Record of Submissions
This document contains the written submissions received in response to the notice of public hearing for:
Bylaw 2016-32 Old Daycare Lands Land Use Amendment
The public hearing was held January 17. Public submissions respecting this bylaw were accepted
between December 6, 2016, when council approved the hearing date, and 8:30 p.m. on January 17,
2017, when the public hearing adjourned.

This document was prepared by Cheryl Hyde, Municipal Clerk, on January 18, 2017.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

lnbannister
Tuesday, January 17, 2017 4:40 PM
Cheryl Hyde
Daycare lands bylaw

Hi Cheryl,
Please pass along this letter of support in the development of the old daycare lands and the bylaw change.
This development is for the betterment of our community and I fully support additional affordable housing.
Thank you!
Lesley Bannister

Sent from my IPhone
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believe that the Town should use these assets and any other Town-owned assets that
are suitable for residential development for PAH.
We believe that the process that the Town has used for planning the development on
the Old Daycare Lands has been thorough. You have considered the development in
context with the surrounding developed and undeveloped areas. You have engaged
the community, including the neighbours most impacted by the development. You
have listened to the concerns, and have adapted the development as best you can to
meet the needs of the broader community and addressed the concerns of the
neighbourhood. This process took time; however, the result is a better development
proposal.
This same level of planning, consultation, and consideration should be applied to other
developments that the Town is pursuing.
Thank you.

Ron Remple
Executive Director
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jeff Mah
Tuesday, January 17, 2017 7:40 PM
Cheryl Hyde
In support of affordable housing development

Hi there,
My apologies for not being able to make it to the meeting tonight.
I would like to voice my support for redeveloping the old day-care lands into affordable housing.
Cheers,
jeff

-jeff mah
free to become
www.jeffmah.com
www.theyogalounge.ca
"Never confuse movement with action"
Ernest Hemingway
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Paula Remple
Tuesday, January 17, 2017 5:30 PM
Cheryl Hyde
Daycare Lands

I have nothing eloquent to say about the daycare lands. I just support the idea that affordable housing be welcomed
into an established neighborhood in which residents have easy access to town and a place where they are safe and just
as much a part of the community as anyone else.
Paula Remple
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Mayor Borrowman and Town Councillors,
Opposition to: DC2016-32 Old Daycare Lands DC District – Public Hearing January 17, 2017
We oppose the rezoning of Larch Park, which the Town refers to as “old day care lands”, for any type of
residential development. This neighbourhood has been at built-out for years and it is unreasonable and
unconscionable to expect residents to have their planned neighbourhood undergo a radical change. This
park has been part of the fabric of the neighbourhood and Canmore for many years. It will destroy unrecoverable green space.
Council’s stated strategy to densify existing neighbourhoods for “affordable” housing is not reasonable
when you consider that there is a lot of land that is designated for development in TSMV and other areas
and the developers have done very little to provide “affordable “ housing in these developments. CCHC
owns the land West of Blakiston. Why not develop is land after flood mitigation takes place, instead of
Larch Park?
The Town should request the developers to contribute to the community that is making them profit by
ensuring their developments include more modest, “affordable” homes.
We also want to note that The Town is changing established processes without proper notification to
residents and the lack of transparency is very troubling. The first reading was held on December 6th, 2016,
the Subdivision took place on Dec 8th, 2016 and the Public Hearing will take place on January 10th, 2017.
We understand that the Subdivision authority has five members, all of whom sit in Council. However, it was
the CAO, Lisa de Soto, alone, who approved SB-2016-008 “old day care lands subdivision”. We also
understand that there was no public notice of this subdivision authority (secondary) meeting, and no
members of the public attended the proceedings. However, since the meeting only involved Ms. De Soto,
there probably were not any deliberations. Per the Town’s website:
http://canmore.ca/residents/livable-canmore/quality-housing-in-great-neighbourhoods-for-all/old-daycarelands .
“On December 8, 2016, the Canmore Subdivision Authority approved the subdivision of 1.01ha of
Municipal Reserve known as the Old Daycare Lands. By subdividing the property, the disposition
of Municipal Reserve also occurred as per Council motion 197-2015. A copy of the Request for
Decision can be viewed” viewed here (13.97 MB)
Granting the CAO authority over subdivision decisions has removed Council’s input and transparency for the
public.
It is our view, that the Town has intentionally misrepresented and misinformed the public by calling the
park “Old Day Care” lands rather its actual name,” Larch Park” for this Public District rezoning. The
inferance that can be made by this incorrect appelation is that the area that is to be developed is ONLY in
the footprint of the old barn/day care. In fact, it is the treed area of Larch Park along 11th Avenue and 17th
Street that will be developed. We enclose a picture of the Park at that corner.

