
HIGHLAND PARK / 
THORNCLIFFE / 
GREENVIEW / 
PUBLIC 
ENGAGEMENT 
SUMMARY

CAROLINA YEPES-CASTANO
JOHN W. J. FERGUSON
SHEA GOUTHRO
ALISON GRAF

UBST 591
MARCH 2014



CONTENTS
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 2 3.3 Parking 9

1.0 INTRODUCTION 3 3.4 Traffic 9

1.1 What Is Public Engagement? 3 3.5 Public Transit 10

1.2 Why Is Public Engagement Important? 3 3.6 Active Transportation 10

1.3 How Do We Make Engagement Meaningful? 3 3.7 Future Development 11

1.4 Types Of Decisions 4 3.8 Direction of Future Development 12

1.5 Difficulties With Public Engagement 5 3.9 Green Space 12

1.6 Examples Of Public Engagement 6 3.10 Property Maintenance 13

1.7 Examples Of Engagement Frameworks 6 3.11 The Drop-In Centre 13

2.0 HIGHLAND PARK FRAMEWORK 7 3.12 Housing 14

2.1 3 Questions For Community Engagement 7 3.13 Streets 14

2.2 Question 1: Strengths 7 4.0 DISCUSSION 15

2.3 Question 2: Blocking Potential 7 4.1 Interpretation Using the MDP 15

2.4 Question 3: Improving the Community 7 4.2 Conclusion 17

3.0 ENGAGEMENT RESULTS 8 5.0 APPENDIX 18

3.1 Overview 8 5.1 Glossary 18

3.2 General 8 6.0 REFERENCES 21

EXECUTIVE 
SUMMARY

This document was created in order 
to summarize and analyze a com-
munity engagement session held 
at the Highland Park Community 
Centre. It was facilitated by the Fed-
eration of Calgary Communities, 
in partnership with the City of Cal-
gary, and the University of Calgary’s 
EVDS Faculty. This document was 
prepared by students of the Urban 
Studies Program at the University 
of Calgary, under the supervision 
of Dr. Geoff Ghitter. Section 1 of 

this document outlines a number 
of engagement processes and ele-
ments, section 2 outlines the frame-
work used during the engagement 
session at Highland Park, and Sec-
tion 3 outlines and discusses the 
resultant data collected during the 
engagement. Section 4 provides 
an executive summary of analyses, 
Section 5 includes a glossary of 
terms and Section 6 provides refer-
ences. 

Contributors
John Ferguson
Shea Gouthro
Carolina Yepes-Castano
Alison Graf
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INTRODUCTION TO 
PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT1.0

Public engagement is a way of including citizens in the planning process, by involving them in actively sharing their 
values and perspectives on issues facing the city. Public engagement is multilateral in nature; not only does the city look 
to gain insight on community values and opinions, but it also wishes to convey its ideas on policies and projects early 
on in the decision-making process. This is to ensure that implemented measures are considered relevant and success-
ful by the people that they are intended to serve. Public engagement is an ongoing process involving communication 
and interaction between the municipality and its residents, facilitating information exchange, discussion, debate and 
decision-making.

What Is Public Engagement?

Why Is Public Engagement Important?

Public engagement plays an essential role in the democratic process. It can help provide information to support deci-
sion-making, give a voice to a wide range of citizens, increase public confidence in government activity, and ensure that 
resources are targeted at issues central to the community’s concerns. Because public engagement involves two-way 
communication, it is inherently beneficial to both the city and the public. Throughout the process, all parties become 
more aware of the range of views on issues and proposals, and all parties actively involve themselves in the City’s deci-
sion making process. Effective public engagement leads to decisions that are more appropriate, sensitive, and respon-
sive to public concerns and values.

How Do We Make Engagement Meaningful?

In order for public engagement to be effective, it needs to be meaningful to its participants. There must be widespread 
belief from community members that their opinions and insights are being heard and applied to the policy or project con-
tent that is the subject of the engagement, and not just being recorded as a formality. The Alberta Government’s Public 
Input Toolkit for Municipalities (2006) has outlined key elements that can help make public engagement meaningful:

•	 Clear Purpose: Participants must be clear on the role they will have in the engagement process, particularly how 
their input will impact decisions.

•	 Early Involvement: The public needs to be engaged early on in the decision-making process
•	 Identification of Publics and Stakeholders: All individuals, organizations and groups, who may be either directly 

or indirectly affected by a decision or action, need to be identified, informed and given the opportunity to be involved.
•	 Accessible, Balanced, Credible Information: The public must have timely access to the information necessary 

for meaningful involvement. 
•	 Information Sharing: There must be opportunities for two-way dialogue that facilitates exchange of information, 

suggestions, concerns and values.
•	 Consideration of Community and Cultural Values: All participants and the process must consider and respect 

the community and/or cultural values and traditions of the public(s). 
•	 Adequate Response Time: Participants must have sufficient time to consider and respond to information, propos-

als, alternatives or proposed decisions. 
•	 Responsive Program: The public engagement program must respond to the level of public interest and also to 

changing circumstances and needs.
•	 Documentation: The public needs access to documentation about identification of stakeholders, the nature of 

information shared, the approaches to receiving and analyzing input, and how the input affected decisions.

1.3   

1.2   

1.1   
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Public engagement includes a range of methods reflecting the degree to which those involved are able to influence, 
share, or control the decision making. This ‘continuum’ can be represented by the ladder of public participation.

Types Of Decisions1.4   

Inform (Directive Decisions)
Decisions made by a person authorized to do so, and are 
issued to others simply to inform them the decision has 
been made. An example of this would be accepting the 
power authority of an elected office to make decisions on 
behalf of a public body. 

Listen & Learn (Consultative Decisions)
Decisions made by the municipality but involve input from 
the community and have one or more of the following char-
acteristics:
•	 Public notification and input are required by law.
•	 The decision is a known concern to other parties, or is 

likely to have a significant impact on others
•	 The decision affects societies moral or emotional ex-

pectations.
•	 The decision affects the lifestyle habits of citizens.
•	 People perceive there are risks associated with the 

decision. 
•	 Council or administration requests public input prior to 

making the decision.

Collaborate (Collaborative Decisions)
Decisions made by a municipality in partnership with 
members of the community, other municipalities, commu-
nities, organizations or individuals to deliver services or 
to respond to long-term challenges. In these collaborative 
situations, the City agrees to share the decision process 
with those at the table. Usually, those at the table must 
consult with their constituencies as part of the process. 
Collaborative processes are becoming more common 
because they can create greater ‘buy-in’ and even ’co-in-
vestment’ from those at the table. Collaborative processes 
have been used in subdivision planning, business revitali-
zation zones, recreational facility development and inter-
municipal agreements. 

