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From: yvan archambault Sent: Sunday, May 31,
2020 1:55 PM
To: Council <council@canmore.ca>
Subject: Teepee town

To whom concern
Has a resident of teepee town for the last 20 years I m concern about new changes in bylaws there has been already to
many change we don’t need tourists home adding parking issues
Traffic
Teepee town only need paved street the simpler the better no creasy design which removes parking space
Speed limit reduce
Maybe a stop corner of 1av and 15 street
Lots of people speeding on mountain av
15 street between 1and2av need new pavement ASAP
PS while redesigning street practicality and communs sense should override looking fancy and unpredictable
Good luck
Get Outlook for iOS
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Bow Valley Builders & Developers Association
Teepee Town ARP Public Hearing
June 2, 2020

BOWDA and some of our designer and builder members have had the
opportunity to review the Teepee Town Area Redevelopment Plan. These
designer and builder members have significant experience designing and
building projects in the Teepee Town area. They understand the limitation in the
current ARP and are offering suggestions for improvement to the draft ARP to
ensure that it meets the needs of the community for years to come.
Overall there has been an improvement to the ARP by removing much of the
unnecessary restrictions and regulations. The ARP has been rewritten to be
more policy focussed, which is appropriate. Thus, the forthcoming regulations in
the Land Use Bylaw (LUB) will be very important to ensure that the ARP policies
can be implemented without undue restrictions.
In essence, the main concerns and comments with the ARP are:
2.VISION
•

BOWDA is generally supportive of the Vision and Goals statements, however
is concerned that the terms “distinct character” and “unique architecture”
could result in a higher degree of regulation, which doesn’t help with
affordable housing. To avoid confusion, we believe that the vision statement
should agree with Policy 6 in Section 4.1.2, 4.1.3 and 4.1.4 of the ARP:
"buildings shall be in accordance with Town-wide architectural requirements.

3.LAND USE CONCEPT
•
•

BOWDA is generally supportive of the proposed Land Use Concept.
In order to make sure higher density development is encouraged the Town
needs to make sure that the regulations in the Land Use Bylaw for Floor Area
Ration (FAR) and the Height Allowance are healthy enough to support this
higher density development.

4.POLICIES: OBJECTIVES FOR RESIDENTIAL AREAS
•

•

•

We support the direction to provide “development incentives for dwelling units
that are smaller”. However, we will review the incentives in the forthcoming
LUB to ensure that the incentives will be effective. Since these are all market
units, the only way developers will build smaller units is if they are allowed to
put more units on a lot within the same building envelope.
We support the direction of providing “development incentives to encourage
preservation of mature trees” and will review the LUB to ensure that they will
be effective at achieving the goal of preserving mature trees, and not unduly
restricting the ability to develop in a cost-effective manner.
We support a pedestrian focused design, however have concerns about the
potential implications of the subpoints:
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o Enhance the pedestrian experience by maintaining mountain views
through maximum building heights and setbacks.
§ If the goal is to create more affordable units, then any policy to
widen setbacks between townhouse buildings (effectively
narrowing the buildings) or lower roof heights to try to preserve
views will make it impossible to build cost effectively or build
smaller units.
§ The height restrictions and setbacks in the forthcoming LUB
should mirror the regulations for other areas of Canmore, and
not set any distinct regulations for Teepee Town.
o Enhance the streetscape through restricting a majority of residential
parking to the lane.
§ We strongly encourage that the LUB regulations for fourplexes
allow for front and rear driveway access to ensure that these
developments can be affordable, efficient, and attractive.
Forcing parking to one side of a building makes simple 4plex
designs impossible, and far more complex from a fire separation
perspective. A cost effective 4plex has 2 driveways facing the
street and 2 driveways facing the lane, so that the floor plans
can be simple and easier to build, which keeps costs from
escalating.
§ We also need to consider the safety and social interaction for
the people who live in townhouse units that face the lane (which
is half the population of a 4-plex neighbourhood…the back lane
is their front yard!).
o Enhance perceived safety by allowing for buildings to be close to the
street.
§ We do not see how this will benefit the half of the neighborhood
(of 4plexes) that have their windows, living spaces, entries,
decks and parking facing the lane. This phrase will make it
harder to fit a driveway at the front of the building, which we
believe is necessary for good building design that is more costeffective, and better for the neighbours whose frontage looks
onto the lane.
§ We will be looking to the regulations in the forthcoming LUB to
ensure that these issues are addressed.
POLICIES. LAND USE AREAS
4.1.2 - LOW- MEDIUM DENSITY
•

5. “Access and parking for residential development shall be from the lane.” As
noted above, this is overly restrictive and will force bad design that is more
expensive than necessary.
• We are concerned about the potential interpretations of the wording:
“When this is not feasible, driveways and parking may be allowed in the
front yard when they are designed to complement the streetscape”. The
Town may argue that it is technically feasible to have all driveways in the
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•

•

rear. Whereas the designer, builder, homeowner, and neighbours will
argue that it results in very poor design that is more expensive to build and
is not attractive to the neighbours across the back alley. The overly
restrictive “shall be from the lane” will most likely result in unnecessary
appeals to SDAB.
o We request that the regulations in the LUB ensure that fourplexes
are allowed to have front and rear drive access, without the need to
appeal to SDAB.
7. “Contemporary architectural styles may be permitted when they meet the
intent of the town-wide architectural requirements”.
o This phrase is not necessary and we recommend that the ARP aligns
with the town wide guidelines (which allow contemporary styles).
8. “Buildings shall face and address the street or streets and include
prominent entrances”. This is not practical. It only works for single family
homes and duplexes. This is overly prescriptive and will not work on a 4plex
without ending up with a terrible design facing the lane that is more expensive
to build.
o Please consider changing it to: “buildings shall face and address the
street or streets, and fourplexes may also face and address the lane,
and include prominent entrances”.

