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The development of the +15 pedestrian "skywdk" over the last 30 years has
dramatically effected the physical, socid, and economic downtown environment in
Calgary. The introduction of this second level of internalized public space however was
unprecedented, and required the development of new policy objectives and
implementation mechanisms for its development and management. This study traces the
changing policy objectives of the system and its development and management policies.

Through this, the system's objectives are deduced and compared with a survey of +I 5
users to assess whether the system is accomplishing its policy objectives, and the impact
it may have on the downtown environment.
The results of the analysis indicate that for the most part, the system serves its
users well, and meets its policy objective of creating a second level of distinctly
pedestrian space. It is used fiequently and is a convenient, comfortable alternative to the
sidewalk. However, respondents to the survey do not use, nor value, the +15 as a
comprehensive system, but rather use it for short trips when it is more convenient and
comfortable than the street. Further, it appears the system may divide the downtown
based on socio-economic class. The homogenous survey population was primarily office
workers, far from a microcosm of the downtown population. These findings raise
questions for fbture research about the appropriateness development policy objectives of
connecting the entire downtown, and the implementation policy of providing bonus
density to developers for providing +15 features in their developments. The assessment
of the system and its policy appears to indicate revisions to the implementation policies,
and particularly the bonus policies, are deserving of M e r research and consideration.
Keywords: +IS; Plus 15; Skywalk; Skyway; Pedestrian Bridge; Downtown Revitalization;
Downtown Calgary; Pedestrionization; Privatization; Incentive Zoning
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Chapter One
Introduction
1.1

Background
Amidst a variety of downtown revitalization and pedestrianization schemes, the

vertical separation of pedestrians to above or below ground pedestrian spaces has
emerged as a practice in the downtown of over 30 North American cities since the 1950s
Elevating pedestrians to a separate physical plane in a system of "skywalk" bridges and
pathways, has been touted as a means to increase the amount of space devoted to
pedestrians in the downtown, and revitalize fledgling downtown spaces in many North
American cities (Robertson, 1995,429). However, skywalk development represents a
major inf'rastructure initiative for most downtown areas, yet is one which has received
very little attention fiom researchers and urban professionals.
Calgary was one of the first cities to institute the skywalk concept in an attempt to

increase the amount of downtown space devoted to the pedestrian. Over the last 30
years, Calgary' s +I 5 system has evolved into the largest and most extensive skywalk
system in North America, and has become one of the more prominent features of the
downtown core. Comprised of enclosed, climate controlled pedestrian bridges

connecting over 60 blocks of the downtown, and nearly 12 kilometres of pedestrian
pathways through the interior of downtown buildings, the system has created another
level of pedestrian space fifteen above the street-level (Map 1). A significant amount of

office and commercial uses in the downtown core are connected to the system, and many
of the interior pathways are lined with retail and service establishments. Indoor and

outdoor urban parks and vegetated open spaces can be found throughout the system,
which is accessed from grade level stairs, escalators, and elevators both on the street and
inside downtown buildings.

1.2

The Study: Revisiting Calgary's +15 System

1.2.1 Problem Defnition
The introduction of such large-scale infrastructure into the downtown is
-unprecedented in Calgary's history, and fundamentally shifted the social, economic, and
physical downtown environments. Kent Robertson asserts that city planners often view
these systems as en vogue, and the benefits to these systems are not balanced against the
potential negative effects they may have on the downtown (1988: 457). William H.
Whyte (1988: 82-83) attests that in an effort to enhance the downtown, officials "set off

on a pilgrimage to . . . Minneapolis and bring back plans for upper-level walking systems

. . . What they do not often bring back, or much consider, is the context that makes these
approaches work."

Consequently, Byers (1 998: 190) argues that city planners and administrators

often become uncertain hosts of these systems because there is little precedent for their
development and management, and there has been little research about how well these
systems function and the impacts they have on the downtown. Development and
management policy for most skywalk systems is typically established on a reactive basis
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without reference to any precedent or research based assessment, and "ad-hoc solutions
become a major problem of city design" (Jacquelin Robertson, 1985:6).
These patterns of skywalk development are reflected in the establishment,
development, and management of Calgary's +I 5 system. Since the concept emerged in
planning documents in the early 1960s, +15 development and management policy has

grown and refined in reaction to the expansion of the system. The objectives of the
system, how it is intended to function, and the implementation mechanisms to achieve
these objectives have been the subject of debate and review throughout the history of the
system. However, throughout these policy reviews, the system has not been assessed to
determine whether the system is actually achieving what it is intended to do, and whether
the policies are consistent with who uses it, and why and how they use it. Rather,
previous policy reviews have been based on little more than supposition and assumed
criticisms. Overall, there has been little research conducted on skywalk systems, and
particularly on Calgary' s +15 system that addresses the effectiveness of development and
management policy.

2.2.2 Study Purpose
The purpose of this work is to re-evaluate the +15 system, its intent, purposes, and

objectives by assessing whether the system is accomplishing its stated aims through a
survey of its users. The goal of the assessment is to identifj. any discordance between the
policy objectives and how the system is currently fhctioning in terms of who it serves,
and why and how these people use the system. These issues, as well as the potential
4

effects on the downtown identified through the literature review and user survey wili be
identified. The policy review will compare the aims of the system and its performance as
determined through the user survey to identify issues pertaining to the performance of the
+15 system and its role in the downtown. Recommendations will be proposed for kture

research, and for potential means to alleviate the issues identified on the system after
firher, detailed research. The primary purpose of this study is to identi@ issues on the

system which are in need of policy review pending further research.

1.2.3 Study Objectives
Encompassed in the overall objective of re-evaluating the +I 5 system are the
following specific objectives:
To examine and detail the past and present policy objectives and implementation
strategies that guides the development of the +15 system in Calgary.
To examine and detail the current management policies and practices on the +I 5
system.
To review the experiences of other North American skywalk cities and highlight any
issues or problems that have been identified in these cities.

To survey +I 5 users to understand who uses the system, why they use it, their
patterns of use, and identifjl any issues or concerns that are shared among those who
use it.
To use data &om a survey of +15 users to assess whether the system is achieving its
stated objectives, and propose policy recommendations for improving the system and
its development based on this assessment.
To assess whether the system is having any positive or negative effects on the rest of
the downtown.
To identify possible topic areas and issues for firture research.

1.2.4 Research Methods
Several research methods were used in the compilation of this study. Specifically,
the study employed a comprehensive two-pronged literature review, a survey of +15
users, and an assessment of the system that compares the findings of the survey with the
objectives of the system.

1.2.4.1

Literature Review
The literature review portion of the study involved two components. The first

was a comprehensive review of literature relating to skywalk systems and skywalk

planning. Many of the sources used were related to the role of skywalks and their
effectiveness as a downtown revitalization tool in other North American skywalk cities.
Encompassed in this was an examination of downtown behaviour patterns including retail
and pedestrian behaviour, as well as theoretical literature pertaining to issues such as

perceptions of wayfinding and safety that emerged as issues on skywalk systems. The
intent is to explore the experiences of other skywalk cities, and discern the potential
benefits and problems associated with skywalk development.
The second component of the literature review was the review of +15 policy. All

available City of Calgary plans and accompanying documents affecting downtown
planning and the +I 5 system were reviewed fiom the period 1963 to present.
Development and management policy was reviewed, as well as all available studies,
position papers, or other documentation related to the +15 system. The purpose of this
review was to reveal the original objectives behind +15 development, and track the
6

changes in these objectives t h u g h o u t the years. Another purpose for this literature
review was to track the various implementation mechanisms used for +I 5 development.
It is fiom this review that the objectives and implementation mechanisms have been
deduced, and the assessment has been made possible
1.2.4.2

+IS User Survey
In July 1998, interview surveys were conducted with 181 users of the +15 system

as a summer-student research project for the City of Calgary Planning and Building

Department. The interviews were conducted by three researchers using a 58-item
questionnaire (Appendix A). As there had previously been very little survey research
conducted on the +15 system, the intent of the survey was exploratory. Thus, the survey
instrument is comprised primarily of open-ended questions, with possible responses listed
for the convenience of the interviewer and for coding purposes. The surveys were
administered to respondents in an interview format, and took approximately four to six
minutes to complete on average.
The surveys were administered over a three and one-hdf day period in July of
1998: on Tuesday July 14 (8:OO AM - 4:30 PM), Thursday July 16 (9:OO AM - 5:30
PM), Friday July 17 (9:30 - 6:00 PM), and Saturday July 18 (9:OOAM - 1:00 PM). The

survey dates were careMly selected to gain a sample that is representative of +15 users.
Surveys were conducted late on Friday and on Saturday to gain samples fiom +15 users
during off-peak periods. Additionally, the dates were chosen to ensure that the sample

was not biased by major events such as the Calgary Stampede that draw an anomalous
proportion of visitors to downtown Calgary.
During the survey period, the three interviewers administered surveys at 15
predetermined locations throughout the +15 system in an attempt to represent different
geographic locations (Map 2). However, the limited survey period necessitated that
interviewers avoid spending much time at unproductive locations with insufficient traffic
flows. interviewers were instructed to relocate to more heavily travelled portions in this
event. This resulted in a disproportionate number being collected at some locations,
particularly those around the retail core (Appendix B, Survey Location).
Survey samples were attained through a systematic sampling procedure in which

the researcher "begins at a randomly determined starting point, and then samples every
nrilelementy9(Palys, 1992: 139). In this survey,every third person walking past the
interviewer's post was approached for an interview. If the person declined to be
interviewed, the refusal was recorded and the interviewer repeated the sampling
procedure. If the third person to pass an interviewer was walking with another person or
in a group of people, the person on the far right hand side was approached. In periods of

heavy traffic, interviewers were instructed to count people on the far right hand side of
the + 15 bridge in multiples of three.

Map 2: Survey Locutions

ow Val@ Square

3. Petto Canada

9. Calgary Public Library
10. AB Stock fichonge

I#. Cdgory Tower
IS. Westerm Canadian Place

At the end of the sampling period, 181 completed surveys were collected out of

786 people approached for an interview, representing a success rate of slightly over 23%.
The lower than anticipated response rate is likely a firnction of the characteristics of the
predominant +15 user population as will be discussed in the following sections, and the
length of the survey. Overall, the results are consistent to f7.8, 19 times out of 20 with a
95% confidence interval.

Completed surveys were coded, and entered into Microsoft Excel and Microsoft
Access for tabulation. As the survey was exploratory in nature, and most of the questions
were open ended, the results were m a r i z e d as frequencies and percentages and crosstabulation was conducted for certain variables. The complete fkquency tables are
contained in Appendix B. The nominal nature of the data precluded detailed statistical
analysis, and such analysis was not warranted for the purposes of this study. It must also
be noted that respondents were enabled to give more than one response to each question.
Consequently, there are instances where the number of responses exceeds the survey
population and other instances where the percentages do not equal 100%. In this regard,
the responses shall be viewed as the number or percentage of respondents who gave a
particular response.

1.2.4.3

Review of Policy and Perfbrmance

Through the literature review of historical and present +15 policy, the objectives
of the system were deduced and categorized as development and management objectives.
These included the implementation policies for achieving the stated objectives of the

system. Further, the experiences in other cities, and the reviews of skywalks in other
North American cities were examined, and through this, issues and problems that have

plagued other skywalk cities were deduced.
Having examined the objectives of the system, as well as the prominent issues
experienced in other cities, the results of the survey data were analyzed to deduce
possible indicators of the objectives and issues. The data was then used to qualitatively
assess the extent to which the system appears to be achieving its objectives and identitj.
areas where the findings of the survey are divergent fiom the objectives of the system.

This report does not portend to offer a detailed statistical measurement of the success or
deficiency of the system in achieving its objectives. Rather, the intent of the study is to
explore such successes and deficiencies, and highlight them as possible concerns with the
development and management of the +15 system. Thus, a primary objective of this study
is to assist b

e research on the +I 5 system, and other skywalks, by highlighting areas

in need of hture research and policy review.

1.2.5 Study Limitations
This study acknowledges several limitations, rooted in the survey data, that must
be considered in the context of the review of + l S policy and the ensuing
recommendations. Limited resources and a stringent timeline necessitated that the survey

of +15 users be conducted in July of 1998. Although the system is open year round and
significant pedestrian volumes were observed immediately prior to the study period, the
+15 system is often considered a winter system. It is conceivable that the survey
11

population, and hence the m e y results may be different than if the survey had been
conducted in the winter when there are higher trafEc volumes on the system, and
potentially a different user population than the one captured in this study.
Similarly, the survey interviews were conducted on the +15 system witb known
users of the system. It was impossible to obtain the input of people who do not use the
system given temporal and logistical constraints. It is conceivable that there may be

issues or problems on the system which may be shared among people who do not use it
that are not represented in this assessment.

One final limitation concerns the nature of the data gathered through the survey.
Prior to this user survey, only one previous survey had been conducted on the system in
1989, and it did not address the issues in the current survey in depth. Consequently, the

intent of the survey was exploratory, to reveal if there may be any issues on the system
concerning its development and management. As it was aimed at identifjing issues
rather than testing them, the questions were largely open-ended, precluding a detailed
statistical testing and measurement of the findings. However, these findings do identify
several pressing issues on the +I5 system, and highlight areas for future research
consideration and policy revision.

2.2.6 Report Outline
The next chapter, Chapter 2, is a discussion of +t 5 development policy and
development rationales. It tracks the system goals, objectives, and implementation
strategy fiom the initial discussions about the system in the early 1960s, through to
12

current policies and objectives guiding its development and management. The intent of
the chapter is to deduce the policy objectives pertaining to what the system is supposed to
do, and the current policy in place to implement these objectives.
Similarly, Chapter 3 addresses current +15 management policy and practice. The
discussion highlights who is responsible for maintaining the system, signage, security,
setting its operating hours, and other operational issues. This chapter also discusses
several prominent issues concerning waytinding and the safety of system users tiom
crime that have been identified by building owners and managers as significant concerns

on the +I5 system, as on skywalk systems in other North American cities.
Chapter 4 is the general literature review of the positive and negative experiences
relating to the development and management of skywalk systems in other North
American cities. Specifically, the chapter discusses the effects skywalks have or are
believed to have had on the downtown environment. The purpose of this chapter is to
deduce several of the problems and experiences in other cities, which may be present on
Calgary's system. These experiences offer caveats to Calgary's system, and provide
criteria for assessing the system beyond the objectives contained in policy.
Chapter 5 uses the results of the +I 5 user survey, and compares the findings with
the development and management objectives, as well as the lessons learned fiom other
cities. The purpose is to assess whether the system is generally achieving its proscribed
objectives, but also to identify possible issues that emerge with how the system is
fimctioning that are in need of policy review and further research.

Chapter 6 summarizes the issues identified and makes recommendations for

alleviating them. The recommendations are suggested as possible soIutions to the issues
and problems raised pending ftrther detailed statistical research on the issues and the
potential solutions.

Chapter Two
+15 Rationales and Development Policy
2.1

Introduction
The current City of Calgary +15 development and management policy is the result

of decades of system expansion and policy review. The purpose of this chapter is to
outline +I 5 development policy from the initial development rationales defined in the
1960s to the current policy guiding new development. Outlining the various rationales

and reviews of +15 policy in the past will contextualize existing policy directives and

development rationales, and highlight the original, and current, intents and purposes of
the system. These development objectives will be the basis of the assessment in Chapter
5 that makes a comparison with present conditions on the system. However, before

discussing development rationales, objectives, and policy in the context of Calgary's +15
system, a brief discussion about the history of the concept of vertically separating

pedestrians from the street will be presented.

2.2
2.2.1

Setting the Stage for PedestrianNebicle Separation
HisforicafPrecedent
The idea of providing a distinctly pedestrian environment, elevated to another

physical plane emerged well before the first North American skywalk system began in
Minneapolis in 1962. The concept itself has been traced back at least as far as to
Leonardo DaVinci who proposed vertical separation of pedestrians fiom the grade-level

in 1490 in Italy (Bednar, 1989: 145). Though the concept was contemplated throughout
1s

the years, Le Corbusier was the 6rsl to integrate the concept into the Twentieth-century
automobile dominated downtown (Le Corbusier, 1971: 107). In his view of the Modem

City, Le Corbusier envisioned cities where pedestrians could circulate fieely without
exposure to the increasing danger posed by automobiles. Having watched first-hand the
proliferation of automobiles into city centres, Le Corbusier had this poignant observation:
Day by day the tirry of the traffic grew. To leave your house meant that
once you had crossed your threshold you were a possible sacrifice to death
in the shape of innumerable motors ...Motors in all directions going all
speeds. (Ibid. 3)
Though Le Corbusier became a strong advocate of the need for pedestrian/vehicle
separation in the twentieth-century city, he was skeptical about elevating pedestrian
space, questioning whether the pedestrian should bow to the needs of the automobile or
vice versa (Le Corbusier, 1967: 122). For example, one of Le Corbusier's visions was of
a system of elevated roadways for automobiles that could be built on stilts and
underground raiI- I ines to preserve the grade-level for the pedestrian (Ibid.). Of elevating
pedestrians, he questioned:
Is man to spend his life fiom now on gesticulating up in the air on a series
of (inevitably) narrow platforms, climbing up and down stairways a
monkey up in the tree tops! If he possessed the agile feet and the
miraculous tail of a monkey it might make sense. But in fact it is
madness. Madness, madness, madness. (Ibid.)
Despite his obvious disdain for the idea of elevating pedestrians, Le Corbusier's
advocacy for the concept of pedestrian/vehicle separation was influential in the Congres
Internationaux d'kchitecture Moderne's (CIAM) manifesto for the modem city, m e
Athens Charter (Le Corbusier, 1973). The Athens Charter professed the deliberations

and visions of the fbture modem city expressed by Europe's leading urban professionals.

As one of their visions, CIAM proclaimed "the pedestrian must be able to follow other
paths than the automobile network" to ensure the success and livability of the modern

city (Ibid. 84). However, the nature of such separation was not explicitly outlined with
regard to the fonn this pedestrian protection would take.

2.3

The Impetus for Skywalk Development: The North
American Condition
Though the ideals of Le Corbusier and The Athens Charter were debated

throughout the years, pedestrian/vehicle separation remained simply a concept. A failed
effort to introduce a skywalk like separation mechanism in the Manhattan district of New
York in the late 1920s was the sole attempt to introduce skywalks in North America prior

to the 1960s (Radway, 1989: 29). Yet, the exciting concepts and images of this modem
city form were probably influential in the later development of skywalk systems in North

America.
The evolution of modem-city form that swept North America during the midhventieth-century had dramatic effects on the downtown centre of most cities, effectively
setting the stage for skywalk development. In the post World War Il years, many
downtown centres in North America were in a state of crisis resulting from the
decentralization of the city core, increased autornobiie usage, and the devolution of retail
to the emerging suburbs. These intrinsically related phenomena created a downtown

environment in American cities that was less than amicable to pedestrian travel on the
street-level, and have been attributed as driving forces behind initial skywalk

development. (Robertson, 1995: 429) Though these blights were more pronounced in
American cities, the experience in the downtown of Canadian cities also set the stage for
the development of skywalks in Calgary and other Canadian downtowns.

2.3-I

Suburbani'on:

me Demise of

the Core

During the 1940s and 1950s, Canadian cities underwent significant population
growth, with Canada's urban centres expanding by over eight million residents in these
twenty years (Hodge, 1998: 69). The doubling of Calgary's resident population to over

250,000 residents during the 1950s exemplifies this trend of mass urbanization
(MacEwan, 1975: 162). Whereas American city cores experienced an exodus of
downtown residents to the suburbs, during this rapid population growth in Canadian
cities, many in-migrants from rural settled in suburbs outside the city core.

By the late 1950s, suburbanization had decisively and dramatically altered the
bdamental functions of the downtown of Calgary and other cities. Socially, the
vibrancy of many downtown environments decreased, as the downtown's role as the
social and cultural centre of the region waned (Radway, 1989: 51). Prior to the
suburbanization movement, downtown areas attracted all types of people from the
surrounding region, forming a diverse social agglomeration (Whyte, 1988: 208).
However, with suburban expansion and the proliferation of retail and services to the
suburbs, the role of the downtown began to shift to that of a central business district with
the primary function as an office commercial core. Consequently, the social role of the
downtown as a meeting place declined as the city expanded outwards.

Although substantial proportions of the population lived and shopped in the
suburbs in most Canadian cities, many continued working in the downtown business
core. The suburbanites were now commuting to large buildings in downtown office
districts, most in personal automobiles (Radway, 1989: 52). Between 194 1 and 1960,
vehicle registration in Calgary increased fiom 16,500 to over 97,000 (Ibid.), and by 1963,
Calgary's downtown district was generating more than one-half of all automotive trips

within the larger metropolitan region (City of Calgary, 1963: 33). Though it is diEcult
to discern whether increasing automobile use was a cause or consequence of

suburbanization, the suburbanization of Canadian cities dramatically increased private
automobile use, particularly in and around downtown cores.
The newfound reliance on the automobile to commute to the downtown had
significant effects on the physical layout of most downtown cities. The overall increase
in population, and the increasing reliance on the automobile, resulted in tremendous
expanses of downtown space becoming devoted to accommodating the automobile
(Hanen, 1986: 220). Parking lots consumed large tracts of land, and streets were widened
to handle increasing traffic flows - alI at the expense of the sidewalk and other pedestrian

spaces (Ibid. 220). Another effect of this pattern of land use was that downtown cores
expanded outwards to make room for parking, spreading downtown buildings across
greater expanses (Robertson 1993a: 36 1). Pedestrians in downtown cores were the
unfortunate outcasts of accommodating the automobile, as Robertson (1 993b: 273)
asserts:
Decreased densities, greater distances between activity centres, uninviting
walkways and a downtown landscape that has been primarily designed to

accommodate automobile tr-c
environment.

have resulted in an unfriendly pedestrian

The result was an uncomfortable, if not inhospitable, pedestrian environment as
the downtown pedestrian was increasingly exposed to the dangers associated with
pedestrian/vehicle conflict (Hanen: 1986: 22 1). The risk of injury, as well as the
exposure to exhaust fumes, long waits at traffic lights, and other conflicts between
pedestrians and vehicles, made foot travel unpleasant in the downtown core of many
cities including Calgary (Robertson, 1993b: 273). Further, these large-scale office
developments were often constructed with long expanses of blank walls along the
sidewalk (Whyte, 1988: 224). These windowless streetscapes were not only
uninteresting to pedestrians, but created utilitarian sidewalk corridors that provided few
places for anything other than purposefid travel wid.). This lack of quality jxdestrian
space at the street-level M e r deteriorated pedestrian space in the downtown.

2.3.2

Changing Retai! Patferns
As city cores decentralized during suburbanization, so too did retaiIing. Retail is

one of the determinants of success in any downtown, and prior to the 1950s, the
downtown core was the primary retail district of most Canadian and American downtown
centres (Robertson, 1997: 384). However, this retail pattern changed with the emergence
of the suburban shopping mail. These controlled shopping areas offered convenience,
ample parking, and protection from weather in an enclosed, safe, pedestrian environment
(Ibid. 386). Traditional downtown shopping areas could not provide these same creature
comforts, with detrimental effects on retail activity - and hence the social and economic
life - in the core. For example, in Calgary, downtown retail sales comprised only 25% of
20

all retail spending in the city by 1964, significantly less than half of decades prior (City
of Calgary, 1964: 15).
Whereas many urban cores were previously teeming with shoppers and
pedestrians, the downtown of the late 1950s and 1960s was transforming into a singleh c t i o n Central Business District. Suburbanites were now commuting to and fiom work
and spending little time downtown other than at work, depleting the downtown of its
previous retail and social functions. As Jane Jacobs (1961: 165) attests: "A Central
Business District that lives up to its name and is truly described by it is a dud." This was
perhaps intensified in Calgary, which had a civic bylaw prohibiting office expansion
beyond the downtown core (Foran, 1978: 32). Consequently, Calgary's downtown had
evolved into more of a single-purpose office and commercial area than a vibrant, socially
and economically diverse downtown. This transition was not lost on the media who

dramatized the downtown condition:
Downtown Calgary is face to face with urban rot as economic life slowly
ebbs from the city's old shell . . .It's chronic sickness manifests itself, just
as the ugly blotches of a skin disease, in empty stores, blighted decrepit
buildings, ugly parking lots, choking traffic and in poverty and social
breakdown of its residents (Calgary Herald, February 7, 1966).
By the 1960s, most North American cities, including Calgary, were undertaking
extensive downtown revitalization attempts to draw pedestrians, and hence retailing and
vibrant social life, back to the downtown core (Robertson, 1993a: 36 1). The primary
directive of most revitalization schemes was to create comfortable and interesting
pedestrian areas under the assumption that downtown blights would be remedied if there
were places for people to walk in comfort @id. 381). Outdoor pedestrian shopping

malls, festival marketplaces, and other efforts to create downtown pedestrian areas, often
including pedestrianhehicle separation on the same vertical plane were developed with
mixed success (Ibid. 362). It is out of these initiatives that skywalk development
emerged.

2.4

The Re-emerging Skywalk Concept
The conditions of many post-suburbanization downtown cores, and the fledgling

revitalization efforts prompted renewed debate of separating pedestrians and vehicles on
separate vertical planes. Robertson's (1 988: 458) comparative analysis of skywalk cities
across North America reveals the following objectives that are common objectives
behind skywalk development:
A decrease in pedestrianlvehicle conflicts;

The provision of a safe,climate controlled pedestrian space;
Improved access to downtown amenities;
More competitive retailing with suburban malls; and
Further downtown development.
Minneapolis, Minnesota was the first North American City to translate the idea of
vertical separation into reality with the introduction of its first skywalk bridge in 1962

(Podolske and Heglund, 1976: 4). Proposed in 1959 as part of an overall development
scheme for the Nicollet Mall pedestrian area, the privately funded skywalk system
emerged, drawing significant attention from other cities in want of an innovative, and
somewhat trendy, approach to addressing downtown problems (Boddy, 1992: 136- 137).
Calgary was one of the first cities to follow the lead of Minneapolis and champion the
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concept of skywalk development. However, it was several years before attempts were
made to transform the concept into reality in downtown Calgary.

Calgary's +IS: Early Development Rationale and Policy

2.5

The current development rationales, objectives, and policies guiding the +15
system are the result of several decades of political debate, promotion, and policy review.
Though the political and promotional aspects are intriguing and provide valuable insights
into the early development of the system1,what is at issue in this work is the evolution of
+15 policy statements and guidelines, particularly concerning the systems objectives and

implementation mechanisms. It is through these early policy statements that the original
purposes and objectives of the +15 system can be discerned and the evolution of +I 5
policy can be traced. This evolution is u s e l l in contextualizing the current policy
objectives and implementation policies that will be assessed in Chapter 5.