Empower (Citizen-led Decisions)
Decisions made when the city empowers citizens, com-
munities or subsets of the public to assume full responsi-
bility and decision-making. in these cases, the city may act 
as a technical resource but does not actively participate in 
the decision-making process, and agrees to respect and 
execute the resulting decision. a plebiscite about water 
fluoridation is an example of citizen empowerment and 
citizen-led decision-making.

(Source: Alberta Municipal Affairs: Input Tool For Municipalities)
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Sometimes public engagement can do more harm than good 
by creating unrealistic expectations, damaging trust, or polar-
izing points of view. As the city advances public engagement, 
municipal politicians and staff must be confident about when 
and how to engage with the public and other interested parties. 
A public engagement framework can help alleviate some of 
these difficulties, and can be a very effective tool to guide the 
engagement process. “There is no single ‘public’ but rather a 
number of ‘publics’ who may emerge at any time during the life 
of a project or issue, depending on their particular concerns 
and interests. The ‘publics’ changes for each issue, and tend to 
increase in numbers at key decision points” (Fort Sask). 
 
Urban citizens, in their dynamic demographic mix, changing 
consumption habits, and increasing expectations of the city to 
provide a high quality of life, are at once a city’s most impor-
tant component and its greatest challenge. Today citizens are 
insufficiently engaged, motivated or empowered to contribute 
to the solutions required by these many challenges. It may 

appear that city administrations do not possess adequate un-
derstanding of their citizens to actively and effectively engage 
them. A better understanding of citizen’s motivations for activ-
ity within the city could help define effective strategies and 
tools to equip citizens to be actors in “smart city systems” (EIP 
2013, p. 12). Citizens must be informed and motivated to act 
responsibly and to proactively participate. Another challenge 
currently facing our city is the variable quality of feedback and 
the need to incentivise participation; community engagement 
needs to be interesting, attractive, and feel meaningful to par-
ticipants in order to attract information from a wide variety of 
residents. Cities must be open to new citizen driven initiatives 
that might not fit with the current administrative system. Wide-
spread access to the internet and internet-capable mobile 
technology has increased the potential of such engagement 
initiatives.  The effect of proactive and effective citizen par-
ticipation can help build cities and services that better reflect 
their interests.    

Difficulties With Public Engagement1.5   

Bow To Bluff was a public engagement experiment run by The 
City of Calgary, the Hillhurst-Sunnyside Community Associa-
tion, and the Federation of Calgary Communities, in partner-
ship with O2 Planning + Architecture. The engagement fea-
tured a variety of methods for gaining public input. The first 
was an ‘engagement storefront’ - “a dedicated physical space 
open for several evenings and weekends, extending oppor-
tunities for the community to contribute their ideas face-to-
face with planners, other citizens, and community associa-
tion members” (BtB, p5). Community ‘sounding boards’ were 
placed at various nodes throughout the redevelopment area 
and in the engagement storefront, allowing citizens to share 
their ideas and relate them to the physical space the poster 
boards occupied. This sort of long-term in-situ engagement 

allows for a larger portion of the community to involve them-
selves to their desired extent. There were additional options for 
input through social media and web surveys. After a month of 
feedback generation, the Bow to Bluff team formulated a se-
ries of design problems, and created multiple solutions. These 
were presented to community members in a series of work-
shops, allowing individuals to sit down with designers and dis-
cuss potential solutions for common issues in the community. 
The end result has been “one of the most successful place-
based engagement processes in Calgary’s history, with over 
2500 citizens engaged in just under 7 weeks” (BtB p5). On the 
participation scale, this engagement can be considered a Col-
laborative Decision process.

Examples Of Public Engagement1.6   

Bow To Bluff

(Source: http:\\www.bowtobluff.org)
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Finland is well known for its promotion of public engagement. 
Recently the city of Helsinki engaged its citizens in an on-
line blog discussing their opinions on the future development 
of the city (Helsinki City Planning Department, 2013). There 
were 4,700 online respondents that identified locations for re-
development in the city. In addition, the City Planning Depart-
ment of Helsinki provides the name and contact information 
of each planner involved in every area of development within 
the city for citizen use (Helsinki City Planning Department, 
2014). One citizen held up development on the Kalasamata 
Centre City Plan as part of the public participation process in 

Finland. This person’s appeal was eventually rejected by the 
Supreme Administrative Court, but held up development for 
some time (Kalasatama Centre, 2014), confirming that city’s 
dedication to its citizen engagement processes. This form of 
public participation falls in between the Collaborative Deci-
sions and Citizen-Led Decisions methods mentioned above. 
This example highlights an important challenge in the pub-
lic engagement process: the ability of a very small and vocal 
minority to hold back development that is otherwise seen as 
beneficial to the city.

Citizen Engagement in Helsinki, Finland

Examples Of Engagement Frameworks1.7

Melbourne, Australia

The city of Onkaparinga, Australia uses a community en-
gagement matrix to help select an appropriate method for 
community engagement. This matrix considers: degree of 
complexity, degree of community impact, and degree of po-
litical sensitivity.  

Onkaparinga, Australia

The city of Melbourne, Australia, uses this flow chart to ex-
plain how community engagement helps better inform their 
decision-making process, resulting in better policy for their 
city. 



Highland Park Engagement  7

The Thorncliffe-Greenview and Highland Park public engagement session was framed around 3 driving questions, 
taken from Inquiry Intelligence: Releasing Potential in the Human Hive: “What are the strengths of your community?”, 
“what blocks potential in your community?” and “How would you like to improve your community?” (Hamilton, p213). 
These questions can be used as a general framework for understanding the viewpoints of the community. They were 
framed in a World Cafe exercise where groups of participants sat at round tables and discussed their answers. These 
questions were also available in the form of an online survey available to community members unable to attend the 
World Cafe session. When used in combination with an environment mapping exercise, a greater understanding of the 
communities’ spatial values can be derived.

The first question in this public engagement frame-
work allows community members to focus on what 
they think is positive about their community - “what 
is great around here? why did they move/stay here in 
the first place?”(Hamilton, p216). This question is quite 
commonly used by community focus groups to gather 
data. However, it is often difficult for the community 
leaders and/or facilitators to see the “unifying themes 
and cross-connections that reveal the hidden patterns 
in responses to this question” (Hamilton, p217). This is 
where a mapping exercise can help translate the raw 
stories into spatial clusters, like a ‘human honeycomb’ 
(Hamilton, p213). 