4.1.3- MEDIUM DENSITY
INTENT.
•

It is necessary to understand the proposed FAR and height allowance for
Medium Density. If the goal is to provide more affordability, then the FAR and
heights allowed will be significant factors. We will be looking to the LUB
regulations to ensure that the FAR and height allowances will enable more
affordable housing options.

POLICIES.
•
•

•
•

6. We disagree, as per comments above.
7. “Except for apartment buildings, outdoor amenity space shall be larger than
Town-wide amenity space requirements.” We understand that there is no park
in Teepee Town, however this policy goes against the principal of increasing
density, which is very important in providing affordability for residents.
8. See comments in 4.1.2.7 above.
9. See comments in 4.1.2.8 above.
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4.1.5 MIXED USE AREA
POLICIES
•

2. “Residential uses shall only be allowed when located above commercial
uses.” BOWDA had not previously expressed any opposition to this,
however, in light of COVID-19, which may have a significant impact on
commercial locations, it would be prudent to amend the ARP to allow
flexibility to build residential that could be converted to commercial if and
when the demand for commercial locations increases in this area.

4.2 CIVIC INFRASTRUCTURE
•

Infrastructure improvements to the area are long overdue, including:
o Sidewalks, road planning to slow down traffic, paving
o Public Park Space (playground, benches, etc.) on Town-owned land.
o Burying Utilities
o Storm-Water Management
o Roads should be pre-planned so that mature trees that come down
due to construction are re-planted/re-placed in thoughtfully planned
areas that won’t impact future road work.

In summary, the proposed ARP is an improvement to the existing ARP. The
amendments should encourage development that will benefit the community. We
believe that many of the issues that we have identified can be addressed in the
LUB regulations. However, to ensure that there is no conflict between the ARP
and the LUB, the ARP should be slightly amended to acknowledge, for instance,
that fourplexes can have driveway access from the front and rear and can
address the street(s) and lane.

Ron Remple
Executive Director

May 25, 2020
Dear Town of Canmore Council,
I am writing as a property owner and taxpayer in the neighbourhood of Teepee Town in
Canmore, Alberta.
I strongly oppose bylaw 2020-07 as written.
I also strongly oppose having 2nd and 3rd reading immediately after the “public consultation”.
Will input from the public even be considered?
Specifically, my objection is to section 4.1.5 Mixed Use Area. Redevelopment of single-family
residences should have the option, to include commercial space, it should not be a requirement
of redevelopment. This requirement in section 4.1.5 Policies, Uses #2 is a road block for
providing the much needed increase in residential units in this neighborhood and contrary to the
stated needs, section 2.2 Goals, Housing Choice. Let the market decide, if developers think they
could sell or rent commercial space then they will build it.
The council has not identified where the stated “need for commercial space” comes from. Is it
just a hope for more tax revenue? There was no consultation in the 2017 survey regarding
commercial space in Teepee Town, results showed resident concern with parking, green space
and safe streets, how does an increase in traffic from adding commercial units address these
concerns from residents?
Small scale commercial space is not “missing” from the Teepee Town neighbourhood, one
comment for increasing tax revenue is not a good reason to force redevelopment to include
commercial units.
Sincerely,
D. Briggs

May 29/2020
Dear Canmore Town Councillors,
I am writing to voice my concern and opposition to the proposed ARP for TeePee Town.
As a long-time resident and taxpayer in Canmore and as a property owner in TeePee town I
hope my concerns are heard and the wording of the original ARP is reinstated.
TeePee town is a unique neighbourhood as it has for the most part missed the development
seen elsewhere in the mature neighbourhoods of Canmore. Much of the reason for being
underdeveloped is the current overbearing regulations that have diminished the interest of
developers. With the increased emphasis and value in recent years on the walkability of a
location to amenities and services, TeePee town has started to become an attractive place to
live. So despite it’s tarnished past, horrible roads and neighbourhood amenities, TeePee town
is drawing attention as a great residential community to live in and stay in.
Given the fact that so much work has been done over the last 20 years and most recently by
the TeePee town task force to attract redevelopment of this community, I was surprised that
administration chose to change the wording from optional commercial space to mandatory
commercial space on grade. There are many reasons why I feel this is wrong:

- TeePee town has always been a residential neighbourhood, with a residential look & feel,

adding 1000’s ft2 of commercial space inter-mixed with existing residential (new & old) will
only detract and diminish this residential community

- Increased traﬃc, parking and inviting the public to an established residential neighbourhood
is not what TeePee town is capable of or willing for

- There is no shortage of vacant, prime commercial space in Canmore; in fact, I anticipate

there being even more vacant, prime commercial real estate for lease in Canmore in much
more suitable and attractive locations. I’m not sure what the rationale is behind developing
commercial space in a residential neighbourhood? There has been one developer on 2nd
Ave who has tried this concept, I drive by this location everyday and haven’t seen a soul in
sight! It seams like a very high risk to develop commercial space in this TeePee town as
there is a plethora of much more attractive commercial space available. So I think it should
be left to the property owner/developers risk tolerance to choose to develop or not to
develop commercial space

- Changing a few words that have such huge implications should not been done on the fly in
the 32 inning of a 20 year process. The originally proposed ARP that allowed the property
owner/developer choose if commercial pace was part of their vision for the property should
be re-instated. This is a conversation that demands further discussion and should not be
pushed through in a day by having back to back 2 & 3 readings.

