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ABOUT THE PROJECT
Capital Region Housing (CRH), the largest provider of affordable housing in the Edmonton area, was
chosen by the City of Edmonton to be the developer and operator of the Keheewin Building Housing
Choices Development on the surplus school site at 2008 – 105 Street, north of Keheewin School. The
project is being led by CRH, in partnership with the City of Edmonton and Stantec.
The project team is also collaborating with the Keheewin Advisory Committee (KAC), a volunteer group
of Keheewin residents who have teamed up with City staff and Ward Councillor Michael Walters to
ensure viewpoints from the community are heard on this project.
CRH joined the Public Engagement process at Phase 3 of a four-phase process. The City of Edmonton
previously conducted Phases 1 and 2 between 2015 and 2018.

PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT PHASES 1, 2, 3A, AND 3B
Phase 1 of Public Engagement took place in October 2015 and consisted of a Community Conversation
at Yellowbird Community Hall to introduce the project. Discussions focused on elements that residents
liked most about Keheewin, and the perceived impacts of the Building Housing Choices Development.
Phase 2 of Public Engagement, which occurred in May 2016, was a second Community Conversation at
Keheewin School. Four scenarios were presented, depicting different potential styles of housing for the
site. In June 2017, Phase 2B was added, with a Drop-in Information Session at Keheewin School. The
intent of Phase 2B was to provide a status update on the developer/operator selection process and
continue conversations with community members about the project. In 2018, the City selected CRH to
be the developer/operator for the site.
Phase 3A of Public Engagement consisted of a Community Engagement Event held January 16, 2019, at
Southminster-Steinhauer United Church. The event offered an opportunity for community members to
meet the CRH and Stantec project team and focused on two concept options. Feedback was used to
refine the concept options into one concept for presentation in Phase 3B.
Phase 3B of Public Engagement was a Community Engagement Event held May 2, 2019, at Keheewin
School. The event was a drop-in format with different tables addressing different components of the
project, such as design concept, transportation, and zoning. A final draft concept was presented. At the
meeting, community members gathered and requested a town hall style meeting in order to have
questions and concerns addressed at the same time. The Town Hall meeting was added to the
engagement plan as Phase 3C.
More information on Phases 1, 2, 3A, and 3B, including What We Heard Reports, can be found at:
www.itstartswithhome.com/community-engagement-3
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PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT PHASE 3C
A Town Hall meeting was held from 6:00 to 8:00 pm on June 4, 2019, at Keheewin School. The event was
advertised through approximately 3,000 postcards mailed to addresses in Keheewin and Bearspaw,
along with two road signs (one at 111th Street and 23rd Avenue, and another at 105th Street and 23rd
Avenue).
118 people signed in at the event. The majority of attendees were residents of Keheewin, with about a
third from Bearspaw. The room was set up with rows of chairs facing two projector screens and a panel
consisting of Hani Quan from the City of
Edmonton, Greg Dewling from Capital
What neighbourhood do you live in?
Region Housing, and Kim Petrin from
Stantec. Information sharing story boards
Other, 3%
Yellowbird, 4%
were placed at the back of the room,
including information on the project and
process. The event consisted of an
introduction from facilitator Michele
Bearspaw, 34%
Perret from Stantec, remarks from
Keheewin, 59%
Councillor Michael Walters, and
presentations from the panel on policy
background, the housing provider, the
development concept, and transportation.
The presentations were followed by a question and answer period about 1 hour and 15 minutes long.
Attendees were provided with index cards where they could write questions for the panel. The question
and answer period included both written questions and questions directly spoken by attendees. Stantec
staff recorded the questions and answers from the event. Index cards with questions not addressed
during the event were collected and recorded as feedback. Feedback forms were available for attendees
to provide further input on the event and the project. 36 feedback forms were completed.
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WHAT WE HEARD: YOUR QUESTIONS AND OUR RESPONSES
Below are the questions and comments received at the Town Hall meeting. Some of the questions and
comments were spoken or provided in writing during the meeting. Others were provided in writing
through index cards and feedback forms following the meeting. The questions and comments have been
categorized for organizational purposes but are transcribed as originally stated or written and have not
been edited.
Responses are provided to each topic based on the current knowledge and understanding of the City of
Edmonton, Capital Region Housing, and Stantec. As a result, some responses may vary from what was
provided at the Town Hall meeting.
The questions are sorted below by theme, and answers are given to questions grouped into topics.

THEME 1: POLICY
Topic A: Policy C583 – Building Envelope
Questions and Comments
I have a question on policy. This is going to go directly to City but deals with CRH and Stantec. City
Policy 583 is pretty specific in that it states that: “Wherever reasonably possible, residential
developments on surplus school sites will be located on the portion of the site that was originally
designated for the school.” Further to that, the Surplus School Buildings and Land Final Report from
the Province of Alberta in 2008 said that: “It is recommended that the Municipal Government Act be
amended to create a Community Services Reserve designation that would be limited to the building
envelope of surplus school reserve land, where the school building, the adjacent landscaping and
parking lot would have otherwise been built.” My question is, why are you allowing the development
on the entire piece of property? We have an old drawing from way before when Keheewin was first
developed that shows the actual school size, probably about a third of that property. How can the
City ignore its own policy?
You should know that last Friday a group of us, the KRRD, Keheewin Residents for Responsible
Development, sent a letter to not only every alderman and the mayor, but to CRH, Stantec, our MLA,
to everyone, expressing these concerns. We wanted you to be prepared to answer certain questions,
and one of the main questions in that letter was C583. So if you are not prepared to answer that, stop
the project.
This is the only site of the 9 sites for affordable housing that has a school directly adjacent to the
prospective building site. All the other sites have at least 100 metres between the building site and
any school. This is a pretty unique site given the fact that there is a school right there. The fact that
you are trying to build to the envelope of the property goes right against all your own policies.
Honour the policies already adopted by the City.
How can the City justify building outside of the land envelope?
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Response from the City
When neighbourhoods like Keheewin were originally planned, Joint Use Sites were created to provide a
location for a school building and to provide open space and recreation opportunities for the
community.
The Joint Use Agreement governs the interactions between the City and the School Boards when it
comes to lands used for schools. The Joint Use Agreement definition for “School Building Land” includes
the land set aside for the school building, including the front and side yards, parking lots and drop-offs
and other land located within approximately 15 metres of the school building. Policy C583 refers to this
definition of land originally designated for the school.
The site boundary for the proposed Keheewin housing development was reviewed and approved by the
Edmonton Public School Board.
The Province of Alberta Surplus School Buildings and Land Final Report, referenced in a question at the
Town Hall meeting, includes recommendations which included an opportunity to broaden the use of
Community Reserve Designation for reserve land. This is not applicable to the Joint Use Site in Keheewin
Park as it has a different reserve land designation (Municipal Reserve), which is governed by a different
set of rules.

Topic B: Policy C583 – Density
Questions and Comments
There is another part of the policy that says, and the City brought this up themselves, originally the
City said we have $20M to develop the remaining 9 sites. Of that, 180 non-market and 180 market
units will be for those 9 sites. 360 divided by 9 is 40 units. Where are you getting 145 units from,
when the City itself said 40 units?
You were asking, and I think they clarified, that it was in the report where the assumption was made
about 360 houses, it was also in the recommendation that was given to City Council and the City
executive, indicating the recommendation that Policy C583 be adopted based on assumption of 360
units. Clearly there has been a change in the assumptions being made at this time and we are now
hearing that the need is not 360 houses, but rather 2500. First question is: is there a possibility of the
City revisiting the policy in light of the re-evaluation of need, because it was based on a very different
assumption that what you’re saying today.
Based on the policy as it was adopted, it indicates a minimum of 40/ha. On that assumption, what
should be appropriate for this site is 59 units. How has it gone from 59 units to almost three times
that? Has an allocation been done outlining what number of units will be used on all the other sites,
or is this just starting with this particular site that is bearing the brunt of this allocation of 360 units?
The City initiative for 2500 units was mentioned so many times I have the impression this project will
just be pushed through.
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Have the policy to C583 change after our site has been viewed and built. NOT BEFORE as to force our
area to be unacceptable and abide by your rules and only build on the 40-unit max rule. PS many
areas that were built in school sites has very much home invasions, our friends in these areas have
told us. So a safe place is not an honest answer.
I moved here in 1996 and was told by my realtor that Yellowbird Community had reached its capacity
for multi-family housing so only single-family housing allowed. When did that change?