In Marylin Hamilton’s Integral Cities, she proposes that 
as human systems have evolved, “eight major values 
systems have emerged, each more complex than the 
one preceding it” (Hamilton, p211). For a truly vibrant 
city, every statement of strength in a community repre-
sents a value system that must be healthy in order for 
the whole city to be healthy. The eight value systems 
are represented in these themes (Hamilton, p211): 

1.	 Individual safety and survival
2.	 Bonding, family relationships
3.	 Individual expressiveness, personal power
4.	 Order, authority, rules, laws, bylaws, ordinances
5.	 Organization, efficiency, effectiveness
6.	 Community, diversity, acceptance, equality
7.	 Whole-systems thinking, ecological connections
8.	 Global worldviews, shared world emergence

The second question helps community members ex-
plore issues that they feel hinder their community, or 
prevent it from being the liveable environment that they 
desire. It also gives planners a tool to address common 
misconceptions about the dynamics and complexities 
of individual, everyday life, and identify the subtle ways 
that individuals affect the quality of life in their city. It 
is these misconceptions and misunderstandings that 
“lead to the curse of brownfields and even desertifica-
tion in cities. The resulting deficiencies block the natu-
ral flow of resources to, within, and through a healthy 
human hive” (Hamilton, p_). By encouraging the com-
munity to understand the issues that confront them, we 
can begin to develop a more sustainable and practical 
model for creating a healthy community.

The third question, ‘how would you like to improve your 
community?’, is used to frame what is needed to cre-
ate positive change in a community; essentially an an-
swer to the second question. By looking to understand 
community members’ expectations of change, planners 
can try to correct misconceptions about the effects of 
certain types of change, like densification, or the de-
velopment of transit nodes. It also gives planners the 
most effective way to identify the most pertinent ways 
to better the lives of community members within a rede-
veloping area.

Question 1: What Are The 
Strengths Of Your Community?

2.2 Question 2: What Blocks Potential 
In Your Community?

2.3

Question 3: How Would You Like 
To Improve Your Community?

2.4

FRAMEWORK FOR 
HIGHLAND PARK2.0
3 Questions For Community Engagement2.1



Overview3.1
The answers to the questions posed in both the World Cafe and the online survey have been compiled in this report 
and have been organized into major themes in order to best represent the feelings of the participants.

General3.2
What are the strengths of your community? 
Community members in attendance during the visioning 
session at Highland Park Community Centre indicated 
pride in the community’s location within the greater Cal-
gary area. In particular, the proximity to the city centre 
and the airport were repeatedly mentioned. People also 
expressed a sense of safety and security in the area, 
as well as an appreciation of their uncongested and low 
noise neighborhood streets. The importance of a his-
torically successful mix of uses (residential, commercial, 
and industrial) was also mentioned by a number of par-
ticipants as something of value to be maintained. Finally, 
community members are proud of the history of the area. 
Whether visible historical features such as mature trees 
lining the streets and the nearby cemetery, or invisible 
such as the actual people who have built and inhabited 
the neighborhood through the decades.
Social strengths gathered from participants include: Di-
versity (economic, age, cultural, etc), long term residents 
aging in place, new families moving in to replace those 
who have gone, a sense of community cohesion and in-
volvement, an active community association which ena-
bles processes such as this, and local artists. However, 
new families moving into the neighbourhood was also 
perceived as a threat.  
Amenities important to participants include: recreation 
centres and arenas, outdoor parks, playgrounds and ice 
rinks, walkable schools, community active churches and 
community centres (bingo and sports programs were re-
peatedly mentioned), accessibility (accessibility will vary 
based on each resident’s available means of transporta-
tion) shopping and restaurants, and small locally owned 
and community friendly businesses.

What blocks potential in your community? 
Attendees of the community visioning revealed sev-
eral factors that they believe block potential growth or 
improvement of their communities. Residents believe 

that potential is limited because change is imposed by 
people who do not live in the communities; City Coun-
cillors. Speculators who target sites/neighbourhoods for 
“up-zoning,” are believed to push away positive growth, 
such as new incoming families. The perceived level of 
involvement of homeowners and renters also presents 
challenges for decision-making and implementation.
The theme of fear of major rental and transit uses, as 
well as apathy to change were very common through-
out this discussion. Others consider lack of engagement, 
funds, neglect by the City, and the unwillingness of City 
Hall to acknowledge solutions that fit the needs and 
wants of Calgarians as obstacles for realizing potential 
within their communities. Demographics (i.e. not enough 
children), social trends such as cocooning (individuals 
socializing less and retreating into their homes) and lim-
ited amenity availability are also viewed as factors that 
hinder potential. 

How would you like to improve your community?  
The overall response from the community engagement 
session and the online survey suggested that residents 
would like to see their community improved by attracting 
a greater demographic variety to the area, specifically 
families with young children. This may be done by such 
actions as improving public playgrounds and implement-
ing greater pedestrian safety in the area through various 
measures outlined later in this document.
Residents would also like to improve community activ-
ism and volunteerism, creating a greater sense of pride 
and connectedness throughout the area.
Lastly, community members would like the results of the 
community visioning session to reflect their opinions on 
how to improve the community. As of right now, residents 
feel as though their wishes are being ignored and out-
side influences such as property developers are being 
prioritized by the city.

8  Highland Park Engagement
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Parking3.3
What are the strengths of your community?
Parking was raised by very few participants as a positive 
feature of the community. A few respondents stated that 
parking near their homes was plentiful, but others (likely 
depending on their specific location) felt negatively about 
the issue, as can be seen below.

What blocks potential in your community? 
Parking creates concerns because neighbourhood streets 
are used as a park and ride and this may not be appeal-
ing to future buyers. There are many properties that only 
have on street parking; this can also be discouraging for 
potential residents. 

How would you like to improve your community?  
Parking issues within Highland Park and Thorncliffe 
Greenview can be mitigated by regulating street parking 
for residents. This can be done by creating a restricted 
parking zone as in other areas of the city whereby resi-
dents receive parking permits and all other users have a 
limited parking time.This problem can also be addressed 
by mandating that landlords provide on site parking for 
tenants rather than assuming that street parking will be 
available.