I believe forcing development of commercial space will undermine the eﬀorts of the TeePee
town task force and the goal of the ARP amendment by again adding overbearing regulation to
an area that has potential and value with the originally proposed ARP. Leave the choice of
developing or not developing commercial space on 2nd Ave to the property owner.
Thank You for you Consideration
Aaron Bryant

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Bryce Chalmers
Monday, June 1, 2020 8:21 PM
Council; Municipal Clerk
Bylaw 2020-07- Letter & Opposition

Dear Canmore Town Council,
I am writing this letter to communicate my concerns regarding the "new blueprint" or proposed
updates to the Teepee Town ARP. I am a full time resident, taxpayer and Owner of properties in
Canmore for nearly 25 years and have witnessed many major developments and construction
changes that have occurred in Canmore during my time in our beautiful town.
I strongly oppose Bylaw 2020‐07 as it is presently written. The specific section that I strongly
disagree with is Section 4.1.5 Mixed Use Area and the Intent for how this area is being
proposed.
"Intent: The purpose of this area is to allow for a mix of low to medium density residential uses
above small‐scale commercial developments that meet both local and visitor needs and supports
the continuation of commercial development fronting along Bow Valley trail."
I am extremely disappointed and shocked to read that all redevelopment along the listed
"Mixed Use" section of 2nd Ave in Teepee Town is now required to include commercial space
with each residential redevelopment project. This building requirement fully contradicts the
"Housing Choice" as listed in sections 2.2 Goals and 4.1.1 Objectives for Residential
Areas "Allow for a variety of residential housing forms and densities". By allowing Section
4.1.5 of the proposed Bylaw to progress ahead; this specific residential area of Teepee Town
can now become a long commercialized strip mall that unnesscessarily "supports the
continuation of commercial development fronting along Bow Valley trail".

Future redevelopment along the Mixed Use ‐ 2nd Ave section should be allowed to be built
as fully residential dwellings with the "OPTION" to include commercial space instead of
mandating the entire area become commercial properties with limited residential
homes. This would be a nightmare for the many long term residents that presently have
homes on this Avenue with the amount of increased parking requirements (or lack of) for
the commercial spaces, early morning/night time noise and the general increase of public
traffic throughout this residential neighborhood. It seems the only benefit from the
required addition of commercial space on new redevelopments would be that the Town of
Canmore can receive greater tax revenue dollars. There is certainly no benefit to the
residents of Teepee Town by making their existing quiet neighborhood become another
visitor/tourist draw for shopping and restaurants.
Please reconsider the wording of this Mixed Use Section 4.1.5 to allow for "choice" in the
redevelopment of housing and land use to benefit our existing and future local residents of
Teepee Town.
1

Sincerely,
Bryce Chalmers‐Stairs
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May 28, 2020
Town of Canmore Council,
I oppose bylaw 2020-07 as written, specifically section 4.1.5 mixed use area.
We are long time residents of Canmore (20+ years) and are choosing to raise our
family in Teepee town. We love the neighbourhood, the people and the convenience
of its location.
We live in one of the fourplexes along 2nd avenue which currently has a full time
owner occupied , a weekender, an Airbnb and a long term renter. The fourplex next
door has a very similar scenario going on which I think is a great combination of
mixed use.
I feel that the new ARP with the forced commercial development is not the right
approach for the town to take. The current unprecedented times has opened up a
new door for people to realize that they are able to work from home, order online
and do things differently.
There is plenty of new commercial space in the Shops of Canmore, some for lease
signs on Bow Valley Trail as well as more commercial space coming available along
main street Canmore.
Forcing people who are interested in developing to have a commercial space on the
ground level will not help with the family feel that is happening in Teepee Town. If a
developer chooses to have commercial space so be it, but making it mandatory will
have a negative impact and slow the progress of our street.
Please listen to the residents who live in Teepee town, who do pay taxes and avoid
the potholes that will bottom out your vehicle and chip your teeth! We have been to
the meetings in the past to voice our opinion of what we’d like to see for
development and forced commercial development on 2nd ave was not one of them.
We want to see progress happen and development not be delayed but not if the
town and this ARP is making imperative decisions for us.
Thank you for your time,
Rhona Griffin
Canmore AB

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Stephanie Kucharski <
Friday, May 29, 2020 3:25 PM
Council; Municipal Clerk
Bylaw 2020-07