The Emergence of +I5 Polity- Development Rationales of the

2.5.1

2960s
Facing downtown conditions that were characteristic of most postsuburbanization cities, the +I 5 concept emerged in City of Calgary planning documents
in 1963 as part of an urban renewal effort for the east end of downtown Calgary (Lyons
et aI., 1988: 268). The General Plan, 1963 did not directly refer to the development of a

I

For a detailed account of the political history of + I 5 development, refer to Radway, 1989.

skywalk system, but rather set the w e w o r k for an urban renewal program for the
Churchill Park area around city hall (City of Calgary, 1963b: 36). The resdting Urban
R e n d Scheme No. I (City of Calgary, 1965) represents the introduction of the +15
concept into Calgary planning policy:
The design will recognize the need for a comprehensive approach to
resolving the traffic and parking problems by linking the various buildings
with an elevated pedestrian platform crossing busy thoroughfares and
parking structures and containing or related to, open spaces and
recreational activities. This will pennit flexibility in the future use of
existing streets while creating a precinct environment close to the retail
heart of the City. The platforms, the open surfaces of which will be a
public right of way, will be designed in anticipation of firture extensions in
each direction to contribute to the functional qualities of the downtown.
(Ibid. 6)
The scheme further stated that walkways would be enclosed for weather protection, and

would provide plazas with retail frontage and "boutiques" (Ibid. 6). The plazas would be
adorned with tbuntains, band shells and seating, essentially creating a comprehensive
alternative pedestrian environment that would replace many of the traditional h c t i o n s

of the street, albeit one level above it.

However, these proposals were not entirely incorporated into the ensuing 1966
Future of Downtown Calgary plan - commonly referred to as the Downtown Master Plan

- which guided downtown planning for the next decade (City of Calgary, 1966). Based
largely on traffic volume projections, the M m e r Plan created a linear core running east-

west between 6Ihand 9" Avenues, with parking provided on the outskirts this pedestrian
zone. While the core would become a pedestrian oriented environment with the 8"
Avenue mall as a focal point, and the pedestrian and parking areas would be linked by atgrade "pedestrian ways". Though the visions of elevated pedestrian walkways proposed
24

in the Urban Renewal Scheme No. I had not been l l l y incorporated, they had not been

discounted either. For the purposes of the Master Plm, pedestrian improvements would
be at-grade; however, it was acknowledged that there may be need for vertical separation
of vehicles and pedestrians. "mn the long term, it may be not only desirable but
necessary for a raised network of walkways to radiate fkom the

Avenue mail, to

overpass the railway tracks and main traffic thoroughfares" (Ibid. 52). Similar to the
1963 General Plan, the 1966 Master Plan, called for substantial studies of this and other

urban renewal possibilities.

The resulting second major urban renewal study, Urban Renewal Scheme IB
(City of Calgary, 1967), again incorporated a strong vision of elevated pedestrian bridges.
The pedestrian/vehicle separation was aimed at:

. . . avoiding the undesirable conflicts that now exist Downtown. They
will create an environment in which all structures and facilities will cater
specifically to the needs of the pedestrian, with protection fiom inclement
weather and freedom flom t f i c hazards." (Ibid. 24).
The intent was to create a pedestrian environment one level above grade,
essentially surrendering the grade-level to automobiles and parking and loading facilities.
Though the General Plan and the Master Plan had made mention of elevated walkways,

and the concept was strongly advocated by both Urban Renewal Schemes, the system at
this point existed only as a concept. Possible system configurations and design elements
had not been resolved, and a development strategy had yet to be devised.

2.5.2

Refining the +I 5 Concept
Ultimately, the +15 system was never rigidly planned in terms of the location of

individual bridges or how they would all be linked together in a system-wide
configuration. Rather, after considerable study, Harold Hanen, the planner/architect
given responsibility for refining the +15 concept, recommended general concepts and
design elements to be used in implementing the system through long-tern +15 expansion
(Radway, 1989: 68). Hanen envisioned the system developing over 50- 100 years of
organic and unplanned growth as a component of new downtown development @id. 66).
Rather than determining where bridges would be built, the system would be allowed to
develop concurrently with new building development in the downtown. It was assumed
that with fiiture building development, every block of the downtown would be
redeveloped, and through this a comprehensive and contiguous system would develop.
His initial concept had a series of bridges and open spaces spanning the
downtown and across Bow River in the north and the CPR tracks in the south (Radway,
1989: 66). Pedestrian bridges and open spaces were to abound throughout the system,
with strong at-grade c o ~ e c t i o n to
s 8h Avenue mall which was to remain the prominent

pedestrian feature of the downtown (Ibid. 66). The intent of the system in Hanen's
concept was not simply to facilitate upper level movement of pedestrians, but to bind all
downtown buildings together through a comprehensive system that would encourage the
development of the downtown as a whole (Ibid. 66). The +I5 level would become the
downtown pedestrian environment while the street-level would be reserved for
automobiles, parking, and delivery services (Ibid. 66). Hanen argued that this flexible

approach to development, applied uniformly throughout the downtown, would allow each
block to acquire its own identity, while contributing to the long-term development of an
overall system and the eventual development of a contiguous network system throughout
the downtown (Ibid. 68).

2.6

+15 Implementation Policy: From Concept to Reality
Having established a general fiamework of how the system may develop

organically, the next obstacle facing the physical development of the system was the
creation of policy necessary for its implementation. introducing such a radical alteration
of the downtown environment was unprecedented in Calgary, and posed a significant
challenge for creating appropriate implementation policy. This challenge was made more
difficult by the essentially unplanned approach taken towards the development of the
system. The Land Use B y l m and land regulations o f the time could not facilitate system

development in their existing form. Not only was the +15 a new concept in Calgary, but
in the years preceding the introduction of the +15 system, downtown Calgary had

undergone significant change, as the city's emergence as a centre for the oil industry led
to extensive office tower development. This ultimately prompted the introduction of new

policy mechanisms, which addressed downtown development and facilitated the initial
development of the system (Radway, 1989: 68).

2.6.1

The Downtown Development Guideliaes
The implementation approach adopted by the City planning department was to

use a system of density bonuses granted to developers for the provision of +15 amenities

under a system of Development Control (City of Calgary, 1966: 78). Under this system,
approval for development in the downtown was contingent on the developer following
required development guidelines and meeting dewlopment standards established by the
City planning authority. The Downtown Development Guidelines (City of Calgary, 1 969)

was the policy document that outlined the guidelines and standards, based on the
objectives and concepts of the 1966 Downtown Master Plan. Consequently, the

Development Guidelines placed great emphasis on the provision of pedestrian-fiiendly
public space; however, the guidelines also specifically provided for the development of

the +I 5 system (Ibid. 11):
Essential to the success of the City's objectives is the necessary and basic
premise that all development of property within the Core will provide
public open space . . .developed primarily at the +15 level (Ibid. 13).
One of the pressing obstacles to the development of the system was the major
infrastructure expenditure required for the introduction of a second level of pedestrian
space in the downtown. Though St. Paul, Minnesota had undertaken skywalk
development through civic fbnding, Calgary was not in a position to do so, and much like
the rest of the system development, followed the lead established by the Minneapolis

skywalk system (Boddy, 1992: 136-137). The h d i n g of the system proposed in the

1 966 Master Plan established that, "Enclosed elevated public walkways will be required
as an integral part of each parcel development, as a private responsibility."
This funding arrangement was reiterated in the Downtown Development
Guidelines (City of Calgary, 1969: 13), and this would have a significant impact on the

development control mechanisms adopted by the City of Calgary. To ensure the
development of the +15 system and other pedestrian amenities in the downtown, the

Downtown Development Guidelines established a bonus system for downtown
development. The "bonus system" was defined in the guidelines as simply, "the granting
of extra floor space to a developer as a 'bonus' in return for providing certain on-site

amenities." (City of Calgary, 1969: 76) Essentially, the +15 was funded by capital
investment &om private developers, who in turn were compensated for their expenditure
through extra density for their buildings. In this regard, the city was selling public air
rights for +15 features.

The bonus policy was applied differently to the office and retail sectors of the
downtown as indicated in Map 3. In the office district, Development Standard #I
required the mandatory provision of +15 level public plazas covering at least 10Y0of the
site area, and Development Standard #2 required that the mandatory public plazas would
be built over lane-ways (City of Calgary, 1969: 46). Meeting these two mandatory

provisions would generate a base density of 2 F.A.R~,significantly less than the 8 F.A.R.
previously permitted in the downtown (Ibid. 46).

F.A.R. is the Floor to Area Ratio, which is the total area of the building divided by the total area of the
building site. For example, a building covering its entire site area has an F A R of 1; the same F.A.R is
achieved by a two-storey building covering one-half of the site area Thus aa F.A.R of 2 would be a
building that's area is twice the area o f the building site.

In the retail district, there were no mandatory provisions to achieve the base
density of 2 F.A.R. This relatively low F.A.R.however, could be expanded through the
bonus provisions. The bonus system granted additional density for the provision of
pedestrian amenities, and particularly for +15 development. Figure 2.1 displays the
density bonus ratios available for the provision of +1 5 amenities for both the retail and
office areas. Ratios are used to ensure that the amount of density bonus given is
proportional to the amount of +15 amenity provided. For example, a bonus ratio of 1:10
would mean that for every 1 metre of +1 5 space provided, the developer would receive
10 additional metres of floor area. Under the bonus formula proposed in the Downtown
Development Guidelines, it was possible for developers to achieve a F.A.R. as high as 15-

20 F.A.R. though provision of +15 features.

2.7

Evolving +15 Development Policy
By late 1968, construction of +15 plazas and open spaces was under way in the

east-end of downtown Calgary under the direction of the Downtown Development
Guidelines. However, at the same time, discontent was brewing among developers and

urban professionals with the provisions of the guidelines, which had yet to be approved
by City Council (Radway, 1989: 84-89), Most of the issues raised about the guidelines

were related to the mandatory provisions contained within the office district of the
downtown, and the generous bonuses afforded to developers (Ibid.). Opponents to the
+1 5 system argued that private investment in +I 5 amenities was being over-compensated
for in the amount of density, and hence profitable space, developers received in return
(Ibid.). Though the Downtown Development
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Table 2.1: Downtown Development Guidelines Bonus Ratio - 1969
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Guidelines were never adopted by Council, the effect of these initial guidelines were

influential in fbture statutory policy applied to +I 5 development.

The 1970 Calgary Pian ultimately provided the first statutory direction for the

+15 system that had already been developing for several years. Two years later, the
downtown development standards section of the Downtown Development Guidelines
were incorporated into Bylaw #8600, albeit without the mandatory +15 feature provisions
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contained in the original guidelines (City of Calgary, 1972). This new bylaw provided an
option to developers to collect bonus density for providing +15 features. Under this

system, a predetermined 8 F.A.R. density could be achieved without providing any +I 5
features; however +15 features could be incorporated to achieve additional density above
the base 8 F.A.R (City of Calgary, 1972). This bylaw also had the effect of expanding

the bonus zones as indicated in Map 4, thereby expanding the amount of downtown space
available for +15 development,

2.7.1

Early Development
During the years just before the downtown building boom in the mid- 1970s, the

system was beginning to develop, and bridges and open spaces were being constructed as
part of rrew developments in the downtown as evidenced in Maps 5 and 6 (Radway,

1989: 98). However, these early years brought concern that the system was not
developing into a contiguous and comprehensive system as efficiently as anticipated,
despite the reality that over 125,000 square feet of +15 space had been constructed:
Unfortunately, though an increasing number of developments [54] are
contributing to the second level system, there is still no evidence of a
natural network evolving. (City of Calgary, 1973a: 38)
Further, it was noted in a study of downtown open space that the existing +l5
plazas were not performing as expected. Most were passive spaces that were not easily
accessed and were hence used primarily by the tenants of the parent buildings, not the
general public (City of Calgary, 1973b: 3-5). The result was another review of +15
policy over the ensuing several years, and consequently an attempt at revising +15 policy
to ensure the orderly development of the system throughout the downtown.

2. i.2

+I5 Must Policy
The +15 Must Policy of 1976 re-established the mandatory provision of +I 5

features and provided direction a b u t how +15 space was to be used. (City of Calgary,
1976) The Must Policy required the development of internal walkways, bridge supports

(for fUnue development), and access between the grade-level and the +15 system in all
downtown development, regardless of whether the building was to connect with other
parts of the system at the time of construction- These features were established as
minimum requirements and were "to be implemented regardless of bonus utilization7'

(Ibid. 1-2). The intent was that these buildings would eventually be able to connect with
adjacent new development at a later date if they had provided the necessary inf'rastructure
during initial development.
The use of the space was also predetermined, as 50% of ground level and 50% of

+ I 5 space in commercial and office buildings was required to house retail, service,

entertainment or other public cultural facilities. This requirement was reduced to 25% of
+15 space for residential or apartment buildings. The M

m Policy had the effect of

restating the objective of developing the +15 system as a comprehensive pedestrian
environment by requiring commercial and other uses on the +15 level- Interestingly
though, the Must Policy also showed regard for improving the grade-level pedestrian
environment by requiring street front retail to balance development efforts between +15
and grade-level pedestrian improvements.

2.8
2.8.1

The Evolution of Current +15 P o k y
l%e1979DowntownPlon
By the late 1970s, the effect o f the +15 system on the downtown was drawing

criticism. The ''boom" years in Calgary that began around 1976 led to dramatic increases
in office tower construction- and +IS'S - in the downtown as evidenced by the size of the
system in 1982 (Map 7) (Radway, 1989: 101). However, concern was still being raised
that the system was not developing contiguously, due largely to the expansive bonus area
of the downtown covered by the +I5 Must Policy. The large bonus area had allowed the
dispersion of downtown development, which challenged the development of a contiguous
system because pedestrians and retail on the system were spread over a large area of the
downtown (City of Calgary, 1979:29). Perhaps more importantly were the concerns that
the continued development of the system was pulling too many pedestrians off the street,
and the street-level was deteriorating as developers concentrated their efforts and b d s
on the development of bonus eligible +15 space.

The 1979 Downtown Plan sought to redirect attempts to improve downtown
pedestrian spaces away from the +15 system and redistribute some efforts to the gradelevel, as the plan stated "a universal commitment to the +15 system may not be
justifiable" (City of Calgary, 1979: 49). One of the primary objectives of the plan was to
develop at-grade pedestrian links to open space and to create a diversity of activities both
at-grade and on the +f 5 level (Ibid. 61 ). As the +15 system had already had a pervasive
impact on the downtown, and had proven economically successfid, its continued
development was encouraged in attempts to develop a contiguous system. However this

continued +15 expansion was not to come at the expense of the street, or compete with
the grade level pedestrian spaces. Rather, the two levels of pedestrian space were to be
integrated and complement each other. (Ibid.)
Although the establishment of a comprehensive pedestrian network had been a
principal objective of the system fiom its inception, early policies had also placed an
emphasis on providing +15 level spaces and features in addition to pathways as evident in
Table 2.1. At-grade pedestrian improvements received only menial density bonuses
under the provisions of the 1969 Downtown Development Guidelines and its preceding
policies. Consequently, critics argued during the 1979 Downtown Plan process that the
street-level had been allowed to deteriorate, and the pedestrian conflicts and discomfort
that initially prompted +I 5 development had actually been exacerbated by +15
development and the large office towers developed under the bonus system (Radway,
1989: 104). Increased building density was creating larger shadows on the street-level,

and the increased floor space had drawn more commuters to the downtown, increasing
automobile use in the core:
To walk its streets is to be reminded constantly that the car is King . . . and
that the pedestrian is little more than an afterthought. Jostling for space on
narrow sidewalks, hemmed in by a torrent of trafEc on one side and a wall
of buildings on the other. Calgarians may be forgiven if they regard the
streets in the city core as little more than unpleasant pathways between
one destination and another. (Calgary Herald, March 15, 1 980)

The 1979 Downtown Plan sought to remedy the pedestrian environment at the
street-level. The plan retained the linear core established in the 1966 Master Plan, but
shifted the backbone of the core fiom the 8'h Avenue mall to the emerging Light Rail
Transit mute along 7" Avenue. As such, +IS extensions were to be placed dong 7"

Avenue "where warranted" to ensure a legible interface between the +1S system and
public transit (Ibid. 8I). The fmus on pedestrian/-it

interface was M e r elaborated,

as the primary links of the system were to connect peripheral parking in addition to the

Light Rail Transit and bus stops. This represents a clear intent to incorporate the +15
system into the larger Calgary transportation network.

Whereas previous +I 5 policy had been aimed primarily at expanding the +15
system, the 1979 Downtown Plan stressed the integration of the system with the streetlevel rather than its unmitigated expansion. The plan also dedicated "character areas"

where +15 expansion would not be encouraged. For example, Chinatown would be

exempt from +I 5 expansion as buildings in this area were small scale and not amenable
to system development (Ibid. 90).

The 1979 Downtown Plan ultimately fell victim to the political process, as the
implementation of the Plan through the 198 1 Downtown Area Redevelopment Plan was
never approved by City Council. Council felt that an Area Redevelopment Plan was 900

structured and gave too much approving authority to the Planners". (Radway, 1989: 108).

Rather than being adopted by Council, the contents and visions of the Downtown Area
Redevelopment Plan were diluted and incorporated as a series of 'how to' guidelines into
the Downtown Handbook of Publzc Improvements and the Core Area Policy Brief: These

documents contains much of the spirit of the proposed Downtown Plan in terms of
improving at-grade pedestrian environments, albeit in a more non-binding, and less
prohibitive form.

2*9.1

me Downtown Handbook of Public Improvements
The Downtown Handbook of Public Improvements (City of Calgary, 1982a) is

one of the documents that outlines current +15 development and management policy
objectives. Evolved fiom the 1979 Dawntown Plan, the Handbook retains the focus on
at-grade pedestrian improvements in attempts to achieve the following objectives:
To accommodate the needs of pedestrians and to minimize
pedestrian/vehicular conflicts;
To create a pedestrian environment which is both physically and
psychologically comfortable;
To create areas having a distinctly pedestrian identity;
To encourage a diversity of activities dong pedestrian routes (Ibid.
35).
These objectives are to be achieved primarily by improving the grade-level pedestrian
space by physical improvement and locating parking structures on the periphery of the

core. However, it is acknowledged that the +15 system still has a role in the overall

downtown pedestrianization scheme:
Despite these improvements, pedestrian movement at-grade is still
intempted by roads canying high traffic volumes and can be
uncomfortable, if not unbearable during extreme weather conditions. The
+15 system is intended to resolve the pedestriadcar conjlict, to provide a
continuous,public, climate controlled environment and to generally
increase the area devoted to pedestrian movement, activity and open
space in the Downtown. mid. 39) (Emphasis added).
This places the +I 5 system in somewhat of a supporting role to the at-grade
pedestrian system. Whereas early +I 5 policy objectives reflected the intent of creating a
new and better pedestrian environment that would replace the function of the street, the
1979 Downtown Plan was aimed at increasing the amount of pedestrian space to

complement the grade-level. Emphasis is placed on the +15 and grade-level interface,

and particularly, the "nature of access and termination points" as well as "the relationship
to public open space at-grade" (Ibid.). The Handbook details several design criteria to
implement this objective, such as the requirements for access-points, provisions for
elevators, and the location of access points at the end of each bridge and at every plaza
abutting an LRT station (Ibid. 41). The objective of the new role prescribed for the +I 5
system is to orient the system to the street-level to allow for easy vertical movement
between the two levels, which is intended preserve street-level pedestrian volumes.

In terms of the future expansion of the system, the Handbook states that, "all +I 5
walkways should . . .provide direct access to e v e y block in the commercial core." A
hierarchical structure to the +15 system was also proposed that would identify the
existing pathways and "any possible additions, which are most critical or usefid to the
public circulation system as a whole." (Ibid. 42). The intent of this hierarchy is to
prioritize particular segments of the system and direct future links to locations where new

bridges:
a) provide access to L.R.T. stations,

b) provide access to retail and public functions within the Downtown,
c) provide a comfortable connection from peripheral parking locations to
offices in the Commercial Core,
d) provide a continuous east-west connection across the Commercial
Core, connecting major public activity areas,

e) convert all major public open spaces, and

f) take advantage of portions of the system which are already complete
(Ibid. 42).

Thus, the +I 5 system is intended to expand throughout the entire downtown core, but

have a primary system based on the above criteria The Hmrdbook stipulates that the
primary segments of the +I 5 system is to be distinguished fkom the rest of the system
through design features, and would remain open "continuously" while other portions may
contemplate closure after midnight mid.).
The Downtown Handbook of Public Improvements makes provisions to create a
balance between pedestrianization effort at-grade and the development of the +I 5 system,
and places the +15 system in a subservient role to the at-grade pedestrian network.

However, the Handbook is not a statutory document, and is used as a guide or manual for
downtown development. AIthough it is used as a reference guide for the objectives of the
+15 system and its role in the overall pedestrian strategy for the downtown, the design

criteria and development directions are non-binding, and not required - by virtue of the
Handbook - to attain a development permit. However, the general spirit, and certain

directives expressed in the Wandbook have been incorporated into other more binding
policy currently used to develop the +15 system.

2.9.2

Core Area Policy Brief
The Core Area Policy Brief (City of Calgary, 1982b) was also borne out of the

planning process for the d e h c t 1979 Downtown Area Redevelopment Plan. The
primary policy directive concerning the +I 5 system is the expansion of the bonus eligible

zone of the downtown to its current aiignment (Map 8). This effectively increased the
amount downtown space eligible for the bonus provisions over previous bonus zones
(Maps 3 and 4). It reiterated much of what is in the Downtown Handbook of Public

Improvements, but gives ratification of the bonus policy approach to system

development. Nearly all o f the contributions of the Core Area Policy Brief are contained
and elaborated on in the +15 Policy document and the Land Use B y h 2P80.

2.9.3

+15Policy
Adopted in 1984, the +15Policy (City of Calgary, 1984) declares that the +15

system is "an integral part of Downtown Calgary's transportation and open space
systems." (Ibid. 4). It defines two distinct development areas, with A being the most
highly developed areas of the downtown and B the periphery of intensive downtown

development as seen in Map 8. Section 2.5 of the Policy stipulates the principal objective

of the system is "to serve the various land uses which make up the Downtown " (bid. 6).
The system priorities are thus aimed at the following objectives:

a) Providing access between the major transportation nodes within the
Downtown (i.e. parkades, L.R.T.stations, etc.) and the major
Downtown destinations (i.e. offices, retail core, major cultural and
open space facilities);
b) Providing access between the major Downtown destinations; and
c) Extending the +I 5 system by connecting portions of the system that
are already complete (Ibid. 6).
Within the peripheral Development Area B, the configurations of +15 walkways
and bridges are to be determined on a site-by-site basis. In Development Area A, bridges

and walkways are to be based on a 4 bridge per block basis with walkways and bridges
extending north-south, and east-west through every block of Development Area A. The
bridge configurations for both development areas are to be based on the ensuing
principles:

a) Maintaining an efficient, hctional system by avoiding any
unnecessary obstructions to pedestrian movement;
b) Maintaining the continuity of existing and anticipated hture +15
system components; and

c) Responding to building configuration and design opportunities (e-g.
views of the street or other public spaces, access to L.R.T. stations and
+I 5 public areas etc.) (Ibid. 5).
The +15 Policy also clarifies the funding for system development and expansion.
According to the Policy, the developer can initiate +15 projects in return for density
bonuses in the Land Use &law. However, civic initiated and funded projects are also
expressly provided for. The fimding for civic projects is acquired through "financial
contributions that are required of Downtown developers, provisions of cash (in lieu of
construction by developers for +15 bonus features), and other civic firnds." (City of
Calgary, 1984: 4). As per the Land Use Bylaw, one of the mandatory requirements of
downtown development is a financial contribution to the +15 f h d based on the revised
+15 financial contribution formula contained in the +15 Policy. The +I5 fimd is

administered by the City of Calgary and can be used only "for the purposes of
constructing or improving elements of the +15 system including +15 bridges, lane links,
walkways, stairs and supports, signage, and associated public spaces." @id. 10). Thus
the City can initiate projects to fill gaps in the system, or any other +I 5 development seen
fit.

While the +I5 Policy sets the fiamework for system development and expansion,
the bonus scheme and the development standards and development requirements are

contained in the Land Use Bylaw, which establishes the implementation framework for
achieving the objectives outlined in the +I5 Policy.
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Land Use Bylaw - 2P80
The CM-2 "Downtown Business Districty'section (sec.42.3) of the Calgary Lond

Use Bylaw (City of Calgary, 1980)makes provision for +I 5 development through most

of the downtown core. One of the purposes of this section is to "establish a
comprehensive system for the provision of at-grade and +I 5 level amenities available to
the public to meet the special needs of the downtown;" (Ibid. sec 42.3(1)(b)). As the

primary implementation policy, the Bylrm continues the mandatory requirement
provisions established in the + 15 Must Policy, but extends these requirements to include
at-grade pedestrian improvements as expressed in the 1979 Downtown Plan and the
Downtown Handbook of Public Improvements. The objective of balancing +I 5 and grade
development, as well as the intent of integrating the two levels of pedestrian space is thus
clearly expressed in the Land Use Bylaw.

As indicated in Table 2.2, the bonus scheme in the Land Use Bylaw continues to
reflect an attempt to balance at-grade and +I 5 level pedestrian space. However, unlike
the previous bonus systems, the Land Use Bylm establishes maximum gross floor areas
based on the amount and type of pedestrian improvements contained in downtown
development. Under this bonus scheme, the developer must provide all mandatory
"Group A'' features (Figure 2.2) to obtain a development permit and a base density of 7

F.A.R.

After provision of the required Group A features, the developer has the option to
augment density through provision of +I 5 and other features contained in "Bonus Groups
Band CW(Figure2.3). Developerscanachieveamaximum of 15 F.A.R. ifall Group B
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features are included, and a maximum of 20 F.A.R for meeting the standards of both
bonus Groups B and C. For the most part, these features are optional to the developer,
however, the City can require that a +15 bridge (bonus standard Baa) be constructed
before receiving extra density for bonus group B features. A ratio system is used to
calculate the density bonuses earned in the event that only some of the Group B features
are provided.

Table 2.2: Mandatory Requirements in the CM-2 Zone

Amenity Description

A1
A 1(a)
Ale)
A2
A2(a)O
A2(a)(ii)
A2(a)(iii)
Am1
A3

At-Gkdk PcdkaHm C V ~ ~ W ~ I I
On-site pedestrian space
Street comer pedestrian
- space
+IS SysrCm
Walkways
Supports
Vertical movement between grade and +15 level
Contribution to +15 h d
opcrr SpoccAt-grade
-

-

Bonus Ratio
M d r
Mandatory
Mandatory

~aidato~

Mandatory
Mandatory
Mandatory
Mandatory
Mmdarory

Some of the Bonus Groups B and all of the Bonus Group C categories contain
features not related to pedestrian improvement, and are not included in the figures in this
work. These features are primarily density transfers relating to historic buildings,
Stephen Avenue Mall, and the protection of public sunlight, which can earn density
bonuses of between 1-5 F.A.R.

