Record of Submissions
This document contains the written submissions received in response to the notice of public hearing for:
Bylaw 2016-28 7th Street and 7th Avenue Direct Control District
The public hearing was held April 25, 207. Public submissions respecting this bylaw were accepted
between April 4, 2017, when council approved the hearing date, and 7:34 p.m. on April 25, 2017, when
the public hearing adjourned.

This document was prepared by Cheryl Hyde, Municipal Clerk, on May 3, 2017.

Steve de Keijzer
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Joel & Kristin
Monday, April 24, 2017 11:08 PM
Cheryl Hyde
Kristin Blyth Lefebvre
7th Street & 7th Avenue Direct Control Bylaw Amendment [Bylaw DC2016-28]

Regarding 7th Street & 7th Avenue Direct Control Bylaw Amendment [Bylaw DC2016-28]
As owners at 818 7th Street, we are concerned about the contextual building scale along the entire property line,
not just at the 7th Street frontage. This relates to the building height and the setbacks. We are also concerned
about ensuring that adequate parking space is included, as this street, due to its proximity to 8th street, often has
limited parking already.
Below are a number of requests for changes to the bylaw addressing concerns we have identified.
3.37.4.2 The minimum front yard depth along 7th Street shall be 3m.
The adjacent dwelling has a setback of 6m from 7th street, and we request that the setback be
maintained at 6m from 7th street, from the adjacent property line for a minimum of 15m (the equivalent of a
typical R4 Lot)
3.37.4.4 The minimum rear yard setback shall be 2.5m
The adjacent dwelling has an actual setback of 9.65m from the lane (7.5m required), and we request that
the setback be maintained at 7.5m from the lane, from the adjacent property line for a minimum of 15m (the
equivalent of a typical R4 Lot)
3.37.4.5 The maximum building height shall be 14.5m.
The adjacent dwelling has a maximum building height of ~10.2m, and we request that the building
height be contextually constrained along the property line shared with 818 7th St.
3.37.4.6 The maximum eaveline height shall be 7m for building frontages along 7th Street and 7th Avenue (2.5
storeys) and 11m for the remainder of the building.
The adjacent dwelling has a maximum building height of ~10.2m, and we request that the maximum
eaveline height of 7m maintained along the property line on the west side (shared with 818 7th St.)
3.37.4.11 Parking:
We are concerned that the number of parking stalls proposed is insufficient for the potential number of
people living in these units, and are concerned that the spillover onto the street parking spots will be significant.
3.37.5.2
Building form shall step down towards 7th Street and 7th Avenue to match the contextual
building scale of the neighbourhood.
Please adjust to include as follows: Building form shall step down towards 7th Street and 7th Avenue
and the property line shared with 818 7th St. to match the contextual building scale of the neighbourhood.
3.37.7.3 A shadow study is to be provided at the time of the Development Permit to ensure that adjacent
residential properties are not unduly impacted by the proposed development.
Adjacent residential property owners request a full copy of this report and its recommendations.
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Please keep us informed of any modifications to the bylaw, as it directly impacts our building.
Regards,
Joel Lefebvre
&
Kristin Blyth Lefebvre, President of 1112975 Condo Corporation
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Opposition to Bylaw 2016-28 – 7th Street and 7th Avenue Direct Control District April 25, 2017
Mayor Borrowman and Councillors,
Thank you for the opportunity to provide Council with comments on the above rezoning application,
which I do not support, for three main reasons:




The lack of commercial space along 7th Avenue in a key downtown location
the excessive densities
the building height that will obstruct key views of the mountains

The investors bought this parcel with an “R4 Residential Medium Density District” zoning. The price paid
must have taken into account its R4 zone, not a DC zone. The developer should have calculated the
return on this investment based on the allowed R4 zoning densities.
The Land Use bylaw takes into account the higher density requirements for the downtown core and has
the parcel zoned “R4 Medium Density”. New ownership does not mean that the standard R4 zone
should be set aside.
If Council feels that the current R4 zoning is not appropriate, then I suggest that an Area

Redevelopment Plan be prepared to properly assess requirements in this key downtown location.

Commercial Space 7th Ave. -- BRZ
The proposed By-law has no commercial space along 7th Avenue. If there is no commercial space, the
opportunity to continue the link to Main Street already established by existing businesses on 7 th Ave
will be lost.
Not having commercial space will deny the opportunity for much needed future jobs that would be
created in this location’s commercial establishments.

