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Executive Summary

In 2014, the Province of Alberta adopted the South Saskatchewan Regional Plan (SSRP). The SSRP sets the
stage for strong and sustained growth, vibrant communities and a healthy environment within the region
over the next 50 years. With that long-term horizon in mind, the SSRP identifies strategic directions for
the region over the next 10 years, focusing on eight broad outcome areas, including: economy, air,
biodiversity, water, efficient land use, outdoor recreation and historic resources, aboriginal peoples, and
community development. The City of Lethbridge and the other municipalities within the region are
required by the Province of Alberta to be in compliance with the SSRP by August 31, 2019.

In order to demonstrate compliance with the SSRP, the City of Lethbridge is undertaking a series of
comprehensive data gathering projects under the umbrella of the SSRP Compliance Initiative. The
Initiative is composed of four separate comprehensive data gathering strategies that seek to understand
our legislative requirements, assess our baseline, and recommend implementation strategies towards
achieving one or more of the SSRP outcomes. The four strategies within the SSRP Compliance Initiative
include:

i) Efficient Land Use Strategy (ELUS)

ii) Environment and Historic Resources Strategy (EnvS)
iii) Economy and Tourism Inventory (ETI)

iv) Relationships Inventory (Rell)

The SSRP Compliance Initiative itself does not demonstrate SSRP compliance, however upon completion,
the Initiative will provide a thorough background report and baseline understanding of our community,
and will be used to review and update the current Integrated Community Sustainability Plan/Municipal
Development Plan (ICSP/MDP) which was adopted in 2010.

The ELUS is at its core, a baseline data collection project that looks at the variables that impact land use
and growth in our City. To demonstrate that Lethbridge is an efficient land user and manager, we must
create a baseline awareness of how we have historically used our land base, the variables at play, and
what the future may hold. The outcome of these data gathering exercises is to bring the information
collected together to provide a growth-related snapshot of Lethbridge in 2016.

The ELUS report begins with a discussion of the context of this project, the Alberta Land-use Framework
and the SSRP. The ELUS report is then organized in three different parts:

Part 1: Background Study

The main purpose of Part 1 is to set the context and begin to explore what is meant by “efficient land
use”. Chapter 1 of the Background Study provides historical information about early development,
community planning and overall patterns of growth in Lethbridge. Additionally, Chapter 1 describes key
considerations and trends that are effecting land use decisions in North America today, as well as
providing an overview of some of the leading edge growth management practices from other
municipalities in Canada.
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Part 2: Baseline Report

Part 2 is broken down into a series of data gathering exercises, each of which takes an in-depth look at
key growth related variables. Chapters 2-5 are organized to analyze patterns of growth in Lethbridge
starting from large scale (City Wide) and working down to small scale (City Neighbourhoods). Included
within are discussions on urban footprint, demographics, land composition, and residential density.

Chapter 6 takes an in-depth look at major commercial and industrial areas in Lethbridge, specifically,
exploring current patterns of growth, establishing existing building footprint coverage and employment
density, and looking at efficient land use practices for the development of industrial and commercial
areas.

Chapter 7 examines some key aspects of greenfield development in Lethbridge. This chapter
concentrates on the way we design new residential neighbourhoods, which make up the bulk of the city’s
ongoing greenfield development, and how we can design in a way that uses land and infrastructure more
efficiently.

Chapter 8 focuses on infill development in Lethbridge, and explores the different forms, why infill is
desirable, and the types commonly seen in Lethbridge neighbourhoods.

Part 3: Community Values & Recommendations

Part 3 is broken down into two chapters: Chapter 9 summarizes the community’s values which includes
the collection of several thousands of individual pieces of input from the community at-large and specific
stakeholder groups through the 100K+ Conversations project. Chapter 10 provides recommendations for
the review of the ICSP/MDP which were generated through the baseline data and analysis collected
through Part 1 and Part 2 of the ELUS, and interpreted with the help of the input from community
members and stakeholders.

The following table presents the recommendations of the ELUS as an easy reference. Greater detail on
the recommendations, including a discussion on the rationale and implementation mechanisms, is found
in Chapter 10 of this report.
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Efficient Land Use Recommendations

General

ACCOMMODATING INCREASES IN DENSITY IN NEIGHBOURHOODS NEEDS A CONTEXT-SENSITIVE APPROACH BASED ON MEETING
COMMUNITY DESIGN AND INFRASTRUCTURE CRITERIA.

THE CRITERIA FOR ACCOMMODATING DENSITY INCREASES SHOULD BE DETERMINED BASED ON THE AGE AND CLASSIFICATION,
GEOGRAPHIC LOCATION, STREET-LAYOUT, AND DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD.

THE CRITERIA FOR ACCOMMODATING DENSITY INCREASES SHOULD BE INCORPORATED INTO THE MIDP AND WILL ACT AS A GUIDING
PRINCIPLE FOR ASPS, ARPS, AND LAND USE REDESIGNATIONS.

THE CITY’S APPROACH TO RESIDENTIAL, INDUSTRIAL, AND COMMERCIAL EFFICIENT LAND USE SHOULD BE DEFINED IN THE MDP

THE MDP SHOULD ENCOURAGE THE PRESERVATION OF NATURAL GRASSLANDS AND CONTINUED USE OF AGRICULTURAL LANDS UNTIL
CONVERSION TO A PERMANENTLY DEVELOPED STATE

Industrial

MDP TO ESTABLISH VISION AND POLICY DIRECTION TO LOCATE AND ENCOURAGE INTENSIFICATION OF INDUSTRIAL AREAS.

CONDUCT FURTHER RESEARCH TO IDENTIFY OPPORTUNITIES FOR THE INTENSIFIED USE OF INDUSTRIAL LAND IN LETHBRIDGE.

A REVIEW OF INDUSTRIAL DISTRICTS IN THE LAND USE BYLAW SHOULD BE UNDERTAKEN TO DETERMINE IF CURRENT REGULATIONS
HAVE PROVISIONS THAT CONSTRAIN INDUSTRIAL DENSITY POTENTIAL (SUCH AS OVERLY-RESTRICTIVE BUILDING HEIGHT LIMITS, PARKING
REQUIREMENTS, BUILDING SETBACKS, FLOOR AREA RATIOS OR SITE COVERAGE LIMITS).

SUPPORT TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT IN INDUSTRIAL AREAS.

Commercial

MDP TO ENCOURAGE MAXIMIZING THE EFFICIENT USE OF COMMERCIAL LAND AND INCREASING BUILDING FOOTPRINT COVERAGE ON
COMMERCIAL LOTS BY:

®  PLANNING FOR SMALLER LOT SIZES

e  REDUCING THE LAND DEDICATED TO PARKING

e MONITORING THE IMPACT OF 2016 LUB AMENDMENT (MAXIMUM PARKING PROVISION). CONSIDER LOWERING SOME PARKING
MINIMUMS, IN GENERAL REQUIREMENTS AND IN SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES, E.G. FOR HERITAGE BUILDINGS, IN ARPS FOR OLDER
NEIGHBOURHOODS, DOWNTOWN, IN TRANSIT-ACCESSIBLE LOCATIONS, ETC.

CONDUCT PARKING STUDY TO ANALYZE WHERE PARKING HAS BEEN OVERSUPPLIED AND DETERMINE A MORE SUSTAINABLE PARKING
REQUIREMENT FOR THE LAND USE BYLAW.

CONTINUE TO ENCOURAGE ACCESSIBLE COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT PATTERNS THAT ACCOMMODATE MULTIMODAL TRANSPORTATION
THROUGH APPROPRIATE LAND USE BYLAW REGULATIONS.

WHERE APPROPRIATE, ENCOURAGE STREET-FRONTING AND NEIGHBOURHOOD COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT IN NEIGHBOURHOODS
WITH A GRID OR MODIFIED GRID STREET LAYOUT.

WHEN PREPARING EITHER ARPS OR ASPS CONSIDER HOW TO BALANCE COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT BETWEEN CITY SECTORS.

ENCOURAGE INCREASED RESIDENTIAL DENSITY IN PROXIMITY TO EXISTING OR PLANNED COMMERCIAL AREAS.

ENCOURAGE COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT AROUND HIGHER DENSITY RESIDENTIAL AREAS.

Greenfield
Development

ENCOURAGE A GREATER MIX OF LAND USE WITHIN DEVELOPING NEIGHBOURHOODS IN LOCATIONS THAT SUPPORT LOCAL BUSINESSES,
TRANSIT USE, AND ACCESS TO AMENITIES.

ENCOURAGE THE DESIGN OF MORE ACCESSIBLE AND WALKABLE NEIGHBOURHOODS THROUGH USE OF THE MODIFIED GRID STREET
LAYOUT AND THE INCORPORATION OF GREEN CORRIDORS.
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MAXIMIZE USE OF EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE THROUGH CAREFUL PHASING.

SET A TARGET TO IMPROVE ON THE AVERAGE NON-DEVELOPABLE LAND USES PER DWELLING UNIT IDENTIFIED IN CHAPTER 8. OUTLINE
PLANS THAT DO NOT ACHIEVE THIS TARGET SHOULD NOT BE SUPPORTED IN THE ABSENCE OF EXCEPTIONAL CIRCUMSTANCES (E.G. THE
OP INCLUDES A LARGE REGIONAL PARK).

INCLUDE MINIMUM AVERAGE DENSITY REQUIREMENTS IN FUTURE OUTLINE PLANS. OUTLINE PLANS THAT DO NOT ACHIEVE THE
MINIMUM AVERAGE DENSITY SHOULD NOT BE SUPPORTED IN THE ABSENCE OF MITIGATING MEASURES.

AMENDMENTS TO EXISTING ASPS OR OUTLINE PLANS TO CREATE LESS WALKABLE AND MULTIMODAL-FRIENDLY TRANSPORTATION
NETWORKS WILL NOT BE SUPPORTED IN THE ABSENCE OF MITIGATING MEASURES.

INFILL DEVELOPMENT SHOULD CONTINUE TO BE ENCOURAGED BY THE CITY.

ENCOURAGE RENOVATION OR REDEVELOPMENT OF BUILDINGS IN POOR CONDITION BY SUPPLYING INFORMATION AND EDUCATION TO
RESIDENTS.

ENCOURAGE RESIDENTIAL AND MIXED-USE INFILL DEVELOPMENT IN CORE, MATURE AND ESTABLISHED NEIGHBOURHOODS TO RETAIN
POPULATION, AND SUPPORT EXISTING AND NEW BUSINESSES AND AMENITIES.

ENCOURAGE GREATER MIX OF LAND USES IN CORE, MATURE AND ESTABLISHED NEIGHBOURHOODS

CONTINUE TO ENCOURAGE HIGHER DENSITY DEVELOPMENT AROUND COMMERCIAL NODES AND CORRIDORS, AND INSTITUTIONAL
NODES WHERE ACCESS TO TRANSIT IS AVAILABLE.

UNDERTAKE A CROSS-DEPARTMENTAL STUDY WITH INDUSTRY, COMMUNITY AND CITY STAFF ON POSSIBLE STEPS TO BRIDGE THE GAP
BETWEEN IDENTIFYING AREAS FOR REDEVELOPMENT AND INTENSIFICATION IN ARPS, AND TARGETING APPROPRIATE UPGRADES TO
SERVICING AND UTILITIES.

Residential Infill Development

UNDERTAKE A CROSS-DEPARTMENTAL STUDY INTO OPPORTUNITIES TO REDUCE THE BURDEN ON SMALLER-SCALE REDEVELOPMENT
PROJECTS.

ENSURE ADEQUATE GREEN SPACE IS PROVIDED IN CORE NEIGHBOURHOODS THROUGH ARPS

A METHOD OF RECORDING INFILL REDEVELOPMENTS SHOULD BE CREATED TO ENSURE GOOD DATA IS AVAILABLE FOR FUTURE
COMPARISONS AND STUDIES. THIS SHOULD DISTINGUISH BETWEEN THE TYPES OF INFILL IDENTIFIED IN CHAPTER 7.

Table 1: Efficient Land Use Recommendations
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Introduction

South Saskatchewan Regional Plan Compliance Initiative Overview

In 2014, the Province adopted the South Saskatchewan Regional Plan (SSRP), the second regional plan in
the Province (the Lower Athabasca Regional Plan was adopted in 2012). The SSRP sets the stage for
planned urban growth, vibrant communities and a healthy environment within the region over the next
50 years. With that long-term horizon in mind, the SSRP identifies strategic directions for the region over
the next 10 years and includes eight broad outcomes and a series of strategies to achieve them. The eight
outcome areas include: economy, air, biodiversity, water, efficient land use, outdoor recreation and
historic resources, aboriginal peoples, and community development. The City of Lethbridge and the other
municipalities within the region are required by the Province of Alberta (Land Use Secretariat) to be in
compliance with the SSRP by August, 2019.

In order to demonstrate compliance with the SSRP, the City of Lethbridge has completed a holistic data
gathering project called the SSRP Compliance Initiative. The Initiative is composed of four separate
comprehensive strategies, each of which seeks to understand our legislative requirements, assess our
baseline, and create an implementation strategy towards achieving one or more of the SSRP outcomes.
The four strategies within the SSRP Compliance Initiative include:

i) Efficient Land Use Strategy (ELUS)

ii) Environment & Historic Resources Strategy (EnvS)
iii) Economy and Tourism Inventory (ETI)

iv) Relationships Inventory (Rell)

The SSRP Compliance Initiative in itself does not demonstrate SSRP compliance, however upon
completion, the Compliance Initiative will provide a thorough background report and baseline
understanding of our community, and will be used to update the Integrated Community Sustainability
Plan/Municipal Development Plan (ICSP/MDP) which was last updated in 2010.

The ICSP/MDP is a statutory plan, prepared and adopted by bylaw, in accordance with Section 632 of the
Municipal Government Act (MGA), and provides a framework through which private & public decisions
are made about the future of the city in terms of investments, places of residence, employment, and
recreation and protection of the environment including heritage resources. By completing an update of
the ICSP/MDP based on the requirements of the SSRP, it will ensure that all decisions within the
municipality going forward are informed by a statutory plan that is compliant with the SSRP.

11




EFFICIENT LAND USE
STRATEGY

Legislative Framework

This section provides an outline of the existing planning legislation and policy framework that directly
impacts the preparation of the Efficient Land Use Strategy (ELUS). The legislation is multi-layered, and
includes provincial land use planning legislation as well as municipal statutory and non-statutory plans,
bylaws and guidelines.

Community planning in Lethbridge is conducted and
administered within a series of plans and bylaws. These Land Use Framework Provincial Vision
include the South Saskatchewan Regional Plan (SSRP),
Integrated Community Sustainability Plan/Municipal
Development Plan (ICSP/MDP), Secondary Plans (Area
Structure Plans and Area Redevelopment Plans), Outline
Plans, Land Use Bylaw, and implementation tools such as e e T Provincial Tool
Master Plans and guidelines.

Alberta Land Stewardship Act Provincial Tool

South Saskatchewan Regional Plan Regional Vision

. . . L Intermunicipal Collaboration Framework / Sub-regional Vision
The imperative for the SSRP Compliance Initiative and Intermunicipal Development Plan

the ELUS comes from the SSRP, and specifically the City
of Lethbridge’s legal requirement to be in compliance
with the SSRP by August 2019. Within the hierarchy of

Municipal Development Plan City Vision

Area Structure Plan & Area Redevelopment Plan City Vision
Plans, the ICSP/MDP must conform to the Regional Plan
while all other Plans and BY|aWS must conform to the Land Use Bylaw, Outline Plan, Master Plan, Guideline City Tool
ICSP/MDP.

Figure 1: Planning Legislation Hierarchy
Therefore, the purpose of the SSRP Compliance Initiative

including the ELUS is to inform an update of the ICSP/MDP, which will ultimately ensure all other Plans
and Bylaws are in conformity with the SSRP. The following sections describe the legislative hierarchy from
a top-down perspective. This list is not exhaustive, however provides a general landscape within which to
situate the ELUS.

ALBERTA LAND USE FRAMEWORK AND ALBERTA LAND STEWARDSHIP ACT

The Land Use Framework (LUF, 2008) is a policy and visioning document that sets out a management
framework for land use in Alberta. The LUF is based on the premise that there exist significant and often
multiple competing interest for our finite land base, including “oil and gas, forestry and mining,
agriculture and recreation, housing and infrastructure.” Competing demands on our limited supply of
land, air and water in the province poses a significant environmental, social and economic challenge that
must be addressed through effective management.

LUF Vision Statement: Albertans work together to respect and care for the land as the
foundation of our economic, environmental and social well-being.
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The LUF envisions the creation of regional planning areas throughout the
province, based on watershed boundaries, to enable the achievement of the
stated outcomes in such a way that respects local landscapes, values and
realities. The LUF describes the creation of a dedicated Land Use Secretariat to
oversee the creation of seven Regional Plans and to manage their ongoing
implementation.

The Alberta Land Stewardship Act (ALSA, 2009) is the implementing legislation
for the LUF. ALSA creates the legislative authority for the province to undertake
the creation of Regional Plans through the Land Use Secretariat. LUF also
replaces the previous provincial Land Use Principles.

All municipal bylaws, and many pieces of provincial legislation are now required
to be in compliance with the ALSA, including the Municipal Government Act
(MGA, 2018).

SOUTH SASKATCHEWAN REGIONAL PLAN

The SSRP was adopted in September, 2014 and municipalities have five years
within which to submit a statutory declaration indicating compliance with the

Lower Peace

Lower
Athabasca

Upper

Upper
Athabasca

Maorth
Saskatchawan

Red Deer

South
Saskatchewan

Figure 2: Regional Planning Areas
(Source: Land Use Secretariat)

SSRP. At the end of those five years, by August 2019, all municipal plans, bylaws and regulations must be

in compliance with SSRP.

Within our watershed, the SSRP is the vehicle for implementing the vision and outcomes of the LUF. The
South Saskatchewan Region contains 15 municipal districts, one specialized municipality, five cities, 29
towns, 23 villages, two summer villages, and seven First Nations, and covers an area of over 84,000

square kilometers.
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Map 1: South Saskatchewan Region (Source: Alberta Land Use Secretariat)

The SSRP document is divided into three main parts: Strategic Plan, Implementation Plan, and Regulatory
Details. The Strategic Plan discusses the regional baseline, and outlines a high-level vision for the area (in
line with the LUF vision statement). The Implementation Plan introduces eight broad thematic outcomes
and a series of strategies for each to achieve them. The Implementation Plan also identifies indicators and
Jor timelines for each of the outcome areas. Finally, the Regulatory Details contains the binding
legislation within the SSRP, including key triggers for certain environmental outcomes. While the
Regulatory Details part of the SSRP is the only one of the three parts to be explicitly “binding” on
municipalities, Section 4(1) of the Regulatory Details states that local government bodies and decision-
makers shall consider the Strategic Plan and Implementation Plan when exercising their duties.

The eight outcome areas within the Implementation Plan include:

EcoNOMY The region’s economy is growing and diversified.

AIR Air quality is managed to support healthy ecosystems and human needs

through shared stewardship.

BIODIVERSITY AND
ECOSYSTEMS
WATER

Biodiversity and ecosystem function are sustained with shared stewardship.

Watersheds are managed to support healthy ecosystems and human needs
through shared stewardship.
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EFFICIENT USE OF LAND Lands are efficiently used to minimize the amount of area taken up by the
built environment.
OUTDOOR RECREATION The quality of life of residents is enhanced through increased opportunities

AND HISTORIC RESOURCES  for outdoor recreation and the preservation and promotion of the region’s
unigue cultural and natural heritage.

ABORIGINAL PEOPLES Aboriginal peoples are included in land-use planning.
COMMUNITY Community development needs are anticipated and accommodated.
DEVELOPMENT

As previously mentioned, the ELUS is the first in a series of four strategies that will comprise the SSRP
Compliance Initiative. Each of the Strategy projects will align with one or more SSRP outcomes (listed
above). The ELUS project is designed to address two SSRP outcome areas: Efficient Use of Land and
portions of Community Development.

Efficient Use of Land

Outcome: Lands are efficiently used to minimize the amount of area taken up by the built environment.
Strategic Direction: Promoting efficient use of land.

Objective: The amount of land that is required for development of the built environment is minimized
over time.

Strategies:

5.1 All land-use planners and decision makers responsible for land-use decisions are encouraged to
consider the efficient use of land principles in land-use planning and decision-making.

i. Reduce the rate at which land is converted from an undeveloped state into permanent,
built environment.

ii. Utilize the minimum amount of land necessary for new development and build at higher
density than current practice.

iii. Increase the proportion of new development that takes place within already developed
or disturbed lands either through infill, redevelopment and/or shared use, relative to new
development that takes place on previously undeveloped lands.

iv. Plan, design and locate new development in a manner that best utilizes existing
infrastructure and minimizes the need for new or expanded infrastructure.

V. Reclaim and/or convert previously developed lands that are no longer required in a
progressive and timely manner.

Vi. Provide decision-makers, land users, and individuals the information they need to make
decisions and choices that support efficient land use.
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5.2 Build awareness and understanding of the efficient land use principles and the application of
land-use planning tools that reduce the footprint of the built environment, how they might be applied
and how their effectiveness would be measured over time with municipalities, land-use decision-makers
and land users, on both public and private lands.

Community Development

The community development outcome area is broad and the portion that the ELUS will focus on is
building sustainable communities, specifically the land use pattern strategies.

Outcome: Community development needs are anticipated and accommodated.
Strategic Direction: Strengthening Communities.
Objectives:

e Promote healthy and sustainable communities;
e Foster the establishment of land-use patterns for an orderly, economical, and beneficial
development, as well as to maintain and improve the quality of the built environment.

Strategies:
8.11  Provide an appropriate mix of uses in an orderly, efficient, safe and economical manner.

8.14 Feature innovative housing designs, range of densities and housing types such as mixed-use,
cluster developments, secondary suites, seniors’ centers and affordable housing. Provide the opportunity
for a variety of residential environments which feature innovative designs and densities and which make
efficient use of existing facilities, infrastructure and public transportation.

8.20  Limit the fragmentation of agricultural lands and their premature conversion to other non-
agricultural uses.

INTEGRATED COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY PLAN/MUNICIPAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN

The ICSP/MDP is a comprehensive policy document which outlines the City of Lethbridge’s long term
objectives and policies that guide future development within Lethbridge.

The plan provides a framework for the creation of a safe, healthy, vibrant, prosperous, economically
viable place where all people can fully participate in community life. Within this context the City is
committed to creating a sustainable community through the promotion of six objectives that touch on
many different aspects of what makes a community. Many of these outcomes are inter-related, however,
for the purposes of the ELUS the focus will be on Objective 4 — A Well Designed City and its particular 7
outcomes.

The ICSP/MDP objectives and the related outcomes include:

1. A Prosperous City
l. Good Place to Open and Operate a Business
I. Financially Viable City

2. A Healthy and Diverse City
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l. Range of Housing that Meets Everyone’s Needs
I. Welcoming and Diverse City
[ Opportunities for Personal Development and Social Well-being
V. Safe City
3. A Culturally Vibrant City
l. Respects and Celebrates its History
Il. Celebrates Arts and Culture
. Supports Active Living
4. A Well Designed City
I Compact City
Il. Efficient and Effective Integrated Transportation Network
[, Walkable, Bicycle Friendly City
V. Expanding in a Responsible Manner
V. Planned City that Exhibits Quality Urban Design
VI. Diverse Parks and Open Space System
VIl.  Strong and Vibrant Downtown
5. An Environmentally Responsible City
I River Valley is the Primary Open Space System
Il. Conserves Natural Resources
6. A City that Supports the Region
[.  Strong Relationship with Neighbouring Communities

Efficient Land Use Strategy Overview

With a population that is expected to pass 100,000 in the next 3 years, and a strong and diverse
economy, Lethbridge will continue to grow. An additional 30,000 residents in the next 20 years will
require approximately 14,000 new dwelling units. While growth may be inevitable, the pattern and rate
of growth, and consequences of that growth cannot be fully anticipated, or currently understood.

The ELUS is being prepared as a component within the larger SSRP Compliance Initiative. Efficient land
use is central to the South Saskatchewan Regional Plan, based on the premise that our land base is a
finite resource with many competing demands: Agricultural, industrial, commercial and residential
development, resource extraction, linear infrastructure, conservation, tourism, and aboriginal rights. Our
growing population and future economic growth demand that we use our land as efficiently as possible to
ensure future economic, environmental, and social sustainability. However, efficient land use means
different things to different land users and in different parts of the South Saskatchewan Region. To
demonstrate that Lethbridge is an efficient land user and manager, we must create a baseline awareness
of how we have historically used our land base, the variables at play, and what the future may hold.

The strategy’s purpose is to understand the variables that impact land use and growth in Lethbridge. The
Strategy focuses on establishing baseline data for specific variables such as demograpbhics; land
composition; residential, commercial and industrial building density; and general patterns of growth and
development. Through exploring these variables we will have a greater understanding of how we have

17



EFFICIENT LAND USE

STRATEGY 2

s N

historically used our land base and trends that may lie on the horizon (including shifting community
demographics), and be able to monitor if we are using our land base more or less efficiently overtime.

One of the projected outcomes of the ELUS will be to provide recommendations to the update of the
ICSP/MDP, specifically section 4 — A Well Designed City. The ICSP/MDP was developed with extensive
community consultation in 2010 and provides a good vision on creating a more compact and efficient city
through redevelopment, higher densities, mixed-use buildings, etc. The current ICSP/MDP lacks
measurable goals and targets in these areas, making implementation and monitoring progress
challenging. The ELUS will provide the necessary background information, baseline data, and strategy
direction to ensure that the ICSP/MDP update can include tangible and measurable goals and targets.

The strategy’s intent is to anticipate future community needs and ensure growth occurs in a manner that
minimizes the amount of land that is taken up by development. Thus ensuring the City continues to
benefit from growth and that new development makes a positive contribution to the community.

The ELUS will be structured as follows:
Part 1: Background Study

The main purpose of Part 1 is to set the context and begin to explore what is meant by “efficient land
use”. Chapter 1 of the Background Study provides historical information about early development,
community planning and overall patterns of growth in Lethbridge. Additionally, Chapter 1 describes key
considerations and trends that are effecting land use decisions in North America today, as well as
providing an overview of some of the leading edge growth management practices from other
municipalities in Canada.

Part 2: Baseline Report and Data Analysis

Part 2 is broken down into a series of data gathering exercises, each of which takes an in-depth look at
key growth related variables. Chapters 2-5 are organized to analyze patterns of growth in Lethbridge
starting from large scale (City Wide) and working down to small scale (City Neighbourhoods). Included
within are discussions on urban footprint, demographics, land composition, and residential density.

Chapter 6 takes an in-depth look at major commercial and industrial areas in Lethbridge, specifically,
exploring current patterns of growth, establishing existing building footprint coverage and employment
density, and looking at efficient land use practices for the development of industrial and commercial
areas.

Chapter 7 examines some key aspects of greenfield development in Lethbridge. This chapter
concentrates on the way we design new residential neighbourhoods, which make up the bulk of the city’s
ongoing greenfield development, and how we can design in a way that uses land and infrastructure more
efficiently.

Chapter 8 focuses on infill development in Lethbridge, and explores the different forms, why infill is
desirable, and the types commonly seen in Lethbridge neighbourhoods.

Part 3: Community Values & Recommendations
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Part 3 is broken down into two chapters: Chapter 9 summarizes the community’s values which includes
the collection of several thousands of individual pieces of input from the community at-large and specific
stakeholder groups through the 100K+ Conversations project. Chapter 10 provides recommendations for
the review of the ICSP/MDP which were generated through the baseline data and analysis collected
through Part 1 and Part 2 of the ELUS, and interpreted with the help of the input from community
members and stakeholders.

What does Efficient Use of Land Mean?

Efficient land use draws on the concept of “smart growth” —which is a comprehensive approach to
development that focuses on the true costs and benefits of growth to communities. Within efficient land
use is a range of practices from demand management strategies (decreasing the demand before
increasing the supply) for transportation, water provisioning and energy -- to development practices that
minimize negative environmental impact and foster vibrant communities. Ultimately, the aim is to
promote development and growth patterns that limit our urban footprint and conserve resources (land,
infrastructure, and materials), while also contributing numerous social, economic, and environmental
benefits to the City.

Efficient Land Use for Lethbridge

The principles of promoting the efficient use of land articulated in the SSRP represent the strategic
direction of the Province of Alberta. Decision-marks such as municipal councils, boards and land use
planners are encouraged to consider these efficient land use principles when planning and making
decisions on both public and private lands. As the South Saskatchewan Region is such a large area that
contains a wide variety of municipality sizes and types, land use patterns, demographics, community values,
constraints and opportunities; it is important to understand and explore what more efficient land use means
for the City of Lethbridge within the context of the region.
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Part 1: Background Study
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Chapter 1.0 Lethbridge Growth Context

The City of Lethbridge is located in southern Alberta, within the Oldman River sub-watershed basin and
within the South Saskatchewan Region. Lethbridge is approximately 215km south of Calgary and 105km
north of the Alberta/Montana border. According to the 2016 Municipal Census, Lethbridge remains the
second largest municipality within the region, next to Calgary, in terms of population, with 96,829
residents (2016).

Lethbridge is situated on major transportation corridors including Highway 3, 4, 5, 25 and a CP rail line.
The City of Lethbridge population continues to grow due to the diverse local economy, which has allowed
the City to avoid the traditional boom and bust cycles associated with oil and gas experienced in other
Alberta municipalities. Although traditional industries like agriculture and transportation will continue as
primary economic drivers, increased efforts to support the knowledge-economy will continue to be
crucial for growth in the future.
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Map 2: City of Lethbridge
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1.1  HISTORY OF DEVELOPMENT IN LETHBRIDGE

The City of Lethbridge acknowledges that the place we now call Lethbridge has for many generations had
another name given to it by the Siksikaitsitapi, the Blackfoot peoples. The name is Sikodhkotok, a
reference to the black rocks found in the area. Sikddhkotok, the City of Lethbridge is a central location
within Blackfoot traditional territory and cultural landscape?. The Sikisikaitsitapi, the Blackfoot peoples
have been present on the land we now call Lethbridge long before the settlement of Euromericans. The
early presence of the Sikisikaitsitapi, the Blackfoot peoples is further explored in the EnvS, however the
ELUS will focus on the urban development of Lethbridge.

Early Development (1885-1913)

Lethbridge began as a tiny coal mining settlement known as “Coalbanks” in the 1880’s, with development
predominantly taking place in the river valley next to the mining operations. The original Lethbridge town
survey which plotted south of the CP rail line to Seventh Avenue South, from the top of the River Valley
east to 13" Street in a gridiron street network, dates back to 1885-86. Lethbridge like many Canadian
cities in the West, was based around the location of the passenger station and rail yards which brought
people, goods and services to the municipality.

Lethbridge’s passenger station and rail yards “anchored” the north side of the downtown. Housing
development spread out from this core, but not evenly, as the freight yards proved to be both a physical
and psychological barrier to growth. Housing for the more affluent was located to the south (London
Road and Victoria Park), and housing for poorer segments of the population was left to the land adjacent
to industry and railways (former residential in the west part of existing downtown). The large, linear area
occupied by the rail lines called for bridges and underpasses to allow development to cross the railway
(Stafford Drive North and 13 Street North). The rail lines were more than just a divider of economic
differences, but also cultural, as immigrants from Eastern Europe settled on the north side of the tracks
so they could walk to the various mines to work. On the south side of the tracks, a predominately
Western European population settled to be in close proximity to commerce and commercial
opportunities and amenities located in or near the downtown.

The first dozen years of the 20" century constituted a period of unparalleled prosperity for Lethbridge as
the population rose 434% (approximately 36% per year) from 2,072 in 1901 to 11,070 in 1913.
Immigrants poured into Canada, and technological solutions provided cities with infrastructure, both
below ground (water and sewage) and above ground (electric lines, paved roads), fairly rapidly and
inexpensively. The advent of urban rail transportation was noteworthy for several reasons. The street
railway was introduced to Lethbridge in 1912, with five lines (17km of track) that served the downtown,
Henderson Lake Park, and north and south side residential areas. The streetcar would operate until 1947.
This form of transportation dramatically influenced the pattern of growth, as the streetcar lines followed
major streets that radiated outward from the central area (downtown) of the community and was a great
stimulus for land development adjacent to the routes. The oldest housing outside the downtown is found

1 Oka, Right Hand, Wolfe, Guns, Mirau, Berry, Hamza, and Temoin. Traditional Knowledge and Land Use Assessment.
(City of Lethbridge, 2017).
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in areas served by the earliest streetcar lines. A strip of retail and commercial establishments also were
developed along the lines to serve these new extended neighbourhoods.

2
W8
]

|
LY

municipal
railway

Henderson fair
Park o

municipal
railway

T A
Map 3: Lethbridge about 1915 (Source: Johnston, & den Otter. Lethbridge: A Centennial History. City of Lethbridge, & Historical
Society of Alberta, 1985.)

Post-World War | Development (1914 — 1945)

Growth in Lethbridge would slow drastically from the onset of World War | in 1914 and through the Great
Depression in the 1930s. Swift physical expansion of the City would not occur until after World War Il. The
city grew in population and increased its area. Three forces combined to produce the urban environment
we are familiar with today. First, were demographic forces due to (a) migration from rural to urban
centres; (b) people emigrating to Canada from abroad; and (c) a dramatic increase in birth rates, known
as the “Baby Boom”. Second, were economic forces. The economy continued to expand and produce jobs
and rising incomes. There was also pent up demand for housing created by its suppression during 15
years of depression and war. The third force, and in many ways the most impacting in its effect on the
urban form, was the vast expansion in automobile use.

Post-World War Il Development (1946 — 1969)

After World War Il, a planning commission was established in Lethbridge and it quickly became active in
carefully considering proposed subdivisions and zoning by-law amendments. It commissioned studies of
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parking needs, tourist routes, city highway approach and marking, and of uses for the riverbottom area.
In 1950, the commission recommended work begin on a master plan for the city. This master plan and its
recommendations would lead to the formal establishment of a civic planning department along with
principles of orderly growth and careful planning. A few of these principles included:

- Recognition of the downtown area as the commercial core of the city;

- Incorporating the river valley into the urban fabric by using its recreational potential and by
preserving its natural characteristics;

- Balanced city development by expanding west of the river so that downtown and river valley
became centrally located and easily accessible.

By the 1960’s strict zoning by-laws were in place under a new master plan. Fundamental to the master
plan was an efficient system of roadways, as automobile ownership was on a steady rise. Central to this
design was the street known today as Mayor Magrath Drive. The other artery developed by the city was
Scenic Drive, this roadway was designed to connect a number of dead end streets, provide a scenic by-
pass route along the southwestern coulees between highways 3 and 4, and provide easy access to the
downtown core. Another important objective of planners in the 1960’s was the establishment of an
industrial park in northeast Lethbridge, and by the 1970’s, on the backing of various federal incentive
programs, the industrial park became large and complex.

In the late 1960’s, linked with increasing automobile ownership came growth in the form of conventional
suburban developments. The suburban neighbourhood model provided opportunities that were spurred
on by housing policies that made attaining a mortgage more feasible, including policies that protected
lenders by only guaranteeing loans for homes in new neighbourhoods that were built to certain
construction specifications (service provision, street widths, building setbacks, and structural
performance). This would be further emphasized as these stringent construction codes led to the decline
of the “self-built” home in favor of homes built by large developers and builders who could build homes
that could be easily replicated to fulfill demand.

Curvilinear Development (1970 — 2000)

By the 1970’s, Lethbridge, as a small, isolated settlement on an expansive plain had grown into a modern
city. Growth and development was spurred by the decision to build the university campus in West
Lethbridge, a decision strongly supported by planners of the day as they for years had advocated for
expansion west of the river. This unprecedented opportunity to lay out residential districts,
unencumbered by previously built structures was a planners dream. The planners were able to control
spiraling land costs and expedite development as they divided the suburb into three 640-acre (260ha)
districts, called Varsity Village, Indian Battle Heights, and Mountain Heights. The first to be constructed
was Varsity Village, which was nearest to the University. The pattern of development would change quite
drastically as it shifted from a grid pattern to a curvilinear, or “loops and lollipops” pattern which called
for major traffic streets to encircle residential blocks, making it possible to group single family dwellings
on cul-de-sacs.

Designed to accommodate 30,000 people, the initial demand for West Lethbridge lots was slow.
However, by 1983, fueled by the abundance of cheap land and consumer preference for space and
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privacy, the low density, automobile-oriented suburban neighbourhood design would attract over 10,000
new residents in the communities of Varsity Village, Indian Battle Heights, and Ridgewood.

Although growth during this period was concentrated on the west side of the city, new development was
taking place on all sides including Uplands in North Lethbridge and Lakeview in South Lethbridge.