Traffic3.4
What are the strengths of your community?
Traffic or lack thereof was not raised as a particular 
strength by the participants a whole, although at least one 
community member stated the value of quiet streets.

What blocks potential in your community? 
Participants viewed noise pollution from busy adjacent 
streets as hindering the potential for development within 
their communities.  The uncertainty of the North Central 
LRT placement is viewed as undermining the potential 
of the communities because land-owners and develop-
ers are uncertain of future gains or losses. Snow clearing 
of streets and bus stops was also discussed as having 
implications on how easily people can move around their 
community. 

How would you like to improve your community?  
Many residents suggested that widening McKnight Boule-
vard would help to address traffic concerns within the area 
although others are worried about the effect it would have 
on nearby homeowners. Other residents would rather see 
traffic reduced rather than further enabled within the com-
munity.
The quantity and speed of traffic could be controlled in 
order to improve safety for pedestrians and cyclists. This 
could be accomplished through such measures as speed 
bumps, traffic circles, and restricted times. Community 
members would also like to see Centre Street, Edmonton 

Trail, 4th Street, 40th Avenue, 32nd Avenue, and 36th Av-
enue improved.
Lastly, permeability from Highland Park, through Thorn-
cliffe Greenview to Mount Pleasant could be improved. 
This would provide automobile users with multiple route 
options to travel east/west through these communities 
rather than relying solely on McKnight Boulevard.



Public Transit3.5
What are the strengths of your community?
According to engagement responses, the neighborhood is 
seen to be well served by very accessible and usually fre-
quent transit services. Some respondents, therefore, view 
transit as a viable means of transportation around the city 
for local residents. Many also mentioned the future poten-
tial of the future North Central LRT in improving transit ser-
vice for all residents.

What blocks potential in your community? 
During the engagement exercise, public transit was dis-
cussed as both an enabler and restrictor of potential. The 
limited access to bus stops on Edmonton Trail limits the 
usage of public transit. The potential of the community is 
also compromised by the limited destinations that can be 
accessed from Thorncliffe, Greenview and Highland Park. 
Residents feel that public transportation mainly serves to 
the downtown area. 

How would you like to improve your community?  
The most important aspect of public transit that residents 
mentioned was the need for clarity regarding the location 
of the future North Central LRT. While many opinions exist 
as to where the LRT line should be placed, many residents 
are simply anxious for a decision from the city so that they 
can plan their futures accordingly. Many community mem-
bers hope for a low floor LRT reminiscent of a streetcar or 
trolley that will help connect the communities.
Along with the North Central LRT, residents generally 
want more public transit that will improve accessibility for 
disabled, seniors, and those with strollers. In addition, resi-
dents would like transit stops close to grocery stores.

Active Transportation3.6
What are the strengths of your community?
Participants are proud of the great nearby park spaces of 
Confederation and Nose Creek Park. These spaces pro-
vide important recreational pathways for families as well 
as transportation routes for some active commuters. It 
was also noted that the downtown is quite accessible by 
bicycle in the summer months, although this is far more 
difficult in the winter due to snow buildup on road routes. 
There were mixed opinions on neighborhood walkability, 
with some residents claiming easy access to important 
amenities (seemingly Thorncliffe residents) and some rat-
ing their community as not walkable (seemingly Highland 
Park residents).

What blocks potential in your community? 
Residents expressed that the lack of walkability to ameni-
ties significantly hinders potential in their communities. 
Services and amenities are difficult to access without a 
vehicle. The lack of east and west corridors for walking 
and cycling limit multiple transportation options. Street de-
sign, names, and numbers make it difficult and confusing 
for residents to navigate. Potential of the community is also 
compromised by the level of traffic on certain streets. Cen-
tre Street, 4th Street and 64th Street appeared to be of 
concern. In summary, participants viewed active transpor-
tation as compromised by the street system in the study 
area. 

How would you like to improve your community?  
Residents would like to improve walkability and cycling 
access within Thorncliffe Greenview and Highland Park. 
They would like more walking and biking paths, especially 
in Thorncliffe, that are all connected instead of being seg-
mented. Many people suggested connecting paths to Con-
federation Park and Nose Hill.

10  Highland Park Engagement



Future Development3.7
What are the strengths of your community?
Many residents spoke to the potential of future develop-
ment being brought by the North Central LRT, redevelop-
ment of the Highland Park golf course, and general growth 
of the city as a whole. Some mentioned that newly built 
homes throughout the area revitalized, and further diversi-
fied the aesthetic quality of the neighborhood, resulting in 
greater pride of membership for the community. To further 
this point, some mentioned the possible positive effects 
of these transformations in attracting further investment in 
amenities and infrastructure. It was repeatedly mentioned 
that the community, in general, seems open to change as 
long as said change is well guided and planned with exist-
ing residents’ well-being in mind.

What blocks potential in your community? 
The potential for future development is largely compro-
mised by the lack of a long range plan. Participants felt as 
if the lack of an Area Redevelopment Plan (ARP), left too 
much room for uncertainty, lack of guidance and goals for 
the future. There were residents who perceived that “too 
much” population density blocks the potential to maintain 
a “suitable” level of traffic, buildings and people. 
The lack of transition development between light industrial 
to residential is also perceived as limiting potential in the 
communities.  Residents view the lack of public consulta-
tions as a hindrance on the potential of future develop-
ment. They also expressed that the definition of “develop-
ment” also creates inconsistent views on what potential 
means. Since there are multiple views on what develop-
ment means or entails, the potential for growth is compro-
mised. Some participants were skeptical toward the exist-
ence of cohesive and cooperative development.
Potential is blocked by the uncertainty regarding develop-
ment of the Drop-In centre and the Highland Park Golf 
Course. Residents also spoke of the lack of green spaces 
that are easily accessible to young families.

How would you like to improve your community?
The members of Thorncliffe-Greenview and Highland Park 
are very nervous about how increased density will affect 
traffic congestion within the area. As a result they would 
like future developers to carefully consider density. How-
ever, many people do seem amenable to a slight increase 
in density that would allow greater access to services and 
green space and increase walkability.
Other responses included focusing on family friendly de-
velopments in the residential area while encouraging em-
ployment nodes. This includes maintaining the industrial 
area because it provides jobs for residents. People would 
also like to see more amenities in the area such as grocery 
stores, health and wellness centres, small businesses, 

and education services. Residents would particularly like 
to see small, local, independently owned businesses while 
some members suggested the implementation of mixed-
use development within the area as well.
Another issue that should be addressed is keeping the 
community schools open and serving children within the 
community and not elsewhere. Lastly, community mem-
bers would like future development to be focused on beau-
tifying the area.
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Direction Of Future Development3.8
What are the strengths of your community?
When this topic arose in visioning conversations, it usually 
uncovered a lot of uncertainty and a general feeling that 
these communities have been, in the past, forgotten by the 
city. It was however noted that this exercise was an en-
couraging endeavour in that it suggests external interest 
in the thoughts and opinions of local residents.

