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TOWN OF CANMORE

Minutes of the Special Meeting of Council held Tuesday, April 10, 2012 at 6:00 p.m. in the
Canmore Civic Centre at 902 7th Avenue to discuss the following:
PUBLIC HEARING:
1. Bylaw 04-2012 Bow Valley Trail Area Redevelopment Plan

The following persons were present:
MAYOR:

Ron Casey (absent)

DEPUTY MAYOR: Hans Helder
COUNCILLORS:

STAFF:

Jim Ridley
Joanna McCallum
Gordie Miskow
John Borrowman
Ed Russell
Lisa de Soto, Interim Chief Administrative Officer
Patrick Sorfleet, Development Planner
Gary Buxton, Acting General Manager, Municipal Infrastructure
Cheryl Hyde, Recording Secretary

INTRODUCTION
Deputy Mayor Helder called the Special Meeting to order at 6:04 p.m. and opened the Public
Hearing. The deputy mayor advised that all material presented at the hearing is considered part
of the public record.
ADMINISTRATIVE BRIEFING
The development planner provided an overview of Bylaw 04-2012 Bow Valley Trail Area
Redevelopment Plan.
QUESTIONS OF CLARIFICTION
The development planner provided the following information in response to questions from the
public:
 Solutions to concerns brought forward during the public consultation are included in the
area redevelopment plan being presented today.
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PUBLIC SUBMISSIONS
Lawrence Hill, Canmore resident:
 Is not in favour of the proposal to allow light industrial and automotive uses in the
southern precinct. He believes the south access to town is heavily used by visitors and
that this type of use would cause the area to become unsightly.
 Is also not in favour of the proposal to convert visitor accommodation to allow for
anything other than short term stays.
Marty Avery, representing the Business Revitalization Zone:
 Believes that wayfinding in the Bow Valley Trail area must be improved.
 Encourages the Town to find ways to encourage pedestrian traffic from the Bow Valley
Trail into the downtown core.
Jim Muir, Owner, Windtower Mountain Lodge:
 Is not in favour of the proposal to allow light industrial and automotive uses in the
southern precinct, which is a gateway to town for visitors.
 Believes the proposal to convert existing visitor accommodation units to employee
housing should address whether this would be decided for each individual unit, or for a
whole building at once.
 Would volunteer to sit on a Bow Valley Trail committee, should one be established.
Frank Kernick, President of Spring Creek Mountain Village read from a written submission that
is included as an attachment to these minutes.
Shawn Biggins, Canmore resident:
 Recommends that retail stores be capped at 200m2 rather than the 150m2 proposed. Many
businesses in this area provide washroom facilities for patrons, which affects the floor
area that can accommodate merchandise.
Andrew Nickerson, Canmore Business and Tourism:
 Believes the downtown core needs to be protected. Approved uses for the Bow Valley
Trail need to be complementary to downtown businesses, not in competition..
 Recommends the Town improve walkways and access across the railroad tracks to
encourage people to visit the downtown rather than staying on Bow Valley trail.
 Recommends a requirement for landscaping on the south side of bow valley trail.
WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS
Written submission from the following Canmore residents were received and are included as
attachments to these minutes:
 Patricia Roozendaal
 Judi Anstett
 Shane Jonker
FINAL ADMINISTRATIVE COMMENTS
None.
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CLOSING
Deputy Mayor Helder closed the public hearing for Bylaw 04-2012 Bow Valley Trail Area
Redevelopment Plan at 6:55 p.m.

Cheryl Hyde
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Patrick Sorfleet
April-10-12 4:09 PM
Cheryl Hyde
FW: (copy) BVT area redevelopment plan

Comments for the public hearing

Patrick Sorfleet, RPP, MCIP
Development Planner
Town of Canmore
e: psorfleet@canmore.ca
p: 403.678.8916
f: 403.678.1534
www.canmore.ca
"There are no passengers on spaceship earth. We are all crew." - Marshall McLuhan

From: Tim & Judi Anstett [mailto:anstett@telus.net]
Sent: Tuesday, April 10, 2012 3:59 PM
To: Patrick Sorfleet
Subject: (copy) BVT area redevelopment plan

April 10th, 2012,
Bow Valley Trail Area Redevelopment Plan
Commentary:
Thanks to the Town of Canmore for the time and effort put forward into the redevelopment plan of the Bow
Valley area.
The pathways for multi-use along this corridor would be an added bonus for all.
I welcome the proposed plan.
In regards to residential uses within the BVT:
There seem to be too many rules and regulations that categorize what can and cannot be used as residential,
tourist, employee and visitor approved accommodation.
There are properties that are built to suit residential use but due to the guidelines, can not be considered
anything but visitor accommodation. The town should assess each property according to it’s appropriateness for
conversion, not whether it is under 75m2 and above ground floor.
Another option is to provide more flexibility within the visitor accommodation definition, such as, maximum of
four to six months continuous use that would allow short term workers, retirees, skiers, etc. to have an extended
stay.
1

Thanks for addressing this visitor accommodation concern.
Sincerely,
Judi Anstett
(Visitor accommodation owner, private user)
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Cheryl Hyde
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Gary Buxton
April-10-12 4:45 PM
Patrick Sorfleet; Cheryl Hyde
FW: addendum to visitor accommodation commentary

Addendum
From: Tim & Judi Anstett [mailto:anstett@telus.net]
Sent: Tuesday, April 10, 2012 3:10 PM
To: Planning E-Mail
Subject: addendum to visitor accommodation commentary

Addendum to visitor accommodation
An option is to provide more flexibility within the visitor accommodation definition, such as, maximum of four
to six months continuous use that would allow short term workers, retirees, skiers, etc. to have an extended
stay.