Meanwhile, in the city’s existing neighbourhoods, the city was taking full advantage of federal housing
improvement funds as Westminster, London Road, Staffordville, and Hardieville all made use of
neighbourhood improvement funds and the residential rehabilitation assistance program, under which a
large number of individual home owners and landowners made applications for renovations on their
buildings. By the end of 1983, the federal government has invested more than $1.25million dollars in
Lethbridge under its various neighbourhoods loans and grants programs.

These programs would be overshadowed by the largest beneficiary of government funds, the railway
yards. In 1984, the relocation of the railway yards would eliminate the historic division between north
and south and would remove an intrusive and unattractive land use from the central area, and would
provide attractively planned development opportunities.

21 Century Development (2001 — Present)

Since the turn of the 21 century, development in Lethbridge has more or less followed a similar pattern
of primarily low-density development taking place on the edge of the city. A development model that has
emphasized choice has seen growth on 11 fronts in the West, North, and South sides of the City.
Although growth is occurring on all sides of the city, the primary growth node has been in West
Lethbridge where a number of neighbourhoods are being built out. More recently, since 2010, in
alignment with the ICSP/MDP the design of new neighbourhoods has taken on a slightly different look as
we are seeing a move away from curvilinear street networks and a return of grid-like streets in what has
become known as the modified grid. Neighbourhoods are also incorporating the ideas of “live, work,
shop, and play” within proximity to one another, and a focus on promoting a diversity of housing types.

1.2 CHANGING PATTERNS OF GROWTH: CONSIDERATIONS AND TRENDS

There are a number of trends that effect how we grow and plan for efficient land use. Trends can be
related to population or demographics, economics and the design of neighbourhoods. Trends can also be
global, national, or local in nature. The following is a brief summary of considerations and trends in
planning and development. The cumulative impact of these various forces at play is the prospect of a new
urban growth paradigm. The work of the Efficient Land Use Strategy, particularly within Phase 2’s
Baseline Report will place these considerations and trends into a Lethbridge context.

Demographic Changes

The changing demographic make-up of our community creates opportunities for decision-makers such as
city council, boards, planners and developers to consider what the marketplace wants and what a
municipality can provide its residents, all while maintaining regulatory flexibility to encourage innovation.
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Ageing Population

We live in an ageing society that features one out of three persons now reaching the age of 60 that has a
living parent or close relative who is 80 years old or more. By the time the last of the Baby Boomers
reaches retirement age, around 2030, there will be nearly one million seniors living in Alberta—or about
one in five Albertans?. This is a significant shift from when the Province of Alberta’s Demographic
Planning Commission released its Findings Report in 2008, when seniors accounted for one in 10
Albertans.

The Findings Report demonstrates that Alberta seniors are more educated, more culturally diverse and
have longer life expectancies than generations past. Based on the Commission’s community consultations
—seniors in Alberta want to live independently as long as possible “based on factors such as cost, access,
proximity to services and personal preferences”?. For those who remain healthy enough and can afford
to, this will mean “ageing-in-place”, while others will look to downsize and relocate to neighbourhoods in
proximity to the services they need (e.g., personal care, health care, grocery stores, banking).

Generation Y

Another important demographic group that analysts tend to highlight is Generation Y *. Generation Y
refers to the specific generation born between the 1980s to early 1990’s and was given to the generation
after the preceding Generation X. This is because their housing preferences increasingly reflect growing
disinterest in living in suburban communities, and willingness to forgo many previously valued residential
attributes for walkable, mixed-use communities®.

Generation Y-ers also tend to have diverse values and can display conflicting housing interests. In 2016,
students from the University of Lethbridge conducted a research project on behalf of both the University
and the City of Lethbridge, with the intent of understanding the housing, transportation, and lifestyle
preferences of Generation Y in the context of Lethbridge. This project included a survey that reached out
to over 175 respondents from the Generation Y demographic in Lethbridge. Key findings from this
research include:

- Value housing close to amenities - Have diverse values and conflicting

- Value walkable neighbourhoods housing interests

- See housing affordability as a key - Have preferences for both inner-city and
consideration suburban areas

- Value parks, open space and backyards

2 Government of Alberta. (2014). Embracing an aging population. Url: www.seniors.alberta.ca/seniors/aging-
population.html

3 Demographic Planning Commission. (2008). Findings Report: Executive Summary. Url:
www.seniors.alberta.ca/documents/Demographic-Commission-Report-2008-Summary.pdf

4 Nelson, A. (2013). Reshaping Metropolitan America: Development trends and opportunities to 2030. Island Press:
Washington, DC.

> McCormick, K. (2014). Echo boom making noise: Generation Y is a powerful engine revving up: are you ready?
Profile, Spring 2014. Url: http://www.chbacalgary.com/profile_magazines/magazine-2014-spring.pdf
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Generation Y will present an interesting opportunity for developers and municipalities as they will have to
shift expectations of the ideal community. The ideal may no longer only include a greenfield master-
planned community with single-detached homes on large lots. As Baby Boomers transition from the
workforce and Generation Y-ers take over the highest earning positions, many of them will invest /
allocate their money to homes in established communities as renters or buyers. Developers, community
planners and administrators will need to at least partially shift their attention to facilitating the kinds of
communities that this next demographic cohort want to live in—rethinking greenfield development (e.g.,
more dense, mixed-use, walkable) and planning for infill (e.g., reducing barriers to secondary suites,
planning for infrastructure upgrades).

Urban Indigenous Community

The Aboriginal population (First Nations people, Métis and Inuit) is another important demographic group
that is becoming increasingly influential in Canadian Cities. The 2016 Statistics Canada Census has
emphasized that Aboriginal peoples are both young in age (the average age of the Aboriginal population
was 32.1 years—almost a decade younger than the non-Aboriginal population) and growing rapidly in
number (since 2006, the Aboriginal population has grown by 42.5%, more than four times the growth
rate of the non-aboriginal population)®. Additionally, the increase in the urban population of Aboriginal
peoples has been taking place for decades. In 2016, 51.8% of Aboriginal people lived in a metropolitan
area of at least 30,000 people. From 2006 to 2016, the number of Aboriginal people living in a
metropolitan area of this size increased by 59.7%. The urbanization of the Aboriginal population is due to
multiple factors including demographic growth, mobility and changing patterns of self-reported identity®.

Statistics Canada reported that the Aboriginal population in the Lethbridge Census Metropolitan Area’,
has increased from 3,975 in 2006, to 6,135 in 2016 (54% increase of the decade)®. As this demographic
continues to grow rapidly, it is important to consider their different housing needs when designing
neighbourhoods that offer a range of housing options for all people. For example, about 17.9% of
Aboriginal children aged 0 to 4 lived with a grandparent in 2016, either with a parent present or without®.
This draws attention to the intergenerational housing needs of Aboriginal peoples. Additionally,
Aboriginal people often experience forms of discrimination based on perceived stereotypes that are
present in the community!®. Discrimination against Aboriginal people can lead to social barriers when
accessing housing including discrimination from landlords, financial institutions and neighbourhood

6 Statistics Canada (2016). Aboriginal peoples in Canada: Key results from the 2016 Census. Url:
http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/rt-td/ap-pa-eng.cfm

7 Lethbridge Census Metropolitan Area includes surrounding communities including Coaldale, Coalhurst, Nobleford,
Picture Butte, Barons, and rural residents

8 Statistics Canada. (2016). Aboriginal Peoples Highlight Tables. Url: http://www12 .statcan.gc.ca/census-
recensement/2016/dp-pd/hlt-fst/abo-
aut/Table.cfm?Lang=Eng&T=102&SR=51&5=88&0=A&RPP=25&PR=0&D1=1&D2=1&D3=1

% Statistics Canada (2016). Aboriginal peoples in Canada: Key results from the 2016 Census. Url:
http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/census-recensement/2016/rt-td/ap-pa-eng.cfm

19 Dobek (2006). Round Street: Building a Better Neighbourhood. (Community & Social Development Group, City of
Lethbridge).
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residents®. These social barriers are particularly challenging for those seeking rental housing. It is
important to be aware of this fast growing demographic and housing needs they require, however further
socio-economic research on this demographic is outside the scope of this report.

Immigration

Immigration is another key player in housing changes in Canada, and particularly in Alberta as industry
and government tries to address large and growing labour shortages—the Alberta Labour Minister stated
in 2014 that the province will be short nearly 100,000 workers in the next 10 years?. Immigration will
place added demand on housing inventory in all of the main recipient communities.

Data from the Province of Alberta shows that immigrants (and particularly recent arrivals) are more likely
than other Albertans to be unemployed and earn less than the provincial average®®. As immigrants
become more established their earning potential increases, as does their level of labour force
participation. As immigration will continue to be a key tool used to address the provincial labour shortage
for the foreseeable future, communities will absorb the vast majority of new immigrants into rental
housing. However, the influx of immigration into the Lethbridge Area is not anticipated to be as dramatic
as other areas of the province such as Wood Buffalo, Calgary and the Mountain Parks (in 2013 the job
vacancy rate for the Lethbridge-Medicine Hat region is slightly below the provincial average!*).
Immigrants will bring with them their own unique housing needs, such as the preference to have many
generations living under one roof, and to live within proximity to social and employment support.

Housing Choice
Preferences

The 2013 National Association of Realtors (NAR)®® Community Preferences Survey reported that “60
percent of respondents favor a neighbourhood with a mix of houses and stores and other businesses that
are easy to walk to, rather than neighbourhoods that require more driving between home, work and
recreation”!®. The survey also indicates that while property size remains an important consideration,
respondents are willing to sacrifice size to decrease their commute and to live in a preferred

11 Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation. (2005). An Exploration of Housing Options for Aboriginal People in
Edmonton, Alberta and Winnipeg, Manitoba. Socio-economic Series 05-034. (Produced by CMHC. 12-01-10).

12 Edmonton Journal. (October 10, 2014). “Immigration, unemployed workforce keys to solving labour shortage,
Kenney says”.
Url:www.edmontonjournal.com/Immigration+unemployed+workforce+keys+solving+labour+shortage+Kenney+says
/10278725/story.html

13 Government of Alberta. (2013a). Alberta Labour Force Profiles: Immigrants in the Labour Force. Url:
http://work.alberta.ca/documents/labour-profile-immigrants.pdf

1 Government of Alberta. (2013b). 2013 Alberta Wage and Salary Survey. Url:
http://work.alberta.ca/documents/wage-and-salary-survey-overview.pdf

15 The National Association of Realtors is America’s largest trade association, representing 1.3 million members
composed of residential and commercial brokers, salespeople, property managers, appraisers, counselors and
others engaged in the real estate industry.

16 National Association of Realtors. (2013). Realtors Report Americans Prefer to Live in Mixed-use, Walkable
Communities. News Release October 31, 2013. Url: http://www.realtor.org/sites/default/files/reports/2013/2013-
community-preference-press-release.pdf
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neighbourhood. Analysts have suggested this will lead to a slow retreat back to inner city communities
and a gradual increase in inner city property values relative to suburban property values as
neighbourhoods are renewed*. While this survey was conducted in the US, there is no reason to suspect
that a similar pattern of development will not be experienced in Canada. In fact we have seen trends in
most large Canadian cities towards a renewal of older neighbourhoods.

Ownership

Housing affordability has a role to play as CMHC reports home ownership rates have been increasing
across the board since the 1970s?’. Statistics Canada (2013; 2014) has shown a correlation between
home ownership and age and income level*®. What this suggests is that for the next several years, Baby
Boomers (who are largely expected to now be in their highest earning years) will constitute the highest
proportion of home owners. Meanwhile lower-income, younger and other related cohorts (e.g., new
immigrants) will continue to struggle to attain home ownership and will either rent or stay at home with
family members. While the general trend in Canada may be one of increasing homeownership, data is
overwhelmingly reflective of the impact of Baby Boomers and hides the growing disparity in home
ownership across all demographic cohorts.

While demand for housing, in and of itself, will grow as populations grow, the demand for greenfield
areas to build single-detached homes may be poised to slow. Changing consumer preferences and the
exclusivity of ownership will draw more people towards infill housing either as renters or owners (or in
combination as “mortgage helpers”).

Public Health

The connection between our built environment and public health has been overlooked for years,
however, a growing number of studies are showing the important relationship between urban design and
a number of public health crises, including asthma caused by particulates from cars and trucks, obesity,
heart conditions, and depression exacerbated by stressful living conditions, long commutes, lack of access
to fresh food, and isolated, car-oriented neighbourhoods.

Environmental Concerns
Carbon Footprint

Although we tend to focus on large emitters of Green House Gasses (GHG) such as coal burning plants,
heavy industry, and automobiles when we think of how we can shrink our carbon footprint, the buildings
we inhabit have one of the single greatest impacts. In Manitoba, the heating and cooling of these

17 Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC). (2013). Research Highlight: Demographic Change and the
National Rate of Homeownership, 2001-2006. Url: http://www.cmhc-
schl.gc.ca/odpub/pdf/68024.pdf?fr=1418764852177

18 Statistics Canada. (2013). 2011 National Household Survey: Homeownership and shelter costs in Canada. Url:
http://www.statcan.gc.ca/daily-quotidien/130911/dq130911b-eng.htm

Statistics Canada. (2014). Homeownership and Shelter Costs in Canada. Url: http://www12.statcan.gc.ca/nhs-
enm/2011/as-sa/99-014-x/99-014-x2011002-eng.cfm
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structures represents 23% of Manitoba’s GHG emissions?®. How we construct buildings is an important
factor to climate change, but it is even more important to consider where we construct them. In Canada,
we have for a half-century built sprawling, low density suburban cities — a form that has a profound effect
on GHG emissions today. In cities across North America, the vast majority of modern growth has been
accommodated through low-density suburbs that have disproportionately pushed the edge of the city
farther from its centre. As commuting distances have grown, the car has become the only transportation
option for almost all daily pursuits. Neighbourhoods are no longer designed around neighbourhood
corner stores, libraries, churches, or community clubs and schools. Most of these activities are not
provided through the big-box model, requiring long travel distances accessed almost exclusively by car.

In addition to GHG emissions from buildings and automobiles. Sprawling Canadian cities also produce
higher emissions through such things as construction of larger roads, pumping water and waste over
greater distances, building new community facilities and operating far-reaching civic services such as
snow clearing and solid waste management.

Increasing Cost of Growth (Infrastructure, Servicing, and Land)

The dominant form that cities have been building for decades take up more space per person than earlier
development modals, and they are more expensive to build and operate than any urban form ever
constructed. Requiring more roads for every resident, and more water pipes, sewers, power cables, utility
wiring, sidewalks, signposts, and landscaping. They cost more to protect with emergency services. They
simply cost more for cities to maintain and cities are falling behind?°.

Building a city almost solely based on the greenfield suburban model means that as we continue to face
infrastructure deficits and deteriorating streets and pipes, Canadian cities continue to spend billions of
dollars to build bigger roads in a short-sighted effort to provide access and increased capacity. Long term,
these roads become the catalyst for even more sprawl, traffic and car dependency as increased vehicle
capacity promotes greater development further away.

Adding to service provision and maintenance are land costs. Farm land has increased dramatically in value
over time, partially as a result of changing local consumer demands, the global supply chain (e.g.,
agricultural exports), speculation and the concentration of land ownership (Farm Credit Canada [FCC]
reported that farmland values have increased in value significantly since the 2008 global recession,
increasing some 13% annually in 2012 and 2013)%.

Moreover, land has become more expensive because we are valuing it differently. Society is assigning
economic value to nature—referred to as ecosystem services. The growing prominence of ecosystem
service valuations by consumers and government means that developers will need to spend more capital
on 1) regulatory approvals to bring land into their developable inventory and 2) design. In some cases off-

19 Brent Bellamy. (2015). Building a Better City. Winnipeg Free Press. December 14, 2015. URL:
www.winnipegfreepress.com/business/building-a-better-city-361759091.htm|

20 Charles Montgomery. (2013). Happy City: Transforming Our Lives Through Urban Design. London: Penguin Books,
2015

21 Farm Credit Canada. (2014). 2013: Farmland Values Report. Url: https://www.fcc-fac.ca/fcc/about-fec/corporate-
profile/reports/farmland-values/farmland-values-report-2013.pdf
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site mitigation to incorporate or altogether avoid natural and human introduced features (e.g., wetlands,
historical sites) will also factor into the equation.
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Economic Vulnerability

Reflected through many of the previously mentioned considerations and trends that are based on
household finances, is the growing number of Lethbridge residents that are subject to economic
vulnerability. Lethbridge has the second highest low-income rate in Alberta and the highest level of child
poverty in the province with 1 in 5 children affected??. When people live in persistent financial distress,
the whole community pays in increased costs to the health care, education, social services and criminal
justice systems as well as impacting our local economy in lower spending on goods and services.

1.3  GROWTH MANAGEMENT BEST PRACTICES

There are many good examples of best practices in growth management across North America. The
following are a select few that have been highlighted due to their strengths as well as the similarities the
municipality draws to the City of Lethbridge.

Places to Grow: The Growth Plan for the Greater Golden Horseshoe (2006)

In 2005-2006 the Province of Ontario instituted the Places to Grow Act and the Places to Grow Plan for
the Greater Golden Horseshoe (GGH) Region, which draws many similarities to the Land Stewardship Act
and South Saskatchewan Regional Plan here in Alberta. Many of the municipalities within the GGH Region
have been busy since 2006 in a similar process of determining how they fit within the broad regional plan.
We have drawn on the experiences of two municipalities that are similar in size to Lethbridge that have
developed successful growth management strategies in line with the regional plan. This section provides
a brief overview of the GGH Regional Plan as well as two growth strategies that were outcomes of the
plan.

The Growth Plan establishes a framework for implementing the Provincial Government’s vision for
building stronger more prosperous communities by managing projected growth to the year 2031.

Key policy directions in the Plan include:

e Directing growth to build up areas where the capacity exists to best accommodate the expected
population, household and employment growth;

e Providing strict criteria for settlement area boundary expansion;

e Promoting density and land use mix that supports transit use;

e Preserving employment land for future opportunities;

e Linking urban growth centers and supporting a multi-modal transportation network for moving
goods and people;

e Planning for the infrastructure to support growth;

e Ensuring sustainable water and waste water services; and

e |dentifying and conserving a natural heritage system and prime agricultural areas.

22 City of Lethbridge. (2015). Understanding the Impacts of and Finding Community Solutions to Poverty in
Lethbridge. (Vibrant Lethbridge. Community and Social Development). URL: http://www.lethbridge.ca/living-
here/Our-Community/Documents/Vibrant%20LethbridgePovertyReport.FINAL.Feb.%202015.pdf
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Due to the similarities, we have focused on the municipalities of Brantford and Guelph which are located
within this region to explore the municipal growth strategies that have developed out of a Regional Plan.

City of Brantford — Growth Management Strategy Study

The Plan provides for a strong policy framework of economic development, livable and complete
communities, environmental protection, resource management, comprehensive transportation
improvements and infrastructure investment. The Growth Management Strategy was initiated by the City
of Brantford to identify land use needs and adequately plan for major public infrastructure investments. A
time horizon of 40 years has been used to consider long-term land needs.

e Forty years is an appropriate (and perhaps minimum) growth strategy time frame to consider
long-term municipal boundaries and major public infrastructure investment.

e Population of 93,000 in 2006 to 155,000 in 2046, and employment from 43,000 (2006) to 82,000
in 2046.

e This Strategy is based on current trends and densities, compared against numbers put forth in the
“Places to Grow Plan”

The City of Brantford has developed two growth scenarios to consider. Existing ‘Planning Scenario A’ is
essentially a status quo scenario based on existing inventories of known infilling projects as well as
current estimates of development in residential greenfield areas. ‘Planning Scenario A’ would result in an
ultimate population at total build-out to City boundaries of approximately 124,000 people. The ‘Compact
City Scenario B’ is based on intensification and density targets. For example, the capacity of greenfield
areas has been adjusted based on 50 people or jobs per gross hectare. Downtown density has been
estimated at 150 people or jobs per hectare. A minimum of 40% of future residential units have been
assumed to be provided through intensification within the built-up area. Compact City Scenario (B) would
add an additional capacity of 15,000 people over existing Planning Scenario A within the City’s existing
boundaries. However, this would be achieved at a substantial change to housing mix / density types. For
example, the following table compares the City’s projected demand for housing by density type relative
to the housing distribution, which results from the Compact City Scenario:

Existing City (Scenario A) Density Compact City (Scenario B)
Distribution Target Impact on Density Distribution
“Low” Density 75% Vs. 47%
“Medium” Density 15% Vs, 22%
“High” Density 10% Vs. 31%

Based on current projected housing demand, it is anticipated that the lower density forms of housing
(single detached and semi-detached) would be completely built-out in approximately 17 years (i.e. by
2023). This would leave a long-term shortfall of new density housing in the remaining 23 years to 2046.
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City of Guelph — Local Growth Management Strategy

By the year 2031, Guelph is expected to be a city of approximately 175,000 people. The City aims to build
a compact, vibrant, and complete community for current and future generations that meet the following
objectives:

e Directs growth to locations within the built-up area where the capacity exists to best
accommodate the expected population and employment growth.

e Intensifying generally within the built-up area, with higher densities within Downtown Guelph,
the community mixed use nodes and within the identified intensification corridors;

e Planning for a minimum density of 50 residents and jobs per hectare in the greenfield area.

e By 2015 and for each year thereafter, a minimum of 40% of the City’s annual residential
development will occur within the City’s built-up area.

e Plans the Greenfield area to provide for a diverse mix of land uses at transit supportive densities,
achieving an overall minimum density target that is not less than 50 residents and jobs combined
per hectare.

e Support a multi-modal transportation network and efficient public transit that links the city
growth nodes to the rest of the community. Generally an area within approximately 500m, or a
10 minute walk from a transit station or major bus depot will generally be planned and designed
to achieve increased residential and employment densities that support and ensure the viability
of existing and planned transit infrastructure and service.

e Plan for community infrastructure to support growth in a compact and efficient form.

Overall, the above best practices in growth management provide examples of policy direction from
growing Canadian municipalities with similarities to Lethbridge. As Lethbridge continues to grow, it is
important for the City to develop a shared vision that guides policies and investment choices to
accommodate growth, while also maintaining the vibrancy and quality of life of Lethbridge. Through the
direction of the MDP, the City of Lethbridge can take steps towards accommodating growth in an efficient
manner. However, in order to take these steps we must understand patterns of growth and development
occurring in Lethbridge.
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Part 2: Baseline Report & Data
Analysis
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ELUS Baseline Report

Part 2 is organized to analyze patterns of growth in Lethbridge, starting from large scale (City Wide) and
working down to small scale (City Neighbourhoods). The outcome of these data gathering exercises is to
bring the information collected together in a comprehensive baseline report that provides a growth-
related snapshot of Lethbridge in 2016. The baseline report includes the following chapters:

2) City of Lethbridge: Establishes baseline data and explores current patterns of growth from a
City wide perspective

3) City Sectors: Establishes baseline data and explores current patterns of growth in the North,
South, and West sectors.

4) City Neighbourhoods: Establishes baseline data and explores current patterns of growth in
residential neighbourhoods

5) Analyzing Patterns of Growth in Lethbridge Neighbourhoods: Analyzes patterns of growth
occurring in residential neighbourhoods

6) Industrial and Commercial Areas: Explores how efficiently growth is occurring in industrial and
commercial areas

7) Infill Development: Analyzes infill development and statistics in Lethbridge

8) Greenfield Development: provides specific key information on the dynamics of Lethbridge’s
suburban or greenfield growth

The majority of data and mapping within the Baseline Report is representative of the 2016 statistics, and
is intended to be a data “snapshot” of the state of Lethbridge in 2016. However, there are some instances
where 2016 data was not available, and data sets prior to or after 2016 were used. All Maps, figures, and
tables have been labeled with the year represented by the data.
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Chapter 2.0 City Of Lethbridge

2.1 DEMOGRAPHICS

The City of Lethbridge continues to grow steadily with the official 2016 census results at 96,829, an
increase of 2,025 new residents (2.14%) over the 2015 municipal census numbers. The 2015-2016 growth
rate increased by 0.18%, from the previous 2014-2015 average growth rate of 1.96%. When compared to
Alberta’s other mid-sized cities of Red Deer, Medicine Hat, and Fort McMurray, Lethbridge’s growth has
been consistent over the past fifteen years and has not seen major population changes associated with
times of limited economic growth or decline.

As discussed in Part 1, the changing demographics of our community means that planners, developers,
and decision-makers need to consider what the marketplace wants and what a municipality can provide
to residents, while maintaining flexible regulations that encourage innovative development. Figure 3
represents the age population distribution in Lethbridge in 2016, as well as outlining the generations that
each age group fits into.

Population Distribution
2016 Muncipal Census Data

12%

Age Generations
Generation Z: 2001-2016
Millennials (Gen Y): 1981-2000
1965-1980
Baby Boomers: 1946-1964
1945 and Before

10%

8% —1

6% _

Percentage of Total Population

P .- -

% - - - 4+ 1 — 4

0%
0-4 59 10-14  15-19 20-24 2529 30-34 3539 40-44 4549 50-54 5559 60-64 6569 7074 7579 80-84 8589 90+

Age Groupings

Figure 3: Age Population Distribution (2016)
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Population Distribution
2006-2011-2016 Municipal Census
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Figure 4: Age Population Distribution from 2006-2016

In Lethbridge, Generation Y (or millennials) represents the largest proportion of the City’s population, at
33%. This is mostly attributed to the amount of University of Lethbridge and Lethbridge College students
that call Lethbridge home during their school terms. However, as Generation Y continues to age, they
become more influential in the housing market, neighbourhoods, workplaces and transportation
networks through the City. In Figure 4 we can see a large increase over the past decade of individuals
aged 25-44, as well as an increase in children aged 0-14. This is an indicator showing that an increasing
proportion of Generation Y are starting families in Lethbridge. Understanding the lifestyle preferences of
Generation Y, particularly in terms of housing and transportation, is important when looking for future
opportunities to use land efficiently in response the demands of this demographic. As discussed in Part 1,
many Generation Y-ers show growing disinterest in living in suburban communities, and willingness to
forgo many previously valued residential attributes for walkable, mixed-use communities®. However,
Generation Y is a diverse group and we must further analyze these trends within the context of
Lethbridge. Chapters 3 and 4 will take a closer look at the demographic trends of Generation Y within the
context of our city sectors and city neighbourhoods.

Baby Boomers represent the second largest proportion of the population at 22%, and account for almost
1in 4 residents living in Lethbridge. Figure 4 indicates that the Baby Boomer Generation is both ageing as
well as growing in population. As discussed in Part 1, many of these seniors want to live independently
for as long as possible. For some, this means “ageing in place”, while others will look to downsize and
relocate to neighbourhoods in proximity to services they need. Planning for this ageing (and growing)
population, and designing a city that meets their needs in an efficient manner needs to be a key
consideration for future decisions.

Lastly, both Generation Z (generally children aged 0-14) and Generation X (generally age 35-49) represent
17% of the Lethbridge population. Since 2006, Generation Z has been a growing demographic within the
City. A growing population of children within the city is an important trend to note, particularly in terms
of availability of schools. The oldest and smallest proportion of the Lethbridge population, known as the
Silent Generation (generally older than 70 years), represents 11% of the population.
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2.2 A HISTORY OF URBAN EXPANSION

Lethbridge’s unique prairie and river valley landscape, and its diverse historic past has greatly influenced
the way that the city has grown from past to present. As discussed in Part 1, Lethbridge has gone through
various development patterns from the time it was a coalmine settlement known as “Coalbanks” situated
in the river valley, to the post-war automobile orientated curvilinear development situated on the plains
above. Overall, the immense prairie landscape that surrounded the early city development ensured a
lack of geographical constraints and allowed development to spread out from the downtown and central
neighbourhoods, consuming land within the municipal boundary and necessitating additional land be
acquired.

An urban municipality increases the land within its boundary periodically over time through the
acquisition of land from neighbouring municipalities through a process known as annexation. Annexation
is not a change in land ownership and does not necessarily facilitate immediate development.
Annexations in Lethbridge have occurred periodically throughout history as the city continued to grow.
The most recent and most significant taking place in 1984 when 5856.5 hectares of land was annexed
from Lethbridge County (Table 1) which increased the City boundary area by 89% over the prior amount.
During the 1980s, municipalities were encouraged to think 50 years in the future and not to undertake
numerous small scale annexations. The second largest annexation in Lethbridge occurred in 1970, with
the acquisition of 1803.2 ha of lands predominantly on the west side of the City as well as the river valley.

Year Total Lands Acquired (ha) River Valley Lands Acquired (ha)
18390 1230.6 243.6
1913 1632.9 268.9
1954 146.5 72.5

1962 649.9 242.9
1966 7.3 3.3

1968 286.1 103.1
1970 1803.2 467.2
1971 49.7 20.7
1976 231.1 0.1

1978 538.2 84.2
1984 5856.5 1531.5
TOTAL 12432.1 ha 3038.1 ha

Table 2: Historical Annexations in Lethbridge (1890-1984)
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Map 4: Historical Annexations in Lethbridge (1890-1984)
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Urban Footprint

As the City’s municipal boundary continued to expand through annexations, so has the built environment
that makes up Lethbridge’s urban footprint. The City’s urban footprint shown in Map 5 below was created
using aerial photography dating from 1926-2015, and displays the growth of urban development across
the city’s total land base (all land within the City’s municipal boundary). These photos provide the ability
to estimate growth from past to present. At any one time, the urban footprint has represented anywhere
from 25% to 60% of the City’s total land base?®. Historically, in the years prior to an annexation the urban
footprint represented a mean of approximately 49% of the city’s total land base. In 2015, the urban
footprint covered approximately 46% of the city’s total land base. These percentages are a useful
standard to think of for the timing of future annexations.

However when discussing efficient land use, the SSRP sets the objective
“URBAN FOOTPRINT” of minimizing the amount of land that is required for development of
the built environment (urban footprint). The true test of whether or not
efficient land use is being achieved, is the extent to which the footprint
of land taken up by the built environment is minimized over time. It is
important to note that while striving to minimize this, we recognize that
our cumulative footprint will continue to grow as our population

“Urban footprint” is
the geographical

measure of land
consumed by a city’s
developed and built
environment.

increases and economic development continues into the future.
Efficient use of land is not about stopping this development. It is about
using and developing less land to accommodate each new person or
Box 1: Urban Footprint each new job than has been the case in the past.

Percentage Urban Footprint by Year
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Figure 5: Percentages of Urban Footprint by Year in Lethbridge (1890-2015)

2| ethbridge’s urban footprint does not include river valley land, except where development has occurred (e.g. golf
courses)
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Map 5: City of Lethbridge’s Urban Footprint (1926-2015)
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2.3 LAND COMPOSITION

Today, the land that makes up the City’s urban footprint is utilized for a variety of different uses to supply
a complex diversity of needs. How we plan, design and locate urban development is key to utlizing our
land in a efficient manner. By measuring how land is consumed for varying land uses, we can begin to
look for ways to shift towards greater efficiencies.

The City’s land composition has been broken down into different categories, analyzing our land from
large to small scale. A thorough understanding of what our land consists of today, is important in
determining how growth and development should take place in the future. The categories of the City’s
land composition include:

TOTAL LAND

DEVELOPED

Residential

Future Urban
Development

Figure 6: Categorizing Land Composition
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Total Land Composition

The City’s Total Land Composition includes all land that is currently within the City of Lethbridge
boundary. As of 2016, the City’s total land (Map 6) within its boundaries consisted of 12432.1 ha which
included the plains, river valley, and hydrological features.

Most of the land on the plains above the river valley has the potential for development, however there
are servicing, ecological and topographic constraints in some instances. Development opportunities
within the river valley are narrowly defined. In 2016, of the 12,432.1 ha of total land within the city
boundaries, approximately 3,193.46 ha is river valley land, and 1,782.14 ha of land consisted of the
existing roadway network. This leaves the City of Lethbridge with approximately 7,372.28 ha of gross land
(largely suitable for urban development).

Total Land Composition Hectares (ha) % of Total Land

Gross Land 7,372.43 ha 59%
->Developed 3,444.51 ha 47%
->Greenfield 3,006.48 ha 41%
-Parks and Green Space 863.04 ha 12%
—>Residual 24 58.39 ha 1%

Transportation Network 1,782.14 ha 14%

River Valley 3,193.46 ha 26%

Oldman River 84.23 ha 1%

12,432.11 ha 100%

Table 3: Total Land Composition (2016)

24 Typically small slivers of residual land bordering transportation corridors and the River Valley that includes
transportation right of ways and unzoned land
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LANDS OVERVIEW
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Map 6: Total Land Composition (2016)
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Gross Land Composition

The gross land composition consists of land that is largely suitable to support urban development.
Furthermore, it can be separated into land that has already been developed into the built environment
and is therefore considered Developed land, or vacant Greenfield land that has the potential to support

future urban growth. The gross land composition also includes the various forms of Parks and Green
Space found through neighbourhoods in Lethbridge.

GROSS LAND COMPOSITION
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Developed Land

Developed land is comprised of a variety of land uses or zonings which most commonly includes
residential, commercial, industrial, and institutional. Combined, Lethbridge’s different land uses and
development patterns within the built land base support a diversity of buildings, landscapes and
amenities that create a vibrant City and provide a range of opportunities for people to live, work, and
play. Through various planning documents including the Integrated Community Sustainability Plan and
Municipal Development Plan (ICSP/MDP), Area Structure Plans (ASP), Area Redevelopment Plans (ARP)
and Outline Plans (OP), land uses and built form for any given land parcel is envisioned. In combination
with planning documents, zoning is a tool used to implement the vision developed in statutory planning
documents. This process ensures that Lethbridge has opportunities for employment, housing, and
recreation (see the City of Lethbridge Land Use Districts Map for an illustration of citywide zoning).

In 2016, there were approximately 3,444.51 ha of developed land (Map 8) within the City’s boundaries,
which accounts for approximately 48% of the city’s gross land base. The developed land composition is
comprised of zoned land that contains built form in most instances. In total, the City’s 3,444.51 ha of
zoned developed land consisted of 59% residential, 10% commercial, 18% industrial, and 8% institutional.

Special “direct control” zones accounted for 4% of land uses, and are used to define unique regulations or
to accommodate mixed uses. Additionally, special “Urban Innovation” zones account for 1% of land uses,
and are used to allow the comprehensive development of a site which may or may not feature a mixture
of complementary land uses to create an environment not possible using another land use district. So
Lethbridge’s actual land use breakdown may underrepresent areas where specialty zoning is more

common. Developed Land Composition

25.6 ha
Moreover, there are large parcels of 1%

land across the city that operate as a 134.6 ha
4% 339.8 ha

residential land use (typically
apartment buildings and senior
housing) but are zoned as direct
control, commercial or institutional
land uses districts. These areas have
been calculated as a residential land
use in order to increase data
accuracy when completing further

262.1ha
8%

2044.2 ha
59%

analysis, particularly calculating
residential neighbourhood density.

Residential ~ m Industrial  m Institutional Direct Control Commercial = Urban Innovation

Figure 7: Developed Land Composition (2016)
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Greenfield Land

Greenfield land, in its current state, is generally used for agricultural purposes or has been left natural,
and usually consists of large vacant parcels which are potentially suitable for future urban growth.
Greenfield land can be converted from an undeveloped state into permanent built state in order to
support a variety of land uses, and meet a variety of different needs providing it meets the required
infrastructure standards and good planning practice. In Lethbridge, greenfield land with the potential for
greenfield development is generally found surrounding the city’s current urban footprint, and is typically
zoned as either Future Urban Development (FUD) or Direct Control (DC) (Map 9).

The purpose of the FUD land use districts is to control subdivision and development of the land until the
required municipal services are available, planning is complete, and more appropriate land use districts
can be determined to allow for development. Rezoning greenfield land from FUD to DC allows for the
subdivision of the land usually to separate a farm residence from agricultural land, which would not be
permitted under a FUD zoning. The development of greenfield land cannot occur until both an Area
Structure Plan and Outline Plan has been completed. Map 10 outlines the areas that currently have
planning in place within the City.

Within the City’s municipal boundary, there are currently 3,006.48 ha of greenfield land, 2,729.2 ha is
zoned for FUD and 277.2 ha is zoned as DC.

Greenfield land represents approximately 41% of Greenfield Land Composition
Lethbridge’s gross land composition. However, the

greenfield land supply includes land that will be

consumed by areas of infrastructure such as 2773 ha

roadways, right-of-ways and storm pond facilities, or 9%

may be kept in a naturalized or agricultural state,

and does not represent the amount of land that will

be available to support residential, commercial,

industrial or public buildings.