What blocks potential in your community? 
Potential in the communities is compromised by the lack 
of diversity of small businesses. Others expressed that 
the light industrial and strip mall businesses can cause 
problems. This also relates to the participants’ concerns 
regarding the land use process. Residents felt that land 
uses in the area do not work together and fail to reflect a 
sense of community. The mix of light industrial and resi-
dential is viewed as harmful. Others felt that the size of 
facilities is too small, the library for example. The lack of 

certain amenities such as daycare and recreation centres 
were discussed as blocking potential. Also troubling is the 
over-concentration of massage parlors and liquor stores. 

How would you like to improve your community?  
Participants expressed interest in promoting greater  in-
volvement of all community members to act on the needs 
and wants of the area.
Community members also stressed the importance of de-
signing a cohesive plan that incorporates the needs and 
wants of all communities, public transit, the golf course, 
and the DI. In other words, residents would like an Area 
Redevelopment Plan. This plan should also be created 
with respect to Calgary as a whole and not be focused 
entirely on one small area. Lastly, this plan should be sen-
sitive to local residents, and should not be biased by pow-
erful lobbying groups such as the development industry.

Green Space3.9
What are the strengths of your community?
In this section there seemed to be a divide between opin-
ions of the different communities. Thorncliffe-Greenview 
residents seem to be of the opinion that their community 
has plenty of green space. Thorncliffe has various small 
parks scattered throughout the area, and Greenview has 
the Nose Creek corridor. Highland Park residents are 
proud of nearby Confederation Park, but seem to be miss-
ing more localized and walkable spaces. All residents 
seem to take pride in the large mature trees throughout 
the area. The golf course redevelopment was repeatedly 
mentioned as holding potential to create accessible public 
green spaces where only customers were welcomed in the 
past. Green spaces designed specifically for families were 
said to be a strength in attracting new families. Also impor-
tant to residents are: existing pathways and bike trails, the 
existing off-leash area, the preservation of great existing 
views of the city, and protection of urban wildlife (birds, 
rabbits, squirrels, etc.)

What blocks potential in your community? 
Potential in the communities is compromised by the golf 
course redevelopment which means a loss of green space. 
Participants also view green spaces that are safe for kids 
to be limited. 

How would you like to improve your community?  
Existing green spaces were very important to community 
members and they would like to see these maintained and 
rehabilitated, particularly where mature trees are located. 
With this in mind, residents are very nervous about the de-
velopment of the Highland Park Golf Course and hope that 

some green space will still be provided for foot and cycling 
traffic. Some suggestions included developing the periph-
ery of the area while maintaining the inner green space, as 
well as allowing the creek to pre-treat storm water.
On top of existing green spaces, residents were interested 
in incorporating new green spaces of all sizes for pur-
poses such as community gardening and dog parks. More 
playgrounds could be added to attract young families and 
community members would also like to incorporate more 
spaces that encourage active living (such as a toboggan 
hill or adult fitness park).
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Property Maintenance3.10
What are the strengths of your community?
Aside from previously stated interest in the visual appeal 
of new infill housing, property maintenance was not raised 
as a specific strength by the community members in at-
tendance.

What blocks potential in your community? 
Participants view the lack of upkeep of rental units as af-
fecting the perception of the community. Run down prop-
erties create a sense of fear and discourage future buy-
ers from investing/moving into the area. Poor clearance of 
snow and ice also poses a threat to community potential 
by making travel more difficult than necessary. 

How would you like to improve your community?  
In order to maintain the appearance and safety of the area, 
residents would like to better enforce the existing snow 
shovelling bylaw and find new uses for empty lots. Many 
residents expressed the desire to encourage more home-
owners and less renters in the area as well as holding both 
landlords and renters accountable for lot maintenance. 
Other community members also suggested fostering rela-
tionships between renters/landlords and their neighbours 
in order to create a mutually beneficial system of upkeep.

Drop-In Centre Development3.11
What are the strengths of your community?
While some residents did express the importance of social 
housing in the community, the Drop-In Centre’s upcoming 
redevelopment was not mentioned as a strength by the 
residents in attendance. This may signal a need for new 
and more productive communication strategies between 
stakeholders.

What blocks potential in your community? 
Uncertainty regarding the implementation of the Drop-In 
(DI) centre creates concerns for the future of the commu-
nity. Participants worry about the effect that the DI will have 
on property values, the types of business that it will bring 
or inhibit, and the diversity of people that it will encourage.  

How would you like to improve your community?  

Many residents are uncomfortable with the incorporation of 
affordable housing by the DI in the area, while others have 
suggested that the community should be open-minded 
and work with the DI to improve the neighbourhood. Other 
participants suggested that the City of Calgary should be 
brought in to mediate between the DI and the community 
in order to achieve a mutually beneficial solution.
Lastly, many community members expressed interest in 
making this space available for either single parents or 
low-income seniors. If the space was made available for 
low-income seniors in particular, community members 
seemed amenable to the idea of providing daycare on the 
parcel as well.



Housing3.12
What are the strengths of your community?
Participants are proud to live in a community with few 
front-facing driveways and garages, they belief that this 
preserves the life and aesthetic of the street. It was also 
mentioned that this structure allows the laneways and 
backyards to become a more social space, creating a bal-
ance of social uses within the private, semi-private, and 
public areas surrounding homes. People value the large 
lots currently existing throughout the area; some value the 
extra space this low density provides, while some see it 
as potential for redevelopment and increased density. It 
was also repeatedly noted that when compared to other 
inner city neighborhoods, these are relatively affordable. 
This results in a great social mix of high and low income 
residents, of owners and renters, and a variety of house-
hold makeups. Residents also enjoy the architectural vari-
ety of a neighborhood that has been developed and rede-
veloped over a relatively long period of time, with modern 
infill housing representing a new phase in the community’s 
history.