DC – Densities requested
The Direct Control District density of 40 units exceeds the maximum densities for both R4 and R5
districts:



R4 Residential Medium Density District-- Maximum density is 24 units (DC is 67% higher, 50%
if PAH is excluded)
R5 Residential Apartment District -- Maximum density of 36 units by 4 units or 11% .

The prospect of 4 PAH (note that the draft by-law 3.37.4.9 states the minimum is 12 units) should not
sway Council to approve this development. The density bonus for the 4 PAH is 12 additional units, giving
the “investment” in these four PAH units a return of 200%.
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DC – Height requested – Mountain Views
To provide for the requested density, the required height would set a precedent in the downtown core
for any future development. When variances are taken into account, the lane side of the building could
be 6 floors.
These heights, with or without any future variances, contravene several clauses in the 2016 MDP and
LUB designed to protect views of the mountains. Here are some examples:



Town Centre Plan – Protects important views ( MDP 10.2.2 d)
Urban Design & Historic Resources
1. Critical mountain views from key public spaces in the Town Centre shall be protected,
particularly at the intersections of major streets, through restrictions on buildings heights
and massing. ( MDP 13.1.5)
2.
3.



Maintaining key views of the surrounding mountains (MDP 13.1.1 b),
Building massing that minimizes the visual impact of the building or has the appearance of creating
smaller building volumes (MDP 13.1.1 f),

Views of the natural setting of Canmore are some of the community’s greatest assets and
contribute to the quality of life and value of properties. These assets should be protected and
enhanced whenever feasible. Projects should be planned to reinforce and preserve existing view
corridors and to establish new view opportunities. Land Use Bylaw – Section 9 – Community
Architectural & Urban Design Standards 1.3)

I respectfully request that you decline this rezoning application. It will not be in the interest of a vibrant
downtown core, will be detrimental to mountain views and will create excessive density in the
downtown core.
Yours truly,

Jorie Adams
A concerned Canmore resident
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that have allowed the construction of tall buildings downtown‐‐‐think Calgary, Vancouver, Toronto‐‐‐to
feel the creepy, almost surreal, even post‐apocalyptic sensation created by concrete jungles in which
one needs to look directly upwards at a 90 degree angle to see the sky (forget sunshine). While
Canmore may never be Toronto, do we want even one street in Canmore to have that soulless, empty
atmosphere created by tall buildings?
7. There is a long history of cities protecting their views, atmospheres, and light with height restrictions:
a. St Petersburg, Russia: For many years, buildings were not allowed to be taller than the Winter
Palace;
b. Athens, Greece: Buildings are limited to 12 floors and not allowed to obstruct the view of the
Parthenon;
c. Rome, Italy: Buildings may not be taller than St Peter’s Basilica;
d. Montreal: Buildings are limited to 200 meters and are not allowed to block the view of Mount
Royal;
e. Ottawa‐Gatineau: Until 1973, buildings were limited to 45.5 meters thus not allowed to be taller
than the Peace Tower;
f. Philadelphia, USA: Until 1987, by gentleman’s agreement buildings were not allowed to be taller
than the brim of the hat on the statue of William Penn; and
g. Vancouver: A multi‐faceted, pro‐construction series of bylaws that has created 27 “protected view
corridors” (and even with those, certain areas have become dark echo chambers of urban concrete
jungle).
Finally, and very crucially:
8. This is not the only location in town on which homes of any style, and in any price point, can be
constructed.
a. The area known as Smith Creek has hundreds of hectares yet to be developed. Why ruin forever
the look and feel of Canmore’s downtown by passing this bylaw when other lands for residential‐‐‐
including PAH and other affordable housing options‐‐‐exist? This bylaw concerns only 0.245
hectares. It cannot be allowed to negatively affect Canmore forever when hundreds of
undeveloped hectares still exist.
b. If Town Council is seriously interested in addressing the need for affordable residential housing‐‐‐
owned or rental‐‐‐it could and should change the zoning of the area along Bow Valley
Trail/Highway 1A (roughly from Lincoln Park to Hospital Place) and turn time‐share and resort units
into permanent homes for local residents. Such a change would be win‐win for everyone and not
require huge amounts of taxpayer funds, impingement on wildlife corridors, loss of
views/ambiance/light, loss of urban reserve/green space, or any of the other myriad costs and
challenges associated with development and construction in other parts of our town. It can be
done; where there is a will, there is a way.
For these many reasons and for the good of our community, I respectfully request that you vote to defeat this
bylaw.
Respectfully submitted,
Carla Cumming Sojonky
Canmore resident
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

