TOWN OF CANMORE
RECORD OF WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS
Public Hearing
Meeting held electronically
Tuesday, August 18, 2020 at 9:00 a.m.
This document contains the written submissions received in response to the notice of public hearing for the
following bylaw:
Land Use Bylaw Amendment 2020-10 Rezone 1 MacDonald Place
Submissions are sorted in alphabetical order. If you are viewing the electronic version, please use the
bookmarks feature to scroll through the document.

This record of written submissions was compiled by Cheryl Hyde, Municipal Clerk, on August 18, 2020.

Dear Mayor Borrowman and Councillors,
Thank you for the opportunity to participate and comment on the proposed zoning change in my
neighbourhood.
I do not support this rezoning.
My name is Judy Archer and I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed rezoning of 1
MacDonald Place from R1 to R2.
I live at
, which is kitty corner to 1 MacDonald Place, the property in question, and, like
it, our house is also zoned R1. We moved into an area zoned R1 and want it to remain that way.
The Municipal Development Plan (MDP) states “Growth brings opportunities and inevitable change. . .
Growth also provides opportunities to address challenges faced by the community, and therefore any
increase to approved development must demonstrate a benefit to the community as a whole.” (MDP, pg 6) I
question that this request for rezoning benefits the community as a whole.
It seems to me that this request is profit-driven and would benefit an individual (or several individuals if you
consider the seller and the buyer/re-seller) rather than legitimately fitting into the Municipal Development
Plan of providing benefit to the community as a whole. This is a single family, R1 lot where the owner would
like to rezone it so that they can potentially get more money in the sale. What happens when the next
home on MacDonald comes up for sale? Or a single R1 lot somewhere else in town? I am concerned about
the precedent that this sets. This is a piecemeal approach to zoning and sends the message that other
sellers can do the same.
Historically, the house could have been built facing either direction and they chose to build toward the views.
The direction the house faces is not an argument for rezoning. The current owner bought the property with
a MacDonald Place address, knowing the zoning, and knowing the placement of the garbage container and
fire hydrant. A future owner might decide to face either direction.
I looked at the regulations in Land Use Bylaw 2020-18 Revised regarding setbacks, and height and size
restrictions. Given that 1 MacDonald is a relatively small lot with the community amenities of the garbage
container and fire hydrant, the steep slope and retaining wall at the back or the property, and other building
constraints, it would be very challenging to build a duplex on this site. The new owner/builder would likely
ask for additional variances putting the local neighbours in the position of having to again address the Town
with concerns. This is NOT a benefit to the community.
In the newspaper article, Development Planner Tracey Woitenko says that “the proposed amendment would
bring the subject site to be in line with uses permissible on the surrounding lots and supports a continuous
streetscape.” Three Sisters Drive now is a very diverse streetscape with a mix of multifamily, duplex, and
single family dwellings, including many of the old mining homes. This provides a variety of price points,
includes long-term rentals, and, in my opinion, makes for a much more interesting streetscape than a solid
row of new duplexes. Immediately across from 1 MacDonald, on Three Sisters Drive, there are currently
three bungalows and a duplex. The streetscape on MacDonald Place is single family dwellings that are
primarily bungalows. A large modern duplex would be out of place in this context. The entire
neighbourhood, including the west end of Three Sisters Drive and especially MacDonald Place, has
managed to retain some of the history, character and charm of Canmore and our mining history. It would be