Response from the City
In 2015, Council approved City Policy C583, Guidelines for the Development of the 2009 Surplus School
Sites, which will see 16 surplus school sites repurposed into a mix of market and affordable housing. The
policy provides guidelines to develop surplus school sites for residential use, including direction that all
developments are to be medium density, including row housing, medium density multiple family, or low
rise apartments, with not less than 40 residential units per hectare of residential development, unless
otherwise exempted by Council.
As the Keheewin surplus school site is 1.46 ha in size, the site can support up to 182 residential units.
This is based on the maximum allowable density of 125 dwelling units per hectare in the (RA7) Low Rise
Apartment Zone. Each Building Housing Choices development needs to balance the growing and
significant need for affordable housing in Edmonton, the economical and efficient use of tax dollars by
maximizing the potential of City-owned land assets, and feedback from community engagement. In this
context, the proposal by CRH is currently targeting 135 units.

Topic C: Policy C583 – Affordable Housing Mix
Questions and Comments
My understanding is that there is a City policy, C583, that mandates all buildings on surplus school
sites be a minimum of 50% non-market housing. Previously at the public meeting in May, I had
conversations with two senior officials on the project, where they represented to me that the
economics of the project would require 80% of the units being rented at market value and 20% at
non-market. One of the individuals subsequently reversed themselves in an email to me, and claimed
that this project was actually 80% non-market housing and 20% market housing. My question is after
having the split of non-market/market clarified, how can any of us in this room trust the
representations being made to us today about this project, when I am unable to find out basic facts
describing the central character of this project, and secondly what assurances can you provide not
only about the split of units, but the information that you are providing us today is fair, complete, and
accurate.

Response from the City
City Policy C583 provides guidelines to develop surplus school sites for residential uses, unless exempted
by Council, and one such guideline is that non-market housing will comprise between 50 - 75% of the
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residential units, and the remaining residential units will be market housing. This creates a mixed
income model which promotes diversity of residents.

Response from CRH
At minimum, CRH commits to the 40/60 split between Market (40%) and Near-Market Housing (60%).
This affordability mix may shift even after construction in order to make the financials viable. The final
affordability mix will be posted on the www.itstartswithhome.com website for confirmation.

THEME 2: NEIGHBOURHOOD TRAFFIC
Topic A: School Drop-Off and Pick-Up
Questions/Comments
Can I ask you – will you be willing, the City, to ban new residents from parking on the main street of
105 street, because every single day when I go and come back during pick-up time or drop-off time,
there are cars parked entirely from the school all the way to 21 Avenue, all the way to the apartment.
And I don’t know what kind of research you’re doing but they are always parked. So, if you want
parents to have places to pick up their kids, in the past, if you don’t let’s hear an alternative.
The traffic alone on that street during drop-off and pick-up is ridiculous. Multiple times where parents
are walking across and people don’t stop and they’re almost hit. And then you’re going to have
additional cars? Your parking is not adequate because people are going to park where they want to.
What guarantees are my children going be safe going to that school?
Parking/traffic issue is 95% people dropping off kids from other communities not from condos,
townhouses, or other buildings – 30 years of experience living here.

Response from Edmonton Public School Board
One quarter of the students attending Keheewin School reside outside of the School’s attendance area
(Keheewin, Bearspaw, or Skyrattler neighbourhoods). As the number of students residing in these
neighbourhoods increases the number of available spaces for out of attendance area students will
decrease. If 60 to 75 students from the affordable housing complex come to be students at Keheewin
School, school vehicle traffic would decrease.
Traffic in front of schools during drop-off and pick-up times is congested across the city. Edmonton
Public Schools works with parents to alleviate the congestion and to allow for orderly safe pedestrian
and traffic movements. Edmonton Public Schools also works with AMA Safety Patrol to create safe
pedestrian crossings and the City of Edmonton to create clear signage for drivers.
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Topic B: Traffic Studies
Questions/Comments
I would like to see the traffic reports. I don’t think there is a person here who has lived in this
community who can agree that this will not dramatically impact the traffic in our community in a
detrimental way, in a safety way. The details of when they were done and the time they were done. Is
it a perception that it is safe? Because I don’t see how the world can be safe for our kids with this
traffic.
I found some contradictory with your traffic documents – you said you did the study, you said the
road capacity, the 4,900 per day traffic along 105 Street but on the website the current one the City
has, the traffic map, 105 Street has between 5,001 to 15,000 right now. So it is over and above the
capacity you just mentioned, 4,900. So why is there the differences between your study and the City
open data.
Regarding transportation study, you keep saying you have done studies around school, what about
intersection of 23rd Avenue and 105th street? [clapping] It seems even now when you go to wait at the
light to turn left onto 105 street, at rush hour especially, and 23rd Avenue is a hugely busy venue, you
have to wait, and with more people coming into the development, you’re going to have traffic
backing up to overpass. And not only that, we get people cutting through because the traffic is lined
up bumper to bumper all the way west on 23rd Avenue, you get people cutting off at 105th Street, has
there been a traffic study done at that corner?
23 Avenue and 105 Street – U-turn. 23 Avenue – mow that area. Partners in parks. Bus stop on
southside.
What about trying to exit onto 105 Street from 23 Avenue? Traffic back up on 23 Avenue during rush
hour with all the new units.
Were any traffic flow studies done in winter?
How is traffic capacity assessed? This neighbourhood can supposedly handle 10,000 vehicles per day?
Bunt study from 2015 appears to be out of date as circumstances with community have changes since
then. Please redo the traffic safety and parking assumptions and redo the study and provide to the
community to reflect current conditions and development assumptions.
Issues raised do not seem to be seriously addressed. Parking. Congestion on the road and traffic.
I think the intersection of 23rd and 105 street does need a study. For current and future traffic flow.
Current traffic study: 2015 is too old given Century Park, South Edmonton Common, etc.
The development is too large, too many units. This will adversely affect traffic.
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I’m also concerned about this traffic increase knowing the LRT will likely come to 111 Street. One day,
we will feel trapped in our neighbourhood.

Response from the City
Concerns about traffic safety are very important, and the City of Edmonton demonstrates its
commitment to safety through the Vision Zero, which is the long-term goal of zero traffic fatalities and
serious injuries.
Traffic Volume:
Traffic Impact Assessment has been prepared in 2016 and indicated 105 Street/19 Avenue can
accommodate traffic generated by the proposed development.
Safety:
City staff reviewed pedestrian facilities around Keheewin School which indicated that all existing signs,
markings, and traffic controls were sufficient (up to current standards for current and expected future
vehicle activity).
City staff also completed a speed survey with radar based equipment to look at how vehicles complied
with the speed limit in playground zones. The majority of drivers did comply with the speed limits set.
The survey combined with collision data reviewed from 2014 - 2018 do not indicate the presence of any
specific safety concerns on 105 Street/19 Avenue. Once the proposed development is complete, the City
can review the data again to determine if additional safety measures are needed.
At the June 4 town hall meeting, the City presented potential changes that may have the potential to
further address traffic impacts in Keheewin, these include:
Pre-development
•
•

Council will be considering reduced speed limits to 40 km/hour on all neighbourhood roads
(including 105 Street) in 2020.
The Community Traffic Management Program can offer a toolkit to enhance safety and help
improve driver behaviour, and this may include a facilitator in the future, pending funding
approval from Council.

Post-development
•

•

Once the development is completed, the length of the playground zone will be reduced to
exclude the proposed development. In addition, enhancements may be added to the crosswalk
at 20 Ave and 105 Street to include zebra markings.
The City will review the need for parking restriction signage on 105 street - south of 19 avenue.
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Topic C: Transit
Questions/Comments
What is the City doing to increase transit (bus) service in Keehewin/Bearspaw to accommodate
greater ridership, given the new transit routes going into service in 2020? I live in Bearspaw around
the corner from the affordable housing development on 105 Street and I’ve seen an increase of 35%
in ridership since these families moved into their homes. At this time, there is no bus service after
10:30 pm.