~

Table 2.3: Bonus Grow B, Bylaw 2P80

Amenity Description

Bonus Ratio

I

1 Bonus

'

G

~

B1

B2

I B3

B
At-grade plaza (excluding mandatory Group A open
spaces)
Space: other at-grade (excluding mandatory Group A)
Sloped or terraced open between grade and +15
Open space at +15 level
Outdoor built over space (arcades)

1 B4

Indoor park

I1 B7
Baa

+15 walkway enhancement
+15 standard bridge

BSb

Bridge with extra skylighting

B9

Provision of pair of escalators

B10

Lane link
Improvement to adjacent right of way (Street
enhancement)
Improvement to adjacent right of way (Mall
enhancement)
Sculpture in public spaces (on-site)
Sculpture in public spaces (contribution to fund)

Bl l a
Bl l b
B12
B12

250-499m2= 10:1
500 m2 = 15:1
7.51

5: 1
4: 1

4: 1
Grade = 12.5: 1
+15 level = 10:l
4: 1
20: 1
2.5: 1 for portion of
skylit bridge
30: 1 of escalator
floor plate
12.5: 1

2.5: 1
2.5: 1
1 m2 for every $1 10

I m' for every $1 10

2.10 Summary: Primary Development Objectives
2.10. I Developmemt Policy Chronology
Year Policy Document
1963 Urban Renewal
Scheme No. 1

1966

I

/

Downtown
Master Plan

Main Policy limpacts

Introduced the +15 concept to Calgary's planning
documents
+15 to be a comprehensive alternative pedestrian
environment
Established linear pedestrian core between 6thand 9"
Avenues

1967

Urban Renewal
Scheme 1B

1969

1972

Downtown
Development
Guidelines
Land Use Bylaw

1 976

#8600
+15 Must Policy

1 979

1 979 Downtown
Plan

1982

Downtown
Handbook of
Public
Improvements

Core Area Policy
Brief
1984 +15 Policy
1982

Sought pedestriau vehicle separation and weather
protection.
+15 to be a comprehensive pedestrian environment with
all of the amenities found at the street level.
Established the mandatory provision of +l5 features as a
required element of attaining a development permit.
Established Bonus system
Revoked mandatory provisions of +I 5 space.
Made bonus provisions optional to developers.
Re-established the mandatory provision of +15 features.
Stipulated that 50% of the street and +15 levels were
required to house retail, service, or other public/cultural
features
Intent was to establish a comprehensive pedestrian
environment to b c t i o n independent fiom the street.
Sought to balance design efforts between +15 and streetlevel pedestrian spaces to link the two levels of
pedestrian space.
Integration of the +15 with transit and open spaces was
established as a priority
Reiterated the objectives of the 1979 Downtown Plan
regarding integration of the system with the street.
Primary objectives were to:
- Minimize pedestrian/vehicle conflicts
- Psychologically and physically comfortable
environment.
- Distinctly pedestrian area
- Diversity of activities
Proposed a system hierarchy
Increased the bonus eliglible zone for the downtown.
Established the following objectives
Access between major downtown destinations
including transit, open spaces, and other downtown
destinations;
Connections to every block of the downtown;
Maintain an efficient and fimctional system
Establishes current mandatory requirements and bonus
system
Establishes a base density of 7 F.A.R., and the bonus
ratios for increasing the density to 15-20 F.A.R. through
the provision of +1 5 features.

-

-

1999

Land Use Bylaw
2P80 (With

Revisions)

2.10.2 Policy Objectives
In tracking the evolution of the policy objectives and implementation policies
used to regulate +15 development, several general shifts in the objectives of the system

are notable. Whereas the initial concept of the +15, and its original policy objectives
were to create a comprehensive pedestrian environment that wodd replace the traditional

social and behavioural roles of the street, current policy is aimed at integrating the two
levels of pedestrian space. The implementation policies reflect this attempt in current
policy to integrate the system with the street, in that the previously generous bonuses for
+15 level open space and other amenity have been reduced, and the required and bonus-

eligible features are balanced between the +I 5 level and the street-level.
With respect to the current development policy objectives of the system there are
several primary objectives that have been deduced:

I. To provide a convenient, efficient, and climate controlled alternative
pedestrian environment which separates pedestrians from pedestrian/vehicular
conflict, as well as fiom inclement weather.
2. To facilitate the development of a contiguous pedestrian network that
connects all major downtown uses including the LRT,transit facilities,
parking structure, and major open spaces throughout the entire downtown.
3. To integrate the system with the street-level through the provision of streetside access stairs and other convenient means of vertical movement.

In Chapter 5, these primary objectives will be assessed using the +15 user survey to
determine the relative success or deficiencies in accomplishing these objectives.

Chapter Three
+15 Operational Management Policy and Practice

3.1

Introduction
The +15 operation and management policy has not been the subject of nearly as

much debate and revision as its development policy, as it is generally a flexible approach.
There is very little direct management direction in +15 policy documents and other
formal policies. Rather, management policy is largely determined on a development-bydevelopment basis through negotiation between the developer and the City of Calgary
+15 Coordinator (Lyons, 1988: 276). A key element of +15 management under the

current framework is cooperation between the City and the private building owners. In
this Chapter, the limited amount of policy relating to + I 5 management will be discussed,
with reference to the management responsibilities bestowed on building owners and

managers and the City of Calgary regarding the following management responsibilities:
1 . System ownership;

2. Maintenance responsibilities;
3. Security;

4. Operating hours; and
5. Signage.

3.2

System Ownership: Public versus Private Property
The private b d i n g for the development of most of the system, and the

configuration of the system through private office buildings creates an interesting and
unique ownership situation. The ownership structure for the +15 system influences
management responsibilities, which will be discussed in following sections.
Under the current ownership structure, the City of Calgary retains ownership of
the parts of the system that are constructed over publicly owned rights-of-way, such as
the bridges that pass over public roadways, sidewalks and other public spaces (Lyons et.

al, 1988: 275). However, the portions of the system passing through private buildings,
including passageways, walkways, lobbies, plazas and open spaces at both grade and +15
levels are legally owned by the individual building owners, with public access is ensured
through easement registered on the title of all properties with +15 amenities.
From its inception, the +15 system was intended as a truly public system,
accessible to all people in the downtown. The +15 Policy (sec. 4.2) states that "Public
access easements shall be obtained for +I 5 public spaces and walkways located on
private property as per the Land Use Bylaw requirements." Concurrently, section
42.3(5)(b)(i)(A) of the Land Use bylaw dictates that "all indoor and outdoor public
spaces, for which density has been granted, shall be . . . subject to a public access
easement registered against the title of the property and satisfactory to the approving
authority." Such a requirement is also stated in Article VT, s. 6(a) of the Standard

Development Agreement (City of Calgary, 1998c: 2). The effect of the easement is that

the parts of the +15 system that pass through private buildings are public space, thereby

making the entire system public property.

3.3 +15 Operational Management Policy and Practice
The complicated ownership structure of the +15 system also contributes to
complications for +15 management policy. The responsibility for maintenance, security,
and operating hours are delineated through +15 Policy, the Land Use & l m , as well as

individual Development Agreements negotiated through the development permit process.
These Development Agreements are contractual arrangements that outline the rights and
responsibilities of the building owners and the City (Lyons et. al, 1988: 275). However,
through these negotiations, the policy objective of creating a "physically and
psychologically comfortable" pedestrian space contained in the Downtown Handbook of

Public Improvements (City of Calgary, 1982: 35) is a primary consideration.

3.3.1 Maintenance Responsibilities
According to + 15 Policy, the Development Agreement has the effect of devolving
responsibility for the maintenance of all public portions of the system to building owners
(s. 4.4). In policy, this responsibility applies to both privately h d e d and City initiated
+15 projects, and defines the nature of the maintenance required, such as cleaning,

routine maintenance and repairs. Section 42.3(5)(b)(i)(c) of the Land Use Bylow fuaher
relegates maintenance responsibilities to the building owner. This section states that,
"All indoor and outdoor public spaces, for which density has been granted, shall be . . .

maintained, including any landscaping, preserved heritage feature, artwork and special

right-of-way improvements, throughout the life of the building." This appears to give the
building owner the primary role in the day-to-day maintenance of most of the system for
things such as cleaning, cleaning repairs, as well as responsibility for the associated costs
(Lyons et. d., 1988: 275).
The climate control features of the +15 system, including Heating, Ventilation
and Air Conditioning (HVAC) are an operational and maintenance responsibility that is

not explicitly dealt with in policy. The interior sections of the buildings are serviced

through the building services; however, the bridges must also be HVAC serviced. This is

typically established through the Development Agreement, and HVAC services are the
responsibility of the adjacent building owners who received a density bonus for the
bridge.

However, as the City is the legal owner of the bridges, the City remains

responsible for major structural repairs of bridges, though the routine maintenance of
such bridges is the responsibility of the connected building owners. Additionally, when
the City constructs a bridge using the +15 fund, there is no legal obligation for the
adjacent building owners to assume responsibility for its maintenance and HVAC

services (Lyons et. al, 1988: 275). However, in the past, the City has typically built civic
funded bridges only in locations where the adjacent owners were wilting to receive the

bridge and assume maintenance and HVAC responsibilities (bid.).
Responsibility for maintenance of the system carries liability issues in the event of
personal injury or property damage that may arise through negligence in maintenance
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issues. Though the City owns the +15 bridges, and the interior spaces in private
buildings are subject to public access easement, the building owner is typically required
to indemnify the City f h r n any liability related to maintenance over the entire system.

3.3.2 +IS Securi' Responsibilities
Security is a primary element of creating a physically and psychologically
comfortable environment, which is taken seriously by private building owners and
managers. The +15 Policy (section 4.2) stipulates that the Calgary Police Service is
responsible for patrolling the public areas of the +15 system, while private owners and
managers are given the responsibility for patrolling private property abutting the +I 5
system (City of Calgary, 1984). As a public system, both the bridges and the interior
waikways subject to public access easement must legally be patrolled by civic police
forces (Griffiths and Verdun Jones, 1989: 214). Thus both the City policies and the
Development Agreements obligate the City to provide policing of the system by the
Calgary Police Service. However, a lack of resources among the Calgary Police Service
has not permitted regular patrols of the system by City police (Lyons et al., 1988: 276).

As a result, security of the public areas of the system has become the

responsibility of building owners, contrary to official +15 policy (ibid. 276). The
standard Development Agreement, though stating that police patrols will be provided by
the Calgary Police Services also makes provisions for the private security of the system
(City of Calgary, 1998~:1). The Agreement allows building owners to restrict access in

limited circumstances to ensure public safety such as when a user's conduct is disorderly,
offensive, a nuisance, or interferes with other users @id. 2). This authority has expanded
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to include regular patrols of the system and other security measures to ensure public
safety.

The building managers who are responsible for security on the +15 system were
surveyed about security practices and concerns in 1992 (City of Calgary 1992). This
research reveais the predominance of three different approaches to security. The first is
security patrols by private security personnel. In the survey, 22 of the 25 (88%) buildings
surveyed employ private security personnel to conduct routine patrols of the segments of
the system connected to their building (City of Calgary, 1992). These patrols are

conducted in a manner similar to how the Calgary Police Service would monitor the
system, albeit on a more regular basis. The second primary means of security is the use
of technological security measures. Over 76% of the buildings targeted in the survey use

Closed Circuit Television and a smaller proportion have implemented motion detectors
and/or intercoms. These measures are a unique means to patrol public space, and ate
divergent from how the system would be patrolled by the police department. (City of
Calgary, 1992).

Though the private security forces do not have the same powers of arrest as the
civic police, private security forces conduct the day-to-day security of the system.
However, in the event of criminal activity or serious disturbance, it is the responsibility of
the Calgary Police Semce to respond. Yet, the owners of quasi-public space such as the
+15 system do have certain rights to withdraw the invitation to the general public or any
particular members of the public, which would make the uninvited users trespassers and
subject to removal by security personnel (City of Calgary, 1998~:3). Legal precedents
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have established that even after inviting the public to a quasi-public space through a
public access easement agreement, the building owmr maintains an absolute right to
determine who may enter the subject property (City of Calgary, 1998c: 3). However, as
the City is the "owner" of the +15 q-stem and is a government, the Charter of Rights and

Freedoms protects the rights of users conducting legal activities so long as they are

compatible with the principal function and intended purpose of the public space.
Essentially, the impact of the Charter is that people can only be removed fiom the system
if they are creating a nuisance, trespassing, loitering, obstructing other users, or

committing any other act that is contrary to thefirnetion and intendedpurpose of the
system @id. 3-4). Essentially, security personnel can legally remove people who are
disrupting the function and efficient operation of the system.

3.3.3 Signage
Signage is also an important element of psychological comfort. For people to feel
comfortable on the system, they must be able to find their way effectively through the
system without worry of becoming lost. Throughout the early development of the

system, signage was not considered to be a pressing issue as the number of bridges in the

downtown was small (Lyons et. al, 1988: 276). But as the system continued to develop
in both size and complexity, the need for standardized signage became apparent. AAer

several years of attempting to create signage that would be appropriate for all buildings
connected to the system, a standardized signage system was introduced in 1985 (Ibid.).
By the end of 1987, a system-wide signage strategy was in place, and has remained as

such through the 1990s.

CurrentIy, the signage on the +15 system is a combination of standardized signs
and signs installed by building owners and managers.Through the Development
Agreement, building owners are required to install the standardized consisting of
overhead +I 5 logo signs located at entrance and exit
points, circular pedestal maps, and building name signs as
part of their +15 development. In recent years, the
standardized signage program has drawn criticism and
concern over its effectiveness, as have sipage policies in
other skywalk cities that have instituted system-wide

Photo I : Logo Sign

P

signage policies (Byers, 1998: 196). The entrance and exit
signs, which are located at-grade and on the +15 level, contain the +15 logo and a
directional arrow to indicate access and exit points. These signs are criticized on the
grounds that they are small in diameter and

be indescript and meaningless to those not

familiar with this graphical representation.

I
I

Photo 2: Incom~icuouAccess S i g ~Th
Avenue

The pedestal maps throughout the system display the entire system with a
highlighted ''you are here" area. To provide a point of reference beyond the system, the

I
I

maps indicate north, south, east and west, solely
through graphical representation of fish (north),
wheat (east), trains (south), and mountains (west). If
one is not familiar with the physical characteristics of
the Calgary region, the graphical representations
make it difficult to discern which direction one is
heading. The pedestal maps also have significant
graphical concerns. Since the entire system is shown
on the maps and the y o u are here" areas are
highlighted but not enlarged, they are potentially

d
Photo 3: Pedestal Map

difficuIt to read and determine how to reach a particular destination. The maps are also
physically rotated to ensure that the directional indicators are facing the proper direction,
which means that each map has a different orientation, making them even more difficult
to interpret. Additionally the maps are permanent and not easily amended, which results
in them becoming easily outdated. In some instances, new development is required to
install them even though the building in which they are installed is not shown on the map,
leading to difficulty in navigating newer sections of the system. A fiuther issue with the
map pedestals is that they are identifiable only by their design, and are not uniformly

located throughout the system and are not identified by signage. The pedestal maps have
drawn significant criticisms regarding their utility and their effectiveness in helping

people find their way through the system.

The names of the individual
buildings connected to the system are also
relayed through signage on the +15
system. The City requires a standardized
directional signage with the building
name, which is typically installed on the
ceiling at the access doors to bridges.

I

Photo 4: Required Directionul Sign

These signs are intended indicate
direction, and the building located at the other end of the bridge. These signs identie the

name of the building and the primary uses and occasionally provide direction to
amenities located within the building. They signs are primarily designed and installed by
individual building owners and managers, as part of the overall building signage strategy,
however, several have been introduced by the City of Calgary. Usually, these signs do
not contain information pertaining to other buildings or connected uses.

The Building Owners and Managers Association (E3OMA) and the Calgary
Downtown Association (CDA) have expressed growing concern over +I 5 signage and
wayfinding problems on the system. In light of these concerns, the CDA and BOMA
contracted a signage consultant to review existing signage and make recommendations
for improving the signage system in late 1998. At the time this work is being prepared,
the new signage scheme is awaiting future implementation pending approval of the City

of Calgary.

I

3.3.4 Operatiing Horvs
A primary objective of +I5 management policy is to ensure the system is easily

accessible. This objective is the rationale behind the mandatory provision of access stairs
between the two levels, but also behind the official policy regarding operating hours. The

hours of operation have been a significant operational issue since the inception of the +15
system (Cyons et. al, 1988: 275). According to the +15 Policy document:
The hours of operation of the +I 5 system shall be 24 hours a day unless
otherwise authorized by the Board of City Commissioners. Application
for reduced hours of operation may be made to the +I 5 Coordinator,
Planning & Building Department." (s. 4.3).
This statement, coupled with the terms of the standard Development Agreement, give the
City the right to keep the system open 24 hours a day, however, there is an option for
owners to lock their buildings and close parts of the system as deemed necessary (Lyons
et. al, 1 988: 275-276). Even prior to the +15 Policy, many building owners were setting
their own hours of operation and closing their portions of the system by 6:00 p.m., and
this is generally the situation today (Ibid.)

Subsequent to the + 15Policy, a new approach to operating hours was undertaken
in 1986, attempting to standardize hours of operation throughout the system. The right of
the City to keep the system open 24 hours per day remained in the policy and the

Development Agreement; however, three sets of operating hours were standardized.
Office buildings were to open the system fiom 6:00 a.m.- 6:00 p.m.; retail complexes
from 6:00 a.m. - 10:00 p.m.; and entertainmenthotel complexes between 6:00 a.m. 12:00 a.m. (Ibid. 276). A 1998 s w e y of building owners illustrates that for the most

part, these operating hours are still being adhered to (City of Calgary, 1998b:2-3).

However, there are still issues witb the operatting hours in that the staggered
closure times between various land uses creates a discontinuous system after 6:00 p.m.
The isolated segments of the system that remain open later are difficult to navigate, as
critical links to these segments are closed.

3.4

Summary: Primary Management Objectives
Although there are very few policies tbat directiy address the management of the

system, several management policy objectives are discernable. Perhaps the primary
management objective is contained in the Downtown Handbook of Public improvements
to create a system that is "physically and psychologically comfortable" to its users (City
of Calgary, 1982: 35). Creating a comfortable environment is an element of +15 security

and signage, for if people feel a h i d using the system, or are unable to find their way
effectively through the system, their level of psychological comfort will be reduced.
Further, the responsibilities for maintenance are aimed at producing a comfortable
environment.
Another general objective of system management is to ensure the system is
accessible and public. The public access easements required for +15 development
indicates the objective of creating a public pedestrian space, and the authority retained by

the city to operate the system 24 hours per day is indicative of the desire to ensure it is
accessible.

In Chapter 5, these policy objectives, and the cummt practices that implement
them will be assessed using the +15 user survey, Particularly, whether the system is

achieving these performance objectives, and the effects of management practices on how
the system is used, and who uses it will be reviewed.

Chapter Four
The Effect of Skywalk Development on the Downtown

4.1

Introduction
Although the development and management policy frameworks vary between

different skywalk cities in North America there are several general benefits and criticisms
relating to the effect of skywalk systems on the downtown that constantly emerge in the
literature (Robertson, 1988: 457). The intent of this chapter is to discuss the positive and
negative attributes skywalks may have on the downtown environment of Calgary and
other skywalk cities. Not all of the benefits and criticisms have been realized in Calgary,
and may exist only in theory, however, the discussion of the potential effects on the

downtown environment is an important element of revisiting development and
management policy directions for Calgary's +I5 system. In this regard, the positive
elements may be envisioned as the rationales which have previously been discussed as
reasons for the continued development of the system, and the negative attributes may
serve as caveats or considerations in planning the + I 5's fhture development and
management.
In order to assess what attributes of skywalk development are positive, and which
are negative, this chapter will begin with a brief discussion of what is commonly

recognized as creating a successful downtown environment. Following some of the
generalized positive contributions realized in the downtown of some skywalk cities that

emerge in the literature will be addressed. Successively, the negative attributes, or
criticisms typically found in the literature will be discussed, concluding in two of the
main concerns expressed by +15 stakeholders in Calgary. Concerns over the ability of
people to navigate the system effectively, or wayfinding, and the level of personal safety
users experience while using the system have emerged as two of the principal concerns
on the +15 system. These concerns are also expressed in other skywalk cities, and are

generalizable beyond the Calgary context eyers, 1998: 196)- The wayfinding and safety
issues are also a prominent component of the +15 user survey discussed in the next
chapter.

4.2

The Successful Downtown Environment: A Vital
Pedestrian Space
A successful downtown area, it is usually defined by urban professionals as an

environment in which the land uses are as diverse and concentrated as its social
composition. These areas bustle with people and activity of all types and afford a
multitude of unique sensory experiences. Commonly, these are referred to as areas with
"vitality". Nash and Nash assert that vital areas are those that invite socia1 interaction
among its diverse inhabitants (1 994: 167)- William H. Whyte contends that the formula

for vitality is a mix of retail and high volumes of pedestrians in an interesting space
(1988). The concept of vitality is one that is difficult to define, yet is easily recognizable.

With respect to pedestrian spaces, Gehl(1992: 3 I ) has demonstrated three levels
of activity in public space that determine their success as pedestrian environments. The
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first is the 'necessary' or 'compulsory' activities, such as walking to work, shopping, and

other purposefid activities. The second, 'optional activities', include strolling, sitting,
and other passive activities that will occur only if the environment is inviting. The third

is talking,people watching, or what he refers to as 'social activities'. According to Gehl,
"the best designed public spaces are those that successhlly encourage the most optional

and social activities". In this regard, vitality will be found in those spaces that promote
optional and social activities, and invite a myriad of people to a concentrated urban space.

4.3

Positive Effects on the Downtown
For the most part, comprehensive skywalk systems have achieved many of the

objectives they were designed to accomplish to some degree. They have created a safe,
secure, and controlled pedestrian environment where people can move throughout
interconnected parts of the downtown without being exposed to inclement weather or
pedestrian/vehicle conflict (Maitland, 1992: 165). Skywalks provide a convenient and
comfortable alternative to the sidewalk and have become host to successfbl retail and
service establishments. Bednar (1 989: 149) asserts that their continued growth and
utilization evidence the bctional and economic success of skywalks systems in
Minneapolis and other cities.
In a 199 1 survey of skywalk cities, those cities with expanding systems cite the
economic and commercial benefits to property owners through connection to the system

as the primary forces driving continued expansion (Maitland, 1992: 165). In this study,
4 1% of cities have expansion policies for the commercial advantages, 33% continue

expansion for the convenience and ease of movement associated with skywalk systems.

The development rationales of weather protection and downtown revitalization accounted
for only 1 1% and 8% of responses respectively (Ibid.). In this regard, the systems are
successful for those who pay for them, namely the private building owners, which may
have an encouraging influence on the further development of skywalk systems.
The commercial benefit to property owners is M e r evidenced by the differential
lease rates for retail and office space between the skywalk level and street-levels
consistently found in skywalk cities (Robertson, 1997: 386). For example, in
Minneapolis, buildings connected to the system earn approximately 10% more in office
lease rates than buildings not connected to the system (Bednar, 1989: 149). In addition,
the introduction of the skywalk level essentially adds a second level of retail space to the

downtown, significantly increasing the amount of retail space in each building, and the
revenue potential for commercial activity. Byers (1998: 193) adds that the second level
of most downtown buildings is not typically coveted office space, and " property owners

[are] able to entice retailers to lease space that may otherwise remain vacant".
In nearly every skywalk city, the internal retail space on the skywalk level
commands higher lease rates than the street-fionting retail space eednar, 1989: 20 1), and
in Calgary, average lease rates at the +I 5 level are nearly double. (Legge, 1999, Personal

Interview) Additionally, Robertson's survey of five American 'skyway' cities reveals
over two-thirds of respondents prefer shopping on the skyway level, as opposed to the
street-level (Robertson, 1993A: 366). In this regard, the skywalk level retail satisfies the
desires of building owners, retailers, and downtown shoppers. Building owners are able
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to increase their revenues, retailers are able to concentrate their businesses in controlled
and comfortable environments that provide the downtown shopper with the comfort and
convenience of typically associated with suburban shopping malls.

4.4

Negative Effects on the Downtown Environment
My most serious concern with the skywalk system is thut we are toying with a
second city. The skywalk system is a second city as a wuy to avoid the problems
of theJirst cily. the city that we and our predecessors made . . . We have now
raised the ante about 22-feet-six-inches, plus or minus, to another level of the
city-scape plane. We have lefi many of the problems on the ground level
unresolved and have created new ones. -Elliot Willens&, Architect (1985: 14)

Skywalk systems have effectively become a second city in the urban cores that
have adopted them. They are now carrying out many of the retail and social functions

traditionally associated with the downtown, but one level above the street (Maitland,
1992: 166). However, the success of these systems has drawn significant criticism, not in

that they fail to work, but that they work too well, forever altering the appearance of
downtown, and where and how people interact (Whyte, 1988: 199). If left to unbridled
expansion, Bednar (1 989: 158) cautions that too much success for skywalks will harm the
social and economic vitality of the entire downtown.
Kent Robertson (1988: 457) asserts that in the past, cities have adopted skywalks
"as a panacea for solving downtown mobility and development problems without first

assessing their negative and positive attributes, and more importantly, evaluating their
long term impact on the downtown environment." (Emphasis added). Indeed, it has been

argued that city planners, who find themselves as uncertain hosts to skywalk systems,

often meet them with ambivalence and do not envision their emergence within the

context of the entire downtown (Byem, 1998: 190). Now that the larger systems have
been maturing and expanding for over thirty years, it is possible to assess some of the
effects these systems have, or are believed to have had, on the downtown environment.
The intent of this section is to discuss several of the interrelated long-term
physical, social and economic impacts on the entire downtown that critics argue result

from skywalk development. It must be noted however, that many of the criticism that are
generally made of skywalk systems are based on theory, intuition, or means other than
quantitative - or even qualitative - research. Despite this, the criticisms are generally
plausible, and warrant consideration in any review of a skywalk system, and particularly
a review of skywalk policy. Essentially, the major criticisms of skywalk systems fall into
one of the following three classifications:
1. That skywalks have a detrimental impact on the visual quality of the

downtown;
2. that skywalk systems represent a privatization of downtown space and
do not serve ail uses or all people in the downtown equally; and
3. that enclosed pedestrian systems tend to drain the downtown of vitality
as pedestrians have been relocated fiom the grade-level. (Robertson,
1988: 457)

These three primary criticisms and their component parts may have significant
social and economic effects on the downtown environment, which are deserving of policy
consideration if not response. It is very difficult to measure whether these effects on the
downtown have been realized, and if so to what degree they have actually effected the
downtown in Calgary or any other skywalk city. Yet, caveats can be drawn, both

theorized and real, for futute +I 5 development and management policy for as addressed
in subsequent chapters.