BRAD DAVIES
Wednesday, April 19, 2017 1:06 PM
Cheryl Hyde
7th and 7th Bylaw Amendment

I can't believe that a rezoning of the church site is even being considered.
The parking in this area being so close to main street and the surrounding businesses is already a disaster. I know the
developer will say they have ample parking underground - but it won't be enough. I've experienced a high density
condo first hand. Each tenant will have friends and guests who will also need to park around that area. We all love
to stop at Beamers for a coffee on the way to the ski hill. The Miner's hall is a continual parade of weddings in the
summer. The school field to the south frequently hosts festivals. I often have half a car parked over in front of my
driveway as people try and squeeze in an extra parking spot. My guests struggle with parking. The church has
restrictions on their lot to combat the parking woes. A high density building this close to a high use area of downtown will
only make parking much worse.
And the height allowance adjustment to a four story building? Is this not insane? Why in a beautiful mountain town with
many amazing views would we want a building in that part of town higher than all the rest? I don't know who owns
Beamers or Murrieta's - but a decision to allow a much larger building to the west of them can only worsen the loss of their
views which are some of the best in town.
Please consider this decision wisely. I love Canmore. We have an amazing place to live. We don't need high density
living that close to what is developing into a charming downtown core.

I hope you think very carefully about this decision.
Brad Davies.
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Letter in Opposition to BYLAW 2016-18 rezoning of land at 7th and 7th
Dear Members of Council:
We are writing to oppose the rezoning of this land from R4 to DC which will allow
for significant increases to density, heights and setback allowances.
Once again, a developer buys a property with a given zoning in place, but fully
expects that this will be changed to allow him to make incredible profits because
they are proposing a few units of PAH. Can we also assume that assurances have
already been given to this developer by certain staff members of the Town of
Canmore, and perhaps by certain members of this Council that this can be
accomplished?
On April 25th, members of the public will once again line up to have their say at the
“Public Hearing”. Many of them no doubt will have a sickening feeling that it simply
does not matter- our administration is pushing for this, and many members of
council will turn a blind eye to the valid concerns residents have.
There is a growing malaise amongst the electorate at all levels of government for
this sort of behavior – witness the backlash towards Parks Canada for calling for
tenders on the proposed Icefields Parkway bike path BEFORE the public
consultation process has wrapped up.
Once again, the public will be condescendingly told “ this is only a land use issue- all
of your concerns will be taken care of at the sub-division stage.” We the public also
know this not to be true - the sub-division stage is merely another example of
rubber-stamping. By then, administration will have thrown themselves headlong
into the next newest and greatest development application.
This practice of including PAH units in an application in exchange for greatly
increased density, and variances must stop. We also oppose the apparent ease at
which a Direct Control zoning is approved.
Yours truly,
Wendy and David Hibbard

Canmore
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13.1.1 Urban Design …. B) Maintaining key views of the surrounding mountains…. F) building massing that minimizes
the visual impact of the building

13.1.5 Mountain Views …. Critical mountain views from key public spaces in the Town Centre shall be protected ….

By my way of thinking the “dangerous” precedent set through a 4 story + structure at the center of town is a step in the wrong
direction to holding to the values of the MDP.

As well, there is an element of “spider-webbing” out from the core that this proposal would foster.

Equally the MDP speaks to the sociological aspect of growth; encouraging growth that results in “meaningful employment” in
the area. To my way of thinking this proposal will not satisfy that criteria. In point of fact this proposal will take away
opportunities for future commercial development reducing the likelihood of “meaningful employment”

My views on Canmore’s PAH program are already well known and documented so I will not go in to detail in this note; other than
to reiterate that it’s my opinion that PAH is a less than suitable rationale to approve the Direct Control District and the variances
suggested within that district.

The proposal before you may well fit within an URBAN landscape BUT is so far from the mountain town character of Canmore
that it’s unimaginable that it would receive council support.

Thanks for the opportunity of expressing these views.

