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RECORD OF WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS
Special Meeting
Council Chamber at the Canmore Civic Centre, 902 – 7 Avenue
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following bylaw:
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Submissions are sorted in alphabetical order. If you are viewing the electronic version, please use the
bookmarks feature to scroll through the document.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

canmoreandersons
Tuesday, November 12, 2019 3:54 PM
Municipal Clerk
Submission: Bylaw 2018-22 Land Use Bylaw

We begin by requesting we honor our recently departed friend Gerry's desires for the Quarry Lake he helped
create. We restate here what Gerry Stephenson was most concerned about in regards to Quarry Lake and
recent proposed changes. In Gerry's own words from his facebook post of October 16, 2019 he stated:
"The Town of Canmore website has a video of This “Enhancement” Plan. Under the
listing https://canmore.ca/projects/quarry-lake-park-enhancements
If you care about Quarry Lake please do watch the video and fill out the questionnaire asking
which elements you approve or disapprove of and provides you with the opportunity to
comment.
Unfortunately you only have until this Friday the 18th October to do this. There are, in my humble
opinion, several items included which would destroy the natural look of the Lake and the surrounding
area which a vast majority of residents stressed in the last survey was the aspect of the park they valued
most highly. Many of the changes are also certain to increase the number of people using the park,
especially the lake, when the park is already being “Loved to Death”.
“Action this Day” as a British politician of some renown used to say in times of crisis,
Thanks,
Gerry S.
PS. I met with Andreas, the town’s Manager of Public Works just now and offered some thoughts for
significantly improving the plan. In brief;
No structures such as the picnic shelters (Plant more trees).
No pier; add a proper beach area with sand over gravel at the south west corner.
No diving board, let people jump off the cliff I left and
Use the parking lot to limit use of the area.
If appropriate please circulate, thanks
We will see.
G"
To be clear, the definition of Natural Park in the 22-2010 bylaw should remain as is and should be
respected.
Quarry Lake (NP) is:
1) a wildlife movement area, so there should be great sensitivity to increasing any recreation uses. It should in
fact have more limits placed on it due to the wildlife that frequent the area.
2) There should be limits to organized sporting events in the area as well. It should overall be kept in as natural
a state as possible.
Additionally, the CW CONSERVATION OF WILDLANDS DISTRICT has been largely restored to
protect Canmore’s wildlife corridors and habitat.
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There are 2 AMENDMENTS that should be made to the CW District
THE PURPOSE of the CW DISTRICT IS: To designate areas for the protection, conservation and enhancement
of the environment including biological diversity, the protection, conservation, and enhancement of natural
scenic or aesthetic values and where consistent with either of the above, for low-impact recreational, open space
or environmental educational use.
THE 2 AMENDMENTS ARE:
FIRST: Return Regulation 5.6.4.4 from the 2012 LUB to a Regulation in the 2018 LUB to require “progressive
reclamation” of any surface expansion of quarrying in the CW District – where the ONLY permitted land uses
are wildlife corridor and wildlife habitat, i.e.,
REGULATION 5.6.4.4 Operating and progressive reclamation plans shall be required as part of the
Development Permit application requirement for the surface expansion of any existing quarrying operation.
QUARRYING IS A ‘NON-CONFORMING’ LAND USE WHICH DOES NOT CONFORM TO THE
PURPOSE OF THE CW DISTRICT. Reclamation needs to be required to RESTORE THE WILDLANDS to its
INTENDED PURPPOSE under both the 2018 LUB and the Municipal Government Act.
SECOND: Under Clause 6.5.2: ‘Discretionary Uses’ RETAIN “Trails” which are more permeable and less
intrusive and REMOVE “pedestrian pathways” which would allow sidewalks in this WILDLANDS District.
It is imperative that the CONSERVATION OF WILDLANDS DISTRICT does not lend itself to drawing more
human use than it already permits, particularly since CW zoning is still the ONLY environmental protection for
4 wildlife corridors still waiting for permanent protection.
Thank you,
Kay and Gary Anderson
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Bow Valley Builders & Developers Association
Land Use Bylaw 2018-22, Public Hearing
Nov 12, 2019

BOWDA is pleased to have the opportunity to provide our feedback and
recommendations to improve Land Use Bylaw 2018-22 at second reading. Our
committee of designers, builders and planners have reviewed the LUB so that
BOWDA as an organization can provide meaningful feedback from professionals
that use the LUB on a daily basis, and who have experience with LUB’s from
other municipalities.
We believe that the Town has made significant improvements to the LUB at
Second Reading including: removing policy from the LUB and putting it in
checklists and administrative processes; consolidating uses to more generic
categories; and creating classes for parking regulations to simplify the table of
requirements.
We are pleased that the Town is committed to further improvements through the
modernization process planned for 2020.
Following is our review and position on the sections that have been amended in
LUB 2018-22, second reading:
Administration (Section 1)
•

Clarity to definitions, Development Permits, Occupancy Certificates,
Subdivision Applications, Violation Tickets and other language updates are
proposed.
o 1.4.0.3. The words ‘shall’ or ‘must’ require mandatory compliance
except where a variance has been granted pursuant to the Act or this
Bylaw. ‘May’ means a choice is available, with no particular direction or
guidance intended. ‘Should’ means that the regulation is strongly
encouraged. Alternatives can be proposed where the policy is not
reasonable or practical in a given situation, or where unique or
unforeseen circumstances provide for courses of action that would
satisfy the general intent of the policy. However, the general intent is
for compliance.
BOWDA:
•

•

The definition for “should” was included at first reading and matches
the definition in the MDP. It has now been removed from the LUB at
2nd reading. The intent is to not use the word “should” in the LUB.
BOWDA agrees with removing the word “should” from the LUB. Should
is acceptable in a policy document, but not in a regulation document
such as the LUB. Removing the word “should” makes the LUB more
definitive and provides clarity.
1
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•

1.5.0.6. Where a term refers to a defined use within this Bylaw, the term is
underlined.
BOWDA: Recommendation that the underlined word should also be
hyperlinked to the appropriate definition within the document. This will
improve the usability of the LUB, making it easier to look up defined words.

•

1.7.0.4. Variances to regulations within Direct Control Districts shall not be
granted.
BOWDA:
The wording should be amended to something like:
1.7.0.4. Where regulations are clear and can be quantified, variances to
regulations within Direct Control Districts shall not be granted.
Following are examples from 3 DC districts to demonstrate the rationale for
the proposed change:
14.20 S-RC Three Sisters Resort Core DC District
14.22 Silvertip Village Core DC District
14.27 SCMV-CR – Spring Creek Mountain Village Comprehensive
Residential DC District.
14.20.6.1 The minimum side yard depth shall be 4.0m between buildings.
14.22.5.7 The maximum dwelling and resort and/or visitor accommodation
unit density within the Silvertip Village Core District shall be 1,290 resort
and/or visitor accommodation units.
14.27.4.4 The minimum setback for buildings backing onto Spring Creek
or Policeman’s Creek shall be 20.0m, measured from the creek bank.
These are clear and can be quantified. Therefore, variances shall not
be granted.
14.20.9.7 Entry feature design and construction materials shall be
consistent with or complimentary to architectural themes established for
the district.
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Land Use Bylaw 2018-22, Public Hearing
Nov 12, 2019

14.22.5.9 Design Requirements. The design of the Silvertip Village Core
shall be consistent with the Village Design Guidelines attached as
Appendix A of the Silvertip Area Structure Plan.
14.27.5.12 Landscaping: Landscaping design and materials shall be in
accordance with Section 8 of the Spring Creek Mountain Village
Landscape and Architectural Guidelines.
These are open to interpretation and discretionary. Therefore, flexibility
should be allowed.
If DC district references regulations from another district which allows for
variances, then that ability for variances should apply to DC district.
•

1.8.0.2. A Tourist Home constitutes a separate and additional development of
a dwelling unit and therefore requires a Development Permit for its operation.
BOWDA:
We understand that the intent of this change is to replace the existing
Statutory Declaration process for homes that are zoned as tourist homes (TH)
but used only as primary residence. TH zoned homes used as a primary
residence are taxed at the residential tax rate, whereas TH zoned homes
used as a TH are taxed at a higher rate.
Therefore, we request that Administration clarify the process to ensure that
there is a mechanism for people who own a home zoned as a TH but use as
a primary residence to notify the Town and pay the residential tax rate.

•

1.10. Development Permit Application Requirements
o This section has been removed.
BOWDA:
We understand that the intent is that this section will be replaced with an
administrative policy / procedure using checklists for the various forms of DP
applications. This is a significant improvement to the LUB and to the DP
process which will benefit the Town and applicants. Taking this out of the LUB
and leaving it as an administrative process will enable changes and
enhancements to the process to be adopted without having to go through
changes to the LUB.
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Land Use Bylaw 2018-22, Public Hearing
Nov 12, 2019

We request that BOWDA be engaged with the adoption, approval or any
changes to this process, to ensure that the checklists are vetted by the
building and development industry to avoid any unintended consequences.
•

1.10.0.4. The Development Authority shall not approve a Development Permit
for a use that is not listed as a Permitted or Discretionary Use in the relevant
Land Use District unless the use is determined to be a “similar” use in
accordance with Section 1.17.
BOWDA:
We understand that the intent of this change is that the LUB is consolidating
uses to create more generic uses, which will address all applicable uses.
While this is a good improvement to the LUB, our concern is in the application
of the LUB. Therefore, BOWDA will monitor this situation and address any
issues regarding overly restrictive interpretation of permitted or discretionary
uses with Administration at our regular Liaison meetings.
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Bow Valley Builders & Developers Association
Land Use Bylaw 2018-22, Public Hearing
Nov 12, 2019

General Regulations (Section 2)
2.3.1 Driveways
2.3.1.1.c: For lots with access to a rear lane, new front-access driveways shall
not be allowed unless 51% or more of the adjacent block face already consists of
front-access driveways.
First reading: “Lots with access from a lane should must use the lane for
vehicular access when that is the existing predominant pattern of access on the
block. Where the predominant existing access on a block is from a non-arterial
street rather than a lane, new developments may utilize the non-arterial street for
access in accordance with Subsection 8.4.0.1(d),”
BOWDA:
• This change is not necessary since it impacts very few lots in Canmore.
• This is overly restrictive and does not provide a significant benefit to the
community, whereas it does restrict design opportunities, especially for
homes with a south facing rear yard.
• Since the Town does not maintain lanes to the same extent it does roads,
or plow lanes in the winter, it should not force access to the lot from the
lane.
•

However, if the LUB changes, then BOWDA recommends:
o When access is forced to the rear lane, reduce front yard setbacks
to increase back yard size. This is especially important for south
facing rear yards who need and want to take advantage of the
increased sun exposure.
o Change 51% to “50% or more of the adjacent block face already
consists of front-access driveways.”

2.3.1.2. With the exception of lanes, the maximum width of a residential driveway
at the property line shall be 5.0 m for all Detached Dwellings, including those with
Accessory Dwelling Units, and Duplex Dwellings. Where three (3) or more units
share a driveway, the maximum width of the driveway at property line shall be
4.0 m per double garage door and 2.5 m per single garage door.
First reading: “With the exception of lanes, the maximum width of a residential
driveway at the property line shall be 5.0m for all single detached dwellings,
including those with suites, and duplexes. Where three or more units share a
driveway, the maximum width of the driveway at property line shall be 5.0m per
15.0m of frontage,”
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BOWDA:
• We appreciate the change to three-plexes based on our recommendation
to make the maximum width of a residential driveway at the property line
4.0m per double garage door and 2.5m per single garage door. However,
we believe that this change should be extended to duplexes as well as
three-plexes.
• We continue to maintain that restricting the driveway widths for duplexes
to the same 5.0m width as single detached homes doesn’t seem to be
consistent with the Town’s encouragement to densify
• Restricting a duplex with two double garage doors (approximately 10m
width) to a 5m driveway width at the property line forces vehicles to
traverse the distance from the edge of the respective garage opening to
the common property line, plus the extra distance required to drive onto
the road. The option of splitting into two separate 2.5m driveways may be
easier to navigate, but vehicles are constantly driving on the adjacent
landscaping to its detriment. Typically crush or pavers are later added to
widen the approach for easier navigation.
2.5.1 Rooftop Terraces
New regulations for rooftop terraces are being introduced, an area that was
unregulated in LUB 22-2010. First reading allows rooftop terraces but requires
that they be set back 2.0 m from the building façade. This was amended to 1.5m
setback at 2nd reading, in response to BOWDA’s concerns. The definition was
also amended and appears to be satisfactory.
rooftop terrace means an amenity space located on the uppermost portion
of a building which may be partially recessed within a roof structure.
Additionally, it must not project beyond any façade of the storey below, be
surrounded by guardrails, parapet walls or similar features; and is
intended for use as an amenity area.
BOWDA:
•

Consider amending the setback from front and rear to allow flexibility in
design. For instance, if the building is set back an additional 0.5m from the
minimum front or rear yard setback, then the rooftop terrace should be
allowed to reduce the setback from the building front or rear by that 0.5m.
o This will have no impacts on neighbours but would allow for flexible
design.
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Parking (Section 2.8)
The regulations propose a small reduction to minimum vehicle parking and a
significant increase to bicycle parking requirements. There have been some
positive changes that BOWDA would like to acknowledge:
•
•

Tables (2.7.5.1 and 2.8.5.2) for non-residential development are much
more user-friendly than previous long list of uses and requirements.
Combining uses in 4 like-minded classes is a good refinement to the LUB.
Removing the design specifications and placing them in the Engineering
Design and Construction Guidelines (EDCG) also makes sense and
ensures that the LUB is focused on regulations and not design
specifications.