4.5

The Skywalk Aesthetic
The introduction of skywalk bridges dramatically, and permanently, alters the

physical environment of the downtown in which they are developed (Robertson 1987b:
43). Introducing glass and steel spans across public roadways and sidewalks provides

efficient travel routes, but with significant aesthetic alterations to the downtown
landscape. Urban designers and architects have debated the positives and negatives of
the physical appearance of bridges, the impact on views into and out of the downtown, as
well as the street-level aesthetic o f the downtown in cities with skywalk systems.

Though sh-ywalk bridges may provide a unique vantage-point in the downtown,
have the ability to fiame a variety of downtown urban spaces, and may lower the

apparent scale of large downtown office towers, most of the literature pertaining to the
skywalk aesthetic is negative (Robertson, 1993a: 367). Typically the aesthetic
contribution of bridges to the downtown has been harshly criticized, as far as being
termed "architectural violence" (Maitland, 1992: 163).

Downtown areas are usually architecturally diverse, reflecting the variant styles
and materials of generations of building development and redevelopment. This creates

an inherent problem in linking different buildings - and particularly historically
significant buildings - with architecturally appropriate skywalk bridges. The result is

often that bridges look like awkward appendages to the
buildings rather than an integrated component of building
design, as glass and steel spans typically do not mesh with
the stone and brick materials typifying historic buildings
Pednar, 1989: 177). Though largely inevitable, the lack of

harmonious design detracts &om the visual quality of the
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downtown according to most critics (Robertson, 1987a: 44)Regardless of whether there is a standardized and uniform bridge design such as
in St. Paul, or whether each bridge has its own design as in Calgary, aesthetic criticisms
abound. This may reflect of individual preferences of architectural style than, but is more

likely reflective of the general disdain among the design culture with constructing steel

Photos 6, 7 & 8: Variety of Bridge Styles, Downtown Calgary
and glass structures across public roadways and sidewalks. Critics argue that these

bridges block vistas of important landmarks in the downtown and beyond, as well create
the appearance of one large mass of building, rather than distinctly different buildings

(Robertson, 1987a: 46).

I

level pedestrian spaces has the effect of

I

Photo 8: Uninteresting Streetscope
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turning attention tiom the design and
construction of aesthetically pleasing - and hctional - street-level pedestrian space
(Tbid.). Developers that opt to build enclosed pedestrian areas in return for density
bonuses are often more likely to invest in the second-level development, rather than
pedestrian improvements at-grade in the absence of regulation or density bonus

provisions. W. H. Whyte attests this inevitably results in long expanses of blank walls
and a generally undesirable, unappealing streetscape, with the sidewalk becoming

nothing more than a utilitarian pathway devoid of the retail stores and pedestrian
amenities found on the second level (1988: 224). He proclaims the sidewalk has become
so dull "that to walk at the street-level is to do penance for not using the upper level."
(1 988: 224)

This disregard for street-level design may be more than a simple oversight or cost

saving measure on the part of developers. Since privately developed skywalks, retail
stores, and other internal pedestrian amenities represent a large capital investment, with
risk, on the part of developers, pedestrians must be drawn from the street-level to the

skywalk to produce a return on investment (Whyte, 1988: 2 13). If the street-level

pedestrian environment is not comfortable, or is devoid of amenity, people will be drawn
to the internalized skywalk level retail and services, increasing the profitability and
feasibility of skywalks. In this regard, it may be in the developers best interest to develop
long expanses of blank wall and narrow, uncomfortable sidewalks.

However, the problems associated with deteriorating street-level pedestrian space
have also plagued publicly b d e d systems such as the one in St. Paul. In this instance,
the development of the skywalk system required a large-scale capital investment on the
part of the City, placing the skywalk- and street-level in competition for limited public

funds. Bednar argues that the result was a significant deterioration in the street-level
aesthetic through skywalk development (1 989: 158).
This criticism has a social component as well as the aesthetic issues. As
discussed in Chapter 2, one of the main criticisms found throughout the historical
evolution of +15 policy is that the street-level was deteriorating, both aesthetically and
socially with the introduction of the system. If the development of a skywalk system has
created an uncomfortable streetscape for pedestrians, more move indoors to the skywalk
level becomes more attractive, which could have potentially negative physical, social,
and economic effects on the street-level.

4.6

Skywalks: The Privatization of Public Space
Since the 1970's there has been significant debate concerning the changing nature

of public space in North America's Central Business Districts (Relph, 1987: 185). The

downtown has traditionally been a place that welcomes all kinds of people fiom the
surrounding region and tolerates a wide range of behaviours on its streets (Whyte, 1988:
208). Jacquelin Robertson (1985: 6) contends that a city depends on its openness
tolerance, and pluralism for its overall health and to define itself as a unique place.
However, over the last several decades the nature of downtown development has
changed, altering the social nature of public space. Large-scale, privately funded and
managed office towers and shopping malls have proliferated the downtown landscape,
turning downtown public life inwards to these private buildings (Boddy, 1992: 125).
Mozingo (1984: 43) asserts that what is emerging in the public landscape is, "at best a
redefinition of what constitutes public space, at worst an abandonment of the notion of
public space altogether." Skywalk systems represent an extension of this internalization
of downtown space; a trend that critics argue has effectively created a new realm of
'quasi-public' space in the second city (Whyte, 1988: 224), or even "fiefdoms" according
to some critics (Byers, 1998: 195).

The private management of public space does not serve all people equally in the

downtown, and this may be a source of socioeconomic segregation in the downtown of
North American skywalk cities (Byers, 1998: 1 88). Through the internalization of retail
stores and pedestrian environments, the economically successfhl suburban shopping mall
model has been replicated, by providing people with comfortable, safe, and secure areas
in the downtown (Whyte, 1988: 208). W. H. Whyte (1988: 208) relays the views of one
downtown developer who believes: "The hard fact is we're not going to lure the middleclass shopper back to the city unless we promise them security fkom the city." Like

suburban malls, skywalks have turned their back on the street, providing security by
screening out people who may be perceived as different and potentially threatening by
middle-class shoppers (Crawford, 1992: 21). Many of the people and behaviours that are
traditionally tolerated, if not promoted, in the downtown are viewed as problematic and
potential hindrances to profitable retail and thus are strictly regulated on skywalks.
Robertson (1988: 483) attests that, 'as a space becomes more private, either perceived or
real, it becomes more restricted and the individual is able to exert less control over hisher
actions, environment and behavior."

The private management of skywalks affords

building management the ability to regulate these behaviours and expel those who do not
conform to the profit-motivated rules and regulations established by building owners and
managers (Byers, 1998: 189). The results realized in several American cities is a socioeconomically segregated downtown environment with the middle-and upper-class inside
the quasi-public spaces, and the rest on the street-Ievel.

4.6.1 Social Segregation:

me Effect of the Skywalk System

Proponents of skywalk systems, and the developers who fund them, propose that
these systems represent a provision of public space and pedestrian amenity that is beyond
the financial means of public development in most cities. They rightly contend that

public-private partnerships are necessary to provide quality public space in times of
Municipal financial constraint. Critics do not discount this modem reality, however, they
question the notion that these spaces are truly public (Byers, 1998: 190). For example,
W. H. Whyte (1988: 208) concedes that these systems are public, but he questions who is

privileged to access these spaces, asserting that they are "public, but not too public."

The most voiced concern the I985 "Skyways, Streets, and Tunnels" symposium
was that: "Skywalks represent an anti-urbanistic, anti-democratic privatization of the
street, the one remaining realm in an American city which has the potential to be truly
heterogeneous." (Bednar, 1989: 160) This criticism is based on the emerging reality that
skywalk systems have become domain of the downtown employee. User profiles in most
North American cities have revealed a predominance of office workers on the skywalk

level, prompting Robertson's assertion that skywalks create a dual level society
segregated on the basis of economic class (1 988: 464). In a study conducted in five
skywalk cities in the United States, Robertson found that on average, 78.5% of people on
these skywalks were downtown workers, and 76.9% were white collar workers as
opposed to blue collar workers (Ibid. 463). In a 1988 survey of +15 users, over 78% of
respondents were downtown workers, or were downtown for a business meeting (City of
Calgary, 1988: 9). It has become apparent i n many cities that the skywalk level is not a

microcosm of the social diversity found in the first city, but is rather a city designed and
managed to accommodate middle-class office workers (Byers, 1998: 200).
This apparent segregation is likely not a conscious attempt to divide the
downtown on the basis of class, rather it is a consequence of development patterns,
physical design and private management practices (Byers, 1998: 195). The ad hoc and
private nature of skywalk development has resulted in the uneven development of
skywalks in relation to the diversity of land uses and people that typifL the downtown of
most cities (Robertson, 1985: 437). As Byers (1998: 199) attests, "consistent field
observation reveals that the socio-temporal patterns of activity in the grade-separated city

are closely tied to the coafiguration of what is and what is not c o ~ e c t e dto skyway

[systems]." Office buildings and retail malls have been the predominant uses connected
by private, profit driven skywalk development in most privately funded skywalk systems
@id.). Rarely are public buildings connected. The result is that skywalk systems are
often oriented to providing destination-directed pedestrian travel routes and retail services
to the tenants of private office towers and shoppers, making it less convenient or

appealing for other downtown users, Nash and Nash (1 994: 1 7 1) assert that the design of
skywalks conveys a clear message: "move through with great purpose and appropriate
pace." This becomes self-fulfilling in many regards, as second city retailers narrow their
target demographic to the daily routines and needs office workers, alienating other
downtown users (Byes, 1998: 194). Byers argues that this orientation "enhances the
homogenization of the consumer profile . . .while exacerbating polarity in the overall
social geography of the downtown as a whole." (1 998: 194)
The development and design of skywalk

systems may also contribute to the social
segregation of the downtown on a perceptual
level. As skywalks are typically developed

through the interior of private buildings, and often

have entrances through the lobbies of these
buildings, they are easily perceived as private
temtory (Bednar, 1989: 177). Brown and Altman (1 991:61) assert that territoriality is

subtly expressed in public space through architecture, signs and other boundary marking
features, and these may regulate access by creating the perception that the space is less
than public. In the case of slyiualk systems, these territorial markers may make some

people feel unwelcome on the skywalk level because they are treading on perceived
private space. Robertson, (1993a: 368) notes that the people most likely to feel
unwelcome in quasi-public skywalks are those who do not fit the typical office worker
profile. Byers argues that the boundaries between public and private have been blurred in
skywalk cities resulting in a greater potential for confbsion and conflict between public

and private space (1 998: 194).

4.6.2 The Social Consequences of Segregation
Aside fiom the obvious detriment suffaed by non-office workers in the
downtown through their alienation fiom the second city, skywalks have larger social
consequences. The typical users of skywalk systems - middle class office workers - can
lead their daily routines without ever going outside and interacting with the diverse
people that occupy downtown environments. As Robertson (1 995: 437) asserts,
skywalks separate people not only by socioeconomic class, but by spheres of activity as
well. This encourages social homogeneity on the skywalk system which diminishes the
opportunity for socially enriching encounters with the people, sights, sounds and smells
of the downtown environment (Bednar, 1989: 47). According to Jacqueline Robertson
(1 985: 7): "The moment that we abandon the street for an enclosed, controlled, second

level, we have M e r e d that privatization and have removed the citizen further from the
city." This includes the important social function of chance encounters with the variety of

people that occupy downtown space, which is a key component of a diverse and vital
downtown environment (Maitland, 1992: 167). However, perhaps the most substantial
implication of the second city is the deadening effect it has on street-level vitality in the
downtown.

4.7

Skywalks and Downtown Vitality

4.7.2 Skywalks:

me Demise of

Downtown fitafity?

The most prevalent, and perhaps most damning yet least substantiated, critiques
of skywalk systems are that they have removed street-level vitality and internalized it,
beyond the view of those on the street-level. The effects on downtown vitality are both
real and perceived. They are real in that the downtown worker population has largely
been taken off the street, and perceived in that it creates the appearance of a dull
downtown. As W. H.Whyte asserts, the prime ingredients to street-level vitality are and
mix of people and retail (1988: 202). He contends that:

When you take a street away fiom street-level you take away what makes
i t work. Remove the intricate mixture of people, the pedestrian bustle, the
shops, and the t d l i c , and whar you are left with is a corridor. It can be a
very bleak one too" (kid.).
When people and retail are relocated to the second city level, the street life outside the

system changes both in quantity and quality.
The convenience and comfort provided by skywalk systems have led to their
success as an alternative pedestrian environment in many North American cities. The
development of skywalks has made it possible to spend days and weeks in the downtown
without having to venture onto the street-level. Skywalk users can move from their car or
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transit to their office, the shopping areas and back home again without going outside.
The effect of this movement pattern on street-level vitality is potentially devastating to
the downtown. As Bednar (1989: 46) attests: "Even if buildings and skywalks pulsate
with people, the lack of human traffic on the street-level creates the impression of an

inactive, barren city centre .. . Streetscapes without humans, no matter how well
designed are vastly incomplete."

Quantitatively measuring the effects of skywalk systems on pedestrian volumes at
the grade-level is a very difficult, time-consuming, and expensive task, and has not

received much attention in the past. However, early studies conducted in Minneapolis
showed a reduction of grade-level pedestrian volumes of around 60% at intersections
where the skywalk was an alternative (In. Transport Canada, 1978: 144). It is estimated
that skywalk volumes exceed at-grade pedestrian volumes nine months of the year in
Minneapolis (bid.). Bednar (1 989: 15 7) finds that in St. Paul, there are twice as many
trips on the skywalk compared to the street over the course of the average year. Despite
the lack of quantitative data, the anecdotal evidence is rampant. Dillon argues that the

introduction of slqwalks "killed" the street in Dallas, St. Paul, and other cities (1985: 25).
Another measure of the effect on vitality is the impacts on street-level retail after

the introduction of skywalk systems. Since retailers on the street-level are dependent on
pedestrian traffic, the retailing trends in skywalk cities are indicative of the overall impact

skywalks have on the vitality of the downtown. In nearly every city, including Calgary,
the introduction of skywalk systems brought hdarnental shifts in downtown retailing.
In most cities, it has been found that as second city retail emerged, street-level retail
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declined because retailers could not compete with the comfort and convenience provided
at the skywalk level (Robertson, 1993a: 364).

In Montreal, the introduction of the
underground concourse brought a decline in
street-level retail during a time of overall
retail growth in the downtown (Pressman,
1995: 145). Over 75% of retail stores in
downtown St. Pad are located at the skywalk

I

Photo 10: + 25 Level Retail, Calgary

level, where lease rates are 20% higher than on the street (Robertson, 1993a: 366). The
result of these conditions is that street retailers are forced to relocate on the skywalk level
or face financial hardship. W. H. Whyte surmises that the typical downtown can support
only so much retail, when another level is added in the second city, "something has to
give", and critics argue it is most often the street-level (1988: 199).

The relocation of people and retail to the second city level becomes a selffilfilling cycle, what W. H. Whyte refers to as a variation of Greshams Law: When the
streetscape is allowed to deteriorate, the off-street systems become more attractive. As

people move to the second level, street-level retail is thrown into decline, leaving the
street-level with high vacancy rates and low rent as the potential market evaporates. This
frequently results in street retail that accommodates people other than the office worker
in discount stores and other eclectic retail outlets (Robertson, 1988 : 478). Consequently,
the retail establishments on the street do not meet the retail and service needs of the
office-workers on the skywalk, compelling skywalk users to remain at the second-city
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level for their retailing, thereby a r n p l i w g the appearance of a lifeless downtown and
perpetuating the decline of street-level retail.
A similar process occurs on the fiinges of the skywalk system in buildings not

linked to the skywalk system. However, these buildings not only suffer dire
consequences for street-level retail, but also for the marketability of office space and
other uses (Robertson, 1988: 478). Bednar has found that fiinge buildings not connected
to the system typically earn about 10% less rental income compared to connected
buildings (Bednar, 1989: 146). However, the differential has been much higher in some

cities, like St. Paul where rental rates are 4.5 times higher for connected buildings
(Robertson, 1988: 478).

This indicates that there is little benefit for downtown buildings and nearby streetIevel retail areas not connected to the system fiom the development of skywalk systems.

Though the original development rationales proclaimed that drawing pedestrians to the

Central Business District would have a spillover effect and increase the overall economy
of the downtown, and particularly fledgling street-level retail, such effects have not been

realized. Lorch and Smith (1993: 75) studied the effects of downtown shopping malls on
downtown retail patterns and found that interior pedestrian spaces tend to have a f o r ~ e s s
ef/ecf,meaning that once people are in the interior space they do not tend to venture
outside of the system. They also identified a distance decoy eflect, a finding that only the

retail establishments across the street or very closely situated to the interior system

experience the limited spillover that may occur (75). Within a block or two of the
interior system, the spillover effect decreases concentrically. These findings have

prompted Robertson (1 993A: 366-367)to question whether r h e economic development
attributed to skywalks truly growth, or is it redistribution at the expense of street-level
activities?"

4.8

User Comfort: Management and Operational Concerns
on Calgary's +I5 System and other Skywalk Systems
Though the above criticisms and concerns may or may not be directly relevant to

the Calgary +15 experience, two of the general criticisms that have been levied against
skywaik systems have received considerable attention in Calgary. The ability of +1 5
users to find their way effectively, and their perceptions about their personal safety while
using the system have emerged as the two primary management concerns on the +15
system, as with other systems. Since a primary intention of building owners and
managers is to promote retail and other commercial uses on the +15 level, providing a
pedestrian environment which is comfortable and efficient to its users has become of
paramount importance. The objectives and rationales behind developing the +15 system
would surely be defeated if people did not feel comfortable using the system.
Wayfinding and personal safety are intrinsically related to levels of comfort users
feel. Not only must people actually be able to safely find their way, they mustfeel that
they are able to find their way, and mustfeel safe while using the system. If one

perceives disorientation, or threats to personal safety, comfort levels wi 1l decrease, and
people may be disinclined fiom using the system. With respect to wayfinding, Kevin

Lynch (1 960: 4) asserts that "let the mishap of disorientation once occur and the sense of

anxiety and even terror that accompanies it reveals to us how closely it is linked to our
sense of balance and well being." (4). Even momentary disorientation can be the source
of fhtration and anxiety in a downtown environment as these environments are stressfid
enough without having to put up with getting lost (Arthur and Passini, 1992: 7).
Similarly, the fear of criminal victimization or harassment is a common source of anxiety

in the downtown, even in cities such as Calgary that have a relatively low incidence of
criminal victimization (The Calgary Downtown Business Revitalization Zone
Association, 1992: 2 1). In this section, the theoretical basis for wayfinding and safety
concerns on the +15 and other skywalks will be discussed, while the +15 user survey in
the next chapter will address wayfinding and safety issues tiom the user's perspective.

4.8. I

Wayfiding Concerns on Skywalk Sysiems
It is argued that wayfinding concerns, which is typically a serious issue in the

downtown, is escalated and other skywalk systems because of their design and patterns of

use. Most skywalk systems have been criticized for their convoluted design, as skywalk

Minneapolis where skywalk links are
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retrofitted into existing buildings (bid.).
Though Calgary's +I 5 system has primarily developed congruently with new building
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development, the configuration of downtown buildings has resulted in convoluted system
with a myriad of directional changes (Robertson, 1987b: 2 13). This has led to significant

concern in Calgary about the ability of +I 5 users to find their way effectively while using
the system.

Contributing to the wayfinding concern is the reality that many of the features of
the downtown that would normally assist orientation in downtown are not visible fiom
the skywalk level (Robertson, 1993a: 367). Beginning with the works of Kevin Lynch,
the importance of landmarks, paths, and other orienting features of the downtown for

wayfinding in the built environment have been acknowledged (Arthur and Passini, 1992:
24). It is argued that these physical features organize the built environment and provide

environmental information that assists in route choice and wayfinding decisions (Lynch,
1960: 4). However, the internalizing effect of most skywalk systems does not permit the

same visual relationship with these external wayfinding features (Podolske and Heglund,
1976: f 1). This is particularly problematic when the skywalk has poor visual orientation

to the street, such as those that pass through the interior of buildings (Robertson, 1988:
467). When coupled with the convoluted design of most system walkways, this poor

visual relationship with the rest of the city may increase the potential for disorientation to
occur.

5.8.1.1

Wayfinding Practices on tbe +IS System
In the absence of larger orienting features of the downtown, most skywalk

systems rely on signage and maps as the primary wayfinding tools (Byers, 1998: 196).
Signage varies greatly between skywalk cities in both quantity and quality (Robertson,
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1988: 467). Many systems, like Calgary's +IS, have adopted system-wide signage

strategies to provide uniform and consistent signs and maps, while others have divulged
responsibility for signage entirely to the individual building owners and managers (467).
However, the effectiveness of signage as the primary means of providing
wayfinding information has been called into question in the context of skywalks in many
cities. Robertson found in his study of five North American skywalk systems that there is
little relationship between ease of wayfinding and the quality and quantity of signage
(Robertson, 1988: 467). For example, in Des Moines there is relatively good signage
compared to Minneapolis, however, survey research reveals no difference in the
proportion of respondents reporting wayfinding concerns between these two cities (467).
Byers (1998: 196) finds that maps and directional signage in many skywalk systems have

not always been effective in preventing wayfinding difficulties because of the lack of
large-scale reference points visible outside the skywalk system. More generally, AbuGhazzeh (1996: 3 12) asserts that "it is questionable whether any signage system is
capable of overcoming the difficulties imposed by a low degree of differentiation, poor
visual access, and complex spatial layout." These environmental deficiencies are typical
of most skywalk systems, and are at the root of wayfinding concerns on skywalk systems.

4.8.2 Perceived Personal Safety on Skywalk Systems
5.8.2.1

Safety Coacerns on Skywalk Systems
Similar to how skywalks exacerbate wayfinding concerns in the downtown, it can

also be argued that perceptions of safety may be amplified on the skywalk level
(Morphew, 1984: 26). Particularly during the evening and on weekends, many segments

of the +I 5 system and other skywalk systems are not heavily traveled, which may lead to
feelings of isolation fiom the rest of the city. Jane Jacobs (1 961) first professed the idea
of "eyes on the street" and the importance of informal surveillance in creating safer
environments and perceptions of personal safety. Perceived
isolation tends to produce feelings of vulnerability and
elevated perceptions of danger, which may increase concern
for personal safety (Hunter and Baumer, 1982: 123). During
the average workday peak hours, the skywalk level is
teeming with people and in this regard the +1 5 system and
other skywalks are "self-policing" (Podolske and Heglund,
1976: 12). However, during off peak hours, when sections

of the system are largely devoid of people, the isolation and
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enclosure may make people concerned over their personal safety (Robertson, 1988: 469).

Perceptions of safety may also be effected during off-peak hours because of the
presence of other people who may elicit a fear response fiom system users. Merry (198 1:
160) contends that people who are loitering or are using a space inappropriately may

cause the people around them to feel threatened. Offen these fears are partly based on
stereotypes that ascribe undesirable behaviours to people of different ages and cultures
(Warr, 1990 : 904). During peak hours, slcywalks are fairly homogeneous in their social

composition according to most skywalk research. Covington and Taylor (199 1: 233)
argue that this homogeneity makes people feel comfortable and safe. However, during

non-peak hours, skywalk systems may attract a variety of people, some of whom may be

perceived as threatening or dangerous, thereby eliciting concern over personal safety
fiom some users. As Sacco (1 985: 280) asserts: "The subcultural heterogeneity and
vitality of urban centres leads to encounters between people who not only are personally
strangers but are also culturally strange, perhaps even threatening to one another."

The physical design of the system may also contribute to perceptions of safety.
The Prospect-Refirge-Escape theory asserts that perceptions of safety are influenced by
the interaction between people and their immediate built environment (Appleton, 1975).
Prospect refers to the sight-lines an individual has in the immediate environment while
refirge areas are those which are shielded fiom view, or represent an area where a

potential threat to personal safety may lurk (Nasar and Fisher, 1992: 50). There is an
inverse relationship between prospect and reficge in that the higher the prospect, the
lower the re_lfirgeand the environment will feel safer. Conversely, when refirge areas
exist, the individual's prospect will be reduced, and danger may be perceived. The final
element of the theory, escape, refers to the perceived ability to quickly exit the immediate
environment if required. The physical design of the +15 system, and most other

skywalks, is such that there are an abundance of long comdors, blind comers, solid doors
and other design elements that decrease prospect and limit the perceived opportunity for
escape (Robertson, 1988: 469). Theoretically then, skywalk systems are the type of

downtown environment that may tend to elicit concern for personal safety, and this
tendency will be greater during non-business hours.

5.8.2.2

+15 Safety: Sceurity Issues

Safety issues have been at the forefront of the concerns expressed by BOMA and
the CDA. A Downtown +IS System Safety Committee has been struck to bring together
building owners and managers, the City of Calgary, the Calgary Police Service and the
CDA to address safety concerns on the +15 system. Additionally, survey research of

building security managers conducted in 1992 and 1998 have attempted to fiuther the
understanding of the nature of security and safety concerns on the +I 5 system, and assist
in ensuring safety for +I 5 users.

The results of the two security surveys are similar in terms of the safety and
security issues identified by those responsible for security on system. Loitering,

panhandling and other petty nuisance behaviours were the most prominent responses in
both suweys. Though actual victimization on the +I 5 appears to be a rare occurrence,

the nuisance behaviours identified may influence how safe people feel while using the

+15 system. It is argued that the physical environment emits cues as to the level of
danger associated with particular areas (LaGrange et al., 1992: 3 1 1). The presence of
nuisance behaviours and physical incivilities have been identified as contributon to the
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perception that the area is dangerous, even though these factors are not themselves
immediately threatening (Garofafo and Laub, 1978: 245). Warr (1 990: 892) asserts that
these cues may be interpreted by people that the area is in a state of disorganization and
potentially threatening. In this regard, the problems currently experienced on the +15
system as reported by building managers may have the effect of making people feel

uncomfortable or concerned for their personal safety.

4.9

Summary
The review of other skywalk cities and their experiences with skywalk

development indicate that for the most part these systems have been successfbl in
creating a pedestrian environment that provides weather protection and separation from
vehicles. These successes are evidenced in the continued expansion of these systems as
well as the success of retailing on the skywalk level. Several critics assert that skywalks
have fueled downtown development, making it more attractive to developers because of
the increased revenues they can realize if connected.
However, these successes have not come without costs on the rest of the
downtown for the rest of the downtown. Critics caution that unbridled skywalk
expansion may have detrimental effects on the downtown environment. The following
issues of concern should serve as caveats for skywalk development:
1. Skywalks can negatively affect the aesthetic and comfort on the street by
creating blank walls, uninteresting streetscapes, and a generally sterile
pedestrian environment on the street level;

2. Skywalks represent the privatization of public space, and the interior nature of
these systems segregate the downtown on the basis of socio-economic class,
diminishing the opportunity for socially enriching chance encounters;
3. Successfbl skywalk systems can drain street-level vitality, creating the
appearance of a dull downtown and negatively affecting street-level retail.
4. The physical design of skywalks is such that they may be difficult for people

to navigate, and may have sections that make people afraid for their personal
safety.
These issues are important considerations in assessing the performance of the + l 5
system, to determine if any of these issues experienced in other cities have emerged in

Calgary with expanded +I 5 development. This will be the subject of the next Chapter.