1
Page 34 of 68

Corner of 11th Avenue and 17th Streets where the development is proposed

Respectfully,

Blanca Cervi and Pierre Lambert
Canmore residents
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Georgina Firth
Sunday, January 15, 2017 2:08 PM
Cheryl Hyde; John Borrowman; Ed Russell; Vi Sandford; Esme Comfort; Sean Krausert;
Rob Seeley; Joanna McCallum
Opposition to By-law 2016-32 "Old Day Care Lands" DC district

Dear Mayor Borrowman and members of Canmore Town Council

Please accept this e‐mail as our opposition to the proposed By‐law 2016‐32 “Old Day Care Lands” DC district. We have
a number of concerns with this proposal and questions regarding the density, if there is a possibility of secondary suites
and garden suites planned then what would be the total number of residents? Has the town compiled an analysis of the
further need for affordable housing, why single out this valuable area of green space for such a development when
there are other areas in Canmore that would be suitable for such development? Has there been research done on the
increase in traffic in this area and the impact it will have on the neighbourhood. WIll the existing infrastructure be
sufficient to handle this proposed development? You may have already answered these questions but we still
vehemently feel that this area of Canmore could be enhanced in a totally different way by making it into a true
recreational park. A park for our community, which, by the way, is slowly being eroded. We find it hard to believe that
a green space is being taken for development. Where across the western world would this happen?
Please, do the right thing and go back to the drawing board and stop this travesty.
Respectfully yours,
Jack and Georgina Firth
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To:

Town of Canmore

Re:

THE OLD DAYCARE LANDS and tonight’s meeting

Date: January 17,2017

Hello all:
Unfortunately I cannot attend tonight’s meeting with regard to the rezoning / amendment
by-law for the Old Daycare Lands but did want to share a few thoughts and some
suggestions with you.
Please find following a memo I wrote in that regard.
Thank you for your attention and interest.
Sincerely
Jeff Laidlaw
____________________________________________________________________________
Municipal Reserve / Community Services Land
It’s interesting to me that despite ample demonstration of the community’s lack of support for the proposal
that the Town Council and Planning Department have moved ahead with the intended redesignation of
the Old Daycare Lands for the purpose of “Perpetually Affordable Housing”; a concept which the Town
has developed and promoted as an altruistic and meaningful benefit to the community.
As I see it, by definition, Community Services would suggest that any lands so designated would have to
pass a long process of Public Consultation where support for the proposed end-result was by a clearly
evidenced majority of those people voicing opinion. In this particular instance that does not seem to be
the case.
In point of fact, it would seem that the Council and Planning Department; reacting primarily to the limited
input of the development community, has determined INCORRECTLY, that there’s a need and desire for
“affordable homes” to be made available to, essentially, staff working within the tourist service industry…..
AND, that the people who might be perceived as potential buyers actually wish to BUY homes in
Canmore.
This is a misunderstanding of epic proportion.
The reality is, that when people refer to affordable housing they are vastly misusing the term…. What they
generally mean is that they want to find a unit with “reasonable” month to month (or perhaps year to year)
rent, so that they can stay and work here…. And not be forced to live in a shared space setup in a college
dormitory atmosphere. This is especially true of young couples with children; where it’s entirely
understandable that they want a separate space. HOWEVER, this does not mean that they wish to make
a substantial financial commitment to living in Canmore over the long term, or, as much as they may love
the environment, stay here much beyond a three to five year window.
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If one builds “Perpetually Affordable Housing”, we are already looking at a major disconnect between the
needs of the community and the wishes of the people wanting what they term affordable housing; without
taking in to account the financial aspects.

