not displace ARP compliance.

The ARP does not establish density as the controlling metric; form, massing, height,
and character are determinative.

This argument is legally immaterial to ARP conformity.

7. Misstatement of Environmental Conditions

ARP s.2.1(3) / Character Statements Part 5

The Appellant states the site contains “no environmental features.”

Error:

The site is expressly identified within the Environmental Character Area under Character
Statements Part 5, adjacent to:

Kerry Wood Nature Centre

Gaetz Lakes Sanctuary
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Recognized wildlife corridors

This directly contradicts ARP s.2.1(3), which requires preservation of environmental
features, and undermines the credibility of the submission.

8. Absence of Corridor-Scale Environmental Analysis

ARP s.2.1(3) / MGA s.622, s.635

While referencing servicing and drainage studies, the Appellant provides no corridor-
scale or cumulative environmental assessment.

Error:

Given the Environmental Character Area designation, compliance with ARP s.2.1(3)
requires more than site-specific engineering clearance. The MGA (s.622, s.635) supports
broader environmental consideration where statutory plans identify sensitive areas.

9. Misuse of 

Rizzo & Rizzo Shoes Ltd. (Re)

Statutory Interpretation Principles
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The Appellant relies on Rizzo to argue that strict application of vista protection would
create a “legal absurdity.”

Error:

Rizzo supports purposive interpretation within statutory limits, not the nullification of
explicit “shall” requirements. Using Rizzo to override ARP s.1.2 and s.5.6(2) is legally
unsound.

10. Incorrect Assertion That SDAB Cannot Consider Loss of Informal
Open Space

MGA s.640 / ARP s.2.1

The Appellant claims that loss of informal community open space is beyond the Board’s
jurisdiction.

Error:

Under MGA s.640, the SDAB has authority to consider:

Compliance with statutory plans

Neighbourhood character

Public interest impacts

Informal open space value directly relates to ARP s.2.1(2) and (3) and is squarely within
the Board’s mandate.
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11. Administrative Support Does Not Cure Non-Compliance

MGA s.640 / ARP s.1.2

References to City Administration support are repeatedly advanced.

Error:

Administrative opinion cannot override:

Mandatory ARP policies (s.1.2)

Statutory interpretation requirements

The SDAB’s independent, de novo jurisdiction under MGA s.640

12. Irrelevant Allegations of “Political” MPC Influence

MGA s.640

The Appellant’s characterization of the MPC decision as political is irrelevant.

Error:

The SDAB’s task under MGA s.640 is to assess statutory compliance, not to re-litigate
motivations or speculate on governance dynamics.
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Land Use Bylaw s.9.40 (PS District – Permitted and Discretionary Uses)

Under the City of Red Deer Land Use Bylaw, a Supportive Living Accommodation /
Assisted Living Facility is not a permitted use on PS zoning. It is explicitly a
discretionary use, which means:

The development authority must exercise discretion in determining whether
the proposal fits the intent of the district and all applicable plans.

Discretionary approval is not automatic simply because a use appears on a
list; compliance with statutory plans (e.g., ARP, Character Statements) is
required as part of that exercise of discretion.

Despite this, the Appellant repeatedly frames the facility as if it is a “right” or
“expected” outcome for the site, rather than a discretionary proposal that must
demonstrate conformity with all binding policy instruments, including mandatory
ARP provisions such as scenic vista protection, environmental character, massing
impacts, and neighbourhood compatibility.

This is a mischaracterization of how discretionary uses are evaluated under the
Land Use Bylaw and Alberta planning law.

At the Municipal Planning Commission hearing, the Appellant’s representative
asserted that the “community wants nothing developed on this site.” This is
factually incorrect.