a shame to lose this. This interest and diversity of this area certainly contributes to the “unique mountain
town community character” referred to in the MDP.
Another argument in the article is that “the Municipal development plan allows for infill development where it
fits into the context of the neighbourhood . . . and contributes to the supply of market or affordable housing.”
New duplexes on Three Sisters Drive are currently listed in the $1.4 million range and that would likely be
the same if a duplex were built at 1 MacDonald. There is abundant market housing and this rezoning
proposal is certainly not contributing to affordable housing. Right now, this property contributes to affordable
housing by offering long term rental, which contributes to the community as a whole.
I also have concerns about infrastructure and parking. This property is at the end of a dead-end street at
the top of a hill, and at the beginning of popular trails. A duplex would need to have parking for an additional
two to four vehicles. If there were also secondary suites, that could jump up to 6 vehicles. Where would
they park in this small space? The snow plows that come through for the school buses do not typically turn
into this cul-de-sac. What if there is an emergency and we need to evacuate the end of this crowded
dead-end street, or emergency vehicles need access?
Neighbours have commented that the water pressure at the top of the hill is weak. Is it sufficient for
additional density? Is it sufficient for emergency fire suppression should that be needed for any of us at the
top of the hill?
For the above reasons, this is not an appropriate location to increase density and I do not support the
proposal to rezone 1 MacDonald from R1 to R2. Thank you
Respectfully,
Judy Archer

1 MacDonald Place – Application for R2 Re-zoning – Reasons to refuse Re-zoning
Prepared by Mike and Jacquie Broadfoot of

.

Context



Authors of this position are homeowners of
, the immediate neighbor
of 1 MacDonald Place
1 MacDonald Place was purchased a few years ago for about $650k. It is an investment
property for an owner in Edmonton, who has rented the property out to third party renters
since purchase. We believe they inquired about R2 shortly after purchase and were told “no”.
In 2019, they put the house on the market as an R1 for over $1mm. Thus, the goal of the
owner is solely return on investment, not anything connected to the best interests of third
parties, such as the immediate community. The property was bought under a valuation of R1
and can be sold at any time for a significant profit to that original investment as R1, thus there
is no hardship or precedent to consider the economic interests of the current owner. A
decision should be made on forward looking considerations.