I am reaching out to town council regarding the new Teepee Town ARP. I would like to note, that I am on the
task force.
I received a letter from a resident of the area, listing some concerns. Most of the concerns listed were very
frustrating for me as they were accusing the town of increasing density, taking away parking and not listening to
what the residents have been requesting. I do not agree with this letter distributed except for one item: that new
development must be commercial on lower levels on 2nd. Unfortunately, I did not understand this change
written before it went to council. From our discussions, I understood the lack of consensus was about having
discretionary commercial use or not. It was not about it being mandatory.
I do applaud council for acknowledging our need to address the infrastructure issues. Unfortunately, it has come
to a state that it can no longer be ignored. The last council meeting indicated plans to reach out to the
community the 3rd quarter of this year. I'm am very concerned with this process as planning needs to start right
away. Our roads are unsafe. It can not wait for drawn out discussions.
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‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: matthew millard
Sent: Monday, June 1, 2020 2:57 PM
To: Council <council@canmore.ca>
Subject: I live Here, I care. Concerns about new direction of Teepee Town planning.
Dear Mayor and Council,
As a person who owns property, lives and works in Teepee Town and as someone who has raised 3 children in Teepee
Town, I am VERY concerned with the new direction that Town Planning has led Council.
I currently work as a full‐time ER physician at the Canmore Hospital I have also served as a member of the Teepee Town
Task Force and attended meeting put on by the town to envision its future.
My concerns with the 2020 Proposed ARPbare;
1)Forced Commercial Development. This is a non‐starter.
When I bought here over a dozen years ago, the area that I live in was specifically excluded from commercial
development (Eastern end of 2nd Ave.) Now it appears that in the 2020 Proposed ARP that “Residential uses ABOVE
small‐scale commercial developments.
If you look at 2nd Ave you will see that only one development has this set‐up with commercial space still available and
un‐occupied.
This will cause an increase/ glut of commercial space Town‐wide. Forcing owners to develop more such unwanted and
unused space will only inhibit any owner from developing a huge financial burden that will only get worse !
With the new reality of Covid 19, most , if not all “bricks and mortar” building are being eliminated or phased out of
future business plans and this will likely continue to define a new practice of people offering services from home.
There are many who are predicting this change in our commerce going forward
I will not be forced or told by any Town Council how I MUST only now develop commercially when I was specifically not
allowed to do so previously.
On this I am willing to fight Council, the Town and Canmore and join any group that opposes this forced change to where
I live and work and plan to retire.

2I I would NOT like to be zoned in an area that encourages more Tourist Accommodation along with parking problems
and intoxication and vandalism that goes along with those who don’t live here and don’t care about the character of the
place.
3) At the last Town info session, planners (Andy Essart and Claire) indicated that they envisioned Teepee town as a great
place for families and there was talk of some Cul‐de‐sac at the Hospital entrance to 2nd Ave and keeping trees and
making it livable.
1

This has now gone in a totally different direction and I will vigorously oppose plans to fundamentally change where I live.
4) “Fat‐Tack” timing of 2020 Proposed ARP. I also oppose the very fast and seemingly sly way in which these changes
have been made.
What if “the Town”, in its “wisdom” was to quickly change both the purpose and direction of where you have lived for
15 years and plan on another 15.
Now you’d find yourself in a new commercial area with tons of drunk tourists waking you up after another graveyard
shift of taking care of the town ?
If this is okay with you, then I propose moving this type of ARP change to your neighbourhood and I’d ask that you don’t
force it on me or my area.
Sincerely,
Dr. Matt Millard
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Re: Bylaw 2020-07

st

June 1 , 2020

Dear Town Councillors,
As a Teepee Town resident, I am writing in opposition to the latest ARP. Reading through past
Open House documentation for Teepee Town, (specifically from 2017) I feel public input and
opinion has been misrepresented in the 4 posters used at the October 2019 Open House
(“TeePee Town Posters Open House 2019.pdf”), These 4 pages (posters) seem to have been
used as the Abstract for the new ARP. One example of this is the removal (in Existing Objectives)
of statements related to minimizing impact or conflict caused by new commercial builds on
existing residential properties. I can’t believe ANY Teepee Town resident ever suggested, nor was
in favour of this.
Furthermore, there has then been a rather disingenuous change of wording, seemingly at the
eleventh hour, from the Land Use Concept, Mixed Use Area Purpose (on the October 2019
posters) relating to 2 Ave from “and of small scale commercial” (2019) to “above small scale
commercial” in the ARP (2020-07). This seemingly subtle, and almost overlooked, change
enforces commercial building at grade, which could have a devastating outcome to the
community. It will potentially destroy the look and community feel of 2 Ave, which is an
established residential area. In section 2.2 of the ARP the Housing Choice Goal is to “Increase the
available housing choices in Teepee Town to allow for people of all ages and incomes to reside in
the neighbourhood.” Enforced commercial at ground level with development incentives offered for
tourist housing above, at a time when Canmore has a housing shortage, is not the way to do this.
“Pedestrian Focused Design”, (pages 7&10), has 3 bullet point statements. The first states
“Enhance the pedestrian experience by maintaining mountain views through maximum building
heights and setbacks”. The third “Increase perceived public safety by allowing for buildings to be
close to the street.” This is contradictory! I’m also interested in hearing how public safety is
increased when you’re proposing new builds be placed closer to the street, rather than in line with
their neighbours. I don’t believe buildings should be moved to the front of the plot, because in
addition to blocking views, it blocks sight lines down the street and overshadows existing
residents. I have never heard of any safety concerns regarding the streets in my neighbourhood.
The number one concern we Teepee Town residents DO have is parking.
Interestingly, the second bullet point in the same section proposes “restricting a majority of
residential parking to the lane” for Residential Areas (page 7) and “restricting residential parking to
the lane” for Mixed Use Areas (page 10). Furthermore, Site Design (page 11, point 8) states
“Access and parking for residential and commercial shall be from the lane”. Results of a
questionnaire from the well-attended October 2017 Open House shows 87% of Teepee Town
residents, who responded, being in favour of “preserving existing parking requirements”.
Numerous additional comments were also left regarding parking. Returning for a moment to the
proposed flexibility of placement of new buildings on plots, I understand that you would prefer
them closer to the street to push parking round the back, however, I don’t believe these plots are
wide enough to allow for the number of parking spaces needed. Central placement with parking
both front and back seems more sensible. The new commercial building at 1430 2 Ave – which,
incidentally has had 2 out of its 3 units empty since completion last year, has parking bays round
the back. However, this plot (and #1422 beside it) are the only ones on 2 Ave that are a ‘plot and
a half’ wide.
I hope you’ll reconsider passing this ARP as it currently stands, especially as the proposed
st
Review Process for engagement opportunities had months in between 1 Reading (December
nd rd
2019) and 2 /3 Readings (Spring 2020). It’s been 16 years, a few more weeks can’t hurt. Let’s
give one of the first established residential and oldest areas (128 years) in Canmore the best
chances for the future. It’s our legacy.
Thank you for taking the time to read, and hopefully consider, this.
Manda Richards