What blocks potential in your community?
There are many aspects regarding housing which were 
discussed as blocking potential within the communities. 
Participants of the engagement session expressed that 
the quantity of low income housing and rental units was 
a limiting factor. The mix of property ownership creates 
percieved safety concerns, as often the tenants are not 
“known” by community members. Absent landlords that al-
low property to deteriorate also pose a threat to potential in 
the community. Residents expressed their concern about 
the “lack of a balanced approach to economic diversity.” 
Many felt that there is too strong a push for low income 
housing in the area. 
 Though some participants expressed that greater 
business diversity can aid the community in achieving its 

potential, others felt that the mix of businesses and rent-
als makes it hard to create a sense of community.  The 
increase of apartments is also viewed as a threat as it 
is perceived to discourage families from moving into the 
area. Others are concerned that the potential of the com-
munity is limited because of the housing shortage. Prop-
erty values are high, and make the area a less affordable 
place to live. Participants felt that infills complicate access 
to properties and create issues regarding parking. 

How would you like to improve your community?
There was disagreement between members of the com-
munity as to whether or not providing affordable or low-
income housing is good for the area. Some participants 
were interested in limiting rental opportunities within the 
area while others discussed incorporating housing with 
differing densities, demographic types, and levels of af-
fordability. Many residents were also interested in provid-
ing more senior housing, as well as housing and services 
for families.

Streets3.13
What are the strengths of your community?
Participants discussed points related to previously men-
tioned positive street qualities: lack of front-facing garages, 
plenty of mature vegetation, low traffic volume, sense of 
safety and security, and aesthetic variety of architecture.

What blocks potential in your community? 
As previously discussed, the street system is perceived 
as having a significant impact on the potential of the com-
munity. Participants expressed their dissatisfaction with 
how major roads divide communities and segregate neigh-
bours. Residents believe that an expansion of McKnight 

Boulevard would mean a loss of housing. Others expressed 
that Centre Street has become an eyesore and there is too 
much under-utilized space. Participants expressed their 
concerns about the lack of east-west corridors for walking 
and cycling and feel the need for more. The limited walk-
ability to grocery stores was also expressed as a concern.

How would you like to improve your community?  
See point on Traffic (3.3)
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Interpretation Using the MDP4.1
Both Thorncliffe/Greenview and Highland Park fit into the 
typology of Developed Residential Areas within the MDP. 
The policies regarding this neighbourhood typology re-
late to the community visioning results by pointing out 
the importance of retaining existing low-density housing 
stock with only modest intensification that supports the 
existing character of the neighbourhood (City of Calgary, 
2009,p.88). This policy relates specifically to the concerns 
of residents that development will occur in the area that 
does not take into account the existing character and resi-
dents of the  area. The MDP also suggests that redevelop-
ment should focus on providing a variety of multi-family 
housing types in order to increase the population of the 
area which relates directly to issues regarding the High-
land Park Golf Course redevelopment as well as the in-
troduction of affordable housing by the DI (City of Calgary, 
2009, p. 88). Resident’s wishes for mixed-use develop-
ment is also supported by the land-use policies regarding 
Developed Residential Areas (City of Calgary, 2009, p. 88). 

In response to parking concerns, the MDP also encour-
ages integration of parking for multi-family housing into 
the neighbourhood through various means. It states that 
updates to streets should follow the Complete Streets poli-
cies outlined in the CTP which will affect how streets with 
traffic issues are updated. Issues of pathway connectivity 
has been addressed in the MDP whereby it states that 
cycling and walking paths should  connect the established 

residential areas to areas of higher intensity development 
although this does not directly address the issue of con-
nectivity between green spaces such as Confederation 
Park and the Nose Creek Pathway system (City of Cal-
gary, 2009, p. 88). 

This area is also interesting because it includes the High-
land Park Industrial Area which has its own Industrial ty-
pology under the MDP (City of Calgary, 2009, p. 95). Many 
residents expressed the wish that the industrial area be 
left as is and this is supported by the MDP. However, par-
ticipants also mentioned that there is a lack of transition 
from the industrial to residential areas, which is also men-
tioned in the MDP (City of Calgary, 2009, p. 95).

The Municipal Development Plan also outlines six city-
wide policies for future growth that relate to  the comments 
received from the community engagement session: 
1.  A Prosperous Economy
2. Shaping a More Compact Urban Form
3. Creating Great Communities
4. Urban Design
5. Connecting the City
6. Greening the City

These 6 policies are explained in greater detail on the fol-
lowing page.
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DISCUSSION / 
INTERPRETATION4.0



1. A Prosperous Economy
This policy details the necessity to attract both people and 
business to Calgary in order to maintain and grow our econo-
my (City of Calgary, 2009, p. 21). This is in line with participant 
feedback that stressed the importance of attracting a greater 
demographic, especially families, to the area along with small, 
local businesses. 

2. Shaping a More Compact Urban Form
Part of the policy to create a more compact city includes in-
creasing density and activity along transit corridors (City of 
Calgary, 2009, p.25). This possibility of increased development 
and density along with the North Central LRT has caused 
concern for some residents although others are excited about 
the opportunity to live in a more vibrant neighbourhood. Other 
participants mentioned maintaining and increasing the char-
acter of the neighbourhood alongside development which is 
also mentioned under this policy (City of Calgary, 2009, p.30).
This policy stresses the maintenance of housing quality which 
is an important issue to residents of Thorncliffe Greenview 
and Highland Park (City of Calgary, 2009, p.32).

3. Creating Great Communities
The MDP describes the importance of providing  variety of 
housing types for all income-levels, demographics, and life-
styles as mentioned by participants describing the lack of 
affordable housing, multi-family housing, and senior housing 
in the area (City of Calgary, 2009, p.35). Green spaces and 
areas for recreation were described as being very important 
to residents of the area as well and the creation and mainte-
nance of these areas is a major part of this city-wide policy 
(City of Calgary, 2009, p.39). The need for greater community 
engagement in this area is also addressed in this portion of 
the MDP (City of Calgary, 2009,p. 44).
4. Urban Design

This policy stresses the use of urban design to create the 
beautiful, walkable neighbourhoods that participants ex-
pressed a desire for (City of Calgary, 2009, p. 47). 

5. Connecting the City
The City of Calgary would like to provide an efficient, con-
venient, and safe transit service to its citizens that could be 
improved by the implementation of the North Central LRT 
(City of Calgary, 2009, p. 51). Many residents would like an 
improvement in their transit service either through the new 
LRT line or by adjusting the existing bus routes.