Affordable Housing
The basics are pretty simple…..
1/ The average household income in Canada is in the $ 70,000 range (Stats Canada 2014)
2/ The maximum mortgage available at that income level is in the $ 300,000 range (Royal Bank 2015)
3/ The Average house price in Canmore is well over $ 400,000 (MLS – 2015)

Thus, to build affordable housing, one has to assume that the community is willing to subsidize individual
units at a rate equivalent to approximately $ 100,000 per unit ….. perhaps not real cost but in terms of
opportunity costs…. Not to mention the foregone development fees, property tax revenues, proceeds
from sale of land etc. If one takes the report prepared by the Planning Department which indicates a need
for units for approximately 2,500 people (about 900 units in total), and extrapolates the costs to meet that
demand, the call on the Town of Canmore is the equivalent of approximately $ 100 million.
While I have not read the financial reports of the town in any detail, my understanding is that the town
faces some financial challenges, and having spoken with a number of ratepayers the property taxes have
escalated dramatically over recent times. On the one hand I can applaud the altruistic intent (or perhaps
support of the industries in town who haven’t coughed up money for staff accommodation), while on the
other question the level of fiscal management.
Off the top of my head, this sounds like a BAD PLAN.

Suggestion
1/ As the land in question has been used in the manner of parkland for a period of not less than 30 years,
perhaps it should be left as parkland.
2/ If one feels the need to develop / build, perhaps rental units in the form of low rise (ie: three story)
apartment buildings may be more appropriate and useful, at significantly less cost to the municipality. In
point of fact you could end up with more units, more sale-ability, a more stable outlook, and use less of
the total land area in the process. Obviously one would have to be very careful with the design elements
to make the development complementary to the built form of the neighbourhood but that’s easily
achieved.
3/ Stop being in such a hurry to ramrod this change through, and try listening to the people rather than
dictating to the people.
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January 12, 2017

To the Mayor and Town Council
RE :LARCH PARK

By-law 2016-32 "Old Day Care Lands" DC district
Opposition to By-law 2016-32 "Old Day Care Lands" DC district
I am a Larch resident for over 15 years, we moved from South Canmore, to this area.
My questions and comments follow:

“How can we create affordable housing and maintain neighborhood
character?” (Town of Canmore question)
Well, you had every opportunity as you created the huge build out of
South Canmore, how many affordable units did you propose or build
there. I would say “none” why because its about “developer profits”
not about affordable housing. Everything that was once affordable
there is developed and completely out of range of any affordable
housing clients. The density is highly noticeable.
Why have we not heard what indeed is affordable in the view of the
Town Council making this decision. Is 300 thousand affordable?
Certainly not to my son or any of his young same age community.
Just how much is the dollar amount called “affordable”? Likely in
Council’s view you will leave that number up to the developers, the
same ones who profited in south Canmore, and Three Sisters and
Spring Creek and…and … and.
The size of this development has grown substantially, adding huge
density to an established neighborhood, and now includes housing
which is non affordable, i.e. for huge profit. Where and how did that
come into the plan? I think I know the answer, it’s in the above
paragraph.
As I have stated before and will say again, Council needs to be far
more creative in their thinking about development, current properties
that are derelict and under used need to be listed, and the owners
approached to become a community contributor. A positive example
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Page Two
..is the new building project next to Hostel Bear, and the proposal of
the new apartment building.
Larch Park is a wildlife corridor, and contrary to the “research” paid
for by town council, it is not “manicured grasses and land”. The
destruction of trees, and lands is confirmed in the development plan.
Finally, it is time the Town Council realize that park lands within town
are very important and should be preserved.
If indeed your “affordable” housing concepts are to be executed, then
make it imperative that the developments in Three Sisters comply
with your demand.
It is high time the brakes be put on “full stop”, when it comes to
developing wild lands in Canmore proper, especially if it only creates
more density and congestion.
I am in total opposition of the development of Larch Park.
Sincerely
Douglas MacLean
Note:This quote from another opposed citizen of Canmore.