Sincerely

Jeff Laidlaw

April 25, 2017 Record of Public Submissions for Bylaw 2016-28

2

Page 24 of 37

April 25, 2017 Record of Public Submissions for Bylaw 2016-28

Page 25 of 37

April 25, 2017 Record of Public Submissions for Bylaw 2016-28

Page 26 of 37

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Tom LeBoldus <>
Monday, April 24, 2017 3:55 PM
Cheryl Hyde
Re: 7th and 7th Redevelopment

Dear Cheryl,
I am unable to attend the hearing regarding the development of the Catholic church property at the corner of 7th
and 7th but I wish to have my view be known. Marcus asked that I email you.
I am opposed to any change in the current zoning of those lands for redevelopment. I live directly across the
street from the church parking lot and chose that property 10 years ago for the views of the surrounding
mountains and paid for that. I was and am fully prepared for development as we've seen along 7th St and the
surrounding area, that is, 4 plex condominium construction of a regulated height and size. Anything taller or
larger than the current zoning will negatively affect my property value for resale as well as my enjoyment of my
own home.
I am surprised that consideration is even being given to a change in zoning based on the proposed building.
Sincerely,
Dr. Tom LeBoldus
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4/23/2017

7th Street and 7th Avenue Direct Control Bylaw ( DC2016-28 ) - Cheryl Hyde

This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately
by return e-mail, delete this e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this information by a person other than the intended recipient is
unauthorized and may be illegal. Unless otherwise stated, opinions expressed in this e-mail are those of the author and are not endorsed by the author's
employer. Please be advised we cannot accept trading instructions via Email.
Le présent message, ainsi que tout fichier qui y est joint, est envoyé à l'intention exclusive de son ou de ses destinataires; il est de nature confidentielle et peut
constituer une information privilégiée. Nous avertissons toute personne autre que le destinataire prévu que tout examen, réacheminement, impression, copie,
distribution ou autre utilisation de ce message et de tout fichier qui y est joint est strictement interdit. Si vous n'êtes pas le destinataire prévu, veuillez en aviser
immédiatement l'expéditeur par retour de courriel et supprimer ce message et tout document joint de votre système. Sauf indication contraire, les opinions
exprimées dans le présent message sont celles de l’auteur et ne sont pas avalisées par l’employeur de l’auteur. Veuillez prendre note que nous ne pouvons
accepter aucune instruction de négociation par courriel.
This message is sent to you by BMO Nesbitt Burns Inc. BMO Nesbitt Burns is made up of Nesbitt Burns Inc., Nesbitt Burns Securities Ltd., and Nesbitt Burns
Financial Services Inc. To no longer receive email communications from us, please unsubscr be or contact us at BMO Nesbitt Burns, 1 First Canadian Place,
37th Floor, P.O. Box 150, Toronto, ON M5X 1A1 or 1-888-769-4444.
Ce message vous est envoyé par BMO Nesbitt Burns Inc. BMO Nesbitt Burns regroupe Nesbitt Burns Inc., Nesbitt Burns Valeurs Mobilières Ltée et Nesbitt
Burns Services financiers Inc. Pour ne plus recevoir de communications par courriel de notre part, veuillez vous désabonner ou communiquer avec nous par
courrier à l'adresse BMO Nesbitt Burns, 1 First Canadian Place, 37th Floor, P.O. Box 150, Toronto, ON M5X 1A1 ou par téléphone au 1 888 769-4444.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

John Borrowman
Monday, April 24, 2017 8:18 PM
Cheryl Hyde
FW: Opposition to By-law 2016 -18 -- 7th Street & 7th Avenue Direct Control District
( site of Catholic Church)

John Borrowman
Mayor
Town of Canmore
403.678.1517 office
403.678.8421 cell

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: WAYNE AND CHRIS ROBB [mailto:robb3@shaw.ca]
Sent: Monday, April 24, 2017 6:54 PM
To: Blanca Rosa Cervi
Cc: John Borrowman; Joanna McCallum; Sean Krausert; Vi Sandford; Esme Comfort; Ed Russell; Rob Seeley
Subject: Re: Opposition to By‐law 2016 ‐18 ‐‐ 7th Street & 7th Avenue Direct Control District ( site of Catholic Church)
Please note I do not support By‐law 2016‐18 7
Wayne Robb
Sent from my iPhone
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Maura Zaharko
Tuesday, April 18, 2017 10:30 AM
Cheryl Hyde
Hello. Proposed development 7th and 7th.

Thank you for inviting comments.
We live very close to the proposed development and have serious concerns about congestion, parking availability and
the height of the structure interfering with our mountain views.
How is the proposed development/council addressing these concerns?
PS: is there a reason why the streets on our block are not paved all the way to the curb?

Thank you for your attention.
Ian
Sent from my iPad
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