6. Greening the City
Future development within Thorncliffe Greenview and High-
land Park instead of elsewhere is in line with this city-wide 
policy as it aims to minimize the amount of greenfield land 
used for development (City of Calgary, 2009, p.58). It also pro-
motes the implementation of land use policy that protects the 
watershed, such as the creek running through the Highland 
Park Golf Course (City of Calgary, 2009, p.59). Participants 
mentioned creating greater connections between natural ar-
eas and parks in these communities which would also allow 
the greater movement of animals between them as mentioned 
under this policy (City of Calgary, 2009, p. 62).
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Conclusion4.2

After compiling the results of the community visioning ses-
sion at the Highland Park community centre, one can see 
that many residents of Thorncliffe-Greenview and High-
land Park that are very passionate about their commu-
nities. They value the history, maturity, and diversity that 
these areas have to offer, as well as their location within 
Calgary.

Despite these positive aspects however, there are many 
issues in these areas that residents would like to see fixed. 
These include issues of traffic and parking, deteriorating 
housing, a lack of or unaccessible green space, as well 
as the need for greater community spirit. In addition, un-

certainty regarding the location of the North Central LRT 
and the new DI location have made community members 
uneasy about the future of their neighbourhoods. 

As a result, in the future, residents would like to see an 
organized Area Redevelopment Plan that takes the wishes 
of these communities into account. There is potential for 
Thorncliffe-Greenview and Highland Park to become even 
stronger communities than they are now but only if an 
overarching, long-range plan is developed to direct future 
development while still maintaining existing community 
character.



Affordable Housing
Housing that meets the needs of households earning 65 
per cent or less of the median household income in Cal-
gary that are spending 30 per cent or more of their gross 
annual household income on shelter.
Area Redevelopment Plan (ARP)
A statutory plan as defined by the Municipal Government 
Act, that directs the redevelopment, preservations or reha-
bilitation of existing lands and buildings, generally within 
existing areas of the city.
Area Structure Plan (ASP)
A statutory plan as defined by the Municipal Government 
Act, that directs the future land use patterns, transporta-
tion and utility networks and sequence of development in 
new communities.
Arterial Street
Arterial Streets provide a high-quality environment for all 
modes of transportation. These streets are not destinations 
themselves, but provide reasonably direct connections be-
tween multiple communities and major destinations. They 
have varying degrees of interaction with adjacent land 
uses but, on average, allow for greater connectivity than 
through roads.
Brownfield Site
A brownfield site is an abandoned, vacant, derelict or un-
derutilized property where past actions have resulted in 
real or perceived contamination and where there is an ac-
tive potential for redevelopment. Brownfield sites include 
parcels of all sizes from corner gas stations to large areas 
encompassing many properties.
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT)
A type of limited stop bus service that relies on technology 
to speed up the service. It can operate on exclusive transit 
ways, high occupancy vehicle lanes and any type of road 
or street. A BRT line combines intelligent transportation 
systems technology, priority for transit, rapid and conveni-
ent fare collection and integration with land use policy, in 
order to upgrade bus system performance substantially.
Calgary Region
The geographic area encompassing Calgary and other 
municipal jurisdictions, all of which comprise the Calgary 
Regional Partnership.
Calgary Regional Partnership
An association of municipalities in the Calgary Region – 
from Crossfield in the north to Nanton in the south, and 
from Banff in the west, to Wheatland County in the east, 
with Calgary at its Centre.

Complete Community
A community that is fully developed and meets the needs 
of local residents through an entire lifetime. Complete 
communities include a full range of housing, commerce, 
recreational, institutional and public spaces. A complete 
community provides a physical and social environment 
where residents and visitors can live, learn, work and play.
Complete Street
A street designed and operated to enable safe, attractive 
and comfortable access and travel for all users, including 
pedestrians, cyclists and public transit and private vehicle 
users. A complete street incorporates green infrastructure 
and optimize public space and aesthetics wherever pos-
sible. The degree to which any one street supports differ-
ent modes of transportation, green infrastructure or public 
space varies depending on surrounding context and role 
of the street.
Connectivity
The directness of links and the density of connections in a 
path or road network. A connected transportation system 
allows for more direct travel between destinations, offers 
more route options and makes active transportation more 
feasible.
Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design 
(CPTED)
The proper design and effective use of the built environ-
ment, which may lead to a reduction in the fear and inci-
dence of crime and an improvement in quality of life.
Cycle track
Dedicated space for bicycles built into street right-of-ways. 
They are separated physically from both vehicle travel 
lanes and sidewalks to improve safety and efficiency for all 
modes of transportation.
Density
A measure of the number of dwelling units on a parcel of 
land, expressed in units per hectare or in units per parcel.
Environmentally Significant Area (ESA)
A natural area site that has been inventoried prior to po-
tential development and which, because of its features or 
characteristics, is significant to Calgary from an environ-
mental perspective and has the potential to remain viable 
in an urban environment. A site is listed as an Environ-
mentally Significant Area on the basis of meeting one or 
all of the criteria listed in Appendix C of The City of Calgary 
Parks’ Open Space Plan.

Glossary Of Terms5.1
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Green infrastructure
An interconnected network of natural green and engineered 
green elements applicable at multiple scales in the land use 
and mobility framework. Natural green elements include the 
conservation and integration of traditional green elements 
such as trees, wetlands, riparian areas and parks. Engineered 
green elements include systems and technologies designed 
to mimic ecological functions or to reduce impacts on ecologi-
cal systems. Examples include green alleys, green buildings 
and green roadways and bridges.
Greyfield
An outdated, vacant or failing commercial or institutional site. 
The term “grey” refers to the large area of concrete and as-
phalt that typically accompanies retail sites.
Habitat Fragmentation
Fragmentation occurs when a large region of habitat has 
been broken down, or fragmented, into a collection of smaller 
patches of habitat. Fragmentation typically occurs when land 
is converted from one type of habitat to another.
Impervious Surfaces
Mainly artificial structures, such as building roofs, road pave-
ments, sidewalks and parking lots that cannot be easily pen-
etrated by water, thereby resulting in runoff.
Industrial Arterial
Streets located in industrial areas. Their first priority is the ef-
ficient movement of heavy trucks but, as streets, they still ac-
commodate all modes of transportation.
Infrastructure
The technical structures that support a society, including 
roads, transit, water supply, sewers, power grid, telecommu-
nications, etc.
Intensification
The development of a property, site or area at a higher density 
than currently exists. Intensification can be achieved through 
redevelopment, development of vacant/underutilized lots, the 
conversion of existing buildings, or through infill development 
in previously developed areas.
Jobs/Housing (Population/Jobs) Balance
A measure of the relationship between the number of resi-
dents and the number of jobs in a specific area. The commonly 
used metric of this balance is simply the number of residents 
divided by the number of jobs in that community.
Land Use Bylaw (LUB)
The City of Calgary Land Use Bylaw 1P2007
Light Rail Transit (LRT)
Electrically-powered rail cars, operating in sets of three to five 
cars per train on protected rights-of-way, adjacent to or in the 
medians of roadways or rail rights-of-way. Generally at grade, 
with some sections operating in mixed traffic and/or tunnels or 
on elevated bridge structures.