Canmore has substantial lands that will be developed in Three Sisters
and other development areas of Town, that are subject to Area
Structure Plans . "Affordability" and employee housing can be
properly planned and built in these new developments. It is to the
advantage of developers to only build high-end homes in their
developments in order to maximize their profits. BOWDA is
supportive of PAH in existing neighbourhoods, as it serves the
profitability objectives of its members.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Eric O. McAvity
Tuesday, January 17, 2017 2:20 PM
Cheryl Hyde; borrowman@canmore.ca; Ed Russell; Vi Sandford; Esme Comfort; Sean
Krausert; Rob Seeley; Joanna McCallum
By Law 2016-32 Old Day Care Lands DC Control

Dear Mayor and Council,
I wish to register my opposition to By Law 2016‐32 Old Day Care Lands DC Control.
I had previously offered my view during the hearings and discussion surrounding
Council’s decision to remove up to 50% of these MR lands (Larch Park or the Old
Day Care Lands) for housing. I was against the development of any MR lands in
our town for housing (either market of PAH ) because I felt and still do that the
direction of converting currently designated MR lands for purposes other than the
currently designated recreational community purposes was fundamentally wrong.
MR lands in our community should be preserved for currently designated public
recreational purposes. I would hope that as our population grows, we have the
foresight and ability to preserve these public spaces for public uses so as to ensure
that Canmore remains a “livable community”.
However, I understand that Council and others in this community have very
different views on the use of MR lands for housing.
Nevertheless, , I cannot support this bylaw for the following reasons:
 The allowable intensity of development permitted in all three pods will
overwhelm the existing as built neighbourhood;
 There will be an unacceptable infusion of traffic associated with this intensity
of development which I suspect will not be easily accommodated with on site
parking;
 The existing recreational amenity (the rink) will need to be relocated at an
unconscionable cost;