Response from the City
As part of the Transit Strategy, the new Bus Network Redesign will be presented to Council in November
2019, with implementation targeted for summer of 2020. The proposed neighbourhood route will
continue to serve Keheewin residents’ transit needs, and as part of the new Bus Network Redesign
service may be extended later into the evening and on weekends.

Topic D: Speed and Safety
Questions/Comments
Will police and bylaw be consulted regarding parking/speeding etc. Also bus drivers.
When you do a traffic study and see the speed of the people going through there, you see a truck
there, of course people are going to slow down. When I see photo radar trucks, I slow down. How is
your speed study working, if they see a truck, of course they are going to slow down.
I am very concerned about traffic and safety and feel those issues have not been adequately
addressed tonight.

Response from the City
City staff reviewed pedestrian facilities around Keheewin School which indicated that all existing signs,
markings, and traffic controls were sufficient (up to current standards for current and expected future
vehicle activity).
City staff also completed a speed survey with radar based equipment to look at how vehicles complied
with the speed limit in playground zones. The majority of drivers did comply with the speed limits set.
The survey combined with collision data reviewed from 2014 - 2018 do not indicate the presence of any
specific safety concerns on 105 Street/19 Avenue. Once the proposed development is complete, the City
can review the data again to determine if additional safety measures are needed.
In addition, Council will be considering reduced speed limits to 40 km/hr on all neighbourhood roads
(including 105 Street) in 2020.
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The Community Traffic Management Program can offer a toolkit to enhance safety and help improve
driver behaviour, and this may include a facilitator in the future, pending funding approval from Council.

THEME 3: PARKING
Topic A: On-Site Parking
Questions/Comments
How many parking stalls do you have?
Just because the bylaw says certain amount of parking per unit, it just isn’t enough. Two adults in one
unit most likely will have 2 vehicles. Add a vehicle for any friends they have living with them. As kids
grow they will have cars. It’s within the realm of possibility that one 2-bed or more will have 4 or
more vehicles. Thus, pushing people onto road parking. It needs more parking.
What is parking bylaw?
What is parking capacity?
20 parking stalls for visitors is too low and will likely impact street parking / congestion on road,
particularly in winter, in my opinion.
With 1.25 parking per unit, where are the extra vehicles going? Really, never meet capacity!!

Response from CRH
Parking will be provided on site as per the requirements of the Edmonton Zoning Bylaw. CRH’s portfoliowide historical data on parking stall usage shows we provide more than adequate stalls to tenants who
live with us.

Topic B: Street Parking
Questions/Comments
I have a suggestion because I lived in Mill Woods where there was affordable housing, and everyone
parked on the street but could walk through a parking lot and it was empty. This is a suggestion, all
the people who are living in the affordable housing, they better be parking in the parking lot or they
are going to be getting ticketed by the police and they have a little sticker that goes in their window
that says they live in affordable housing so that we don’t have the problem that we had in Mill
Woods. When it comes to your flood problem, we flooded three times, the engineers didn’t
understand a word, and I called them three times to take down the berm, and finally they put in a
stupid wall and guess what they took out my property and I had to give the City my house. Thanks
very much guys. I just moved into what, another chaos? Think about that. Plus, I also took somebody
down that broke into my neighbour’s truck and I took him to court and made sure he paid the price.
Idea for parking penalty of complex: Provincial – parking stall. Plaque or sticker of window to show
they shouldn’t be on the street.
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On street parking: In First Place project, 105 Street and 16 Avenue has onsite parking but there is a lot
of street parking. In winter, presents a problem on 16 Avenue. How will this project be different for
street parking?
The parking situation is totally out of control – lining the streets with the many cars is ludicrous.

Response from the City
The City can review and assess the on-street parking facilities once the development is complete and
make changes to signage and restrictions if necessary.

Response from CRH
CRH does not have the authority to enforce traffic improvements along 105 Street but in collaboration
with the City, CRH is willing to participate in a traffic review once the development is complete.

THEME 4: DEVELOPMENT DESIGN
Topic A: Layout and Design
Questions/Comments
My place is in Cimarron Chase, which directly backs onto the proposed site. I am very happy to see
that you removed the row of townhouses but my next question would be: what is the space
allocation between the property lines? Is there going to be 20, 30, 40 m that’s going to make is
someplace that’s still my home and my neighbours’ homes?
Who approves the project design? Be specific.

Response from CRH
What we are presenting to Council during the rezoning application is the massing of the buildings. The
final details of the project design are yet to be fleshed out during the detailed design development
stage, which comes after rezoning. CRH works with the chosen designers to finalize the project design.
The space between the Cimarron Chase condos and the closest building of the new development will be
approximately 14 metres. The exact distance will be refined for the final concept.

Topic B: Height
Questions/Comments
I’m really grateful to see that you took some of the suggestions and changes to the plan. I hate to say
it but we often we think you don’t listen and but this is proof you are, and I appreciate that. I also
appreciate this form much better than the open houses, so we can get information and it is more
helpful. My daughter lives on 26th Avenue, across 23rd, behind the fire station in a townhouse
complex. In last two years they built a complex like this apartment building right beside their
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townhouse complex and it is 4 storeys high. The people who are on the edge of that townhouse
complex now have no view, they have people in apartment building looking right into their windows,
and it’s not pleasant. So, my objection is those 4 storey buildings on the perimeter, if you could get
rid of those and replace them with maximum 3 storeys, so they are not going to such a high level, or
make them all townhouses, it would be much more pleasant to live there. I object to the 4 storey
building. If you want to see what it’s like, go drive to 26th avenue, turn right, go down two blocks and
see what it is like.
Is it possible to change the design to a 3 storey rather than 4 storey?
Apartment style units do not encourage community involvement for new residents. Townhouses are
better than apartment style.
What best suits the community would be townhouses only and leave the five units in front of 105
Street and don’t crowd the units themselves. It’s like being in jail.
Is there any way to remove the 4-storey on the south side of the development?
Remove the 4-storey building and have only townhouses. It is an appropriate density level and
reduces some of the safety and transportation concerns.
Limit building height to 3 storeys only.
NO 4 storey buildings.
How many units are in the row adjacent to the school property in the 4 storey building? Why can that
not be townhouses instead? Reducing the units further.
We do not want the 4 storey building next to the school. Figure out something else – two storeys
maximum.

Response from CRH
The townhouses along 105 Street will be a maximum of 10 metres in height (2 storeys). The 4-storey
apartment building will be stepped back from 105 Avenue and along the north side of the development,
so that only 3 storeys appear directly adjacent to the road and existing condos.

THEME 5: NEIGHBOURHOOD CAPACITY AND IMPACT
Topic A: Infrastructure
Questions/Comments
First thing I would like to suggest to the gentleman from City, I live on 16th Avenue, and the corridor
on 16th Avenue from 101 Street all the way down into the Duggan area has been a flood zone. My
particular property has cost over $100,000 for this. The day after the last flood we had, in my mailbox
I got a note from the City saying ‘we’re not responsible for anything’. That’s what the City says when
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they say they have done everything. They come in and put $500,000, $600,000 of extra sewer control
in this area. How much are you going to guarantee us that all these new houses will not impact future
flooding?
This neighbourhood experienced serious flooding in its past. Sewer upgrades were undertaken as far
south as 18 Avenue after that event. Is current sewer infrastructure and surface runoff capability
sufficient for this project?
I live in Cimarron Chase and I’m on the condo board there. We have been advised by our
management to hire an engineering firm to assess the whole south side of our complex before your
construction starts and after it’s done, to see what damage may occur to our construction and to our
plumbing and to our wiring and everything. That would make the city responsible for repairs to be
done. Is that correct?
Are underground utilities able to handle more residences?