Discussion of Rationale disclosed by applicant
1) The rationale that the house should be a Three Sisters address because the house faces Three
Sisters Drive.
a) The area design of the neighborhood clearly has this lot definitively sized and oriented as a
MacDonald Place lot and not consistent with lots on Three Sisters Drive.
i) Having said that, many years ago an owner decided that there would be better views from
in the house, and more interior light, if the main living area and large windows faced Three
Sisters Drive. Cost effective house design of that time led to the house facing Three Sisters
Drive in order to achieve the light and views desired by the that historical owner. That
should not become a rationale to change the address. An address is simply a tag to allow
identification of the house, consistent with its neighbors. 1 MacDonald Place has only one
adjacent neighbor, which is on MacDonald Place. All other neighbors are separated either
by a street, or a city land reserve.
b) With modern design, providing light and views on the Three Sisters Drive side is easy to do,
and still have a new house oriented to MacDonald Place. It would be much easier than the
historical design alternatives of 50 years ago, which dictated a front orientation to Three
Sisters Drive for the reasons explained above.
2) Because the house faces Three Sisters Drive, should it ‘automatically’ have the same zoning as
other Three Sisters Drive addresses?
a) As per the above main point in 1) above, this rationale is based on a false premise on why the
house faces Three Sisters Drive. The house when redeveloped can face either street.
b) Furthermore, just using an address creates a false dichotomy, as the appropriate zoning of a
lot should be based on the merits of the lot and it’s best comparable(s), not by simply making
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a change in street address. The true comparable(s) in lot size and orientation (width vs depth)
are its MacDonald Place neighbours (not the other lots on Three Sisters).
3) There is a community garbage bin right in front of the house on MacDonald Place.
a) We do have empathy that this garbage bin is right in front of the house. Likely done without
direct consultation with the then historical owner from when the bin was placed. We can see
several locations for that bin that could be better for the house and the overall neighborhood
within about a block. The bin would then be much less obtrusive to the closest house and thus
‘fairer’ in the wider neighborhood context of looking for the best bin location.
i) We would support moving the bin, if the house was to be re-developed with a front access
facing MacDonald Place, or even if it is not redeveloped at all. As one can see on any
‘plan’ view of the neighborhood, 1 MacDonald Place is a much narrower lot than the lots
on Three Sisters Drive, and thus a bin takes up an inordinate amount of the frontage of a
MacDonald Place sized lot. In addition, there are several locations nearby with much
greater space between the private property and the street.
b) Changing zoning due to location of a garbage bin is not logical, particularly when there are
good alternatives that move the bin location. There are actually much better bin locations
nearby, even ignoring the zoning issue, and just making a better civic choice on bin location on
bin location merits alone.
4) Zoning should be very mindful of lot size as it affects development use and streetscape.
a) 1 MacDonald Place is much much smaller than the lots on Three Sisters Drive. Thus, the
duplex style and character consistent with the Three Sisters Drive street-scape, could never be
achieved on 1 MacDonald Place. We say this with eye of a developer (we own a residential
property development company in Calgary).
b) We looked at 1 MacDonald Place with the analytical eye of a developer, on this could look like
as a duplex. Perhaps a creative architect could squeeze a duplex of some sort on the lot, but it
would not be in keeping with the look of other duplexes on Three Sisters Drive, and would
likely lead to a developer rationally asking the town for variances, post R2 zoning being
granted. This would put the town in a very uncomfortable situation, where they approved a
re-zoning, the property gets re-valued as R2, and then the new owner has a strong case for
variances, as the town has implied that it is comfortable with R2 zoning, which implies
cooperation in facilitating a duplex.
c) As an additional but important point, it would be typical in most jurisdictions for any rezoning
application like this (small lot size relative to nearby duplex lot sizes, and moving R2 onto a
new street creating a precedent) to include the architectural renderings and quantitative
description of the proposed development, that met all current development criteria, without
any variances, and achieved the style and character of the streetscape.
5) 1 MacDonald Place borders a town reserve which has two potential issues, which should likely be
understood before a re-zoning.
a) Neighborhood ‘lore’ believes there is a buried fuel tank immediately adjacent to or perhaps
along the back of the property.
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b) There was some slope instability historically in the city reserve at the back of the 1 MacDonald
Place property. A retaining wall broke down many years ago.
i) Perhaps slope stability becomes even more important in a duplex situation and any desire
to move the building footprint closer to the slope (which might be implied if a re-zoning
were to be considered.
ii) We would be happy to fund the planting of trees on the town reserve at the top of the
slope to further secure the integrity of the slope, by providing a donation for the full cost
of those trees. There are also game trails we would like to keep in-tact along the slope of
that reserve, as it is the main corridor used by wildlife going back and forth between the
Nordic Center provincial park and the river.
6) Affordable housing – suitability of 1 MacDonald Place
a) The value of this lot is roughly $1 million as R1. If one projects the property value for R2 plus
the cost of development of a duplex, this lot does not address or meet the needs for
affordable housing. Potential duplexes will (each) be in the ‘expensive’ category.
b) In fact, driving redevelopment with an R2 re-zoning will in the very short term displace a home
which currently has very affordable rent. Thus facilitating redevelopment for R2, will actually
displace what is today affordable housing, with much more expensive housing. We cannot
pre-predict how long the current affordable housing would be in place if it remains R1, but it
will certainly be a longer time frame than if the property is re-zoned to R2.
c) Yes, the price of a single unit in the duplex would be less than a single new home, but there
are markets for both duplexes and single homes, and we should reserve single home lots for
those lots that are already R1, unless there is strong rationale for a change, which in this case
there is not.
d) Increasing the quantity of affordable housing is for sure an issue we all need to focus on
achieving as a town, but this lot does not facilitate the end goal of affordable housing.
In conclusion, the application for re-zoning should be declined at this point in time for any and all of
the above rationale.
Sincerely and Respectfully,
Mike & Jacquie Broadfoot
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Glen Crawford
Sunday, August 16, 2020 6:50 PM
John Borrowman
Louise Crawford; Municipal Clerk
Re: Land Use Bylaw Amendment 2020-10 Rezone 1 MacDonald Place