In the context of efficient land use, greenfield land is

a limited non-renewable resource. The development

of this land must occur in a thoughtful manner that

maximizes the limited greenfield land base, and

minimizes the outward impacts of the City’s urban

footprint. Additionally, the development of 2729.2 ha
greenfield land often means the need for new or 1%
expanded infrastructure. The development of
greenfield land will be further explored in Chapter 7:

Greenfield Development. Future Urban Development (FUD) # Direct Control (DC)

Figure 8: Greenfield Land Composition (2016)

50



EFFICIENT LAND USE
STRATEGY

CITY OF wa%ﬂ

i
j

GREENFIELD LAND COMPOSITION

o 1 2 a4

Kilometers

z
&
aw,msh Rd'N

=l

|

e———

e

N [ QENNE R e

Land Use

Residual
Greenfield Land

Direct Control - Undeveloped

Future Urban Development

This map was created 26-January-2018 Data from August 2016.

Map 9: Greenfield Land Composition (2016)

51



EFFICIENT LAND USE
STRATEGY

PLANNED NEIGHBOURHOODS:
AREA STRUCTURE PLANS and
OUTLINE PLANS
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This map was created 26-lanuary-2018

Map 10: Planned Neighbourhoods (2017)
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Parks & Green Space
The City of Lethbridge has 863.04 ha of parks and green space® (Map 10) that represents 12% of the
City’s gross land supply. Parks and green Space was included as part of the gross land composition,
however, it was not considered to be developed land. This was decided with the rationale that parks and
green spaces do not generally contain built form in any substantial amounts and the large areas of park
space would lead to data skewing when analyzing density statistics.

Parks and recreational areas in Lethbridge give us space to participate in activities that we enjoy and
encourages residents to socialize and be active in the community. Parks and green space also help to
contribute to physical health, showcase our community’s rich culture and history, and are good for our

mental health and general well-being. Parks and green spaces in Lethbridge are very diverse and can
include large open spaces small green strips with pathway systems that are used for walking and cycling
or even cemeteries. Some park spaces in Lethbridge also include recreational infrastructure such as

playground equipment, outdoor workout equipment, or outdoor swimming pools. Table 3 outlines the
different forms of parks and open spaces found within the City.

FarType

Pocket Parks

Neighbourhood
Parks

Community
Core Parks

Regional Parks

Downtown Core
Park

School Grounds

Linear Parks

Small parks designed for those living nearby and focus on
passive recreation and aesthetic appeal that can
accommodate a wide variety of users (Size: .05 to .8 ha)
Medium-sized parks designed for the nearby community
and focus on more dominant activities with primary users
being families and children (Size: .8 to 5.5 ha)

Large core parks designed to meet the needs of a more
broad community area. Accommodate large group activities
or formal gatherings, community events and temporary
festival spaces (Size: 5.5 ha and larger)

Very large-scale parks that provide major recreational
facilities not found in other city parks. These parks could be
a destination or attraction for visitors and tourists with
unique areas for specialty sports, concerts or festival areas.
Parks located downtown with focal points providing a
setting for social and passive recreation, public events and
festivals

Meet the community's active recreation needs and provide
expanded play areas for neighbourhood schools.

*NOTE: School Grounds are zoned as Public Building, and
not included within the Parks & Recreation zoning count.
Green strips that contribute to pedestrian and bicycle
circulation through the city. Also act as buffers, providing
visual screening and noise reduction.

Stafford Court Park, Tudor

Tot Lot, and Willow Pointe

Park

Kodiak Park, Gyro Park, and
Columbia Park

Chinook Lake Park,
Fairmont Lake Park, and
West Highlands Park

Henderson Lake Park,
Nicholas Sheran Park and
Legacy Park

Galt Gardens Park, Civic
Centre Park

Galbraith School, Agnes
Davidson School, and Mike
Mountain Horse School

28 Street North Buffer,
Lakeview Green Strip, and
Heritage Park Green Strip

%5 Parks and Green space also includes Archmont Cemetery (12.5 ha), Mountain View Cemetery (19.67 ha), and
Royal View Memorial Cemetery (17.64 ha)
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Special Use Respond to distinctive and unique community needs. BMX and skate parks,
Parks outdoor swimming pools,

sports complexes,
cemeteries, off leash dog
parks

Table 4: Park Types in Lethbridge

The Oldman River Valley

The Oldman River Valley (Map 10) runs through the City of Lethbridge, providing an irreplaceable scenic
and cultural landscape around which the City has developed. Indigenous peoples have made use of the
river valley for thousands of years. Previous and current generations have utilized the river valley to
harvest plants and animals for subsistence, and for ceremonial and medicinal uses. Many traditional uses
of the river valley still occur by the indigenous community today. Additionally, these lands saw a wide
variety of activities, as people held ceremonies (including the Sundance), grazed horses and cattle, mined
the slopes (for gravel, iniskim / Buffalo Stone, ammolite, and coal), built homesteads and communities,
and planted crops.

The City’s decision to designate the majority of the river valley as parkland has maintained the natural
character of the landscape in many areas. However, over the past century there has been some small
areas of development that have been approved to remain within the River Valley such as golf courses?®.
Today, recreation, culture, and conservation are the defining elements of the Lethbridge River Valley.
Careful planning has resulted in the balancing of ecological preservation with public access to recreational
space. Twelve natural parks and preservation areas with numerous recreational and cultural amenities
exist on both sides of the river valley. Examples of these natural parks and preservation areas includes
Pavan Park, Indian Battle Park, Popson Park, and Alexander Wilderness Park.

Due to the natural character and cultural importance of the river valley, the land was calculated
separately from parks and green space. In total, the River Valley consists of 3193.46 ha of land, making up
26% percent of the total land within the City of Lethbridge. The system of parks and wilderness areas that
stretch along the Oldman River offer residents and visitors an opportunity to interact with nature while
providing numerous recreational activities. These areas consist of natural and native vegetation such as
cottonwood trees and willows, whereas all trees on the plains above were planted by early settlers. By
limiting development in the Lethbridge River Valley, the City has stewarded a natural cultural landscape
which positively contributes to the quality of life in Lethbridge.

%6 There are three golf courses in the river valley: Bridge Valley Golf Course, the Lethbridge Country Club, and
Paradise Canyon Golf Course. Paradise Canyon Golf Course is zoned with a land use district of Direct Control so it
has been included within the developed land base. However, Bridge Valley Golf Couse and the Lethbridge Country
Club are zoned with the Valley land use district and are included within the total river valley land count.
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Transportation Network

The City of Lethbridge is designed with hierarchical road transportation network (Map 11) that use a
system of arterial, collector, and local roadways. Collector and local roadways through Lethbridge
neighbourhoods are typically designed with curvilinear, grid, or modified grid layouts.

Arterial roadways include east-west corridors that traverse the Oldman River Valley: Highway 3 (Provincial
corridor) and Whoop Up Drive (City operated). The north-south arterial corridors include University Drive
on the west side of the Oldman River Valley and Scenic Drive, Mayor Magrath Drive and 43rd Street on
the east side of Lethbridge. Portions of 43 Street S from Highway 3 to the southeast City limits are under
provincial jurisdiction. Additionally, the Public Transportation (P-T) zoning consists of regional and
national railway systems through the city and has been added to the existing roadway network.

In total the existing transportation road network consumes 1783.00 ha of land, and makes up 14.3% of
the city’s total land base. The transportation network was not included within the gross land composition
for the rationale that it is not developable and does not contain built form, despite the fact that it is part
of the overall urban footprint.
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Chapter 3.0 City Sectors

Lethbridge has changed over the past few decades, and is expected to change and evolve as it grows.
However, not all areas of the city have experienced uniform development patterns and population
growth over the same periods. Geographically, the City can be divided into three sectors: North
Lethbridge, South Lethbridge and West Lethbridge (Map12)?’. Each of these sectors show unique
tendencies in terms of population growth and land use patterns.

CITY SECTORS

85T

a4 puen

T

s

Aong

actsof B ¥

P

o AR

Bhuefon bl
26 AVEN

wan & &

enda

e

BTN

&
1
e

28K

GARRY DR W

SOUTH PARKSIDE DR S,

$05 9

B ks f@ L
B dpes | F

o f s |
Sames

nars

s
o e
20 AVEW WSy

S
Cantarns ¥

South Sector
() westsector

This map was created 26-January-1018

Map 13: City Sectors (2016)

27 The Oldman River physically divides the North and South Sectors from the West Sector. However, for this analysis
the City Sectors map and associated data reflects the neighbourhood boundaries that were established in a cross-
departmental exercise in 2013. Since the City Sectors boundaries were created to reflect the neighbourhood
boundaries, they may not follow natural boundaries such as the Oldman River.
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3.1 CIiTY SECTOR DEMOGRAPHICS

Population growth in West Lethbridge continues to outpace growth of other sectors of the City. In 2016,
West Lethbridge population increased by 3.30% (1,211 new residents) from 2015. North Lethbridge
witnessed an increase of 1.11% (297 new residents), while South Lethbridge recorded an increase of
1.65% (517 residents).

Change in #'s Change in %
e & (2015-2016) | (2015-2016)

North Lethbridge 26,751 27,048 297 1.11%
South Lethbridge 31,337 31,854 517 1.65%
West Lethbridge 36,716 37,927 1,211 3.30%

Table 5: Population by City Sector (2015 2016)

Prior to the development of the West sector, the City’s population was predominately located in the
North and South sectors. However, the construction of the University of Lethbridge paired with the
decision to encourage development on the west side of the river drastically changed growth in the City.
When these decisions were made in the late 1960’s, the West sector began to dominate population
growth across the city (Figure 7) accounting for over 70% of the City’s total population growth, every year
from 1975-2005 (Table 5). See Appendix 1.0 for additional historical population growth statistics.

Percentage of Population by City Sector

1955 1975 1994* 2015
1%

26% 28%
34%
32% 20% 39%

59%
68%

40% 33%

*1994 Data used as 1995 was unavailable North South West

Figure 9: Percentage of Population by City Sector

Sector 1955-1964 | 1965-1974 | 1975- 1985-1994 | 1995- 2005-2014
1985* 2005**

North Lethbridge 43.72% 65.13% 25.17% 0.77% 9.51% 21.82%
South Lethbridge 56.28% 30.04% 0.54% -3.99% 13.76% 19.62%
West Lethbridge 0.00% 4.83% 74.29% 103.22% 76.74% 58.57%

City Total 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

Table 6: Population Growth as Percentage of Total Growth (*1985 data used as 1984 was unavailable. **2005 data used as 2004
was unavailable)
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In 2016, West Lethbridge also showed the highest proportion of children, youth, young adults, and
middle aged adults in comparison to the other two sectors. Contrastingly, South Lethbridge is home to
the highest proportion of adults over the age of 50, as well as the highest proportion of the senior
population. West and South Lethbridge both show a higher population of 20-24 year olds, attributed to
the location of the University of Lethbridge in the West sector, and Lethbridge College in the South
Sector. North Lethbridge has less polarization of age groups, and indicates a generally balanced age
distribution in comparison to the other two sectors.

Age Distribution By City Sector

2016 Municipal Censu

Population

Figure 10: Age Distribution by City Sector (2016)
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North Lethbridge

North Lethbridge is currently home to 27,048 residents (28% of the City’s Population), and has historically
represented the lowest proportion of the population since Lethbridge’s early development.

Over the past decade, North Lethbridge has shown signs of an increasing and ageing Generation Y
population (born 1981-2000). In 2006, there was a higher proportion of individuals aged 20-24 (Figure 11)
living in North Lethbridge, however, in the second half of the decade we can see this “age bubble” both
growing and shifting rightwards as these individuals age. As this age bubble shifts towards the 25-34 age
group, we see an increase in young children (Generation Z) in North Lethbridge which may be associated
with this age demographic beginning to start families.

In 2006, there was a high proportion of the Baby Boomer Generation living in North Lethbridge. We can
also see this age bubble shifting rightward as the Baby Boomers continue to age. A notable to trend to be
aware of is whether the Baby Boomer generation continues to “age-in-place” in North Lethbridge as they
transition into their senior ages, or if they migrate to other sectors of the City.

MNorth Lethbridge Age Distribution

=

Narth Sector Population

500

Figure 11: North Sector Age Distribution (2006-2016)
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South Lethbridge

South Lethbridge is currently home to 31,854 individuals, and represents 33% of the Lethbridge
population. Between 2006 and 2016, South Lethbridge had a declining population of individuals aged 20-
24. Contrastingly, there was an increase of individuals aged 30-39 (Generation Y) as well as an increasing
number of children aged 1-14 (Generation Z). South Lethbridge has shown a growing Baby Boomer
generation, as well as a growing senior’s population. As discussed in Chapter 1, the Baby Boomer
generation in Lethbridge has continued to grow over the past decade; we can see this growth taking
place particularly in South Lethbridge.

South Lethbridge Age Distribution
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Figure 12: South Lethbridge Age Distribution (2006-2016)
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West Lethbridge

In 2016, West Lethbridge continued to be the fastest growing sector and was home to 37,927 individuals,
representing the largest proportion of the City population at 39%. Over the past decade, West Lethbridge
has shown population growth in every generation and age group across the graph (Figure 13). However,
the largest proportion of growth in West Lethbridge has been in young adults aged 25-39 (Generation Y),
as well as young children aged 0-4 (Generation Z). Additionally, there has been an increase in individuals
aged 55-69 (Baby Boomers). Once again, it will be interesting to see if this Baby Boomer Generation “age-
in-place” in West Lethbridge, or shift to other sectors of the City.

West Lethbridge Age Distribution
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Figure 13: West Lethbridge Age Distribution (2006-2016)
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3.2 CITY SECTOR LAND COMPOSITION

The City of Lethbridge’s land composition varies across the three city sectors, as each sector has
developed with unique land use patterns. The total and gross land composition of each City sector is fairly
similar across the City, with the exception of the West sector containing less developed land and a higher
proportion of greenfield land. The variations in developed and greenfield Land, is where the most
significant differences in land use patterns will be seen across sectors.

Total Land Composition
West

North South
20.78 ha 63.03 ha 0.43ha_

0% _ 2%

M Gross Land M Transportation Network W River Valley " Oldman River (Hydrology)
Figure 14: Total Land Composition by City Sector (2016)

Gross Land Composition

North South 12.32 ha. West

4.16 ha 39.27 ha_ 0%
0% )

1039.93 ha
35%

1,296.97 ha 1107.71 ha
57% 53%
[~ Developed M Greenfield M Parks and Green Space [ Residual

Figure 15: Gross Land Composition by City Sector (2016)
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North Lethbridge

As of 2016, there were 4018.49 ha of total land within North Lethbridge, consisting of 2,288.21 ha of
gross land potentially suitable for urban development. North Lethbridge’s gross land was composed of
57% developed land, 30% Greenfield land, and 13% parks and green space.

North Lethbridge has the highest percentage of developed land (Figure 15) across the City sectors, which
predominately consists of industrial and residential zoned land at 49% and 42%, respectively. The 629.11
ha of Industrial land located in northeast Lethbridge represents a significant proportion of industrial land
in the City. North Lethbridge is also the only city sector where residential land does not represent the
largest proportion of the developed land base. However, in comparison to South Lethbridge, North
Lethbridge has significantly lower amounts of commercial and institutional land uses.

There are 681.10 ha of Greenfield land in North Lethbridge with the potential to support future urban
growth, consisting of 94% FUD zoned land and 6% DC zoned land. All Greenfield land within North
Lethbridge has gone through the area structure plan process, and will be further explored when looking
at future growth neighbourhoods in Chapter 7.

Developed Land Greenfield Land
16.5 ha
63.75ha_ % 33.53he
5% ~ 6%
23.71ha.
2%
547.19 ha
16.71 ha 42%
1%
642.57 ha 94%
629.11 ha
49%
Residential ® Industrial u Institutional = Direct Control (DC)- Undeveloped
Direct Control = Commercial m Urban Innovation Future Urban Development (FUD)

Figure 16: North Lethbridge Developed and Greenfield Land (2016)
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South Lethbridge

As of 2016, there are 3,787.17 ha of total land within South Lethbridge, consisting of 2,082.29 ha of gross
land potentially suitable for urban development. South Lethbridge’s gross land was composed of 53%
developed land, 33% Greenfield land, 12% parks and green space, and 2% residual land.

South Lethbridge’s developed land composition is made up predominately of residential and commercial
land uses at 61% and 21%, respectively. South Lethbridge contains the largest proportion of commercial
land in the City and includes the downtown core and highway commercial corridors along Highway 3 and
Mayor Magrath Drive. A significant proportion of commercial land on the south end of Mayor Magrath
Drive consists of big box stores with large parking lots. Additionally, there are 126.86 ha of institutional
zoned land in South Lethbridge. The largest institutional areas in this city sector include Lethbridge
College, Exhibition Park and Chinook Regional Hospital. Lastly, there are 685.53 ha of Greenfield land
remaining in South Lethbridge with area structure plans in place, composed of 79% FUD and 21% DC
zoning.

Developed Land Greenfield Land
235.12 ha 146.05 ha
21% 21%
59.31 ha
5%
675.23 ha
126.86 ha 61%
12% 539.49 ha
79%
11.2 ha
1%
Residential u Institutional Direct Control = Direct Control (DC)- Undeveloped
Commercial = Urban Innovation Future Urban Development (FUD)

Figure 17: South Lethbridge Developed and Greenfield Land (2016)
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Map 15: South Lethbridge Land Composition (2016)
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West Lethbridge

As of 2016, there are 4,626.57 ha of total land within West Lethbridge, consisting of 3,001.90 ha of gross
land potentially suitable for urban development. West Lethbridge has the largest supply of gross land
across the three sectors, composed of 35% developed land, 55% Greenfield land, and 10% parks and

greenspace.

In West Lethbridge, residential development dominates the developed land base at 79%, while
institutional development (mostly attributed to the University of Lethbridge) is the second highest
proportion of developed land at 11%. In comparison to the other two sectors, West Lethbridge has the
lowest proportion of developed land, and more than twice the amount of Greenfield land available for
future urban growth. There are 1,639.85 ha of Greenfield land in West Lethbridge which has mostly been

planned through Area Structure Plans.

Developed Land
9.08 ha
1%
40.93 ha
4%
51.54 ha
5%

116.54 ha
11%
821.85ha
79%
Residential m Institutional Direct Control
Commercial ® Urban Innovation

Figure 18: West Lethbridge Developed and Greenfield Land (2016)

Greenfield Land
92.67 ha
6%
1547.18 ha
94%

u Direct Control (DC)- Undeveloped
Future Urban Development (FUD)
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Chapter 4.0 City Neighbourhoods

Lethbridge is growing and changing in many ways, and the unique features of our neighbourhoods are a
factor in accommodating growth and development and how we plan for efficient land use. Additionally,
each City sector and neighbourhood will experience these changes differently. Neighbourhoods in the
City range from just built to 100+ years old and have varying demographics, land uses and building types.

Establishing baseline data indicators for each neighbourhood can help us with comparability, and
identification of needs and opportunities. It can be useful to classify neighbourhoods that have similar
characteristics as a method to help analyze trends across various eras of development. In Lethbridge,
neighbourhood boundaries are defined based on a combination of municipal census tracks, boundaries
defined in planning documents (Area Structure Plans, Area Redevelopment Plans, and Outline Plans), and
major roadways. Additionally, neighbourhoods in Lethbridge can be classified into 6 “Nejghbourhood
Characterizations’ (Map 16):

Residential Neighbourhoods:

¢ Core neighbourhoods — Downtown and adjacent (identified within the Central Neighbourhood
Study)

¢ Mature neighbourhoods — Neighbourhoods outside the core area, generally completed prior to
1980

¢ Established neighbourhoods — Completed neighbourhoods, generally 1981 to present

¢ Developing neighbourhoods — Subdivision of the neighbourhood has commenced, development
is underway and/or is nearing completion

Non-Residential Areas:

¢ Industrial areas — Typically developed for industrial land use, with small amounts of commercial
uses mixed in. Not generally suitable for residential uses.

¢ Urban growth area — Neighbourhoods that will support future urban development, and may or
may not have Area Structure Plans in place.

The way we define each neighbourhood characterization is subject to change over time as our
neighbourhoods continue to age. This chapter will focus entirely on baseline indicators for residential
neighbourhoods. However, industrial areas will be further explored in Chapter 6: Industrial and
Commercial Areas. Commercial areas are typically clustered through various neighbourhoods and sectors
of the city. For this reason they were not identified in our neighbourhood characterizations, however they
will also be analyzed in Chapter 6. Urban growth areas will be explored in context of Chapter 7: Greenfield
Development.
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Residential Neighbourhoods: Baseline Indicators

This section will establish baseline data indicators for each neighbourhood, organized within the context
of its corresponding city sector, and analyze differences seen across neighbourhoods. Chapter 5:
Analyzing Patterns of Growth in Residential Neighbourhoods will combine the data and analysis from
each indicator to look at overall patterns of development seen in the city as a whole, as well as discussing
these current development patterns within the context of efficient land use and community
development.

Demographic statistics can help to analyze the overall population characteristics of Lethbridge
neighbourhoods by indicating population growth or decline, while also providing an indication of market
trends through age characteristics.

Furthermore, land composition can indicate where we are designing complete neighbourhoods with
diverse land uses, and density statistics can indicate patterns of development in terms of the variations of
built form across neighbourhoods.

By organizing this data within neighbourhood characterizations, we are able to see differences across
different eras of development. Additionally, monitoring how these indicators change over time allows us
to identify specific decisions and land use practices that may have led to a more or less efficient use of
our residential land.
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4.1 NEIGHBOURHOOD DEMOGRAPHICS

The concept of the “Neighbourhood Lifecyclé’ (Figure 19) is a useful tool that helps us analyze what
demographic trends are occurring in each neighbourhood.

What is the Neighbourhood Lifecycle?

All neighbourhoods change as they go through a
typical neighbourhood lifecycle process. When they
are first building out, developing neighbourhoods
experience rapid population expansion as the
community develops, new households are formed
and household size grows. This growth is typically
dominated by young families with young children.
Neighbourhoods then tend to stabilize into
established neighbourhoods for a period of time,
which is followed by a population decline as children
grow up and leave home. Mature neighbourhoods can
then experience a variety of transitions and different
outcomes over time. Neighbourhood populations may
continue to shrink as household size declines for a
period, or they may grow again as new generations of
residents move in and expand their household size.

In Lethbridge, each City sector and neighbourhood
will go through the neighbourhood lifecycle
differently. In order to understand Lethbridge
neighbourhoods within the context of the
neighbourhood lifecycle, we must establish baseline
population data to analyze how our neighbourhood
demographics have changed over time. Monitoring
these changes can indicate neighbourhoods that are

Figure 19: Neighbourhood Lifecycle (Source: City of Edmonton)
maintaining population, or losing population over time.

Population changes from 2006-2016 for each residential neighbourhood were calculated using
neighbourhood population data from the 2006, 2011, and 2016 Municipal Census. Map 17 below
provides an overview of population changes from 2006-2016. Additional statistics on the age distribution
were also calculated for each residential neighbourhood, and can be found in Appendix 1.0.
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North Lethbridge

From 2006-2016, North Lethbridge neighbourhoods have
represented 22% of the City wide population growth. Core
Neighbourhoods have remained relatively constant as ageing
population is replaced at a fairly equal rate by young adults
(Generation Y); among them, Senator Buchanan saw the largest

changes over the decade, growing by 1%. All Mature

neighbourhoods in North Lethbridge have shown population loss,
particularly Park Meadows and Winston Churchill which both
showed a 1% decline since 2006. As these neighbourhoods
continue to age, they have seen population loss in nearly all age

groups.

Uplands was the only established neighbourhood to see
population growth at 3%. This growth occurred through most age
groups as the neighbourhood finished developing. The largest

areas of population growth has come from developing

neighbourhoods as families began to move into these new
communities. North Lethbridge developing neighbourhoods
represented 18% of the city-wide growth since 2006, with the
majority of the growth taking place in Legacy Ridge/Hardieville at

\ Stafford;

Map created 22-February-2018

Core Neighbourhood Population Change, 2006-2016 1t0 100
(£ oeveloping Neighbourhood [ 206 to -100 101 to 500
m Established Neighbourhood ; 99 to 50 501 to 1000
Mature Neighbourhood 49100 1001+

Data from August 2016.

Map 19: Absolute Population Change in North Lethbridge

14%. Neighbourhoods (2006-2016)

Neighbourhood Total Total Total Neiiﬂ?“ﬂ;f’f’]cdtptf’ll’lgi“o"
Population  Population | Population Z:gwth ?:or;c;O(?G?ZOig
2006 2011 2016

Core Neighbourhoods 7,374 7,461 7,604 1%

Senator Buchanan 1,821 2,037 2,045 1%

Staffordville 1,017 995 1,037 0%

Westminster 4,536 4,429 4,522 0%

Mature Neighbourhoods 10,869 10,707 10,679 -1%

Majestic Place 916 983 943 0%

Park Meadows 2,769 2,663 2,648 -1%

St. Edwards 2,750 2,773 2,762 0%

Winston Churchill 4,434 4,288 4,326 -1%

Established Neighbourhoods 4,455 4,965 5,039 3%

Stafford Manor 606 600 601 0%

Uplands 3,849 4,365 4,438 3%

Developing Neighbourhoods 531 2,021 3,686 18%

Blackwolf 1 0 0 613 3%

Legacy Ridge / Hardieville 531 2,021 3,073 14%

North Lethbridge Total

Table 7: North Lethbridge Neighbourhood Populations (2006-2016)
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South Lethbridge

Over the past decade, South Lethbridge neighbourhoods have
represented 20% of the City wide population growth. Population in

Koo
e
e
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core neighbourhoods remained relatively constant since 2006 as | e e e

ageing population was replaced by young adults (Generation Y). % i 'ﬁg%;ﬁ?ﬁ% :
However, London Road was the only neighbourhood in South \‘\ ‘ “'5§§§§§§§§;§=‘=§§§fg’~" o
Lethbridge to show consistent population loss over the decade. \ "’E:"’%%%f}i

Mature neighbourhoods accounted for 3% of the city-wide growth A ?,”'“.

which occurred in Agnes Davidson and Redwood. Growth occurred J ‘

predominately from the Baby Boomer and senior population, as well
as some minor increases of Generation Y individuals in their early to
mid-30s and young children (new families).

Established neighbourhoods saw a 7% growth which mostly occurred
in Fairmont, and saw population increases across most age cohorts as

Legend

the neighbourhood finished developing. However, established B2) coreneighboutood  PopulationChange, 20062016 [ +tovoo

. . D Developing Neighbourhood 206 ta -100 101 to 500
neighbourhoods that have been fully developed for a longer period of U1 i i osincs Wbk
time and are ageing towards the mature neighbourhood status wd“””‘": e b s

Map created 12-February-3018 ata from August 2016, p———

started to see very minimal amounts of population loss as children Map 20: Absolute Population Change in South
began to grow-up and leave home. This includes neighbourhoods Lethbridge Neighbourhoods (2006-2016)

such as Park Royal/Chinook Heights and Tudor Estates. Developing neighbourhoods represented 10% of
the city wide growth, with majority of growth taking place in Southgate at 8%.

Total Total Total Neighbourhood population
Population Population Population growth as % of total City growth

Neighbourhood 2006 2011 2016 from 2006-2016

Core Neighbourhoods 10910 10757 10846 0%
Downtown 1310 1421 1455 1%
Fleetwood 1447 1434 1448 0%
London Road 3678 3543 3472 -1%
Upper Eastside 416 422 484 0%
Victoria Park 4058 3937 3987 0%
Mature Neighbourhoods 13376 13847 13975 3%
Agnes Davidson 4105 4170 4383 2%
Glendale 1890 1986 1977 0%
Henderson Lake 289 292 281 0%
Lakeview 2932 2967 2963 0%
Redwood 3823 4151 4050 1%
Scenic Heights 337 281 321 0%
Established Neighbourhoods 2938 3923 4190 7%
Fairmont 1294 2247 2447 7%
Park Royal / Chinook Heights 171 150 156 0%
Tudor Estates 897 832 839 0%
West Mayor Magrath Dr 576 694 748 1%
Developing Neighbourhoods 519 1393 2204 10%
Arbour Ridge 0 2 125 1%
Southgate 373 1125 1785 8%
Southridge 146 266 294 1%
South Lethbridge Total 27743 29921 31216 20%

Table 8: South Lethbridge Neighbourhood Populations (2006-2016)
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West Lethbridge

From 2006-2016, neighbourhoods in West Lethbridge have
represented 59% of the population growth in the City, and is the
fastest growing city sector. Varsity Village is the only mature
neighbourhood in West Lethbridge, and has seen minimal
population change over the past decade. This can be associated
with the majority demographic being Generation Y, and increased
amounts of student housing opportunities. As students’ graduate
University move away or to different neighbourhoods, they are
typically replaced by new students.

Established neighbourhoods represented 11% of the growth, the
majority of which was in West Highlands at 8%, as this
neighbourhood finished developing. Ridgewood was the only
established neighbourhood to show a loss of population, as the
neighbourhood is ageing towards mature neighbourhood status
as children grow up and leave home.

Core Neighbourhood Population Change, 2006-2016 1to 100
Additionally, developing neighbourhoods in West Lethbridge Sl traa e e I, ace o s i
m Established Neighbourhood 99 to 50 501 to 1000
accounted for nearly half of the population growth in the whole ) wature Neighbourhood oo (B oo
Map created 22-February-2018  Datafrom August 2016. —f_,_mom‘m

City, at 48%. Copperwood was the fastest growing
neighbourhood in the City representing 24% of city wide growth
from 2006-2016, while Riverstone and Sunridge followed at 9%

Map 21: Absolute Population Change in West Lethbridge
Neighbourhoods (2006-2016)

each.

Neighbourhood

Total

Population
2006

Total
Population
2011

Total
Population
2016

Neighbourhood population
growth as % of total City
growth from 2006-2016

Mature Neighbourhoods 8,384 8,298 8,300 0%
Varsity Village 8,384 8,298 8,300 0%
Established Neighbourhoods 16,431 18,036 18,390 11%
Heritage Heights 2,870 2,901 2,839 0%
Indian Battle Heights 7,923 7,938 8,002 0%
Mountain Heights 1,972 2,102 2,151 1%
Paradise Canyon 770 1,203 1,211 2%
Ridgewood 1,615 1,565 1,465 -1%
West Highlands 1,281 2,327 2,722 8%
Developing Neighbourhoods 1,409 4,865 9,955 48%
Copperwood 0 1,826 4,324 24%
Country Meadows 0 22 78 0%
Garry Station 0 22 469 3%
Riverstone 1,252 2,097 2,924 9%
Sunridge 145 890 1,757 9%
The Canyons 12 8 369 2%
The Crossings 0 0 34 0%
West Lethbridge Total 26,224 31,199 36,645 59% |

Table 9: West Lethbridge Neighbourhood Populations (2006-2016)
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Demographic Trends

Lethbridge’s neighbourhoods have largely followed the typical neighbourhood lifecycle process, however
some discrepancies exist across sectors.

Developing nejghbourhoods experience population growth with households composed of young families
and then tend to stabilize into our established neighbourhoods. Established neighbourhoods that finished
completion during the decade saw population increases across most age cohorts. However, established
neighbourhoods that have been fully developed for a longer period of time and are ageing towards
mature neighbourhood status started to see minimal amounts of population loss.

Eventually, children grow up and move out of their family households, which typically describes our
mature neighbourhoods, but only in North Lethbridge. The four mature neighbourhoods in the North
sector have been losing population from nearly all age groups, as these neighbourhoods continue to age.
However, mature neighbourhoods in South Lethbridge such as Redwood and Agnes Davidson have seen
population growth over the past decade, predominately from the Baby Boomer and Senior population, as
well as some minor increases of Generation Y individuals in their early to mid-30s and young children
(new families). This can be a result of the older generations migrating closer to the greater proportion of
amenities found in South Lethbridge, such as health services and commercial areas. Additionally, Varsity
Village is the only mature neighbourhood which has seen little to no population change over the past
decade. This can be associated with a majority demographic of Generation Y, and greater amount of
student housing opportunities within close proximity to the University.

Lastly, core nejghbourhoods display unique patterns that do not entirely follow the typical neighbourhood
lifecycle. Development in the core neighbourhoods began as early as the late 1890s, and occurred in the
downtown and adjacent areas. Historically, these neighbourhoods were the highest populated in
Lethbridge. However, as patterns of development began to change and spread outwards, these
neighbourhoods saw a reduction in population over time. Over the past decade, the population in core
neighbourhoods has remained fairly stable as ageing population is replaced at a fairly equal rate by young
adults (Generation Y). As discussed in Chapter 1, many individuals from Generation Y tend to have
housing preferences that favor the attributes of our core neighbourhoods. This includes easier access to
downtown and surrounding amenities, more walkable neighbourhoods, and a broader range of housing
options.
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4.2  NEIGHBOURHOOD LAND COMPOSITION

Combined, Lethbridge’s different land uses and development patterns support
a diversity of buildings, landscapes and amenities that create vibrant
neighbourhoods and provide a range of opportunities for people to live, work,
and play. Development patterns change as the City evolves and different land
uses are established in different areas. In order to ensure sustainable
development patterns and minimize expenditures on road infrastructure and
commuter miles, the City strives to maintain a balance between different uses.

Establishing baseline data of the land composition of all Lethbridge
neighbourhoods allows us to gain a greater understanding of how
neighbourhoods meet the needs of their residents today, and also identify
where improvements can be made to create more diverse, vibrant and
“complete” neighbourhoods.

The land composition within each residential neighbourhood was calculated
using the total parcel area for each land use, which included separating the
transportation network and parks and open space. Large parcels of land across
the City that operate as a residential land use (typically apartment buildings and
senior housing) but are zoned as direct control, commercial or institutional land
uses have been calculated as a general residential land use. This allows
increased data accuracy when completing further analysis, such as calculating
residential neighbourhood density. Additionally, statistics for developing
neighbourhoods only shows the existing land composition (as of 2016). These
statistics will change as developing neighbourhoods continue to build out (see
Chapter 7 for more detailed land breakdown from outline plans). Map 18
below provides an overview of land use composition within each residential
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Figure 20: Complete Neighbourhood (Source: City of Portland.2012. The Portland Plan)

“Complete
Neighbourhood”

Refers to a
neighbourhood where
one has safe and
convenient access to
the goods and services
needed in daily life.
This includes a variety
of housing options,
grocery stores and
other commercial
services, quality public
schools, public open
spaces and recreation
facilitates, affordable
active transportation
options and civic
amenities. An
important element of a
complete
neighbourhood is that
it is built at a walkable
and bikeable human
scale, and meets the

needs of people of all
ages and abilities.

Box 2: Complete Neighbourhood
Definition (Source: City of Portland.
2012. The Portland Plan)

neighbourhood in 2016.
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North Lethbridge

In North Lethbridge, the land composition of each neighbourhood
can vary depending on the era of development, as well as where
the neighbourhood is located. Core neighbourhoods tend to
include a greater diversity of land use, including commercial,
institutional and even some industrial business land uses. The
majority of commercial development in core neighbourhoods is
located in Westminster and Senator Buchanan along 13 Street
North, and predominately developed as street-fronting
commercial.

Mature and established neighbourhoods have less diversity of
land uses and are made up of over 50% residential uses.
Additionally, mature neighbourhoods have the highest
percentage of parks and open space, while established
neighbourhoods have the lowest.