Mixed-use Development
The development of land, a building or a structure with two 
or more different uses, such as residential, office and retail. 
Mixed-use can occur vertically within a building, or horizontally 
on a site.
Neighbourhood Boulevard
These streets form the backbone of Neighbourhood Corridors 
and Activity Centres. Pedestrians are given the highest prior-
ity on these streets, which are fully integrated with adjacent 
land uses and provide the highest level of connectivity of all 
street types. Similar to Urban Boulevards, high quality urban 
design and green infrastructure strategies are incorporated 
into Neighbourhood Boulevards.
Parkway
A street that focuses on integration with natural areas. Natural 
vegetation and new forms of stormwater management would 
be integrated with the street. Adjacent land uses would include 
large natural parks, waterways or special public institutions.
Pedestrian-Oriented Or Pedestrian-Friendly
An environment designed to make travel on foot safe, conveni-
ent, attractive and comfortable for various ages and abilities. 
Considerations include directness of the route, interest along 
the route, safety, amount of street activity, separation of pe-
destrians and traffi c, street furniture, surface material, side-
walk width, prevailing wind direction, intersection treatment, 
curb cuts, ramps and landscaping.
Pedestrian-Scale/Human-Scale
Refers to the scale (height/proportions) and comfort level that 
the street level and lower stories of a building provide for pe-
destrians as they walk alongside a building or buildings.
Primary Cycling Network
A network of on-street cycling facilities, pathways and cycle 
tracks that connects major destinations such as Activity Cen-
tres, mixed-use Corridors and major institutions.
Primary Transit Network
A permanent network of high-frequency transit services, re-
gardless of mode, that operates every 10 minutes or better, 15 
hours a day, seven days a week.
Primary Transit Threshold
A minimum intensity of people or jobs per gross developable 
hectare that is required within walking distance of a transit sta-
tion or stop to support service levels of the Primary Transit 
Network.
Public Realm
The space around, between and within buildings that are pub-
licly accessible, including streets, squares, parks and open 
spaces. These areas and settings support or facilitate public 
life and social interaction.

Highland Park Engagement  19



Redevelopment
The creation of new units, uses or lots on previously devel-
oped land in existing communities.
Residential Diversity
An indicator used to describe the mix of residential types in 
an area, expressed in terms of the mix by residential land use 
district area, or by mix of housing unit types.
Right-of-Way (ROW)
Publicly-owned land containing roads and streets and/or utili-
ties.
Sense of Place
A strong identity and character that is felt by local inhabit-
ants and visitors. Factors that help to create a “strong sense 
of place” include natural and cultural features, built form and 
architecture, mobility to and within the place and the people 
who frequent that place. Areas with a good sense of place of-
ten have elements that are appealing to the five senses (sight, 
smell, touch, taste, sound) and generally encourage people to 
linger longer and enjoy the atmosphere.
Skeletal Road
Skeletal Roads have an emphasis on moving vehicular traffic 
over long distances. They typically operate at high speeds and 
have little direct interaction with adjacent land uses. Ideally, 
they should form a skeletal grid across the city with approxi-
mately three to five kilometre spacing.
Stream Corridor
Generally consists of the stream channel, floodplain, and tran-
sitional upland fringe.
Streetcar
Urban rail vehicles operating a low speeds (e.g., 10 to 25 kph) 
in mixed traffic, with closely spaced stops (e.g., every 200 me-
tres).
Streetscape
All the elements that make up the physical environment of a 
street and define its character. This includes paving, trees and 
vegetation, lighting, building type, style setback, pedestrian, 
cycle and transit amenities, street furniture, etc.
Sustainability
Meeting the needs of the present without compromising the 
ability of future generations to meet their own needs. It in-
cludes environmental, economic and social sustainability. 
Sustainability is defined by the 11 Sustainability Principles for 
Land Use and Mobility, approved by Calgary City Council on 
Jan. 8, 2007.

Transit Hub
A place of connectivity where different modes of transpor-
tation (walking, cycling, bus and rail transit) come together 
seamlessly and where there is an attractive, intense and di-
verse concentration of housing, employment, shopping and 
other amenities around a major transit station.
Transit-Oriented Development (TOD)
A compact, mixed-use community within walking distance of 
a transit stop, that mixes residential, retail, office, open space 
and public uses in a way that makes it convenient to travel on 
foot or by public transportation instead of by car.
transit-oriented, transit-friendly or transit-supportive
The elements of urban form and design that make transit more 
accessible and efficient. These range from land use elements, 
(e.g., locating higher intensity housing and commercial uses 
along transit routes) to design (e.g., street layout that allows 
efficient bus routing). It also encompasses pedestrian-friendly 
features, as most transit riders begin and end their rides as 
pedestrians.
Transit Priority Measures
Strategies that improve transit operating speeds and transit 
travel time reliability in mixed traffic, such as traffic signal prior-
ity or queue jumps.
Urban Boulevard
A street type that forms the backbone of Urban Corridors and 
Activity Centres. It gives the highest priority to walking, cy-
cling and transit but accommodates reasonably high volumes 
of vehicular traffic. Urban Boulevards are fully integrated with 
adjacent land uses and provide high levels of connectivity to 
surrounding communities and destinations. High quality urban 
design and green infrastructure are also critical components 
of Urban Boulevards.
Wayfinding
A term used to describe how people respond to the built en-
vironment to orient themselves. Elements that contribute to 
wayfinding include reference points such as signage, natural 
areas or parks, landmark buildings, bridges, distinctive light-
ing, public art, etc.
Wetlands
A (Calgary) wetland is a waterbody and its bed and shores, 
that is naturally occurring or disturbed and is located within the 
Foothills Fescue and Foothills Parkland Natural Regions with-
in the city of Calgary (as per the Wetland Conservation Plan).
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