Response from the City
External consultants were retained to evaluate the following:
•
•
•

The existing storm and sanitary systems near the proposed development
Assess the impact of the proposed development on the storm and sanitary systems in the
immediate area
Sanitary sewer connection point for the proposed site was identified on 105 Street (north of 20
Avenue) flowing north

The study concluded that the storm and sanitary systems have capacity to accommodate future
development on the proposed site.
In reference to the question about the possibility of damage to Cimarron Chase as a result of
construction, the City has a Neighbours of Infill Checklist document that helps residents prepare for a
construction project next door to them. One of the checklist items considers documenting the state of
your property prior to construction, which applies to this question. The checklist can be found at:
https://www.cityofedmontoninfill.ca/public/download/documents/42375

Topic B: Open Space
Questions/Comments
If you are taking away greenspace and soccer fields, how are you giving back? I’d like to see
mandatory improvement by builders – for example, spray parks or walking paths.
Quality of life is important! Where are the kids going to play and soccer teams at the school in the
evening?
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Please consider the loss of green space.

Response from the City
The site for the Building Housing Choices development was identified as school building land in the
original Keheewin Neighbourhood Area Plan (1983). The sports field in this location was created as a
temporary field until development occurred.

Topic C: Crime and Safety
Questions/Comments
I have 3 children attending Keheewin right now, the youngest in grade 1, my concern is safety for
those kids. We already have a 4 storey apartment building across the street, where multiple times,
you constantly see police there. So you are putting 4 storeys, taking away land where they play. You
can’t guarantee me with all the safety issues you address, the lower criminal rates you have, that
there is not going to be an issue. What guarantees do you have for us that my kids are going to be
safe in that school?
There was a shooting last summer in an apartment building backing onto the highway. I want my kids
to be safe. I want my kids to be able to walk to school.
Mine is about a safety question as well. We have friends in other locations that were built on school
sites. They went to all these meetings too, and they were all promised all these things, like safety and
traffic and we’re doing everything we can. And they have been broken, the time to get home has
extended 15 minutes, and it’s just that you’re saying what you’re saying and I understand what you’re
saying but I don’t honestly think you guys really get it or care because all the other times, same
meetings, same promises, City-owned and it’s not a safe zone at all.
In any school room, about 95% of students are great to have. That 5% of others can create hell. We
already have car break ins, dealers selling on the corners their product, and homeless sleeping on the
school grounds. With 145 families, singles, etc., moving in, what has the City done to analyze the
probable rise in crime rates?
What are you going to do to ensure the safety of students? There are many issues with the apartment
across the street. Police are often there. How will this development be different?
Is there a police presence or ability to connect with the police quickly? Is this going to be that type of
community?

Response from the City
The City has recently conducted research into the relationship between non-market housing and crime,
which indicates that there is no reliable correlation between the two.
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Response from CRH
CRH properties are certified under the Crime Free Multi-Housing (CFMH) Program by the Edmonton
Police Service. The goal of the CFMH Program is to introduce crime prevention techniques to multihousing properties as to reduce the likelihood of criminal activity occurring on the premises. The CFMH
program adheres to the principles detailed in Crime Prevention Through Environment Design (CPTED).
Further, our tenants sign an addendum to their lease stating that they commit to living “crime-free”
during their tenancy. Any tenant who do not uphold their commitment to do so is evicted from our
property. For more information on CFMH, visit:
https://www.edmontonpolice.ca/CrimePrevention/CommunitySafety/CrimeFreeMultiHousing

Topic D: Low Income Housing and Support Services
Questions/Comments
What is Keheewin’s low income housing ratio compared to other communities? If higher, why this
development in this area?
Today someone literally walked up to my garage and asked me for cash to help them out. What
supports for low income/homeless individuals are near us or planned for our area? I’m concerned this
may continue or increase with the affordable housing initiative. It was very unnerving, especially as I
have young, vulnerable children. (I live in Bearspaw.)
The questions around services in our area for homeless and low income people was also avoided. I
want to hear a plan. So many people are begging at traffic lights in our neighbourhood and now
people are literally coming to my door asking for money. Go beyond this project. We need services
and supports no matter what happens with this project. City of Edmonton, please act now.

Response from the City
Social services for those experiencing homelessness are provided by the non-profit sector in partnership
with the provincial government. Decisions about where to locate offices and services are made by those
agencies, likely with consideration for where the needs are highest. While the City does not provide
direct social services, there are a number of City initiatives, such as the End Poverty Edmonton Strategy,
that support the goal of ending poverty and homelessness and the development of more affordable
housing.

Response from CRH
What CRH is building in Keheewin is Near-Market and Market housing for independent individuals and
families. In the housing spectrum, Near-Market and Market is at the top-end where such individuals and
families are generally employed and are self-sustaining. In comparison, Permanent Supportive Housing
(PSH) are housing options for individuals coming out of homelessness, substance abuse, and typically
require 24-hour on-site care / supports. The Keheewin Development is NOT a Permanent Supportive
Housing option, nor does CRH currently develop or manage PSH properties.
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Topic E: School Capacity
Questions/Comments
How do you work with the existing schools in the other three neighbourhoods? Provide examples
please because each school is at capacity so I can’t see squeezing extra kids into each school as a
realistic solution.
My question was about the youth population that is expected out of these allotments and what the
elementary population would be, that was mildly answered with the 60 – is that the estimate? I want
that from the person who’s actually helping with allocation of people within building. As part of that
question, when we had modules at the school before, they almost backed up to the property that is
now allocated to the residences. If we put those on again, the sightlines to children playing would be
very poor for supervising and if they are moved you end up again with poor sightlines. With the
density at that school, I really think there needs to be more communication with the teachers there.
With 450 students we could not sustain it, because of the interaction classes which are the special
needs classes, three of them, who need extra care, and you can’t have 30 kids in those classes.
The questions around capacity were essentially skirted around and ignored by the CRH person.
Capacity of schools and medical centres are NOT able to accommodate double capacity.
How do you work with the existing schools in the other three neighbourhoods? Provide examples
please because each school has a capacity so I can’t see squeezing extra kids into each school as a
realistic solution.
Earlier in the presentation, it was said supports would be provided to the school. Are these supports
in funds or funding for crosswalk attendants?

Response from Edmonton Public School Board
EPSB has experienced some similar projects in other neighbourhoods, and in almost every case there is
capacity in our buildings. We allow schools that are not at capacity to have open boundaries or include
programs that allow schools to use their space efficiently. Keheewin School has an open boundary. The
building currently has a capacity for 425 students, and there are approximately 340 students enrolled.
We know that there are approximately 75 students who don’t live in the attendance area but get to
come to Keheewin School. The student population at this school peaked in 1995 with over 500 students.
If the affordable housing complex is developed and the local neighbourhood student population
increases, then they will get first priority to enroll at Keheewin School. Similar projects are being
considered in Lendrum, Londonderry area, and in Britannia-Youngstown. We always give priority access
to the local students. We monitor enrollment at every school and if a school starts to reach capacity,
then we use a variety of tools to manage either the enrollment or the capacity of the building. Some of
the tools could include reducing the number of out of boundary students attending, including closing
the boundaries for the school attendance area. Typically, we would let those families transition through
and out as they graduate from the school. This would allow us to accommodate an increased number of
the local students.
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We are anticipating that the affordable housing complex will generate about 60 – 75 elementary aged
students. This includes students that may choose to attend a different elementary school in Edmonton
Public Schools, a Catholic school, or another school district. Not all of the students residing in the new
complex will chose to attend Keheewin School. If we still need some extra capacity, we could consider
increasing the size of the building through modular classrooms or similar infrastructure enhancements.
This is not likely to be necessary, but could be considered if needed.

THEME 6: LOCATION
Topic A: School Proximity
Questions/Comments
My question is about the proximity of the new site to the school. Why would the City allow this site to
overlook a school yard? Abut it? There is no other place in the City that this situation has occurred.
How can you allow it? We asked a specific question, why for this site is there 4 storeys overlooking a
schoolyard?
C583 says you are doing it on the school footprint. You have exceeded that and it’s now right next to
the school. There is no other one that’s that close.
What distance do you have between school and the 4 storey apartments? There is no other place in
Edmonton that that happens, to a 4 storey apartment.
Such high-density project just next to the primary school is not acceptable.
We have no problem with affordable housing, it is the volume of units and its proximity to the school.
The comment was made by the city representative that the group wants to have no affordable
housing – in face the message from this group of community members was that we support
affordable housing but not immediately adjacent to an elementary school.
I do support inclusive housing and building vibrant communities. I do not want this large of a complex
20 m away from my kids’ school.
For the safety of our children this development cannot proceed at this location. There are more
suitable sites close by.
I’m still concerned that the development is too close to the school. It is far too close.
Why is the 4 storey apartment is so close to school? Remove the apartments close to school. This
would reduce number of units to be more in line with density in rest of neighbourhood.
Build further from the school and allow our kids a safe play area. 3-storey apartment is also
unacceptable. The community has given you our requests please listen to us.
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The project still seems too close to the school. The noise from the school (kids, bells) would disturb
the tenants in the new development.