Automobile Parking:
•

Non-Residential Auto Parking Summary:
o Slight decrease to minimum and slight increase to maximum for
Class A (retail type stores);
o Change in calculation for restaurant and bars so difficult to compare
o Visitor Accommodation:
§ Minimum and maximum are both 1.0 per VA unit. Rationale:
encourage hotels to use parking lots as intercept lots.
§ This is a 9% decrease on maximums. Maximum allowable
parking is now what the minimum used to be.

•

Residential Auto Parking Summary:
o Townhouse and Apartment Building minimums have been reduced
Residential Use
Min # Auto Stalls Max # Auto Stalls Previous Max #
(per dwelling unit) (per dwelling unit Auto Stalls
Detached,
2 stalls
N/A
Manufactured,
Duplex
ADU
N/A
1 stall
Townhouse,
1 stall
1 bed: 1 stall
Live/Work
0.15 visitor stalls
2 bed: 1.5 stalls
3+ bed: 2 stalls
Apt Bldg
Studio: 0.25 stalls Studio: 0.75 stalls Studio: 0.825 stalls
1-3+ bed: 1 stall
1 bed: 1 stall
1 bed: 1.1 stalls
Visitor: 0.15 stalls 2 bed: 1.5 stalls
2 bed: 1.65 stalls
3+bed: 2 Stalls
3+bed: 2.2 stalls
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BOWDA Comments / Concerns re: Automobile Parking
•
•
•
•

It is unusual to have both a maximum and a minimum for parking
requirements. There should be a minimum or a maximum, but not both.
If a maximum is chosen, there should still be allowance for 10% variance
to maximum. Let market determine what the minimum parking
requirement would be.
Loading Stalls for residential multi-family (section 2.8.2) should be
removed. The existing requirement is creating a potential vehicle /
pedestrian conflict which is unnecessary.
Class D businesses currently require a parking study. We understand the
Town is creating a Terms of Reference template for the parking studies,
however we believe that the study is unnecessary red tape, and creates
uncertainty. Instead, the Town should provide minimum requirements and
allow the developer to provide a parking study if they wish to vary from the
minimum requirements. We understand that the City of Calgary has a
parking study that could be used to establish the baseline requirements.

Bicycle Parking:
Note: L/T: Long Term; S/T: Short Term
Non-Residential Bicycle Parking: significant increases across the board
• Class A. Retail/Restaurant/Office: increased 9X (from 0.2 per 46m2 to 4
per 100m2).
• Class B. Visitor Accommodation: increased 3X (from 0.2 per VA unit to
0.65 per VA unit). Hostel: from 0.2 per room to 0.65 per bed.
• Class C. Such as Contractor Services, Light Manufacturing: increased 5X
(from 0.2 per 46m2 to 2 per 100m2)
Residential Bicycle Parking Summary
• When Accessory Dwelling Units allowed, 2 L/T bike stalls required.
• Townhouses require L/T bike parking only if there is no garage.
• Apt Bldgs revised regulations increase S/T stalls from 0.15 to 0.25 per unit
and create a flat 1.5 L/T per unit regardless of number of rooms. As a
result, 1.75 stalls required per unit (0.25 S/T + 1.5 L/T). Under the existing
LUB an average of 0.26 stalls per unit are required. The revised
regulations are still a significant increase (6.7X current requirement)
While we realize that the Town has a desire to increase the mode shift and
encourage more biking in Canmore, and we appreciate the revisions to
hotel/hostel requirements, we believe that the bike parking requirements are still
far too high, and the change is too drastic. The amount of bicycle parking
8
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Some observations from this analysis:
•
•
•

•

•

•

•
•

•

Banff and Whistler do not regulate L/T or S/T bicycle stalls. Banff allows
property owners to provide stalls in response to what the market demands.
Squamish and Kelowna require 0.2 L/T stalls per 100m2 of commercial
development. Squamish’s S/T requirement is a minimum of 6 stalls for
developments with greater than 1000m2 GFA.
Large municipalities (Vancouver, Victoria, Toronto, Ottawa, Richmond)
require from 0.2 to 0.3 per 100m2 L/T and from 0.2 to 0.4 per 100m2 S/T
o Canmore proposes to require 2 L/T and 2 S/T per 100m2.
o Canmore would be requiring 10X the number of L/T stalls and 5X the
number of S/T stalls compared to other municipalities!
Canmore’s proposed Visitor Accommodation (VA) requirements have been
reduced from the initial proposal, however are still very high compared to
other municipalities. For instance, Vancouver requires 1 L/T for every 30 VA
units, and minimum of 6 S/T stalls if there are greater than 75 units. Kelowna
requires 1 L/T and 1 S/T stall for every 20 VA units.
o Canmore’s proposed regulations for VA are 10X what Kelowna
requires and 15X what Vancouver requires.
It is in the best interests of hotel owners and operators to respond to their
guests’ needs. For instance, hotels provide secure ski storage because their
guests require it. This is not regulated…it is market driven. Similarly, when
guests increasingly bring bicycles to the hotel, hotel owners will respond by
providing secure bicycle storage. It does not need to be regulated.
o Hotels will not create the demand for bicycles but will respond to and
meet their guests’ demand. The demand is created by attractive
bicycle infrastructure initiated by the municipality.
There needs to be room for the market to adjust to consumer demand. If /
when less customers use cars to arrive in Canmore in the future (arrive by
train, bus, autonomous vehicles, etc), then car parking can be re-allocated to
bike parking.
The current market is still demanding vehicle parking. Under the proposed
regulations, developers would be required to meet the current vehicle
demand and the potential future bicycle demand.
The suggestion that mixed-use or large commercial developments would
require a parking study to determine the number of vehicle and bicycle
parking stalls is inappropriate and creates uncertainty for the developer. If the
Town disagrees with the parking study, then the developer may have to
adjust their development to appease the engineering or planning department.
o As noted above, we believe that the parking study is unnecessary red
tape, and creates uncertainty. Instead, the Town should provide
minimum requirements and allow the developer to provide a parking
study if they wish to vary from the minimum requirements.
To help illustrate the significance of the proposed increase in bicycle parking,
we have taken a look at Canmore’s newest commercial development: Shops
of Canmore.
10
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•

Shops of Canmore would be required to provide:
• Vehicle Parking min 100 max 158. Vehicle Parking requirements are
adequate.
o Actual provided: 133. Recent analysis by owner is that parking with
only 57 stalls for buildings 1&2 is working well and as planned.
Some “pinch points” over lunches was evidenced. The addition of
76 stalls for building 3 will further improve parking.
• Bike Parking S/T 113; L/T 143 total: 256. This includes 55 required for
hostel.
o Actual provided 32 + additional 10 for buildings 1 & 2, + additional
10+ for building 3 due to market demand.
o Total to be provided: 52 compared to 256 under proposed
regulations. This is a significant and unnecessary increase!
o The developer regularly monitors bike parking usage, and notes
that the average usage is less than 50%. If the owner had been
required to provide 256 stalls, there would be significant unused
bicycle parking, which is an unnecessary use of capital.
o If / when the market shifts to less vehicle parking requirements, and
need for more bicycle parking, then the owner has the ability to
convert existing vehicle parking stalls to S/T and L/T bicycle
parking.

BOWDA recommendation for non-residential bicycle parking requirements:
• Canmore’s existing requirements are already higher than what the market
is demanding and what other municipalities require. To increase these
requirements by between 5X to 10X existing requirements and what other
municipalities require is far too high and too drastic of an increase.
• Since the existing regulations are based on 20% of vehicle parking
requirements (which are decreasing), they could be adjusted to:
o 0.4 bicycle stalls per 100m2 for Class A, C and D,
o 0.2 bicycle stalls for Class B (hotels/hostels),
o with appropriate split between L/T and S/T
• A slight increase to the existing requirements would be palatable.
o By “slight” we mean maximum 50% increase. For example, Class A
could increase from 0.4 stalls per 100m2 to 0.5 or maximum 0.6
stalls per 100m2. This would still be 4X the average of what other
communities require.
• It does not make sense to require the same amount of L/T as S/T stalls.
L/T stalls are far more expensive, and are presumably intended for use by
employees, not customers.
o In order to not create an unnecessary barrier, the percent of L/T
stalls should be less than S/T stalls. As an example, L/T stalls could
be 25% of the total and S/T stalls 75% of the total. This is a gradual
start, that can be adjusted in the future if and when necessary.
11
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BOWDA recommendation for residential bicycle parking requirements:
•

•
•

It probably makes sense for Accessory Dwelling Units to provide 1
covered bike stalls in lieu of vehicle parking. However, 2 stalls appears
excessive. This will hopefully encourage renters to use bicycles as a mode
of transportation.
The amendment to allow L/T stalls for townhouses to be required only if a
garage is not provided is a positive change.
The requirements for townhouse and apartment building bicycle parking is
still a significant increase and needs to be reconsidered.
o Similar to hotel owners, developers will respond to market demand.
Thus, the Town does not need to over-regulate on this issue.

Building Height Calculations (Section 2.9)
This method will be required for any residential development with fewer than
three dwelling units that is proposing a roof with a reverse pitch, single pitch, or
more than one roof pitch. The existing method will remain unchanged and be
used for traditional gable roof styles. The method for buildings with greater than
three residential units is unchanged from Bylaw 22-2010.
BOWDA:
BOWDA supports the Envelope Model, however for it to be a viable option, we
strongly recommend the following two changes.
1. Section 2.9.2.2.c should be deleted. Many modern roofs have multiple
roof slopes, forcing the use of the envelope model which is limiting on
smaller lots.
o Building envelope calculation shall be used when a building with
any of the following roof styles is proposed:
a. reverse pitch;
b. single pitch; and
c. roofs with two or more different roof pitches excluding roofs
above cantilevers and dormers.
Alternative wording:
c. roofs with less than 60% 6:12 slope
Many modern roofs have more than 1 slope, which would force
them into the envelope model. There should be flexibility in the
application of the model.
13
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FireSmart Requirements (Section 2.16)
The FireSmart section was recently added to the LUB in 2017. It has been
significantly changed and simplified.
2.16.0.1 To reduce the threat from wildfire, the following measures may be
required by the Development Authority:
a. a Wildfire Risk Assessment may be required for the submission of a
complete subdivision application; and
b. the recommendations from the Wildfire Risk Assessment be included
as a condition of Subdivision.
c. Roofs shall be constructed of non-combustible or fire retardant
materials with a minimum Class B fire rating.
2.16.0.2 All habitable buildings shall have a minimum 1.5 m area of noncombustible landscaping materials, such as rock, gravel, asphalt, brick or
concrete adjacent to the building perimeter.
2.16.0.3 Woody shrubs, trees or other similar plant materials shall not be
located within the 1.5 m distance.
BOWDA:
We support the changes.
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Residential Land Use Districts (Section 3)
We have noted to Administration that there have been some inadvertent changes
from 1st reading to 2nd reading to Land Use Districts in Section 3 and are pleased
that these changes are being corrected. We have requested that Administration
do a thorough review of the districts to correct any other inadvertent changes.
We request that any further inadvertent changes that come to light after the
Public Hearing be allowed to be changed as administrative changes to the LUB.
Detached Dwellings: Discretionary; Detached Dwelling with ADU: Permitted
At 2nd reading Council directed Admin to bring back a proposal at 3rd reading that
places Detached Dwelling as a discretionary use in all R1 districts, with Detached
Dwelling with an ADU as a permitted use.
BOWDA:
We recognize the intent of this proposed change is to encourage the
development of detached dwellings with ADU’s, which is an efficient use of land.
However, the proposal will not preclude a landowner from building a detached
dwelling without an ADU…it only adds another level of approval (requiring a DP),
which negatively impacts the landowner (increasing time and costs) and Town
administration (additional workload to process the DP application).
We recommend that, rather than inserting this amendment at 3rd reading of the
LUB, that the Town continue with Detached Dwellings with or without ADU’s as
permitted uses in all R1 districts. Allow Administration to research the potential
implications and consequences of the potential change and to discuss this with
the development industry and the public.

Accessory Dwelling Units (secondary suites and garden suites)
Attached accessory dwellings (secondary suites) are proposed to be permitted
use in
•
•

all single family R1 type districts (R1, R1A, R1N-M, R1B, R1B-E, R1B-W,
R1S, STR-1, STR-2) and the Teepee Town District.
duplexes in those districts where duplexes are currently allowed.

discretionary use in
•

the Manufactured Home Family Residential District (MHR).
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Bow Valley Builders & Developers Association
Land Use Bylaw 2018-22, Public Hearing
Nov 12, 2019

Detached accessory dwellings (garden and garage suites), are permitted when
the primary residential use is a detached dwelling. One storey plus loft units are
only permitted on sites that have a rear lane (or second street) for access. Lots
with only front yard access are limited to single storey detached accessory
dwelling units.
BOWDA:
We continue to support the inclusion of attached accessory dwellings in
the districts proposed. This is one way to address the affordability issue,
without unduly impacting the neighbourhood. The districts that are based
on the above-noted districts should also be included.
Some of the benefits include:
o ADU’s would need to be built to code, which increases safety.
o Having ADU’s as permitted instead of discretionary uses reduces
the red tape and should reduce friction within neighbourhoods.
All new subdivisions should allow attached accessory dwelling units.
We support detached accessory dwelling units as permitted uses.
However, the size limitations will be addressed in Section 8, and
amendments are required to definition of Habitable Space in Section 13.