Dear Mr. Mayor (John) & Canmore Councillors,
We are writing to voice our disapproval of any rezoning of lots on MacDonald Place. Specifically, we are
opposed to the Bylaw Amendment put forth to rezone 1 MacDonald Place from its current R‐1 zoning to R‐2.
Our concerns with this proposal relate to increased traffic congestion on Three Sisters Drive and the steep
slope on the back of the lot.
As long‐time residents of MacDonald Place we have seen the traffic and congestion on Three Sisters Drive
steadily increase over the years. We realize that this has been the case throughout the town however it is
particularly acute on this street. Much of it has to do with the street reconstruction when the swales were
added. Although the street may seem ok in the summer months, come winter, much of Three Sisters Drive
becomes a one lane street as the snow is pushed up against the swales. Routinely we have to veer off the
street into the shoulder parking area to make room for school buses, garbage trucks and the ever consistent
large construction vehicles. With the current pace of redevelopment of the existing R‐2 lots on Three Sisters
Drive, it has meant that there are now close to double the amount of private vehicles using the street than
there was 10 years ago. On top of that, the re‐zoning approved on the hill to allow 3 duplexes to be built on 2
lots only serves to add more vehicles. With about 15 single family homes left on the hill, redevelopment of
these will again at least double the amount of vehicles from those lots. Although the change to 1 MacDonald
Place may not seem like a big deal, it is! This summer we have also seen increased tourist traffic on Three
Sisters Drive as people see the street sign and assume it will lead them to Three Sisters Mountain Village. It
comes a time when enough is enough! We do not need more congestion. If the Town sees fit to change this
existing by‐law, the only person that will benefit from it is the current owner when the lot is sold to a
developer. It will add nothing to the neighbourhood and will totally feel the town has sold out to the
determent of all the current long‐time residents in MacDonald Place.
The slope at the back of 1 MacDonald Place is also an issue. Any new development would be challenged with
this feature of the lot. Building constraints would mean a smaller footprint to the development and so thus
any overall net benefit to the town trying to increase density would be negligible.
We wish that our input on this matter be read into the public record at the hearing scheduled for Tuesday,
August 18.
Sincerely,
Glen & Louise Crawford
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Strong opposition to BYLAW 2020-10 (R1 to R2)
Jacob Herrero
Canmore, AB

August 16, 2020
Honourable Mayor and Members of Council
Town of Canmore
902 7th Avenue
Canmore, AB T1W 3K1

Re: Strong opposition to BYLAW 2020-10
Dear Mayor Borrowman and Councillors:
Thank you for the opportunity to express my opposition to BYLAW 2020-10, regarding the rezoning of 1
MacDonald Place from R1 to R2. I live at the top of Hospital Hill, kitty corner to 1 MacDonald Place in the same
R1 neighborhood that 1 MacDonald Place has been a part of since it was built in the late 1960s.
Knowing that your time is as scarce and precious as mine, I’ve endeavoured to be as succinct and brief as
possible. Below are the main points I’d like to make.