Response from the City
The site boundary for the Keheewin project was approved by the Edmonton Public School Board.
The Zoning Bylaw is the rule book for all developments in our city. It determines where buildings can be
located and what type of activities can take place. Other requirements like height and setbacks from
property lines are also regulated in the Zoning Bylaw to mitigate concerns with respect to sunshadowing, privacy, and proximity. The proposed Keheewin project will be required to meet the
regulations set out by the Zoning Bylaw for the proposed development, including maximum building
height and minimum yard setback.
While minimum separation distance is a planning tool that can be used to minimize land use conflicts, it
would not be applied in this case as school uses and residential uses are considered compatible.
There are approximately 20 metres between the school and the property line.

Topic B: Land Swap
Questions/Comments
Very simply I will start off saying I am not philosophically opposed to anything the City is trying to do, I
get it and understand the need. But you have to understand the neighbourhood is a little sensitive
right now because we have already gone through one redevelopment that has changed the face of
the neighbourhood a little bit and now another one that we feel is being forced upon us. I just want
to table an idea that I think might make this better for everyone in this room. And that idea is a land
swap. I don’t think you could pick a worse piece of green space to give up than that piece by the
school. [clapping] I appreciate the applause. That is my feeling on that green space for a million
different reasons. Now I know there is another unused school site over by Kinsmen Arena and I would
love to see the City, on behalf of these neighbourhoods, it’s a paper land swap. Leave this site
undeveloped, swap the title of deed between those two places, with whatever school boards are
involved, and you can now put this development in a place which is now within easy walking distance
of the LRT and transit station, restaurants, shopping, groceries. All of those things. Because you don’t
actually own the land, it is titled or deeded to them for a period of time, this should be easy to do and
all of a sudden it goes in a much, much, much more sensible area and has zero impact on all the
concerns addressed at this point.
I would like to know all the factors that went into the decision to build on this site, and why his
suggestion [land swap] can’t be taken into consideration. Specifically why we couldn’t alternately go
on the other school site. [clapping] I’d like that specifically in writing. The site behind mansions was a
catholic school site that was surplussed 10 years ago.
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The effort to build a vibrant healthy community, we wrote this in the letter, cannot be predicated on
what makes the best financial and numeric sense. [clapping] I know it’s not you specifically, it’s in part
City Council, and you unfortunately are here today to take brunt for the City. We get that. But the
outcome – people here are seething with anger. They are trying to control themselves. Density is one
thing, and that brings all the issues – the safety, the traffic, and all – but first and foremost the
question is, is that site even viable? [clapping] The two gentlemen that asked for those answers, we
will all be waiting for those answers. What has the City done to show that all the other sites are no
good and this is the only site that can be built, next to the school, all these problems, trying to cram in
as many people as you can because of the grand vision to have affordable housing everywhere, which
we support, affordable housing. But you cannot sacrifice people in communities to achieve those
grand ambitious visions that City Councillors have. There is no need for just questions. We have
serious concerns, comments and questions should be brought to the City to make decisions.
What are the chances of us getting rid of this moving forward? Can we do it in a different location?
Near the ice arena?
I thoroughly support the first gentleman suggesting a land swap with the one next to YMCA.
Is the land swap possible? And why not?
Please explain how this got so out of control. Move it to another site – protect the homeowners and
the children. I hope the City is willing to drastically reverse the plan, protect the rights of existing
Keheewin homeowners.
The land swap is the best idea. Why can this not happen? This has been brought up every meeting
and no satisfying answer.
It’s not the project – it’s where the project is located. Feels $ driven not people driven.
Please advise how and what factors are involved in determining this location was not chosen as a civic
site or as a seniors site.
Do the work, switch to other site by the Kinsmen.
Absolutely nobody in this area wants low rent housing here. Any pointless virtue signaling, ‘stigma’,
and so forth in response to this statement is risible.
Look at a different site – YMCA.
Land swap!!! Move project to huge park area at YMCA/ice rink area that won’t affect houses directly
across streets of school zone.
The only advantage in putting in more units are TAXES – only. The only solution to the whole project
is completely cancelling the whole project and return to PARK only. We are all dealing with global
warming and climate change from eliminating green space and trees all over the continent and
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Edmonton is helping the problem. Everything proposed looks real good on PAPER, but not practical or
sensible in a reality.
We would support moving the project to the site south of the YMCA.
I agree with comments that the land on 109 Street and 19th Ave makes better sense for a housing
development as it does not impact the school. It is close to public transit, shopping, etc. That site is
underused whereas the Keheewin school site is used.
No wonder people are upset with the proposals. Too many issues!
I would like to see fewer units, fewer rentals (more ownership), and the site moved to a different
location as suggested.

Response from the City
City staff have conducted due diligence in the assessment of the site and location, which includes
commissioning technical reviews and studies to establish the most appropriate location for the
Keheewin Building Housing Choices development. The proposed development is appropriate in the
context of this site and in the context of other residential development city-wide. City staff have
explored different areas of the Joint Use Site at Keheewin Park and concluded that there is no
alternative location that is more suitable, due primarily to servicing constraints.
In the public engagement sessions, it was suggested that the vacant school building site located near the
William Lutsky YMCA would be a preferred alternative to the current Keheewin development site. This
site is not available for housing development, as it has not been declared surplus by Edmonton’s school
boards and is therefore being held for a future school.

THEME 7: DENSITY
Topic A: Neighbourhood Density
Questions/Comments
What is the current population density of our community? What will the population density of our
community be post-construction, assuming 80, 90, or 100% occupancy for the development? What
improvements have been included in this project’s scope to accommodate the substantial increase in
population density that will result from this project? Examples could include road widths, changed in
road design, electrical, mechanical, or plumbing capacity, flood control, drainage, public transit,
schools, medical centres, etc. I tried to enroll in a local medical centre when we changed from
Bearspaw to Keheewin, and there’s no room for my children or myself. What are you doing to ensure
that our local community doesn’t bear the financial and non-financial costs associated with this
project.
The website was mentioned, and there are a couple things I want to highlight. You mentioned the
density in the neighbourhood but do you know the density around this school site? Do you know how
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much percentage of the residents are living right beside the site, around your project? The
community gave to the City that right now 47% of population is in that small area. And with another
145 units it will be 57% just right in this area. That’s not including the 300 kids in the school. So you
don’t know that.
When is it that we can expect these answers, and what is the next step? Because I know there are a
lot of people here tonight, through the good work that Brian and others have done, and we are all
concerned and very worried about something rammed into the community. We have public housing
at the end of 16th Avenue and 105th Street and kitty corner, we have another surplus school site that
was just developed on with 51 townhomes. We are aware of affordable housing requirements, but I
don’t think we need another 145 adjacent to any school. The answers from City Council and the
answers from Administration are most imperative and need to know. We don’t want any final
decisions going forward without our concerns being clarified and addressed.
Important consideration: consideration of density of population seems to consider only Keheewin
and not the fact that the area is at a very densely populated areas of both Keheewin and Bearspaw.
This area is becoming overpopulated. Hence much of the anger we have seen tonight! Important to
see all.

