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the project

AS part of the advanced professional planning studio in the Master of Planning program at the University of Calgary, AME Planning Group prepared a concept plan for the communities of Marda Loop. The

concept plan detailed is the result of a comprehensive academic project and aims to serve as a guidingrecommendation for the Marda Loop Communities Association as Marda Loop continues to redevelop and

grow. The methodology for this project is grounded in extensive site analysis, stakeholder engagement, and strong planning rationale.

Today, Marda Loop Is one of Calgary's most popular areas and a hub of urban activity. To help guide the Marda Loop communities, this concept plan addresses the following topics:
- Land use and density plan - Open space plan - Housing and building typologies — « Urban design quidelines — + Neighbourhood commercial areas and corridors

Project Team:. Allison Rosland, Mathew Simmons, Elisa Stamatakis

functional analysis
how does marda loop function?

swoc analysis
strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, constraints
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102 mobility + open space

mobility network

proposed mobility network
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33 ave sw '

1
b el e 3/ 2ve SW

primary network

26 ave sw

30 ave sw

comprehensive infrastructure that requires

more capital

- bike lanes separated from traffic where
possible

+ longer implementation timeline

Delray Beach, FL

, 38 ave sw secondary network
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~ 50 ave sw
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20 st sw 16 st sw /I
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mmmmm exjsting strong open space network

secondary network

open space nodes

C ’ proposed one-way

m— Drimary network

enhanced infrastructure requiring less capital

primary network - 50 - bike lanes as part of shared roadway
Ave SW upgrade - shorter implementation timeline

Hamilton, ON

open space interventions

kiwanis park

« currently
underwhelming
playground
exclusively for very
young children

- playground
redevelopment to
accommodate a
greater age range

- splash park creates
a local destination
and adds a
community water
feature

Mundare, AB

altadore + rundle playfields

- addition of outdoor
work area with wi-fi
and fitness equipment
enhances school site
for students

- Increased use
during evenings and
weekends

flanders park

« currentl
under utilized

- addition of skate
park and outdoor
games area appeals
to teen and adult
demographics
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outdoor workspace
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103 land use + built form

land use concept
goals

UNIVERSITY OF CALGARY
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built form concept

current land use proposed land use
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single + semi detached low-rise low-rise; grade oriented . commercial . recreation facilities
row-homes + fourplex . mid-rise . institutional . mixed use parks + open space
density transition and shadow study
between 19 + 20 street (6 storey)
” I_ovvlrlis_e | lmixled use
35 ave | Ilanel 34 ave | I;ane 33 ave
building typologies
single detached + semi detached
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- lowest density land
use

- allows for minor
densification

17m
Max

Height

-+ allows for
densification that
supports local
commercial

Building

+ low density land use

- allows for gentle
densification

+ allows for sensitive
density transition to
medium density

14m
o R et Max Building
-~ -. |Height

- allows for diversity
of residential,
commercial, and
office uses along
main streets and at
local commercial
nodes

goals

proposed max building heights
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. 17m (5 story)
. 20m (6 story)

11m (3 story)

- 14m (4 story)

Tpm, June 21 — 1pm, March 20 + September 22

low rise
grade oriented

wll i

lane 32 ave

low-rise, grade oriented access

14m
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- 'H‘,,:J_—lelght

~ « direct access to grade

: enhances interface
with the street

+ enables small
and large parcel
redevelopment

* encourages
diversification of unit
stock

20m
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"Height
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« mix of uses and active
frontage enhances
public realm



104 urban design

urban design concept
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21 street eX|st|ng cond|t|on

sheltered ‘parléfe% —'L'onon England

Moksa, Finland
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placemaking

interactive public art -
New York City, NY
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crossing infrastructure - | Oulu, Finland
Indianapolis, IN

medium social | 20 street + 42 avenue
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current . o . S poor public public . . propos.ed . . . enhanced 42 avenue public . . . parking relocatied
commercial lacking interaction with sidewalk realm 42 avenue realm large front parking lot for commercial rear parking mixed use with active frontage _ realm ~mixed use with active frontage to rear
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school + open space

existing condition current
s narrow,
narrow unsafe

sidewalk 16 street sidewalk

bou/evards + wide s;dewalks -
Sacramento, CA

left: crossing lights -
Mountiake Terrace, WS
right: speed hump - Brookline, MA

sireetscape placemaking proposed |
' o buffered ~wider
sidewalk sidewalk +

+ bike lane 16 street tree buffer

boulevard xeriscaping - Winfield, KS painted crosswalks - Chengdu, China
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105 re-imagining 33 + 34 ave -

33/34 ave current

poor entryway + traffic flow inactive anchor frontage inactive + broken frontage front facing parking insensitive density transitions r.o.w. favours motor traffic community asset unsafe pedestrian crossing
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bpportunity for large parcel redevelopment unsafe + illegible intersections under used community asset 'potor
3 3 / 3 4 d entryway
p p limited setback + active parking moved to sensitive density reconfigured r.ow. to enhance rioritized pedestrian safety +
enhanced entry way + one-way circulation encouraged active frontage frontage the rear transitions public realm maintain community asset rafﬂc calming
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large parcel redevelopment reconfigured intersections revitalized community asset ‘enhanced
entryway
bringing back the loop
justification
traffic concern + density + bike lanes + public realm one way f!OfiU ale vehz’cu/ai‘ flow one way prioritizing cyclists and public realm
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right of way reconfiguration
34 avenue 33 avenue
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public traffic lanes + public public traffic street public public traffic lanes + street public public  angle traffic public
realm street parking realm realm lanes parking realm realm parking realm realm  parking lanes realm
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