Chapter Five
+15 Policy Review: User Survey Results

5.1

Introduction
In the first three chapters, +I5 development and management policy, as well as

the positive and negative effects of skywalk development on the downtown experienced

in other cities was reviewed. The intended objectives of the +I5 system, both past and
present, were discussed regarding the role the system is intended to assume in the
downtown, and how it is intended to f'unction. Further, the analysis in Chapter 4

highlights several of the costs and benefits of skywalk systems, indicating the intended
role of skywalks and identifLing several caveats regarding the potential negative impacts
on the rest of the downtown of skywalk development. Through this review, criteria have

been deduced which can be used to assess the present situation concerning the role and

function of the +1 5 system in Calgary.
This assessment will use data gathered from the +I 5 user survey as well as
empirical analysis of the form the system has assumed through its organic development.

The purpose of this chapter is to assess the extent to which the +15 system is presently

achieving its development and management objectives as expressed through +I 5 policy
in a general sense. The analysis will also assess whether the system is experiencing
several of the negative effects on the downtown as experienced in other cities. The

purpose is to identify areas where the system appears to be achieving its objectives, but
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more importantly to identi@ areas where the system may not be functioning as intended
in policy. These issues and problems identified are the subject of the recommendations
in the succeeding chapter, but are also considered areas deserving of funw research.
The criteria discerned from earlier chapters can be classified into four overlapping
and related general system objectives:

1. To develop a public and accessible system serves everyone in the
downtown;
2. To create a convenient and distinctly pedestrian second level of
pedestrian space in the downtown that protects pedestrians fiom
weather and pedestrian vehicle conflict;
3. To connect all major downtown uses and attractions with a contiguous
system of pathways and bridges;
4. To provide a system that is psychologically comfortable to its users.

For the analysis, questions are posed relating to the specific objectives of the system as
discerned through the review of +15 development and management policy?the responses
to which will be indicative of the relative success of the system in achieving its primary
objectives. These questions are the criteria for determining the relative success or
deficiencies of the system in achieving its objectives.

Much of the data used to assess the system, and its progress towards achieving its
objectives was gained through the +15 user survey conducted in July 1998 as described in
Chapter 1. However, the intent of the survey was to explore how the +I5 system is used
and perceived by those who use it. Consequently, a strict quantitative measurement of

the system's success, or lack thereof is precluded, an acknowledged limitation of the
survey. Yet, the results to the survey are indicative of areas of potential concern

regarding +15 development and management policy, concerns which will be addressed in
the succeeding chapter. Further, not all of the survey data gathered was relevant to this

analysis. Complete summaries of the survey are contained in Appendix B.

5.2

Objective 1: An Accessible System
In Chapter 4, the tendency for skywalk systems to segregation the downtown on

the basis of class emerges as a primary criticism of skywalks, and a caveat for Calgary's

+15 system.

In the preceding Chapters, it was argued that access to skywalk systems has

both physical and perceptual components which may affect the ability of everyone to
access the system equally. By virtue of the public access easements provided for in
policy, creating a publicly accessible system emerges as a primary objective for
Calgary's +15 system. This discussion also identified that management and development

policy may restrict access to some user groups through system configuration, interior
access points, hours of operation and security practices that mark the system as less than
public territory. Consequently, the follow questions are raised:
1. Does the system appear to be used differently by different socioeconomic socio-economic classes?

2. Do management policies and practices affect perceptual access to the
system?

5-2.2 +I 5 User Profiles: Socio-economic Segregation
An important objective of the +I 5 user survey was to determine the profile, if any,

of those using the system, and to determine whether there is a prominent, discernible user
group. An indication of who uses the system is an important precursor to understanding

why and how people use the +I 5 system and their perceptions of the system as well as its
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role and performance in the downtown. Of particular interest is an analysis of the
demographic characteristics of users including gender and age, as well as where they live
and work. What emerges fiom the findings is a clear indication that the downtown's
diverse population does not use the system equally. it appears that the system is
separating the middle and upper classes on the +15 system while other socio-economic
groups are left on the street level.

5.2.1.1

Demographic Profile
Of the 181 respondents interviewed,

56% are male, and 43% are female. Thus, the

gender split is not skewed in either direction,
with no predominance of gender among users

of the +15 system. As evident fiom Figure
5. I ,the majority of respondents (82%) are

Figure 5.1: Age Breakdown (1V= 181)

between the ages of 18 to 59 years. Fewer than
2% of respondents are under the age of 18, and

only 6% of respondents are over 60.

5.2.1.2

Residence Location

A prominent characteristic of survey
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Figure 5.2: Residence Location
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Calgary City limits to those who live outside of city limits. Of those who do not live in
Calgary, the vast majority live within a one-hour commute to downtown. Only 2% of
respondents could be classified as visitors to Calgary (See Appendix B: B-22).
Although most respondents live in Calgary, only 15% of respondents live in the
downtown. This is a small proportion of +15 users, but is significant given that only
1-6% of Calgary's overall population currently 1ive in the downtown (City of Calgary,
1998a: 19). Equally significant is the finding that the majority of +I 5 users are suburban

residents. Additionally, most of the respondents who live in Calgary have been residents
for a considerable period, as over 60Y0of respondents had lived or worked in Calgary for
more than I0 years.

5.2.1.3

Employment Location
One of the more significant findings in

the survey is that the most respondents (85%)

currently work in the downtown, or had
formerly worked in the downtown (6%). In
total 92% of respondents currently work or had

previously worked in the downtown, compared
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Have Never Worked
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Figure 5.3 Employment Location

to 8% who report never having worked in the downtown (See Figure 5.3).

Even the majority of respondents who live outside Calgary work or have
previously worked in the downtown. Only four of the 21 respondents (19%) who live
outside Calgary report never having worked downtown (Table 5.1).
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Table 5.1:Cross-Tabulation of Residence and Workplace
-

-

---

--

Do Not

Have

Work

Totals

Downtown

Worked
Downtown

N=181

Work
Downtown

Live in

76.24%

7.73%

4.42%

88.40%

Calgary

n=138
7.73%
n=14

n=14
2.21%
n=4

n=8
1.66%
n=3

n=160

Do Not Live
in Calgary

5.2.1.4

--

11.60%

n=21

Social Segregation on the +15 System

It is apparent fiom the analysis of who uses the system that it is largely middle-

class suburban or downtown residents who work or have previously worked in the
downtown. Simple passive observation would reveal that there are other socio-economic
groups in the downtown that are not represented in the survey population.
However, one limitation is that only people using the +15 system were
represented in the survey population. Although there may be a variety of reasons why
some individuals and some socioeconomic groups do not use the system, these reasons
cannot be accounted for in this study and should be considered in firture research.
Nevertheless, the preceding Chapters outlined how development and management
practices can inadvertently effect social segregation through physical and perceptual
means. These practices warrant attention in the Calgary context to determine whether or
not these could be potential sources of social segregation on the system.

5.2.1.5

Social Segregation and Restricted Acc-s

Since most +15 development in the last several decades has been in conjunction
with the development of large office towers, the system has been designed primarily to

accommodate office workers and their daily needs. The profile of +1 5 users confinns
these findings, and the land uses connected to the system will be detailed fkther in
section 5.3. But it appears that the types of uses connected to the system may not be the
types that draw diverse users. The uses comected to the system may not be the types o f
uses that people other than office workers fiequent, the pathways may not effectively

serve people other than office workers. Additionally, the retail and service uses may not
attract people other than office workers. This development framework which establishes

+ I 5 links through private office buildings also makes the system appear to be privately
owned and private space. Effectively, the private development of the + I 5 system may
have created a socially homogeneous environment that may promote, whether

intentionally or not, social segregation on the basis of class.
Although the development policy and development patterns may have a role in
producing segregation on the basis of class, these effects do not actively regulate who
uses the system. Though some may not feel entirely welcome, and though the system
may not connect uses that serve everyone equally, it is perhaps +15 management policy
that has the most overt role in creating a homogenous pedestrian environment. Through
attempts to create a physically and psychologically comfortable system, building
management practices may have the effect of restricting access to certain classes of
people through operating hours and security practices.

Creating a psychologically comfortable environment may lead to security
practices that control access to those who may make their building residents - typically
the ofice-worker clientele - feel threatened or unsafe (Crawford, 1992: 2 1). The

diversity of the behaviours traditionally tolerated in the downtown are often not permitted

on the +I 5 level, and quickiy draw the attention of private security personnel. In a 1992
survey of building managers (City of Calgary, 1992), 10 itering was an issue for 48% of

the 27 respondents. The next most prominent concerns were vandalism (36%), controlled
substance use (24%), sleeping (20%) and prostitution (20%) (City of Calgary, 1992). In

a similar study in 1998 (City of Calgary, 1998b), the 29 building security managers
surveyed identified panhandling (55%), graftiti (48%), vandal ism (48%), loitering (45%),
and intoxication (41%) as the most pressing security concems on the +15 system (City of
Calgary, 1998b: 7).

Though potentially disruptive, these behaviours are typically tolerated on the
street-level, and indeed loitering is often encouraged in public open spaces. However, in
the context of the pwpose driven +15 system, these behaviours are grounds to have
people removed from the system. In the quasi-public environment of the + I 5, people do
not appear to be entitled to the same freedoms an constraints people enjoy on the streetlevel as "most building managements take it for granted that they can bar any activity
they find undesirable." (Whyte, 1989: 163) Security measures such as private security
patrols and video surveillance may also perceptually create the impression that the area is
private and strictly regulated. The very fact that the system is patrolled by private
security lends to the perception that the system is private, and the video surveillance
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cameras throughout the system may lead some people to believe the system is more
private than public.

Operating hours also has the effect of segregating the +15 level when left to
private management. The operating hours as set by building managers along the +15
system enable access to the system for only part of the daily and weekly cycles, and the
operating hours often mirror the operating hours of the rest of their building. As
discussed previously, most respondents do not use the +15 system evenings or weekends
because they are not downtown or because their offices and +15 level retail are closed.
Since many office workers are not downtown on evenings or weekends, access is not
made possible to users who are downtown at times other than the average working day.
The links passing through office buildings are typically operating between 6:00 a.m. and

6:00 p.m., and are closed weekends. Thus, during the evening and on weekends, the

parts of the +15 system that pass through private buildings are closed, as are most of the
retail and service outlets. During these off hours, it is typically the connections
immediateIy adjacent to the retail mall that are sporadically open.

Basing operating hours on the daily routines of the office-worker demographic
furthers the segregating effects of the system in several ways. Firstly, access to certain
portions of the system is not possible during off-hours. This not only restricts access to
these particular sections, but makes passage throughout open parts of the system
impractical as critical links are closed (Robertson, 1987: 2 14). Secondly, the limited
operating hours may also signal to some users that the system is designed primarily to

serve office workers. Perceptions that the system is more private than public may be
reinforced, which may inhibit some people using the system during the hours that it is
open (Bednar, 1989: 177).

5.3

Objective 2: A Second Level of Pedestrian Space
As discussed in Chapter 2, the objective of creating a distinctly pedestrian

environment through pedestrian elevation has been an aim, and justification, for
continued +15 development. This pedestrian environment is one that facilitates
convenient transportation through the downtown, and separates pedestrians tiom the
inconvenience and potential danger associated with foot travel on the automobile
dominated street-level. It is also an environment that shields pedestrians fiom Calgary's
unpredictable and often-inhospitable weather. It has the objective of providing physical
comfort to its users. Given the primary goal of creating an alternate pedestrian
environment, the literature and policy review raises several criteria questions about the
systems performance:
1. Is the system a convenient, efficient, and functional alternative to the

street level?

2. Is the system used for its physical comfort attributes such as protection
fiom the weather and from pedestrian/vehicular conflict?
3. Are the bonus eligible amenities such as open spaces used and valued
by system users?
4. Has the proliferation of the +15 system had a detrimental impact on

street-level vitality?

In this section, usex patterns and the reasons why respondents use the system will be used
to address these questions, and the primary objective of creating a distinctly pedestrian.

Gehl(1992: 3 I), Whyte (1 989) and others have argued that for a pedestrian environment
to be successll people must use it for a variety of active and passive uses. Thus, the

frequency with which respondents use the +15 system, as well as how and why people
use the system and its open spaces is indicative of the success of the system as a

physically comfortable second pedestrian environment, and whether people use it for a
variety of activities.

5.3.1 Patterns of Use
5.3.1.1

Frequency of Use

Frequency of use is an
important indicator of the success
of the system as an dternative

pedestrian environment, as the
success of a pedestrian
environment is largely dependent

Figure 5.4: Days Used, Summer v. Winter

on people using it. Respondents
to the +-I 5 user survey were asked how many days per week they use the system in winter
and in summer. Figure 5.4 summarizes the comparative findings, which show that

respondents tend to use it fkquently, with variations in use between summer and winter.
However, 75% (n=l35) of respondents indicate that they do not use the system at
certain times of the day or week. Of these 135 who use it during only part of the daily or
weekly cycle, 38% (n=52) do not use it at night, and 66% (n=89) do not use it on
weekends. The main reasons why respondents do not use it at this time are because they
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are not downtown (65.19%), or because offices, +15 level retail, or the system itself is
closed (25%). These daily and weekly user patterns are indicative of the profile of +lS
users, which is typically that of a downtown office employee. This user pattern may also
indicate that the relative success of the system varies with the daily and weekly cycle of
the downtown. While it appears to be used frequently during the week, it is used less on
weekends, mitigating the success of the system overall.
From Figure 5.4, it is apparent that respondents use the system more in the winter,
which is in keeping with the objective of providing weather protection. However, a
substantiJ proportion of users make trips on the +15 system year-round, indicating that
respondents use it for more than weather protection alone. During the summer months,
83% of respondents report using it more than once per week, while 64% use it more than

three days a week. This compares to the 89% who use it more than once a week, and the
82% who use it three or more times per week in the winter. However, the significant

increases in frequency of use during the winter months are noteworthy, and may indicate
that the system is meeting the objective of providing a wearher protected environment.
As seen in Figure 5.4, the percentage of people who use the +15 system five or
more days per week increases fiom 45% to 74% during the winter, an increase of 29%.
This finding is consistent with a 1990 City of Calgary Transportation Department (1 990)
pedestrian user count on the +I 5 level that found an average increase of approximately
26% in pedestrian volumes during winter compared to summer. Cross-tabulation reveals

that of the 122 respondents who report using the system more than five days a week in

the winter, 33% reduce their usage to less than five days per week in the summer,
presumably because of more hospitable weather in the summer (Table 5.2).
Moreover, there are indications in other Calgary studies that pedestrian volumes
on the +15 system are susceptible to significant increases during periods of inclement
weather in both the summer and winter months (Lyons et al., 1988: 27 1). The Analysis of
Table 5.2: Cross-tabulotion, Summer Versus Winter Usagefor Those Who Use it More Than
Five Days Per Week in the Winter ( i = 122)
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I
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0.82%

2-4
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S-6

'

Days

days

8.19%

1 1.47%

36.89%
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n=10
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2.45%
n=3

2.45%

n=3

3.26Va
n=4

10.65%
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5.74%

7.37%

22.13%

n=7

n=9
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2.45%
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44.26%

22.13%
n=27

2.45%
n=3

n=S4

Total

.!

57.30

n=7O
42.62
'!!
52
100%
n=122

1990 Pedestrian Flows by Weather reveal an approximate pedestrian volume increase of
24% during periods of cool or inclement weather. Observation on the +15 system prior

to the user survey indicated that during a rainstorm, or on a particularly cool morning

there were increases in overall pedestrian volume on the system. However, these effects
were not counted quantitatively, and were not discernable during the user survey because
of seasonal weather during the July survey period.

It is apparent fiom the user survey and fkom other research and observation that
user patterns vary between summer and winter, and that people in the downtown tend to
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use the +I 5 with greater fkquency during periods of inclement weather. In this regard, it
appears that people value the +I 5 system for its weather protection and the physical

comfort. However, the significant proportion who continw to use the system in the
summer indicates that respondents tend to use the system for reasons other than weather
protection.

5.3.1.2

Reason for Using the +15 System

The primary reason respondents continue to use the system during the summer
months appears to be because of the convenience the system affords. "Convenience"
was the most frequently mentioned

response when respondents were

I

I

asked why they use the +IS system
in general, and why they were
using it on the day of the interview.
rn
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Figure 5. 5: Reason For Using fiesystem
Generally and on the Day of m e Interview

"general" reasons are for
"convenience" (45%), "weather protection" (39%), and for "work-related" travel (1 9%).
The three main reasons respondents were using the +15 system on the day of the
interviews were "convenience" (39%), to go "shopping", for "food (28%), and for
"work" related travel (23%). Warm and sunny weather during the survey period may
account for the differential results concerning weather protection as a reason for using
+15 on day of interview.

It is interesting to note that nearly 39% of respondents assert that weather
protection is the reason they generally use the system. This is further evidence that the
objective of weather protection and physical comfort is one aspect that respondents value
about the +I 5 system, and identify as a reason why they use it.
For many respondents, the + 15 system represents an efficient and attractive
alternative to pedestrian travel on the sidewalk. Nearly 48% of respondents generally
prefer using the system rather than using the sidewalk, presumably because of the
convenience they associate with using the system. A fkther 25% indicate they prefer the
system if there is poor weather outside, and 9% state their preference for using the system
depends on where they are in the downtown. Only 17% of respondents claim that they
generally prefer using the sidewalk. This preference among respondents for the +15 over
the street indicates that the +15 system is a successful alternative, but it may also indicate
that the system has drawn people off the street. Consequently, street-level vitality may be

reduced by the system as people are drawn to the comfort and convenience of the +I 5
system.
On the face of it, separation fiom vehicles does not figure prominently as a reason

for using the system, as 16% cited this as a reason why they use the system generally, and
only 5% for why they were using the system on the day of the interview. However, the
convenience that respondents associate with the system may be due in part to the
separation of pedestrians and vehicles, though this can not be substantiated by the survey

responses. The ability to traverse several blocks of the downtown without waiting at
intersections undoubtedly adds to the convenience of the system.

Another element of this convenience may be the easy access to retail and service
establ ishrnents on the +1 5 level. Retail was the reason 28% of respondents were using
the system on the day of the interview, and was mentioned by 13% as the reason they use
the system generally. Retail may be associated with the convenience people associate

with the +I 5, as studies have found that convenience plays a major role in shopping
decisions (Lorch and Smith, 1993:76). In terms of the policy objective creating a
successll and vital area, the retail space is an important element that has proven
successll on the +15 level. The success of +15 level retail is M e r evidenced by the
disproportionate lease rates that retail space can earn on the +15 level compared to the
street-level. Currently, +1 5 level retail space commands nearly double the lease rates of
street-level retail space (Legge, 1 999,Personal Communication)
As discussed in Chapter 4, the success the skywalk level can have potentially

damaging effects on street-level vitality. Although it is impossible to gauge whether the
development of the system and the proliferation of retail at the +15 level has decreased
street-level vitality, the comfort and convenience provided by the +I 5 system has resulted
in changing retail patterns in the downtown. With much of the retail now located on the
+15 level, it is now possible for downtown some office workers to shop, eat, or travel

through the retail core without spending significant time on the street, all with the

comfort and convenience typically associated with suburban shopping malls. In this

regard, the +15 has been successfid in creating an environment that rivals the suburban
mall. Though not an expressed policy directive in current +15 policy, retail is a
component of the objective creating a distinctly pedestrian environment. However, it is
impossible to determine whether the system's success has decreased street-level vitality
or has attracted more people to the downtown that would otherwise not venture

downtown.

5.3.1.3

+15 Open Space Use

Throughout the policy history of the +15 system, the provision of +15 level open
space has been a unique and prominent element of the system's development. However,
the open spaces on the +15 level met with mixed success through the earlier development
of the +I 5 system. For example, with reference to outdoor urban parks at the 1979
Downtown Plan noted that "while there were an number of attractive street-level open

spaces in the downtown, similar successes have not always been accomplished at the +I5
level." After 1979, the bonus provisions reduced the density allotted for outdoor open

courts, gardens, seating areas, and outdoor

Photo 15: Devonian Gardens

urban parks - all located on the +15 level - can be found through most of the system,
with the intent of making "the downtown more pleasant" (Lyons et al., 1988: 273)

With regard to outdoor open space, it appears that the concerns expressed in the
1979 Downtown Plan are justified given the results of the user survey. Although 58% of

respondents report using +15 level open spaces, only 9% of the specific locations named
were outdoor urban parks on the +15 level. James Short Park comprised a further 3% of
responses, which is an at-grade park directly connected to the +15 system. The Devonian
Gardens indoor park was the most often mentioned open space (49%), while the
remaining open spaces identified were indoor seating areas and f d courts in retail areas
of the system (29%), or were 'others' with less than three responses (29%).
Of the respondents who use the open

spaces (n=105), 46% use them more than
"once a week", and a further 17% use them
more than "once a month". Figure 5.6 shows
To
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Figure 5.6: Why Respondent Use Open Spaces

for their "lunch breaks" or other routines that
could be expected during a workday.

Respondents who indicate that they use the +15 open spaces (n=105) were asked
what they like about using them. A place to get "fresh air" (3 I%), because they are

"relaxing" (29%), the "vegetation" (27%), for b'convenience" (1 5%) and because they are
"quiet" (I 5%) were the characteristics of the open spaces that respondents liked the most.

When asked what they do not like about the open spaces, or the reasons why they
do not use them, the majority of respondents responded that they "like everything" (45%)
or that they just "do not use them" (1 9%). For the 36% of all respondents who offered a
negative opinion about the open spaces, the most common criticisms are that they are
"crowded" (1 3%), the presence of "smokers" (6%), and people "loitering" (3%).

These patterns and perceptions suggest the indoor +I5 open spaces have achieved
moderate success in providing space for purposes other than purpose directed travel.
Generally, it appears that respondents who use the + I 5 system enjoy them, and those that
do not use them choose not to for reasons other than problems or issues in the open
spaces themselves. However, only a small proportion uses the +15 level outdoor parks,

which were a main objective of early +15 development policy. Thus it appears that these
outdoor parks are not performing as effectively as intended, leading to the potential for
'dead spaces' throughout the downtown.

5.4

Objective 3: A Contiguous System
From its very inception through to current development policy, a primary

objective of +I 5 development has been to create a contiguous pedestrian network that
connects all major downtown destinations. The review of system objectives in the
preceding chapters raises the following questions:

1. Does the system connect all downtown uses including offices, the retail core,
and major cultural and open space facilities?

2. Does the system provide access between major transportation nodes including
parkades, the LRT, and bus stops?
3. Does the system integrate well with the street through the required street-level
access stairs?
4. Is the +15 used as a contiguous system, or valued as such by those who use it?
5. Has a hierarchical structure been established on various segments of the
system based on the types of uses connected?

To assess whether the system is achieving its objective of creating a contiguous system,

an analysis of the types of land uses within the CM-2zone of the downtown was
conducted. Further, analysis of user patterns and the types of trips that respondents to the
survey make are indicative of whether the system is used, and perceived as a
comprehensive system.

5.4.1 Connected Uses
Land Use Classifications

5.4.1.1

As revealed in Map 9, the development pattern in Calgary's downtown has been

primarily that of office and commercial developments. Because the +15 system has
developed primarily in conjunction with new development in the downtown core, the
majority of +I 5 links connect downtown ofice or commercial buildings. To determine
the types of uses connected to the system, and empirical analysis of land uses between the

railway hacks in the south, 8~ Street SW on the West, the Bow River on the north, and
31d Street SE was conducted, the approximate boundaries of the CM-2 zone of the

downtown. In total, there are 659 parcels of land within this area. As evident in Table
5.4, the commercial buildings, including office and retail are the predominant land uses in
the area.

Map 9: Downtown Land Use Inventory
Source: City of Calgary, 1998, GIs System

1

Table 5.3: Land Use Categories by Parcel
Land Use
Commercial (Retail, Office)
Public Use (Government, libraries, moseams, arts)
Multi-unit residential
Single Uait Residential
Hotel
Industrial
Other
Total

Parcel
Count
403
159
49
14
14
3

17
659

Percent
61.15%
24.13%
7.44%
2.12%
2.12%
0.46%

2.58%
100%

It is interesting to note that as evident in Map 9, the majority of commercial uses
are connected to each other and to the retail core. Conversely, the primarily public use
parcels connected to the system are segmented from the rest of the system and currently
do not connect to the central node of the system around the retail core.

5.4.1.2

The Domain of the Downtown Employee
Given the development pattern resulting from the organic, unplanned growth of

the system, the finding that 92% of +15 users are downtown office workers is not
necessarily surprising. TypicalIy, the area around the retail core, and connected to the
commercial land uses have the highest traffic volumes of any part of the system. This is
evidenced not only by observation during the study period, but by the number of
respondents interviewed at various locations on the system (See Appendix B: 1). For
example, a total of five interviews were conducted near the Calgary Public Library in a
four-hour period, compared to 25 interviews during the same four hours. In some
instances, pedestrian volumes were so insufficient in the public use area that interviewers
were instructed to find other locations. Thus it appears that the types of land uses directly
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c o ~ e c t e dto the system have a significant impact on who uses the system and their
patterns of use (See Map 2: Survey Locations).

Generally, most survey
respondents make short, routine trips that

80.00%
60.00%

are ancillary to the daily routines of

office workers. As indicted in Figure 5.7,

the majority trips on the +15 system
originated at a place of work (70%), while

40.00%

::: . :2
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Home
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Hotel

17%

Figure 5.7: Primary Trip Origins

most others (22%) originated at home. The trips originating at home include those
respondents who were using the system as part of their journey in concert with the larger
transportation system. It is thus apparent that a large proportion of users surveyed use the
system as part of their workday routine either for commuting to and from work, andlor
for work related pedestrian journeys throughout the downtown.

It is also apparent that many respondents were using the system for short, routine
journeys. Over 79% of all 181 respondents were making a routine trip that they make
more than once per week at the time of the interview. This compares to 19% were not
making a routine trip at the time of the interview. The 1988 City of Calgary Pedestrian
Counts and A Survey of Users study previously identified the routine nature of most trips

on the +15 system (City of Calgary, 1988: 16). In that survey, over 65% of interviewees
reported crossing the same +I 5 bridge more than three times in the last week, with 12%
crossing the same bridge more than ten times in the last week @. 16).