Response from the City
Currently the neighbourhood density is 28.3 units per residential hectare. Once the development is
complete, the density will be approximately 30 units per residential hectare.
Policy C583 provides guidelines to develop surplus school sites for residential use, including direction
that all developments are to be medium density, including row housing, medium density multiple family,
or low rise apartments, with not less than 40 residential units per hectare of residential development,
unless otherwise exempted by Council.
As the Keheewin surplus school site is 1.46 ha in size, the site can support up to 182 residential units.
This is based on the maximum allowable density of 125 dwelling units per hectare in the (RA7) Low Rise
Apartment Zone. Each Building Housing Choices development needs to balance the growing and
significant need for affordable housing in Edmonton, the economical and efficient use of tax dollars by
maximizing the potential of City-owned land assets, and feedback from community engagement. In this
context, the Keheewin developer’s proposal is currently targeting 135 units.
Once a land development application is submitted to the City, as part of the regulatory process the
application is circulated to City departments and external agencies, such as EPCOR, for technical review.
The City will ask the applicant to address any issues raised during the technical review, including any
infrastructure improvements needed to service the development.
In terms of drainage, external consultants were retained to evaluate the following:
•

The existing storm and sanitary systems near the proposed development
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•
•

Assess the impact of the proposed development on the storm and sanitary systems in the
immediate area
Sanitary sewer connection point for the proposed site was identified on 105 Street (north of 20
Avenue) flowing north

The study concluded that the storm and sanitary systems have capacity to accommodate future
development on the proposed site.

Topic B: Site Density
Questions/Comments
Why is the city proposing medium/high density in this site? In all the other meetings they wanted
townhouses at the most, two-storey low density, ownership. The one thing I keep hearing from the
organizers is that you want community involvement, and you end up with 180 to start with, and that
blew everybody’s mind, and then you come back with 145, still way too many. It doesn’t fit our
neighbourhood one bit.
The concern is the concentration of 140+ suites in such a small space. With so many 3 and 4
bedrooms the concentration of people will be huge! Reduce size or move sites.
Too high density, too large – we don’t care about your City commitments – we want to be treated
fairly!
Project was described as 60-180 until CRH took it over – why are we at the max 180/145?
Main issue: Density remains too high!
It’s very important to note that while the community during all the engagement events chose the
home ownership model and lower density townhouses, we were given CRHC’s 4 storey apartment
buildings, high density, and rentals. The 50-50 affordable housing split was also changed.
Also, the original possible designs shown at the “engagement” meetings were much smaller, never
went past 19 Avenue, and were set back from the school and the road! How have these meetings if
you are not willing to listen to us?
No more than 60 units.
We do not want a 145 unit complex!
Less dense!
145 units is far too many for the area, so close to the school – any statement to the contrary is
asinine.
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Response from the City:
The project must take into account and integrate the following key factors: City policy, public input, cost,
marketability and technical feasibility. The evolution of the concept over time demonstrates that the
project team has been listening and adjusting the development to accommodate feedback from
residents.

Response from CRH/Stantec:
CRH currently has over 6,000 individuals and families on our waitlist; the waitlist grows by
approximately 300 new applications per month. It is our mandate to provide safe and affordable homes
to as many people in need as possible, in any community that we build in; hence the reason for
intensification in any given site.
Under Policy C583, the maximum allowable density for the 1.46 hectare surplus school site would be
182 dwellings. Based on community feedback, the originally proposed density level was reduced from
180 units to 135 units. We have focused on ensuring that the project design transitions with the existing
neighbourhood character. This included adding townhouses along 105 Street rather than apartments,
stepping the apartments back to reduce height along part of the building, and moving townhouses
farther away from the existing condos north of the development site.

THEME 8: CAPITAL REGION HOUSING
Topic A: Who is CRH?
Questions/Comments
Is CRH a for-profit or non-for-profit corporation? This affects their motivation.
Is CRH a for-profit or non-for profit organization?
Who manages the project on ongoing basis? What assurance is there management will assure value
of surrounding property?
Did CRH pay anything for the Keheewin surplus property?
For Greg, how many other sites in the city do you have in the range of 40 to 60 units? Why is this site
not viable if it is more than 40-60 units? Why do you target more than 100 units? And building
envelope question still has to be answered. You keep talking about it has to be financially viable, but
you have others that are 40-60 units, are they losing money?

Response from CRH
Not-for-Profit Status: CRH is a not-for-profit organization. Any surplus we have at the end of each fiscal
year is re-invested into future developments.
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Payment: No payment for the property has been made because a sale agreement has not been
finalized.
Management: CRH has an internal Capital Development Team that manages the project from
conception to construction all the way to building hand-over. Once complete, it is leased by our internal
housing team who places qualified individuals to be housed in our properties based on their income
limits. Lastly, our internal Asset Management department handles all on-demand and long-term
maintenance of the property. In summary, CRH manages the construction, leasing, and maintenance in
all our sites.
Other Sites: Site management is more effective with properties that have more than 100 units. In
addition, the ability to allocate resources to build community is more effective with increased density.
The majority of sites with 40-60 units are social housing sites that require an operating subsidy from the
government.

Topic B: Housing and Unit Type
Questions/Comments
The community has kept saying it needs affordable senior housing. The advisory committee kept
stressing that, and the development needs more parking. Why was that not taken into account?
Next presentation should have specific information on planned mix of housing. Don’t make us ask
these questions. How many 1-2-3-4 apartments? How many units will be subsidized? What will the
rents be? How will project be managed on ongoing basis?
We have a young growing family and we would love to see more families in the neighbourhood with
young kids, so I am curious what the current housing mix proposed, is it more 4 or 3 bedrooms which
would be for families or is it more single and 2 bedrooms?
When you say 145 units, does that mean total number of bedrooms? If not, how many bedrooms?
What is the current percent mix of bedrooms (1, 2, 3, 4)?

Response from CRH
Based on 145 units, the current suite mix discussed at the Town Hall meeting was:
•
•
•
•
•

12 x 1-bedroom apartment units
75 x 2-bedroom apartment units
26 x 3-bedroom apartment units
12 x 3-bedroom townhouse units
20 x 4-bedroom townhouse units

We have since reflected on community feedback and have reduced the units to 135. While the revised
bedroom breakdown is yet to be determined, there will be a similar mix of 1 to 4 bedroom units.
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CRH is the second largest housing provider to seniors, next to Greater Edmonton Foundation (GEF). We
have seniors currently living with us and we will continue to make our services available to everyone in
need of affordable housing, including seniors.

Topic C: Construction
Questions/Comments
Do we have a date of shovels in the ground? So, what are you anticipating and what are our chances
of making it go away?
Once ground has been broken, how long will this project take to complete?
Have real info on estimated time to start and complete construction.

Response from CRH
For a project this size, the estimated timeline from ground-breaking to completion can take up to 24
months. We currently do not have a date for shovels in the ground as this is determined after rezoning
and design work.

THEME 9: POSITIVE RESPONSES TO PROJECT
Comments
Agree with development as currently planned. Consider more townhouses by Heritage Mansion site.
People looking for guarantees should move to an island by themselves. City – stop building schools on
main roads, make them inconvenient to stop parents drop off.
I’d like as many young families as possible. This neighbourhood needs more kids for our kids to play
with.
We are in support of this development.
I’m for the project. Keep informing me about the school plan to accommodate more kids. The school
capacity would be my only concern.
We have a young family and would like to see more young families in the neighbourhood.
I like the recent changes to the townhouses facing 105 Street and putting the road between the
existing townhouses and this development.
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WHAT WE HEARD: FEEDBACK ON THE ENGAGEMENT EVENT
Of the 36 attendees who completed feedback forms, the majority indicated that they would attend the
next open house, and that the date and time of the meeting were convenient. When asked whether the
event was informative, responses were mixed, as per the graph below.

Will you come to the next
open house?

Did you find the event
informative?

No response, 8%
Maybe, 6%

Were the date and time of
meeting convenient?
Yes, 86%
0
5 (Yes)

4

3 (Fairly)

10
2

1 (No)

20

30

40

No response

Overall, feedback on the Town Hall format was mixed. While some thought it was a better format of
event, others indicated that it there were too many people complaining instead of questions. Many
comments expressed that there should have been more time for questions and answers. Comments on
the presenters indicated some disappointment with a lack of preparedness to answer key questions
provided in advance through a community letter, but praised some of the presentations and answers.
There were also some comments that the event should have been more broadly advertised, including
over email, and that a doorstep drop rather than Canada Post would be preferred.
Appendix A is a record of feedback related to the Town Hall event as provided in feedback forms.
Appendix B contains materials used for the event, including the postcard, road sign design, updated
conceptual design map, story boards, presentation, and a blank copy of the feedback form.
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NEXT STEPS
A rezoning for the development site will be submitted to the City of Edmonton in mid-2019. Following
submission, the City may host a public meeting as part of the rezoning application process, where
community members will be invited to provide feedback on the final concept and rezoning. A public
hearing for the project will be held in conjunction with the Municipal Reserve hearing, before final
approval by City Council.
For updates on the Keheewin Building Housing Choices Development and more information about CRH,
visit the project webpage:

www.itstartswithhome.com/keheewin-2
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APPENDIX A: EVENT FEEDBACK
The following notes were received on feedback forms in answer to the question: “Do you have any
feedback on the town hall style of the event?”
Responses have been organized into themes based on the topic addressed but have not been altered
from what was written.