Common Amenity Housing
This has been included as a Discretionary Use in all land use districts, with the
exception of R3 Residential Comprehensive Multiple Unit District where it is
Permitted Use. This may be an oversight.
BOWDA:
This is a significant improvement to the LUB as it recognizes that the LUB is a
tool to establish parameters around land use and built form, not regulate user
occupancy. This is something that BOWDA and our members have emphasized
in the past. By refocusing the LUB on land use and built form, the Common
Amenity Housing is a positive step to address the lack of housing for short-term
and seasonal employees. This is the correct first step before prescribing any
requirements on the business community.
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Bow Valley Builders & Developers Association
Land Use Bylaw 2018-22, Public Hearing
Nov 12, 2019

Maximum Dwelling Size, R1, R1A, R1B
Buildings shall not exceed:
a. 325 m. for lots smaller than 930 m2
b. 0.35 FAR for lots greater than or equal to 930 m2
For the purpose of this regulation only, habitable space in basement areas with a
ceiling less than 1.2 m above grade are excluded from the calculation of GFA as
defined in Section 134.
Notwithstanding the restrictions on floor area and floor area ratios, any dwelling
that does not comply with the maximum floor area or floor area ratio as of the
date of third reading of this Bylaw that is accidentally destroyed by fire or other
such natural disaster, may be rebuilt to the original floor area or floor area ratio.
BOWDA. BOWDA remains opposed to this recommendation. The MDP notes
that the Town is to utilize the tools at its disposal to limit house sizes: limiting lot
sizes, providing appropriate setback requirements, and limiting the height of
buildings. We continue to believe that these tools alone are all that is necessary
for the Town to limit the size of houses, and these are the tools specifically listed
in the MDP to reduce house sizes. The Staff Report for 2nd reading states:
“Existing tools and mechanisms such as yard setbacks, building height,
maximum lot size and FAR can be leveraged further to meet the objectives as
set out in the MDP regarding dwelling size.”
As noted by the Staff Report for first reading, affordability would not be
significantly affected by the proposed limitations and would have virtually no
influence on occupancy. BOWDA maintains that if the goal of this regulation is for
more sustainable homes, this can be accomplished in other ways. The LUB
already requires that Canmore homes be built to a higher green building
standard than the Alberta Building Code requires. Specifically, current
requirements are that homes must be 10% better than the reference house. If
the Town’s goal is to further increase sustainability for larger houses, then there
could be the requirement that homes greater than 350m2 be built to, for example,
15% better than the reference house or “BuiltGreen” Silver equivalent.
The inclusion of the notwithstanding clause which allows dwellings destroyed by
fire or other such natural disaster to be rebuilt to the original floor area or FAR is
positive. We believe that this should be extended to homes that are undergoing
significant renovations, but not increasing the floor area or FAR. Otherwise, a
home undergoing a significant renovation may not conform to the new LUB and
would require a DP, which is an unnecessary step.
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Bow Valley Builders & Developers Association
Land Use Bylaw 2018-22, Public Hearing
Nov 12, 2019

Commercial Land Use Districts (Section 4)
District-Specific Changes
Common Amenity Housing added as Discretionary Use in commercially zoned
areas.
BOWDA. No issues with this amendment.

Town Centre (TC) District
Offices are now discretionary. Offices above ground floor used to be permitted.
4.1.4.2 The maximum GFA of a Retail Sales development store shall be 2,000
500 m2.
Admin comment: ensure commercial development within the TC continues
to happen at an appropriate scale.
BOWDA. We understand that Canmore Downtown Business Improvement Area
has reviewed the existing retail stores in the downtown area and determined that
all existing retail stores are within the new 500m2 limits. Based on this, we have
no opposition to the change.
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Bow Valley Builders & Developers Association
Land Use Bylaw 2018-22, Public Hearing
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Overlay Districts (Section 7)
Steep Creek Hazard Changes
Since First Reading, the steep creek hazard overlay maps for Cougar Creek
have been revised to reduce the level of hazard and affected areas based on a
review completed by the Town’s consultant. Individual parcels were also
examined to confirm their hazard rating based on flow depth and velocity.
The hazard maps for XYZ and Echo Creeks have been included based on the
completion of the basin-level hazard studies.
The study area maps for Three Sisters Creek, Pigeon Creek, and
Smith/Marsh/Cairns have been updated based on area boundary modelling and
studies recently completed by the consultant.
The Town will complete residual hazard modelling of mitigation structures during
the design process. However, amendments to the LUB to update the hazard
mapping will not be adopted until construction of mitigation is complete.
BOWDA has been aware of the changes to the study maps where are members
are impacted, and we believe are members are in agreement with the resulting
maps.
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Use Specific Regulations (Section 8)
Accessory Dwelling Units (Section 8.4)
8.4.2.3 New developments that include an Accessory Dwelling Unit, Attached
development may be granted an extra 0.3 m in building height to account for the
additional height required to accommodate a basement suite, subject to the
Development Authority.
BOWDA:
Section 8.4.2.3 is a positive change.
8.4.3 Accessory Dwelling Unit, Detached
8.4.3.1 An Accessory Dwelling Unit, Detached:
a. may be provided in a one-storey or one-storey plus loft form and may be
located above a garage;
b. shall have a maximum total GFA of 60 m2, unless otherwise regulated in
the Land Use District governing the property;
c. shall have a minimum rear yard setback of 1.5 m;
d. shall have a minimum side yard setback of 1.0 m;
e. shall be subject to the height regulations as noted in table 8.4-3, unless
otherwise regulated in the Land Use District governing the property:
Table 8.4-3 - Maximum Height of Detached Accessory Dwelling Units
f

Table 8.4-3 - Maximum Height of Detached Accessory Dwelling Units
Maximum height for roof
Maximum height for roof
slope 2:12 or greater
slope less than 2:12
One-Storey
5.5 m
4.0 m
One-Storey plus loft 6.0 m
5.5 m

f. shall not be located in the front yard of a property;
g. when featuring decks, the decks shall not exceed the floor elevation of the
highest floor of the Accessory Dwelling Unit, Detached, development.
h. may have private outdoor amenity space. Where that amenity space is 1.0
m or more above grade, the maximum area of the amenity space shall be
4.5 m2, unless it is located a minimum of 4.0 m from any side or rear
property line, in which case the maximum area of the amenity space shall
be 6.5 m2.
i. that has windows 2.1 m or more above grade (entirely or partially), and is
located within 4.0 m of a side or rear property line, shall be designed and
located to minimize overlook onto adjacent properties.
j. shall ensure the cumulative width of dormers does not exceed 70% of the
length of the wall immediately below the dormers.
k. that incorporates a loft space shall only be located on a lot with access to
both a lane and a street, or a lot with access to two streets.
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8.4.3.2 All private outdoor amenity spaces associated with an Accessory
Dwelling Unit, Detached that exceed 0.6 m2 shall be screened to the satisfaction
of the Development Authority.
8.4.3.3 The upper (loft) storey of an Accessory Dwelling Unit, Detached:
a. shall not exceed a maximum GFA of 40 m2;
b. shall not be larger than 80% of the GFA of the lower storey; and
c. shall have a maximum loft floor height of 3.0 m as measured from the floor
to the lowest point of the ceiling of the top floor.
BOWDA:
We appreciate that the Town is proposing a middle ground for loft spaces to
be 40 m2, which attempts to balance the concerns of massing from the public
and request for more floor area from BOWDA to make the detached ADU’s
economical to build.
However, the maximum height for 6:12 detached ADU has been reduced
from 6.5m in LUB 22-2010 to 6.0m for 1.5 storey or 5.5m for 1 storey in LUB
2018-22. This height reduction will make it very difficult, if not impossible to
build detached accessory dwelling units. We recommend that the height limit
be reinstated at 6.5m for 1.5 storey.
Please refer to our comments on Habitable Space in Section 13 Definitions
which we believe are necessary for the creation of any detached ADU’s, and
for consistency in application of gross floor area calculations.
Even with the above recommended changes, we believe that due to the 40m2
size limitation for lofts, it will only be possible to create a bachelor suite or
small 1 bedroom as a detached ADU, which may not be considered
sufficiently economical for homeowners to justify spending $200,000 to
$250,000 to build these additional living spaces.
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Signage (Section 9)
The general regulations have been expanded to include commonly used
materials and specify the lighting requirements. Noteworthy changes include, the
removal of the ‘dark’ background preference and replaced with a focus on
suitable signage materials.
A new signage type has also been introduced for “Flush Mounted Directory” to
provide an additional signage option for businesses without street frontage.
Chalkboard and Menu signs have now been expanded to provide the option of
this sign type to all businesses and to ensure there is ample opportunity to attract
customers.
BOWDA:
Neutral on signage issue.

Definitions (Section 13)
Noteworthy changes to this section are the removal of the terms “Family” and
“Lodging House”; and the addition of the new defined use Common Amenity
Housing.
The term ‘Family’ has been removed from the LUB as the definition is dated, has
the potential to be in violation of superseding legislation including the Alberta
Human Rights Act and is not something a LUB should be regulating or that
administration can legally enforce. MGA allows an LUB to regulate “use” but not
“users”.
Similarly, the term ‘Lodging House’ has been removed as it makes specific
reference to ‘Family’.
BOWDA.
•
•

Agree with the above changes.
During the “modernization” of the LUB in 2020, we recommend that
definitions need work to clarify, using words that are plainly understood by
non-planners. For example: Hotel, Vacation Rental, Tourist Home are
much easier to understand than Visitor Accommodation and Resort
Accommodation.
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Gross floor area (GFA), non-residential means the sum of the areas of all floors
of a building measured to the outside outermost surface of the exterior walls, and
includes all floors totally or partially above the finished ground surface, but
excluding mechanical equipment areas, garbage storage areas and areas
dedicated to the parking of motor vehicles.
Gross floor area (GFA), residential means the sum of the areas of all habitable
spaces floors of a building measured to the outside outermost surface of the
exterior walls, and excludes garages up to a maximum of 60 m2.
For suites accessory dwelling units, apartments, townhouses or other dwelling
units partially enclosed by common walls, the gross floor area GFA shall be
determined by measuring to the centre of the common walls. from the interior
wall.
Habitable space means the floor space both above and below grade, which
includes stairways, mechanical equipment rooms, closets, hallways, bathroom(s)
and enclosed areas used for storage. It but excludes elevators, areas dedicated
to the parking of motor vehicles (up to 60 m2) and areas devoted exclusively to
the mechanical or electrical equipment servicing the development.
BOWDA:
The amendment of the GFA definition for ADU’s to be measured from the
interior wall is positive.
Regarding Habitable Space, we recommend two changes:
1. It does not make sense to include “mechanical equipment rooms” and
exclude “areas devoted exclusively to the mechanical or electrical
equipment servicing the development”.
2. It appears that the underlined portion of the definition of Habitable Space
from 1st reading was inadvertently missed in the definition at 2nd reading,
since the deletion was not highlighted in the red-line version of the LUB.
We believe that the underlined portion of the definition from LUB 1st
Reading should be used so that the definition reads:
Habitable space means the floor space both above and below
grade, which includes stairways, mechanical equipment rooms,
closets, hallways, bathroom(s) and enclosed areas used for
storage. It but excludes elevators, areas dedicated to the parking of
motor vehicles (up to 60 m2) and areas devoted exclusively to the
mechanical or electrical equipment servicing the development, and
areas which are not considered habitable in accordance with the
Alberta Building Code.
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Modernization of LUB.
A full review of the LUB has been completed by Ground Cubed and has
highlighted numerous areas which need a more comprehensive review but fall
outside the scope of work they have been contracted to complete. There are still
many areas of the LUB which require a more extensive review as recommended
by Ground Cubed. This ‘Modernization’ could include but is not limited to, the
review/revisions of the following areas of the LUB:
1. Issues around tourist homes, visitor accommodation, apartment hotels,
vacation homes and shared ownership accommodation;
2. Removal of the term Employee Housing in LUB, ASPs and MDP
a. Discharging Employee Housing caveats
b. Revisions to the SSR regarding points awarded for providing EMP
Housing;
3. Removal of policy statements and sections in the LUB and relocating them
accordingly;
4. Removal of unnecessary Land Use Districts;
5. A full comprehensive review of Firesmart regulations;
6. Update Direct Control District Permitted and Discretionary uses to reflect use
changes in the LUB;
7. Revise district maps to reflect the consolidation of various districts;
8. Explore the need for/develop a land use district specific to ER and MR lands;
9. Review and development of new diagrams and figures;
10. General document reformatting;
11. General LUB Revisions to all sections
12. A full legal review of the final proposed LUB
BOWDA:
•

•

We are pleased that the Town is committed to modernizing the LUB. This
is in alignment with what some of our consulting members have been
recommending to Admin.
BOWDA’s planner members, who have significant experience working
with LUB’s from other municipalities have committed to provide feedback
to the consultant on the modernization review to ensure that the end result
is a clear, cohesive document that is easy to use and understand.
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Steven de Keijzer:

HEARING SUBMISSION FOR LUB REVIEW NOVEMBER 12, 2019

MAXIMUM HOUSE SIZE: Thank you for retaining the limit on maximum residential size at second reading. This
is one of the few areas where council can directly address the “climate emergency” you have declared. With the
vast majority of houses built in Canmore during the past 10 years being “second homes”, limiting house size is
one small way to limit energy consumption on occupied as well as unoccupied homes. This requirement has
been in place in South Canmore for over a decade and has helped retain a bit of the character of that
neighbourhood.
Though this provision has been criticized as “interfering” in the marketplace, it is a strong statement by Council
of the type of community we aspire to and I commend you for it.
RE-INSTATE RECLAMATION REQUIREMENTS FOR QUARRIES IN CONSERVATION WILDLAND (LUB Section 5.6.4.4)
 Thunderstone quarry was annexed from the MD of Bighorn in 1991. It was zoned for quarrying at the
time. However, as a result of the 1992 NRCB Hearing and the 1998 BCEAG wildlife studies the Town recognized the importance of this area and rezoned Thunderstone Quarry, Banff Gate Resort and the
Kananaskis Gun Club - all at the mouth of Wind Valley - as Conservation of Wildland (CW).
 Much of Thunderstone Quarry is “adjacent” (within the 175 metres) to wildlife corridors as defined in
the BCEAG Guidelines and the Council of the day wanted to ensure that the quarry would revert to
wildlife habitat at the end of the quarry’s lifespan. This is why it was zoned from resource extraction to
Conservation of Wildland
 In order to ensure that the intended “...protection, conservation and enhancement of the environment
including biological diversity....” would take place in the CW District, Council included a requirement
for ongoing reclamation of quarries (Section 5.6.4.4). (Quarry Lake, the Meadow at the Nordic Centre
and Three Sisters’ abandoned golf course are all Canmore examples of successful reclamation)
 This reclamation requirement has been left out of the proposed LUB in the belief that the “nonconforming use” provisions of the MGA adequately address the relevant issues. However, those MGA
provisions require neither ongoing reclamation nor reclamation to revert to suitable wildlife habitat: the
express Purpose of the CW District since 1998.
 Town Council again recognized the importance of wildlife corridors in this area in December 2015. In As
part of an appeal to the MGB (attached) the Town stated that additional private lands might be required
for wildlife protection in this area if the MD of Bighorn were to develop north of the TCH.
 The current owners acquired the quarry with the reclamation regulations and development permit
conditions in place. To the best of my knowledge these regulations and conditions appear to have been
“out of sight, out of mind” for the Town.