Dear Mayor Borrowman and Council,

June 1, 2020

Re: Teepee Town Area Redevelopment Plan Bylaw 2020-07
I live in Teepee Town and love the community feel of the neighborhood. I live in an infill
fourplex, and regularly enjoy walking, cycling and running around the neighbourhood, the
connectivity and easy access to the town centre. I see redevelopment occurring at a quick pace,
there are properties being infilled all the time and if this means increasing the number of family
residences in the neighbourhood this is a great thing for this community and for our town.
However, I would like to voice my concern regarding the proposal for the properties along 2nd
Avenue in the ARP, which is described as changing to a Mixed Use Area. The ARP specifies
within section 4.1.5 that the area is for residential uses above commercial developments.
Whereas the 2019 open house did not specify this restriction. In fact, when read side by side
the sentence used in both documents is exactly the same except for the addition of this
restriction (own emphasis added below):
Open House - “The purpose of this area is to allow for a mix of low to medium
density residential uses and of small scale commercial developments that meet
both local and visitor needs”
ARP - “The purpose of this area is to allow for a mix of low to medium density
residential uses above small-scale commercial developments that meet both local
and visitor needs.”
What is the aim of this change of wording? This is clearly a major change to the development
opportunities for the undeveloped residences of 2nd Avenue. Firstly, this is an additional
restriction to development, which is something that council appeared to wish removed during
the first reading of the ARP. Secondly, the conversion of these lots to shops or tourist homes
removes centrally-located low density older residential lots from potential development into
higher density improved residential lots for Canmore residents. This effectively removes 2nd
Avenue from Teepee Town, an area that councillors expressed as a lovely community in the first
reading. During open houses in 2017 and 2019, the development of Teepee Town with
affordable long-term housing was voiced as one of the major points of importance by those in
attendance. Enforced conversion of 2nd Avenue lots to shops or short-term tourism housing was
not presented as part of the ARP during those open houses.
The ARP describes 2nd Avenue redevelopment as “smaller retail stores and restaurants.
Residential uses above main floor commercial development, such as tourist homes, may also be
permitted in this area.” However, at the time of writing 8 of the 24 lots along 2nd Avenue have
already been developed into residential properties. Thus, a future restriction to develop only
“smaller retail stores and restaurants” in the remaining lots will create a very odd mixture of
uses, as well as conflicts between residential and commercial uses. Page 3 of “The Review
Process” document (posters from the 2019 open house) outlines the objectives of the ARP. This
is presented as a comparison of existing and proposed objectives for Teepee Town. Under the
comparison for “Small-scale commercial” two bullet points are proposed to be eliminated.
These remove the need for preventing conflict with, and minimising impact of, the commercial
developments on existing residential areas. This allows for negative effects of proposed