Sincerely,
Judi Anstett
(Visitor accommodation owner, non rental pool)
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1326 First Avenue
Canmore, AB
T1W 1M4
April 9, 2012

Canmore Town Council and
Town of Canmore Planning Dept.
Re: Bow Valley Trail ARP Draft
I would like to thank The Town of Canmore Planning Department and everyone who
worked on and provided input for this document. On the whole I think it is very well
done, but I do have the following concerns:
Section 7.2.1 Components:
 Traffic Calming – I believe the combination of a chicane and 3 lanes will be
dangerous and will cause collisions, especially in winter when road markings are
obliterated. You can see a similar situation with the chicane in front of the Civic
Centre, during the winter the traffic stays straight and does not chicane, even
though the road does.
 Improved Pedestrian Crossings – it seems as though the crosswalk at 13th Street
has been forgotten. This is quite a busy pedestrian crossing.
 Bike Lanes – should be adjacent to multi-use pathways, not adjacent to the
driving lane, or situated between the parking and driving lanes. This creates a
very dangerous situation for cyclists. The document states that care should be
taken to ensure cyclist safety, but the accompanying drawing shows the bike lane
adjacent to the driving lane.
Thank you for the opportunity to express my opinion.

Patricia Roozendaal

Dear Mayor and Council,
I am writing in opposition to the BVT ARP in its current form. I believe the ARP is
necessary and timely. My opinion of the public process is that it was engaging and met my
expectations for achieving input. I am not sure that the input was weighted correctly by the
authors. I support many items in the document.
My opposition is to the following:
1)

The document lacks infrastructure planning both in capital modelling and
identifying infrastructure capacity needs. Even if it were all in place the ARP
should have a statement at the very least to that effect. A quick search of the
document will show that it does not even contain the words “sewer”, “storm
water” or “waste”.

2)

Section 5.2 states “ The conversion of visitor accommodation units to remove
the restriction on length of stay is effectively a conversion to Tourist Home. Such
conversions should be treated as a conversion to Tourist Home, and may only
be permitted provided they conform to the requirements set out in 5.1 above.”
In fact, there is no provision in 5.1 to allow for Tourist Homes. If the intent here
is to alleviate the stay restriction by changing use then the use should be
changed to Employee Housing. No change to Tourist Home should be permitted
in this area. Council should be cautious when the rationale for a change in use is
based on the ability of a developer to achieve financing. The community needs
Employee Housing. If it cannot be demonstrated that the community needs
more Tourist Homes the conversions should not be allowed simply to provide a
second home product where it was not intended and does not reflect the
guiding principles of the document but rather detracts from them.
Section 5.4 is titled “Employee Housing Incentives” but contains neither
incentives nor a discussion on them other than an ambiguous and arguably
dangerous suggestion to develop a way to have future development build it and
existing development fund it. It seems to be a poorly titled section with dilute
content.

3)

The document incorrectly refers to commercial uses as industrial where it
contemplates industrial zoning. This was discussed at length during the public
consultation and many rationale alternatives were presented by various
stakeholders to improve this. The obvious one is to create a commercial zone
rather than an industrial zone and list the uses that are actually intended there.
None of the uses that are listed in the contemplated light industrial zone are
actually industrial any more than they are commercial. The uses that will not be
allowed would be bonafide industrial uses so why call it industrial?
The document goes on to propose housing within these industrial zones which is
a poor mix. It will always be a poor mix. That is, unless it is not actually industrial
activity that is permitted, but rather, various commercial activities. My feeling
here is that the definitions of these activities in Canmore’s land use documents

have morphed so that we consider commercial to be retail and accommodation
and we consider everything else to be industrial.
Lafarge is industrial. An autobody shop is not. The document states that its
primary objective is to serve visitors. A body shop could do that. Lafarge is not
likely to. It is not useful planning to identify a need for industrial space and
address it by changing the name of something to industrial, disallowing actual
industrial use, building suites in the space and calling it “two birds with one
stone.”
4)

Section 6.4.6 states: “Outdoor storage of materials or vehicles will only be
allowed in this precinct where such storage is not visible from Bow Valley Trail
or adjacent multi use paths. Vehicles that are on display as part of an
automotive sales use are to be treated as outdoor storage.”
This is the location of the local car dealers. They would find themselves non
compliant with the ARP. Notions of “grandfathering” should be treated with
caution. If I wanted to take a local eating establishment and turn it into a Taco
Bell I would certainly be faced with a development permit requirement even
though it was not a change in use. Therefore if I wanted to turn the Chrysler
dealer into a Smart Car dealer I would need to get a DP and I would be required
to conform to the new ARP. This would mean building a fence that is
impermeable to the public view around my lot.
The impact on land values and particularly the purpose built structures in the
district seem to have been overlooked. This is one example of such impacts that
administration should be tasked with identifying before any more consideration
is given to the plan.

5)

To provide one example of content issues that might be misinterpreted as
editorial, the plan also states things like: “Where fencing of a vacant site is
required, such fencing should be decorative.” Perhaps a definition of decorative
should be provided or such statements removed.

I thank Mayor and Council for the opportunity to have my opposition heard and hope
that due consideration is given to all the public input. Please accept my compliments for
the ARP as a whole. It has been a large undertaking and is mostly excellent. With some
amendments it can be great.

Respectfully,
Shane Jonker
Canmore Resident