IN SUMMARY: The reclamation of Thunderstone Quarry should be “top of mind” – not “out of mind” for Council. The retention of the 1998 type of reclamation regulations will help ensure this.
The “non-conforming use” provisions from the MGA are insufficient to restore the site for the longterm “protection, conservation and enhancement” Purposes of the Conservation of Wildlands District.
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November 12, 2019
Town of Canmore
902 - 7th Ave.
Canmore AB T1W 3K1
Attention: Cheryl Hyde
chyde@canmore.ca
Re: Land Use Bylaw 2018-22, Public Hearing Nov 12, 2019
The Downtown Canmore Business Revitalization Zone (BRZ) would like to take this opportunity
to give a written submission regarding the Land Use Bylaw 2018-22.
In general, the BIA supports the plan as presented especially as the Bylaw refers and supports
the Town Centre. We believe there have been significant improvements to the LUB through the
two readings to date.
Following is our review and position on the sections relevant to the BIA at this time:
1. Parking Cash-In-Lieu Policy
2.8.1.4 Where the calculation of the required number of automobile parking stalls results in a
fractional number, the requirements shall be rounded down to the nearest full stall. Where
relevant, the cash-in-lieu fee for any fractional parking stalls shall be calculated in
accordance with the Town’s Parking Cash-in-Lieu Policy.
4.1.6 Parking Alternatives
4.1.6.1 The Development Authority may, at its discretion, approve cash-in-lieu of parking for
the difference between the total number of required parking stalls and the number of
parking stalls provided within the development.
4.1.6.2 The Development Authority may allow a portion of the parking required by a
development to be provided in an off-site location within the TC District only.
BIA:
Though the Parking Cash-In-Lieu Policy is mentioned a number of times in the LUB, the policy
has not been revealed and therefore there is no firm knowledge as to what those numbers will
be. It would have been helpful to the BIA if there was an opportunity to review the policy which
supports the LUB. The Integrated parking Management Plan does refer to numbers as follows:
“16. Reduce In-Lieu Parking Fees
Canmore allows Town Centre developers to pay cash-in-lieu fees as an alternative to
building on-site parking. The current fee is $40,000 per space, which was estimated to
reflect 80% of the cost of a structured parking space. This is a major financial burden which
discourages Town Centre development, and is more than actually justified for Town Centre
businesses, since relatively few employees and customers require nearby parking, and
parking spaces serve multiple destinations so their costs should be shared. Assuming that
parking generation rates are about half in the Town Centre as to other destinations, and
Downtown Canmore Business Improvement Area

PO Box 8906
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each Town Centre parking space serves 2-4 destinations, fees can be reduced from
$40,000 to $5,000-10,000 per space ($40,000 x 0.5 = $20,000; $20,000 x 0.25-0.5 =
$5,000-$10,000).”
2. Retail Sales Square Footage
4.1.4.2 The maximum GFA of a Retail Sales development store shall be 2,000 m2 to 500
m2.
Admin comment: ensure commercial development within the TC continues to happen at an
appropriate scale.
BIA.
Upon review of the existing retail stores in the downtown area, we have determined that all
existing retail stores are within the new 500m2 limits. Based on this, we have no opposition
to the change.
3. Signage (Section 9)
The BIA supports the updating of the general regulations to include commonly used
materials and the lighting requirements. The new signage type of “Flush Mounted Directory
as an additional option for businesses without street frontage is particularly helpful to the
Town Centre businesses. We do appreciate the expansion to chalkboard and menu signage
in order to attract customers. It is with some disappoint though the LUB still prohibits A
frame signage in the Town Centre as feedback from businesses supported the importance
to sales these signs continue to have.
Thank you for the opportunity to express our views in regard to the LUB.
Sincerely
Beth VanderVoort
Executive Director

Downtown Canmore Business Improvement Area

PO Box 8906
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Barbara Ellard
Tuesday, November 12, 2019 5:13 PM
Municipal Clerk
Barbara Ellard; John Borrowman; Robert Seeley; Jeffrey Hilstad; Esme Comfort; Karen
Marra; Joanna McCallum; Vi Sandford
Proposed new housing bylaws

To whom it may concern,
We are writing to express our concern about your proposed new bylaw allowing accessory buildings in current R1 areas.
We built our modest home on Eagle Terrace Rd in 2002 and we have, to date, really enjoyed our quiet neighbourhood,
in our quiet little town. We built our house in complete trust that the rules that applied at the time we built would
continue to govern future development in our community.
Having said that, we must add that we already have a challenge with too many cars parked on our street. We can’t even
imagine the challenges that may arise if we were to have a denser neighbourhood than we currently have.
There is only one way in, or out, of our neighbourhood (as a deadend street with no back lanes) and it is already difficult
for two way traffic between the cars parked on either side. Additional congestion would, no doubt, create chaos and,
indeed, real DANGER if there were ever to be a requirement for emergency vehicles to manoeuvre about. You are, no
doubt, aware that that there is already considerable additional strain on our street parking with people driving up and
leaving their cars on the street while they hike or climb on Lady MacDonald.
We are also concerned about the prospect of the appearance of additional structures in what already seems to us to be
a very “tight” neighbourhood. We feel strongly that the peaceful nature of our neighbourhood has added value to our
home. The appearance of additional “accessory buildings”, and the related traffic and vehicle accommodation, would do
nothing but devalue it.
We respectfully implore you to reconsider allowing accessory buildings in our neighbourhood.
Sincerely,
Barb and Bob Ellard
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Brian Grasmuck
Tuesday, November 12, 2019 9:22 AM
Municipal Clerk
Bylaw 2018-22 Land Use Bylaw

To the Council of Canmore:
Currently, accessory dwelling units are only allowed in some areas in Canmore. The proposed new Land Use Bylaw
allows for accessory dwelling units within all R1 land use districts.
My search for a home in Canmore took me years. Finding the right home for me in a neighbourhood that I knew I would
enjoy took time and involved sacrifices.
I purchased my home in an area zoned R1 and, years later, still couldn’t be happier with my decision.
I paid a premium to live in this zoning and the proposed Land Use Bylaw will fundamentally change the rules after I
agreed to play the game.
My neighbourhood was, in my opinion, very well designed from the outset. We have a nice mixture of single family
homes, duplexes, townhouses and apartment‐style condominiums. The proposed Land Use Bylaw could fundamentally
change the nature of the neighbourhood in ways not provided for in the original planning.
I believe existing R1 neighbourhoods should be grandfathered. New homeowners in new neighbourhoods can make
their own decisions before they purchase.
Respectfully
Brian Grasmuck
Canmore
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Lawrence Hill
Tuesday, November 12, 2019 2:11 PM
Municipal Clerk
LUB 2018-22 - Public Hearing on Proposed Changes

I strongly support Bowda’s position on the various aspects about which they have specifically
commented. Regarding the following Clauses, I would like to underline my concerns:
- 2.3.1.2. With the exception of lanes, the maximum width of a residential driveway at the property
line shall be 5.0 m for all Detached Dwellings, including those with Accessory Dwelling Units, and
Duplex Dwellings. Where three (3) or more units share a driveway, the maximum width of the
driveway at property line shall be 4.0 m per double garage door and 2.5 m per single garage door.
- While I appreciate this desire to reduce the width of driveways is to leave more space between
driveways for street parking, it discriminates against duplexes and favours single family (detached)
dwellings. I thought we were encouraging densification rather than discouraging it. Every double
garage should have access to a 4.0m driveway, regardless of building form, which means that single
family dwellings should also only be allowed 4m driveways. Why not?
- Further if ADU’s are to be encouraged, and the owner chooses to designate a tenant parking pad that is not
inside, nor in front of the garage, then an additional 2.5 m should be added to the side of the 4m driveway, to
make it practical for the tenant to park off the street.
- Bicycle parking requirements - the amount of the increase for minimum required bicycle parking is excessive.
- The increased minimums required, as proposed by Bowda for both Residential and Non-Residential, are far
more reasonable and should be adopted
- It makes more sense to have these requirements delineated in the EDC Guidelines than in the LUB, for if and
when adjustments need to be made, that can be done more efficiently there than opening up the LUB
- 2.9 Building Height Calculations - The Envelope Model
- As can be seen all around Canmore, as well as in most other mountain communities, contemporary
architectural designs are incorporating an increasing number of single pitch roofs, necessitating the use of the
far more efficient Envelope Model. The method proposed by Bowda should be adopted to avoid awkward
designs that result from trying to comply with the current LUB without having to go to SDAB. The benefits of
doing so will be significantly improved architectural massing, reduced design cost for homeowners, and less
time wasted by designers, planning staff and members of the SDAB.
- Attached Dwelling Units for both Detached and Duplex Dwellings - Permitted rather than Discretionary
- Long overdue change is heartily encouraged
- 8.4.2.3 - Additional 0.3m height allowed for ADU’s
- A great, practical idea that will help to facilitate improved rental accommodation for tenants, especially for
those in basement suites, which is very likely to be the majority of locations. The increased height should help
to eliminate claustrophobic basement spaces by allowing those rooms to have 8 ft high ceilings, just like in the
primary unit above.
- Habitable Spaces - Definitions
- If we don’t want people to live in furnace (mechanical) rooms, then it is reasonable to exclude the rooms as
possible ‘Habitable Space’.
1
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Tuesday, 12 November 2019
Town of Canmore Council
Re: Opposition to Land Use Bylaw 2018-22
We are writing in opposition to Land Use Bylaw 2018-22 for a myriad of reasons including, but
not limited to, the rezoning of all Urban Reserve to Future Development, the introduction of
Common Amenity Housing without adequate public engagement, and the changes to Natural
Park. We will focus on the latter in this submission.
It has been extremely time consuming to connect the dots on the changes proposed to the zoning
affecting Quarry Lake (Natural) Park so we have provided screen shots of the relevant pages
from:
• the current Land Use Bylaw 22-2010 (page 4),
• the document presented at first reading for Land Use Bylaw 2018-22 (page 5),
• the red-line version of the document presented at second reading for Land Use Bylaw
2018-22 regarding Natural Park (pages 6-7)
• the red-line version of the document presented at second reading for Land Use Bylaw
2018-22 regarding the definition of Open Space (page 8)
• the unmarked version of the document presented at second reading for Land Use Bylaw
2018-22 (page 9), and
• the Public Hearing Notification printed in the October 31, 2019 edition of the Rocky
Mountain Outlook (page 10)
According to the public hearing notification printed in the October 31, 2019 edition of the Rocky
Mountain Outlook:

So it was with some surprise that there are plans to significantly change the infrastructure at
Quarry Lake. In Gerry Stephenson’s last Facebook post before his untimely passing he wrote:
“ On Oct 15, 2019, at 4:02 PM, <gerrystephenson@XXXX.XX> wrote:
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The Town of Canmore website has a video of This “Enhancement” Plan. Under
the listing
https://canmore.ca/projects/quarry-lake-park-enhancements
If you care about Quarry Lake please do watch the video and fill out the
questionnaire asking which elements you approve or disapprove of and provides
you with the opportunity to comment.
Unfortunately you only have until this Friday the 18th October to do this. There
are, in my humble opinion, several items included which would destroy the
natural look of the Lake and the surrounding area which a vast majority of
residents stressed in the last survey was the aspect of the park they valued most
highly. Many of the changes are also certain to increase the number of people
using the park, especially the lake, when the park is already being “Loved to
Death”.
“Action this Day” as a British politician of some renown used to say in times of
crisis,
Thanks,
Gerry S.
PS. I met with Andreas, the town’s Manager of Public Works just now and
offered some thoughts for significantly improving the plan. In brief;
No structures such as the picnic shelters (Plant more trees).
No pier; add a proper beach area with sand over gravel at the south west corner.
No diving board, let people jump off the cliff I left and
Use the parking lot to limit use of the area.
If appropriate please circulate, thanks
We will see.
G”

The survey, the video and Gerry’s call to action seemed incongruous with the information
provided to the public in the published public hearing notification. Natural Park zoning was
being maintained, was it not? It wasn’t until yesterday that we delved into the various
documents only to discover that Natural Park definition included in the existing bylaw (22-2010)
had been amended, not at first reading, but in the second reading document. One of the most
significant changes to the definition is the introduction of “Open Space”. This seems quite like
an innocuous ‘use’ until the we read the definition of the term included in the second reading
document:
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We strongly believe that the definition of Natural Park in the 22-2010 bylaw should remain as is
and should be respected. Quarry Lake (Natural) Park is surely at the cusp of being loved to
death, the changes proposed in the second reading document and in the recently revealed
development planned will hasten its death.
Dawn and Keith Hunt
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Land Use Bylaw 22-2010
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Document presented at first reading for Land Use Bylaw 2018-22
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The red-line version of the document presented at second reading for Land Use Bylaw
2018-22 regarding Natural Park
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The red-line version of the document presented at second reading for Land Use Bylaw
2018-22 regarding Natural Park continued
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The red-line version of the document presented at second reading for Land Use Bylaw
2018-22 regarding the definition of Open Space
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The unmarked version of the document presented at second reading for Land Use Bylaw
2018-22 (page ),
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The Public Hearing Notification printed in the October 31, 2019 edition of the Rocky
Mountain Outlook
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Timothy Johnson
Tuesday, November 12, 2019 8:36 PM
Municipal Clerk
Land Use Bylaw feedback