developments on the community of Teepee Town to be permitted, especially where residential
uses are side-by-side with these commercial uses. Forcing commercial usage along 2nd Avenue
and removing social accountability does not appear to be a suitable plan for redevelopment
and I urge council to reinstate these accountability statements.
Council discussion during the first reading and the language of open house documents
describes the redevelopment of Teepee Town as slower than expected. However, the ARP
states that “redevelopment of some lots into three and four-plexes has been increasing as
there are fewer remaining lots for similar redevelopment opportunities in south Canmore.”
Thus, it should be expected that Teepee Town is now a focussed area for redevelopment
without the need for major changes to the land use. It may have historically been slow for
redevelopment but I see every day the redevelopment that is already occurring along 2nd
Avenue. We can see this as the number of infills in recent years has been very high, with 9 out
of 24 properties along 2nd Avenue already redeveloped and a few of the remaining properties
recently sold and likely to be redeveloped soon. It would appear the only real restriction
currently is availability of properties for sale and not land use restrictions along 2nd Avenue. It is
perhaps a testament to the community that people do not want to leave Teepee Town, and
thus the availability of development properties here is perhaps low. This is not a negative sign,
but rather indication of the excellent community within Teepee Town.
An objective under Neighbourhood Character for 2nd Avenue under section 4.1.4 of the ARP
states “Enhance opportunities for social interaction and perceived safety by allowing for
buildings to be close to the street.” Under Pedestrian Focused Design it also states “Increase
perceived public safety by allowing buildings to be close to the street.” I don’t understand what
“perceived public safety” means and why it is of particular relevance in Teepee Town. I do not
see other areas of town having plots infilled only at the front of property, and would not
imagine this would be safer than if the building was centred within the property, like its
neighbours. Since many properties along 2nd Avenue have already been redeveloped with
specific set-backs, this would effectively change the look of the street. It negatively impacts the
visual sightlines for residences that are setback when a new construction adjacent is built close
to the street. I urge council to ensure set-back distances remain consistent with other infill
properties, to ensure the character of the neighbourhood is not lost.
The changes outlined in the ARP for 2nd Avenue may have been desirable prior to any area
redevelopment and infilling with fourplexes and related residential properties, however at this
stage, where a significant proportion of properties have already been infilled the change to
enforced commercial development does not make sense. I urge the council to consider
rewording the ARP language to allow for residential redevelopment along 2nd Avenue to allow it
to be in-keeping with the redevelopment that is already occurring at a faster and faster pace,
and to keep Teepee Town as a gem of a residential community.
Yours sincerely,
Phil Richards
Teepee Town resident
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Eduard Riep
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decision makers. "Tourist homes, development incentives, visitor needs and supports” are not
usually the phraseology indicating a governing body’s sensitivity to the local residents whom
they are bound to represent.
7) Plans for a 2nd Avenue cul-de sac-ed near the hospital were interpreted as “stilling” traffic.
Article 4.1.5 Mixed Use Area mentions commercial development “fronting along Bow Valley
Trail”. Does this, in concert with “Access and parking for residential and commercial
development shall be from the lane,” indicate an, as yet unannounced, plan to close off 2nd
Avenue to vehicular traffic, thereby fronting the compelled commercial property developments
on Bow Alley Trail?
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May 31, 2020,

Dear Canmore Town Council,

This letter is in reference to Bylaw 2020-07.
I am writing this letter because I will be unable to attend the June 2nd council meeting due to work
commitments.

I am a resident of
. As such, I take exception to some of the wording in the new ARP for
the area. Specifically the changes to the zoning of 2nd Avenue.
Page 11 Policy/ Uses 2 states; “Residential uses shall only be allowed when located above commercial
uses.”
The next point goes on to state that Tourist homes will be encouraged.
My major concern with these two points is that we are in the center of the block. Every new build on our
street Must be a collection of commercial bays with tourist homes on top. We all know that tourist
homes mean AirB’n’Bs or some similar style of daily rental. We will be an island of residential in a sea of
commercial bays. If a developer decides to acquire 2 or 3 properties and develop them as a single unit,
we will be living next to a strip mall with daily rental properties next to our and our son’s bedroom
windows. We purchased our home to raise our child in a family friendly neighborhood not next to a
marijuana dispensary or liquor store. Why is our street the sacrificial lamb for the Town’s future plans?
All that I am asking is that the Bylaw be amended to include a combination of commercial/ residential as
well as residential only properties. I do not believe there are any council members that live on 2nd
Avenue. Ask yourselves this question; if this Bylaw was proposed for your neighborhood would you still
support it? We are all neighbors. If you push all of the homeowners out of a neighbourhood you lose a
part of the community. Community is what makes Canmore such a special place.
I also noticed on the Agenda for the June 2 meeting that Council is recommended to give a Second and
Third reading of Bylaw 2020-07 at 2:10 PM. It strikes me as disingenuous that Council has “consultation”
with the community being affected by the Bylaw mere hours before making a final decision. One might
think that a decision was reached prior to the meeting.