Town Hall Event
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Not enough time for questions from the audience
Mediator was respectful, but should not insist only on questions. The community has been
trying to get answers and voice concerns, and this felt like our only opportunity to be successful
in this pursuit.
No notice given or posted.
Prefer this for concerns but feel that once go away from the meeting the concerns are not taken
seriously moving forward.
6:30 or 7:00 would be better for working people.
Most informative.
Much more time needed for Q&A!!!
Have the project design diagram projected on screen throughout the entire meeting.
Stop taking so much time to talk about other projects. Make comments specific to Keheewin.
Stop allowing one person to dominate Q&A. Manage this more equitably.
Rules of engagement was moronic. Nobody here is in high school.
People asking questions not appropriate to this forum. People reading the wrong information up
front. Bunch of bitter people. Few questions. Opportunity to vent (good) waste of time for rest
of us. Most people here just like to complain.
Limiting question time not fair – it’s our neighbourhood – we have concerns and questions. We
want answers too.
Only satisfactory barely.
I thought the format was more informative than open houses.
Format should have included an opportunity for community group to make a statement – that
would have avoided a lot of tension and [illegible]
There was good dialogue but it is very clear that the city and developer already have their plan
set in stone and that this meeting was just patronization and to be able to say “we did a public
consultation”!!
The style was fine – however, some people were allowed to ramble. Who are they, to get so
much time?
Will be reviewing the website and will attend next meeting for sure.
It was a good platform for NIMBYs to complain.
Much better than previous 2 presentations at Keheewin School.
Better format than open house.
Too much complaining. Redirect people to ask only questions.
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Stop telling the community there is only 30 minutes for questions. We are not children and we
deserve the City’s time and attention to this matter.
Stopping conversation.
Great format but not long enough. Need answers to a lot of our questions.
I liked the style but not enough time for questions and the non-answers we got.
Good but would wish answers provided.
It is frustrating to hear you answer questions that have already been answered at previous
meetings or are online.
Fine with it.
Not enough time for questions.
I liked how the answers were “we don’t have answers”. Why open houses where our opinions
are not heard or addressed? Will our concerns really be addressed or is it more lip service? Real
answers would be great.

Presenters
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

Made a very smug and unnecessary comment. We don’t want the building on the school site at
all  I don’t care if it’s mansions. Unimpressed with him.
Provided an observation that I felt perfectly portrayed the City’s pattern of interpreting
residents’ opinions! It may have been better kept to himself as it came across as though he
really didn’t HEAR what we were saying.
Felt presenters well versed on their segments but not all info given, e.g. traffic reports not done
in peak times, etc. in 2015
Don’t repeat “observation” that while some say community supports the project, other say they
opposed it. Certainly many residents oppose it.
Moderator tried very hard to maintain control and did a super job.
City representative was not well prepared.
CHR representative (CEO) was precise in answers.
Stantec representative was quiet, but made good presentation.
All made good efforts to answer questions, but some of the key political issues could not be
addressed, e.g.
o Alternative site by hockey arena
o Going beyond school footprint
o Proximity actual school site
I was horrified by his weight stigmatizing remarks as part of an answer.

Project and Communication
•
•
•
•

Give access to traffic reports, sewage and flood assurances, policing and services assurances!
Feel communication on the project extremely poor on when town halls and open houses
occurring. Asked for signup but no emails have been sent, no notices on signs on school yard,
etc. even done through website.
Better communication
Not well advertised. Didn’t listen or didn’t care. Advertise it better.
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•

•
•

Information about meeting and the development not shared well. Put them in mailboxes and
not the only way to disseminate information. Road signage put up EARLY important. Doing
actual mailbox (on the houses) drop would be ideal – many don’t collect mail from the central
boxes.
I’m feeling disillusioned. Beyond a few minor tweaks to the design, are you truly listening?
Willing to change?
We would like the questions/answers to be shared by email.
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APPENDIX B: MATERIALS
The following materials, which were used at the Town Hall meeting, are included in this appendix:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Postcard
Road sign design
Updated conceptual design map
Story boards
Presentation
Feedback form
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Keheewin Building Housing Choices Development
THE WAY HOME
Capital Region Housing (CRH) is the largest provider of social and
near market (affordable) housing in the Edmonton area. CRH’s
mandate is to provide safe and affordable housing for families
and individuals in the Edmonton Metropolitan Region.
For more information visit:

www.itstartswithhome.com

Keheewin Building Housing Choices
Development
TOWN HALL MEETING
Capital Region Housing (CRH) is hosting a community town
hall meeting to discuss the Keheewin Building Housing
Choices Development project. Project team members
from CRH, Stantec, and the City of Edmonton will be
participating to answer questions and document feedback.
Doors will open at 6 PM with a presentation and question
and answer session starting at 6:15 PM.
For questions about the event or project please contact:
Hazel Navarroza, CRH
projects@crhc.ca
780-702-9671

Kim Petrin, Stantec
kim.petrin@stantec.com
780-917-8129

You are invited to join us!
When:

Tuesday, June 4, 2019
6 – 8 PM

Where: Southminster-Steinhauer
United Church
10740 19 Avenue

CONCEPTUAL PLAN
FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY
2019.06.03
6

Welcome
We are here today to talk about the Keheewin Building Housing Choices Development.

Questions and Comments
At tonight’s event you will have the opportunity to meet the project team, provide
your input on concept options, and learn about the next steps in this process.
Capital Region Housing is happy to answer your questions and gather your comments.
For general information and tenant updates, visit www.crhc.ca or call 780-420-6161.
For project updates visit www.itstartswithhome.com.
Capital Region Housing is partnering with the following organizations for the
community consultation process:

Project Timeline

PHASE

1

Introduction &
Information Sharing

Community
Conversation
(2015)

Creation of
Keheewin
Advisory
Committee
(2015)

PHASE

2

PHASE

Idea Generation
(Broad)

Community
Conversations
(2016 & 2017)

PHASE

Concept Options
(Touchbase with community to provide
clarity on outstanding items—talk about
‘statement’ points with the community,
review recommended concept options)

Community
Conversations &
Engagement Event
(January 16, 2019)

Selection of
Developer/Operator
(2018)

3

Community
Conversations &
Engagement Event
(May 2, 2019)

4

Concept Options
(Recommended)

PHASE

5

City Held
Open House
(If Required)

Council
Meeting
Approval

Community
Conversations &
Engagement Event
(June 4, 2019)

WE ARE HERE

KEHEEWIN BUILDING HOUSING CHOICES DEVELOPMENT

Finalization
Detailed Design
and Construction

Public Hearing
(2019)

Rezoning
Application
(2019)

Council
Decision
(2019)

Construction
(2020)

Development Site & Zoning Context
RF4 =
Semi‑Detached
Residential

RF1 = Single
Detached
Residential

RPL = Single
Family Homes
Development Site
at 2008-105 St.
US = School and
Community Uses

AP = Park Area

1.46 ha
RF5 = Row
Housing
RA7 = Low Rise
Apartment
Housing
CSC =
Commercial /
Retail Stores

KEHEEWIN BUILDING HOUSING CHOICES DEVELOPMENT

Building Housing Choices
City of Edmonton Building Housing Choices initiative
(Policy C583)
Adopted by the City of Edmonton in 2015, Policy C583 identified 9 surplus school sites, including Keheewin, to be
developed into a mix of market and affordable medium-density housing, according to the following guidelines:
 Located on the serviced site originally designated for a school, whenever possible
 Ensure long term affordability targeting 50 years
 Affordable units are indistinguishable from market units
 Medium density, which may include Apartments, Stacked Row Houses, and/or Row Houses
 May include a secondary use that complements the development
 Target the following break down of housing type:

25%
Minimum
amount of
Market Housing

25%
Affordable
or Market
Housing

KEHEEWIN BUILDING HOUSING CHOICES DEVELOPMENT

50%
Minimum
amount of
Affordable
Housing

Who is Capital Region Housing?
Capital Region Housing (CRH) is the largest provider of social and near market (affordable) housing in the Edmonton area.
CRH’s mandate is to provide safe and affordable housing for families and individuals in the Edmonton Metropolitan Region.