Dear Ms. Hyde,
Thanks to the Town for providing the opportunity for the community to offer feedback and engage
on the proposed changes to the Land Use Bylaw. Here are a few areas of comment that I wish to
share with you.
1. Quarry Lake Park and the "Natural Park" District
While I commend the Town for acknowledging the community feedback received around the
proposed change of the Quarry Lake Park "Natural Park" to a Public Use District, there are still
some revisions to the wording of the NP district that stood out in my reading of the changes and
that compromise some of the original provisions of the Natural Park designation.
A) "wildlife movement area" should be retained as part of the purpose of the NP designation;
without that wording, the purpose of the district now reads as more recreation use-focused and
contradicts a vast majority of the public feedback received during the last engagement period.
B) the wording about organized sporting events as being inappropriate has been removed but, nor
are they listed as a permitted use. How will proposed sporting events, which according to
permitted uses under the prior bylaw should never have been allowed, be dealt with?
C) both clauses under 6.4.3 "Regulations" are encouraging but seem to contradict the level of
development being proposed in the Quarry Lake enhancement plans.
2) Maximum dwelling size - Based on the majority of feedback received during the last public
engagement, a majority of respondents approve of limiting the maximum dwelling size (with many
supporting a smaller size). While the intent of the development community to make the most
efficient use of lots and encourage green building standards rather than limiting housing sizes, the
fact remains that the vast majority of these large homes sit unoccupied, affecting both the social
fabric of certain neighbourhoods and also having a significant environmental footprint. Given the
Town's recent declaration of a climate emergency, it is worthy of the towns consideration to
respond to the feedback of the community rather than making decisions to the benefit of the
development community and people who don't even live here at present. I would encourage
Administration and Council to reconsider taking more active steps towards a future for our
community that reflects the direction of the Municipal Development Plan to ensure that the health
of our mountain landscape continues to be a core strength of our community. We need to be
building housing we need vs. responding to the wants of a specific socio-economic segment.
Thanks for considering my comments,
Tim Johnson
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Respectfully,
Shane
Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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November 12, 2019
Peter and Kimberlee Musil
Re: Proposed Land Use Bylaw Review
Residential Land Use Districts - Accessory Dwelling Units (Section 3) & Parking (Section 2.8)
I am strongly opposed to the proposed change impacting all single family R1 type districts. I have previously been
involved on the board of CCHC for a number of years so I am well aware of the need for affordable housing in this
town. However, I do not feel this is the best way to go about it for the CURRENT citizens of the town. That
sometimes gets lost in the discussion about affordable housing; current homeowners are impacted also. The citizens
of this town purchased their property in a neighbourhood for a specific reason and with a specific zoning in place.
Town administration is now proposing to change that zoning to potentially double the density in those
neighborhoods. My wife and I purchased our home in a quiet neighbourhood with minimal traffic for a reason. If
we wanted to live in a more dense area we would have chosen to do so but that would have been our choice to
make, not yours. Is the Town planning on reducing the assessed values of ALL of the impacted R1 residences in
Canmore thereby reducing the property taxes if this zoning is changed? What is the benefit to those homeowners in
a neighborhood who do not add ADU’s but all of their neighbours do? More cars driving and parked on the street,
more noise, more garbage, more public utilities usage, what is the benefit? I have heard all of the comments that,
“well not all the homes will put ADU’s in”, my response to that is that, by allowing it, the possibility is there and
you can never undo it.
The additional vehicles are probably the largest issue of the proposal for me. Especially with the proposal to reduce
parking requirements to not require any parking stalls for ADU’s. This was a huge step backwards from the first
iteration of the proposed LUB’s. This means that the streets will be lined with cars. This creates a public safety
hazard and a snow removal nightmare. I have 2 young children and the chance of them stepping out in the street is
there, as much as we teach them not to. Risk goes way up when drivers don’t have a clear line of sight on the
peripheries of the streets. I know Town administration has grandiose dreams of a town where everyone rides their
bikes or walks and households don’t drive or even own vehicles. Reality is that this doesn’t happen, and will not
happen in this Town. Reality is that every household with an ADU will have 2-4 vehicles and they will mostly, or
all be parking on the street. In this town, garages are rarely used for parking vehicles; it’s all full of gear or storage
because we all get the smallest house possible since the prices are so high. I invite you to visit some of the
neighbourhoods in Canmore such as Cougar Creek which already have ADU’s, legal and illegal, and try to find a
parking spot in the road, it is a difficult task. Trying to even pass an oncoming car is not possible without someone
pulling into a driveway. To think that somebody staying in an ADU would not own a car in this town, in this
climate, is very naive and irresponsible to the fabric of a “small quiet community”. They will own a car, if not
multiple, and they will need to park them somewhere. Do we really want to live in very dense neighbourhoods when
that was not our intention when we purchased our homes? Do we want to live on streets lined with cars and
endanger our kids and ourselves by stepping out into traffic? Is that really why we live in the mountains? My wife
and I worked very hard our whole lives, saved every nickel and sacrificed a lot to be able to afford the home we
purchased which was on a quiet street. Doubling the amount of people and lining the street with cars is NOT what
we purchased and will have a negative impact on our happiness and our retirement investment, or home.
Now, having said that, I am in support of ADU’s being an option in new neighbourhood developments such as
Stewart Creek Phase 3. These are neighbourhoods that are just being developed and home buyers will have the
option and more importantly know what they are purchasing and moving into and not having this forced upon them.
I have spoken with many of the residents in my neighbourhood and none of them wanted increased density and
additional vehicles. Most did not even know about the proposed bylaw changes. Even if they do not add ADU’s to
their properties, the next home owners may, and that will change the neighbourhood feel for everyone else.
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Land use districts
I am strongly opposed to the proposed change for the Quarry Lake Park area. I live very close to Quarry Lake and
frequent the area with my family multiple times per week when the weather cooperates so this proposed district
change impacts me directly. This should remain a Natural Park District (“NP”). Speaking with Town administration
the reason for the change to (“CW”) Conservation of Wildlands District and (“PD”) Public Use District is to make it
simpler. I like to think I am an intelligent person and after many conversations, I still cannot understand how
subdividing the area and assigning different districts to each new area is simpler. Quarry Lake Park is a special area
and should be left as is. The new districts would allow for things such as recreation facilities, schools, hospital,
cemeteries and even a camp ground, really, a camp ground? What is the Town thinking? I understand the difficulty
with having sporting events in a NP district but just make those events an allowable use and leave the zoning as it is.
However, these events should be limited in number so everyone can enjoy the area. I find that when events are
happening, the whole area/lake is closed down and cannot be used by non-event participants. I would imagine that
these event planners are paying for the use of that area and those funds are reinvested into the area. I would like to
see some improvements to the area like more periodic garbage pick-up, resodding the main visitor area around the
lake including adding trees and a nicer beach/sand area. It’s a great NATURAL area and a great asset to the town,
so let’s keep it that way and not develop it at all.

Maximum Dwelling Size
I oppose the proposed change to the maximum dwelling size. There are other mechanisms in place to restrict size
such as GFA and setbacks. I do not think that the town should be dictating what somebody builds on their own
property. For example, as our parents age, I may want to expand my home and have them move into our house so
we can take care of them. Limiting dwelling sizes to those contemplated may not allow for a comfortable living
area and we would need to move or find different caregiving services. This should be left up to homeowners, and if
they want to build something they may or may not be able to sell in the future because it is too big, that is there
problem

Thank you.
Peter and Kimberlee
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November 3, 2019
To Town of Canmore Council,
Regarding 2018-22 Land Use Bylaw
I am once again writing to voice my disapproval of the 2018-22 Land Use Bylaw, a bylaw that I believe
has minimal support in many neighborhoods. The changes made since the first reading have made the
bylaw potentially more destructive to our neighborhood than the original.
The new proposals will allow ADUs, including detached garden and garage suites, in ALL neighborhoods
in Canmore, and a development permit will no longer be required. As well, you won’t even have to
provide parking for your tenants, allowing them to park on the street or perhaps your front lawn when
you pave it. This council seems bent on the destruction of R1 neighborhoods, reducing the town of
Canmore to crowded high density living for everyone with streets lined on both sides with vehicles.
When did it become the goal of this council to bring lower cost rental accommodation to every corner
of Canmore? There used to be zoning regulations that determined if your neighborhood could have
rental suites or duplexes or fourplexes or big apartment buildings. People would choose their
neighborhood with the knowledge that the zoning would remain the same.
Forty years ago when I moved to Canmore, I soon realized that I would never be able to afford a home
in a nicer neighborhood, and after a year and a half I moved away and worked in B.C. and NWT until I
retired, and was then able to move back to Canmore. My wife and I bought a home in an R1
neighborhood, and we pay taxes based on our assessment. It took us 3 years of looking to find our
home, and we are happy to live on a street with wonderful neighbours. None of us want accessory
suites in our neighborhood, or detached garden suites, or more cars clogging our street.
Why not concentrate your densification in neighborhoods where it is already allowed by the zoning. I
don’t believe you have the right to densify the whole town because some people can’t afford certain
neighborhoods. I’m pretty sure Aspen doesn’t feel compelled to allow ADUs in all of their
neighborhoods. It’s a pricey place and people know that. Providing accommodation for entry level
workers may be a priority for Aspen as well, but there are ample opportunities to do that while
retaining original zoning constraints. It isn’t the right of everyone to live where they want, it is always
a decision based on their income and job security. Imagine your neighborhood with cars lining the
street on both sides and ADUs (that don’t even require a permit) behind every unit.
I would ask the Council to reconsider this bylaw, and to respect the rights and expectations of all its
citizens.
Sincerely,
Brian Page
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Joanne Page
Canmore, Alberta
Municipal Clerk
Town of Canmore
902-7 Avenue
Canmore, Alberta
T1W 3K1
November 12, 2019
Re: Bylaw 2018 – 22 Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU’s)
To the Canmore Town Council,
I would like to state my firm opposition to the Town of Canmore’s proposal to allow Accessory
Dwelling Units (ADUs) in R1 residential districts in Canmore.
One of the most important considerations when choosing a home is the zoning for the home’s location.
Some people prefer high density neighbourhoods, and others prefer low density. It is a very simple
concept, and our community has always provided choices for both. There are high and low-density
neighbourhoods throughout the town of Canmore and in the past the town has maintained a nice
balance.
I do NOT support what you are proposing because it removes the choice for people to live in a lowdensity neighbourhood. You are proposing to encourage people to establish “Suites” or outside
“Garden suites” on their properties. Neighbourhood after neighbourhood will be affected and people
will feel demoralized by this decision.
I also do NOT support waiving the requirement for a development permit for ADUs. Will residents now
get to look into their fenceless, “natural” back yards at “garden shed” accommodations built by the
handyman next door? It sounds like there be no opportunity to oppose something that will affect
others who live in the neighbourhood.
I do NOT support increasing the density of R1 neighbourhoods. Even now there are too many cars
parked on the streets. Those who purchased a home in an R1 neighbourhood did so with the knowledge
and reassurance that they and others couldn’t have accessory suites.
I would recommend that you deal with the housing shortage by increasing density in new developments
(zoned appropriately) or in areas already zoned for high density.
I would advise you NOT to approve the proposed changes regarding ADUs in Canmore.
Sincerely,

Joanne Page
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From: Hal Retzer [mailto:retzerh@telus.net]
Sent: November-12-19 5:18 PM
To: 'municiipal.clerk@canmore.ca'
Subject: Feedback on the Land Use Bylaw Nov 12 2019