The developing neighbourhoods are still building towards
completion, however, current development patterns are leaning
towards the land uses dominated by residential form, with

greater proportions of parks and open space. Overall, the
percentage of land consumed by the transportation network is
relatively similar across North Lethbridge, with the exception of
developing neighbourhoods that have not yet reached completion.
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Map 23: North Lethbridge Neighbourhood Land
Composition (2016)

Residential [Commercial [ TT{LE] - Industrial f;::?:';:or Transportation Valley (%) Total Land
(%) (%) s (%) 5e) (%) Network (%) (ha)

Core 38.4% (8.0% |1.4% |1.1% [9.5% 9.8% 0.1% 31.7%  [0.0% 385.9
Neighbourhoods

Senator Buchanan  |23.1% |11.9% |1.1%  |2.0% |20.0% |12.6% |0.3% 29.1%  |0.0% 183.2
Staffordville 59.4% |0.0% |3.1%  |0.5% |0.0% 2.7% 0.0% 343%  |0.0% 34.0
Westminster 50.8% |5.5% |1.5%  |0.2% |0.0% 8.1% 0.0% 33.9%  |0.0% 168.8
Mature 55.8% (1.3% |1.3%  |0.0% |0.0% 11.7%  |0.0% 29.9%  |0.0% 398.0
Neighbourhoods

Majestic Place 59.2% |0.0% |0.0%  |0.0% |0.0% 4.9% 0.0% 35.9%  |0.0% 38.9
o —— 56.8% |0.0% |0.4%  |0.0% |0.0% 11.1% |0.0% 31.6%  |0.0% 97.6
St. Edwards 60.7% |0.7% |1.4%  |0.0% |0.0% 9.0% 0.0% 28.1%  |0.0% 93.4
Winston Churchill  |51.7% |2.6%  |2.0%  |0.0% |0.0% 152%  |0.0% 285%  |0.0% 168.0
Established 57.1% |1.3%  [1.2%  |1.1% |0.0%  |7.9%  [01%  [313% |0.0%  |153.3
Neighbourhoods

Stafford Manor 66.4% |0.0% |0.0%  |1.4% |0.0% 3.1% 0.0% 29.1%  |0.0% 16.7
Vsl 56.0% |1.5% |1.4%  |1.0% |0.0% 8.5% 0.2% 315%  |0.0% 136.6
Developing 29.2% [1.1% |0.8%  |0.3% [0.0% 30.4% |20.0% [18.1% [0.1% 296.4
Neighbourhoods

Blackwolf 1 21.7% |1.2%  |0.0%  |1.2% |0.0% 36.8% |27.4% |11.7% |0.0% 63.9
Blackwolf 2 0.0% |0.0% |0.0% |0.0% |0.0% 440% |43.1% |12.9% |0.0% 65.9
bzgrziczvi'l‘ige/ 43.7% |15%  |1.5% 0.0% [0.0% 22.5% |7.9% 22.7%  |0.2% 166.6

Table 10: North Lethbridge Neighbourhood Land Composition (2016)
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South Lethbridge

South Lethbridge neighbourhoods have the greatest mixture of land uses
in comparison to the other City sectors, particularly in core
neighbourhoods, where street fronting development exists. However,
the 14.6% of commercial land in core neighbourhoods includes the
downtown which greatly increases the overall percentage. Further, the
commercial land seen in established and mature neighbourhoods is
attributed to the large highway commercial corridors along Mayor
Magrath Drive and 24 Avenue South (Highway 4), and consists
predominately of big box stores and strip mall commercial development.
Mature neighbourhoods are predominately residential, with the highest
proportion of parks and green space in the South sector. As the
developing neighbourhoods continue to be developed, it can be
expected to see predominately residential land, with the exception of
Southgate which will contain a large area of highway commercial land
along Mayor Magrath Drive South. Additionally, South Lethbridge
neighbourhoods tend to have a higher percentage of institutional land
use including the Chinook Regional Hospital in Victoria Park, as well as
surrounding specialty medical developments.
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Map 24: South Lethbridge
Composition (2016)

Neighbourhood Land

Residential |Commercial ona d Greenfield 0 Total Land

ighbourhood
Neighbourhoo (%) (%) o ;acr;t:"(él;UDor Valley (%) (ha)
Core Neighbourhoods [30.1% _ |14.0% _ |3.4% 2.1% |0.3% 8.2% 0.0% 35.2%  |6.7% 624.35
Downtown 2.9%  |43.1% |0.0% 2.1%  |0.0% 4.4% 0.0% 30.9%  |16.7% _ |133.29
Fleetwood 32.5% |0.1% 2.1% 0.5% |0.0% 23.7%  |0.0% 26.5%  |14.5%  |99.86
London Road 54.2% |0.3%  |0.6% 1.4% |0.0% 2.4% 0.0% 36.9%  |4.3% 111.80
Upper Eastside 5.4%  |26.3% |10.5% |3.1% |2.3% 11.5% |0.0% 40.9%  |0.0% 90.61
Victoria Park 45.8% [2.9%  |4.8% 2.9% |0.0% 4.7% 0.0% 39.0%  |0.0% 188.78
Mature 40.5% |4.0% 4.7% 0.8% |0.4% 19.3% |0.0% 30.2%  [0.1% 713.85
Neighbourhoods
Agnes Davidson 523% |4.7%  |0.7% 0.0% |0.0% 6.6% 0.0% 35.7%  |0.0% 182.24
Glendale 45.9% [2.7%  |0.8% 1.8% |2.6% 8.3% 0.0% 38.0% |0.0% 100.74
Henderson Lake 6.5% |0.0% 18.6% [2.7% |0.0% 60.4%  |0.0% 11.7% |0.0% 150.06
Lakeview 48.8% |4.5%  |0.5% 0.0% |0.0% 10.0%  |0.0% 36.2%  |0.0% 138.38
Redwood 48.4% |8.2% 2.2% 0.0% |0.0% 8.9% 0.0% 32.3%  |0.0% 133.36
Scenic Heights 63.7% |0.0%  |0.0% 0.0% |0.0% 9.6% 0.0% 16.6% |10.0% |9.07
oo shed 37.2% |16.7% |4.6%  |4.0% |0.0% 9.0% 1.0% 23.8%  [3.6% 292.42

eighbourhoods
Fairmont 40.6% [17.9% [3.9% 0.3% |0.0% 12.6% |0.1% 24.6%  |0.0% 122.58
Z:ghizya'“h'””k 48.4% |0.0%  |0.0% 0.0% |0.0% 2.0% 1.6% 11.6% |36.4%  |28.76
Tudor Estates 35.2% |0.0% 145% |6.8% |0.0% 12.9%  |4.0% 26.6%  |0.0% 59.57
\évfs“‘"ay‘”/'agrath 29.9% [32.9% [0.0% 8.9% |0.0% 3.4% 0.0% 24.9% |0.1% 81.51
Develaping 39.7% [8.3%  [0.0% 8.7% |0.0% 11.7% |16.9% |14.4% |0.3% 204.03
Neighbourhoods
Arbour Ridge 26.1% |0.0% _ |0.0% 17.6% |0.0% 4.5% 41.6%  [10.2% _ |0.0% 49.10
Southgate 44.2% |16.5% _|0.0% 6.5% _ |0.0% 10.9% _ |3.5% 18.4% _ |0.0% 102.75
SoUthridge 43.6% |0.0%  |0.0% 46% |0.0% 20.0% |20.1%  |10.7%  |1.0% 52.17

Table 11: South Lethbridge Land Compositions?3

28 The land composition of Fleetwood shows 23.7% parks and open space, however, this includes 19.67 ha (19.70%)

of land from Mountain View Cemetery.
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Map 25: West Lethbridge Neighbourhood Land Composition
(2016)
) Residential |Commercial IR0 E Industrial Sracmil Transportation Total Land
(%) (%) -(%) NEtwork % va"ey (%) (ha)
Innovation
Mature 42.6% [0.8% [2.4%  [0.2% [0.0% 26.8% |0.0% 27.4%  |0.0% 315.7
Neighbourhoods
Varsity Village 42.6% |0.8% 2.4% 0.2% 0.0% 26.8% 0.0% 27.4% 0.0% 315.7
Established 42.1% |2.5% 1.2% 55% |0.0% 11.5% 0.1% 26.7% 10.4% 720.9
Heritage Heights 58.0% 3.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 10.5% 0.0% 28.4% 0.0% 84.5
Indian Battle Heights 48.4% 0.6% 1.7% 0.3% 0.0% 14.9% 0.0% 33.1% 1.0% 241.0
Mountain Heights 46.0% 0.0% 4.2% 0.6% 0.0% 14.1% 1.3% 33.8% 0.0% 73.6
Paradise Canyon 20.9% 0.0% 0.0% 22.4% [0.0% 5.4% 0.0% 8.6% 42.7% 169.8
Ridgewood 56.5% 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 0.0% 16.8% 0.0% 26.0% 0.0% 63.8
West Highlands 36.9% 15.7% 2.0% 0.0% 0.0% 8.5% 0.0% 36.9% 0.0% 88.2
LI 44.7% [2.2%  |2.6%  [2.2% [0.0% 13.5% |15.5% [19.1% [0.1%  |858.8
Neighbourhoods
Copperwood 61.7% |0.0% 1.0% 0.0% 0.0% 13.4% 0.0% 23.9% 0.0% 165.4
Country Meadows 16.5% 0.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 7.4% 70.6% 4.9% 0.0% 138.6
Garry Station 46.9% 0.0% 1.1% *1.6% [0.0% 9.7% 25.0% 15.8% 0.0% 138.9
Riverstone 57.7% 0.0% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 11.4% 0.1% 30.5% 0.0% 128.2
Sunridge 48.2% 0.0% 2.7% 0.0% 0.0% 18.5% 0.0% 30.7% 0.0% 56.6
The Canyons 62.4% 0.0% 4.4% *4.9% [0.0% 12.1% 0.4% 15.1% 0.6% 140.6
The Crossings 5.3% 20.1% 11.9% 11.3% |0.0% 31.4% 0.0% 20.0% 0.0% 90.6

Table 12: West Lethbridge Land Composition (2016)
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Land Composition Trends

Overall, core nejghbourhoods in Lethbridge include the greatest diversity in land uses in the City including
commercial, institutional, and some industrial business land (e.g. Senator Buchanan). This is associated
with historical patterns of development seen in Lethbridge, when core neighbourhoods surrounding the
downtown were the highest populated areas. These neighbourhoods were designed as grid network
streets and incorporated the historic urban rail system. They were designed for the pedestrian and
included a wide range of amenities. However, in comparison to other neighbourhood characterizations,
core neighbourhoods typically have a lower proportion of parks and open space through each
neighbourhood, as well as slightly higher proportions of land consumed by the transportation network
(due to the grid street network).

Mature nejghbourhoods tend to be predominantly residential areas in all three City sectors, with higher
amounts of commercial and institutional land uses located in South Lethbridge along Mayor Magrath
Drive South. Mature neighbourhoods also have larger proportion of parks and open space in the City,
particularly in South and West Lethbridge with regional parks such as Henderson Lake and Nicholas
Sheran Park. Curvilinear road networks are the dominant form of transportation network design in
mature neighbourhoods, with some areas containing grid street development patterns.

Established nejghbourhoods contain the least diverse land uses in the City, and consist predominately of
residential land. The exception would be established neighbourhoods in South Lethbridge that contain big
box commercial development along Mayor Magrath Drive south, as well as commercial development
clustered in West Highlands in the West sector. Additionally, established neighbourhoods have lower
proportions of parks and open space.

As developing neighbourhoods continue to build out, current trends are leading towards neighbourhoods
that are predominately made up of residential lands, with commercial and institutional land uses
clustered in specific neighbourhoods along major roadways (e.g. The Crossings and Southgate).
Developing neighbourhoods are also trending towards containing higher proportions of parks and open
space.

Parks and Green Space Accessibility

As discussed in Part 1, there is an important relationship between urban design and a number of public
health crises. The walkability of neighbourhoods and the accessibility of varying parks and green spaces is
an important component of healthy living. There are a variety of health benefits that can be linked to the
access of parks and green space and promoting physical activity including reducing stress, improving
physical health and mental wellness, reducing social isolation and creating a strong sense of community
belonging?®. Map 19 below shows the location of parks and green spaces (excluding cemeteries and
linear parks) through the city, as well as a 750m walk distance surrounding each park and green space

2% Government of Canada. 2017. Designing Healthy Neighbourhoods: The Chief Public Health Offices Report on The
State of Public Health in Canada 2017. Url: https://www.canada.ca/content/dam/phac-
aspc/documents/services/publications/chief-public-health-officer-reports-state-public-health-canada/2017-
designing-healthy-living/2017-designing-healthy-living-eng.pdf
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location. This is considered a ‘reasonable’ walking distance by the Canadian Environmental Health Atlas®°,
and provides a benchmark against which we can measure the accessibility of our parks and greenspace.
The types of parks and green space included in this analysis can be found in Table 3 (Pg. 43), with the
exception of linear parks and cemeteries which have been excluded.

Map 19 shows that nearly all developed areas in Lethbridge are within 750m of parks and green space
(with the exception of the industrial area on the east side of Lethbridge). However, it is important to note
that core neighbourhoods around the downtown tend to have smaller park sizes in comparison to other
areas of the City. Additionally, the River Valley contains parks and green space that provides numerous
recreational and cultural opportunities. However, access to the River Valley is limited, and for this reason
it was not included within the above analysis.

Additionally, there are other uses that can be measured in terms of walkability and accessibility that have
an important relationship with public health. The accessibility of major commercial areas in Lethbridge
will be further explored in Chapter 6: Industrial and Commercial Areas. Furthermore, Chapter 7:
Greenfield Development will analyze the amount of land consumed by our transportation network across
varying neighbourhood development patterns.

30 Retrieved from: http://www.ehatlas.ca/food-deserts/case-study/food-deserts-edmonton. 24 Jan 2018.
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Map 26: Parks and Green Space Accessibility (2016)
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4.3 NEIGHBOURHOOD DENSITIES

Analyzing dwelling unit density (typically in dwelling units per net residential hectare, or du/nrha) allows
us to identify physical patterns of development in our neighbourhoods, as well as differences that
emerged as a result of the era in which a neighbourhood was developed (neighbourhood
characterization). Focusing on units within a residential area emphasizes density in building type
(apartments, rowhousing, single detached) and also allows for neighbourhood comparisons, as potential
differences in non-residential uses, such as parks, roads, commercial and industrial areas are removed. By
monitoring the changes in neighbourhood densities over time we can identify where growth is or is not
taking place.

Density of dwelling units was calculated by dividing the number of residential dwelling units in an area by
the size of the area identified for residential uses (du/nrha). These calculations were completed using the
dwelling unit count from the 2016 Municipal Census as well as calculating the residential land use area in
each neighbourhood. However, in the case of downtown Lethbridge, only commercial zoning exists and
residential buildings are scattered throughout the downtown. Therefore, the total area of commercial
land in downtown was used to calculate the residential density, which leads to an underestimation of the
density in downtown Lethbridge.

Map 19 below provides an overview of the dwelling unit density in 2016 for all residential
neighbourhoods in the City. Where insufficient dwelling unit data occurred (developing neighbourhoods
on the edge of the City that have not reached completion) the planned densities from Outline Plan
statistics were used, and are identified by the hatched area within the map.

In addition, the population density (population per net residential hectare - pp/nrha) was also calculated
as a supplementary measurement of neighbourhood density, and is included within the residential
density tables below. However, in order to emphasize density in building type, du/nrha will be the main
focus of analysis.
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Map 27: Neighbourhood Dwelling Unit Density (2016)
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North Lethbridge

In North Lethbridge, the average dwelling unit density of residential
neighbourhoods is 21.40 du/nrha, with a planned average density of
23.77 du/nrha.

Core neighbourhoods have the highest average density of 24.04
du/nrha, and have a balanced range of densities with a low of 22.65
du/nrha in Staffordville, to a high of over 25.03 du/nrha in Senator e
Buchanan. Mature neighbourhoods have an average of 21.69 =
du/nrha, and range from a low of 18.76 du/nrha in Majestic Place,
to a high of 25.67 du/nrha in Winston Churchill.

Winston

5 Park '
Edwards  Churchill ., Meadows ;"’: ]

el | \
|- —;(Smﬂardvi” ]
L

L

Established neighbourhoods in North Lethbridge have an average , 87,

density of 20.91 du/nrha, and range from a low of 20.16 du/nrha in N T et
Stafford Manor, to a high of 21.66 du/nrha in Uplands. However, Iy :,,,;-,_\
these are the only two established neighbourhoods in the sector. (£ &l T

T M miie=

. . Legend
Lastly, developing neighbourhoods currently have a planned
Planned Density Neighbourhood Dwelling Units per Net Residential Hectare

average density of 30.37 du/nrha. If developing neighbourhoods @
reach their planned densities, they will range from a low of 26.25
du/nrhain Legacy Ridge / Hardieville, to a high of 34.48 du/nrha in
Blackwolf 1. Overall, North Lethbridge neighbourhoods tend to have
relatively balanced range densities across the sector.

10.0 10 19.9 ] 20.0to29.9
() 30010399
Map 28: North Lethbridge Neighbourhood Dwelling
Unit Density (2016)

Map created 22-February-2018  Data from August 2016.

Average du/nrha

Average pp/nrha

Neighbourhood Characterization
Core 24.04 50.84
Mature 21.69 46.79
Established 20.91 56.17
Developing 17.37 (30.37) 43.27 (70.78)
North Lethbridge 21.40 48.96
Table 13: North Lethbridge Average Densities (2016)
ghbo 0o0d D a Pop atio PP . a O a pp a
Core 3610 7604 148.18| 24.36 51.32
Senator Buchanan 1058 2045 42.26] 25.03 48.39
Staffordville 457 1037 20.17| 22.65 51.41
Westminster 2095 4522 85.74| 24.43 52.74
Mature 5039 10679 222.15| 22.68 48.07
Majestic Place 432 943 23.03| 18.76 40.95
Park Meadows 1117 2648 55.48| 20.13 47.73
St. Edwards 1259 2762 56.72| 22.20 48.69
Winston Churchill 2231 4326 86.92| 25.67 49.77
Established 1880 5039 87.56| 21.47 57.55
Stafford Manor 223 601 11.06[ 20.16 54.32
Uplands 1657 4438 76.50| 21.66 58.02
Developing 1463 3686 86.59| 16.89 42.57 28.63 69.02
Blackwolf 1 250 613 13.84 18.06 44.29 34.48 74.92
Legacy Ridge / Hardieville 1213 3073 72.75| 16.67 42.25 26.25 66.63
North Lethbridge 11992 27008 544.48 22.02 49.60

Table 14: North Lethbridge Neighbourhood Densities (2016)
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South Lethbridge

In South Lethbridge, the average net residential dwelling unit density is
20.15 du/nrha, with a planned average density of 20.92 du/nrha.

Core neighbourhoods in South Lethbridge have the highest average
density of 28.17 du/nrha. However this average also includes the
downtown which is significantly lower and underestimated at only
15.65 du/nrha. Excluding the downtown, core neighbourhoods would
range from a low of 23.72 du/nrha in Fleetwood, to a high of 42.82
du/nrhain Upper Eastside. Mature neighbourhoods have an average
density of 23.16 du/nrha, ranging from a low of 13.21 du/nrha in
Henderson Lake, to a high of 35.20 du/nrha in Redwood.

Meanwhile, established neighbourhoods have a relatively low average
density of 15.69 du/nrha, and range from a low of 4.53 in Park Royal/
Chinook Heights, to a high of 24.95 du/nrha in West Mayor Magrath Dr.
Developing neighbourhoods currently have a planned average density
of 11.33 du/nrha. Developing neighbourhoods in South Lethbridge will
have the lowest average densities across the City, even if they reach
their planned densities. This can be attributed to in

TTEEEREEn
g

ai s

Legend
= pranned ensity neighbourhood Dwelling Units per Net Residential Hectare || z0.0t0294)
] 4st09.9 ) 00te309
[ wotorss [

Map 29: South Lethbridge Neighbourhood Dwelling
Unity Density (2016)

Map created 22-February-2018  Data from August 2016.

part by the size of the City’s south boundary. : _ |eEeduimiE e R e
. . Neighbourhood Characterization
Developing neighbourhoods range from alow of 6.76 |- . 28.17 53.56
du/nrhain Arbour Ridge, to a high of 22.63 du/nrhain  [mature 23.16 46.62
Southgate. Established 15.69 32.81
Developing 6.74 (11.33) 20.68 (30.07)

0 4 b

Table 16: South Lethbridge Average Density (2016)

Core 6246 10846 189.89 32.89] 57.12
*Downtown 1094 1455 69.92 15.65] 20.81
Fleetwood 771 1448 32.50 23.72] 44.56
London Road 2105 3472 60.56) 34.76] 57.33
Upper Eastside 210 484 4.89 42.82] 98.97
Victoria Park 2066 3987 86.41 23.91] 46.14
Mature 6699 13975 289.08 23.18| 48.34
Agnes Davidson 1913 4383 95.24 20.09] 46.02
Glendale 901 1977 46.25 19.49| 42.75
Henderson Lake 129 281 9.76 13.21] 28.78
Lakeview 1303 2963 67.55 19.29] 43.86
Redwood 2270 4050 64.49 35.20] 62.80
Scenic Heights 183 321 5.78| 31.66] 55.53
Established 2061 4190 108.91 18.93| 38.47
Fairmont 1240 2447 49.71 24.95] 49.22
Park Royal / Chinook Heights| 63 156 13.91 453 11.21
Tudor Estates 319 839 20.95 15.23] 40.05
West Mayor Magrath Dr 439 748 24.33 18.04| 30.74
Developing 752 2204 80.95, 9.29| 27.23 15.10 38.72
Arbour Ridge 29 125 12.83 2.26) 9.77 6.76 20.28
Southgate 630 1785 45.38 13.88] 39.33 22.63 55.85
Southridge 93 294 22.74 4.09] 12.93 4.6 14.07

46.6

Table 15: South Lethbridge Neighbourhood Densities (2016) (*Downtown residential area calculated using all developed land)
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West Lethbridge

In West Lethbridge, the average net residential dwelling unit
density is 16.75 du/nrha, with a planned average density of 27.47
du/nrha. Varsity Village is the only mature neighbourhood in West
Lethbridge, and has a dwelling unit density of 26.11 du/nrha.

.He ntage
He:ghts

ergewabd‘

?-

Indian
Battle z
Heights

Established neighbourhoods in West Lethbridge have the highest :
average density of established neighbourhoods in all three !
sectors, at 23.97 du/nrha. Established neighbourhoods range
from a low of 14.95 du/nrha in Ridgewood, to a high of 43.90
du/nrha in West Highlands.

Village

’Muuntuin"\ Riverstone .
Heights |

Lastly, developing neighbourhoods currently have a planned

average density of 31.20 du/nrha. If developing neighbourhoods
reach their planned densities, they will have the highest average
densities of developing neighbourhoods city-wide ranging from a
low of 21.03 du/nrha in The Canyons, to a high of 46.35 du/nrha

YE

. . L d
in The Crossings. Legend
Planned Density Neighbourhaod Dwelling Units per Net Residential Hectare
() 1w.otog. () 30.0t030.
Average du/nrha  Average pp/nrha ﬁ" :ii::gg d j'::t e
Neighbourhood Characterization _ Dt from Ausst ot et .

Map created 22-February-2018 ata from August 2016. S AR
ature ant oL78 /wp 30: W tyL thbrid /\/H' hbourhood Dwelling Unit
Established 23.97 58.57 ap_ . West Lethbridge Neighbourhood Dwelling Uni

Density (2016)

Developing 9.22 (31.20) 24.03 (78.90)

bridge 6 4

Table 17: West Lethbridge Average Density (2016)

o] 00d PDwe o a Populatio bp et Reside a ectare a) d a pp d
Mature 3508 8300 134.35| 26.11] 61.78
Varsity Village 3508 8300 134.35] 26.11] 61.78
Established 7254 18390 300.74| 24.12] 61.15
Heritage Heights 1064 2839 49.01f 21.71f 57.93
Indian Battle Heights 2958 8002 116.70| 25.35|] 68.57
Mountain Heights 744 2151 33.90] 21.95 63.46
Paradise Canyon 519 1211 32.50 15.97 37.26
Ridgewood 539 1465 36.06| 14.95| 40.63
West Highlands 1430 2722 32.57| 43.90] 83.57
Developing 3614 9955 386.76 9.35| 25.74 36.00 91.07
Copperwood 1580 4324 102.08| 15.48| 42.36 28.09 67.89
Country Meadows 45 78 22.87 1.97 3.41 32.85 78.90
Garry Station 219 469 65.10 3.36) 7.20 30.03 77.26
Riverstone 942 2924 73.93| 12.74] 39.55 NA NA
Sunridge 684 1757 27.24| 25.11} 64.50 28.87 80.34
The Canyons 123 369 90.75 1.36 4.07 21.03 60.81
The Crossings 22 34 4.80 4.49 7.12 46.35 108.20
West Lethbridge 14376 36645 821.85 1749 44.59

Table 18: West Lethbridge Neighbourhood Densities (2016)
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Density Trends

In Lethbridge, core nejghbourhoods have the highest average density at 26.11 du/nrha across the City,
which is associated with more apartment buildings, and less single detached and row housing.
Additionally, single family dwellings in core neighbourhoods were built during the early development of
Lethbridge, and are typically designed with narrower lots containing 2 storey homes, leading to more
dwelling units in less area. The three densest core neighbourhoods city-wide include Upper Eastside,
London Road, and Senator Buchanan®!. Additionally, core neighbourhoods in South Lethbridge tend to
have higher average densities then those in North Lethbridge. However, North Lethbridge has a more
balanced range of densities across core neighbourhoods.

Mature nejghbourhoods tend to have lower densities than core neighbourhoods with an average density
of 23.65 du/nrha. This is associated with more small scale residential and single detached housing in
comparison to core neighbourhoods. Additionally, mature neighbourhoods were built post-war and are
typically designed with larger lots containing larger “ranch style” single detached dwellings. However, the
top three densest mature neighbourhoods are Redwood, Scenic Heights, and Varsity Village, which all
contain higher density building types such as apartments and row housing. Mature neighbourhoods in
the South and West sectors typically have higher densities than those in the North sector, and once again
mature neighbourhoods in the North sector have a more balanced range of densities.

Established nejghbourhoods tend to have a lower average density than both mature and core
neighbourhoods, with a city-wide average of 20.19 du/nrha. Established neighbourhoods have developed
with fewer apartments, and more single detached and row housing than all other neighbourhoods.
Similar to mature neighbourhoods, established neighbourhoods were designed post-war, with larger lots
containing larger single detached dwellings. However, an exception to this is West Highlands which
consists predominantly of apartments and row housing that borders the major commercial development
within the neighbourhood. The three densest established neighbourhoods city-wide are West Highlands,
Indian Battle Heights, and Fairmont. Lastly, established neighbourhoods in West and North Lethbridge
have higher average densities than South Lethbridge, with North Lethbridge having the most balanced
range of densities.

In 2016, the average density in developing neighbourhoods was lower than all other neighbourhood
characterizations, however, the existing density in developing neighbourhoods includes residential land
that has not been developed and does not contain dwelling units. This results in an overestimation of
residential area and lower du/nrha. However, recent ASPs and OPs have trended towards higher
densities that typically are greater than 25.00 du/nrha and contain a more balanced range of housing
types. Additionally, homes in developing and future growth neighbourhoods are typically designed with
smaller lot sizes then seen in established and mature neighbourhoods, and more 2 storey housing. As
developing neighbourhoods continue to build out they are expected to have higher residential densities
then most mature and established neighbourhoods. However, we see exceptions of this in South
Lethbridge where Arbour Ridge and Southridge border Six Mile Coulee. These neighbourhoods are nearly
complete, and as they reach full completion, will continue to develop large single detached homes on

31 Upper Eastside, London Road, and Senator Buchanan contain greater proportions of senior housing in comparison
to other neighbourhoods in the city. This is an additional factor leading to higher densities in these neighbourhoods.
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large lots. Furthermore, once a developing neighbourhood is complete its residential density may not be
exact to the planned densities seen in OPs. For example, in 2016 Sunridge had already reached 25.11
du/nrha and is expected to exceed the planned 28.87 du/nrha as the neighbourhood reaches completion.
Overall, the three densest p/anned developing neighbourhoods are The Crossings, Blackwolf 1, and

Country Meadows.
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Chapter 5.0 Analyzing Patterns of Growth in Residential
Neighbourhoods

As seen above, there are numerous factors that can affect the way our neighbourhoods grow and change
over time. The above analysis has provided a starting point for understanding patterns of growth in a
Lethbridge context. By analyzing demographics, land composition and density statistics we have
established a baseline of where we are today, and are able to monitor changes that occur in the future.
Additionally, monitoring how these indicators change over time allows us to identify specific decisions
and land use practices that may have led to a more or less efficient use of our residential land.

The following section pieces together the demographic, land composition, and density trends to get an
overall understanding of the patterns of growth in Lethbridge neighbourhoods and concludes by
identifying strategies to achieve efficient patterns of growth.
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5.1 CORE NEIGHBOURHOODS

Core neighbourhoods have maintained relatively stable populations as the ageing population is being
replaced by young adults at a fairly equal rate. As discussed in part 1, some members of the Generation Y
demographic are showing a willingness to forego many previously valued residential attributes (such as
suburban communities that are predominately residential, contain larger lots, larger homes, and greater
availability of parking) for walkable, mixed-use communities, and are living closer to the diverse amenities
found in core neighbourhoods and particularly the downtown. Core neighbourhoods also include higher
density development as a result of smaller lot sizes (due to the age of development), more 2 storey single
detached homes, higher proportions of apartment buildings, and provide a more diverse range of housing
options. This is particularly important as housing costs are becoming an important consideration for

Generation Y.

Core Neighbourhoods

Demographic Trends

Land Composition

Density Trends

Overall trends

- Stable population as
ageing population is
replaced at a fairly equal
rate by young adults
(Generation Y)

- More complete
neighbourhoods with
greater diversity in land
uses.

- Commercial, institutional,
and some industrial
business land.

- Pedestrian orientated
development.

- Lower proportion of
Parks and open space

- Highest average density
across the City at 26.11
du/nrha.

- More apartment
buildings, and less single
detached and row housing
- Smaller lot sizes with
more 2 storey single
detached homes

North Lethbridge

- Average density 24.04
du/nrha

- North Lethbridge has a
relatively balanced range
of densities across core
neighbourhoods.

South Lethbridge

- London Road only core
neighbourhood with
consistent population
decline

- Chinook Regional
Hospital and increased
medical services in Victoria
Park

- Average density 28.17
du/nrha

- Contain two of the three
highest densities city-wide
(Upper Eastside & London
Road).

Table 19: Patterns of Development in Core Neighbourhoods
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5.2 MATURE NEIGHBOURHOODS

The most notable trends seen in mature neighbourhoods in Lethbridge can be an indication of the
changing demographics of the population. As previously discussed in Part 1, seniors in Alberta want to live
independently as long as possible which is dependent on factors such as cost, access, and proximity to
services. For some, this means “ageing-in-place”, while others look to downsize from larger homes and
relocate to neighbourhoods in proximity to the services they need (e.g. personal care, health care,

grocery stores, banking). Additionally, Generation Y continues to seek out areas that include a greater mix
of land uses, offer a greater mix of housing options, and are more walkable and accessible

neighbourhoods.

In North Lethbridge, mature neighbourhoods are losing population from nearly all age groups as the
neighbourhoods continue to age. These areas also have lower proportions of commercial and
institutional development, and have higher proportions of single detached housing. Contrastingly, South
Lethbridge mature neighbourhoods have higher proportions of commercial and institutional areas, with
higher density development located near these areas. These neighbourhoods have seen population
growth, particularly from Baby Boomer and senior populations (Silent Generation), as well as small
amounts of growth from Generation Y. These trends could potentially be indicating a general migration of
the population towards areas with increased access to amenities, as well as access to increased health
services (Chinook Regional Hospital and surrounding specialty offices) found in South Lethbridge.
Additionally, Varsity Village in West Lethbridge has maintained a stable population and includes higher
density development. With close proximity to the University there are increased student housing
opportunities (particularly apartments and row housing), and the population remains consistent as

students graduate or relocate and are replaced by new students at a fairly equal rate.

Mature
Neighbourhoods

Demographic Trends

Land Composition

Density Trends

Overall trends

Variations across sector

Variations across sectors

- Lower densities then
core neighbourhoods
with an average density
of 23.65 du/nrha

- More small scale
residential and single
detached housing
compared to core
neighbourhoods

- Larger lot sizes with
larger ranch style homes

North Lethbridge

- Losing population from
all age groups as
neighbourhoods continue
to age

-Predominately
residential land use

- Minimal commercial and
institutional development
- less Parks and open
space compared to South
and West sectors

- Average density 21.69
du/nrha

- Relatively balanced
densities

South Lethbridge

- Growth of Baby Boomer
population, senior
population (Silent

-Predominately
residential land use

- Average density 23.16
du/nrha
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Generation) and slight
Generation Y increases (in
Redwood and Agnes
Davidson)

-Higher proportion of
commercial and
institutional development
along major arterial
roadway (Mayor Magrath
DrS)

- Large proportion of
Parks and open space
(Henderson Lake)

- Higher density
development near
commercial areas

West Lethbridge

(Varsity Village only
mature neighbourhood)

- Stable population with
minimal changes
-Predominately
Generation Y
demographics

- Close proximity to the
University

- Minimal commercial
development

- Large proportion of
Parks and open space
(Nicholas Sheran Park)

- Average density 26.11
du/nrha

- Higher density
development (student
housing opportunities)

Table 20: Patterns of Development in Mature Neighbourhoods
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5.3 ESTABLISHED NEIGHBOURHOODS

Overall, the trends seen in established neighbourhoods in Lethbridge has been consistent across sectors
as more recent established neighbourhoods have seen population growth, and neighbourhoods ageing
towards the mature neighbourhood status begin to see small amounts of population loss. These
neighbourhoods have been designed as automobile-orientated development, are predominately
residential areas with larger lots and a higher proportion of single detached housing, and include the least
diversity of land uses in the City. Commercial development is typically clustered along major arterial
roadways such as University Drive in West Lethbridge and Mayor Magrath Drive in South Lethbridge.
However, North Lethbridge established neighbourhoods have very minimal commercial and institutional
development. Established neighbourhoods also have the lowest average density across all neighbourhood
characterizations, with minimal higher density development found surrounding commercial areas
(Fairmont and West Highlands).

As established neighbourhoods continue to age, we may begin to see the same trends that are occurring
in mature neighbourhoods. Population loss may begin to occur from most age groups, while the older
demographic continues to “age in place”, or migrates to areas with increased access to amenities and a

greater mix of housing types. This may be particularly true in North Lethbridge.

finished completion
during the decade saw
population growth
(Fairmont)

- Neighbourhoods that
are ageing towards the
mature neighbourhood
status began to see small
amounts of population
loss (Ridgewood)

Established Demographic Trends Land Composition Density Trends
Neighbourhoods Trends
Overall trends -Neighbourhoods that - Predominately - Lower average densities

Residential Land Uses

- Least diverse land uses
in the City

- Lowest proportion of
parks and open space

- Commercial and
institutional areas
clustered along major
arterial roadways
-automobile orientated
development

then core and mature
neighbourhoods

- Average density 20.19
du/nrha

- Less apartments

- More single detached
and row housing

- Larger lot sizes with
more single detached
housing

North Lethbridge

- Average density 20.91
du/nrha

South Lethbridge

- Big box commercial
development along
Mayor Magrath Drive
South

- Average Density 15.69
du/nrha

- Higher density
development near
commercial areas
(Fairmont)

West Lethbridge

- Big Box commercial
Development in West
Highlands

- Average density of 23.97
du/nrha

- Higher density
development near
commercial areas (West
Highlands)

Table 21: Patterns of Development in Established Neighbourhoods
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5.4 DEVELOPING NEIGHBOURHOODS

Overall, developing neighbourhoods have represented the largest proportion of growth seen across the
city over the past decade, particularly in West Lethbridge. This growth is seen predominately from young
adults (Generation Y) moving into new neighbourhoods and starting families. While some members of
Generation Y seek out inner-city lifestyles, it is clear that developing neighbourhoods are still seeing the
majority of growth from this demographic. Developing neighbourhoods have also been planned to

include higher density development through neighbourhood designs with smaller lots, more 2 storey
housing, and a greater mix of housing types in comparison to established and mature neighbourhoods.
However, developing neighbourhoods continue to show patterns of development dominated by

residential land uses. Additionally, commercial and institutional areas are clustered in neighbourhoods
such as The Crossings in West Lethbridge and Southgate in South Lethbridge. However, north Lethbridge
developing neighbourhoods have continued to develop with very minimal commercial and institutional
land use. There are also larger proportions of parks and open space in developing neighbourhoods. The
increased proportion of parks and open space is associated with the storm water facilities included in

developing neighbourhoods. These facilities generally include a storm water pond surrounded by
greenspace and are typically zoned as parks and recreation land. Storm water facilities will be further
explored in Chapter 7: Greenfield Development.

Developing
Neighbourhoods

Demographic Trends

Land Composition

Density Trends

Overall trends

- Majority of population
growth in the City is
taking place in developing
neighbourhoods

- Predominately families
of young adults (older
individuals from
Generation Y) with
children (Generation Z)

- Predominately
residential land uses

- Commercial and
institutional land use
nodes around major
arterial roadways (The
Crossings and Southgate)
- Automobile orientated
development

- Larger proportion of
parks and open space

- Recent ASP and OP’s
have a trend towards
higher planned densities
that are typically greater
than 25.00 du/nrha and
contain a more balanced
range of housing types
-smaller lot sizes with
more 2 storey buildings
- Trends of higher density
development around
commercial nodes

North Lethbridge

- Minimal commercial and
institutional development
- Large proportion of
parks and open space
(Legacy ridge park)

South Lethbridge

- Least dense
neighbourhoods in the
City (Arbour Ridge and
Southridge)

West Lethbridge

Largest population
growth in the City over
the past decade

Table 22: Patterns of development in Developing Neighbourhoods
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5.5 EFFICIENT PATTERNS OF GROWTH

As discussed in Part 1, the SSRP addresses two outcome areas that are dependent on patterns of
development occurring in our neighbourhoods: Efficient Use of Land and portions of Community
Development.