5.4.1.3

Parking, Transit, and Open Space Connections
The objective of linking the system with parking facilities, public transit, and

open space has been a prominent objective of +15 development policy fiom its inception.
Map 10 shows the relation of transit and parking facilities to the +15 system, as well as

major open spaces and parks. With the significant exception of the riverfront open space
including Eau Claire and the pathway network through Princes Island Park, the system
does serve all of the other major downtown urban parks. There are currently +I5 bridges
within one-half block of McDougall Centre, Centmy Gardens, Court House, James Short,
and Olympic Plaza, which are the major downtown open spaces. Additionally, all of the

major retail malls in the core are presently connected.
The general configuration of the system also provides access to many, but not all
of the blocks with parking and transit facilities (Map 10). The primary east to west spine

of the system traverses between 5" and 6" Avenues on the periphery of the linear core

established in the 1966 Downtown Plan. This is a primary bus route, and accommodates a
significant amount of downtown parking. However, the parking and transit stops along

anticipation of LRT development. It is
apparent in Map 10 that the north to south

Photo 16: LR T lnteflace, Th
Avenue

segments of the system are not well related to the linear core and 7h Avenue. The
segmented pub1ic use district provides several connections, however the commercial core
north of 7" Avenue is connected only by the span of bridges running between 2ndand 3"
Street SW. This may make the +15 system inconvenient for access to the LRT comdor
on 7" Avenue for those in the commercial core north of 7h Avenue. Further, there are
few access stain that directly link LRT plattorrns. Although may LRT stops are in the
same block as +1 5 connections, they are not directly linked to the system.
One interesting finding fiom the origin and destination analysis component of the
survey is the small proportion of respondents who report using the system as part of the
larger Calgary transportation system at the time of the interview. The majority of survey
respondents commute to the downtown via personal automobile (50%) or by public
reported either a transit stop or a
transit (37%). However, only one respondent (IYo)
parking facility as an origin or destination point. However, cross-tabulation analysis
reveals that 83% of respondents coming fiom home, and 77% of those heading home
were doing so via personal automobile or public transit at the time of the interview.
Since home was the primary origin or destination, and the mode of transit was reportedly
a private automobile or public transit, it may be presumed that these users were using the
system as a means to access the greater regional transportation network at the time of the

interview.

Table 5.4: Cross-TabuIation of 0riglgln/Destinafion
by Mode of Transport
Own/
Mode of Transport

Corning from ,

Private Auto

Bus
C-Tnin

Bike
Walk

Total

5.4.1.4

Dtstinatioa
I

Home
37.5%
n=15
22.5%
n=9
25%
n= 10
2.5%
n= 1
12.5%
n=5
100%
n-0

Heading

Home
25.9%
n=7
18.5%
n=5
33.3%
n=9
OO!

n=O
22.3%
n=6
I

1 OOO?
n=27

Total

32.8%
n=22
20.9%
n=14
28.5%
n=f 9
1.5%
n= l
16.3%
n=l I
1 OO??'
n=67

Street Level integration
Michael Bednar (1989: 146) attests,

"access to skyway and concourse systems
begins and ends at the street-level; and those
systems that make these connections will, in
the long run, be the successfid ones." City

development policy is reflective of this
assertion in requiring street-level access stairs

Photo 1 7: filetior Access Stairt
Is' Street SE

and other means of vertical movement (City
of Calgary, 1979 Downtown Plan). Whyte (1989: 202) asserts that this approach and has
been successfid in integrating the system with the street, and consequently, Calgary has
not turned its back on the street, but has actively supported street life. He argues that this

has helped Calgary in "combining a lively street-level with an upper level skyway"
mid.). Given the accolades that have been expressed towards Calgary's exterior

stairwells by Bednar and Whyte, it is important to assess whether these access stairs are
fimctioning as intended.

The results of the survey

t
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Figure 5.8: + I S Access Points

interview, 65% of respondents accessed fkom the interior of an ofice building, and only
15% had accessed from the street-level entrances (Figure 5.8).

Respondents were also asked if they have ever accessed the +15 system directly
fiom the street-level. WhiIe 75% had accessed the system fiom the street in the past, a

W e r 25% had never accessed the system fiom street-level. This revelation gains added
significance when the finding that most respondents use the system fiequently and
routinely is considered. Cross tabulation reveals that the -use of street-level access is not
related to the frequency of use, as 67% of the 45 respondents who report having never
accessed the system &om the street use the system more than three days per week on
average in the summer.
However, the survey results would indicate that the limited use of street-level
access points is likely a function of user characteristics and patterns of use than a
perceived problem with the access stairs. When queried about their perceptions of the

street-level +15 access stairs, the opinions expressed were nearly all positive. A total of

80Y0of all 181 respondents believe the access points are "fine" or "goodw- The second
most common response was that the access points are "difficult to hd", as reported by
only 7% of all 181 respondents. Respondents generally do not find fault with the streetfronting entrances, yet do not use them fkequently which may be indicative of the
employee-oriented user population and the purposefd nature of the trips that they make

from their office buildings to the retail core and other convenient locations.
These findings also question whether the system is achieving the objective of
integrating with the street-level as effectively as desired. It appears from the results of
this survey that most of the vertical movement between the two levels is occurs within
ofice buildings, retail malls, and other connected uses, potential 1y furthering the
internalizing effect of the +15 system. Further, street-level vitality may also be
detrimentally affected, as most +15 journeys begin and end inside office buildings, retail
malls and other interior spaces. People are able to spend considerable time in the

downtown at work, shopping, and patronizing service establishments without going on
the street-level.

5.4.2 User Patterns and the "System" Objective
To gauge how much of the system respondents use, and if they view the + I 5 as a
cohesive system, respondents were asked whether or not they have used the system at
various locations in the downtown (Map 1 1). The most frequently used areas are in the
centre of the downtown, particularly near the retail core (See Table 5.5). Bankers Hall,
Bow Valley Square, and Fifth and Fifth are indoor malls near the centre of the retail core,
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and are the areas with the highest reported usage in the +I 5 survey. The areas with the
lowest reported usage among respondents are those found on the periphery of the
downtown and are locations with little retail attraction. It is apparent that the +15 system
has developed an informal hierarchical structure, which includes the linkages that connect

the large retail attractions with nearby offices.
Table 5.5: Have You Ever Used the +- 15 System in These Locations?

Location

Don't
Know

Yes

Calgary Tower

45 -86%

54.14%

Calgary Public Library

30.39%

68.5 1%

1.10%

Bankers Hall

93.3 7%

6.63%

0%

Bow Valley Square

84.53%

14.92%

0.55%

Fifth and Fifib

65.75%

32.60%

1.66%

Western Canadian Place

50.28%

46.96%

2.76%

0

I

Total

1

100%

1

100%

1
1

100%
100%

Shell Centre

1
1

100%
100%

These results are consistent with the analysis of pedestrian flows conducted by the

City of Calgary Transportation Department in 1990. During this analysis, pedestrian
counts were conducted in seven-hour cycles at various locations throughout the +15

system. When the averages of the pedestrian counts conducted on bridges connecting the
retail core are compared with those not connecting the retail core, a clear hierarchy
emerges. The average pedestrian count for retail bridges was 3655 compared to 836
pedestrians over seven hours at bridges not connecting retail malls.

It is apparent that most respondents do not use the +15 as a comprehensive
system, nor do they view it as such. This is evidenced by the reports about the types of
trips they make and the analysis of system knowledge, which indicates that even though
respondents report using the system frequently, the peripheral portions of the system are
not used by a large number of respondents.
Generally, it appears that respondents use the + I 5 system when it represents a
convenient and comfortable alternative to travel on the sidewalk- Since the physical
alignment of the system is convoluted and there are gaps betweea certain portions of the
system, it typically does not provide a direct and convenient option for trips through more
than several blocks in particular sections of the downtown. Many respondents to the

survey identified these gaps in the system as an issue that needs t o be addressed. When
asked if the could identie gaps in the system, over 66% identified 'missing links',
predominantly around the retail core. When asked what improvements they would like to
see made to the system, 2 1% cited the construction of more bridges. It is interesting that

over 43% of respondents identified gaps directly abutting the retail core, which is
currently the most concentrated area of +I 5 development and is the node where the main
east to west and north to south spines meet. For example, 25% of respondents identified
Bow Valley Square as a missing link. Although it is connected t o the system, and is
heavily traveled, the configuration of the system does not directly link it with TD Square,
requiring people to walk the equivalent of 3.5 blocks on the +15 level, for a journey that
is only 1.5 blocks on the street-level.

5.5

Objective 4: Psychological Comfort
The success of the +15 system as a pedestrian network, including the economic

success of +l5 levei retail is entirely dependent on traffic volumes on the system.
Psychological comfort is thus a key determinant of the success of the system overall, for
if the system is not perceived as comfortable, people may be disinclined &om using it.
Many of the physical creature comforts have been previously discussed in the context of
vertical separation discussed in section 5.2. This section is intended to discuss user
perceptions of wayfinding and safety, two potential threats to psychological comfort that
have been identified on the + I 5 system. Thus, the following questions are being raised:
1. Is the system perceived as legible and easy to navigate?

2. Is the current signage scheme effective?
3. Does fear for personal safety fiom crime affect system usage?
5.5.1.1

Wayfinding
Respondents to the +I 5 user survey were asked a series of questions regarding

wayfinding and signage on the +I 5 system to determine whether the concerns expressed
by stakeholders are shared among its users. An understanding of user perceptions

towards wayfinding on the system is indicative of the overall performance in creating a
psychologically comfortable environment as well as the legitimacy of concerns over
current wayfinding and signage strategies. The general results fiom the s w e y of users
appear to indicate that there are few wayfinding concerns and that the users have little

difficulty navigating the system effectively.

Respondents were asked if it is
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respondents report that it is easy for them to find their way. It is interesting to note that

cross-tabulation analysis reveals that of the 23 respondents who report the system is not
easy to navigate, 52% (n=12) use the system four days or more per week in the summer

time (Table 5.6).
Table 5.6: Cross-Tabulation of WayJinding Ease
and Days Per Week Used in the Summer
Wayflnding Ease
DoysPm

Week Used
Never
Occasionally
1-2 Days
3-4 Days

5-6Days

Every Day
Don't Know
Other

If Raining
Total

Is Easy

Not Easy

.

Though only 13% (n=23) of

-

70.-

1

60.00%

respondents believe the system is not

50.00%
4
o
.
m

easy to navigate, a higher proportion

-

30.0056

2o.m

report feeling lost or disoriented while

10.00%
0.00%

-

using the +15 system (Figure 5.10).
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Figure 5.10: Do You Ever Feel Lost or
Disoriented

while using the system. Over 40% report experiencing disorientation, however, of those
who do report feeling lost or disoriented, 50% (n=37) report this as a "rare" occurrence,
and a M e r 36% (n= 27) feel lost or disoriented "occasionally". Only 3% feel

frequently lost or disoriented. These results significantly less than the results of studies
in other cities like Des Moines, St. Paul and Minneapolis, which show between 1 1%-30%
of skywalk users report wayfinding as a concern on the skywalk level (Robertson, 1988:

"Unfamiliarity" with certain sections of the +15 system factored as the primary
reason as why some respondents feel lost or disoriented for 55% (n=41) of the 74
respondents who report feeling lost or disoriented. However, as Bednar (1 989: 180)
contends, it appears that skywalks are disorienting and confusing "until memorization of
particular routes occurs." "Inadequate signage" and "confUsing" parts of the system,
were both reported by 34% (n=25). Respondents identified the "interior of buildings", or
sections where they have no relationship with landmarks and exterior wayfinding cues as
the primary areas where they tend to become disoriented or lost.

When queried about the quality
of the signage, over 71% (n=130) of
respondents report the existing signage is
"useful" in helping them find their way

(Figure 5.1 1). Many respondents also
feel that the signs are legible, as they were

Figure 5. I I :Are Existing Signs Usefirl?

reported to be "very easyn to understand by 49% (n=89), "satisfactory" by a further 30%

(n=SS), and "hard" to understand by only 10% (n=18) of respondents.
The usellness of the sign is contingent on its style or design for the 53% (n=96)
of respondents who report that some types of signage are more usetirl than other types.
"Building name" signs were identified as the most useful (40%
"pedestal maps" (25%

n=24), "+I 5 blue circle" signs (20%

n=38), followed by

n=19), "directional"

signage (16% + n=15), and "street name" signs (1 1% n=ll).
With regard to the quantity of signage on the +15 system, 60% (n=108) of

respondents replied that there is "enough" signage compared to the 33% (n=60)who feel
that there should be more signage.

The pedestal maps located throughout the system are at least occasionally referred
to by over 56% (n=102) of respondents. The opinions of respondents towards the map
pedestals appear mixed. Over 52% (n=95) of remarks made about the maps were
generally positive, and 37% (n=67)were negative, with 24% (n=43) of respondents
offering no opinion about the map pedestals. The most common positive comment about
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the maps is that they are; "clear" or "helpll" (44%

.

n=81), while the negative

comments were that the maps are "unclear" or "not h e l p W (22%

n=42). It appears

that for a substantial proportion of respondents to the user survey, the signage is currently

sufficient to meet their needs. However, when asked what improvements they would like
to see made to the system, the 95 respondents (52%) who recommended improvements

identified signage (26%), clearer directions (24%), and better maps (21%), as areas
requiring improvement, which were the three top responses. Thus, although very few
respondents report wayfinding difficulties on the + I 5 system, the signage is one area that
they feel could be improved.

5.5.1.2

Perceived Safety from Crime
Similar to the findings concerning wayfinding, there is very little indication

among survey respondents that they are concerned for their personal safety while using
the +15 system. The +15 user survey did not question respondents directly about

perceptions of safety or fear of crime. Rather, concern for personal safety was discerned
through responses to queries of what respondents do not like about using the system and
what they would like to see improved. Direct responses that identified safety concerns

were counted, as were safety-related responses such as physical incivilities and nuisance
behaviours. The behaviourd actions such as avoiding areas at particular times of the day
or week, were also used as indicators of concerns over personal safety. Avoidance

behaviours have been well established as an indicator of fear of crime, and are fkequently
used as a measure of levels of fear of crime (Krahn and Kennedy, 1985, p. 697). The

rationale for this indirect approach was to ensure that respondents were not unduly
frightened or alarmed about their personal safety whiIe using the +I 5 system.

In questions asking what respondents "do not like" about using the +15 system,
safety and safety related concerns did not figure prominently. The total of respondents
who identified safety-related concerns as what they don't like about using the +I 5 system
was 2% (n=4). When asked what improvements respondents would like to see made on

the +I 5 system, increased "security"again accounted for 2% (n=3) of d l responses and
the alleviation of "social concerns" such as panhandling and public intoxication a fiuther
3% (n=5). These results appear to indicate that many of the problems identified by

security personnel on the +I 5 system are not significant influences on the perceptions of
respondents to the survey.

The problem areas acknowledged in the survey of security personnel also did not
figure prominently among respondents to the survey. With regard to the access points,

only 2% (n=5) of respondents were of the opinion that the access points are "unsafe".

None of the respondents to the user survey recognized the bridges or public washrooms
as locations that may be potentially threatening. Sections of the system that respondents

report feeling afiaid are a consequence of perceived "isolation" and "darkness" darkness
resulting from a lack of sufficient lighting. These were each a concern for 2% (n=3) of
all respondents. One location not mentioned in the survey of security forces is the open
spaces located along the system. The users mentioned the potentially threatening
influences of "panhandling", people "sleeping", "loitering", b'vandalism"and

"intoxication", yet these factors only represent a concern for a combined for a total of 8%

(n= 15) of respondents.
Respondents were asked if they do not use the +15 system at certain times of the
day or week or if they deliberately avoid certain parts of the +15 system. Nearly 75%

(n= 135) of all respondents indicated that they do not use the +I 5 system at certain times
of the day or week, particularly "at night" (39% n=52) and "on weekends" (66%

~ 8 9 ) However,
.
safety and safety related concerns account for only 8% ( d l ) of the

reasons why some respondents do not use the +I 5 system at these times. Consistent with
the demographic of survey respondents, and their patterns of use, the primary reason
respondents report not using the +I 5 at certain times is that they are simply "not
downtown" (65%

n=88). However, it is important to note that very few respondents

identified safety as a reason for not using the system. Although the results may be
different if respondents did use the system during off-hours, it is apparent that the
avoidance behaviours do not factor into why people avoid using the system during parts
of the daily and weekly cycle.

Safety and related issues figure more prominently as the reason why a reported
13% ( ~ 2 4of
) all 18 1 respondents avoid particular sections of the +I 5 system. Though

only a small proportion of respondents avoid particular sections, safety and related issues
account for 59% of the reasons given for avoiding them. Figure 5.12 shows the
breakdown of safety related concerns identified as reasons why the small proportion of

respondents avoid particular sections of the +15 system.

Figure 5.12 Safety Related Reasonsfor Avoiding Parts of System (N=24)
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Summary of Findings

5.6.1 Summary: Public Accessibifi@ Issues
Current development and management policies have contributed to a socially
homogeneous environment comprised primarily of middle- and upper-class office
workers. Although the reasons why are impossible to discern, it is clear that the system is
not used equally by everyone, and the two levels of pedestrian space in the downtown
have different socio-economic characteristics. Future research should address the

underlying causes; however, given the experiences in other cities, this segregation may be
the result a system design through private buildings that promote the connection of land
uses that serve office workers. Additionally, this layout may lead to the perception that
the +15 is more private than public to some users. Management approaches to security

and operating hours may create the perception among some people that they are less than
welcome on the system. By physically restricting behaviours on the system, and denying

access at certain times, not only keeps some people out, it also creates the image that the
space is more private than public.

5.6.2 Summary: Second Level Pedestrh Environment
It appears the system has achieved moderate success in achieving the primary
objective of creating an alternate pedestrian environment one storey above the street. It is
frequently used, albeit primarily during working hours. Respondents use it for the
convenience it provides, as well as the protection it provides &om weather. The one
exception to this success is with some of the bonus-eligible amenity space, particularly
the outdoor open spaces. Developers are eligible for bonus density for these features,
but respondents do not frequently use them.

However, the success of the alternate environment fluctuates with the daily and
weekly cycles of the office worker. As discussed earlier, an overwhelming proportion of
system users are downtown office workers, and it appears that their use of the system is
ancillary to their daily workday routines. They use the system as part of their routine
when it represents a convenient alternative to the sidewalk, or when it protects them fiom
inclement weather outdoors. Still, the limited use of the outdoor open spaces may also be
indicative that the system is used as a pedestrian network rather than a comprehensive
pedestrian environment where one can undertake optional or social activities.

Nevertheless, the system is used fiequently throughout the year by many
respondents as part of their daily routines, raising the effect on street-level vitality and
pedestrian volumes as a legitimate concern. Although the issue of vitality on the street
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can not be adequately addressed in this analysis, it is a pressing topic for b

e research

given the frequency with which people use the system.

5.6.3 Summary: A Contiguous System
Since its inception, there has been criticism that the organic and unplanned
approach to +I 5 development was not leading to a contiguous network through the
downtown. Although there has been significant expansion of the system in recent years,
the + I 5 has still not grown into a contiguous network as envisioned during its early
development, and it is questionable whether such a development objective is warranted
given the way respondents use the system. Typically, respondents to the survey use the
system for short, routine trips, particdarly around the retail core. Missing links, and the

convoluted design of the system appears to preclude longer trips through the downtown,
and diminishes the effectiveness of connecting transit, parking and open space except for

those users for which these links are more convenient than the grade level.
The development policy objective of creating a contiguous throughout the
downtown is discordant with how people use the system. Given that convenience is the
primary reason respondents use the system, it follows that the types of trips they make are

those where the +I 5 offers a more convenient alternative than the sidewalk. For longer
trips, this convenience is made difficult by the system's design. Further, the user patterns
are consistent with the types of trips that may be expected among a predominantly office

worker user group. Short trips for lunch, errands and other routine journeys are reflected
in the informal hierarchy that appears to radiate fiom the retail core. The retail core is a
and particularly the ofice worker users.
major attractor of pedestrian MIC,
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Additionally, the primary policy directive of the 1979 Downtown Plan that has
been carried forward into currently policy does not appear to be working, at least with
reference to the outdoor, street-level access stairs. They are not fkquently used, as user
characteristics and patterns have the majority of respondents entering and exiting the
system through private buildings. This raises issues concerning the effect on street-level
vitality, as well as the development requirement of providing street-level access stairs.

5.6.4 Summary: User Comfort
Wayfinding and safety do not appear t o negatively effect the +15 experience for
most of the respondents to the survey. For the most part, it appears that the system is
psychologically comfortable to its users, in addition to the physical comfort previously
discussed, despite the concerns of building owners and managers. Although signage was
targeted as an area in need of improvement, overall there are very few wayfinding
difficulties among respondents. Additionally, there was little concern over personal
safety. This may indicate that either the effort and expense extolled by stakeholders for
security is working well, or that the concerns aver crime on the +15 system are
unjustified.

The discrepancy between the results o f the survey and the perceptions and beliefs
of building managers and owners is an interesting result of this review. It appears that
these management interests may not view the system and establish management practices
based on how people use the system. Undoubtedly, if one was to walk the entire system,
it is convoluted, and there are sections that are difficult to navigate. Additionally, there
are sections of the system where there is graffiti, vandalism, and other evidence of

potentially fear inducing nuisance behaviours. Essentially, when the system is looked at
holistically, it is logical that there would be wayfinding and safety concerns. However,
what these management policies and practices do not acknowledge is how people use the
system. Most respondents to the survey use it for short, routine trips that they repeatedly
make through the same portions of the system. Consequently, they are very familiar with
the sections of the system that they use.

Throughout the wayfinding literature, reference is made to the role of familiarity
in wayfinding decisions and performance (O'Neill, 1992,3 19). After an individual has
successfully navigated a space several times, they have learned the route and are able to
find their way effectively independent of the complexity of the environment (Ibid. 320).
A similar perceptual process occurs with fear of crime and concern for personal safety.

Warr (1990, 893) asserts that when people are familiar with an area, and have been in that

environment without incidence of victimization, they acquire a sense of mastery of an
environment. Much like how people feel safest in the areas they spend most of their
time, this mastery creates the perception that the area is safe,even in the presence of

nuisance behaviours or other signs of crime that might otherwise illicit a fear response in
an unfarnil iar environment.

5.6.5 Findings S u m m a ~
Overall, it is impossible to make a blanket statement about the success or failure
of the +I 5 system in achieving its stated policy objectives. In some regards the system
has been proven successfbl, such as the primary objective of creating a pedestrian

environment one level above grade, or the objective of creating a psychologically
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comfortable environment. However, along with these successes, there are also areas

where the +15 is not performing as expected. Specifically, the following are development
and management policy issues that have been identified through the preceding review as
policies or practices in need of firrther review:
1. The +15 system has contributed to the segregation of the downtown on
the basis of class through both physical and perceptual access controls.

2. The organic development of the system has resulted in an unequal
distribution of the + I 5 through downtown office buildings, and does
not serve the downtown population equally.
3. User patterns do not support the development objective of developing
an extensive and contiguous system throughout the entire downtown.

4. Several of the bonus eligible features such as outdoor open spaces
have not been successfid

5. Security and wayfinding are not significant concerns among users of
the system despite the concerns of building owners and managers.
It is apparent that many of the issues identified are not with the current
development and management policies themselves. Rather, the issues are the result of
the implementation mechanisms, contained in policy used to achieve the stated policy
objectives. In the next, and concluding Chapter, these implementation approaches wi 11 be

the subject of review and recommendations.

Chapter Sir=
Conclusions and Recommendations

6.1

Introduction
From the preceding analysis, it is apparent that respondents to the +15 survey are

generally satisfied with the performance of the system and value it for the convenient
access it provides for short routine trips throughout the downtown.

In this regard, it has

been successfil in providing physical protection for some people in the downtown.

However this analysis also identified some issues that are potentially problematic, and
potentially discrepant from the policy objectives of the system. These discrepancies exist
with respect to both development policy and management policy and practice, but

generally lie with the implementation policies rather than the policy objectives. The
intent of this concluding chapter is to summarize several of the more prominent issues or
deficiencies identified in +15 policy and make recommendations for development and
management implementation policy that address these issues.
It must be noted that the recommendations are in response to the issues raised by
comparing +15 policy with the results of the user survey. In this regard, the
recommendations are reactive to the present situation on the system. However, changes
in the uses connected and the demographic characteristics of those who use it may require
the recommendations in this chapter, and all other development and management policies
to be revisited again in the future. Further, the recommendations are made as suggestions
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which should be incorporated in titme, more detailed research of the issues identified.
The recommendations themselves are posed as areas for fiitme research and debate. The

Chapter and this report will conclude with a brief discussion of the types of research that

may need to be conducted in the fbture to ensure +15 development and management
policy meets the needs of its users and the rest of the downtown population.

6.2

Development Policy Recornmeadations

6.2.1

Development Policy Issues

Issue 1: m e development @icy objective of continued expansion by connecting every
block ofthe downtown core to create a comprehensive pathway "system is not
"

justzped by user patterns,

The primary objective of +I5 development to continue the organic and unplanned
expansion until a comprehensive pedestrian network has been established that connects
all blocks of the downtown core and all major destinations has been prevalent throughout
+ I 5's policy history. In current policy, this aim is reflected in the Land Use Bylaw
provisions requiring the construction of +15 elements as a condition of attaining a
development permit in the CM-2district of the downtown.
However, it is apparent from the results of the survey that this aim is discordant
with how respondents use the +I 5. Typically, respondents use the system for short,

routine trips when the +15 system represents a more convenient route than the sidewalk.
Generally, respondents do not use the +15 for long trips through the downtown, because
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the gaps in the system and the convoluted pathways make the system inconvenient for

longer trips. Further, the areas with the heaviest use are those around the retail core, and

use of the +I 5 decreases concentrically fiom the retail core.
Given the patterns of how respondents use the system, it is apparent that a
comprehensive system would not benefit a substantial proportion of the user population.
Although a significant proportion of survey respondents identified gaps in the network,
the gaps identified are those in and around the retail core, because these are the locations

where respondents would like to see more direct connections to the places they frequent.
Filling these specific gaps would make the system more convenient for the short, routine
trips respondents tend to make. Outward expansion of the system was not a prominent

issue among respondents, as they typically do not use the system for fonger trips, or trips
to the periphery of the downtown. Essentially, the current expansionist policy approach
promotes outward expansion without infilling existing gaps that would be valued by
system users.
Issue 2: The + 15 system does not serve all of the downtown population equally.
Developers are receiving bonus densityfor providing amenities that cater
primarily to their building residents, and not the whole downtown population.

Throughout its history, the locations of +I 5 bridges have not been planned, but
the system developed concurrently with new development in the downtown. In the
1970's the downtown office boom resulted in an uneven distribution of connections

through the downtown. Though the system exhibits moderate success in connecting
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transit, parking, and downtown open spaces, the system primarily senices the retail and
office core. Though other uses, such as those in the public district on the east edge of the

downtown have +15 linkages, they are not connected to the central node of the system
located in the retaivoffice core.