Dear Council
I am writing to you to provide feedback on the proposed 2018‐22 Land Use Bylaw for the hearing on Nov 12, 2019.
Maximum House Size
The proposed maximum house size of 325 m2 (3500 ft2) for the R1 districts is still too large. Recent history has shown
that almost all new homes in these R1 districts are built close to (or at) the maximum size as allowed by the by‐
laws. And it is almost certain that a 325 m2 detached home in Canmore today costs $1‐$2 million or more. These are
not homes that the average family can afford. As a result, these homes are often second homes for people that are
absent for much of the year. The end result is blocks of houses that seem empty of people, families
and homeowners. This does not lead to a healthy vibrant community and certainly not an affordable one for the
average family. I would suggest that a smaller maximum house size (considerably less than 325 m2) would reduce the
cost and attract some younger families who might actually reside here year round.
I would also like to bring up the recent climate emergency declaration that the town made. If the town is serious about
fighting climate change, the town must reduce this maximum house size. A 325 m2 house, especially one that is vacant
much of the year, is clearly inconsistent to the Town’s climate emergency declaration and the Town’s Climate action
plan.
Roofs
The house that was recently built beside us has a roof overhang of about 3 meters. This, along with the ~4,500 ft2
house, has significantly cut off our light and views. These sorts of overhangs are too large. I am unable to read in the
revised by‐laws where this has been addressed. In fact, clause 2.18.2.7 (refer to the redline version) in the previous
version of the by‐law that seemed to address this issue has now been deleted. Please ensure that the 0.61 m maximum
overhang is re‐written into the LUBs.
Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback.
Sincerely,
Hal Retzer
Canmore
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ByLaw 2018-22
Land Use Bylaw
Town of Canmore Public Hearing
Nov 12, 2019
Good Afternoon Mayor/Councillors,
My name is Jeff Roberts, I have been a resident of Canmore since 2012. I am a member of the Canmore
Planning Commission, and chair of Canmore Community Solar Initiative, a local grassroots organization with
aspirations to develop a community owned solar cooperative.
On Dec. 4, 2018 Council approved an updated Climate Action Plan in support of achieving lofty goals toward
reducing Canmore’s environmental footprint by 30% below 2015 levels by 2030….ambitious indeed.
On Oct 1, 2019 Council declared a state of Climate Emergency. Emergency implies the need for immediate
corrective action.
The Land Use Bylaw regulates and controls the use and development of land and buildings in the Town of
Canmore. Buildings represent 54% of Canmore’s Green House Gas Emissions. (from Update to Climate Action
Plan: Priority Actions for 2020)
The Land Use Bylaw is the ideal tool for facilitating achievement of Canmore’s lofty climate action
goals…however, when I read the Bylaw, (and in particular Section 11 Community Architectural and Urban
Design Standards)…there is more emphasis on architectural standards than on regulation that helps achieve
our environmental ambition. Section 11, an extremely important section of the bylaw, only addresses solar
installations in 2 areas, both relating to roof forms.
While section 10 of the bylaw deals with Green Building Regulations, there are few mandatory requirements,
only voluntary measures with the application of financial incentives and penalties related to energy efficiency
of building.
The approved Climate action plan from 2018 has a number of actions relating to new construction and new
developments, such as requirements for new developments to be “solar ready” and “Electric vehicle ready”.
An action identifies that considerations be given to utilization of active and passive solar energy. These do not
appear anywhere in the bylaw.
General Regulation 2.3.1.1c relates to driveways and in particular driveways on those lots with lane access.
There is no provision for those south facing lots, with lane access, to orient their driveways and garages to
optimize passive solar gain. Previous versions of the bylaw permitted variances at the discretion of the
development authority. This is just another example where the bylaw is lacking from the perspective of
energy efficiency.
In light of the declaration of climate emergency, and the urgency that this implies, I believe that this bylaw is
lacking in its ability to further the actions required to achieve outcomes that are stated in the Climate Action
Plan Report of December 2018. I would suggest that this Bylaw be revisited from the perspective of its ability
to foster conditions that would support achievement of Canmore’s Climate goals.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

alasdair russell
Tuesday, November 12, 2019 4:57 PM
Municipal Clerk
LUB 2018-22 - Front Access & GFA

Dear Mayor and Counsel,
Regarding changes to Front Driveway Access and Gross Floor Area.
Front Driveway Access – The new bylaw makes rear access mandatory for homes on blocks where there is
51% existing rear lane access. There are many problems with this change;
1) Most home owners with south facing rearyards wish to use them for children or grandchildren not
garages, parking vehicles or workshops,
2)

Nearly all home owners want attached garages in this climate,

3)

Detached garages take up a substantial amount of rearyard and would exclude garden suites,

4) Attached rear garages either have triple or quadruple the length of driveway, sterilising rearyard space or
worse still pushing the home towards the rear of the lot blocking neighbours views, in addition to excluding
garden suites,
5)

Rear lanes are unmaintained in winter and often unpassable

Planning and Development have offered no rational for forcing use of lanes, there is no safety or any other
benefits.
Gross Floor Area – This type of measurement is used to define sizes in some but not all districts. It is a
controversial method because it is unusable in buildings with loft space and is illegal for realtors to use while
selling property. The bylaw is created to utilise loft space to maximise usable space while minimising the mass
of the building. This space is always measured incorrectly as GFA cannot account for roof thickness.
But more importantly than GFA contradicting the principle of Canmore homes is it’s future problems. GFA
discourages and penalises; better articulated buildings, more insulation, higher quality finishes and loft space.
A Passive Home would lose up to 30% of allowable GFA to wall thickness alone, more if clad in stone. 325m2
GFA is a generous building size however it should be converted to a usable measurement in Floor Area which
would be possible for the Town to measure and would not penalise good deeds.
Your sincerely,
alasdair russell B.Des. (hons), M.Des.
russell and russell design studios
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canmore, alberta
www.russellandrussell.ca
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Submission to Public Hearing re: Land Use Bylaw 2018-22
Submitted by: Carla Cumming Sojonky (Canmore homeowner)
Date:

12 November 2019

To:

Canmore Town Council

Copy to:

Ms Cheryl Hyde, Town Clerk, Canmore (please include this document in the official
proceedings of this public hearing; please distribute to the Mayor and Councillors)

I am writing to you regarding a number of concerns about proposals to change Canmore’s Land Use
Bylaw. For ease of reference, I have divided this letter into sections that focus on one or two issues,
each.

I.

The LUB document(s)

I am asking Town Council to vote against the document LUB 2018-22 until such time that all the
details have been made completely clear to members of the public, particularly to homeowners
in Canmore---ideally, in small, manageable, understandable sections rather than all at once in a
single document of over 600 pages.
My request is based on a number of logical reasons, all of which surround the reality that it has
been extremely difficult for members of the public to understand the changes being proposed.
Some examples include:
a. Prior to first reading, no redline version was made available for the public to clearly see
the changes between the current (“old”) LUB 22-2010 and the proposed (“new”) LUB
2018-22 presented by Admin to Council for first reading. Short of going through the two
sets of 600-page (each) documents page by page and line by line, how were members of
the public (or Council, for that matter) to identify all of the changes? When one of my
friends asked at the Town hall about receiving a redline version, she was told that none
was produced, none was available. Critical question: Why was no redline version
produced and made public? This shows a distinct and conscious lack of transparency
and openness with the public. To some, it may even hint that there has been a
deliberate attempt to keep changes hidden, hard to find, or obscure. Either way, the
public has not been clearly advised of the real changes, i.e., the changes from 22-2010
and 2018-22.
b. The Town’s website said that a redline version of changes made after the first reading
would be available October 7th but it was not until October 19th that the document was
posted online. The number of changes made (be they additions, deletions, or sections
moved) between first and second readings was shocking! Entire pages of the document
were redlined---so many that the document appeared to be a complete re-write in more
places than not.
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The video of the October 1 Council meeting shows Mayor Borrowman expressing his
thoughts on the massive changes:
i.
Mayor Borrowman: “It was a bit daunting going through the redline version”, to
which Ms Lauren Miller of the Planning department replied, “It was a bit
daunting to write it.” (video time 30:48)
ii.
Mayor Borrowman: “It took some time and several conversations for me to
appreciate, you know, the intent and what you are saying” (video time 30:53)
iii.
Mayor Borrowman: “I had expected to see the Bylaw as it was approved at First
Reading, with some amendments” (video time 31:06).
iv.
Referring to the many deleted and moved sections, the mayor admitted “It has
taken some time for me to be able to follow the bouncing ball on that.”
If the full-time mayor, who is in the midst of his second term in that role and is
presumably used to reading lengthy civic documents, is “daunted” by this document,
how can average, everyday, citizens (who are working many hours at their own jobs and
have less hours to devote to this document than the mayor does) be expected to
understand the document? If the mayor requires “time and several conversations”
(one presumes with experts in Administration and perhaps elsewhere) to understand
the document, how can average citizens who do not have access to experts be expected
to make sense of it?
c. There is complete confusion over the online versions of LUB 2018-22: which one is
current? As recently as 10 November, the Town’s website stated:



“A public hearing was held in February 2019 to hear feedback on the version of the
bylaw approved at first reading. Subsequently, a significant number of changes to the
bylaw were proposed and accepted by Council on October 1 at second reading. Posted
below are 2 versions of the proposed bylaw. The first version shows the bylaw as it was
approved at second reading. Amendments adopted by Council during the meeting are
shown in red-line. The second version is more heavily marked up to show all changes
approved since first reading.
pdf LUB 2018 22 Approved at Second Reading (22.53 MB)



pdf LUB 2018 22 Approved at Second Reading REDLINE (6.01 MB)”
I am very confused: is there a difference between these two documents? If so, what is
the difference? To me, the website explanations say the same thing: “as approved at
second reading” is the same as “show all the changes approved since first reading.”
Even the names of the documents suggest they are the same text, one with redlining:
“Approved at Second Reading” is the same as “Approved at Second Reading REDLINE”.
So which is the most recent? Which is the version currently before Council? Which
accurately reflects the version we, the public, are expected to comment on at this public
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hearing? The fact that we don’t know because Admin did not make it clear makes this
public hearing a moot point.
d. Further, the identification of the documents themselves demonstrates a complete lack
of clarity and, in so doing, creates a great deal of confusion. When I tried to examine
and compare the 3 versions (LUB 22-2010, LUB 2018-22, LUB 2018-22 Redline) on my
laptop, it was a nightmare. Because the two 2018 documents do not have notations
indicating a difference---including very importantly, which is most recent---it was
difficult to tell from any given page which version was on my screen. Whereas the
old/current bylaw prints a footer that indicates the date it was approved (“Town of
Canmore Land Use Bylaw 22-2010: Adopted 3 January 2012”), the two versions of 2018-22 have
the exactly the same footer (“TOWN OF CANMORE LAND USE BYLAW 2018 22”).
It would have been infinitely clearer to have indicated on both the title page and on the
footer on each page the version/draft number and the date that version was updated.
That way, the reader could tell, on any given page of either document, which version
s/he was reading. Clear notes could also have been printed on the front cover,
indicating date of revision and draft number. I spent decades as an editor in academic
(including scientific, medical, and environmental) publishing, and over a decade in
education and educational administration (including writing curriculum); in all those
positions, I worked with unclear drafts, working and final documents, ESL writers, and
other incomplete and/or unsophisticated writings. If I cannot work my way through
these versions, I’m sure others who don’t share my experience are equally---if not more--confused with the LUB. Again, I am not 100% certain which document we are
supposed to be commenting on tonight, negating the validity of this public hearing.
e. There were no maps included in the redline version presented at second reading: how
were members of the public expected to visualize the detail involved in specific areas of
Town and to the overall Town in general? Why is the redline version incomplete?
Clearly, a reader cannot trust the redline version as complete; if one does trust it, one is
not obtaining a full picture or complete document. This is misleading to the public.
Maps only appeared after the second reading---that is, between second reading and
today’s public hearing. So Council has not voted on them---or---I’m guessing---any of
the changes in the non-redline version---so it is not an officially approved document.
f. The maps in the non-redline version are inconsistent. In the body of the text, imbedded
in the individual district description, some maps are printed---but not for all districts.
Why not? Why do only some zones have maps imbedded with the text and others do
not? For the “have not” districts, the reader must turn to the maps in section 15. In
many cases, due to crowding, small print, and lots of ink, it is difficult to see the details
of certain maps. This is not acceptable in such an important Town document.
For these reasons, I oppose the proposed changes to LUB 2018-22, and I suggest to Council that
it cannot in good conscience and in the spirit of transparency pass this LUB at Third Reading.
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II.