Thank you for your time
Dave Toews

Thursday, May 28, 2020,

Dear Canmore Town Council,
I have lived in Canmore for 15 years and Teepee Town is the only place that truly feels like home. I lived
in many different communities over the years where tourist houses would sit empty next to me or
people would only come out on weekends. There was not a sense of community and I did not feel like I
belonged. Teepee Town is special because it is a community full of local residents. I am worried that
the proposed 2020 Teepee Town ARP will change the local feel of my community. My biggest concern is
with the forced commercial that is being proposed for 2nd avenue. This written submission will highlight
my concerns about the proposed Bylaw 2020-07.
In November 2003, the town set up an open house to talk to the residents of Teepee Town about
redevelopment. They brought up the idea of commercial use on 2nd avenue. They made an extra effort
to have a separate meeting in January 2004 with residents of 2nd avenue because they would be
affected the most by the proposed commercial changes. I was at the 2017 and 2019 open houses and
there was no mention of only residential living on the upper floors of 2nd avenue. This came as a
complete shock when I read the 2020 ARP on May 19, 2020. Why was the opinion of the 2nd avenue
residents more important in 2004 then now? Why have we not been given the same consideration as
the 2nd avenue home owners of the past?
I am not against commercial, but I do live at
, which is the only residential new build
from the old Residential B zone. I have a young child and being surrounded by commercial buildings
would not enhance the family feel of my neighbourhood. The wording from the 2019 open house
stated that “The purpose of this area is to allow for a mix of low to medium density residential uses and
of small scale commercial developments that meet both local and visitor needs”. When I asked why the
wording and of was replaced with above in the ARP, I received this response from Ms Lauren Miller.
“Planning proposed the wording change because true mixed-use is not being realized in what has
historically been the area within Teepee Town designated for mixed-use development. In all the years
the plan has been in place, only one of the redeveloped sites along 2nd Avenue contains commercial
development”. For fifteen years, developers could built commercial but they chose to do mostly
residential in the mixed zone of 2nd avenue. Why do I have to be surrounded by only commercial
because developers chose not to do commercial in the past? I support a mixed zone with commercial
and residential but only commercial with me smack dab in the middle makes me very nervous for the
safety of my son and the environment that he will grow up in. Is there any other residential community
in Canmore that has redeveloped with forced commercial builds. I can’t think of any.
Like many of my neighbours, I am worried about increased building heights on buildings. I hope that the
town uses setbacks to please both commercial and current residential owners. I am also concerned with
commercial buildings being pushed out to the street. The ARP says that mixed development will
“Enhance opportunities for social interaction and perceived safety by allowing for buildings to be close
to the street”. I am worried about my family’s safety. If I am boxed in by commercial buildings being
close to the street, it will be harder to see what is happening around my house. Increase in traffic
around my house by tourists and strangers could lead to theft and I would be extremely nervous about
having my son play in my own front yard.

My last point is the most important to me. I am very confused by who the town envisions in the above
commercial residential buildings.
On page 10, the ARP had incentives for live work were highlighted.

On page 11, tourism incentives were highlighted.

I fully support live-work residents. I believe that this could really help many local workers that struggle
to find housing. I am very nervous about being surrounded by tourists, especially if AirBnBs were
allowed. Having different people partying next to my son’s window each weekend is not the local
residential feel that I love about Teepee Town. Being surrounded by tourists and strangers scares me. I
do not believe that Canmore needs another community with more tourists homes. Locals struggle to
find places to rent as it is. The town has opened up a lot of new commercial businesses at the Shops of
Canmore and if they open up more commercial buildings on 2nd avenue, where are the workers going to
live? Teepee Town could be extra special. A local residential community that meets the needs of
Canmore’s housing shortage. Please consider keeping us local.

Thank you for taking the time to read my written submission. I am very passionate about the
community I live in because I love it. I hope you take into consideration some of the points that I
brought up.

Sincerely yours,
Janell Toews
Resident

space in Teepee Town, results showed resident concern with parking, green space and safe streets, how does an
increase in traffic from adding commercial units address these concerns from residents?
Forcing people who are interested in developing to have a commercial space on the ground level will not help with the
family feel that is happening in Teepee Town. If a developer chooses to have commercial space so be it, but making it
mandatory will have a negative impact and slow the progress of our street especially with the recent Covid-19 impacts on
everyone’s economic uncertainty.

Please listen to the residents who live in Teepee town, who do pay taxes and would like to see this area developed
properly with the community in mind. We have been to the meetings in the past to voice our opinion of what we’d like to
see for development and forced commercial development on 2nd ave was not one of them. We want to see progress
happen and development not be delayed but not if the town and this ARP is making imperative decisions for us.

My last point which I’m sure many people are touching on is the parking situation, this is already very much an issue, so
why do we continue to take away parking? Why do we continue to build condos, commercial spaces, etc. without
adequate parking? The warm and fuzzy idea of having everyone in town walk and bike everywhere is great, however I
am a realist and this is still Canada where it’s winter 9 months of the year and it simply isn’t feasible for most people in
town.

Regards,

Shon & Rajka Tulik
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Chantal
Council
[POSSIBLE SPAM] Teepee Town ARP
Thursday, May 28, 2020 8:24:31 AM
Low

Dear Town Councillors,
I am writing with concern over the new ARP for Teepee Town and wish to voice my opinions on this.
I was born and raised in Canmore, growing up in a tight knit neighbourhood in Larch was the
absolute best, the friendly neighbourhoods filled full of other kids to play with is something that
every child should be able to experience and is really what makes us into the community-minded
adults that we are today. I have been living in Teepee Town for 11 years now and I feel that same
neighbourly vibe there and love that it still feels like “old Canmore” when you roam the gravel
alleyways. The appreciation I have for the old houses and the waves from neighbours is not
something that can easily be replicated and unfortunately it seems to be a dwindling feeling these
days around town.
As a business owner, I understand the need for economic growth and allowing people the
opportunity to have their own commercial space, I’m all for it, but at what cost? Are we willing to
give up our cozy neighbourhood vibes to tourism? Are we sacrificing our children’s ability to play
outside until the sun goes down, just to make another buck? For me, the answer is no, that is not
the Canmore I want to raise my children in. The one thing I know about Teepee Town, is that
nobody understands why the neighbourhood with the roads full of pot-holes, sitting between the
noisy TransCanada and Bow Valley Trail is so amazing, UNTIL YOU LIVE THERE. Please go for a walk
around the neighbourhood before making these big changes and feel the nostalgia dripping from
every corner, it brings me back to when Canmore was just ours and not everybody else’s.
Some facts since I know this is not just an emotional decision: There are already commercial spaces
(new ones and old ones) that remain vacant, so is there truly a need for more here? I don’t see it.
There are plenty of commercial spaces on the other side of BVT, again, some occupied and some
vacant, why do we need even more? An empty commercial space does so much more damage to
the image of a community than a residential area. These are unprecedented times in our economy
and there are already many businesses that will not open back up or are very much struggling right
now, so I ask again, what is the need for even more commercial space? I fear that pushing for more
commercial spaces in Teepee Town will take away from our Downtown businesses and Main Street
in general, which every tourist should experience because it is so picturesque and beautiful.
My last point which I’m sure many people are touching on is the parking situation, this is already
very much an issue, so why do we continue to take away parking? Why do we continue to build
condos, commercial spaces, etc. without adequate parking? The warm and fuzzy idea of having
everyone in town walk and bike everywhere is great, however I am a realist and this is still Canada
where it’s winter 9 months of the year and it simply isn’t feasible for most people in town.
I plead that you take my opinions into consideration, please don’t take our Teepee Town away from