Our Core Business
Our core business is to provide affordable housing, which we achieve through the following:

PROPERTY MANAGEMENT
Providing professional housing and
asset management to applicants,
tenants, program funders, and
property owners.

PROGRAM
ADMINISTRATION
Providing program administration
for a number of rental‑subsidy and
support programs.

KEHEEWIN BUILDING HOUSING CHOICES DEVELOPMENT

PROPERTY DEVELOPMENT
Developing/purchasing housing
units to provide affordable
housing to meet the needs of the
Edmonton Metropolitan Region.

Keheewin Rezoning Process
Zoning is the City’s way of telling you how
you can use land and what can be built on it.
Phase 3 Community
Engagement
(May 2, 2019)

First application submission
and public consultation report

A rezoning application will be required
to facilitate the redevelopment.

Council must remove
the Municipal Reserve
designation before
redevelopment.

Second application
submission

1

2
Public hearing and
Council decision

City reviews application
City sends advance
notice to public

City provides
public feedback
to applicant

City reviews
application

Rezoning Groups
Applicant/Developer

1

Public
City of Edmonton
City Council

Phase 4 Community
Engagement
(if required)

Community
Consultation Report

KEHEEWIN BUILDING HOUSING CHOICES DEVELOPMENT

City Planning writes report and
recommendation for Council

Thank You!

Fill out the
paper feedback
form tonight

Stay
informed!
Provide your
email
address

More information
is available at:

KEHEEWIN BUILDING HOUSING CHOICES DEVELOPMENT

www.itstartswithhome.com

Welcome!
Keheewin Building Housing Choices

Town Hall Meeting
June 4, 2019

Rules of Engagement
• Be hard on issues but easy on people

• Commit yourself to the conversation
• Listen generously
• Be constructive and solution oriented
• Respect each others’ time and the agenda
• Provide opportunities for everyone to speak
• One conversation at a time

Agenda
6:15

Welcome

6:20

Presentations
•
•
•
•

Policy Background – City of Edmonton
Housing Provider – CRH
Development Concept – Stantec
Transportation – City of Edmonton

6:40

Start of Question Period

7:30

End of Question Period

Presentation Panel
Greg Dewling
Kim Petrin
Hani Quan

Policy Background
City of Edmonton

Edmonton is a caring, inclusive,
and affordable community.
Housing Need: Housing affordability
remains a significant concern for many
residents.
In 2016, 48,550 low income households
were in need of affordable housing in
Edmonton.

Strategic Priorities
Increasing
Housing Options

$

Investing in
Affordable Housing

City Policy C583:
Surplus School Sites

Project History
2009

Keheewin school site declared surplus

2017

City held a public info session to inform
the status of the project

2011

City informed community league of
intention to develop housing on
surplus site

2018

City selected Capital Region Housing as the
successful developer/operator

2015

City held first Community Conversation
to introduce project

2019

Capital Region Housing held two
Community Conversations

2016

City held second Community
Conversation to generate ideas

2017

City initiated a request for
submission to solicit a developer/
operator for the project

Housing Provider
Capital Region Housing

Capital Region Housing

300
Applications per

Month

6000
Families on

800

Waitlist

Buildings

650
Suite
Turnovers

128

10,000

Locations

Children
Under 18

CRH Helps

4000
Phone calls

25,000

4000

Live Affordably

Monthly Visits

Capital Region Housing
How do we provide affordable housing?

Capital Region Housing
Who are our tenants?
✓ Families with and without children
✓ Single Parents
✓ Single Individuals (students, professionals,
labourers, trade workers, etc.)
✓ Individuals with accessibility or mobility
restrictions
✓ Independent Seniors
CRH is an inclusive housing provider. Our
mandate is to provide safe and affordable
homes for families and individuals.

Above: SoCheat, single mother of two

Affordable Housing Spectrum

Keheewin Housing Model
• Primarily rental with opportunities for ownership being explored
• All types of families and individuals are welcome, including seniors
and those with children
• A minimum of 10% of total units will be accessible for those with
mobility issues and to allow aging in place
• Near-Market/Market mix as per policy C583:
60% near-market housing
(provided at 80% of market rent)
40% market housing

Development Concept
Stantec

Assumptions
Location
Density: 145 Units

Mix of townhouses
and apartments up
to 4 storeys

January 16 Event
What We Heard
Concept A

Improve sightlines
to school
Concept B
preferred
Too tall along
105 Street

Concept B

Two access
points is
better
180 units is
too many
Townhouses
near condos
preferred

What We Did
Angled
south
building

Reduced to
145 units

Replaced east and
north apartments
with townhomes

May 2 Concept

Implemented two
access points

May 2 Event
What We Heard
All parking
should be on
site

Separate private
and public
property

Concerns with shadow
and privacy impacts of
townhomes on condos

May 2 Concept

Mature
trees are
important

Support for
townhomes
along the east

What We Did
Added
fence
along
property
line

Shifted the
townhouses
away from
the condos

Ensured parking will be
accommodated on site

June 4 Concept

Moved the road to provide
extra separation space and
tree preservation

Transportation
City of Edmonton

Traffic Management
Our assessment of neighbourhood traffic.
The transportation system and land use
will be integrated to support a sustainable,
efficient and vibrant city.
What We Heard:
●

●
●
●

Increased vehicle traffic into the area
Street parking is already limited
Increased traffic close to the school is a
safety concern for children
A school-drop off zone is a desired asset

The City of Edmonton has undertaken three different analyses of these concerns.

1

TRAFFIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT

2

REVIEW OF PEDESTRIAN FACILITIES

https://www.thestar.com/news/gta/2018/09/04/new-school-year-brings-new-faces-at-the-crosswalk.html

3

SPEED AND SAFETY

Potential Opportunities
PRE DEVELOPMENT
Initiatives impacting Keheewin and other neighbourhoods:

• Reduced speed limits to 40 km/h on neighbourhood
collector roads (those similar to 105 Street)
• Driver behaviour / education

POST DEVELOPMENT
Once development is complete, the City will assess the need for:

• Parking restriction signage
• Enhancements to crosswalk at 19 Avenue and 105 Street

Question Period

Rules of Engagement
• Be hard on issues but easy on people

• Commit yourself to the conversation
• Listen generously
• Be constructive and solution oriented
• Respect each others’ time and the agenda
• Provide opportunities for everyone to speak
• One conversation at a time

Next Steps

Rezoning
Application

City-Held
Public Meeting

City Council Public Hearing
for Municipal Reserve
Removal & Rezoning

More information: www.itstartswithhome.com/keheewin-2

Keheewin Building Housing Choices Development
June 4, 2019 Town Hall Feedback Form
Thank you for attending tonight’s event. To help us design meetings that meet your needs, we are
interested in your experience tonight as well as any further thoughts you have on the project.

Event comments (circle your preferred responses):

Yes

Fairly

No

1. Were the date and time of meeting convenient?

5

4

3

2

1

2. Did you find the event informative?

5

4

3

2

1

3. Will you come to the next open house?

Yes

Maybe

No

4. Do you have any feedback on the town hall style of the event?
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________

Overall Project
5. Do you have any additional comments or questions about the project?
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
____________________________________________________________________________________
For more information visit our website at www.itstartswithhome.com/keheewin-2.
This survey can be completed online or at home and
then emailed to michele.perret@stantec.com.

This information is protected under the authority of the Personal Information Protection Act. Your name and contact information WILL NOT be released to third parties, nor be
used by Stantec, Capital Region Housing, or the City of Edmonton for unrelated purposed, without your express consent. Should you have questions regarding the use of
personal information collected, please speak to any Stantec staff present at this meeting or contact Stantec Consulting, 10160 112 Street, (780) 917-7000.