Detached dwellings as discretionary use in residential areas

My second major area of opposition centers on the amendment put forth by Councillor Joanna
McCallum at your 1 October 2019 council meeting (2nd reading of LUB 2018-22) in which she
proposed that Detached Dwellings become a Discretionary use in residential neighborhoods, as
opposed to their current Permitted use; the amendment was passed unanimously.
At no point have I, a Canmore homeowner, been informed by the Town of this dramatic
amendment: no letter, no public notice, nothing. I am only aware of it because a friend
happened to be watching the video feed of that meeting and later told me about it. Having
watched it, I have a number of concerns:
Discrepancy in wording
Upon watching the video of this amendment later, I noted a discrepancy between Councillor
McCallum’s first draft of the amendment, which read: “Council direct administration to bring
back a proposal at 3rd reading that places Detached Dwelling as discretionary use in all R1
districts with Detached Dwelling Attached Detached remaining as a permitted use”. After it
was pointed out the latter clause needed clarification, Ms McCallum, with Mr Fark’s assistance,
wrote a second draft of the amendment, which read: “Detached as discretionary. Detached w
ADU permitted in all residential districts”. There is a distinction between R1 and “all
residential”. In correcting the wording regarding ADUs, “R1” became “all residential” (2:36:00
video time). I wonder if the motion captured Ms McCallum’s original intent. I noted that no
one seemed to catch this change that expands the areas of Town affected. I realize that the
motion passed as written in the corrected draft and that is the version that stands; however, I
wonder if it will be changed again between now and passage of the final LUB.
“Public information package” promised prior to public hearing: Not received
At 2.41.12 in the video of Council’s 1 October First Reading, Councillor Vi Sanford asked “So
would this be ready for the public hearing? <pause> For the public to [unclear: count?
comment?]?”
In responding, Michael Fark (then GM of Municipal Infrastructure) did not give her a clear yes
or no answer. He said: “…where the direction is for Administration to bring back wording at
third reading…. We would ensure that as part of the public information package that goes out
in advance of the third reading that the public would be made aware that this is the proposal
that will come forward at third reading to give them an opportunity to comment on this.”
Councillor Sanford asked: “During the public hearing?” (video time 2:41:44)
Mr Fark replied: “During the public hearing, yes.” (video time 2:41:45)
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As of today’s date, I have not received an information package of any sort regarding the LUB
and, specifically, regarding Councillor McCallum’s motion. I have asked various friends in
different areas of Town if they have received information packages containing this information;
all responses have been “No.”
Clearly, Mr Fark’s response to Councillor Sandford was untrue: this information has not been
made available to the public prior to this public hearing.
Third Reading too late in the process
Further, even if a public information package is made available to the public at, or prior to,
Third Reading, that is too late in the process to introduce such a significant, life-altering change.
Such a change requires a First Reading and plenty of public input and discussion. Making
Detached Dwellings a Permitted use is important enough to deserve its own First Reading, its
own public hearing.
Website confusion
As of November 10th, the redline version of 2018-22 on the Town’s website still shows
“Detached Dwelling” as a Permitted Use in “R1 Residential Single Detached District” (section
3.1.1). Being unsure regarding which of the two versions is the most accurate (both the redline
and the non-redline versions on the Town’s website have the exact same names: how are they
different? Which is the version we are supposed to comment on at this public hearing?), I also
checked the non-redline version of the same document on the Town’s website. It, too, still
shows “Detached Dwelling” as a Permitted Use in “R1 Residential Detached District” (section
3.1.1). (As an aside, I note the different titles for 3.1 R1 in these documents, but I still do not
know which one is the most recent and, thus, the document being presented at this public
hearing.) So the website has not been updated with Ms McCallum’s amendment: How are
citizens supposed to be aware of it and comment on it, as Ms Sandford asked and as Mr Fark
promised?
Public unawareness and public trust
I have attempted to share this information with neighbors and friends. Most have assured me
that I have misheard the video and/or misunderstood the minutes of the meeting. Their
responses all center on the same theme: “Council can’t do that—we’re R1,” “Council wouldn’t
do that to us,” “That will never happen.” A few have added, “They would have to let us know
first.”
A trusting public has confidence in you, their elected Council, to protect their homes and their
neighborhoods—both of which they have worked long and hard to afford, to build, and to make
a better place. They have invested their life savings, their precious time, and their best energy
into their homes, their neighborhoods, and this town. This proposed change is so draconian, so
beyond-belief, that they do not believe it is true.
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Misleading wording: Not “all residential districts”
While it may sound fair and democratic to say “all residential districts”, the reality is, this
passed amendment will not apply equally to all residential districts. Section 3 of the LUB lists
21 Residential Land Use Districts. A good number of them will be excluded, some as unsuitable
for either DD or DD-ADU, others, perhaps, for other reasons.
Further the vast residential areas in some of Canmore’s 37 Direct Control Districts would, I
assume, also be excluded, despite having “Residential” in their titles, including (but not limited
to):
 14.21 Woodside Lane Residential Single Family Detached Plus DC
 14.30 Paintbrush Ridge TSMV Comprehensive Residential Direct Control District;
 14.27 SCMV-CR Spring Creek Comprehensive Residential DCD;
 14.15 Armstrong Place Comprehensive Single Family Residential DCD;
I wonder, would it apply to:
 3.10 R3 SC Residential Comprehensive Multiple Unit, Stewart Creek District
 3.11 R3 SC1 Residential Comprehensive Multiple Unit, Stewart Creek District
 3.12 R4 Residential Medium Density District
 3.16 STR-1 Silvertip Residential Low Density District
 3.17 STR-2 Silvertip Comprehensive Residential District
 3.20 R1B-SC Residential Single Family-Detached Plus, Stewart Creek District – Stewart
Creek
 3.21 R2A-SC Residential Family Low Density District, – Stewart Creek District
Clearly, to say that this amendment will apply to “all residential districts” is misleading and not
true.
Unequal treatment
I note 3 revisions (there may be more) to the proposed LUB that fly in the face of Council’s
desire to increase density:
 removal of the 25% entry level housing requirement Stewart Creek land use districts:
R2A-SC, R1B-SC, R3-SC1, R3-SC.
 addition of “low density residential development” in the purpose statement for TSMV
Stewart Creek R1B-SC.
 removal of 25% entry level housing requirements for Silvertip STR-1.
How do these revisions contribute to the goal of densification? Why are these areas being
given special treatment? Why do they appear to be exempt from policies implemented
elsewhere in town?
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Besides having large (if not all) of their residential areas protected by DC zoning, the titular
wording of certain zones makes a strong suggestion that they are expected to be exempt from
this powerful push to densify Canmore. That the words “Low Density” are still used in STR-1 for
Silvertip and R2A-SC for Stewart Creek appears to show that the rich, expensive neighborhoods
with their estate homes and estate lots are exempt from helping to densify Canmore, which is
Ms McCallum’s goal (and Council’s goal, as the motion passed unanimously). If Council is truly
dedicated to maximizing land use through residential densification, all neighborhoods--regardless of home value, powerful developers, BOWDA influence, DCDs, etc.---should be
contributing to the cause and should be bearing some of the burden.
Smith Creek still undeveloped
This vast area east of Canmore, stretching from Three Sisters to Deadman’s Flats, is yet to be
developed. It is comprised of 332 ha (820 acres) of land slated for development, with 175 ha
(432 acres) of land preserved for wildlife. This begs the question: Why are the neighborhoods
of “old Canmore” (including my Larch neighborhood) being targeted for intense densification?
There are 432 acres yet to be built out in Smith Creek: why ruin Larch? Canmore citizens await
to see the ASP that will be presented to Council by the Smith Creek developers; and we await
Council’s decisions regarding what you allow and don’t allow in Smith Creek: how many
Detached Dwellings will be Permitted? How many DD will be Discretionary? How many ADUs
will be either Permitted or Discretionary? And how many PAH or other affordable housing units
will be required of the developer in order to have the privilege of building homes in the last
remaining large piece of developable land in Canmore?
Larch saturated
The Larch neighborhood has pulled more than its fair share of weight in hosting numerous
forms and numerous units of affordable housing in Canmore. Currently, it is home to 10 single
family homes on Larch Crescent, 5 SF homes on Larch Close, 30 townhouses in Woodlands; and
49 PAH/affordable units in Hawks Bend. We also have an area zoned R3 with duplexes and a
large area zoned MHR with mobile homes. As you may recall from my letters this past summer,
we also have undeclared employee housing in some of the single family homes, which have
raised concerns about noise, exterior lighting left on 24/7, obscene language and street fighting
in the middle of the night, etc. At one point, the RCMP were called and took a young man away.
Adding more buildings (detached ADUs) and greater density will tip the current delicate balance
in Larch. I’m sorry to say that if any more people are squeezed in to Larch, it risks becoming a
ghetto of sorts. Other areas of town (including Smith Creek) need to be densified before any
more pressure is put on Larch.
Therefore…
I suggest to you that such a far-reaching motion that will change the face of Canmore forever
cannot be introduced at Second Reading, let alone at Third Reading. Further, it cannot be
made without all affected homeowners being notified in advance in writing. Nowhere has the
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Town provided readily available, clear, and precise details of this monumental change. It is not
even clear which of the two online versions of the LUB (on the Town’s website) is the current,
most recent one under discussion tonight and under consideration by Council. Mr Fark
promised Council there would be “a public information package” prior to this public hearing so
that the public could comment on it “during the public hearing, yes”---where is that package?
For all of these reasons, you cannot pass LUB 2019-22; it must be defeated.

III.

New LUB category: Common Amenity Housing

Another specific area that I find deeply concerning is the proposal to create a new category of
housing called “Common Amenity Housing” (CAH) and---from what I can see---to introduce it
into all R-zoned residential districts of non-resort, non-DCD Canmore and some commercial
districts of Canmore. It is unclear to me what, exactly, CAH is; and it is unclear to me whether
CAH will be put into the resort and direct control districts (DCD) (if not, why not?). It is on
CAH that I will focus this letter.
A. What is it?
The definition given in section 13 is: “common amenity housing means a building with separate
sleeping facilities and common washing, sanitary and kitchen facilities.” I find this extremely
vague: to me, that describes every home in Canmore! In my home, for example, each bedroom
is separate, and anyone sleeping in those bedrooms shares the same laundry room, bathroom, and
kitchen. Is my home CAH? It could also apply to every apartment and condo, whether the
laundry machines are in-unit, per floor, or in the basement---they are still shared (either by
multiple individuals in one unit, or multiple people in the building). It just depends on how one
interprets “common”. Is this a smoke-and-mirrors attempt to put small-e employee housing into
neighborhoods via changing terms and definitions?
a. So my first question is: What specifically and precisely is “Common Amenity Housing”?
b. To help me understand, could you please provide me with some specific examples, as
well as some specific non-examples?
c. Why is it being introduced into the Canmore LUB?
d. Why now?
e. How will it affect established neighborhoods? Costs? Benefits?
f. How will it affect commercial districts? Costs? Benefits?
g. How will it affect resort districts and DCDs? Costs? Benefits?
I think it is clear that great deal more understandable, detailed information needs to be shared
with the public before this passes into the LUB.
How does CAH compare to Employee Housing? The definition of the latter (LUB, section 13)
is: “employee housing means one or more dwelling units used exclusively for the residence of
employees and members of their family.” How is that different from CAH? Is it, in fact,
different than CAH? Presumably, they must be different, as they are not applied consistently
throughout the LUB, as I will describe below.
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Before examining the proposed introduction of CAH, though, one more question: how do CAH
and EH relate to “staff accommodation”? Section 13 states: “staff accommodation means
housing units located on the same site as a business for providing accommodation for employees
of that business and their dependents. Staff accommodation units may take the form of selfcontained units or dormitories. The maximum occupancy for staff accommodation units is 2
adults per bedroom. Staff accommodation are ancillary to the business for which they are
providing housing and therefore are not intended to be on a separate title from that of the
business.” Given the great detail of the definition of SA, I am surprised at the lack of detail for
both CAH and EH. Using the definition of SA as a model, I wonder:
a. Is there a maximum occupancy for CAH and EH?
b. If so, is it based on the number of adults per bedroom, or is it measured on a different
scale?
c. If a different scale, what is it, and what are the limits?
d. In what other ways does CAH differ from EH and from SA?
e. In what ways are CAH, EH, and SA similar?
f. What are the costs and the benefits of each of these three different categories of housing?
g. Why is it necessary for the LUB to discern between these three?
h. Why is it important for businesses that the Town as all three categories?
i. Specifically, what advantages/disadvantages are there to businesses for each of the three
categories?
j. Why, for example, would a business want EH and not SA? Or want CAH and not EH or
SA?
k. Critically: Why are CAH, EH, and SA used differently across Canmore?
l. Why are these three categories not applied evenly (according to this proposed LUB)
within each of the district types (residential, commercial, DCD)?
There are clearly plenty of definitions to be clarified, questions to be answered, and information
to be shared with the Canmore public before this LUB can be passed as it currently stands.
B. How is it applied across districts in Canmore?
Back to my focus: CAH. Common Amenity Housing is being proposed as a discretionary use in
a number of residential districts, including:
R1
Residential detached district (section 3.1.2)
R1A Residential detached small lot district (section 3.2.1)
R1N-M
Residential Moraine Road Detached narrow lot district (section 3.3.2)
R1B Residential detached plus district (section 3.4.2)
R1B-E
Residential Detached Plus entry level lost district (section 3.5.2)
R1B-W
Residential plus whole wide lot district (3.6.2)
R2
Residential two-unit district (3.7.2)
R2A Residential low density district (3.8.2)
R3
Residential comprehensive multiple unit district (3.9.1) *As “permitted use”
R3SC Residential comprehensive multiple unit, Stewart Creek district (3.10.2)
R3SC1 Residential comprehensive multiple unit, Stewart Creek district (3.11.2)
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R4
R5
MHP
MH
STR-1
STR-2

Residential medium density district (3.12.2)
Residential apartment district (3.13.2)
Residential manufactured home park district (3.14.2)
Residential manufactured dwelling district (3.15.2)
Silvertip residential low density district (3.16.2)
Silvertip comprehensive residential district (3.17.2)

CAH is also being proposed in a number of commercial land use districts. Here, I have noted
other forms of housing/small-r residential uses, for purposes of comparison and question. For
clarity, I have included my questions directly within each district, rather than type them for the
end of the list.
TC
Town Centre district (4.1.2) Discretionary: CAH, Hostel, Tourist home. Permitted:
Apartment building, Dwelling units when located above the ground floor, and Employee housing
GD
Gateway commercial district (4.2.2) Discretionary: CAH, hostel, tourist home.
Permitted: Dwelling units when located above the ground floor, Employee housing
GD-2 Gateway commercial district with automotive uses (4.3.2) Discretionary: CAH, hostel,
tourist home, apartment building. Permitted: Employee housing, Dwellings above ground floor.
BVT-C
Bow Valley Trail central commercial district (4.4.2) Discretionary: CAH,
Employee housing, staff accommodation, temporary staff housing, care facility, apartment
building. Permitted: Hostel, PAH.
BVT-T
Bow Valley Trail Teepee Town commercial district (4.5.2) Discretionary: CAH,
Employee housing, Staff accommodation, Temporary staff housing, care facility, apartment
building, hostel, tourist home; Permitted: PAH.
BVT-G
Bow Valley Trail general commercial district (4.6.2) Discretionary: CAH,
Employee housing, staff accommodation, temporary staff housing, care facility, tourist home,
campground. Permitted: Hostel, PAH
CC
Local commercial district (4.7) Discretionary: Employee housing. Permitted: Dwelling
when above ground level. This is a very interesting situation: This district has no CAH.
 What are the differences between Employee housing, Common amenity housing, Staff
accommodation, and temporary staff housing?
 Why is only Employee housing allowed in CC?

Why not any of the others? I fully support EH in CC, believing that employers should
accept responsibility for their staff. I am curious regarding why other forms of
staff/employee living other than EH are not expanded into this CC district.
TBD

Transition business district (section 4, no housing of any sort)

TS-GD Three Sisters gateway commercial district. Discretionary: Apartment building,
townhouses, townhouses – stacked. Permitted: Employee housing, hostel. This is another
curious situation.
 Why have “Dwelling units, when located above ground floor” been completely removed
from this section? In the current LUB, they are permitted. In the new LUB, they are
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neither permitted nor discretionary. Why not, since Canmore is trying to increase
density?
Why is Employee housing” permitted, but not “Staff accommodation”, “Temporary staff
housing”, or “Common amenity housing”?
What are the differences?
Why is one here, but none of the others?
There must be reasons: what are they?