The uneven distribution of uses connected to the system is evident in the user
survey population, which is overwhelmingly comprised of downtown office workers
(92%). The system is currently developed primarily for office workers as part of office

development and many of the retail and service establishments on the +I5 level cater to
this office worker clientele. The unequal social distribution on the system may not be a
microcosm of the diverse downtown population, and has physically segregated the
downtown on the basis of class.
The bonus system that facilitates +15 development in the office core is currently

providing developers maximum buildable area with the benefits being accrued to only
one segment of the users of the downtown. The consequences of extra density and +15
development effect all downtown users. Taller buildings block sunlight and increase the
effects of wind with negative effects on the comfort of those on the street-level. Further,
+ 15 development has resulted in an increase of blank, uninteresting streetscapes, and has
a1tered retail patterns in the downtown. The benefits of skywalks have been realized

primarily by office workers, while the detrimental consequences of +15 development has
affected everyone in the downtown. Essentially, the developers are receiving bonus
density, and hence more leasable space, for providing amenities that benefit their

building's residents, while having potentially negative effects on the rest of the
downtown.

Issue 3: Several of the mandatory and bonus eligible features aimed at improving the
pedestrian environment on the + I5 system and at grade have not been successfirl.

The early policy objective of creating a comprehensive pedestrian environment at
the +15 level was realized through lucrative bonuses for open space, plazas, and other

non-utlitarian public spaces. Subsequent to the 1979 Downtown Plan these bonus ratios
were reduced, and emphasis was placed on balancing pedestrian improvements between
the +I 5 and grade-levels through easy vertical connection and bonus density for at grade
pedestrian improvements and open spaces.

The analysis of the success of these spaces reveals that with the exception of the

bridges, pathways, and indoor open spaces such as retail areas and major indoor parks,
the required and bonus eligible pedestrian improvements on the +15 level have met with
limited success. The deficiencies with outdoor open spaces at the +15 level was the
impetus behind the bonus reduction in the 1979 Downtown Plan, and it is apparent that
these parks are not consistently used by respondents to the survey. Very few respondents
report using them, which may mean that these have become 'dead spaces' in the
downtown. Observation during the study period would support this finding, particularly
for the large open spaces in the public use district and other open spaces not directly
connected to office buildings.

The exterior access stairs appear to be similarly unsuccessfid in integrating the
+I 5 level and the grade level. They are used idrequently by respondents to the survey,
as most respondents access and exit the system through private office buildings and retail

malls. Further, few of these exterior access points are related directly to transit stops.
Though the bonus provisions for outdoor open spaces have been significantly
reduced throughout the years, this feature is still eligible for density bonus. Essentially,
developers are still eligible to receive extra density, with potentially negative effects on
the rest of the downtown, for creating urban spaces that have been largely unsuccessfbl to
date. The provision of exterior access stairs is a required element of +15 development;
however, these stairs are also relatively unsuccessful and do not contribute to the users of
the system and fail to integrate the +15 with the street-level.

6-2.2

Development Policy Recommendations
Given the development policy issues raised, and the discordance between

development objectives and how people use the system, and the negative effects current
development practices may have on the downtown, significant revisions to development
implementation policy are warranted. Specifically, the current policy of connecting the
entire downtown, the bonus provisions, and the way the system is oriented to grade level
are targets of policy revision and further research.
It is recommended that the objective of connecting every block of the downtown
core, and the bonus and mandatory requirement provisions be relinquished. Rather than

requiring +I 5 features as a condition of development in an effort to create a system, it is
recommended that the system continue its organic growth through new building
development, but with market forces rather than development requirements as the
impetus behind development. The experience in other cities is that skywalks become
"self-aggrandizing and self-fulfilling" (Whyte, 1989: 199). Once the skeleton of a system
begins to form, a momentum to their development begins, and '?here is mounting
pressure on subsequent developers to join up with a link of their own . . . the provision of
such a link, indeed, becomes something of a loyalty test, and it is a brave or foolish
developer who abstains." (Ibid.) Lease rates in Calgary, and particularly retail lease
rates, that are nearly double that of buildings not connected would act as a strong
incentive to develop +I5 linkages and accompanying retail and service spaces.

One advantage to allowing market forces to determine expansion is that the
connections developed would be those that are deemed to be profitable, and would be
links that would be highly travelled. If the only incentive for developing +15 features
were economic marketability and prosperity, developers would only make such a costly
investment in areas where bridges are practically and economically feasible. In this
regard, free-market development of the system would likely lead to infilling of current
gaps on the system as much as it would facilitate outward expansion. The objective of

connecting major downtown attractions and destinations would be M e r e d , as
developers would recognize the potential marketability of providing links to popular
destinations. Essentially, the links that would be promoted would be those that make
sense in terms of providing convenient and direct access to popular downtown
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destinations and retail areas - the types of trips generally made by respondents to the
survey.

Relinquishing the bonus provisions would also give planners, the City, and other
stakeholders more control over the pattern of +15 development as blanket +15
requirements and bonuses would be withdrawn. These stakeholders, and particularly
City planners should have the authority to approve +15 development only in areas where
the expansion of the system represents infilling, connects major destinations, or has
limited impact on the street-level. Generally, the City should be in a position to establish
a planned approach to development that furthers its policy objectives of connecting
transit, parking, and other downtown amenities. It is W e r recommended that the City
undertake a planning process to establish priority areas for +15 development, and develop
a specific plan for +I5 linkage locations. This plan should be used in the application

review and approval process to regulate the location of +15 expansion, and to establish
protection zones where bridges would negatively affect significant view corridors,
historic districts, or other significant areas identified through the planning process.
The City and other stakeholders would be able to negate several of the negative
impacts of +15 development on the downtown in the absence of mandatory requirements
and bonus provisions. Unsuccessful outdoor open spaces and exterior stairwells should

be eliminated unless warranted in particular locations, such as immediately adjacent to
transit stations or at grade parks. Since the most frequently used open spaces among
respondents to the survey are indoor retail areas, food courts and parks, these spaces

would likely continue to be developed in the absence of density bonus as they are
profitable to developers and are amenity space for the building's occupants. Further, the
City could establish consistent FAR'S, effectively giving more control over building
heights, which would reduce the effects of large buildings on the comfort of those at
street-level.
However, the downside of these proposed recommendations is that they are an
acknowledgement of the uneven and possibly segregating +15 development pattern rather
than a solution to this significant problem. However, this concession is warranted as the

primary north-south and east-west routes have been established primarily in office
complexes around the nodal retail core. Although these recommendations appear to
W e r privatize +1 5 development, the current City controls over system design,

management and public access easements could occur in a manner similar to the present
situation as conditions to development approval. However, the present situation is one
that excludes all but one segment of the downtown population, and the above
recommendations do not remedy the potential for social segregation through development
policy recommendations. Management policy recommendations and calls for fiuther
research will also address this issue.

6.2.3

Summary Development Policy Recommendations

I . The reality that the system has been developed by private interests to
accommodate the occupants ofthe office towers and retail centres connected
to the system+ 15 development policy should be acknowledged;

2. The role of the system as primarily a pedestrian network should be
acknowledged;
3. All + 15 related bonus provisions in the Land Use Bylaw, including all
mandatory +15feature requirements should be re/inquished;
3. The development objective of unmitigated equnsion and the aim of

connecting every block of the downtown core in a comprehensive system of
+15 connections should be dismissed
5. The City of Calgary should initiate a planning process, and develop a plan
thar locates priority bridge locations, and develops criteriafor approving +15
development. Priority bridge locations should be those that:

a) Fill in existing gaps
b) Directly connect transitfacilities, downtown parking, and open
spaces
6. The system be allowed to develop as determined by market forces, but only in
areas determined through the development plan produced by the City;
7. The policies regulating the provision of at-grade access points at each end of

every +15 bridge, and the mechanismsfor integrating the +I S and grade
levels be revisited;
8. At grade access stairs are desirable, but should be based only in locations
where they provide immediate access to transit, surface parking, and gradelevel open space; and
9. Access easements, management responsibilities, and design standards should
continue to be negotiated and enforced as conditions through the development
permit application process.

6.3

Management Policy and Practice Recommendations
The current management policy of devolving responsibility for management and

operations of + l 5 spaces to private building owners and managers has also led to the
identification of several important issues. The internalization and privatization of public
space raises issues about social segregation that were affirmed in the analysis of the +I5

user profiles. However, safety from crime and wayfinding are also pressing issues
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identified by building owners and managers that did not emerge as issues in the +15
survey.

6.3.1

Management Policy and Practice Issues

Issue 1: The +I5 system contributes to the segregation of ihe downtown ppuIation on
the basis of socio-economic class. Security and operating hour policies andpractices are
oriented to acommodating the office worker and restrict access to people other than

ofice workers. Access is restricted in both actual and perceptual terms.

One of the most significant issues identified though the preceding analysis is that
the +15 system segregates the downtown population on the basis of class. Cunent
security policies and practices have the effect of physically and perceptually restricting
access to some of the downtown population groups as private security are less tolerant of
many of the behaviours that are typically found on the street-level. Loitering,
panhandling, or disrupting the flow of pedestrian traffic by any means are cause for
removal from the system by private security forces. Security policies and practices also
restrict access in perceptual terms. Uniformed private security guards, security cameras,
and other highly visible security practices portray the environment as strictly regulated,
and not welcoming to those who do not belong in private office buildings.

Operating hours has a similar physical and perceptual access control hction.
Although attempts have been made to standardize operating hours depending on the types
of uses connected, the system is largely inaccessible after 6:00 p.m. on weekdays and all

day on weekends. Even though some portions stay open later, they become disjointed

fiom the rest of the system by sections that are closed, making travel through much of the
system impossible. These operating hours also send the message that the system is the
domain of the office employee, and more private than public.
Issue 2: Current wcryfinding and safety policies andpractice are discordant with how
people use the system. Tremendous effortand expense is being extolled on woyfinding

and personal sciJety concerns among building owners and managers, however, these
issues do not detractfi.om the psychological comfort of system users.
Actual and perceived safety fiom crime, as well as wayfinding concerns have

emerged as the two primary concerns among building owners and managers. A safety
task force has been struck that congregates monthly to discuss security concerns on the

system, and recently, stakeholders funded a review of +15 signage, and made
recommendations for its improvement. Despite the prominence of these concerns,
respondents to the survey feel comfortable while using it. Issues of safety and
wayfinding did not emerge as problematic; however, the deficiencies of +I 5 signage
were the most frequently identified +15 element in need of improvement.

When the system is looked at in its entirety, wayfinding and safety are determined

to be significant issues. However, most respondents use it for short routine trips, which
make them familiar with it. This may be one explanation for the discordance between

management perceptions and how people use the system.

6.3.2

Management PoIicy and Practice Recommendations
To address accessibility concerns, it is recommended that the existing system be

given a formal hierarchical structure - similar to that proposed contained in the
Downtown Handbook afPublic Improvements - that extends through the major north-

south and east-west spines around the retail core as indicated on Map 12. Similar to a
road network, the +15 should contain main spines that could be delineated through
signage, floor treatments, wall treatments, or other markers that would indicate to users
that they are on the main segment of the system. Future connections on this major spine
should incorporate these elements into the design of new +15 structures. It is

recommended that the main spines remain open fiom 6:00 a.m. to 12:OO a.m. seven days
per week to provide access in all four directions through the downtown on evenings and

weekends. The segments of the system that do not comprise the main spine, and connect
primarily to office towers could continue closing during non-office hours, as these links
do not access destinations that would be desirable locations after hours. Similarly, retail

establishments on the +15 level could adjust their operating hours depending on
pedestrian traffic flows.

The exact location of the hierarchy proposed in Map 12 is based on consideration
of the types of uses connected to the system in various locations. The nodal point for the

hierarchy should be the retail core, and the major spines should extend in all four
directions. These links currently connect hotels and residential areas with the retail core,

as these are likely destination points after working hours. This is similar to the current

operating hour scheme, however, rather than having the bridges and connections
immediately adjacent to the retail core open past 6:00 p.m., the extended hours should be
expanded along the main spines connecting the retail core. Further, the City has the right
to implement these extended operating hours, as the provision that the system be opened
24 hours a day is clause in the standard Development Agreement and is mandated by +15

policy. It is fiuther recommended that these extended operating hours be clearly
expressed in the Development Agreements of any new development that may occur along
the major spines.
The hierarchical structure, and revamped operating hours would increase the
accessibility of the system to people who are downtown at times other than normal office
hours. Opening the system during other parts of the daily or weekly cycle would make it
accessible to everyone, including downtown residents of all classes, shoppers, and out of
town visitors staying at downtown hotels. The issue of socio-economic segregation
would be addressed, as the operating hours of the system would no longer revolve around
the daily routines of the office worker.

Additionally, making the main spines identifiable by design elements or other
markers, would bind the main spines together, effectively unifying the system. This
unifylng element would create the appearance, and the perception, that the main segments
are part of a larger public pathway network, and not the domain of the host buildings.

This delineation would also make the system easier to navigate for people who may not
use it frequently. For example, increased operating hours may draw new users, such as

visitors to Calgary, onto the system. Clearly marking north-south and east-west routes
may make it easier to navigate to major destinations. This proposed hierarchy is
consistent with the development policy recommendation of prioritising areas of +15
development, and should be a basis for infilling future development.
Security on the +15 level is another issue that must be addressed, and particularly
in the context of extending current operating hours. The devolution of responsibility to
private building owners and managers is likely the most feasible means of patrolling the
system, and should continue as the primary means of security. Limited civic police

resources preclude public policing, and given the enclosed. and secluded nature of the
system, adequate security is resource intensive. It is thus recommended that security

remain the primary responsibility of building owners and managers. However, it is
further recommended that guidelines be established that expressly outlines the rights and
privileges of both system users and security forces. These guidelines should detail when
people can be removed from the system to ensure that security practices restrict access
only to those who are disrupting the operation of the system or are threatening to other
users.

Overall, security seems to be effective, as very few respondents report being
afiaid for their safety while using the system. This may be because of the visible security
forces, as well as the efforts of building owners and managers to search for means to
prevent crime on the +IS. It is recommended that innovative crime prevention initiatives

be continued, and that building owners and managers continue working with the Calgary
Police Service and City planners to prevent crime and address issues on the +15 system.
Similar to the findings regarding perceptions of safety on the system, very few
respondents report wayfinding difficulties, despite the acknowledgement by many
respondents that the signage is in need of improvement. Building owners and managers
have recentiy undertaken a comprehensive analysis of +15 signage, and a new signage

scheme is anticipated. It is recommended that after the new signage has been established,
a follow up study be conducted to determine user reaction to the new signs. In terms of

additional signage, it is recommended that future improvements to the signage system
concentrate on delineating the proposed hierarchy, as well as major downtown

destinations, transit locations, parking and open spaces.

6.3.3 Mattagerrtent Policy and Practice Recorrtmendations Summary
I . A formal hierarchy should be established among existing +15features as indicated
on Map 12. The hierarchy should be based on connecting downtown attractions and
destinations that operate outside normal working hours;
2. Development agreements should stipulate that the hierarch be delineated through
designfeatures, signage, or other markers to unz3 the main spines and make them

clearly identifable;

3. The City should use the 24-hour clause in the standard development agreement to
ensure that the main spines remain openfiom 6:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m. It is
recommended that the remaining portions of the system retain current operating
hours;
I. Private security should continue as the primary securityforces on the + I5 system,

however, guidelines should be established to that outline the rights of users and
clearly delineate the role and powers of private securityforces to expel certain users;

5. Building owners and managers should continue to co-operate with the Calgary

Police Service and City planners to develop innovative approaches to crime
prevention on the system;
6. The pending sigmge proposal commissioned by building owners and managers

should be reviewed afier its implementation to assess its eflectiveness;
7. Future signage reviews shouldfocus on developing signage that delineates the main
spines of the system as well as transitfacilities. parking facilities, downtown open
spaces, and other major destinations at both the + I5 and street levels.

6.4

Considerations for Further Research
The above recommendations themselves are possible subjects for future research

and review. They are proposed as possible solutions given the preceding assessment of

the + 15 system, its policies, and its users, However, given some of the limitations of this
survey the recommendations should be studied in fiuther detail to determine their
potential effectiveness, and the potential consequences that may arise fiom their
implementation. Specifically, the recommendations are premised on the findings of this
user survey. However the intent of the user survey was exploratory, and to identifjl
issues rather than to quantitatively measure them. A primary objective of identifjing
these issues was that they could be researched in more detail, now that they have been
identified. It is thus recommended that the issues identified in this work be examined
more thoroughly before firm conclusions are drawn regarding them and their effect on
the downtown.

This study also acknowledges several limitations that may deserve of further
examination and review. The data and findings used to assess development and
management policy was gathered through a survey of +15 users. Given time, financial,
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and logistic constraints, the surveys were conducted solely on the +I 5 system, and the
sample group was limited to people using they system at the time of the interview. Since
people were using the system in the summer, it is likely that the survey population is
composed of people who benefit most

om the system. This precludes any anaiysis of

why some people may nor use the system. It is conceivable that there are people in the

downtown, who do not use the system for various reasons, yet these people are not
represented among the s w e y population. Additionally, the survey was conducted in the
summer, and the weather was warm and sunny for all four days of the survey period.
Consequently, the survey population may not represent people who use the system only

during periods of cold or inclement weather. Future research should address these
possible differences by conducting research at different times of the year, and possibly by
including people other than those on the system in the research. This would garner a
sample that is more representative of Calgarians, than of only system users.
Although the survey was successfirl, and did yield interesting results that are
consistent with research conducted in other North American skywalk cities, another
round of surveys during the winter may make a more comprehensive analysis possible.
An interesting comparison could be made between user populations, and the opinions of

those interviewed may reveal further policy issues to be addressed. Specifically, in
addition to the replication of this study in the winter, the following questions were
identified, but not resolvable in the preceding research are d e s e ~ i n gof fbrther study:
1. What, if any, variations are there in user profiles and patterns in the winter as

compared to the summer.

2. What effect has the +15 system had on street-level vitality in terms of
pedestrian volumes and retailing?
3. Why do some people on the street level not use the system?
4. What are the precise reasons for the social segregation evident on the system?

5. What are the opinions of the system among people who live or work
downtown but are not connected to the system, or conveniently served by the
system?

This study also addresses the present situation on the +I 5 system, and makes
recommendations for future development and management based on present conditions
and an acknowledgement of the policy history of the system. In this regard, the

recommendations assume a static state in the downtown in tenns of the amount and type
of development that may occur. Specifically, the recommendations are an

acknowledgement that past development patterns have resulted in the proliferation of the

+ 15 system in office and retail ateas. However, the development pattern in the
downtown core may change, and it appears a slight change may be occurring at present.
Within the last year, a large hotel development near Eau Claire extended the +15 one
block north, and the development of a +I5 link to a new convention centre is presently
underway. These two developments are a reminder that in the future, difTerent uses may
be connected to the system.

In the absence of a comprehensive Area Redevelopment Plan for the downtown, it
is impossible to speculate about the types of developments that may contain +15 linkages
in the future. Particularly if the system continues its expansion further from the retail
core, the potential for linking a more diverse representation of land uses increases. This
may have significant impacts on the role of the +15 system in the downtown, as an
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increasingly diverse user population begins using the system. For example, if there is a
proliferation of residential towers in the downtown at some point in the hture, and these
uses are either connected to the system or immediately adjacent to it, there may be
significant shifts in the user population and patterns of use. Similarly, if more hotel
developments link into the system, the user population will change. An influx of
different users and user patterns may alter the role the system should play in the
downtown, and may warrant another review of +15 development and management
policy.

However, in the interim, it is prudent to address issues that currently exist on the
system, and issues with the current development and management policies and practices.
Addressing these issues will ensure the system meets the needs of its current users, while
making provisions for accommodating its firture expansion.
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Survey Location:
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CC

JR

- --

Date:
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n

Time:
Weather Conditions:

Outdoor Temperature:

o~unny
~ o(>25C)
t

AMI~PM

P C I O U ~0
~~aining

0~ i l (
d 0-25C)
I

Ocold (4OC)

L

Hello, I am condudna a survey on behaif of The City of a l g ay Planning
and Building Doparhwntand (h.C.lg.ry DowWown Association. We u,
trying to find ways 0 improve the +16 sysand would valw your input
The survey will bko approximaWy 6 m i n u k W compldm. You may
decline to answer any quation or stop th.i r h r v k w at any time.

-

(Section 1 Uaer Pattema)
I. About how many days a week do you use the +15 systam in the
summer?
Never
0 5-6 days
0 occasional~y
0 Every day
0 Don't know
0 1-2 days
0 3-4 days
O other
2. How many days a week in the winter?

0 Never
0 ~ccasionally

0 1-2 days
0 3-4 days

0 5-6 days
0 Every day
0 Don't know
0 other

3. Generally speaking, what is the main mason you use the +15 systam?

0 Weather protection
0 Pedestrian/vehicle separation
P Easier to cross street

0 Convenience
0 Quiet

0 Shopping / restaurants
0 For work
0 Open spaces / gardens
0 Don't know

a other

P Safe
4. Why a n you using the +15 system today?

0 Weather protection

a Pedes!rian/vehicle separation
0 Easier to cross street

a Convenience
0 Quiet
0 safe

0 Shopping I restaurants
0 For work
0 Open spaces / gardens

a Don't know

0 Other

5. Do you prefer using the +15 system over using the sidewalk?

0 yes
0 No
0 Depends on weather

0 Depends on where I am
0 Don't know
0 Other

6. What, if anything, DON'T you like about using the +15 system?

0 Confusing

0 Inconvenient
Gaps in the system
0 Access/exit points
0 Dead ends
O Closure times
O Unsafe

0 People loitering
0 People sleeping
0 Intoxicated people
0 Panhandling
0 Not enough retaiVservice
0 Other
0 NIA (Like everything)

7. How did you travel downtown today?

0 Private car
0 Taxi
Bus

0 C-train

0 Bicycle
0 walked
O other

8. Where are you coming from?

0 Business meeting
0 Parking lot

0 Retail store/mall
0 Bank

0 Coffee shop/ restaurant
0 Transit stop
0 School
0 other

(If b e mpunse ir m e of the abmq p o b r 0 &mmhe whcaker
o
~ locrrdon
d ir home, work, or h o d and Ckdck
baxeh)

mq*

0 HOME
0 WORWLACE

HOTEL

0 DON'T KNOW

9. Where are you heading to right now?

P Business meeting
P Parking lot

P Transit stop

0 Retail store/mall
0 sank

0 School
0 other

0 Coffee shop/ restaurant

(I/thertspnse is one of h e
p b c do &&mihe wL&er
o d ' d k d n LF home, wwk, or hord und Check 4ppqrkrtc
bar-1

0 HOME

a WORKPLACE

0 HOTEL
0 DON'T KNOW

10. Do you use the + I S system to make the trip you are making right now
on a regular basis, say I or more times per week?

0 Yes
0 NO

0 Don't know
0 other

11. What other trips do you make on the +I 5 system? r M o y use map & ccorffi
if neededn)

0 None

12.1 am going to name a few +I5 locations. Could you plea- indicatm
whether or not you have USED +IS'S in the general ama of these
locations. (**Red Locorio.nC~

0 YES

0 NO

( c ) Bankers Hall
0 YES
(d) Bow Valley Square
0 YES
(e) Shell Centre
YES
(f) Fiftb and Fifth
0 YES
(g) Western Canadian ~ l a c e oYES

0 NO
0 NO
0NO
0 NO
0 NO
0 NO

(a) Calgary Tower
(b) Calgay Public Library

a YES
a

0 DK
0 DK
0 DK
0 DK
3 DK
0 DK
0 DK

13. Overall, is it easy to find your way through tfte +15 system?

P Don't know
P other

0 yes

O NO

14. Do you ever feel disoriented or lost when using the + I 5 system?

0 yes
0 No (**Go
15.

to # Idw)

0 Don't know
0 other

(-IF PET*? Why do you think you feel lost or disoriented?
0 Unfamiliarity
0 unclear maps
0 poor signage
0 Can't see outside
0 confusing
other
system

(-IF YES*.) Can you explain where you tend to feel
disoriented or lost?
0 Access/exit points 0 Specific Section
0 Bridges
(**Descr@ib,**)
0 Hallways
P Building lobbies
P plazas
O other
0 Unfamiliar parts

(**IFPZB*.) How fiquently do you feel lost or disoriented in
the system?

0 Always
0 Frequently

0 Rarely
0 Don't know

P occasionally

P other

18. Can you give examples of any physical L a t u r n that help you locab
yourself or Rnd your way while using the +15 systam?
(**Prompt: Swck as g a w , sca@tnm,artwrk, dYspCovse+)
0 No
O Yes
(**D~nfonc*)

0 Don't know
O Other
19. Is it easier to find your way through the + I 5 system when you can see
the buildings or streets outside?

0 Don't know
0 other

0 Yes

20. Do you think that the existing +15 signs am useful in helping you find
your way through the sy2s&~m?

0 yes

0 Don't b o w

P NO

P other

21.Are some types of signage more helpful than other types?

0 yes

a No (**Go To a**)
22.

0 Don't know
0 other

(**IF=S*9 What type?

IJ ~ l u circles
e
O Kiosk signs

0 Maps

P other

0 Building name
signs

172

23. How easy or difficult is it to understand the existing signs?

0 NOopinion

0 very e a s ~
0 Satisfactory
0 Hard to understand

0 other

24. Are there enough signs to help you find your way on the +15 system?

O yes

P ~ o n ' know
t

0NO

0 other

25. Do you ever refer to the map pedestals provided on the + I S system?

0 Don't know
0 other

0 yes
0 NO

(**IFPESCr)What is your opinion of them?
OR

( V FN P ) Why Not?

0 No Opinion
Panithe
0 Cleadunderstmdable
0 Easy to locate
0 Helphl
0 Show whole system

I0

Other

Negative
0 Unclear/co&ing
0 Out o f date
0 Hard to locate
0 TOO few
0 Not helpful
0 Cover too much o f system
Other

27. Have you tried to access the +15 sysbm directly from the street?

0 yes
0 NO

0 Don't know
0 other

28. How did you access the +15 system today? Did you access from

(**READ CHOICESIY)

0
0
0

a

street
Parkade
Transit stop
Building elevator

0 Escalator
0 Office building
0 Don't know

a other

...

29. How do you he1 about the existing + I S access stairs, escalators, or
elevators?

Positive
They are fine
0 Convenient
0 Easy to find
0 clean
secure/de

Negative
0 unsafe
0 Dark
Hard to Find
0 Isolated
0 Smelly

a

0 Dirty
Other:

Other:
0 Don't Know

.

30. What would you look for if you were on the street and looking for a +15
access?

0 Bridges
0 signs
0 Stairs, escalators, elevators
0 Entrances through
buildings
0 Know where entrances are

0 Don't use street access
0 Don't know
0 other

31. Are there times of the day or week that you do not use the +15
system?

0 Yes

0 No (** Go
32.

#349

(-VYEP)

Don't know
0 other

When?