1
January 17, 2017 Record of Submissions Bylaw 2016-32 Old Daycare Lands Land Use Amendment

Page 50 of 68

 The size and the configuration of remnant “park” will be physically isolated
from street view and surrounded by this new development: it will cease to
have the welcoming appearance of public space;
 No effort has been made to date to inform the community regarding the
proposals outstanding for development: the community has no idea what
development might look like or how it might be integrated with the existing
as built community;
 No information has been provided to indicate costs associated with such
development;
 No information has been provided to indicate what income the Town might
receive from the sale of market housing associated with the development
and how it is proposed to allocate that revenue;
 No real engagement of the people most affected by this development has
occurred, nor has the neighbourhood been permitted any meaningful input
into the current/unknown planning for this project;
 No information regarding the intent of the bylaw has been shared with the
community: is the by‐laws sole intention to mirror the outstanding
submissions for development submitted by interested developers to date?
I appreciate that the Town is endeavoring to create a “livable community” by
championing and encouraging the development of a range of affordable housing
products. No easy task or mission.
However, I oppose the by law as drafted: I believe it is wrong to consider a bylaw
which will permit such intensive development in this neighborhood. Why not
park this bylaw process until such time as the town engages the community with
possible design scenarios and then allow the community to have input on how any
such design scenario might be reasonably integrated into this
neighbourhood. Last point: the old day care site occupied approximately 10‐15
% of the MR. Why not consider development on that scale, maintain much of the
current forest cover, avoid the costs associated with new “park” redevelopment
and eliminate any notion of “market housing” . While I still feel housing
development on MR lands is inappropriate , this approach might more
appropriately address both the immediate community concerns as well as the
broader concern of creating some additional affordable housing within the larger
community.
2
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Thank you for considering these comments.
Eric McAvity
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RE: Bylaw 2016-32
To the Mayor and Councillors: It is with great difficulty that I write this letter
with regards to the rezoning and development of Larch Park. It is my hope that you will
reconsider the plan to use parkland to resolve the problem of affordable housing. Taking
parkland in an R-1 neighbourhood and spinning it off into a high density housing
complex, trying to get as many units on the site, is not good planning practise, and does
not fit into the fabric of the existing neighbourhood.
Having a public hearing to discuss this bylaw and the proposed rezoning seems to
be a slap in the face, as decisions have already been made. I walk out my back door and
see legal survey pins driven in the ground and piezometer pipes sticking out of the
ground. I say to myself, what is the point? The only reason for the hearing is to appease
the municipal act. At least maybe you could have had the curtsey to wait until after the
public hearing to put in the survey pins. Maybe creating some hope for the people of
Larch Park area.
In all of your conversations and communications when you referred to
redeveloping the old daycare land, this was misleading the public. After living in this
neighbourhood since 1990 and by Lions Park since 1978, these are not the “old daycare
lands” but a parcel of municipal reverse that the daycare took and used a small portion.
The proposed rezoning is substantialy larger than what the daycare used. The hockey rink
was not part of the old daycare lands, just happened to be put beside the daycare as this
was place available for it. The daycare did not use the land along 11th Avenue.
The towns attitude to take existing green space in the valley floor and densfy it for
affordable housing while letting developers create high income housing in Three Sisters
or Silvertip is not good practice. It is like you are creating a two-tier system, the servants
who live on the valley floor and the rich and famous who live above the high water mark.
I believe the whole process the neighbourhood has been misled by council and
administration, outmanoeuvred by BOWDA, resulting in a divided community. The card
of NIMBYism has been promoted in the media further dividing the community. I can see
that without NIMBYism, the town would be in a much worse situation overrun by
builders and developers with their only mandate to create wealth for themselves rather
than build community.
I hope that you will reconsider this development and start over with the intent to
listen to the people of the neighbourhood with the goal to create a win-win situation. At
this time, we are far from that. You must figure out a way to bring this community (town)
back together. Maybe restarting this process is one of the first steps in showing your
commitment to healing this community.
Regards,
Randy Nichols
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RE: Daycare Land PAH Development. Bylaw
2017-01-12
Dear Mayor and Council Members
For the RECORD: I would like to say I am opposed to changing the land Designation from Public Use to
Direct Control and ultimately the development of this area.
Realizing that developing of The Daycare lands will most likely happen, I would like to promote a request
out of respect to the local residents and wildlife.
When deciding on your plan for the development, be considerate of the long term residents, single
family homes, added density and community in respect to nature.
I think a few simple design considerations will help to alleviate the stress of this development and
ensure the community and Town of Canmore can continue into the future with some dignity.
1. Keep access to PAH Development from 11th avenue only. Consolidating traffic and allowing for
less density on 17th and into the surrounding community. By keeping the traffic and density in a
more appropriate location and confined within the development will help to lessen the spread
of high impact and increased population to an area that really cannot handle this. Having all
parking within confines of PAH. Having PAH contained so as not to consume the entire area.
2. Natural Buffer Zone: Between PAH and 17th residential.
Connect the existing trail to continue down the North West side of 17th St. to the river trail.
At present the trail from Lions Park ends abruptly at the garbage cans on 11th. and basically is
the end of the trail. By joining the trails this would enhance the trail system and maintain a
wildlife buffer to Larch Islands . Also creating a natural buffer between the new high density
PAH and existing single family residential, while creating a small wildlife corridor.
3. Maintain outdoor park feel and ice rink. Maintain the natural feel not urban. Maintain wildlife
corridors.
4. Keep building heights less than 2.5 storeys and lower density so to maintain a considerate
population level to not overload and disrupt the community, aesthetics of the community and
fully disrupting access to an environmentally sensitive area and Elk caving area on Larch Island.
Ultimately I think the Town has made a wrong decision in regards to this location for developing PAH.
I do hope that the Town Council will be considerate and take seriously the effects this large
development will have in this sensitive area.
Sincerely

T. Nunn

Todd Nunn
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