TS-MU Three Sisters Mixed Use District (section 4.10). Discretionary: CAH, tourist home,
visitor accommodation. Permitted: apartment building, townhouse, townhouse – stacked.
This is section raises a number of questions.
 Why have “Dwelling units when located above a commercial use (above commercial
only)” been deleted from Permitted use?
 Why are they not discretionary, either?
 Why have “Dwelling units when located on the ground floor (on the main floor) been
deleted from discretionary uses?
 Why are have they not been moved to permitted uses?

Why has the phrase “small scale” been deleted from the discretionary “Visitor
accommodation”? The old LUB read “Visitor accommodation – small scale.”
It seems that the new LUB is emphasizing more expensive, for-profit rentals (apartments,
townhouses) and more expensive, for-profit rentals to tourists (tourist homes; visitor
accommodations of any size, not limited to small scale) at the expense of lower-priced dwellings
(such as dwelling units above commercial space and dwelling units on the main floor).
The purpose statement to this section opens with “To provide for a combination of residential
and small to moderate scale commercial and service establishments in mixed use developments.”
The proposed revisions seem to be de-emphasizing the residential side (at least, the affordable
residential side) and emphasizing the higher-priced and tourist/visitor units.
Further, why are Common Amenity Units allowed, but not Employee housing, Staff
accommodation, or Temporary staff housing? With the huge Three Sisters resort area in this
location, and with the over 700 acres of development (much of it resort and tourist-oriented) on
the verge of being developed in Smith Creek, should there not be at least consideration---I would
suggest, emphasis---given to various forms of employee and staff housing? And even to PAH?
All of these are acceptable in other Canmore commercial districts. Why not in Three Sisters?
CRD Commercial resort district (section 4.11). Discretionary: Apartment building, resort
accommodation, tourist home. Permitted: Employee housing, visitor accommodation. Again,
questions arise regarding changes:
 Why have “Dwelling units, when located above the main ground floor” been completely
deleted (they were discretionary in the current LUB)?

Why has the phrase “when located above the ground floor” been deleted for the
discretionary tourist homes?

Why are there no Common amenity housing, Staff accommodation, Temporary staff
housing, as there are in the commercial district of central Canmore? The Bow Valley
Trail Teepee Town commercial district (section 4.5.2) has CAH, Employee housing,
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Staff accommodation, Temporary staff housing, care facility, apartment building, hostel,
tourist home as discretionary, and PAH as permitted. Why is this not the same in the
CRD Commercial resort district?
Similar to the final bullet point above, district BVT-G (Bow Valley Trail general commercial
district, section 4.6) has discretionary CAH, Employee housing, staff accommodation, temporary
staff housing, care facility, and tourist home (the campground obviously does not apply, here),
with Permitted hostels and PAH. So I ask:
 What is so special about CRD that it does not have the same number and categories of
housing options?
 Given the fact that the word “resort” is in the title of this district, it is obvious that there
will be a high need for employee/staff to live. Why is only EH included?
 Where are Staff accommodation, temporary staff housing, and Common amenity
housing?
 If CAH is suitable for all the residential districts of non-Direct-Control-District and nonresort-zoned Canmore, why is it not included in the residential districts of the resorts?
 CRD isn’t even residential---it is commercial! So why is CAH not here?
TS-RA1 Three Sisters resort accommodation district (4.12). Discretionary: CAH, resort
accommodation. Permitted: Employee housing, visitor accommodation. I wonder:
 Why the phrase “when in a duplex resort accommodation unit form” was deleted from
the “resort accommodation” discretionary use.
 If we are seeking to maximize density---as per Counsellor McCallum’s recent motion,
unanimously adopted by Council, making detached dwellings a discretionary use only in
all residential districts---would duplexes not be a good use of land?
 As in other sections, I question why Employee housing is permitted, but Staff
accommodation, temporary staff housing, and PAH are not here.
VIC Visitor Information Center district (4.13). Permitted: Employee housing.
 Why not include Staff housing, temporary staff housing, and CAH?
 Will workers at the VIC use only EH?
 What are the differences between these forms of housing?
If my count is correct, Canmore also has 37 Direct Control Districts.
 Will CAH be introduced into them?
 Can it be introduced into them?
 If so, when? If not, why not?
What safeguards protect against unsupervised, underage occupants?
What safeguards are there to protect nearby homes and homeowners from unsupervised minors
living in CAH? For example, the Bow Valley has a number of national and world-class athletic
programs (e.g., ski, biathlon). What if wealthy person from outside Canmore (perhaps another
country or province) buys a home and puts bunch of unsupervised, under-18 kids into
it? Similarly, the Canadian Rockies Public School district heavily advertises to international
students. What stops rich people from other countries from buying houses and filling them with
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unsupervised, underage students? There have been numerous cautionary tales of this happening
in other cities (e.g., Vancouver). How is Canmore being proactive and learning from their
mistakes? What provisions will be made for regular safety inspection in case there are
unauthorized changes (or damages) made to electrical, plumbing, or construction?

IV.

Urban Reserve (UR) being replaced by Future Development (FD)

I have closely examined four information pieces put out by the Town regarding the LUB update.
They are:
a.

A letter from the Town dated 23 January 2019 sent to (some?) residents listing 12 topics
of changes under the heading “What is proposed in the new LUB?” Those 12 are:
administration, Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs), limiting house size, Employee Housing
(EH) requirements for new hotels on Bow Valley Trail; Steep Creek Hazard Overlay
District; reduction to commercial parking requirements; building height calculations;
existing residential lanes; FireSmart; signage; definitions; and land use district map
proposals (including new zoning for Quarry Lake Park).

b.

The notice of public hearing printed in the Rocky Mountain Outlook newspaper on 24
January 2019 listing 13 topics of the proposed changes: administration, ADUs, house
size limits, EH requirements for Bow Valley Trail; Sub-Surface Hazards Overlay District;
deleting NP designation for Quarry Lake Park; Steep Creek Hazard overlay; commercial
parking requirements; building height calculation; FireSmart; new signage; definition
revisions; LUB maps.

c.

The public hearing notification printed in the same paper on 31 October 2019 listing
only 7 “noteworthy changes since first reading": readability changes; ADUs; EH no
longer required for Bow Valley new visitor accommodations on Bow Valley Trail; steep
creek hazard overlay; Quarry Lake Park to remain NP; parking regulations; signage. And

d.

The Town’s own website (on 7 November 2019) under “What is proposed in the new
LUB” identified 12 “key areas to note”, specifically: administration; ADUs; house size;
EH on Bow Valley Trail no longer required; Steep Creek Hazard Overlay District;
reduction to parking requirements; calculating building heights; driveways; FireSmart;
signage; definitions; and land use district maps proposed.

Nowhere was the topic of replacing UR with FD mentioned, let alone explained. This would
effectively completely delete Urban Reserve as a land use in Canmore, making all former URzoned areas Future Development. The maps in one of the two online versions of the LUB shows
that this includes the land on which the Canmore Golf and Curling Club currently sits. Has this
information been shared with the Club administration and members? It has not been shared
with adjacent landowners, as is required.
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In conclusion, clearly there needs to be a great deal of work done on the current version of the
LUB document before it can be passed by Council.











This is an extremely long document: depending on the version you are looking at, just
over or just under 600 pages.
There is confusion regarding which of the two online versions on the town website is the
accurate one (same name; one redlined, one not; but different wording in places).
There has been inadequate communication and a lack of clear explanation of proposed
changes given to homeowners.
Besides just come-and-go, drop-in open houses (at which questions are not often
answered, and follow-up is not part of the process), I think it would be beneficial to have
workshops or focussed sessions open to all members of the public; and those
workshops/sessions should be on specific topics, not the entire LUB. Doing so would
enhance clarity and depth of both answers and understanding.
The new regulations regarding Detached Dwellings in residential areas proposed at
Second Reading needed to be shared with (and explained to) homeowners prior to Third
Reading.
The details about CAH need to be outlined in careful detail, explained, and shared in
writing with the public before they are passed in the LUB.
There needs to be an overall examination of the various types of housing approved in all
districts of Canmore, with close attention paid to comparing one district to the next to
ensure there is fairness in the distribution of CAH, PAH, and other non-traditional forms
of housing. It is highly prejudicial and unfair to lump them into some areas and not
others.
Replacing UR with FD cannot be done without prior notification and consultation;
neither has been given.

The LUB is an important, defining document that will affect our town and its residents for many
years. I urge you to defeat this LUB until such time as it is a polished work that has been shared
in complete and careful detail with everyone, until all the questions and concerns of homeowners
have been answered completely and to their satisfaction, and until it has been ensured that
equality and fairness exists between districts and residents (be they residential homeowners,
tourist homeowners, developers, BOWDA board members, commercial land owners, etc.).
This document is too critical to be passed without deeper analysis and public awareness.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Guy Turcotte
Tuesday, November 12, 2019 3:16 PM
Municipal Clerk
Jason Kelder
LUB 2018-22

Dear Town of Canmore Council members,

With regards to the LUB 2018 – 22 public input this evening, Stone Creek believes that some of the seven
Clauses 1.20.1.1 to Clause 120.1.7 are potentially in conflict with the MGA requirements regarding
subdivision applications. In particular, we believe the wording of Clause 120.1.7 is potentially in conflict
with the requirements of the MGA regarding deemed complete applications. The MGA does not appear to
allow the Subdivision Authority to request further information if it has missed the initial 20 day deadline
requesting additional information required for the application. The onus is on the Subdivision Authority to
get on with reviewing a subdivision application when one has been made in order to meet time
requirements under the MGA. It is possible however that that the applicant and the Subdivision Authority
can still mutually agree to a longer time period in accordance with 653.1(3) of the MGA. Also,
the Subdivision Authority can request additional information even after providing initial further information
requirements in accordance with 653.1(10).
In order to eliminate potential conflicts with the MGA requirements, we would recommend replacing the
current proposed 7 Clauses with 8 of the 11 actual MGA Clauses starting with Clause 653.1 of the MGA
regarding subdivision applications as outlined below.
1.20.1 Notice of Complete Application
1.20.1.1 Upon receipt of a subdivision application, the Development Officer shall determine if the
application is complete within 20 days.
1.20.1.2 An application is complete if, in the opinion of the Subdivision Authority, the application
contains the documents and other information necessary to review the application.
1.20.1.3 If the Subdivision Authority determines that the application is incomplete, the Subdivision
Authority shall issue to the applicant a written notice that the information is incomplete and
that any outstanding documents and information shall be submitted by a date set out in the
notice, or a later date agreed on between the applicant and the Subdivision Authority in order
for the application to be considered complete.
1.20.1.4 If the Subdivision Authority determines that the application is complete, the Subdivision
Authority shall issue a notice in writing to the applicant that their application is complete.
1.20.1.5 If the applicant fails to submit all the outstanding information and documents on or before
the agreed upon date, the application is deemed to be refused and the Subdivision Authority
shall issue a notice in writing to the applicant that their application is refused.
1.20.1.6 If the Subdivision Authority does not make a determination of completeness within 20 days,
the application is deemed to be complete.
1.20.1.7 Despite that an application is deemed to be complete, the Development Authority may
request additional information or documentation from the applicant that the development
authority considers necessary to review the application.

Subdivision applications
653.1(1) A subdivision authority must, within 20 days after the
receipt of an application for subdivision approval under section
653(1), determine whether the application is complete.
1
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(2) An application is complete if, in the opinion of the subdivision
authority, the application contains the documents and other
information necessary to review the application.
(3) The time period referred to in subsection (1) may be extended
by an agreement in writing between the applicant and the
subdivision authority or, if applicable, in accordance with the land
use bylaw made pursuant to section 640.1(c).
(4) If the subdivision authority does not make a determination
referred to in subsection (1) within the time required under
subsection (1) or (3), the application is deemed to be complete.
(5) If a subdivision authority determines that the application is
complete, the subdivision authority must issue to the applicant an
acknowledgment in the form and manner provided for in the land
use bylaw that the application is complete.
(6) If the subdivision authority determines that the application is
incomplete, the subdivision authority must issue to the applicant a
notice in the form and manner provided for in the land use bylaw
that the application is incomplete and that any outstanding
documents and information referred to in the notice must be
submitted by a date set out in the notice or a later date agreed on
between the applicant and the subdivision authority in order for the
application to be considered complete.
(7) If the subdivision authority determines that the information and
documents submitted under subsection (6) are complete, the
subdivision authority must issue to the applicant an
acknowledgment in the form and manner provided for in the land
use bylaw that the application is complete.
(10) Despite that the subdivision authority has issued an
acknowledgment under subsection (5) or (7), in the course of
reviewing the application, the subdivision authority may request
additional information or documentation from the applicant that the
subdivision authority considers necessary to review the application.
This suggestion would provide certainty as to MGA requirements for completeness of subdivision
applications and eliminate any potential conflict of wording discrepancies with MGA requirements.
Thank you for allowing me to provide further written input into the public process of LUB 2018 – 22
Guy Turcotte
President and CEO
Stone Creek Resorts
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Guy J. Turcotte
Founder, President and CEO
Stone Creek Resorts Inc.
Direct:

403-802-3608

Suite 201, 1100 - 1st Street SE

Cell:

403-390-8882

Calgary, AB T2G 1B1

Fax:

403-209-3926

www.stonecreekresortsclub.com

Toll Free: 1-866-837-7097

gturcotte@stonecreekresorts.com

This message contains confidential information and is intended only for municipal.clerk@canmore.ca, jkelder@stonecreekresorts.com. If you are not the
named addressee you should not disseminate, distribute or copy this e-mail. Please notify the sender immediately if you have received this e-mail by
mistake and delete this e-mail from your system. Finally, the recipient should check this email and any attachments for the presence of viruses. The
company accepts no liability for any damage caused by any virus transmitted by this email.
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