In order to consider and meet the objectives of efficient land use and community development in a way
that makes sense for Lethbridge, we must continue to design our greenfield areas with a range of housing
types and a mix of uses. The common goal is to ensure viable neighbourhoods that maintain healthy
populations overtime, and are capable of supporting local services where buying a jug of milk doesn’t
involve a journey by car. Overall, this will lead to a more efficient use of the land base, and slow the rate
at which we absorb undeveloped land into our urban footprint. Additionally, it is important that when
greenfield areas are planned, high quality designs for buildings and public spaces can demonstrate the
benefits of a range of density and mixed-use development.

There are several approaches that can incorporate the strategies identified in the SSRP and aid in meeting
the objectives of efficient land use and community development. They includes diversifying greenfield
development and planning for infill opportunities:

Greenfield Development

As developing areas continue to see the greatest proportion of growth in Lethbridge neighbourhoods, the
city and the development industry must continue to dialogue on the design of new greenfield
communities. Taking a holistic view on where density is best accommodated in order to utilize transit and
support local businesses will contribute to maintaining population over time. Ensuring densities can be
accommodated with corresponding road and utility infrastructure is important, keeping in mind trends in
transportation mobility and housing preferences of residents of all ages and incomes. Chapter 7:
Greenfield Development will further explore the way we are designing our developing neighbourhoods
and urban growth areas within the context of efficient land use and community development.

Infill Development:

As our core, mature, and established neighbourhoods continue to age, we must begin planning for infill
development (for all land uses) in order to maximize existing infrastructure, support businesses and
services, and enable healthy populations within ageing neighbourhoods. Chapter 8: Infill Development
will explore infill development in Lethbridge.
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Chapter 6.0 Industrial and Commercial Areas

As Lethbridge’s neighbourhoods grow and the population continues to increase, so will the need for
accessible services and jobs provided by commercial and industrial areas. The pattern and design of
commercial and industrial areas can impact the rate at which the footprint of human activities and land is
consumed by the built environment. Furthermore, the way we locate and design commercial and
industrial land uses can change the way we access them through various means of transportation. The
following section will explore commercial and industrial land uses in Lethbridge, identify patterns of
development, and establish baseline data to help monitor how these areas change over time.

6.1 INDUSTRIAL AREAS

The five industrial areas (Map 21) in Lethbridge consist predominately of industrial-zoned land with some
commercial uses mixed in. These industrial areas support the largest proportion of the Lethbridge
workforce at approximately 10,244 employees (based on 2016 employment projections). The ICSP/MDP
directs industrial development to eastside of Lethbridge which is considered the most appropriate area in
which to situate industrial activities since prevailing winds will direct any nuisances (noise, odors and
emissions) produced by industrial activities away from the city’s residential districts.

Lethbridge’s industrial sector is diverse. Industries participating in this sector are involved in the
manufacturing of farm machinery, furniture, housing, agribusiness, metal fabricating, advanced
technologies, and food and beverage processing to name a few. There are also some portions of
commercial zoning within the industrial areas including the 14 hectare regional commercial site (big box
and smaller retail stores and services) located in the south west corner of Sherring Industrial Park.

With a limited supply of areas suitable to support industrial growth, using land in industrial areas
efficiently is important to ensure long term economic growth opportunities and stability, and to maximize
municipal investments in infrastructure. Gathering data for indicators such as employment density and
building density allows us to establish a baseline of where we are today in terms of how effectively we are
using our industrial lands. By monitoring how these indicators change overtime, we are able to identify
market trends and land use practices that may have led to a more or less efficient use of our land.
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INDUSTRIAL AREAS
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Industrial Development Patterns

The statistics below represent the existing state (as of 2015/2016)3? of industrial areas and are subject to
change as future development occurs. Businesses in Lethbridge’s industrial areas are typically spread out,
with large parcels of land containing small building footprints (Map 22). On average, only 18.5%
(excluding Sherring Industrial Park, which is in early phases of development) of industrial land use parcels
in the Industrial Area are covered by building footprint (including accessory buildings) (Figure 20). This
leaves an average of 81.5% of underutilized land that does not contain built form. However, it is
important to note that industrial uses may utilize open space for storing materials, products or
machinery, and WT Business Park contains commercial land containing auto dealerships that have large
parking lots for showcasing new vehicles. Nevertheless, with spread-out development the employment
density of Lethbridge’s industrial areas is low, with an average of only 18.95 jobs per hectare of industrial
parcel area (excluding Sherring Industrial Park). However, these numbers are based on employment
projections generated for 2016, which are expected to slightly underestimate employment in industrial
areas. This data will be revised upon completion of the 2016 Statistics Canada Census.

Existing Building Footprint Coverage

W T Hill Business Park
Sherring Industrial Park
Shackleford Industrial Park
Churchill Industrial Park
Anderson Industrial Park

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
M Building Footprint Coverage M Unbuilt parcel area

Figure 21: Percentage of Existing Building Footprint Coverage in Industrial Areas (2015)

Anderson Industrial Park 129.00 23.53 18%
Churchill Industrial Park 193.71 34.07 18%
Shackleford Industrial Park | 98.27 18.48 19%
Sherring Industrial Park 171.52 5.00 3%
W T Hill Business Park 6.58 1.22 19%

Table 23: Industrial Areas Existing Building Footprint Coverage (2015)

Anderson Industrial Park 129.00 2958 20.7
Churchill Industrial Park 193.71 3113 14.8
Shackleford Industrial Park | 98.27 1915 19.0
Sherring Industrial Park 171.52 926 5.0
W T Hill Business Park 6.58 1332 21.3

Table 24: Industrial Areas Existing Job per Hectare (2016)

32 Building footprint data from April, 2015 aerial photo. Parcel area and employment data 2016
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Efficient Industrial Land Use Practices

Overall, the pattern of industrial development in Lethbridge overtime has led to an increased
development footprint with larger lots and less building area. Several contributing factors would include
increased parking and landscaping requirements, corporate branding and image as well as the changing
nature of industrial uses itself. Industrial intensification would improve industrial land efficiency by
allowing sites to achieve higher density forms of industrial development, and facilitate new growth
through the redevelopment of existing underutilized sites®

An Eco-industrial Park (EIP) is one example of an industrial land use development pattern that
increases the density of industrial areas and clusters industries (Figure 22). An EIP consists of a
community of manufacturing and service enterprises located together on a common property, in
which members seek enhanced environmental, economic and social performance through
collaboration in managing resources and integration with the surrounding community.
Collaborative strategies and clustering industries can lead to positive benefits such as waste
reduction, shared logistic and shipping and receiving facilities, shared parking, green technology,
purchasing blocks, multiple-partner green building retrofits, district energy systems and local
education and resource centers*

Shared Infrastructure
(parking, power, waste

collection, etc....)

-t B T/ I=
m"‘;ﬂ:m{g/ .. Him “

¢ i‘i’ }‘ Critical Masy -

Supports Transit 3
7
Mucmnu;l § l‘

Coverage ‘
Conventional Industrial

Development Eco-Industrial Development
Figure 22: Conventional Industrial Development Vs Eco-Industrial DevelopmentError! Bookmark not defined.

Industrial intensification and increasing the proportion of new development that takes place within
already developed or disturbed lands (either through industrial infill or redevelopment) can lead to a
number of environmental, social and economic benefits, including:

- Reducing the overall development footprint

- Reducing the rate that agricultural and natural lands are converted to developed land

- Utilize existing infrastructure and minimize the need for new or expanded infrastructure
- Maximize existing infrastructure investments

33 Metro Vancouver Metropolitan Planning, Environment and Parks. Discussion Paper: Best Practices for the Intensive Use of
Industrial Land. Oct 29, 2012

34 Braziller, Clay. Putting the Eco in Industrial. Rep. ReNew Canada, N.d. Web. 5 Sept. 2012. Quoted in Alberta Government.
Efficient Use of Land Implementation Tools Compendium. July 2014.

107



EFFICIENT LAND USE
STRATEGY

- Increase jobs per hectare

- Facilitate the servicing of the area by transit

- Advantages associated with proximity to suppliers, customers, competitors, and workers:
0 Higher business output, both per worker and per area of land
0 Sharing road access, parking facilities and services

However, there are barriers that can restrict or constrain efficient industrial land use practices including
land ownership, parking management, development regulations and road infrastructure. Nonetheless,
through the direction of the MDP as well as the Land Use Bylaw, the City of Lethbridge can take steps
towards the intensification of the industrial areas. The MDP can establish the general vision and policy
direction to locate and encourage intensification of industrial lands, and the Land Use Bylaw can establish
many of the regulatory provisions associated with increasing industrial density, such as land use districts,
building design requirements and parking.

In order to increase industrial density and become more efficient in the use of industrial lands, it is
recommended that further research be conducted to identify opportunities for the intensive use of
industrial land in Lethbridge.

6.2 COMMERCIAL AREAS

In order to create vibrant and complete communities, residents benefit by commercial areas in proximity
to where they live, in contrast to driving between city sectors. Whether accessing food, recreation, or a
place of employment, commercial areas are accessed almost daily by most of the population within the
City. Over the past century, the pattern and design of commercial development has changed dramatically
in Lethbridge (and North America). Early commercial development in Lethbridge consisted of “street
fronting”, and pedestrian orientated family owned stores located centrally in the downtown and along
the streets of core neighbourhoods. However, with the introduction of the automobile and post-war
development patterns, commercial development shifted towards “big box” style development, located on
major roadways and city outskirts, and is accessible only by car. In addition, large corporate retailers
often oversupply parking that consumes unnecessary amounts of land for large surface parking lots.
These patterns of development have led to commercial areas requiring more land to build adequate
roadways and transportation networks that service them. Overall, using land efficiently while also
creating complete and healthy neighbourhoods is greatly dependent on the way we design and locate
commercial development.

In Lethbridge, commercial areas are typically clustered through various neighbourhoods and sectors of
the city (Map 23). For this reason, they were not identified or characterized in our Neighbourhood
Characterizations. However, in order to establish a baseline of our commercial land use, we have
identified major commercial areas within neighbourhoods that contain greater than five hectares of
commercial land.
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Map 34: Major Commercial Areas (2015)34

34 The Crossings commercial development in West Lethbridge was not included in this map and analysis. The

Crossings commercial area was zoned in 2016, however, this analysis only includes neighbourhoods with
commercial buildings that were built by April, 2015 (date the most recent aerial photo was taken to identify building
footprints). Construction of the Crossings commercial area did not begin until after April 2015.
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Commercial Development Patterns

Similar to industrial areas, monitoring the amount of land on commercial parcels covered by building
footprint can act as an indicator of how efficiently commercial land is being developed. This analysis can
identify which patterns of commercial development (typically dependent on the era of development)
utilizes our land supply in the most efficient way. Additionally, monitoring how commercial building
footprint coverage changes in our neighbourhoods over time allows us to identify which factors have led
to a more or less efficient use of commercial parcels.

Figures 22-25 below identify the amount of commercial parcel area covered by building footprint within
major commercial areas in Lethbridge neighbourhoods. The commercial areas have been organized by
city sector, as well as neighbourhood characterizations. Note that the ‘unbuilt parcel area’ includes
surface parking. This partly explains the lower building coverage in newer areas, as parking requirements
have increased over time.

North Lethbridge Commercial Building Footprint Coverage

CORE NEIGHBOURHOODS
Senator Buchanan
Westminster

INDUSTRIAL AREAS
Anderson Industrial Park

Sherring Industrial Park
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M Building Footprint Coverage B Unbuilt Parcel Area

Figure 23: North Lethbridge Building Footprint Coverage in Commercial Areas (2015)

West Lethbridge Commercial Building Footprint Coverage

ESTABLISHED NEIGHBOURHOODS
West Highlands |2 —

0% 10% 20% 30% 40%  50% 60% 70%  80%  90%  100%

M Building Footprint Coverage B Unbuilt Parcel Area

Figure 24: West Lethbridge Building Footprint Coverage in Commercial Areas (2015)
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South Lethbridge Commercial Building Footprint Coverage
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Figure 25: South Lethbridge Building Footprint Coverage in Commercial Areas (2015)

Average Building Footprint Coverage by Neighbourhood Characterization
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Figure 26: Average Building Footprint Coverage (2015)

The differences between the varying building footprint coverage in each neighbourhood characterization
can be related back to the era, location, and design of commercial development. In Lethbridge,
commercial development is typically designed in three different patterns, and can be categorized as
either “street-fronting” commercial, “big box” commercial, or commercial “strip malls”.
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Street Fronting Commercial

Overall, core neighbourhoods have the highest average building footprint coverage at 40% (Figure 25).
When core neighbourhoods were developed in the early 1900s, they were designed based on a grid
street pattern with minimal to no parking requirements. These nelghbourhoods were de5|gned durlng a
time where automobile ownership rates were low, and | @ g |

horse, walking, and later streetcars were the dominant STHRETFRONTING, B

forms of transportation used to access commercial
areas. The form of commercial development associated
with this era can typically be described as street-
fronting commercial. Street-fronting commercial
development in Lethbridge is located predominately in
the grid pattern street network of downtown and
surrounding core neighbourhoods. Map 24 and Figure
26 identify an example of street front commercial
development located along 13 Street North. This
pattern of commercial development generally consists
of smaller commercial parcels containing buildings that
are built side by side, with minimal (or no) front, rear,
and side setbacks. Today, street-fronting commercial
parcels will include very limited on-site parking, usually
supplied from rear lanes or on-street, or will be located
near a parking lot that services multiple commercial
buildings. Typically, street-fronting commercial
development encourages access through multi-modal
transportation (i.e. pedestrians, cycling, transit, and
automobiles), and can be incorporated into residential
areas. Street-fronting commercial is the predominate
form of commercial development in core
neighbourhoods. However, there are still areas that
have redeveloped and have incorporated commercial

. . . Map 35: Example of Street-fronting Commercial Development (13th Street
strip malls and big box commercial development North) (2015)

patterns into core neighbourhoods (e.g. Westminster
Village Mall).

Street Fronting Building Footprint Coverage

Street Fronting Commercial
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Figure 27: Street-fronting Commercial Building Footprint Coverage (13th Street North) (2015)
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Strip Malls & Big Box Commercial Development

Mature, established and developing neighbourhoods in Lethbridge were mostly built during the era of
curvilinear street pattern development. This resulted in commercial areas that were designed to be auto-
orientated, and are typically located along major arterial roadways for convenient vehicle access (and, to
a lesser extent, transit). Commercial strip malls and big box commercial development were the two
patterns of commercial development that emerged, and are the dominant forms of commercial
development in these neighbourhoods.

Big box commercial development can typically be described as large parcels of land containing one
commercial retail unit (CRU) surrounded by a large, surface parking lot. Map 25 and Figure 27 below
provide examples of big box commercial development along Mayor Magrath Drive South.

Commercial strip malls are a form of smaller shopping mall where the stores are arranged in a row,
developed as one large, one-storey unit with a front sidewalk connecting each commercial unit, and
shared, surface parking lots. Map 26 and Figure 28 below provide examples of commercial strip mall
development along Mayor Magrath Drive South. Additionally, big box and strip mall commercial areas are
frequently used in combination, with both forms of development being located in close proximity to one
another, and surrounded by large areas of surface parking.

In Lethbridge, mature neighbourhoods have the second highest average building footprint coverage at
30% (Figure 25), and are predominately associated with strip mall development along major arterial
roadways (Mayor Magrath Dr South).

Established and developing neighbourhoods have a low average building footprint coverage of 21% and
23%, respectively (Figure 25). The commercial areas in these neighbourhoods were predominately
designed as big box commercial with large, surface parking lots, along with some areas incorporating a
combination of big box and strip mall developments.

Lastly, WT Hill Business and Sherring Industrial Parks are the two industrial areas in Lethbridge that
contain large portions of commercial land. These industrial areas have developed predominately as stand-
alone big box commercial areas with large, surface parking lots. As a result, industrial areas have the
lowest average building footprint coverage at only 15% (Figure 25).
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Map 36: Example of Big Box Commercial Development (Mayor Magrath Drive S)
(2015)
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Figure 28: Big Box Commercial Building Footprint Coverage (Mayor Magrath
Drive S) (2015)
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Map 37: Example of Strip Mall Commercial Development (Mayor Magrath Drive S) (2015)
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Figure 29: Strip mall Commercial Building Footprint Coverage (Mayor Magrath Drive S) (2015)
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Efficient Commercial Land Use Practices

Underutilized Parking

Overall, the emergence of automobile-orientated commercial development has led to an increased
development footprint and underutilized land. One of the major issues with big box and strip mall
commercial patterns of development is the large parking lots that rarely reach capacity. This concept is
also known as “Black Friday parking”, where parking lots are designed for busy days that may only occur a
few times per year. Parking is often one of the most land consumptive uses in most urban areas which
increases the rate at which land is converted from an undeveloped state into built environment.
Commercial parking requirements are often based on standardized guidelines used by developers,
engineers and planners that can result in an overestimation of parking space. As well, corporate retailers
often oversupply the amount of parking needed as a business practice. In 2016, City Council amended
Land Use Bylaw 5700, for the first time introducing a maximum parking regulation. This specifies that
developments may not provide greater than 25% over the specified minimum parking provision required
for a given land use. Previously, developments had no limit on the amount of parking they could provide.

Complete and Accessible Nejghbourhood's

The manner in which large, big box commercial developments have been located and designed on the
outskirts of the city on major arterial roadways (particularly Mayor Magrath Drive South) has created
vehicle-dependent accessibility issues that can have both environmental and social repercussions. This
can include (but is not limited to) increased greenhouse gas emissions from increased vehicle use, as well
as accessibility issues for pedestrians, mobility challenged individuals, and for individuals who cannot
afford the rising costs of vehicle ownership. As discussed in Part 1, the connection between our built
environment and public health has been overlooked for years. However, a growing number of studies
are showing the important relationship between urban design and a number of public health crises,
including asthma caused by particulates from vehicle exhausts, obesity, heart conditions, and
depression exacerbated by lack of physical exercise, stressful living conditions, long commutes, lack of
access to fresh food, and isolated, car-oriented neighbourhoods.

Refocusing our current commercial development practices to more neighbourhood-orientated designs
(such as street-fronting commercial and neighbourhood grocery stores) located in or near residential
neighbourhoods, as well as encouraging higher density residential development near major commercial
nodes, can have many positive impacts in terms of efficient land use and environmental, social and
community development benefits.

Grocery Stores Example

Map 38 below shows the location of primary grocery stores, secondary grocery stores, and convenience
stores throughout the city, as well as a 750m walk distance surrounding each of those stores’ locations.
This is considered a ‘reasonable’ walking distance by the Canadian Environmental Health Atlas®®, and
provides a benchmark against which we can measure the walkability of our grocery stores. While there
are of course other uses that could be measured in terms of walkability (e.g. schools, parks), grocery

35 Retrieved from: http://www.ehatlas.ca/food-deserts/case-study/food-deserts-edmonton. 24 Jan 2018.
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stores are perhaps the most universal use that virtually everyone in a city requires regular access to.
Future studies could conduct similar research on other uses considered valuable by residents. While
grocery stores are also most frequently visited via motor vehicle, a grocery store within walking distance
does at least offer the opportunity for many people to stop in to pick up a small number of items on foot.
It also means people who do not own a motor vehicle may be able to save on taxi or bus fares. Even if
everyone were to travel via motor vehicle, closer access means less time spent by each vehicle on the
road, reducing traffic and using our right-of-ways more efficiently. As seen with some retail purchases,
the online sale of goods may also alleviate the need to drive to pick up groceries over time.

s N

For the purposes of this study, a primary grocery store is one which typically sells most or all of the
groceries an average customer buys (e.g. Save On Foods, Walmart). A secondary grocery store is one
which may be very small (e.g. Urban Grocer), only sell specialized goods (e.g. bulk dried goods, a deli, only
meat, a bakery, etc.), or only sell some groceries as part of a wider offering (e.g. London Drugs, Shoppers
Drug Mart). A convenience store is a small store selling a narrow selection of food, usually with very little
fresh food available (e.g. gas stations). A complete list of the included stores is provided in Appendix 2.
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Map 38: Food Deserts (2016)3¢

36 Map 38 does not include future retail opportunities that are not currently built, but are planned in the southwest.
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Map 38 shows that primary and secondary grocery stores in Lethbridge tend to be clustered. There are
two clusters in the West Sector, to the west and north. Another cluster exists in the core neighbourhoods
within the North Sector. A third cluster exists in the north east of the North Sector. The fourth cluster is
located along Mayor Magrath Drive South, to the south east of the South Sector. Approximately 50% of
Lethbridge’s developed land base (including roadways) is within 750 metres of a primary or secondary
grocery store. This leaves approximately 50% of developed land in what could be termed a ‘food desert’,

s N

in terms of reasonable walkable access to groceries.

Notable gaps in access exist around Henderson Park (Glendale, eastern Victoria Park, Lakeview), in the
north west of the North sector (Legacy Ridge, Hardieville, Blackwolf), and in much of the west sector
(Varsity Village, Copperwood, Heritage Heights, Ridgewood, Mountain Heights, Riverstone).

Encouraging a more even spread of access to these types of retail requires a twin track approach. In
planning new areas, space should be included for a large grocery store to locate in parts of the city
currently lacking easy access.

Small or specialized grocery stores are also valuable, and in contrast to large stores are more likely to
come and go over time. Therefore, in existing neighbourhoods we should seek to provide a regulatory
environment that is friendly to these types of commercial activity. In planning new areas we should
encourage developers to provide appropriate locations for smaller, likely locally-owned, operators. By
only including larger, leasable commercial units, the barrier of entry is too high for everyone except large
companies. Suitable smaller commercial lots should be developed with a pedestrian orientation. This will
help to build on the advantages of small commercial spaces, such as ease of adapting to different uses,
and improve the livability and completeness of neighbourhoods.

By aiming to ensure a more even spread of such essential commercial uses around the city, less time will
be spent travelling (even if by motor vehicle). This helps make more efficient use of existing road space,
and reduces the need for additional road capacity to be created over time. Of course the same could be
said of any use, which is why a mix of uses across the city is an important factor in making efficient use of
our land.
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Chapter 7.0 Greenfield Development

This chapter will examine some key aspects of greenfield development in Lethbridge, with a focus on
benchmarking the situation today so that future updates to the strategy can assess what progress has
been made. This will concentrate on the way we design new residential neighbourhoods, which make up
the bulk of the city’s ongoing greenfield development, and how we can design in a way that uses land and
infrastructure more efficiently.

Greenfield development typically involves replacing existing agricultural land uses, or even natural
habitat. SSRP Efficient Use of Land strategy 5.1.1 states that land-use planners and decision-makers are
encouraged to ‘reduce the rate at which land is converted from an undeveloped state into permanent,
built environment.” This does not imply halting development in growth areas; rather, that greenfield
development of public and private spaces should continue to make as efficient use of that land as
possible.

Lethbridge’s population is growing, and greenfield development is required to accommodate that
population. SSRP Community Development strategy 8.4 states that municipalities should ‘work together
to anticipate, plan and set aside adequate land with the physical infrastructure and services required to
accommodate future population growth and accompanying community development needs.’

So while greenfield development is required to accommodate Lethbridge’s population growth, a process
of continuous examination and evaluation must be followed in order to ensure we are continuing to
improve the efficiency with which we develop new areas of the city. It is easier to design a
neighbourhood to be land use efficient from the outset, rather than trying to retrofit a more efficient land
use pattern. This topic has been widely explored in terms of the difficulties of retrofitting suburbia.
Though parcels of developable land can be subdivided or combined, once a pattern of infrastructure and
utility right-of-ways is established it is likely to remain largely static. It is therefore important that
Lethbridge’s newly built areas be designed from the outset with a view to not only use land efficiently in
their initial development, but to also be capable of accommodating potential future redevelopment when
the neighbourhood reaches that stage in its lifecycle.

Greenfield development that makes efficient use of public and private land can have numerous benefits
for stakeholders, including: reduced natural habitat loss, increased walkability and reduced transportation
emissions, lower infrastructure construction and maintenance costs, increased development yield, and
increased viability for local businesses and services.

7.1 NATURAL & AGRICULTURAL LAND

SSRP strategy 8.20 states that municipalities are expected to ‘limit the fragmentation of agricultural lands
and their premature conversion to other non-agricultural uses.” As shown in Table 2, in 2016 Lethbridge
contained 3,006.48 ha of greenfield land. This land is situated mostly on the edge of the city in future
growth areas, with some smaller areas located on the edge of the river valley. While this is not all
agricultural land, it provides a simple baseline figure which can easily be measured in future years to
compare if there is an increase or decrease and how that relates to the overall efficient use of land.
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/.2 GREENFIELD DEVELOPMENT PATTERNS IN THE CONTEXT OF EFFICIENT LAND USE

Street layout

Lethbridge’s evolution has seen typical street layouts evolve from the use of a grid up until the mid-20%"
century, to curvilinear layouts designed around the automobile, then more recently to the modified grid,
which seeks to provide some of the advantages of both grid and curvilinear layouts. The street layout of
an area has a wide range of both intended and unintended consequences for characteristics such as
permeability, travel times, multi-modal transportation, accessibility of goods and services, efficiency of
land use in terms of road area, and delivering social and environmental outcomes.

In addition, individual streets within each street layout type may or may not include rear lanes. While rear
lanes are very common in older grid neighbourhoods, they became less common in the 1980s to 2000’s
as developers have sought to reduce road costs and increase the available net developable area, while
still maintaining fairly large lot widths to accommodate housing styles at the time. Since the 2000’s lanes
are used more frequently as lots widths have narrowed and two-storey homes become the norm.
Without a corresponding decreases in road width, areas with lanes as well do create more area to be

maintained.
U | 1

Figure 30: Example of a grid street layout (London Road)
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Figure 32: Example of a modified grid street layout (Discovery Outline Plan)
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In each sector of the city a grid, modified grid and curvilinear neighbourhood were selected for study
(however, note that no grid neighbourhoods exist in the west sector). In order to help benchmark how we
design new neighbourhoods today, all modified grid and curvilinear neighbourhoods selected for study
had their Outline Plans adopted or amended since 2002, with all but one since 2010. The two grid
neighbourhoods selected for study are examples of ‘traditional’ street layouts typically seen in older
Lethbridge neighbourhoods. These were designed and built at a time when demands and expectations for

neighbourhoods were quite different from today. However, they still function well and in some ways are
seen as being among the more desirable places to live in Lethbridge, for characteristics such as tree-lined
boulevards and pedestrian/street-oriented housing, so it is worthwhile comparing them to new
communities being designed and built to modern standards.

Composition of Gross Developable Area (GDA) in selected study areas

The development of greenfield land requires the expansion of infrastructure to service the new
neighbourhoods. The growth of the urban footprint associated with infrastructure development is larger
in new areas based on changing infrastructure standards, as roadways and utility facilities and corridors
can cover large areas of land.

When development does occur, what form it takes and how it is distributed across the landscape is a key
determinant of how much infrastructure will be needed to service it and how much land will be required
to accommodate that infrastructure. Table 24 below sets out the percentage of the Gross Developable
Area (GDA) of each studied Outline Plan or neighbourhood that is devoted to Net Developable Area,
roadways, stormwater management, and parks, schools and open space.

Parks,
Net Schools
Outline Developable & Open
Outline Plan / Plan Area Roadways Stormwater  Space (%
Neighbourhood  Approved Layout (% of GDA) (% of GDA) (% of GDA) of GDA)
South London Road N/A Grid 56.4 36.9 0.0 6.7
Discovery 2017 Modified grid | 53.5 28.0 7.1 11.3
Fairmont 2002 Curvilinear 67.3 17.3 2.0 13.4
West The Piers 2017 Modified grid | 59.9 25.9 4.8 9.4
Copperwood 2 2012 Curvilinear 58.1 26.3 4.1 11.6
North Blackwolf 1 2014 Modified grid | 49.0 26.4 11.9 12.7
Legacy Ridge 1 2010 Curvilinear 60.1 22.3 3.4 14.2
Westminster N/A Grid 58.0 339 0.0 8.1
Average grid 57.2 354 0.0 7.4
Average modified grid 54.1 26.8 7.9 11.1
Average curvilinear 61.8 22.0 3.1 13.1
Average all types 57.7 28.1 3.7 10.5

Table 25: Composition of Gross Developable Area in selected study areas

Of the non-developable area, roadways represent by far the largest category in every OP/neighbourhood,
at an average of 28.1% of GDA. This is most extreme in London Road, where roadways account for 36.9%
of GDA. The next largest category is parks, schools and open space at an average of 10.5%, with the
largest being Legacy Ridge 1 at 14.2% of GDA. Stormwater management areas are the third largest
category at an average of 3.7% of GDA, with Blackwolf 1 being the largest at 11.9% of GDA. It is notable
that although stormwater management areas have been an infrastructure category that has grown in size
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and importance in modern communities, they still represent a far smaller fraction of GDA than roadways.
It should be noted that some stormwater areas that are dry ponds also perform a dual function as open
space. The City should be open to innovative ways to make further use of stormwater pond areas such as
this, or to reduce stormwater pond area where possible. For example, there may be opportunities for
innovation and proposals from industry in Complete Streets projects, or as part of the planned
development of Infill Infrastructure Standards.

The following graph allows a direct visual comparison between the composition of GDA in the studied
areas:

Composition of Gross Developable Area -
Comparison of Old & New Neighbourhoods

Percent of Gross Developable Area
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
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Figure 33: Composition of Gross Developable Area- Comparison of Old & New Neighbourhoods

From the above graph we can see that Fairmont includes a significantly higher NDA than the other areas
studied. This appears to be due to its lower proportion of land used for roadways and stormwater
facilities, relative to most of the other areas.

124



EFFICIENT LAND USE
STRATEGY

Composition of GDA by street layout type

The following table allows a direct visual comparison between the composition of GDA for the averages of
each street layout type (grid, modified grid, and curvilinear):

Composition of Gross Developable Area -
Averages per Street Layout Type

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

Percent of Gross Developable Area

Street Layout Type

H Net Developable Area B Roadways  ® Stormwater Parks, Schools & Open Space
Figure 34: Composition of Gross Developable Area- Averages per Street Layout Type

From this we can see that the NDA for each is broadly similar, though curvilinear comes out as most
efficient. This is because the curvilinear areas studied had significantly lower percentages of roadway area
than the areas on a grid or modified grid layout due roadway design and the absence of laneways. It is
important to note that older neighbourhoods do not include a formal stormwater management provision,
which helps pull the grid layout ahead of the modified grid layout in this comparison. The older
neighbourhoods also tend to include rear lanes on every street, pushing up the roadway percentage. It
should be noted that older neighbourhoods like London Road and Westminster use their road network as
an informal stormwater retention system. Similarly, the older neighbourhoods studied do not include as
much park or school space as newer neighbourhoods.

Composition of GDA per dwelling unit

Analyzing the selected study areas’ GDA composition purely by percentage does not tell the whole story
about land use efficiency. For example, a very low density residential area such as Gold Canyon Estates
may at first appear efficient due to only devoting 16.97% of GDA to roadways. However, if viewed in
terms of roadway area per dwelling unit, it becomes clear that a larger than average amount of roadway
infrastructure is required to support a single dwelling unit. This is important, as SSRP Community
Development Strategy 8.17 states that municipalities should ‘complement their municipal financial
management strategies, whereby land use decisions contribute to the financial sustainability of the
municipality.” The maintenance of public infrastructure is paid for by the tax base, and a smaller amount
of public infrastructure per dwelling unit and per the taxes collected for the dwelling unit would seem to
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contribute toward greater financial resiliency of the City as a whole. The graph below shows the surface
area of the different non-developable uses per dwelling unit for the selected study areas.

Area of Non-Developable Land Uses Per Dwelling Unit
Area per Dwelling Unit (m?2)
0.0 50.0 100.0 150.0 200.0 250.0 300.0

London Road
Discovery
Fairmont
The Piers

Copperwood 2

Blackwolf 1

Outline Plan / Neighbourhood

M

Legacy Ridge 1

Westminster

B Roadway area per dwelling unit (sqm)
B Stormwater area per dwelling unit (sqm)

M Parks, Schools & Open Space area per dwelling unit
(sam)

Figure 35: Area of Non-Developable Land Uses per Dwelling Unit

Using this metric we can see that Fairmont includes the smallest roadway area per dwelling unit (122.3
m?), while Westminster includes the largest roadway area per dwelling unit (273.1 m?). While
Westminster and London Road have similar layouts, London Road’s higher density (see Chapter 3) means
it makes more efficient use of its roadway network than Westminster. Of the modern areas (i.e. excluding
London Road and Westminster), Blackwolf 1 includes the largest roadway area per dwelling unit (251.9
m?2). This is over double the roadway area per dwelling unit seen in Fairmont or The Piers.

Excluding London Road and Westminster (which do not include stormwater management areas), Legacy
Ridge 1 includes the smallest stormwater area per dwelling unit (22.1 m?) while Blackwolf 1 includes the
largest stormwater area per dwelling unit (113.8 m?).

Finally, Copperwood 2 includes the smallest area of parks, schools and open space per dwelling unit (31.6
m?) while Blackwolf 1 includes the largest such area per dwelling unit (120.6 m?).
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There are limitations to comparing these areas in this way. For example, a park, school or open space
area will likely serve more than just the Outline Plan area it is located within. Additionally, the current
MGA allows a municipality to require that a developer provide 10% of the GDA of a neighbourhood as
municipal reserve that benefits the public good by providing space for schools and recreation. No such
provision existed when core and mature neighbourhoods where developed. Similarly, the provision of
stormwater ponds depends upon site specific drainage patterns of the area. For example, the natural lay
of the land may displace stormwater off of one site better then another site that is relatively flat. In
addition, stormwater management areas may well serve multiple Outline Plan areas and/or
neighbourhoods.

s N

Overall, modified grid and curvilinear areas face different challenges. For these reasons, it is beneficial to
average out these ‘non-developable land uses’ from the studied areas, categorised by their street layout
type. This shows us that modified grid areas have an average non-developable land use area of 324.6 m?
per dwelling unit, while curvilinear areas have an average non-developable land use area of 244.8 m? per
dwelling unit. These figures will be useful in future to gauge how new Outline Plans compare to recent
trends, and by ensuring these figures are improved upon, land use efficiency may be improved.

7.3 RESIDENTIAL DENSITY & HOUSING TYPES

Having examined non-developable areas, this section now examines densities of residential development
in the studied areas. SSRP Community Development strategy 8.14 states that municipalities are expected
to: ‘Feature innovative housing designs, range of densities and housing types such as mixed-use, cluster
developments, secondary suites, seniors’ centers and affordable housing. Provide the opportunity for a
variety of residential environments which feature innovative designs and densities and which make
efficient use of existing facilities, infrastructure and public transportation.’

Figure 36 shows the breakdown of low and medium/high residential development in the studied areas,
excluding London Road and Westminster (for which no breakdown is available). Older neighbourhoods
such as London Road and Westminster were developed before Outline Plans were required for a
neighbourhood, and Area Redevelopment Plans for these neighbourhoods do not typically include a
breakdown of low, medium, and high density residential developable area. As a result, the breakdown of
residential density for low and medium/high densities is recorded as ‘unknown’ for these
neighbourhoods. However, the overall density for these neighbourhoods has been included using data
from the Neighbourhood Densities section in Chapter 4 above.
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Medium/
Low Medium/ high
Low density High density
Net density  res. density res. Overall
Outline Developable res.area average res.area  average res.
Plan Area (% of density (% of density density
Approved  Layout (% of GDA) GDA) (u/ha) GDA) (u/ha) (u/ha)
London Road N/A Grid 56.4 42.7 Unknown 12.7 Unknown @ 35
Discovery 2017 Modified 53.5 41.6 22 9.2 70 30
grid
Fairmont 2002 Curvilinear | 67.3 35.8 17.4 6.6 68.6 25
The Piers 2017 Modified 59.9 47.0 25 12.9 56 32
grid
Copperwood 2 | 2012 Curvilinear | 58.1 47.1 20 10.9 28 25
Blackwolf 1 2014 Modified 49.0 42.4 19 6.6 37 21
grid
Legacy Ridge 1 = 2010 Curvilinear | 60.1 45.3 22 8.5 66 29
Westminster N/A Grid 58.0 44.6 Unknown 6.4 Unknown | 24
Average grid 43.7 ? 9.6 ? 29.5
Average modified grid 43.7 22.0 9.6 54.3 27.7
Average curvilinear 45.6 19.3 9.3 49.7 25.7
Average all types 433 20.7 9.2 52.0 27.6

Figure 36: Low, Medium and High Residential Densities (comparison of old and new neighbourhoods)

Figure 37 below compares the overall average residential density in each neighbourhood, which includes
all low, medium, and high density developments.

Average Residential Density
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Figure 37: Overall Average Residential Densities (comparison of old and new neighbourhoods)
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This shows a fairly large variation in residential densities, with London Road most dense at 35 u/ha and
Blackwolf 1 least dense at 21 u/ha. Typically, anything over 37 u/ha (and below 100 u/ha) in Lethbridge is
considered medium density. The average density of all these areas combined is 27.6 u/ha, or excluding
London Road, Westminster and Fairmont, the average density of the recently approved (since 2010)
Outline Plan areas is 27.4 u/ha.