0 Night
0 Day

0 Weekend
0 other

( - l f P 2 G P ) Why don't you use the +15 at these times?
0 Retail outlets closed
0 Not downtown
0 Unsafe
0 Offices/buildings closed
0 Unsure of operating hours
0 People sleeping
0 Panhandling
[3 Too dark
0 Intoxicated people 0 Other
0 Too isolated
34. Are there any p.r(icular sections of the +15 systam that you avoid
using?

0 Don't know

0 yes

P No ("&to

P other

#37#)

35.

("lfEP)
Where?

36.

(-I/pEs.) Why?

0 No reason to go
there
0 unsafe
0 People sleeping
0 Panhandling
0 Intoxicated people
(Section 4

0 Too isolated
0 Poor maintenance
0 Bad area of the city

a Other

0 Don't know

- Design Featam)

37. Do you feel that there are parts of the downtown that am missing +15
bridges?

0 yes
0 No (**Go To 39.7

a Maybe

(**IFXES") Where?
(Stmet and Avenue)

0 Don't know
0 Other

39. Can you think of any areas. Streem, or Avenues when +1S bridges or
hallways should NOT be built'?

0 Yes (SkouCdnot & bui@)

O No
(**I/XEPqWhy?

40.

(Section 5 - General and Aesthetic Issues)
41. Are there any improvements you would like to see made on Uie
existing +I
5 system? (**Check rrU &at

me+)

0 yes

a No
42.

0 Maybe
0 Don't know

(-IF ES")
What improvements?
Signage
0 Clearer directions
P Better maps
0 More artwork, sculptures or
displays
0 More security
0 Clearly marked accesdexits
0 More retail activity
(including buskers)

0 Better lighting
0 Posted hours of operation
0 Less ~ a n d a l i s r n / ~ t i
0 Fewer social problems (intoxicated
users/panhandling etc.)

0 other

43. Do you use any of the atriums. seating spaces, or outdoor gardens
located throughout the +15 syst~m?

yes
0 No (**Sm MU*?

0 Don't know
0 Other

(**IFEEW*) How often?

0 Daily
0 Several times a
week
0 Once a week
0 once every couple
weeks

0 Once a month

0 Once every few months

a Several times per year
P Once a year

0 Less than once a year
0 Don't know
0 other

(**IFYElr*) Which ones?

(**IFY E P * ) For what purpose?

0 Smoke breaks

0 To people watch

0 Coffee breaks

0

O TO eat

O

Socialize
other

0 For recreation
(walking etc)

(**IFm*)
What d o you like about them?

0 Vegetation

a Fresh air
a Relaxing
a Can smoke there
0 social place
0 clean

0 safe

0 Ponds/fountains
0 Quiet
0 Don't know
0 other

48.

What, if anything, do you NOT like about the atrium.,
or outdoor gardens?

0
0
0
0

0 Crowded
0 Isolated
Hard to find
Panhandlers
P Unclean
0 Smokers

a

P
0

seating spaces,

People sleeping
People loitering
Va.ndalisrn/graffiti
Intoxicated people
- Other
NIA (Like everything)

49. Do you generally like the way +15 bridges look from the street?

0 yes
0 No
0 Mixed

0 ~ 0 n . know
t
P other

50. Would you say that +15 bridges have a positive or negative VISUAL
impact on the way (heDowntown look.?

0 Positive

a

Negative
0 Mixed

(Section 6

Don't know
other

- Personal Information)

Now I em going to ask you for some personal inbnnation.
51. Do you live in Calgay?

0 Yes
No (**Goto #We)
52.

(**IFme*)
Do you live in the Downtown?

0 Yes
0 No
53.

(**IFFESe.) May I ask for your home postal code?

54.

(**IFNO*Y) Where are you from?

55. Do you work in the Downtown?

0 Yes
P No
56. How long have you been in Calgary?

Residtnta
0 Under 1 year
U 1-3 years

VIritom
Under 1 day
0 1-3 days
0 4-6 days
P 7-9 days
0 10 days or more

a

rn 4-6 years

O 7-9 years

0 10 years or more

57. Please indicate your age category? (+*Let Lem fiIl out**)

[I1W 1 (Under 1 8 years)
0 #2 (18-29 years)
0 #3 (30-39 years)
0 W (40-49 years)

P #S (50-59 years)

0 #6 (60 years and over)
0 #I (Not applicable)

58. (- DO NOT ASK intcmewer, indicate geode?)

0 Male

a Female
Thankyou for your time and cooperation
INTERVIEWER NOTES:

i

Appendir B:
Frequency and Percentage Tables

Appendix 6: Frequencies and Percentages
NOTE: Respondents were able to give more than one response per question. The frequencies
represented here are the number of respondents who gave a particular response. The
percentages are the percent of all respondents who gave a particular answer. For some of the
contingency questions the pewcentages are the N value of the permfitage is the number of
respondents who answered the question. In many cases,the frequencies will exceed the total
number of respondents or 100%. For this reason, totals and cumulative frequencies have been
ommitted.

The ( ) symbol represents answers that were not on the survey form but were added during
the analysis of "other" responses.

Survey Location:
Location
Bankers Hall
Energy Plaza
Petro Canada
Standard Life
Bow Valley Square
TD Square
Nova
Penny Lane
Public Library
Alberta Stock Exchange
Sunlife
Petroleum Club
Eatons
Calgary Tower
Western Canadian Place
Total Responses

Fmquoncy
32
25
21
21
19
17
13
10
5
4
4
4

3
2
1
181

Porcont of Rospondonts
(N=l81)
17.68
13.81
11.60
11.60
10.50
9.39
7.18
5.52
2.76
2.21
2.21
2.21
1.66
1.10
0.55
100

Date:
Frequency
Tuesday July 14
Thursday July 16
Friday July 17
saturday july 18
Total Responses

62
80
16
23
181

Parcant of Reapondents
(N=181)
34.25
44.20
8.84
12.71
100

Weather Conditions:
Weather
Sunny
cloudy
~ainin~
Total Responses

Frmquancy
173
8
0
181

Parcant of Respondants
(N=181)
95.58%
4.42%
0%
100

Outdoor Temperature:
Temperature
Hot (225C)
Mild (10-25C)
Cold ( 4 0C)
Total Responses

Fmquency
73
108
0
181

Percant of Rupondants
(N=181)
40.33%
59.67%
0%
100

1 About how many days a week do you use the +15 system in the summer?
# Of Days

Never
Occasionally
1-2 Days
3-4 Days
5-6 Days
Every Day
Don't Know
Other
'When Raining

Fnquency
3
20
34
33
55
28
2
3
5

Parcent of Raspondanb
(N=181)
1.66
11-05
18.78
18.23
30.39
15.47
1-10
1-66

2.76

2. How many days a week in the winter?
# Of Days

Never
Occasionally
1-2 Days
3 4 Days
5-6 Days
Every Day
Don't Know
Other

Frmquancy

5
9
13
24
70
54
4
3

Parcant of Respondent8
(N=181)
2.76
4.97
7.18
13.26
38.67
29.83
2.21
1-66

3. Generally speaking, what is the main mason you use the +1S system?
Reason
Weather Protection
PedestrianNehicle Separation
Easier to Cross Street
Convenience
Quiet
Safe
ShoppinglRestaurants
For Work
Open SpaceslGardens
Don't Know
Other

Froquancy

Pamont of Rmpondanb

70

(~=181-)
38.67

4. Why are you using the +15 system today?
Reason
Weather Protection
PedestrianNehicle Separation
Easier to Cross Street
Convenience
Quiet
Safe
ShoppinglRestaurants
For Work
Open SpacesGardens
Don't Know
Other

Fnquoncy

Pamnt of Raspandants

8

(~=181)
4.42

5. Do you prefer using the +15 system over using the sidewalk?
Response
Yes
No
Depends on Weather
Depends on Where I am
Don't Know
Other

Fmquancy
86
30
46
17
3
9

Percant of Respondants
(N=181)
47.51
16.57
25.41
9.39
1-66
4.97

6. What, if anything, DON'T you like about using the +15 systam?
Don't Like
Confusing Systern
Inconvenient
Gaps in the System
Access/Exit Points
Dead Ends
Closure Times
Unsafe
GraffitiNandalism
People Loitering
People Sleeping
Intoxicated People
Panhandling
Not Enough RetaiUService
Other
NIA Like Everything
'Doors
'Climate
*Crowded

Fraquancy
17
17
38
3
4
17
1
0
1
0
1
1
0
19
53
16
19
8

Percent of R-pondents
(N=I 81)
9.39
9.39
20.99
1-66
2.21
9.39
0.55
0
0.55
0
0-55
0-55
0
10.50
29.28
8.84
10-50
4.42

7. How did you tnvel downtown today?
Mode of Travel
Private Car
Taxi
Bus
C-Train
Bicycle
Walked
Other

Frequency
90
0
25
42
7
23
0

Percent of Raspondents
(~=18i)
49.72
0
13.81
23.20
3.87
12.71
0

8. Where are you coming from?
Origin Point (Primay in
Capitals)
Meeting
parking Lot
Retail Store/Mall
Bank
Coffee ShopIRestaurant
Transit Stop
School
Other
HOME
WORKPLACE
HOTEL
DON'T KNOW

Froqumncy

Pmrcont of R b F n d a n b

6

(N=181)
3.31

14
40
122

3
1

7.73
22. to
67.40
1.66
0.55

9. Where are you heading to right now?
Origin Point (Primary in
Capitals)
Meeting
parking Lot
Retail Store/Mall
Bank
Coffee ShopIRestaurant
Transit Stop
School
Other
HOME
WORKPLACE
HOTEL
DON'T KNOW

Fmqumncy
6
1
11

3
15
0
0
11
26
132
2
1

P o i n t of Resfkindants
(N=181)
3.31
0.55
6.08
1-66
8.29
0
0

6.08
14.36
72.03
1.10
0.55

10. Do you use the +1S system to make the trip you are making right now on a
regular basis, say 1 or more times per week?
-

Response

Fmqumncy

Yes
No
Don't Know
Other

143
35
0
3

Pmrcont of Rospondanb
(N=181)
79.01
19.34

0
1.66

11. What other trip do you make on the + I S system? (

V # i i

me

lo

needed")
Response
Stores/Services
Lunch/Coffee breaks
Home
Parking lots
Transit
Other

Fnquoncy

Pomont of Rospondont.

55
29
4
5
6
37

30.39
16.02
2.21
2.76
3.31
20.44

12. 1 am going to name a few +15 locations. Could you please indicats whether
or not you have USED +IS'S in the general area of these locations. (**Red
Locatidm**)
Response
Calgary Tower
Yes
No
Don't Know
Total
Calgary Public Library
Yes
No
Don't Know
Total
Bankers Hall
Yes
No
Don't Know
Totaf
Bow Valley Square
Yes
No
Don't Know
Total
Shell Centre
Yes
No
Don't Know
Total
Fifth and Fifth
Yes
No
Don't Know

Frsquoncy

Percent of Respondents
(N=181)

83
98
0
181

45.86
54.14
0
100

55
124
2
181

30.39
68.5 1
1.10
100

169
12
0
181

93.37
6.63
0

153
27
1
181

84.53
14.92
0.55
100

101
79
181

55.80
43.65
0.55
100

119
59
3

65.75
32.60
1.66

1

186

Total
(CONT-D)
Western Canadian Place
Yes
No
Don't Know
Total

181

100

91
85

50.28
46 -96
2.76
100

5
181

13. OveraII, is it easy to find your way through the +15 system?
Response

Fnquancy

Yes
Na
Don't Know
Other
'If Familiar

147
23
0
3
8

Parcent of Respondents
(~~181)
81-22
12.71
0
1.66
4.42

14. Do you ever feel disoriented or lost when using the +15 system?
Response

Fnquoncy

Yes
No
Don't Know
Other

74
105
3
2

15.

(".IF=*3

Response
Unfamiliarity
Poor Signage
Confusing System
Unclear Maps
Can't See Outside
Other

Percant of Rospondonts
(N=181)
40.88
58.01
1-66
1-10

Why do you think you fbel lost or disoriented?
Frequency
41
25
25

5
3
15

Parcant of Respondent.
(N=74)
55.40
33.78
33.78
6.76
9.56
20.28

16.

(-IF XES*.) Can you explain where you tend to feel disoriented or
lost?

Response

Fmquancy
5
1
15
25
3
13
30
11

AccesslExit Points
Bridges
Hallways
Building Lobbies
Plazas
Unfamiliar Parts
Specific Section
Other

17.

Parcent of Ra8pandants
(N=74)
6.76
1.35
20.27
33.78
4.05
17.57
40.54
14.06

(**IFPES*.) How frequently do you feel lost or disoriented in the
system?
-

Response
Always
~requentl~
Occasionally
Rarely
Don't Know
Other

--

~nquancy
4
2
27
37
0
0

~ . A n tof Roapondant.
(N=74)
5.41
2.70
36.49
50
0
4.05

18. Can you give examples of any physical features that help you locate yourself
or find your way while using the +lS system?

Response
Yes

Fmquancy

Pareont of Raspandants

137

75.69
3.31
7.73
24.86
15.47
20-99
7.73
10.50
5.52
1.66
0.55
1-66
1-10
1-66

'StatuealArtworWDi
'StoredCShops
'Sins
WaPs
WrrdowdOutsii

6
14
45
28
38

*stlwtS

14
19
10

*Build!ngs
'Landmarks
'Bridges
'Open Spaces
'other
Don't know

3
1
3
2

Other

3

19. Is it easier to find your way through the +15 system when you can see the
buildings or streets outside?
Response

Frequency

Yes
No
Don't Know
Other

158
18
3
1

Percent of Respondents
(N=181)
87.29
9.94
1-66
0.55

20. Do you think that the existing +15 signs a n useful in helping you find your
way through the system?
Response
Yes
No
Don't Know
Other
'Don't Use/Need

Frequency
130
27
5
10
9

P e m n t of Rmspondenb
(N=181)
71-82
14.92
2.76
5.52
4.97

21.Are some types of signage more helpful than other types?
Response

Fqumncy

Yes
No
Don't Know
Other

96
49
27
0

22.

Pmrcont of Rospondmnb
(N=181)
53.04
27.07
14.92
0

(**W
m**)
What type?

Response
Blue Circles
Kiosk Signs
Building Name Signs
Maps
Other
'Directional Signs
'Street Names

Frmqumnty
19
1
38
24
11
15
11

Pmrwnt of Rospondanb
(N=96)
19.79
1.04
39.58
25
11-46
15.63
11-46

23. How easy or difficult is it to understand the existing signs?
Response
Very Easy
satisfactory
Hard to Understand
No Opinion
Other

Froquancy
89
55
18
9
5

Pmmnt of Raspondents
(N=181)
49.17
30.39
9.94
4.97
2.76

24. Are there enough signs to help you find your way on the +15 system?
Response

Fnrquency

Yes
No
Don't Know

108
60
11

Percent of Respondants
(N=181]
59.67
33.15
6.08

2

Other

25.

1-10

Do you ever refer to the map pedestals provided on the + I 5 system?

Response

Fnquancy

Yes
No
Don't Know
Other

102
77
1
1

Parcant of Respondents
(N=181)
56.35
42.54
0.55
0.55

(**IFYES*+)What is your opinion of #em?
OR

(-IFNO..) Why Not?
Froquonty

Response

No Opinion
positive
ClearAJndersWndable
Easy to Locste
Hdpful
Show Whole Systetn
Other Positive

43

Percent of Rospondonts
(N=181)
23.76

14

7.73

Negative
UndearIConfudng
Out of Date
Hard to Locate

Too Few
Not Hdpful
Cover too Much of Syasm
Other Negative
'Don't Use

27. Have you tried to access the +15 systiem d i m t l y from the s t r w l
Response

Fmquenty

Yes
No
Don't Know
Other

134
45
0
1

Percont of Respondents
(N=181)
74.03
24.86
0
0.55

28. How did you access the +15 system today? Did you access from

READ CEOICES*f)
FwU.~W

Response

27
13
2
10
16
118
0
1

Street
Parkade
Transit Stop
Building Elevator
Escalator
Office Building
Don't Know
Other

...

(-

Parwnt of Raspondant,
(N=181)
14.92
7.18
1.10
5.52
8.84
65.19
0
0.55

29. How do you feel about the existing +15 access stairs, escalators, or
elevators?
Frequency

Response
Positive
They Are Fine
Convenient
Easy to Find
Clean
SafeJSecure
Other Positive

159
144
2
4
0
2
5
2

Unsafe

47
13

Dark
Hard to Find
Isolated
Smelly
Dirty
Other Negative

2
2
3
2
19
6

Negative

Percent of Respondents
(N=181)
87.85
79.56
1-10
2.2 1
0
1.10
2.76
1-10
25.97
7.18
1.10
1.10
1.66
1.10
10.5
3.31

30. What would you look for if you were on the street and looking for a +15
access?
Frwqwncy

Response
Bridges
Signs
Stairs/Escalators/Elevators
Entrances Through Buildings
Know Where Entrances Are
Don't Use Street Access
Don't Know
Other

35
125
21
25
4
1
6
4

Pmrcont of Respondent,
(N=181)
19.34
69.06
11-60
13.81
2.21
0.55
3.31
2.21

31. Are there times of the day or week that you do not use the + I 5 system?
Response

Fmqucbncy

Yes
No
Don't Know
Other

135
41
3
1

Percent of Respondents
(N=t81)
74.59
22.65
1.66
0.55

('RlfY?CF) When?
Response
Night
Day
Weekend
Other
Nice Weather

Frwuancy
52
2
89
15
13

Partont of Respondants
(N=135)
38.52
1.48
65.93
11.11
9.63

33. ("If P E P ) Why don't you use the +I
5 at these times?
Frequency

Response
Not Downtown
Unsafe
People Sleeping
Panhandling
Intoxicated People
Too Isolated
Retail Outlets Closed
Offices/Buildings Closed
Operating Hours
Too Dark
Other
*Nice Weather

88
7
1
1

0
2
6
10
18
0
18
11

Percent of R-pondonb
(N=135)
65.19
5.19
0.74
0.74
0
1-48
4.44
7.41
13.33
0
13.33
8.15

34. Are there any particular sections of the +15 system that you avoid using?
Response

Frequency

Percent of Rmpondenb

Yes
No
Don't Know

24

(N=181)
13.26

Frequency

Percent of Rospondanb

5
5
3
4
1
6

(N=24)
20.83
20.83
12.50
16.67
4.17
25.00

35.

(7
Y E P ) Where?

Response
Parkades
Stairs
Dark Areas
Certain Buildings
Non-Glass Areas
Other

Response
No Reason to Go There
Unsafe
People Sleeping
Panhandling
lntoxicated People
Too Isolated
Poor Maintenance
Bad Area of City
Other
Don't Know
Confusing

Fmquoncy
0

Patwnt of Rmspondontr
(N=24)
0

37. Do you feel that there are parts of the downtown that are missing +15
bridges7
Response

Froquancy

Yes
No
Maybe
Don't Know
Other

120
41
7
12
0

Pemnt of Raspondents
(N=l8l)
66.30
22.65
3.87
6.63
0

(**IFP E F ) Where?

38.

Response
(Over 3 Respondents)
Bow Valley Square
City Hall
The Bay
Petro Canada
Telus
Energy Plaza
TD Square
Eau Claire
Eatons
Convention Centre
Amoco
Sunlife
Monenco
Calga Tower
Over 7 Avenue
Over 6mAvenue
West Downtown
East Downtown
All Over
Others (Less than 3
Responses)

1

Fmquency
31
7
18
13
8
8
11
7

5
4

3
3
5
3
12
9
16
7
11
35

Pemnt of Reapondents
(N=181)
25.83
5.83
15.00
10.83
6.67
6.67
9.17
5.83
4.17
3.33
2.50
2.50
4.17
2.50
10.00
7.50
13.33
5.83
9.17
29.17

39. Can you think of any areas. Streets, or Avenues where +15 bridges or hallways
should NOT be built?
Frmquency

Response

21

Yes
Only Downtown
High Crime Areas
Stephen Avenue
Old City Hall
Theatros
Parks
By the Bow River
Eau Claire

4
2
4
1
1
1
1
1

Percont of ~ o s p o n d e n ~
(N=181)
11.60

(**Yrn*)Why?
Fmquancy

Response
Preserve ViewsNistas
Preserve Historical Buildings
Safety Concerns
Preserve Natural Sunlight
ugly
Other

2
2
2
2
1
12

Parcent of Respondents
(N=21)
9.52
9.52
9.52
9.52
4.76
57.14

41.Are there any improvements you would like to see made on the existing +15
system? (**Ckmkd
f #&ad -**I
Frequency

Response

95
78
3
3

Yes
No
Maybe
Other

42.

Percent of Raspondents
(~=l8l)
52.49
43.09
1.66
1.66

(-IF K E F ) What improvements?

Response
Signage
Clearer Directions
Better Maps
More ArtISculptureslDisplays
More Security
Clearly Marked Access/Exits
More Retail Activity
Better Lighting
Hours of Operation
Less VandalismIGraffiti
Fewer Social Problems
Other
'More Bridges
'Climate Control
'Doors

Frequency
25
23
20
0
3
9
2
4
15
0
5
18

20
14
14

Percant of Rospondenta
( ~ ~ 9 5 )
26.32
24.21
21-05
0
3.16
9.47
2.1 1
4.21
15.79
0
5.26
18.95
21.05
14.74
14.74

43. Do you use any of the atriums, seating spaces, or outdoor gardens located
throughout the +15 sy.bm?
Response

Fmquancy

Yes
No
Don't Know
Other

105
75
0
1

44.

(**IFEZW*) How often?

Response

Froquancy

Daily
several Times a Week
Once a Week
Once Every Couple Months
Once a Month
Once Every Few Months
Several Times per Year
Once a Year
l e s s than Once a Year
Don't Know
Other

45.

Parcent of Roapondants
(N=181)
58.01
41-44
0
0.55

10

Parcent of Respondents
(N-105)
9.52

(**IFYEP*) Which ones?

Response
(Less than 3 responses)
James Short Park
Bow Valley Square
Devonian Gardens
Petro Canada
Standard Life
TD Square
Bankers Hall
Energy Plaza
Other (Less Than 3
Responses)

f nquancy

3
11
51
6
9
6
4

3
30

Parcant of Respondent.
(N=105)
2.86
10.48
48.57
5.71
8.57
5.71
3.81
2.86
28.57

46.

(++IFYESf*) For what purpose?
Fnquency

Response
Smoke Break
Coffee Breaks
To Eat
For Recreation
To People Watch
Socialize
Other
RestiReiax

47.

Vegetation
~resh
Air
Relaxing
Can Smoke There
Social Place
Clean
PondsIFountains
Quiet
Don't Know
Other
'Convenient
*Climate

(N=I 05)
11.43
14.29
56.19
8.57
3.81
13.33
19.05
16.19

12
15
59
9
4
14

20
17

(+*IFPEP*) What do you like about them?

Response

Safe

Parcont of Rmpondents

Fmquency
28
33
30
7
9
3
4
7
16
0
19
16
13

Parcant of Rospondants
(N=105)
26.67
31 -43
28.57
6.67
8.57
2.86
3.81
6.67
15.24
0
18.10
15.24
12-38

48.

What, if anything, do you NOT like about the abiums, seating spaces, or
outdoor gardens?

Response
Crowded
Isolated
Hard to Find
Panhandlers
Unclean
Smokers
Non-Smokers
People Sleeping
People Loitering
VandalismlGraffiti
lntoxicated People
Other
NIA Like Everything
'Don't Use

Fnquoncy
24
1
0
1
4
11
0
4

5
2
3
13
81
34

Percent of Raspondontr
(N=181)
13.26
0.55
0
0.55
2.21
6.08
0
2.21
2.76
1.10
1-66
7-10
44.75
18.78

49. Do you generally like the way +15 bridges look from the street?
Response

Fnquency

Yes
No
Mixed
Don't Know
Other

166
3
9
1
2

Percent of Raspondents
(N=181)
91-71
1.66
4.97
0.55
1.10

50. Would you say that +15 bridges have a positive or negative VISUAL impact
on the way the Downtown looks3
Response

Frequency

Positive
Negative
Mixed
Don't Know
Other
'No Impact

110
6
14
2
4
46

Percent of Rmspondenb
(N=181)
60.77
3.31
7.73
1.f 0
2.21
25.41

51. Do you live in Calgay?
Ffoquoncy

Response
Yes
No
Total Responses

52.

159
21
181

Parcent of R@spondonb
(N=l81)
87.85
11.6
100

(**IFYES*? Do you live in the Downtown?
Fmquoncy

Response
Yes

24

Parunt of Rempondanb
(N=164)
14.63

Total Responses

164

100

-

--

(**IFI?tiS*.) May I ask for your home postal code?
T2E 8KA
T2W 3M1
T3G 229
T2V
T3B 4N5
T I Y 6P6
T36 3M9
T2J 2S8
T2P 4L2
T2P 2A6
T2M 2A5
T2E 054
T3E
T2R OH9
T2J 5J4
T36 2G4
T3K 1x6
T2P ON8
T3A 5N7
T3H 2S7
T3A1Z4
T2K 3R2
T2K8Z6

T2S1J9
T3A2E6
T3C2N5
NA
T2LOT6
T3J1Y6
T2NlT5
T3K465
T2MOY5
T3E262
T3A1Z4
T3G209
T2N2M4
INC
T2ROC3
T3CIH1
T3A5W4
T2E6M1
T2Y1A4
T2K5Y6
T2K4G4
T3G3X8
T3G4H6

54.

(*+IFNO+? Where are you from?
Fmqwncy

Response
Sundrie
Bragg Creek
Strathmore
Canmore
Airdrie
Altadore
0kotoks
Medicine Hat
Chestemere
DeWinton
Cochrane
Holland
British Columbia
Missoula Montana
Total Responses

Parcont of Raspondmnts
(N=21)

1
3
2
2
4

1
1
1
1

1
1
1
1
1
21

55. Do you work in the Downtown?
Frequency

Response
Yes
No
Used ToIRetired
Total Responses

151
18
11
181

Porcont of Rmspondanb
(N=181)
83.43
9.94
6.08

56. How long have you been in Calgary?
Response

Fmqumncy

Percent of Rospondanb
(N=181)

9
18
23

Residents
Under 1 Year
1-3 Years
4-6 Years
7-9 Years
10 Years or More

112

4.97
9.94
12.71
7.73
61-88

Under 1 Day
1-3 Days
4-6 Days
7-9 Davs
10 Days or M&
Total Responses

0
181

0
100

14

57. Please indicate your age category? (**Let tbm fill omt**)
Response
Under 18 Years
18-29 Years
30-39 Years
40-49 Years
50-59 Years
60 Years and Over
Not Applicable
Total Responses

Fnquency

Parcant of Rupondenfr

3

(N=181)
1-66

0

0

181

100

Frequency

Percent of Respondants

58. Gender
Response

(N=181)

Male
Female
Total Responses

102

79
181

56.35
43.65
100