us, we are your residents, your business owners and your taxpayers and we deserve to be heard.
Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,
Chantal von Rotz
Owner

Valbella Gourmet Foods
104 Elk Run Blvd
Canmore, AB T1W 1L1
P: 403.678.4109
www.valbella.ca

Dear Canmore Town Councillors,
I am writing to voice my concern and opposition to the proposed ARP for TeePee Town.
As a taxpayer in Canmore and a property owner in TeePee town, I hope my concerns are heard and the
wording of the original ARP is reinstated.
TeePee town is a unique neighbourhood as it has for the most part missed the development seen
elsewhere in the mature neighbourhoods of Canmore. Much of the reason for being underdeveloped is
the current overbearing regulations that have diminished the interest of developers. With the increased
emphasis and value in recent years on the walkability of a location to amenities and services, TeePee
town has started to become an attractive place to live. Despite it’s tarnished past, horrible roads and
neighbourhood amenities, TeePee town is drawing attention as a great residential community to live in
and stay in.
Given the fact that so much work has been done over the last 20 years and most recently by the TeePee
town task force to attract redevelopment of this community, I was surprised that administration chose
to change the wording from optional commercial space to mandatory commercial space on grade. There
are many reasons why I feel this is wrong:
- TeePee town has always been a residential neighbourhood, with a residential look & feel,
adding 1000’s ft2 of commercial space inter-mixed with existing residential (new & old) will only detract
and diminish this residential community
- Increased traffic, parking and inviting the public to an established residential neighbourhood is
not what TeePee town is capable of or wanting.
- There is no shortage of vacant, prime commercial space in Canmore; in fact, I anticipate there
being even more vacant, prime commercial real estate for lease in Canmore in much more suitable and
attractive locations. I’m not sure what the rationale is behind developing commercial space in a
residential neighbourhood? There has been one developer on 2nd Ave who has tried this concept, I
drive by this location everyday and haven’t seen a soul in sight! It seams like a very high risk to develop
commercial space in this TeePee town as there is a plethora of much more attractive commercial space
available. So I think it should be left to the property owner/developers risk tolerance to choose to
develop or not to develop commercial space.
- Changing a few words that have such huge implications should not been done on the fly in the
32 inning of a 20 year process. The originally proposed ARP that allowed the property owner/developer
choose if commercial pace was part of their vision for the property should be re-instated. This is a
conversation that demands further discussion and should not be pushed through in a day by having back
to back 2 & 3 readings.
I believe forcing development of commercial space will undermine the efforts of the TeePee town task
force and the goal of the ARP amendment by again adding overbearing regulation to an area that has
potential and value with the originally proposed ARP. Leave the choice of developing or not developing
commercial space on 2nd Ave to the property owner.
Thank You for you Consideration
Grayson Weir (Partners with Aaron Bryant of Renu Construction)

May 29, 2020
Good Afternoon
My name is Dave Williams and I have been actively involved in the
redevelopment of Tee Pee town since purchasing 1414 2nd avenue in1997.
I do not support mandating commercial use on all future developments on
Second Avenue.
Here is why:






Mandating a commercial use was not part of the 2005 ARP
Mandating a commercial use was not part of any public discussions of
the present draft ARP
A mandated commercial use has not been the bylaw for anyone who
has invested in property on Second Avenue based on forecasted and
existing bylaws
Economically, commercial space may not be required
There is not enough parking in area if all new development has
commercial space

The choice to use some space for commercial use should remain with the
owner as it is presently. This will allow for a variety of uses making the area
more interesting.
I was very surprised and disappointed that the concept of mandating a use was
being proposed at 2nd and 3rd approval stage. This is not consistent with a
public consultation process.
As an individual who was involved in the ARP many years ago, and as a
person who continues to care about the area, I encourage you to not mandate
commercial use but rather continue to allow the discretionary use concept.
Please do not approve the new ARP at the meeting of June 2 nd. Give the
owners of the properties in the specific area of 2nd Ave at least a month to
have an opportunity to address the concerns of the town.
Questions? – please call me at
Thank you for your consideration
Dave Williams