There is no evidence in these figures of a particular street layout type being linked to higher densities.
Rather, it seems to be down to the individual Outline Plan and its developer’s choices based on what they
think will meet market demand. In terms of future redevelopment opportunity for higher densities, a grid
or modified grid layout may have some advantages over curvilinear. For example, the combination of
parcels is likely to be easier on a straight vs. curved street, and the presence of rear lanes may help
facilitate different housing forms such as the addition of garden suites. Similarly, the addition of any
neighbourhood retail or other businesses to help make neighbourhoods more walkable is likely to be
more difficult within a curvilinear layout. In these ways, while curvilinear layouts appear to offer some
immediate advantages in terms of Net Developable Area efficiency, they may have more limited options
later on as neighbourhoods reach the stage where some redevelopment and intensification is desirable.
Additionally, curvilinear street layouts also tend to be less walkable than grid or modified grid layouts as
routes tend to be longer and there are fewer connection points. What can be recognized is that there will
be differences between densities in older and newer areas.
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7.4  MIX OF LAND USES

SSRP Community Development strategy 8.11 states that municipalities are expected to ‘provide an
appropriate mix of uses in an orderly, efficient, safe and economical manner.” By encouraging an
appropriate mix of uses within walking distance of peoples’ homes (approximately 750m), the
opportunity is provided for alternatives to motor vehicle travel. This is linked to land use efficiency, as at
the macro scale reducing the need to travel means less land has to be dedicated to meeting travel needs
(e.g. roads, parking lots). The following table shows the commercial area (as a % of GDA) in each of the
studied areas.

Outline Plan Approved  Layout Commercial area
(% of GDA)

London Road N/A Grid 0.3

Discovery 2017 Modified grid 0.03

Fairmont 2002 Curvilinear 18.9

The Piers 2017 Modified grid | 0.0
Copperwood 2 | 2012 Curvilinear 0.0

Blackwolf 1 2014 Modified grid | 0.0

Legacy Ridge 1 | 2010 Curvilinear 6.3

Westminster N/A Grid 55

Figure 38: Commercial Area as a Percentage of GDA3’

Most of the studied areas (including two thirds of the new areas) do not include any commercial
development. London Road includes just 0.3% commercial but is located immediately adjacent to the
downtown, meaning much of the neighbourhood is still within walking distance of a variety of retail,
services and workplaces. Westminster includes the eastern half of a portion of 13" Street North, resulting
in a significant 5.5% of GDA as commercial space. The Piers is located immediately adjacent to The
Crossings commercial and recreational amenities and residents benefit from that proximity. The Fairmont
neighbourhood includes a large commercial area at 18.9% of GDA which serves local and regional needs.
Legacy Ridge 1 includes local commercial uses making up 6.3% of the GDA. Blackwolf 1 is just north of a
regional commercial hub, and while not within comfortable walking distance, is still accessible via the
pathway system for cyclists. The Discovery OP also contains a commercial area that is more orientated to
local needs.

Chapter 6 examines the land use efficiency of commercial development. This section also explores the
walk distances to reach services and amenities such as a grocery store.

37 Commercial area in Discovery is planned but not developed
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Chapter 8.0 Infill Development

8.1 WHATIS INFILL?

Infill development is a term generally used to describe development taking place within already built-up
areas, as opposed to greenfield development. The term infill implies that land surrounding the parcel is
mostly built-out, and what is being built is essentially ‘filling in’ the gaps. Infill development can take place
on land that has been previously developed (i.e. brownfield or greyfield development), or it can be a
vacant parcel of land in an otherwise built-up area that is being developed for the first time.

Infill development offers an opportunity to use our land resources more efficiently while minimizing the
outward spread of the City’s urban footprint. However, accurately analyzing how much developable land
is available for different forms of infill is a difficult task. There are many factors that can determine
whether a site is appropriate for redevelopment or intensification, and these may change over time (e.g.
parking and transportation constraints, utility concerns).

While infill can take place in any part of the City, it tends to be concentrated in older residential
neighbourhoods which have reached a stage in their lifecycle where redevelopment becomes more
attractive as housing stock is in need of rejuvenation and lot sizes may be larger. This chapter will
therefore focus on the types of infill development commonly seen in these neighbourhoods.

Types of Infill

Some types of infill development seen in Lethbridge include:
Building on a vacant parcel

This is not very common in core and mature neighbourhoods, as the vast majority of suitable land has
already been developed. However, some isolated parcels do exist - particularly those that are more
difficult to develop, such as those close to the coulee edge.

Intensification of existing dwellings

Intensification of existing residential developments can include splitting a dwelling into multiple units.
Most commonly, a secondary suite can be created within a single detached dwelling, usually in the form
of a basement suite. A single detached dwelling is also sometimes split to create a duplex, triplex or even
a fourplex. Intensification can offer an increased number of dwelling units and increased residential
density, while maintaining the aesthetic of a predominantly single detached dwelling neighbourhood.

Constructing additional residential buildings on an existing parce/

This could include adding a second, separate dwelling unit to a single parcel, such as a detached garage
with a suite above, or a laneway suite. When a second dwelling unit is added to an existing parcel it is
sometimes termed an ‘accessory dwelling unit’ or ADU.

Demolition and replacement

This is a common form of redevelopment in mature neighbourhoods where the value of an existing
structure on a parcel is low enough that wholesale demolition and building anew becomes economically
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viable. Often, a single detached dwelling is simply replaced with another. This may or may not include

intensification, such as adding a secondary suite. Another form of redevelopment which is less common
in Lethbridge is to combine multiple parcels and replace existing dwellings with a higher density building
form, such as an apartment building.

8.2  WHY INFILL IS DESIRABLE

Demographic Trends

As explored in Chapter 3, core and mature neighbourhoods in Lethbridge have largely followed national
and international trends that have seen shrinking household sizes since the mid-20™" century. This is
linked to many factors, including but not limited to:

- lower fertility rates

- increased life expectancy (more likely to have ‘empty nesters’ alone in a house for longer)
- increased divorce rates

- increased average age for marriage and/or starting a family

- young adults more likely to live on their own

Nationally, the average number of persons per household fell from 4.3 in 1941 to 2.5 in 2011. In mature
neighbourhoods, this tends to lead to a falling population. For example, the population of the London
Road neighbourhood fell from a peak of around 5,000 people in 1957 to just 3,472 in 2016, a drop of over
30%. Attempts to increase density in suitable locations within older neighbourhoods should therefore not
necessarily be seen as attempting to change the character of a neighbourhood, but as returning the
population to its previous level.

Efficient use of land and infrastructure
Land use and transportation

A falling population in a neighbourhood can lead to problems related to inefficient use of land and
infrastructure. The neighbourhood may no longer be able to support previously existing amenities and
services such as a school or grocery store, leading to their closure. This in turn can make the
neighbourhood less walkable, with residents having to travel further afield to access facilities and
services. While a shrinking population might suggest lower traffic volumes, the need to travel further
could offset this, meaning the same transportation infrastructure is being supported by fewer taxpayers.

Heating

While the population of a mature neighbourhood may be spread more thinly than in the past, the
required infrastructure to service that area has remained the same or even had its capacity increased to
satisfy modern lifestyles. Utilities must be maintained and upgraded over time, and while a modern single
detached dwelling typically has far higher performing construction materials (e.g. in terms of heat
retention) than an older one, newer homes tend to be significantly larger in volume than those they
replace.

Average household energy use in Alberta in 2011 was 145 Gigajoules (GJ) for dwellings constructed pre-
1946 and only 130 GJ for dwellings constructed in 1996 or later, while energy consumed per m? of heated
area fell from 1.11 GJ for dwellings constructed pre-1946 to 0.91 for dwellings constructed in 1996 or
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later. In 2011 in Canada, a single person household used an average of 72 GJ of energy for heating while a
household with 5 or more people used 149 GJ. So as the population of an area is spread between more
households, the energy consumption per capita increases. Housing type also has an effect. On average,
in 2011 an Albertan apartment used 50 GJ of energy for heating versus 102 GJ used to heat a multi-unit
dwelling and 151 GJ to heat a single detached home.® This suggests that a single detached dwelling could
be replaced with three apartments without putting any additional strain on energy supply for heating

s N

(likely natural gas or electricity). One way to maximize the efficient use of existing utilities, therefore, may
be to encourage more apartment and multi-unit developments.

Electricity

While modern homes typically feature more electrical appliances than in the past, many of those have in
turn become more energy efficient. Alberta has seen average electricity consumption per household fall
slightly from 26 GJ in 2007%° to 24.8 GJ in 2015°. However, the desire to decarbonize our energy means
that even the most energy-intensive appliances such as space and water heating (which together account
for 78% of residential energy consumption®!) and motor vehicles may need to switch from fossil fuels to
electricity. If this switch occurs then household electricity demand will increase substantially in the
coming decades, while natural gas use recedes. This turn could likely to be at least partially offset by
continuing efforts to increase the energy-efficiency of household appliances, as well as the rapidly
growing uptake in home renewable energy generation such as solar photovoltaics and solar water
heating, as well as home energy storage. District heating on a larger area scale may also be a future
option.

Potable water

Per capita residential water use also appears to have fallen in Canada in recent years. This may be due to
a combination of several factors, such as: increased use of water metering; improved efficiency of home
appliances and fittings; and greater awareness of environmental issues. The data suggests that existing
water infrastructure may be capable of supporting an increase in population or residential units without
increasing the supply or upgrading delivery infrastructure. However, this may only be true on a macro
scale, and water supply to a specific location will always be dependent on local factors.

38 Households and the Environment: Energy Use (2011). Statistics Canada. http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/11-526-
s/11-526-s2013002-eng.pdf

39 Statistics Canada. https://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/11-526-s/2010001/t004-eng.htm

40 Statistics Canada. http://www5.statcan.gc.ca/cansim/a47

41 Energy Efficiency Trends in Canada. http://oee.nrcan.gc.ca/Publications/statistics/trends07/pdf/Chapter3_e.pdf
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Figure 39: Per Capita Residential Water Use in Canada*?

Environmental benefits

By pursuing a compact urban form and minimizing outward expansion into previously undeveloped or
agricultural land, Lethbridge can avoid consuming natural habitat which acts as a carbon sink. To minimize
the effects of carbon consumption, a more compact urban form would bring everyone closer to their
destinations, meaning shorter travel distances, less traffic, greater travel mode choice (e.g. walking and
cycling become convenient for more trips), and reduced vehicle emissions.

Whenever a building is constructed, there is a certain amount of ‘embedded carbon’ invested in that
building. This is from the energy used in the act of construction itself (digging, transportation of materials,
use of machinery and tools, etc.) but also the energy used to manufacture the construction materials. For
example, in 2015 cement and concrete product manufacturing represented 14% of Canada’s total
manufacturing sector emissions.* Maintaining and retrofitting an older building rather than demolishing
and building new may therefore be less carbon-intensive.

To meet our 2030 emissions targets, Canada must reduce our energy consumption from buildings and
construction by 42%. Retrofitting existing buildings is a crucial part of this. More efficient buildings also
mean more efficient use of existing utilities and servicing, which leaves greater capacity for densification.
To achieve this we must focus on creating an urban form that is adaptable and flexible.

42 Environment Canada's Municipal Water and Wastewater Survey; Statistics Canada's Households and the
Environment, Catalogue no. 11-526-XIE; Statistics Canada's Survey of Drinking Water Plants, Catalogue no. 16-403-X.
4 Qverview of 2015 Reported Emissions. Environment and Climate Change Canada. 2017.
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8.3 RECENT TRENDS & INFILL POTENTIAL
2016 snapshot

In 2016, the City of Lethbridge issued permits to demolish 16 dwellings and one commercial unit. To date,
13 of these sites have had permits approved for new developments to replace them. The types of
buildings demolished and the replacement dwellings are shown in the chart below:

Types of Replacement Dwelling Following Demolition, 2016

Commercial replaced with 3 Townhouses I
SDD replaced with Two-unit Dwelling I
SDD replaced with SDD+Secondary Suite I
SDD replaced with SDD -
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Figure 40: Replacement Dwelling following Demolition (2016)

In total, this represents one commercial unit and 12 dwelling units being replaced with 21 dwelling units;
this is a net gain of 9 dwelling units and a net loss of one commercial unit.

Mature neighbourhoods

In recent years, Lethbridge has seen an increase in the number of redevelopments in some core and
mature neighbourhoods. The graph below shows the number of permits issued for residential
developments in recent years in the London Road neighbourhood.

Permits Issued for Residential Developments in London Road
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Figure 41: Development Permits Issued in London Road (2005-2017)
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There are likely numerous reasons behind this, including but not limited to those set out below.
Economics

Popular targets for redevelopment include small, sometimes poorly maintained, older houses on large
parcels of land in core and mature neighbourhoods. When the value of the land is not too high, and the
value of the existing structure on the land has fallen to little or nothing, a property can become very
attractive for redevelopment. Typically, the existing home is demolished and a larger new home is
constructed in its place. It is also quite common for one of these homes to include a secondary suite.

Walkability

Walkable neighbourhoods have become more desirable, partly as a response to concerns around modern
sedentary lifestyles and the environmental harm caused by motor vehicle emissions. Core and mature
neighbourhoods in Lethbridge tend to be more walkable, due to them being closer to downtown, and to
being developed in an era when a finer-grained mix of land uses was the norm. In addition, older
neighbourhoods built on a grid system are inherently more permeable for traversing by foot than
curvilinear neighbourhoods, resulting in reduced walk distances (see Figure 48, below). Many older
neighbourhoods also present a more safe and pleasant walking environment, with fewer front driveways
and garages and more street-oriented homes providing ‘eyes on the street’.
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Figure 42: possible locations which can be reached with a one mile walk in a grid street layout (left) and a curvilinear street layout
(right)**

Infill potential

There are few remaining vacant sites in mature neighbourhoods. Rather, infill development typically takes
the form of replacing an existing single detached dwelling with new construction. Where the parcel is
large enough, developers often try to replace an existing single detached dwelling (SDD) with multiple
dwellings. These are typically in the form of duplexes, triplexes or fourplexes, and can be designed in the

4 Lawrence Frank & Co. and the Sightline Institute. Retrieved from:
https://www.healthyplaces.org.au/userfiles/file/Connectivity%20June09.pdf

136




EFFICIENT LAND USE
STRATEGY

form of apartments or townhouses. Assessing the potential for infill such as this - which is not just a
straight replacement of a single detached dwelling - is difficult, as it involves a combination of many
factors which are unique to each site. These include, but are not limited to:

s N

- current land use designation

- parcel size and orientation

- design of the proposed redevelopment

- street and lane frontage availability

- utilities and servicing

- stormwater retention/drainage

- Fire & EMS access
Today, most proposed redevelopments must be assessed on a case by case basis. This creates a much
higher degree of uncertainty for potential developers, when compared with greenfield development. In
order to encourage greater levels of infill development in future, options should be explored for providing
greater certainty around requirements.

8.4  CONSTRAINTS ON INFILL
Availability

Availability of sites suitable for new build infill is a current constraint, though not a pressing one.
Someone willing to spend the money to build a custom new house is likely looking for land in a relatively
desirable core or mature neighbourhood, but at a price that makes redevelopment economical. There
does not appear to be a drastic shortage of such sites, as such redevelopment projects have been popular
in recent years. As land values rise in one neighbourhood, it increases the likelihood that redevelopments
will move to target lower-cost land in another neighbourhood. From the City’s perspective, this is a
positive mechanism as it helps to spread redevelopment investments to different neighbourhoods, and
avoids an over-concentration of investment in one area.

Consumer choice

Redeveloping in an existing neighbourhood is likely to remain more complicated and difficult for the end
consumer than buying a new build home in a new neighbourhood. Redevelopment carries with it certain
risks and uncertainties that come with applying for permits (and rezonings in some cases), managing
design and construction, etc. The City can address this constraint by seeking to make the process of
rezoning or obtaining permits as straightforward and predictable as possible.

Upgrading to modern standards

It can be difficult to upgrade old buildings to modern standards. For example, an old house that is being
converted to apartments may struggle to meet modern building and fire codes. Some narrow lots in older
neighbourhoods may not meet with modern setback requirements. In such scenarios in recent years, City
staff have used waivers. Modern off-street parking requirements may necessitate curb cuts and cause the
removal of street trees and the introduction of front garages where these are not characteristic of the
neighbourhood.

While some regulations are at provincial level, there may be a larger conversation to be had about
regulations set by the City which could be waived for redevelopments in older neighbourhoods. For
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example, in the case of a parcel with no rear lane access, there may be greater value to the community in
waiving an off-street parking requirement if it allows the boulevard and street trees to remain in place.

s N

Servicing

Upgrading servicing to a parcel to facilitate redevelopment can be prohibitively expensive, which can
skew the economics against a proposal. This is especially true in the case of redevelopment from single to
multi-family dwellings, as additional requirements are introduced. For example, when constructing a
development of three or more dwellings, the City’s Drainage Bylaw requires the parcel to be serviced by
the stormwater drainage system. If the parcel is in part of a core or mature neighbourhood not currently
serviced for stormwater, the connection can cost tens of thousands of dollars. The burden of paying for
this connection falls on the applicant/developer, even though owners of adjacent parcels may also
benefit from their street now being serviced for stormwater.

Information on servicing availability is not readily available until someone proposes a development and
starts the review process. This creates uncertainty for developers and prospective property buyers.
Individual City departments also have varying plans about when and how to upgrade existing utilities and
services, both as lifecycle repairs and to meet changing needs. As an example of the latter, the growing
uptake of electric vehicles will likely require the upgrading of electrical supply to areas with older utility
infrastructure.

Objections from surrounding residents

Some infill projects will inevitably lead to concerns from surrounding residents, and sometimes from a
Neighbourhood Association. Some common objections raised in Lethbridge include:

- Surrounding residents and/or the Neighbourhood Association do not like the design of a
proposed new development (e.g. too large, not in character with the neighbourhood).

- The proposed new development adds additional dwelling units, thereby increasing density, and
will lead to increased traffic, street parking issues, etc.

- The proposed new development will bring in lower income residents, may lower surrounding
property values, attract anti-social behavior, etc.

While an infill development that is a permitted use may not be held up by objections from the public, a
proposal for a discretionary use or a rezoning (e.g. replacing a single detached dwelling with multiple
units) can experience delays or even outright refusal by the development authority due to objections
from the public. It is important for developers to try to work with neighbours from an early stage in order
to build understanding and try to develop a proposal that reasonably mitigates concerns.

Levies

The Municipal Government Act allows the City to charge a redevelopment levy if it chooses. Currently,
only the London Road neighbourhood has in place such a levy. This was introduced in the previous
London Road Area Redevelopment Plan (ARP) in 1982. The levy was initially set at $750 per net additional
dwelling unit created through a multi-family redevelopment. The money was to be used for creating
additional park space for the neighbourhood. The levy was later lowered to $500 per unit in 1986. The
current London Road ARP (2018) includes a redevelopment levy of $1,500 per net additional dwelling
unit, with the exception of single detached dwellings, duplexes, and secondary suites.
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The MGA limits the uses for the revenues from redevelopment levies. The money may only be used for:
‘land for a park or land for school buildings designed for the instruction or accommodation of students, or
land for new or expanded recreation facilities, or both.” As the use is limited to /and, this means the
money cannot be used for upgrading of existing facilities such as existing parks or recreation facilities. In
an almost fully developed area such as London Road, there is therefore little option but to use the money
to buy up existing properties. This is what was done in 1982 when three existing properties were
purchased and the homes on them demolished to enable the creation of London Road Park.

Within Alberta, Medicine Hat is unigue in issuing an off-site levy on redevelopments, where one hasn’t
been charged before on that parcel.

The use of levies should be carefully considered, as they can act as a deterrent to redevelopment. It is
important to ensure any levy is set at a level which works with the economics of redevelopment in a given
area. A wider review of levies and redevelopment financing is planned as one of the implementation
steps of the new London Road ARP (2018).
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Part 3: Community Values &
Recommendations
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Chapter 9.0 Summary of Community Input

Chapter 9 summarizes input received by the project team through work with the ELUS Technical Working
Group, Community Liaison Group and from the public at-large. Over the course of the project, a number
of opportunities were given for the project team and for the community to provide input into the
outcomes of the ELUS. Engagement took on a variety of forms, including surveys, open houses, a
facilitated meeting, community events and “Kitchen Table Conversations”. There were also less formal
opportunities given to provide feedback, including a project email address, and a community Chalkboard
that was placed in various locations around the City during the project. Much of this engagement was
carried out under the banner of 100K+ Conversations, as a way of prompting community residents, staff
and organizations in the City to think about the future of Lethbridge and what that future means for
themselves, their families and organizations, their work, their

neighbourhood, for us as a City, and our region. I OO ¥
L,

Between November 2015 and January 2017, 100K+ Conversations LETHBRIDGE
affiliated engagement activities generated more than 32,000
individual pieces of input data, much of which specifically pertains to efficient land use strategy outcomes
in our City. Chapter 9 highlights three specific types engagements that took place during the ELUS project
and summarizes the feedback received in relation to Efficient Land Use. The three engagement activities
include: Kitchen Table Conversations, 100K+ Surveys, and Technical Working Group/Community Liaison
Group Meetings.
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Kitchen Table Conversations

Kitchen Table Conversations (KTC)s were imagined as a way of sparking
conversations between community members about the future, similar
to the way many families talk around the dinner table, or colleagues
around a boardroom table. City staff created a simple-to-use toolkit to
allow community members and organizations to lead their own
conversations, or where desired, have a member of City Staff help
provide facilitation. In all, 29 separate KTCs were held between
September 2016 and February 2017, including the participation of over
500 people. Conversations took many forms—from a temporary art
installation at the Helen Schuler Nature Centre, workshops with
elementary school students, walking conversations led by local
environmental experts, to facilitated meetings with local organizations
like Economic Development Lethbridge, the Chamber of Commerce
and Lethbridge Public Library. Each KTC was documented and
summarized and is available to review on the City’s website®.

100K+ Conversations Surveys 1 and 2

Between March and December, 2016, two broad community surveys
were used to gather community feedback. The first survey asked
respondents to state their level of agreement with each of the current
City’s ICSP/MDP policies as a way of generating feedback to inform the
SSRP Compliance Initiative and subsequent review of the ICSP/MDP. In
total there were 604 responses. Survey two was designed to take a
deeper look at specific themes highlighted in Survey 1, specifically
focusing in on Efficient Use of Land and Environmental and Historic
Resources. In total there were 575 responses. Summary reports for
both surveys are available on the City’s website®.

Technical Working Group and Community Liaison Group Comments
Between November, 2015 and February, 2017, 18 meetings were held
with the TWG and 3 with the CLG. The focus of these meetings began
with providing background information on the SSRP and planning policy
in Lethbridge, and then shifted into gathering specific feedback from
staff, stakeholders and community residents about Efficient Land Use
in Lethbridge. During these meetings feedback was collected to inform
the ELUS and the recommendations made towards the MDP review
process (see Chapter 10).

The sections below provide a glimpse of the feedback provided through
these three key methods. More information on 100K+ Conversations
and Kitchen Table Conversations, including summary reports, can be
found on the City’s website®.

Kitchen Table Conversation
Participants

Alberta Health Services (x3)
Martha’s House Resident Council (x2)

City of Lethbridge Planning and
Development Services Department (x3)

EnvS Task Force

Canadian Home Builders Association
Lethbridge Region

Economic Development Lethbridge

Chinook Food Connect and Healthy
Lethbridge

Volunteer Lethbridge

Lethbridge Evangelical Ministerial
Association

City of Lethbridge Waste and Recycling
Services Department

Lethbridge Chamber of Commerce

Southern Alberta Group for the
Environment

Invasion Art Show (Exhibit at Helen
Schuler Nature Centre)

Dr. Gerald B. Probe School
Lethbridge Public Library

South Saskatchewan Regional Plan
First Nation Sub-table

Institute of Transportation Engineers
(Lethbridge Chapter)

Lakeview Elementary School

City of Lethbridge Youth Advisory
Council

Lethbridge College Ecosystem
Management Students

Father Leonard Van Tighem School (x2)

Ecole Agnes Davidson School

Box 3: Kitchen Table Conversation
Participants

45 100K+ Conversations: http://www.lethbridge.ca/City-Government/Get%20Involved/Pages/100K+.aspx
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9.1 EFFICIENT LAND USE Community Feedback

Kitchen Table Conversations
Below is a summary of some of the key themes (in no specific order and no numerical value) raised by
Kitchen Table Conversation participants that relate to efficient land use:

As a community...

1. We need to explore innovative approaches when designing new neighbourhoods and retrofitting
existing neighbourhoods that minimize our urban footprint and reduce the environmental, social,
and financial impacts that come with urban expansion

2. We need to consider the unique strengths, opportunities and challenges that each of our diverse
neighbourhoods face, and consider these differences when planning for future growth

3. We need to continue to provide a range of housing options that are accessible and inclusive
regardless of age, culture or socioeconomic status

4.  We need to encourage the revitalization, redevelopment, and infill of existing neighbourhoods in
order to maintain their vibrancy, attract a variety of new families, and use vacant or underutilized
lands efficiently. This needs to occur in a manner that respects the aesthetics, character, and
heritage of existing neighbourhoods

5. We need to encourage accessible commercial, residential and mixed-use development in the
downtown that will attract new residents and create a positive community culture in the heart of
our city

6. We need to explore more multi-modal systems of transportation (e.qg. pedestrians, cycling, transit,
and vehicles) that are well designed and accessible for all individuals

7. We need to encourage more residents to be engaged in their communities, and also provide
opportunities for a greater diversity of people to get involved

8. We need our municipal government and administration to lead by example and explore reducing
red tape that is currently restricting innovation
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100K+ Surveys

Below is a summary of the key points raised by respondents that relate to Efficient Land Use:

Survey 1

100K+ Conversations Survey 1 went through each of the policy areas of the ICSP/MDP (2010). For each
policy it asked respondents to state whether the “Agree”, “Disagree” or “Neither”. The intention was to
highlight key areas of community interest (based on strong agreement or disagreement) that could be
analyzed in further detail in a subsequent survey. The following table lists the policy areas that relate to
Table 26: 100K+ Conversations Survey 1 Efficient Land Use Policy Questions — efficient land use and respondent’s

agreement/disagreement with the policy

statement.
PoLicy 6.2.1 LETHBRIDGE HAS A RANGE OF HOUSING THAT MEETS EVERYONE’'S AGREE / DISAGREE / NEITHER
NEEDS STRONGLY AGREE STRONGLY DISAGREE
LETHBRIDGE PROVIDES A RANGE OF SAFE AND ACCESSIBLE HOUSING THAT MEETS 53% 25% 12%

EVERYONE'S NEEDS

LETHBRIDGE HAS A RANGE OF HOUSING TYPES THROUGHOUT THE CITY 72% 8% 20%
LETHBRIDGE ENCOURAGES AND FACILITATES ADEQUATE HOUSING FOR ALL INCOME  44% 24% 33%
GROUPS

LETHBRIDGE SUPPORTS AND ASSISTS SENIORS TO REMAIN IN THEIR HOMES FOR AS

LONG AS POSSIBLE. 34% 48% 18%
PoLicy 6.4.1 LETHBRIDGE IS A COMPACT CITY
LETHBRIDGE IS A COMPACT CITY THAT MINIMIZES ITS URBAN FOOTPRINT AND USES 31.3% 30.0% 38.7%

LAND EFFICIENTLY.

LETHBRIDGE’S NEW NEIGHBOURHOODS ARE DESIGNED IN A WAY THAT USES LAND 37.5% 32.5% 30.0%
EFFICIENTLY.
LETHBRIDGE’S EXISTING NEIGHBOURHOODS ARE REDEVELOPING IN A WAY THAT 53.8% 25.0% 21.2%

RESPECTS BUILT-FORM AND CHARACTER

LETHBRIDGE SUPPORTS REDEVELOPMENT OF EXISTING NEIGHBOURHOODS 36.2% 42.5% 21.2%
THROUGH SUFFICIENT PLANNING

LETHBRIDGE ENCOURAGES REDEVELOPMENT IN APPROPRIATE LOCATIONS (E.G. 46.3% 36.2% 17.4%
ALONG CORRIDORS, IN THE DOWNTOWN, NEAR THE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGE

AND NEAR EXISTING AMENIT\ES).

LETHBRIDGE REDUCES PARKING REQUIREMENTS AS ALTERNATIVE TRANSPORTATION  23.8% 38.8% 37.5%
OPTIONS BECOME INCREASINGLY AVAILABLE.

LETHBRIDGE PROMOTES MULTI-LEVEL AND MIXED-USE REDEVELOPMENT IN 41.3% 41.3% 17.4%
EXISTING COMMERCIAL AREAS.

DOWNTOWN IS THE PRIMARY LOCATION FOR MIXED-USE REDEVELOPMENT. 50.0% 38.7% 11.3%

13™ STREET NORTH AND 3%° AVENUE SOUTH ARE SECONDARY LOCATIONS FOR 57.5% 31.3% 11.2%
MIXED-USE REDEVELOPMENT.
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PoLicy 6.4.4 LETHBRIDGE IS EXPANDING IN RESPONSIBLE MANNER

LETHBRIDGE IS EXPANDING IN A RESPONSIBLE AND ORDERLY MANNER 55.0% 18.8% 26.2%
LETHBRIDGE PROTECTS AGRICULTURAL LAND FROM PREMATURE SUBDIVISION AND 36.3% 43.8% 20.0%
DEVELOPMENT

LETHBRIDGE HAS AN ADEQUATE SUPPLY OF LAND THAT IS PLANNED AND SERVICED 55.5% 38.7% 6.2%

TO MEET MARKET DEMAND

LETHBRIDGE ENCOURAGES AND PROMOTES GROWTH PATTERNS THAT MAXIMIZE 35.0% 32.5% 32.5%
EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE AND SERVICE

LETHBRIDGE SUPPORTS A RANGE OF NEW GROWTH AREAS FOR RESIDENTIAL, 46.3% 38.6% 15.0%
COMMERCIAL, AND INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT

PoLicy 6.4.5 LETHBRIDGE IS A PLANNED CITY THAT EXHIBITS QUALITY URBAN

DESIGN
LETHBRIDGE IS A PLANNED CITY WITH A WELL-DESIGNED BUILT ENVIRONMENT 56.3% 21.2% 22.5%
LETHBRIDGE PROVIDES OPPORTUNITIES TO “LIVE, WORK, SHOP, AND PLAY” IN 51.3% 15.0% 33.8%

PROXIMITY TO ONE ANOTHER

LETHBRIDGE ENCOURAGES AND PROMOTES A DIVERSE RANGE OF HOUSING THAT IS 37.5% 31.3% 31.2%
INCORPORATED INTO ALL NEW NEIGHBOURHOODS

LETHBRIDGE ENSURES THE BUILT ENVIRONMENT MEETS THE PHYSICAL 47.5% 32.5% 19.9%
ACCESSIBILITY NEEDS OF ITS RESIDENTS

The summary presented here is not exhaustive, but does highlight areas where additional attention is
needed, such as assisting seniors to remain in their own homes for as long as possible, supporting
redevelopment of existing neighbourhoods through sufficient planning, and protecting agricultural lands
from premature subdivision and development.

The full Survey 1 summary is available on the City’s website®.
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Survey 2

100K+ Conversations Survey 2 took a deeper look at certain aspects of
Efficient Land Use that were highlighted by feedback received in Survey 1.
The survey also asked future focused questions around Land Use to guide 1. Is minimizing your urban

. . footprint important to you and
the ELUS and upcoming ICSP/MDP review. your family?

. . Should we as a community do
Survey 2 was focused on four main Efficient Land Use themes: Urban o
more to minimize our urban

Footprint, A Compact City, Diverse Range of Housing Types, and Quality footprint?
Urban Design. . Why do you believe it is important
for us as a community to minimize
Urban Footprint our urban footprint?
. Are there actions you and your
For the Urban Footprint theme, respondents were asked about how family would support to

important minimizing our urban footprint is to their family and for us as a minimize the urban footprint of

. . Lethbridge?
community. Respondents answered these questions on a scale of 1-10, 1 5 o e Gy Gt

being not important at all, and 10 being very important: comments about protecting
water quality? (Open-ended)

Urban Footprint Questions:

When asked how important minimizing the urban footprint is to you and
your family only 25% of respondents ranked the importance of minimizing
the urban footprint below a 5/10, with 70% ranking above. The overall Box 4: Survey 2 Urban Footprint Questions

rating average was 7/10.

When asked how important it is for us a community to minimize our urban footprint the results were very
similar to the previous question. 25% of respondents ranked the importance of minimizing the urban
footprint below a 5/10, with 70% ranking above. The overall rating average was 7/10.

When asked to why it is important to minimize our urban footprint 37.5% indicated social well-being,
30.7% environmental, and 14.6% economic.

When asked which actions would be supported to minimize the urban footprint respondents were very
supportive of encouraging redevelopment in the downtown (74.3%). Encouraging mixed-use
development, redevelopment along commercial corridors, and near college and university were all
supported by approximately 50% of respondents. The least supported actions were increasing residential
densities in existing neighbourhoods and reducing parking requirements. 11% of respondents suggested
other possible actions, including:

- Stop approving subdivisions with winding road. Move back to grid system.

- Huge buildings sit empty throughout the city. Need to better utilize these sites.

- Cannot encourage smaller and fewer roads without better alternative transportation options.
- Place a limit on city expansion — growth boundaries

- Better transportation planning.

- Move to a form and function land use bylaw.

- Increase densities in ALL neighbourhoods
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Compact City & Diverse Range of Housing Types

For the Compact City and Diverse Range of Housing Types themes, respondents were asked if they would
support a particular action to minimizing our urban footprint in Lethbridge, then asked if they would
support this action in their neighbourhood, and lastly were asking if they would support this action on
their street. Respondents were given the option respond with yes, no, | don’t have enough information,
prefer not to answer, or other. Below is a summary of the findings:

Residential Densification
When asked if respondents support the idea of residential densification:

Support for Residential Densification Summary

Yes No Not Enough Information Prefer Not to Answer
City 56.2%* 26.8% 16.5% 0.5%
Neighbourhood 41.1% 46.4% 12.5% 0.0%
Street 33.2% 53.9% 12.4% 0.5%

Table 27: Support for Residential Densification Summary (Survey 2)

*Nearly 10% indicated other, and provided reasons in a written response. All responses were some form of Yes, but. This
essentially raises the “Yes” response to 56.2% - with the understanding that there are conditions in the minds of the public (All
survey responses found on project website).

A significant amount responded that they didn’t have enough information, the reason this is potentially
significant is with adequate education/information provided this could potentially result in a significant

swing either way. The take-away is that a better understanding on densification to the public is valuable
to properly address the level of support.

When asked if you and your family support the idea of residential densification in your neighbourhood or
on your street, it appears the level of support drops from the previous question when asked about the
City as a whole. This is not surprising as many support the idea when it is somewhere else, but not
directly where they live — often referred to as NIMBY (not in my backyard).

Mix of Housing Types
When asked if respondents support the idea of a mix of housing types:

Support for Mix of Housing Types Summary

Yes No Not Enough Information | Prefer Not to Answer
City 86.9% 7.9% 4.7% 0.5%
Neighbourhood 70.3% 22.9% 5.2% 1.6%
Street 54.7% 38.0% 5.2% 2.1%

Table 28: Support for Mix of Housing Types Summary (Survey 2)

Similar to the previous questions on residential densification, when asked if you support the idea of a mix
of housing in your neighbourhood or on your street, the level of support decreases from when asked
about the City as a whole. Additionally, many of those who support a mix of housing had further
comments to what needs to be considered, this was included in written responses to why they answered
the way they did. A summary of the most reoccurring written response themes included:

- Parking and roadway safety issues need to be addressed
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- Important to create inclusive neighbourhoods with a mix of housing for everyone, not exclusive
neighbourhoods that are affordable to only some of the population

- Everyone deserves to live in nice neighbourhoods

- Preference for small and medium scale housing types (single-detached, suites, duplex,
townhouses), minimal support for large-scale housing (apartments)

- Mixing housing types into neighbourhoods needs to be done in a manner that preserves
neighbourhood character, and in appropriate locations

- Adequate planning process needs to be in place

- Support a mix of housing types but not in all communities, should have the option to choose
neighbourhoods that suites your style

Similar to the previous questions on residential densification, when asked if you support the idea of a mix
of housing in your neighbourhood or on your street, the level of support decreases from when asked
about the City as a whole.

Appropriate locations for Redevelopment

When provided with a variety of areas that are all deemed to be appropriate (as determined by our
existing ICSP/MDP) for redevelopment to take place, and then asked to rank these for most appropriate,
the downtown and along commercial corridors was ranked 1 and 2. This indicates that there are certain
areas that we should place a higher focus for higher intensity redevelopment to take place, and the other
areas although appropriate for some level of redevelopment but it should be less of a focus.