Fact:

Multiple residents — including myself — affirmed openness to development that
was consistent with the City’s existing planning framework, ARP Objectives &
Policies, and Character Statements. Our position was not opposition to all
development, but opposition to non-conforming development that fails to protect
neighbouring visual character, vistas, privacy, and environmental context.
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Residents expressed explicit support for:

Development aligned with established road/urban form guidelines,

Context-sensitive massing and height,

Retention of natural features and scenic vistas,

Low-impact infill consistent with ARP and Character Areas.

These community positions were documented in written submissions and direct
testimony at the MPC hearing. The Appellant’s blanket statement to the contrary
was misleading and should be corrected for the SDAB record.

The Appellant’s submission asserts that the Municipal Planning Commission (“MPC”)
decision was “highly influenced by political considerations.” That assertion is
unsupported, inaccurate, and contradicted by the record of the MPC hearing.

The MPC’s decision was expressly grounded in:

The Waskasoo Area Redevelopment Plan (ARP);

The Land Use Bylaw, including mandatory “shall” provisions;

The application’s failure to adequately address massing, siting, scenic vistas,
neighbourhood character, and environmental context as required by those
instruments.

Commissioners repeatedly referenced specific ARP and bylaw requirements during
deliberations, including the Environmental Character Statements and their mandatory
policies. The decision reflects a statutory planning analysis, not political preference. No
evidence has been provided that political motivations influenced the MPC’s findings.

Under Alberta planning law, a decision that applies binding statutory instruments cannot
be characterized as “political” merely because it results in refusal.
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In contrast, the conduct of City Administration throughout the development permit
process raises legitimate concerns regarding procedural fairness, neutrality, and
statutory compliance.

City Administration:

Repeatedly emphasized discretionary language (“should”) while minimizing or
disregarding mandatory “shall” provisions of the ARP, contrary to ARP s.1.2;

Framed the proposal as an expected or appropriate outcome due to zoning alone,
despite the use being discretionary and subject to full ARP compliance;

Failed to meaningfully address neighbourhood-scale impacts, including scenic
vistas, privacy, shadowing, and visual dominance, which are explicitly required
considerations under the ARP and Character Statements;

Accepted consultant materials and studies submitted by the applicant without
independent scrutiny proportionate to the site’s designation within an
Environmental Character Area.

This pattern demonstrates not a neutral evaluation, but an outcome-oriented approach
inconsistent with the Development Authority’s obligation to provide an objective and
unbiased assessment.

Concerns regarding the impartiality of City Administration in this matter are not
speculative. A formal request has been made for a review of the relationship
between East Lincoln Properties and the Planning Department, based on:

Repeated departures from standard interpretive practice when applying ARP
policies;

Consistent alignment of administrative conclusions with the applicant’s legal
framing, even where that framing conflicts with mandatory statutory language;

The failure to clearly present ARP non-compliance risks to decision-makers at
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MPC.

These concerns go directly to procedural fairness, a foundational principle in land
use decision-making. While the SDAB is not tasked with adjudicating ethics
complaints, it is entitled — and obligated — to consider whether the record before
it reflects a balanced and lawful application of planning instruments, particularly
where administrative recommendations appear to selectively interpret statutory
requirements.

Under MGA s.640, this Board sits de novo and must independently assess
compliance with statutory plans and bylaws. The Board is not bound by
administrative opinion, particularly where that opinion:

Minimizes mandatory policies;

Excludes affected neighbourhood impacts;

Treats a discretionary use as if it were a permitted entitlement.

In this context, the MPC decision reflects a correct application of the ARP and Land
Use Bylaw, while the administrative recommendation does not. The Appellant’s
attempt to recast this statutory analysis as “political” should be rejected.

Conclusion

The Appellant’s Memorandum systematically:

Misstates the legal force of “shall” policies,

Narrows ARP protections without textual support,

Excludes affected residents and environmental systems from required analysis.
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When properly interpreted and applied, the Waskasoo Area Redevelopment Plan, the
Land Use Bylaw, and the Municipal Government Act do not support approval of this
development as proposed.

Respectfully submitted,
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