Answer Options % of 1and 2 % of 5and 6 Rating Average Overall Ranking
Ratings Ratings

Along Commercial Corridors 42.0% 23.0% 3.09 2
Downtown 66.5% 14.8% 2.30 1
Central Neighbourhoods 23.6% 25.9% 3.39 4
Mature Neighbourhoods 15.1% 62.6% 4.59 6
Close Proximity to University and 31.3% 25.9% 3.36 3
College

Close Proximity to Hospital 13.1% 49.2% 4.32 5

Table 29: Appropriate locations for Redevelopment (Survey 2)

Respondents were also asked if there are any other areas that you think are also appropriate for
redevelopment to take place. This question was an open answer and there were lots of good ideas shared
by respondents. The first list below contains suggestions of areas that were mentioned multiple times.
This list does not include all suggestions from respondents; a more comprehensive list of suggestions and
extended comments can be found on the project website®.

Areas Mentioned Multiple Times:

- Along/near major roadways (Highway 3, Highway 4, 43rd Street)

- Along/near Regional Parks (Henderson, Nicholas Sheran)

- Older underutilized shopping areas (Big Box Areas, Former Safeway and Sobeys, Park Meadows
Mall, Mayor Magrath Drive, etc.)

- Older neighbourhoods where properties are rundown or vacant.

- Downtown

- Hardieville

- Along transit and cycling routes
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- Industrial areas
- Near University

Quality Urban Design

When asked if your neighbourhood offers opportunity to “live, work, shop, and play™* within close
proximity, the majority at 57.2% answered yes. However, a large portion 41.2% answered no. When
compared to which sector of the city and which neighbourhood type it starts to produce some more
interesting talking points:

Location - Sector Yes \[o} Prefer Not to Answer
North Lethbridge 47% 49% 4%
South Lethbridge 83% 17% 0%
West Lethbridge 47% 53% 0%
County/Surrounding 36% 55% 9%

Table 30: Opportunities to “live, work, shop, and play” by City sector (Survey 2)

Prefer Not to Answer

Location — Neighbourhood

Type

Core 77% 19% 4%
Mature 39% 61% 0%
Established 50% 49% 1%
Developing 57% 43% 0%
County/Surrounding 36% 55% 9%

Table 31: Opportunities to “live, work, shop, and play” by neighbourhood (Survey 2)

Only 17% of respondents in South Lethbridge answered no, whereas approximately 50% in the other
sectors answered no. When split by neighbourhood type, only 19% of respondents in Central
neighbourhoods answered no, whereas over 40% of respondents in other neighbourhoods answered no,
with a high of 61% in mature neighbourhoods. This indicates that the greatest amount of respondents
believe that South side, Central Neighbourhoods offer the best “live, work, shop, play” environment.

When asked which component (Live, Work, Shop, Play) do you and your family believe is missing from your
nejghbourhoods:

Location — Sector Live \ Work Shop Play
North 5% 21% 32% 33%
South 53% 21% 18% 33%
West 38% 48% 45% 27%
County/Surrounding 4% 10% 5% 7%

Table 32: Component (Live, Work, Shop, Play) missing by City sector (Survey 2)

4 “ive, work, shop, and play” refers to providing adequate housing to suit your needs (live), includes places of
employment in close proximity to your residence (work), offers a variety of shopping opportunities (shop), and
provides recreational opportunities, particularly parks and open space (play).
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Location —

Neighbourhood Type

Core 16% 10% 11% 16%
Mature 32% 21% 24% 25%
Established 37% 34% 40% 27%
Developing 11% 25% 20% 25%
County/Surrounding 4% 10% 5% 7%

Table 33: Component (Live, Work, Shop, Play) missing by neighbourhood (Survey 2)

For respondents who indicated there was a variety of housing types missing from their neighbourhoods,
the highest percentage came from the South sector and Established neighbourhood type. A very low
percentage came from the North sector and the Developing neighbourhood type.

For respondents who indicated there were employment opportunities missing from their neighbourhood,
the highest percentage came from the West sector and the Established neighbourhood type. A lower
percentage came from the North and South sectors, and the Central neighbourhood type.

For respondents who indicated there was retail, food, and entertainment missing from their
neighbourhood, the highest percentage came from the West sector and the Established neighbourhood
type. A lower percentage came from the South sector, and the Central neighbourhood type.

For respondents who indicated there were recreational and social opportunities missing from their
neighbourhood, the distribution was almost even across all sectors and neighbourhood types in the city.

When asked how far you would be willing to walk to work, shop, or play:

How Far Would You Walk Summar

1 Block (less 2-5 Blocks (5- 6-10 Blocks Unlimited Never
than 3minutes) | 15minutes) (15-30 (always walk)
minutes)
Work 1.1% 40.7% 50.3% 1.1% 6.9%
Play 3.1% 55.4% 37.8% 2.6% 1.0%
Shop 8.9% 55.0% 27.7% 0.0% 8.4%

Table 34: How far are you willing to walk to work, shop, or play (Survey 2)

If you could create situations where work, play, and shopping was located within 10 blocks of where
people live you could potentially have roughly 30%-50% of people walking rather than driving their

vehicles.
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Technical Working Group and Community Liaison Group Comments

At the June 20, 2016 EnviS and ELUS Open House a “What we’ve heard so far” poster was presented to
the public. The contents of that poster were confirmed by members of the TWG and CLG and community
members were given the chance to provide feedback. The 9 key “What we’ve heard so far” messages (in
no specific order and no numerical value) for efficient land use include:

1. We need to ensure we are not overextending ourselves with new growth by
exploring a more balanced paradigm that includes both greenfield and
redevelopment in order to benefit the City as a whole

2. We need to ensure that all neighbourhoods and areas of the City have a role to
play in becoming a compact city that uses out land, infrastructure and services
more efficiently

3. We need to develop new neighbourhoods in an inclusive and connected manner
with a greater mix of uses that allow a greater variety of people regardless of
socioeconomic status to truly live, work, shop, and play in the same area

4.  We need to balance the ambience and character of our existing neighbourhoods
with the infill and redevelopment of vacant and underutilized lands

5. We need to continue efforts to support our downtown as the central and vibrant
heart of our City

6. We need to continue providing more housing options (suites, duplexes, multi-
family, etc.) that are affordable, accessible, and truly attainable to vulnerable and
at-risk populations as well as housing that accommodates various family
structure/sizes

7. We need out municipal government and administration to lead by example and
explore reducing red tape that is currently restricting innovation

8. We recognize our City is well designed for vehicles but need to better understand
and recognize the important relationship between land use and transportation
including design and exploring a more multi-modal system

9. We need to pay attention to the requirements for large infrastructure investments
and how they are designed (e.g. innovative and attractive storm water solutions,
roadway designs, 3" bridge)
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Chapter 10.0 Considerations

10.1

EFFICIENT USE OF LAND BEST PRACTICES AND CONSIDERATIONS

The considerations presented below are meant to guide conversations during the update to the MDP.
Therefore none of the considerations presented are binding, nor will they necessarily be found in the
updated MDP. Final decision-making authority for the content of the MDP lies with City Council.

10.1.1 General

CONSIDERATION RATIONALE IMPLEMENTATION

1. ACCOMMODATING INCREASES IN EACH NEIGHBOURHOOD IS UNIQUE, AND MANY LOCAL FACTORS NEED TO MDP 10O SET
DENSITY IN NEIGHBOURHOODS NEEDS A BE TAKEN INTO ACCOUNT WHEN DETERMINING APPROPRIATE DENSITY HIGH LEVEL
CONTEXT-SENSITIVE APPROACH BASED INCREASES. HOWEVER, THIS SHOULD NOT BE USED AS A WAY TO AVOID POLICIES,

ON MEETING COMMUNITY DESIGN AND DENSITY INCREASES, AS THERE ARE MANY APPROACHES WHICH ARE ALLOWING SOME
INFRASTRUCTURE CRITERIA. SENSITIVE TO EXISTING CHARACTERISTICS (E.G. SECONDARY SUITES CAN FLEXIBILITY BASED
MAINTAIN THE APPEARANCE OF A LOW-DENSITY RESIDENTIAL AREA). ON CONTEXT.

2. THE CRITERIA FOR ACCOMMODATING FACTORS AFFECTING HOW DENSITY INCREASES CAN BE ACCOMMODATED MDP TO INCLUDE
DENSITY INCREASES SHOULD BE INCLUDE NEIGHBOURHOOD AGE (INCLUDING STREET LAYOUT TYPE, E.G. CRITERIA FOR
DETERMINED BASED ON THE AGE AND CURVILINEAR, GRID OR MODIFIED GRID), WHAT STAGE IN THE ACCOMMODATING
CLASSIFICATION, GEOGRAPHIC NEIGHBOURHOOD’S LIFE-CYCLE HAS BEEN REACHED, LOCATION IN DENSITY BASED
LOCATION, STREET-LAYOUT, AND RELATION TO OTHER LAND USES AND TRANSPORTATION LINKS, AND ON SENSITIVITY TO
DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE OF THE DEMOGRAPHICS SUCH AS AGE DISTRIBUTION. LOCAL FACTORS.
NEIGHBOURHOOD.

3. THE CRITERIA FOR ACCOMMODATING THE MDP SHOULD PROVIDE DEFINED CRITERIA WITHIN ITS POLICIES. MDP TO INCLUDE
DENSITY INCREASES SHOULD BE ASPs, ARPs, AND LAND USE REDESIGNATIONS (REZONINGS) WILL CRITERIA FOR
INCORPORATED INTO THE MDP AND IMPLEMENT THIS DIRECTION (I.E. WHILE THE MDP WILL SET THE GUIDING | ACCOMMODATING
WILL ACT AS A GUIDING PRINCIPLE FOR PRINCIPLES AND CRITERIA, EXISTING TOOLS SHALL BE USED FOR DENSITY BASED
ASPs, ARPs, AND LAND USE IMPLEMENTATION). ON SENSITIVITY TO
REDESIGNATIONS. LOCAL FACTORS.

4. THe CITY’S APPROACH TO RESIDENTIAL, DIFFERING APPROACHES AND MEASUREMENTS OF EFFICIENT LAND USE MDP TO SET OUT
INDUSTRIAL, AND COMMERCIAL WILL BE REQUIRED FOR DIFFERENT CATEGORIES OF USE. THE MDP MUST | APPROACH TO
EFFICIENT LAND USE SHOULD BE DEFINED | SET OUT THE APPROACH TO BE USED FOR EACH. EFFICIENT LAND
IN THE MDP. USE FOR BROAD

USE CATEGORIES.

5. THE MDP SHOULD ENCOURAGE THE PURSUING A COMPACT URBAN FORM AND AVOIDING PREMATURE MDP TO INCLUDE
PRESERVATION OF NATURAL GRASSLANDS | DEVELOPMENT OF AGRICULTURAL LANDS AND NATURAL GRASSLANDS CAN poLIcY
AND CONTINUED USE OF AGRICULTURAL | HELP TO MAXIMIZE INFRASTRUCTURE INVESTMENTS AND MAINTAIN ENCOURAGING
LANDS UNTIL CONVERSION TO A EXISTING AGRICULTURAL OPERATIONS. CONVERSION OF LAND SHOULD THE

PRESERVATION OF
PERMANENTLY DEVELOPED STATE. NOT OCCUR UNTIL ADEQUATE PLANNING IS IN PLACE AND LAND IS NATURAL
CAPABLE OF SUSTAINING DEVELOPMENT. GRASSLANDS AND
CONTINUED USE
OF AGRICULTURAL
LANDS UNTIL
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CONVERSION TO A
PERMANENTLY
DEVELOPED STATE

10.1.2 Industrial

CONSIDERATION RATIONALE IMPLEMENTATION

6. MDP TO ESTABLISH VISION AND POLICY THE MDP SHOULD SET THE HIGH-LEVEL POLICY DIRECTION FOR MDP 1O
DIRECTION TO LOCATE AND ENCOURAGE APPROPRIATE INDUSTRIAL AREA DEVELOPMENT, INCLUDING INCLUDE
INTENSIFICATION OF INDUSTRIAL AREAS. ENCOURAGING INTENSIFICATION OF LAND USE. APPROPRIATE

POLICY ON
INDUSTRIAL AREA
LOCATION AND
INTENSIFICATION.

7. CONDUCT FURTHER RESEARCH TO THERE IS A NEED FOR GREATER UNDERSTANDING OF LETHBRIDGE'S FUTURE STUDY
IDENTIFY OPPORTUNITIES FOR THE INDUSTRIAL BASE, ITS LAND REQUIREMENTS, AND HOW MUCH MORE FOCUSED ON
INTENSIFIED USE OF INDUSTRIAL LAND [N | EFFICIENT THIS LAND USE CAN BE MADE. INDUSTRIAL LAND
LETHBRIDGE. USEIN

LETHBRIDGE.

8. A REVIEW OF INDUSTRIAL DISTRICTS IN SOME CURRENT LUB REQUIREMENTS FOR INDUSTRIAL DISTRICTS MAY BE Review ofF LUB
THE LAND USE BYLAW SHOULD BE RESULTING IN LESS EFFICIENT LAND USE THAN WOULD OTHERWISE OCCUR. | INDUSTRIAL
UNDERTAKEN TO DETERMINE IF CURRENT DISTRICTS TO
REGULATIONS HAVE PROVISIONS THAT IDENTIFY

POTENTIAL FOR
CONSTRAIN INDUSTRIAL DENSITY LUB
POTENTIAL (SUCH AS OVERLY- AMENDMENTS,
RESTRICTIVE BUILDING HEIGHT LIMITS, AND ENGAGE
PARKING REQUIREMENTS, BUILDING RELEVANT
SETBACKS, FLOOR AREA RATIOS OR SITE STAKEHOLDERS
COVERAGE LIMITS).

9.  SUPPORT TRANSIT-ORIENTED SOME INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITIES EMPLOY LARGE NUMBERS OF PEOPLE. MDP To

DEVELOPMENT IN INDUSTRIAL AREAS. SUPPORTING TRANSIT-ORIENTED DEVELOPMENT CAN REDUCE TRAFFIC SUPPORT

AND THE NEED FOR PARKING. APPROPRIATE

DEVELOPMENT
PROPOSALS BY
EXPLORING
REDUCING
PARKING
REQUIREMENTS
FOR TRANSIT-
ORIENTATED
DEVELOPMENTS.

10.1.3 Commercial

CONSIDERATION
MDP TO ENCOURAGE MAXIMIZING THE

EFFICIENT USE OF COMMERCIAL LAND
AND INCREASING BUILDING FOOTPRINT
COVERAGE ON COMMERCIAL LOTS BY:

RATIONALE

LETHBRIDGE EXHIBITS MANY LARGE SURFACE PARKING LOTS WHICH MAKE

INEFFICIENT USE OF LAND. MINIMUM PARKING REQUIREMENTS SHOULD
BE REVISITED, WITH A VIEW TO FINDING EFFICIENCIES. SOME OLDER

IMPLEMENTATION
MDP TO SET OUT
MORE DETAILED

POLICY AROUND
REDUCING LAND
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PLANNING FOR SMALLER LOT SIZES
REDUCING THE LAND DEDICATED TO
PARKING

MONITORING THE IMPACT OF 2016
LUB AMENDMENT (MAXIMUM PARKING
PROVISION). CONSIDER LOWERING SOME
PARKING MINIMUMS, IN GENERAL
REQUIREMENTS AND IN SPECIAL
CIRCUMSTANCES, E.G. FOR HERITAGE
BUILDINGS, IN ARPS FOR OLDER
NEIGHBOURHOODS, DOWNTOWN, IN
TRANSIT-ACCESSIBLE LOCATIONS, ETC.

BUILDINGS CANNOT ACCOMMODATE MODERN PARKING STANDARDS, AND
EXCEPTIONS SHOULD BE MADE POSSIBLE.

DEDICATED TO
SURFACE
PARKING.

CONDUCT PARKING STUDY TO ANALYZE

MINIMUM AND MAXIMUM PARKING REQUIREMENTS SHOULD BE

POTENTIAL LUB

WHERE PARKING HAS BEEN ANALYZED WITH A VIEW TO FINDING POTENTIAL REDUCTIONS WHERE AMENDMENTS.
OVERSUPPLIED AND DETERMINE A MORE | PRACTICAL.
SUSTAINABLE PARKING REQUIREMENT
FOR THE LAND USE ByLAaw.
CONTINUE TO ENCOURAGE ACCESSIBLE WHILE MANY MODERN COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENTS ARE AUTO- MONITOR
COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT PATTERNS | ORIENTED, THEY MUST ALSO BE EASILY AND SAFELY ACCESSIBLE BY FOOT, | RECENT LUB
THAT ACCOMMODATE MULTIMODAL WHEELCHAIR, CYCLE, TRANSIT OR OTHER MODES. AMENDMENTS
WHICH IMPROVED
TRANSPORTATION THROUGH
MOBILITY AND

APPROPRIATE LAND USE BYLAW
REGULATIONS.

ACCESSIBILITY
REQUIREMENTS.
E.G. MINIMUM

CYCLE PARKING,
ACCESSIBILITY

IMPROVEMENTS.
WHERE APPROPRIATE, ENCOURAGE GRID AND MODIFIED GRID NEIGHBOURHOODS CAN BEST ACCOMMODATE MDP TO
STREET-FRONTING AND STREET-FRONTING AND NEIGHBOURHOOD COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT. SUPPORT
NEIGHBOURHOOD COMMERCIAL APPROPRIATE LOCATIONS SHOULD BE SOUGHT IN ORDER TO INCREASE RELEVANT
REZONINGS.
DEVELOPMENT IN NEIGHBOURHOODS NEIGHBOURHOOD WALKABILITY, REDUCE MOTOR VEHICLE DEPENDENCE c cuc
INCLUDE SUCH
WITH A GRID OR MODIFIED GRID STREET AND MAKE MORE EFFICIENT USE OF EXISTING ROADWAYS. DEVELOPMENTS
LAYOUT. IN ARPS AND
FUTURE OPs.

WHEN PREPARING EITHER ARPS OR
ASPS CONSIDER HOW TO BALANCE
COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT BETWEEN
CITY SECTORS.

SOME AREAS OF THE CITY ARE BETTER SERVED BY COMMERCIAL
DEVELOPMENT THAN OTHERS WHICH WAS MADE EVIDENT THROUGH THE
FOOD DESERT ANALYSIS FOUND IN CHAPTER 6. FOR EXAMPLE, THE
SOUTH-WEST CURRENTLY HAS LITTLE COMMERCIAL SPACE.

BALANCING COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT BETWEEN SECTORS IMPROVES
WALKABILITY AND MAKES MORE EFFICIENT USE OF EXISTING ROADWAYS.

IN ARP AND ASP
PREPARATION,
ENCOURAGE
APPROPRIATE
COMMERCIAL
DEVELOPMENT IN
UNDERSERVED
CITY SECTORS.

ENCOURAGE INCREASED RESIDENTIAL
DENSITY IN PROXIMITY TO EXISTING OR
PLANNED COMMERCIAL AREAS.

INCREASED RESIDENTIAL DENSITY AROUND COMMERCIAL AREAS CAN HELP
TO CREATE WALKABLE CLUSTERS OF DEVELOPMENT, WITH BENEFITS FOR
RESIDENTS AND BUSINESSES.

IN ARP AND ASP
PREPARATION,
ENCOURAGE
INCREASED
RESIDENTIAL
DENSITY AROUND
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EXISTING OR
PLANNED
COMMERCIAL
AREAS.

ENCOURAGE COMMERCIAL
DEVELOPMENT AROUND HIGHER DENSITY
RESIDENTIAL AREAS.

AREAS THAT ARE CAPABLE OF SUPPORTING LOCAL BUSINESS (E.G.

SURROUNDING THE UNIVERSITY AND COLLEGE, DOWNTOWN, ETC.) ARE

APPROPRIATE AREAS FOR CONSIDERING COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT.

IN ARP AND ASP
PREPARATION,
ENCOURAGE
COMMERCIAL
DEVELOPMENT
AROUND HIGHER
DENSITY
RESIDENTIAL
AREAS.

10.1.5 Greenfield Development

CONSIDERATION

RATIONALE

IMPLEMENTATION

1. ENCOURAGE A GREATER MIX OF LAND MIXING LAND USES PROVIDES MANY BENEFITS, SUCH AS STRENGTHEN MDP
USE WITHIN DEVELOPING WALKABILITY, INCREASED SOCIAL INTERACTION AND COMMUNITY- POLICIES RELATED TO
NEIGHBOURHOODS IN LOCATIONS THAT BUILDING, REDUCED NEED FOR MOTOR VEHICLE TRAVEL, REDUCED DESIGNING GREENFIELD
SUPPORT LOCAL BUSINESSES, TRANSIT POLLUTION AND EMISSIONS, AND MORE EFFICIENT USE OF AREAS, TO PROVIDE FOR
USE, AND ACCESS TO AMENITIES. INFRASTRUCTURE. A GREATER MIX OF LAND

USES IN ASPs AND OPs.

2. ENCOURAGE THE DESIGN OF MORE THE MODIFIED GRID STREET LAYOUT HOLDS SOME ADVANTAGES MDP poLICY SHOULD
ACCESSIBLE AND WALKABLE OVER CURVILINEAR IN TERMS OF WALKABILITY, SHORTER DRIVING ENCOURAGE USE OF THE
NEIGHBOURHOODS THROUGH USE OF DISTANCES, AND MORE FLEXIBILITY TO ADAPT AND REDEVELOP MODIFIED GRID STREET
THE MODIFIED GRID STREET LAYOUT AND | OVER TIME. LAYOUT IN ASPS AND
THE INCORPORATION OF GREEN OPS FOR NEW
CORRIDORS. NEIGHBOURHOODS.

3. MAXIMIZE USE OF EXISTING AS OUTLINE PLANS ARE BUILT OUT, PHASING SHOULD ALWAYS BE MDP poticy TO
INFRASTRUCTURE THROUGH CAREFUL PLANNED TO MAXIMIZE USE OF EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE. ENCOURAGE USE OF
PHASING. INFRASTRUCTURE EXPANSION SHOULD BE AVOIDED UNTIL PHASING TO MAXIMIZE

NECESSARY. USE OF EXISTING
INFRASTRUCTURE AND
AVOID EXPANSION UNTIL
NECESSARY.
4.  SET TARGETS TO IMPROVE ON THE AMONG THE OUTLINE PLANS AND NEIGHBOURHOODS STUDIED IN INVESTIGATE

AVERAGE NON-DEVELOPABLE PUBLIC
AND PRIVATE LAND USE AREAS PER
DWELLING UNIT IDENTIFIED IN CHAPTER
7. OUTLINE PLANS THAT DO NOT
ACHIEVE THESE TARGETS SHOULD NOT BE
SUPPORTED IN THE ABSENCE OF
EXCEPTIONAL CIRCUMSTANCES (E.G. THE
OP INCLUDES A LARGE REGIONAL PARK).

CHAPTER 7, CALCULATIONS WERE MADE OF: THE AVERAGE
ROADWAY AREA PER DWELLING UNIT; PARKS, SCHOOLS AND OPEN
SPACE AREA PER DWELLING UNIT; AND STORMWATER AREA PER
DWELLING UNIT.

SEEKING TO KEEP THESE AREAS LOW ON A PER-DWELLING-UNIT
BASIS HELPS MAKE MORE EFFICIENT USE OF LAND, AND CAN HELP
SPREAD CONSTRUCTION AND LONG-TERM MAINTENANCE AND
REPLACEMENT COSTS, CONTRIBUTING TO LOWERED COSTS FOR
TAXPAYERS.

DEVELOPING A
QUALITATIVE OR
QUANTITATIVE TARGET
IN THE MDP THAT ALL
FUTURE OUTLINE PLANS
SHALL ACHIEVE IN TERMS
OF MAXIMUM NON-
DEVELOPABLE LAND USE
AREA PER DWELLING
UNIT. THE TARGET
SHOULD BE DEPENDENT
ON CONTEXT, E.G. THE
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INCLUSION OF NON-
DEVELOPABLE USES
SERVING A WIDER AREA.

5. INCLUDE MINIMUM AVERAGE DENSITY THE AVERAGE DENSITY OF THE RECENTLY APPROVED OUTLINE CONSIDER AN MDP
REQUIREMENTS IN FUTURE OUTLINE PLAN AREAS STUDIED IN THIS CHAPTER IS 27.4 U/HA. A POLICY TO REQUIRE ALL
PLANS. OUTLINE PLANS THAT DO NOT REQUIREMENT SHOULD BE SET THAT ALL FUTURE OUTLINE PLANS FUTURE QUTLINE PLANS
ACHIEVE THE MINIMUM AVERAGE ACHIEVE AT LEAST A SET MINIMUM LEVEL OF DENSITY. IT WILL BE ACHIEVE A MINIMUM

UP TO DEVELOPERS TO DECIDE HOW THAT AVERAGE DENSITY AVERAGE DENSITY OF
DENSITY SHOULD NOT BE SUPPORTED IN SHOULD BE ACHIEVED, THROUGH A MIX OF INDIVIDUAL HOUSING 27.5 U/HA.
THE ABSENCE OF MITIGATING MEASURES | Types AND DENSITIES.
SUCH AS A LARGE PUBLIC USE, OR A
GEOGRAPHICAL OR UTILITY FEATURE IT IS RECOMMENDED THAT FUTURE OUTLINE PLANS BE REQUIRED
THAT CANNOT BE RELOCATED. TO PRODUCE A DENSITY OF AT LEAST 27.5 U/HA. THIS WILL HELP
TO ENCOURAGE CONTINUED EFFICIENT USE OF LAND IN FUTURE
DEVELOPMENTS.
6. AMENDMENTS TO EXISTING ASPS OR WHERE DEVELOPERS SEEK TO AMEND APPROVED ASPs oR OPs, MDP poOLICY TO NOT

OUTLINE PLANS TO CREATE LESS
WALKABLE AND MULTIMODAL-FRIENDLY
TRANSPORTATION NETWORKS WILL NOT
BE SUPPORTED IN THE ABSENCE OF
MITIGATING MEASURES.

SUPPORT SHOULD NOT BE GIVEN FOR CHANGES THAT WOULD
RESULT IN A LESS WALKABLE AND/OR LESS MULTIMODAL-FRIENDLY
TRANSPORTATION NETWORK.

SUPPORT AMENDMENTS
TO APPROVED ASPS OR
OPSs WHICH WoULD
RESULT IN A LESS
WALKABLE AND/OR LESS
MULTIMODAL-FRIENDLY
TRANSPORTATION
NETWORK.

10.1.4 Residential Infill Development

CONSIDERATION \ RATIONALE IMPLEMENTATION

1.  INFILL DEVELOPMENT SHOULD INFILL DEVELOPMENT HELPS TO DIRECT INVESTMENT AND RENEWAL DeveLop ARPs
CONTINUE TO BE ENCOURAGED BY THE TOWARD OLDER NEIGHBOURHOODS. INCREASING THE NUMBER OF FOR CORE,

CIty. DWELLING UNITS HELPS TO OFFSET THE LOSS OF POPULATION THROUGH MATURE AND
ESTABLISHED
SHRINKING AVERAGE HOUSEHOLD SIZES. THIS HELPS MAKE MORE
NEIGHBOURHOODS
EFFICIENT USE OF LAND AND INFRASTRUCTURE, AND PROVIDES MORE WHICH
CUSTOMERS TO HELP SUPPORT LOCAL BUSINESSES. ENCOURAGE
APPROPRIATE
RETROFITTING EXISTING BUILDINGS ALSO HAS SUSTAINABILITY BENEFITS, INFILL
BY REUSING EXISTING MATERIALS AND CUTTING CONSTRUCTION WASTE. DEVELOPMENT.

2. ENCOURAGE RENOVATION OR IDENTIFIED WITHIN COMMUNITY INPUT THAT A BETTER UNDERSTANDING PRODUCE
REDEVELOPMENT OF BUILDINGS IN POOR | OF RENOVATION AND REDEVELOPMENT PROCESSES ARE NEEDED BROCHURES FOR
CONDITION BY SUPPLYING INFORMATION CITY HALL AND

INFORMATION ON
AND EDUCATION TO RESIDENTS.
THE CITY WEBSITE.

3. ENCOURAGE RESIDENTIAL AND MIXED- AS DEMOGRAPHIC CHANGES OVER PREVIOUS DECADES HAVE LED TO DeveLop ARPs
USE INFILL DEVELOPMENT IN CORE, SHRINKING POPULATIONS IN MANY OLDER NEIGHBOURHOODS, INFILL FOR CORE,
MATURE AND ESTABLISHED DEVELOPMENT CAN INCREASE THE NUMBERS OF RESIDENTIAL UNITS MATURE AND

ESTABLISHED
NEIGHBOURHOODS TO RETAIN AVAILABLE AND HELP TO MAINTAIN OR INCREASE POPULATION.
NEIGHBOURHOODS
POPULATION, AND SUPPORT EXISTING WHICH
AND NEW BUSINESSES AND AMENITIES. ENCOURAGE
APPROPRIATE
INFILL
DEVELOPMENT.
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REDEVELOPMENTS SHOULD BE CREATED

4. ENCOURAGE GREATER MIX OF LAND MIXING LAND USES PROVIDES MANY BENEFITS, SUCH AS WALKABILITY, ENCOURAGE
USES IN CORE, MATURE AND INCREASED SOCIAL INTERACTION AND COMMUNITY-BUILDING, REDUCED GREATER MIX OF
ESTABLISHED NEIGHBOURHOODS. NEED FOR MOTOR VEHICLE TRAVEL, REDUCED POLLUTION AND LAND USES

EMISSIONS, AND MORE EFFICIENT USE OF INFRASTRUCTURE. THROUGH
APPROPRIATE
POLICIES IN ARPs.

5. CONTINUE TO ENCOURAGE HIGHER INCREASING DENSITY AROUND COMMERCIAL NODES AND CORRIDORS ENCOURAGE
DENSITY DEVELOPMENT AROUND HELPS TO SUPPORT EXISTING AND NEW BUSINESSES, AS WELL AS HIGHER DENSITY
COMMERCIAL NODES AND CORRIDORS, CREATING A WALKABLE LIVING ENVIRONMENT FOR RESIDENTS. AcCEss To | DEVELOPMENT
AND INSTITUTIONAL NODES WHERE TRANSIT ALLOWS PEOPLE TO TRAVEL FURTHER WITHOUT A MOTOR AROUND
ACCESS TO TRANSIT IS AVAILABLE. VEHICLE, MAKING MORE EFFICIENT USE OF OUR TRANSPORT E?D/IE'\QE:;IDAL

INFRASTRUCTURE. CORRIDORS IN
ARPs.

6. UNDERTAKE A CROSS-DEPARTMENTAL AREA REDEVELOPMENT PLANS FULFIL THE ROLE OF INVESTIGATING AND FUTURE CROSS-
STUDY WITH INDUSTRY, COMMUNITY, BUILDING COMMUNITY CONSENSUS AROUND THE BEST TYPES AND DEPARTMENTAL
AND CITY STAFF ON POSSIBLE STEPS TO LOCATIONS OF INFILL AND INCREASES IN DENSITY. IN THIS WAY, ARPsS STUDY ON
BRIDGE THE GAP BETWEEN IDENTIFYING CAN IDENTIFY PRIORITY GROWTH AREAS. BUT THERE IS A GAP BETWEEN BRIDGING ;;EPGAP
AREAS FOR REDEVELOPMENT AND IDENTIFYING APPROPRIATE LOCATIONS FOR REDEVELOPMENT AND FILLING E\E;g:iFgN AND
INTENSIFICATION IN ARPS, AND GAPS IN INFRASTRUCTURE AND SERVICING. THE CURRENT SYSTEM, WHICH | {;pGRADES TO
TARGETING APPROPRIATE UPGRADES TO PUTS THE ONUS ALMOST SOLELY ON THE PROSPECTIVE DEVELOPER, ACTS SERVICING &
SERVICING AND UTILITIES. AS A CONSTRAINT ON REDEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL. UTILITIES.

7.  UNDERTAKE A CROSS-DEPARTMENTAL PLACING A GREATER FINANCIAL AND REGULATORY BURDEN ON MULTI- FUTURE CROSS-
STUDY INTO OPPORTUNITIES TO REDUCE FAMILY DEVELOPMENTS — EVEN WHEN REPLACING LIKE-FOR-LIKE (E.G. DEPARTMENTAL
THE BURDEN ON SMALLER-SCALE REPLACING AN EXISTING SINGLE DETACHED DWELLING WITH A NEW STUDYINTO
REDEVELOPMENT PROJECTS. SINGLE DETACHED DWELLING, OR A TRIPLEX WITH A TRIPLEX, ETC.) — ACTS ::;SE;?:?ES 70

TO DISCOURAGE DEVELOPERS FROM PURSUING SUCH PROJECTS AND CAN BURDEN ON
EVEN ENCOURAGE A LOWERING OF DENSITY. SIMILARLY, WHERE A LIKE- SMALLER-SCALE
FOR-LIKE REPLACEMENT OF A SINGLE DETACHED DWELLING IS PROPOSED, | REDEVELOPMENT
POWERS FOR DEVELOPMENT OFFICERS TO WAIVE LAND USE ByLAW PROJECTS.
REGULATIONS FOR ASPECTS SUCH AS OFF-STREET PARKING SHOULD BE

CONSIDERED.

FOR EXAMPLE, WHERE A HOME HAS EXISTED AND FUNCTIONED

SUCCESSFULLY FOR DECADES WITHOUT A FRONT DRIVEWAY, THERE DOES

NOT SEEM TO BE MUCH LOGIC TO SUPPORT A REQUIREMENT THAT

NECESSITATES CURB CUTS INTO THE BOULEVARD AND THE REMOVAL OF

STREET TREES WHERE THESE ARE VALUED BY THE COMMUNITY. MOVES

LIKE THIS COULD ALSO HELP TO LOWER CONSTRUCTION COSTS AND HELP

NEW DEVELOPMENT BETTER FIT IN WITH SURROUNDING PROPERTIES.

8.  ENSURE GREEN SPACE IS PROVIDED IN SOME OLDER NEIGHBOURHOODS DO NOT CONTAIN A PROPORTION OF ARPS FOR CORE
CORE NEIGHBOURHOODS THROUGH GREEN SPACE WHICH WOULD BE CONSIDERED ADEQUATE BY TODAY'S NEIGHBOURHOODS
ARPs. STANDARDS. WHILE SOME NEIGHBOURHOODS SUCH AS LONDON ROAD TO IDENTIFY NEED

ARE LOCATED ADJACENT TO THE RIVER VALLEY, THIS SPACE MAY NOT BE AND POTENTIAL
ACCESSIBLE TO ALL. LOCATIONS FOR
ADDITIONAL
GREEN SPACE.
9. A METHOD OF RECORDING INFILL IN ORDER TO ALLOW USEFUL MONITORING OF INFILL DEVELOPMENT DEVELOP AN

TRENDS AND CHALLENGES, THE DATA GAP NEEDS TO BE FILLED. THIS WILL

ADMINISTRATIVE
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TO ENSURE GOOD DATA IS AVAILABLE ALLOW THE CITY TO LEARN ABOUT WHAT TYPES OF INFILL DEVELOPMENT PROCESS TO TRACK

FOR FUTURE COMPARISONS AND ARE POPULAR AND ECONOMICAL, AND HOW IT CAN BE EFFECTIVELY THIS

STUDIES. THIS SHOULD DISTINGUISH FACILITATED. INFORMATION.

BETWEEN THE TYPES OF INFILL MONITORING &

IDENTIFIED IN CHAPTER 7. EVALUATION
TooL TO BE

CREATED FOR
LONDON ROAD

ARP.
10. SET TARGETS TO IMPROVE ON THE AMONG THE OUTLINE PLANS AND NEIGHBOURHOODS STUDIED IN INVESTIGATE
AVERAGE NON-DEVELOPABLE PUBLIC CHAPTER 7, CALCULATIONS WERE MADE OF: THE AVERAGE ROADWAY DEVELOPING A
AND PRIVATE LAND USE AREAS PER AREA PER DWELLING UNIT; PARKS, SCHOOLS AND OPEN SPACE AREA PER QUALITATIVE OR
DWELLING UNIT (AS IDENTIFIED IN DWELLING UNIT; AND STORMWATER AREA PER DWELLING UNIT. QUANTITATIVE
CHAPTER 7). TARGET IN THE
SEEKING TO KEEP THESE AREAS LOW ON A PER-DWELLING-UNIT BASIS MDP THAT ALL
HELPS MAKE MORE EFFICIENT USE OF LAND, AND CAN HELP SPREAD FUTURE ARPs
CONSTRUCTION AND LONG-TERM MAINTENANCE AND REPLACEMENT SHALL ACHIEVE IN
COSTS, CONTRIBUTING TO LOWERED COSTS FOR TAXPAYERS. TERMS OF

MAXIMUM NON-
IN THE CONTEXT OF ARPS, THIS COULD BE ACHIEVED THROUGH A TARGET | DEVELOPABLE
FIGURE WHICH ALL FUTURE REDEVELOPMENTS SHOULD ACHIEVE. THIS LAND USE AREA
WOULD HELP TO FOCUS ON THE NEED TO REPOPULATE OLDER AREAS PER DWELLING
WHICH HAVE SEEN POPULATION LOSS THROUGH SHRINKING HOUSEHOLD UNIT. THE TARGET
SIZES. SHOULD BE
DEPENDENT ON
CONTEXT, E.G.
CURRENT
STARTING POINT,
AND THE
INCLUSION OF
NON-
DEVELOPABLE
USES SERVING A

WIDER AREA.
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APPENDIX 1.0 POPULATION AND DEMOGRAHPIC TABLES

City Sectors Historical Growth

North Lethbridge 9095 12822 17835 21706 21745 22911 26751
South Lethbridge 19205 24003 263 15 26398 26197 27884 31337
West Lethbridge 11797 16996 26407 36716

Table 35: Population Growth by Sector (*1994 data used as 1995 was unavailable.)

Sector 1955- 1965- 1975- 1985- 1995- 2005-2014
1964 1974 1985* 1994 2005**

North Lethbridge 3727 5013 3871 1166 3840
South Lethbridge 4798 2312 83 —201 1687 3453
West Lethbridge 11425 5199 9411 10309

Table 36: Population Growth by Decade (*1985 data used as 1984 was unavailable. **2005 data used as 2004 was unavailable)

Age Distribution Tables
North Lethbridge- 2006 Municipal Census

0-4 5-9 10-14  [15-19 [20-24  [25-29 [30-34  |35-39  |40-44 |45-49 |50-54 |55-59 [60-64 [65-69 [70-74 [75-79 [80-84 [85-89 |90+

Core 455 377, 427 479 818 774 558 430 564 578 478 341 241 213 209 196 127 68 41
Senator Buchanan 80) 74 104 103| 182] 181 128| 113] 136 155 119 92| 70| 65 71 65 45 26 12
Staffordville 69 67 59 59 104 106 77 64 66 86 62 53 37 38| 30] 24] [3 4 [3
Westminster 306 236 264 317 532 487 353 253 362 337, 297, 196 134 110 108 107} 76| 38| 23|

Devel 26| 27 49, 33 46| 41 43 35 47, 34 39 24 25| 14 14 21 10 2| 1
Blackwolf 1 0] 0] 0] 0] ) 0| 0| 0| 0| 0| 0| 0| 0 0] 0] 0] 0] 0] 0]
Legacy Ridge / Hardievillg 26 27, 49 33 46 41 43 35 47 34 39 24, 25 14 14 21 10| 2 1]

blished 295 336 355 344 330) 241 312 358 430 453| 343 227, 144 110} 45| 32 8 3
Stafford Manor 44 45 47| 39 35 44 47 57 62 61 47 22 17 15] 16| 4 2] 1 1
Uplands 251 291 308| 305 295 197| 265 301 368 392 296 205 127| 95 73] 41 30 7| 2

Mature 496 582 645 757| 796 697| 638 649 798| 766 836 716 573 526 474 378 288 129 125
Majestic Place 30] 47 41 53 51 45 40 53 63 63 72 63 53 87| 61] 51] 34 5| 4
Park Meadows 152 174 176 188 217 185 173] 186 214 177| 228| 224 162| 123 81 60] 34 11§ 4
St. Edwards 123 141] 164 194 230 211 185 166 202 210 206 158 152 121] 131] 83 55 12| 6
Winston Churchill 191] 220| 264 322 298 256 240 244 319 316 330 271 206 195 201] 184 165) 101] 111]

Table 37: North Lethbridge Neighbourhood Age Distribution (2006)

North Lethbridge- 2011 Municipal Census

0-4 5-9 10-14 |15-19 [20-24  |25-29 [30-34 |35-39 |40-44  [45-49 |50-54 |55-59 |60-64 |65-69 [70-74 |75-79 [80-84 [85-89 |90+

Core 546 386 338 406 716 863| 617 506 442 507 587 427 331 218 170 164 138] 60| 39
Senator Buchanan 133 97| 85 110 206 238| 152] 125 133] 144] 174 125] 86 64 43] 45] 46 19 12
Staffordville 94 51 46| 58] 96 88| 72 74 58] 50) 76| 58] 49 41 32] 27 20 1] 4
Westminster 319 238 207 238 414 537| 393 307 251 313 337 244 196 113] 95| 92 72] 40 23

Developi 206 117| 100 105 162 282 241 162 135 116 111 71 46| 36| 30| 25 30| 25| 20|
Blackwolf 1 0] 0] 0 0] 0) 0] 0] 0 0] 0] 0] 0] 0 0] 0] 0] 0] 0] 0]
Legacy Ridge / Hardievillg 206 117| 100 105 162] 282 241 162 135 116 111 71 46 36) 30) 25 30 25| 20

blished 295 296 371 408 337 312 271 337, 390 470 486 341 241 161 91 92| 43| 17 6
Stafford Manor 43| 35 47, 49 40 43 44 42| 52 41] 55 35 27 18 13 10| 4 1] 1
Uplands 252 261 324 359 297 269 227 295 338 429 431 306 214 143 78 82 39 16 5

596 449 571 693 835 715 644 597 608 724 823 763 722 554 459 413 296 163 82
Majestic Place 56 51 55 53 71 56 44 53 55| 74 69] 60) 68| 47 57 55 38| 17 4
Park Meadows 138] 115] 145] 190 182] 167 153] 153| 184 193] 201 204 227 152] 124 82] 38| 14 1
St. Edwards 180 108] 135] 171 218 212 209 167 151 192 215 197] 177| 155] 111 87| 62 21 5]
Winston Churchill 222 175| 236 279 364| 280 238 224 218 265 338 302 250 200] 167] 189 158 111] 72

Table 38: North Lethbridge Neighbourhood Age Distribution (2011)
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North Lethbridge- 2016 Municipal Census

0-4 5-9 10-14 [15-19 [20-24 [25-29 [30-34 (3539 [4044 (4549 [5054 (5559 [60-64 [65-69 [70-74 [75-79 [80-84 [85-89 |90+
Core 456 481 400 397 647 724 718 580 526 415 521 539 384 270 201 141 117 61 26
Senator Buchanan 99) 125 84) o4 189 208 194 146, 138 134) 137 166 116 69 49) 33 35 19 10
Staffordville 65 79| 52| 44 75| 105 85 85| 71 54 71 67| 54 47 36 27| 15 5| 0|
Westminster 292 277 264 259 383 411 439 349 317 227 313 306 214 154 116 81 67| 37| 16
Developi 338 314 196 162 241 359 450 350 279 198 171 176 138 95| 49| 49 40 48| 35
Blackwolf 1 55 40 37 32 50 87 79 57 45 36 26 31 13 15 5 3 1 1 0
Legacy Ridge / Hardievilld 283 274 159 130 191 272 371 293 234 162 145 145 125 80 44 46 39 47 35
ished 263 293 309 421 356 300 326 258 360 366 462 464 303 243 142 77 56, 27, 13|
Stafford Manor 41 45 35| 44 41 51| 38| 21 49 40 46 55 30| 29| 15 11 10 0| 0|
Uplands 222) 248 274 377, 315 249 283 237, 311] 326 416 409) 273 214 127 66, 46 27 13
Mature 534 583 486 603 658 749 701 648 608 589 756 752 744 722 518 375 340 190 123
Majestic Place 33 67, 46 53 33 68| 53] 55 55 52 69) 70 70 71] 40 48] 33 2 5
Park Meadows 140 144 114 157 168 182 180 147 138 155 200 174 206 215 141 98| 64 20| 5
St. Edwards 149 158 120} 142| 191 198 189 214 176 148} 186 202 205 169 137 79| 60| 29| 10|
Winston Churchill 212) 214 206) 251] 266 301] 279 232 239 234 301] 309 263 267) 200) 150 183 119 103
Table 39: North Lethbridge Neighbourhood Age Distribution (2016)
South Lethbridge- 2006 Municipal Census
0-4 5-9 10-14 [15-19 [20-24 [25-29 [30-34 [35-39 [40-44 [45-49 [s0-54 [55-59 [60-64 [65-69 [70-74 [75-79 [20-84 [85-89 [90+
Core 430 359 377 se1l 1,142 914 624 533 665 726 757, 571 492 464 455 536 574 425 287
Downtown 2 1 1 12 37| 39| 20| 20| 22| 27| 46 72 92 128| 154 188| 198| 160 91
Fleetwood 69 43 63 92 204 171 95 79| 87| 98| 117, 66 61 69| 37| 43 30| 14 9
London Road 155 153 129 191 451 393 249 211 251 258] 266 187 134 114 101 116 133 98| 90|
Upper Eastside 4 11 15 23| 40 36| 23| 30| 37| 27| 41 36 23 17 13 12 12 10 5
Victoria Park 200 151 169 263} 410 275 236 193 268 316 287 210 182 135 150 177 201 143 92|
Developi 31 27 27 34 29 21 26| 33| 45| 39) 31 34 28 29 34 28| 17 5 1
Arbour Ridge 0| 0| 0| 0| 0| 0| 0| 0| 0| 0] 0| 0| 0| 0| 0| 0| 0| 0| 0|
Southgate 27, 23 25 30 24 20 23 28 39 33 24 25 14 16 12 9| 2 1 0|
Southridge 4 4 3 4 6 2 3 5 5 6] 7 9 13 13 22| 20| 14 4 1
blished 121] 125, 158 185, 148 8g| 83 137, 193] 205 251 259 206 219 217, 180) 120 37, 6
Fairmont 73 65 69 79 56 53 53 78 116 87 100} 104 81 103 71 56 36 11 1
Park Royal / Chinook Height 3 11 15 17 9| 5 0| 7 9 22| 18] 6| 15 16 6| 5| 2 5 0|
Tudor Estates 29 34 62 72 68 23 17 32 47 71 104 111 58 47 51 40 25 6 0|
West Mayor Magrath Dr 16 15 11 17 14 6 13 20| 22| 25 29 38 53 53 89 78| 58| 15 5
Mature 576 562 637 %63 1,513 948 645 648 880 879 921 783 754 703 727 593 382 179) 79
Agnes Davidson 180 157 193 289 486 298| 207 182 273 269 273 205 211 233 231 213 129 50| 26|
Glendale 86 99 112 129 160 146 106 104 167 136 136 132 100 75 81 55 41 22| 5
Henderson Lake 15 15 16 19 15 11 8| 19 23| 15 39| 22 11 17 15 14 12 1 2
Lakeview 130 153 145 205 258 182 150 159 180 214 202 155 171 166 170 148 90| 44 13
Redwood 149 125 167 281 442 285, 160 178 225 237 263 261 256 207, 225, 162 107 60 33
Scenic Heights 16 13 4 40 152 27| 14 7 12 8| 8| 14 6| 5 5| 1 3 2 0|

Table 40: South Lethbridge Neighbourhood Age Distribution (2006)
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South Lethbridge- 2011 Municipal Census

0-4 5-9 10-14 |15-19 |20-24  |25-29  |30-34  |35-39  [40-44  [45-49 [50-54 [55-59 [60-64 |65-69 |70-74 |75-79 |80-84 |85-89 |90+

Core 431 343 322 438 978 943 727 542 570 629 790 734 610) 487, 452 454 528 462 318
Downtown 1 0| 0| 8| 26| 32 36 19, 16| 27, 44 80 95 120 147, 201 237| 202 131
Fleetwood 71 52 42 72 188 176 128| 77, 90 92 93 100| 70 49 54 30) 27, 19| 4
London Road 177, 141 114 151 363 370 277 221 233 218 291 236 183| 125 103 95) 103 81 61]
Upper Eastside 11| 4] 12 25 33 40 35 20| 23 36 39 37, 35 18| 11| 11 12| 11| 9|
Victoria Park 171 146 154 182 368 325 251 205 208 256 323 281 227 175 137 117 149 149 113
Developii 132 113 82 77 68 90 119 102 101 106 100 94 76 63 31 23 8 4 4
Arbour Ridge 0| 0| 0] 0| 0] 0| 0| 0] 0| (o] 0| 1] 1] 0| 0| 0] 0| 0] 0|
Southgate 120 82 59 56 60 88 115 88 71 83 78 65 55 50 25 16| 7 4 3
Southridge 12 31 23| 21 8 2 4 14 30 23 22 28 20 13 6 7| 1 0] 1
ished 140 175 175 218 197 117 110 131 188 234 303 305 305 283 289 259 254 137 103
Fairmont 105 125 116 136 115 83 86 102 128| 155 153 147, 133 131] 139 113 117| 79 86
Park Royal / Chinook Height] 2 4] 12| 10| 12| 6| 0| 1] 9| 7 21 20 11| 11] 14 4 4 1] 1
Tudor Estates 28 36 35 65 51 21 19| 23] 36 53 95 86 104] 45 45 38| 36 14] 2
West Mayor Magrath Dr 5 11| 12| 8| 19| 7| 5 6| 15| 19| 34 52 58 95 91 103 97, 43 14|
Mature 705 587 589 832 1,484 1,056 855 709 718 891 900 885 874 750 635 604 475 221 77
Agnes Davidson 207, 189 184 250 491 352 241 202] 201 260 271 247, 252| 205 193 186 155 66 18|
Glendale 105 91 93 127| 195 166 143 112 129] 152 150 111 127 86 59 62| 36 28 14
Henderson Lake 8| 10| 21 17| 23 13 12| 8| 17| 29 21 34 19, 13 14 12| 11] 8 2
Lakeview 147| 138| 155 169| 301 189 174 150 163 211 202 184] 154 164 153 146 103 50 14|
Redwood 217, 156 130} 243| 427 277, 262| 212] 202 221 248 288| 310 277, 215 196 168| 68 29
Scenic Heights 21 3 6] 21 47 59 23 25 6 18| 8| 21 12| 5 1] 2 2 1] 0|

Table 41: South Lethbridge Neighbourhood Age Distribution (2011)

South Lethbridge- 2016 Municipal Census

0-4 5-9 10-14 15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44  |45-49 50-54 55-59 60-64 65-69 70-74 75-79 80-84 85-89 90+

Core 436 392 350 419 812 897 790 609 583 557| 641 751 758 621 527 448| 441 436 379
Downtown 1] 2] 1 6 27| 33 23 24 25 23 33 75 116 122] 164| 185 206 211 177|
Fleetwood 77, 69 40 76) 148 159 134 119 74 91 90 91 92| 56 46 38| 30 8| 10
London Road 166 133] 134 142] 302 346 305 208 242 202 202 239 232 195] 126 87, 82| 71 58]
Upper Eastside 11 17 15 31 28 42] 34 32 35 32 35 36 46) 31 18 12 8 13 10
Victoria Park 181 171 160 164 307 317 294 226 207 209 281 310 272 217 173] 126 115] 133] 124
Developing 178 212 188 130 101 69| 147 195 156 166 162| 129 111 94 85 45] 27| 5] 3]
Arbour Ridge 14 19 11 11 2] 2] 6) 14 12 10] 9) 4 3] 2] 5] 0] 0 0] 0]
Southgate 155] 174 145 93] 81 60| 138] 170] 126 120 121] 100] 93 73 67 40) 21 5| 3]
Southridge 9 19 32 26 18 7| 3] 11 18 36| 32 25 15 19 13 5| 6) 0) 0]
ished 152 176 168, 171 206 97| 147, 138 157| 198 264 305 360| 386 332 314 249 203 168
Fairmont 98] 116| 109 110| 105] 66| 94 97, 102] 139 170| 162] 185 166| 154 159 134 139 143]
Park Royal / Chinook Height] 8 5| 8 9 8 6] 8 5 7 5| 10 17 17 11] 13 9 6| 1 3]
Tudor Estates 44 51 45 40, 51 20 41 28 35 39 54 80| 84 99 43 29 35 17 4
West Mayor Magrath Dr 2 4 6) 12 42| 5| 4 8 13 15 30 46| 74 110] 122] 117 74 46| 18
Mature 789 690 610 759 1,339 1,104] 924 740 703| 686 910 928 932 854 700 485 479 261 82
Agnes Davidson 279 235 198| 236 483 362 314 240 207 207 267 268 257 233 181 152] 150 89 25
Glendale 116 97| 108| 113] 159 161 144 131 114 105] 164 130 127 115] 87| 29 51 20) 6)
Henderson Lake 19 13 5] 15 21 24 12 12 9 11 25| 12 34 28 15 8| 9 6) 3]
Lakeview 152] 135] 140 186 280 221 179 156 166 151 195 215 195) 155] 142] 121 106 52 16
Redwood 198| 194 150] 184 338 282 249 183] 195] 204 239 283 305 316 270 174 161 93] 32]
Scenic Heights 25 16] 9) 25 58 54 26 18 12 8| 20| 20 14 7] 5| 1 2] 1 0]

Table 42: South Lethbridge Neighbourhood Age Distribution (2016)
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West Lethbridge- 2006 Municipal Census

0-4 5-9 10-14  [15-19 |20-24  |25-29 |30-34 |35-39  |40-44 [45-49 [50-54 |55-59 |60-64 |65-69 |70-74 [75-79 [80-84 [85-89 |90+

Developi 140 129 99 84 97 93 133 157 101 103 109 63 45 27 17, 9 2 2 0
Copperwood 0 0 0| 0| 0 0] 0) 0 0] 0| 0 0] 0| 0 0 0| 0 0 0]
Country Meadows 0 0] 0| 0 0 0| 0 0 0| 0 0 0] 0| 0 0] 0| 0 0] 0|
Garry Station 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Riverstone 127 109 87, 77, 77 82| 115 139 90 97, 103 58] 4 24 17, 7 2 2 0
Sunridge 1 20| 13 7 20| 11 17 16| 10 6 6 4 2 1 0| 1 0 0 0
The Canyons 2 0 0 0| 0| 0 1 2 1 0 0 0 1 2 0 1 0 0| 0
The Crossings 0| 0 0 0| 0 0 0| 0 0 0| 0| 0 0 0| 0 0| 0 0 0

blished 1,138] 1,020 1,145 14470 2369] 1518 1,228 1,004 1,137 1,144 1,040 775 447 312 227, 179 118 60 33
Heritage Heights 226 192) 210) 223 256 196 233 206 260| 238 197 176 97 79 40 2 16 3 0
Indian Battle Heights 619 506 53] 721 1,267, 905 678 564 538 461 417 247 151, 109 78 70 36) 17 g
Mountain Heights 139 175 161 164 304 156 163 169 119 134 105 78 40 30 17 8 7 2 1
Paradise Canyon 29 32 46 51] 33 23 37, 51] 57, 89) 85| 9 72] 30 26| 8 8 0
Ridgewood 51 83 161] 182 91 40 43 69) 128 198 215 168 69) 4 38 25| 7 3 2
West Highlands 74 32 29 106 418 198 74 35 35 24 21 19] 18 22) 28 46 44 34 24

Mature 414 371] 406] 891 2,263 779 404) 338| 353| 467 520) 37| 271 164 107 8 77 72 35)
Varsity Village 414 371 406 891 2,263 770 404 338 353 467, 520) 375 271 164 107, 89 77 72 35)

Table 43: West Lethbridge Neighbourhood Age Distribution (2006)
West Lethbridge- 2011 Municipal Census
0-4 5-9 10-14 [15-19 [20-24 [25-29 [30-34 [35-39 [40-44 [45-49 [50-54 [55-59 [60-64 [65-69 [70-74 [75-79 [80-84 [85-89 |90+

Developing 486 423 330 315 510) 540 526 440 377 260) 210) 160 123 84 46 22 9 2 2
Copperwood 213 131 97, 121 237 318 261 148 105 79 48 27| 19 9 11 1 1 0 0
Country Meadows 1] 1 0| 2| 1 1] 1] 2 0| 2| 2| 3 3 2 1 1 0| 0| 0|
Garry Station 1 1] 0 2 1 1 1 2 0 2 2 3 3 2 1 1 0 0 0
Riverstone 186 234 173 132 105 92| 170 21 211 147 125 117 79) 57, 26 17 6 2 2
Sunridge 86, 56, 59 58 166 129 94 67 61 29 33 15 19 13 6 2 1 1 0
The Canyons 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 1 1] 1 0 1 0 0
The Crossings 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

blished 1,220  1,125] 1,026] 1,437] 2,508 1605 1,209 11670 1,133] 1,02 1,180 995| 797 436 303| 199 143 78 49
Heritage Heights 177 188 184 223 312 187 163 202 189 229 239 195 179 100 71] 44 14 9 0
Indian Battle Heights 536) 517 474 647 1,378 81| 627 530) 475) 473 439) 354 243 166 110 70 51 17 13
Mountain Heights 169 153 202 181] 234 18] 156 146 166 118 14)) 92 74 43 30 11 10 3 0
Paradise Canyon 80) 67, 80) 83 62) 48 73 9 91 84 119 93 89 90 28 15 5 4 0
Ridgewood 65) 71 96 157, 114 47, 51] 65 77, 123 181] 202 163 62 40 26 17 5 3
West Highlands 207 129 91 146 498 325 230 132 116 76 65) 59) 50) 26) 2] 33 46 41 33

Mature 40| 384 657 2,080 40| 333| 328| 352] 469| 451] 354 251] 155 88 73] 55) 35)
Varsity Village 405 380) 384] 657 2,080] 40| 508] 333] 32| 352 469 451 354 251 155 83 73 55 35

Table 44: West Lethbridge Neighbourhood Age Distribution (2011)

West Lethbridge- 2016 Municipal Census

0-4 5-9 10-14 |15-19 [20-24  |25-29  [30-34  [35-39 |40-44  |45-49 |50-54 |55-59 [60-64 |65-69 |70-74 [75-79 |80-84 |85-89  [90+

Developi 1,001 859) 712 641 1,092 1,042 1,055 897 742 523 451 312| 264] 170 107 54 26 8| 3]
Copperwood 557 365 251 268 49| 554 608 439 279 179 135 71 54 33 17 12 0 4 0
Country Meadows 10 1] 0 1 13 27 10 3 4 2 1 1 1 0 4 0 0 0 0
Garry Station 46 39 40 25 43 67 58 50 33 16 16 19 10 4 1 0 1 0 0
Riverstone 207 287 285 220 159 126 184 244 283 237 196 152 138 95| 61 27 19 2 2
Sunridge 134 119 106 100 365 253 157 122 106 64 65 50 48 30 20 11 5 1 1
The Canyons 43 46 27 25 10 8 35 36 34 2| 36 18 1 7 3 4 1 1 0
The Crossings 4 2 2 2 4 6 3 2 3 1 2 1 2 1 0 0 0 0 0

blished 1,071] 1,230 1,133] 1,346] 2424 1539 1,319 1,101] 1,062] 1,053 1,008 1,008 45| 780) 459) 284] 212 142 85
Heritage Heights 132 165 186 202 288 185 159 135 189 185 249 205 190 161 o1 68 32 13 4
Indian Battle Heights 496] 569 508 618] 1,199 799 636 510 458 454 437 416 330 222 159 96, 56, 30 9
Mountain Heights 163 171 139 182 316 160 164 137 119 132 103 120 82 77 39 27 12 5 3
Paradise Canyon 69) 81 73 72 68 37 67, 61 83 82) 89) 116 97, 109 66, 23 16 1 1
Ridgewood 53 78 100 o8 83 58 50) 64 78 85, 125 159 169 144 57, 31] 21 11 1
West Highlands 158 175] 127 174 470 300] 243 194 135 115 95 82 77 67, 47 39 75 82 67

Mature 438 456| 375 680 1,733] 1,025 573 406) 340 278 314 420) 439 336 216 115] 77 50| 29
Varsity Village 438 456| 375] 680 1,733 1,025 573 406 340) 278 314 420) 439 336 216] 115 77 50 29

Table 45: West Lethbridge Neighbourhood Age Distribution (2016)
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APPENDIX 2.0 NEIGHBOURHOOD LAND COMPOSITION TABLES
North Lethbridge Neighbourhoods

Direct

) Residential |Commercial|Institutional | control / Industrial Total Land

Neighbourhood (ha) (ha) (ha) P (ha) Valley (ha) (ha)
Innovation

Core

i 148.18 30.97 5.56 422 36.61 37.63 0.51 122.25 0.00 385.94
Neighbourhoods
Senator Buchanan 42.26 21.77 1.93 372 36.61 23.04 051 53.39 0.00 183.22
Staffordville 20.17 0.00 1.06 0.18 0.00 0.90 0.00 11.65 0.00 33.97
Westminster 85.74 9.21 2.58 032 0.00 13.69 0.00 57.21 0.00 168.75
Mature 222.15 5.04 5.10 0.07 0.00 46.68 0.00 118.92 0.00 397.96
Neighbourhoods
Majestic Place 23.03 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1.93 0.00 13.97 0.00 38.93
Park Meadows 55.48 0.00 0.43 0.00 0.00 10.86 0.00 30.83 0.00 97.60
St. Edwards 56.72 0.66 1.34 0.00 0.00 8.42 0.00 26.27 0.00 93.40
Winston Churchill 86.92 438 3.34 0.07 0.00 25.47 0.00 47.84 0.00 168.03
e 87.56 1.99 1.89 1.63 0.00 12.07 021 47.95 0.00 153.30
Neighbourhoods
Stafford Manor 11.06 0.00 0.00 0.24 0.00 0.51 0.00 4.85 0.00 16.67
Uplands 76.50 1.99 1.89 1.39 0.00 11.55 0.21 43.09 0.00 136.63
Developing 86.59 3.29 2.45 0.75 0.00 90.04 59.19 53.77 035 296.43
Neighbourhoods
Blackwolf 1 13.84 0.75 0.00[*0.75 0.00 23.53 17.54 751 0.00 63.93
Blackwolf 2 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 29.02 28.41 8.50 0.00 65.93
Legacy Ridge / 72.75 254 2.45 0.00 0.00 37.48 13.24 37.76 035 166.56
Hardieville

Table 46: North Lethbridge Neighbourhood Land Composition by Hectares (2016)
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South Lethbridge Neighbourhoods

Direct

. Residential |Commercial|Institutional |control /  |Industrial Total Land
Neighbourhood Valley (ha

£ (ha) (ha) (ha) *Urban (ha) y (ha) (ha)

Innovation

Core Neighbourhoods 188.21 87.13| 21.46) 13.00| 2.05 51.44 0.00 219.49 41.56 624.35
Downtown 3.85 57.41 0.00 2.76 0.00 5.92 0.00 41.13 22.21 133.29
Fleetwood 32.50 0.12 2.14 0.48 0.00 23.64 0.00 26.46 14.53 99.86
London Road 60.56 0.31 0.66 1.51 0.00 2.64 0.00 41.30 4.82 111.80
Upper Eastside 4.89 23.80 9.56 2.80 2.05 10.44 0.00 37.07 0.00 90.61
Victoria Park 86.41 5.48 9.11 5.44 0.00 8.80 0.00 73.54 0.00 188.78

t
Mature 289.08| 28.40| 33.69| 5.85 257  137.75 0.02| 215.58 0.91| 713.85
Neighbourhoods
Agnes Davidson 95.24 8.58 1.25 0.00 0.00 12.10 0.02 65.05 0.00 182.24
Glendale 46.25 2.70 0.79 1.83 2.57 8.32 0.00 38.28 0.00 100.74
Henderson Lake 9.76 0.00 27.98 4.02 0.00 90.71 0.00 17.59 0.00 150.06
Lakeview 67.55 6.20 0.71 0.00 0.00 13.84 0.00 50.08 0.00 138.38
Redwood 64.49 10.93 2.96 0.00 0.00 11.90 0.00 43.08 0.00 133.36
Scenic Heights 5.78 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.87 0.00 1.51 0.91 9.07
Established

. 108.91 48.79 13.48 11.60 0.00 26.42 2.96 69.70 10.57 292.42
Neighbourhoods
Fairmont 49.71 21.98 4.81 0.34 0.00 15.40 0.13 30.21 0.00 122.58
Park Royal / Chinook

. 13.91 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.57 0.46 3.35 10.48 28.76
Heights
Tudor Estates 20.95 0.00 8.66 4.03 0.00 7.70 2.38 15.85 0.00 59.57
West Mayor Magrath
or 24.33 26.81 0.00 7.23 0.00 2.75 0.00 20.29 0.08 81.51
Developing

., 80.95 16.95 0.00 17.75 0.00 23.85 34.50 29.47 0.55 204.03
Neighbourhoods
Arbour Ridge 12.83 0.00 0.00 8.65 0.00 2.23 20.41 4.99 0.00 49.10
Southgate 45.38 16.95 0.00 6.72 0.00 11.17 3.63 18.89 0.01 102.75
Southridge 22.74 0.00 0.00 2.39 0.00 10.45 10.47 5.60 0.54 52.17

Table 47: South Lethbridge Neighbourhood Land Composition by Hectares (2016)
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West Lethbridge Neighbourhoods

Direct
Residential [Commerecial |Institutional |control / Industrial Total Land
Neighbourhood Valley (ha
€ (ha) (ha) (ha) *Urban (ha) y (ha) (ha)
Innovation
Mature
., 134.35 2.38 7.55 0.55 0.00 84.47 0.00 86.36 0.00 315.65

Neighbourhoods
Varsity Village 134.35 2.38 7.55 0.55 0.00 84.47 0.00 86.36 0.00 315.65
Established

s.a She 303.69 17.91 8.94 39.65 0.00 82.64 0.95 192.27 74.84 720.90
Neigbourhoods
Heritage Heights 49.01 2.59 0.00 0.00 0.00 8.89 0.00 23.99 0.01 84.49
Indian Battle Heights 116.70 1.50 4.10 0.78 0.00 35.86 0.00 79.67 2.34 240.95
Mountain Heights 33.90 0.00 3.07 0.45 0.00 10.40 0.95 24.88 0.00 73.64
Paradise Canyon 35.45 0.00 0.00 38.01 0.00 9.24 0.00 14.64 72.49 169.84
Ridgewood 36.06 0.00 0.00 0.41 0.00 10.72 0.00 16.58 0.00 63.77
West Highlands 32.57 13.82 1.77 0.00 0.00 7.52 0.00 32.51 0.00 88.20
Developi

Sl 383.77 19.12 2195  19.32 0.00 116.35 133.29 164.10 0.94 858.83
Neighbourhoods
Copperwood 102.08 0.00 1.66 0.00 0.00 22.12 0.00 39.55 0.00 165.41
Country Meadows 22.87 0.89 0.00 0.00 0.00 10.19 97.83 6.81 0.00 138.59
Garry Station 65.10 0.00 1.46|*2.20 0.00 13.47 34.77 21.90 0.00 138.90
Riverstone 73.91 0.00 0.32 0.00 0.00 14.63 0.14 39.15 0.05 128.19
Sunridge 27.24 0.00 1.51 0.00 0.00 10.45 0.00 17.36 0.00 56.56
The Canyons 87.78 0.00 6.25|*6.88 0.00 17.02 0.56 21.24 0.88 140.62
The Crossings 4.80 18.23 10.74 10.24 0.00 28.48 0.00 18.08 0.00 90.56

Table 48: West Lethbridge Neighbourhood Land Composition by Hectares (2016)
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APPENDIX 2.0

EFFICIENT LAND USE

FOOD DESERT GROCERY STORES LIST

Grocery store’s used to create Map 27: Food Deserts, organized as primary and secondary grocery stores:

Primary Grocery Stores

Name Address

COSTCO WHOLESALE

3200 MAYOR MAGRATH DR S

LONDON ROAD MARKET LTD

53813 STS

REAL CANADIAN SUPERSTORE

3515 MAYOR MAGRATH DR S

REAL CANADIAN WHOLESALE CLUB, THE

1700 MAYOR MAGRATH DR S

SAFEWAY

2750 FAIRWAY PLAZARD S

SAFEWAY

550 UNIVERSITY DR W

SAVE ON FOODS

1240 2A AVEN

SAVE ON FOODS

401 HIGHLANDS BLVD W

SIMON'S NO FRILLS

42513 STN

SOBEYS UPLANDS

325 BLUEFOX BLVD N

TROY'S NO FRILLS

110 CARINTHIA RD W

WAL-MART CANADA CORP

305526 AVEN

WAL-MART CANADA CORP

3700 MAYOR MAGRATH DR S

Table 49: Primary Grocery Stores (2016)

Secondary Grocery Stores

Name Address

6TH STREET GUARDIAN PHARMACY 5286 ST S

ASIAN SUPER MARKET 64013 STN

BHARAT STORE 736 13STN

BULK BARN 3700 MAYOR MAGRATH DR S
BULK BARN 340 UNIVERSITY DR W

DOLLAR TREE STORE #40023

905 1 AVE S

DOLLAR TREE STORE #40080

1240 2A AVE N

DOLLARAMA 305526 AVEN

DOLLARAMA 3755 MAYOR MAGRATH DR S
DOLLARAMA 1131 MAYOR MAGRATH DR S
DOLLARAMA 340 UNIVERSITY DR W
DOLLARAMA L.P. 104 13STN

DRAFFIN’S DISPENSARY 601 6 AVE S

FRANK'S DELI & CONFECTIONERY 3902 FORESTRY AVE S
GORKHA DEPARTMENT STORE 72413 STN

LAKEVIEW BAKERY 2001 LTD

405 STAFFORD DR N

LETHBRIDGE FOOD MARKETING LTD

390510 AVEN

LETHBRIDGE MEATS & SEAFOODS LTD

36216 AVEN

M & M MEAT SHOPS

21912STN

M & M MEAT SHOPS #452

3700 MAYOR MAGRATH DR S

M&M FOOD MARKET STORE #530

20 AQUITANIA BLVD W

NAKAGAMA'S 3222 AVES
NEIGHBOURHOOD BAKEHOUSE LTD, THE 1402 17 ST S
NILE VALLEY RETAIL STORE, THE 52013 STN
NORBRIDGE VILLAGE MARKET 72223 STN
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NUTTERS 920 2A AVE N
O/A LA INTERNATIONAL FOODS 300132STS

REXALL/PHARMA PLUS PHARMACIES #7517

110 CARINTHIARD W

SHOPPERS DRUG MART

110 COLUMBIA BLVD W

SHOPPERS DRUG MART

2025 MAYOR MAGRATH DR S

SHOPPERS DRUG MART

380 UNIVERSITY DR W

SHOPPERS DRUG MART

305526 AVEN

THRIFTWAY PHARMACY (1988) LTD 704 13STN
UMAMI SHOP 8124 AVES
URBAN GROCER 1016 9 AVE S
VESTELYN VARIETIES 321 13STN
WOODEN SHOE BAKERY & CAFE, THE 2103 AVES
Table 50: Secondary Grocery Stores (2016)
Convenience Stores
Name Address
7-ELEVEN FOOD CANADA INC 1702 23 STN

7-ELEVEN STORE #37769

2653 SCENICDR N

EASTSIDE GAS KING

213 MAYOR MAGRATH DR N

FAS GAS OIL 4103 4 AVE S
FAS GAS STAFFORD DRIVE SERVICE 431 STAFFORD DR N
GONZO'S GAS °N GO 9139 AVEN

LAKEVIEW GAS KING

2710 12 AVE S

LETHBRIDGE GAS PLUS

168 JERRY POTTS BLVD W

MAC'S CONVENIENCE STORE

325 BLUEFOX BLVD N

MAC'S/ESSO 2515 HIGHLANDS RD W
MAC'S/SHELL 2730 MAYOR MAGRATH DR S
MACS 123 SUNRIDGE RD W
MOHAWK MAYOR MAGRATH 1202 MAYOR MAGRATH DR S
NEIGHBOUR'S MART 74013 STN

NO FRILLS GAS BAR 110 CARINTHIARD W
NORTHSIDE GAS KING 944 5 AVE N

PETRO CANADA

1606 MAYOR MAGRATH DR S

PETRO CANADA WEST

991 COLUMBIA BLVD W

SOUTH COUNTRY CO-OP @ CHINOOK GAS BAR

41404 AVE S

SOUTH COUNTRY CO-OP @ WESTGATE GAS BAR

550 UNIVERSITY DR W

SOUTHVIEW GAS KING

2610 16 AVE S

Table 51: Convenience Stores (2016)




	The City of Lethbridge acknowledges that the place we now call Lethbridge has for many generations had another name given to it by the Siksikaitsitapi, the Blackfoot peoples. The name is Sikóóhkotok, a reference to the black rocks found in the area.
	The City of Lethbridge is located in the traditional territory of the Blackfoot Peoples, and within Treaty 7 lands. The City of Lethbridge is also home to the Metis Nation of Alberta, Region III.  We pay respect to all Indigenous peoples past, present...
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