1 - Rezoning because you can’t sell your house is wrong
The historical outline below establishes that the owner attempted to sell their property for a price higher than
the market was willing to pay, so now in order to maximize their personal gain they are attempting to rezone it
to sell it for a higher price.
Brief historical outline
● The street and neighborhood of “MacDonald Place”, at the top of Hospital Hill, dates back to the late
1960’s
● Most of the houses were built in the late 1960’s and early 1970’s for or by mining families, several of
whom still live on the street (I briefly lived on Hospital Hill in the late 1960s as a child).
● 1 MacDonald Place has always been part of MacDonald Place regardless of which direction its front
door faces.
● It was not included in the R2 zoning that was applied to Three Sisters Drive, in the 1980s (?), because it
was on MacDonald Place (which makes sense)
● According to Alberta Land Titles the property was most recently purchased on October 19, 2007 by an
Edmonton resident.
○ The purchaser, who is a development planner himself, would have been fully aware of the R1
zoning as well as the presence of the garbage bin on Town land in front of the house, which
pre-dates the 2007 purchase. The purchase price would have reflected these.
○ Also, there is a fire hydrant adjacent to the garage bin
○ The Edmonton owner has used 1 MacDonald as a rental property
● May 2019 - property put up for sale for approx. $1,050,000 (see photo)
● Later the price was lowered to $980,000
● Spring 2020 - real estate listing removed (house was for sale for approximately one year)
● Spring 2020 - re-zoning from R1 to R2 applied for

It is my opinion that in no circumstances should the Town support the rezoning of an individual property to
facilitate a higher selling price. The market should set house prices without the interference or intervention of
the planning department or Council. 1 MacDonald Place, if left as is, zoned R1 will find a willing buyer at the
appropriate market price, as several other houses on MacDonald Place recently have.
1 MacDonald

Land title
Purchased in 2007

May 2019
--listed for sale

Price lowered to $979,000

2 - Piecemeal, ad hoc, property-specific zoning changes are wrong
By definition, municipal zoning is intended to establish a coherent, comprehensive and predictable framework
in which residential and other development occurs. Among other things, it sets rules for what type of structures
and activities can occur where, and can have a profound effect on a neighborhood. A neighborhood is an area
where people live and interact with one another, and is far more than simply the physical streetscape. Zoning

changes should be very carefully considered and should clearly benefit the general neighborhood and public
interest rather than just an individual property owner.
Canmore Municipal Development Plan, the Town’s overarching planning document, speaks to this:
Bylaw 2016-03 Municipal Development Plan, p. 6

...any increase to approved development must demonstrate a benefit to the
community as a whole.

My sincere hope is that Council sends a strong message that a house or lot-specific zoning change to achieve
individual financial gain is wholly unacceptable and that neighborhoods are much more than the physical
streetscape and real estate transactions.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important matter.
Jacob Herrero

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Pete Jervis
Tuesday, August 18, 2020 7:54 AM
Municipal Clerk
Land Use Bylaw re-designate 4171JK Lot 1, Block 5

I would like to oppose the re designation of the Three Sisters Drive property on the grounds of over
development of a historical area and wildlife stress.
It is important to provide an accessible corridor to wildlife and with the development already of Three Sisters
Drive the local wildlife it's already stressed. This property is an important stepping off point for the movement
of wildlife from the wild areas beyond.
"Hospital Hill" also has a unique heritage that noone seems to be embracing. Can we please keep the area from
any further development, there is still a market for people and families who want outdoor yard space. If the
exclusive housing developments, that seems to be going on all around South Canmore and Three Sisters Drive,
continue we lose properties of that ilk and what makes Canmore a community. May I suggest that you promote
retrofitting older houses rather than building new millions dollar cookie cutter mountain condos.
Peter Jervis
Resident
Three Sisters Drive
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Dear Mayor Borrowman and local Councillor McCallum
My wife and I own the abutting property at

and are concerned about the ecology of the area.
3

There is a shared very steep bank behind properties 1, 2,3 and 4 of MacDonald Place. There is a collapsed portion of
the bank behind number 1 MacDonald Place at the current time. There was a fence behind 1 MacDonald Place to the
north, which has fallen over horizontally and is pitched down the bank into land marked ED. The pitch of the bank
behind the house is over 80 degrees at points. See photos attached. Top photo shows collapsed fence due to bank
erosion, photo in middle shows my wife standing on 1 MacDonald Place just above collapsed fence and lowest picture
shows same portion of collapsed fence behind our property and looking west to 1 MacDonald Place and gives an idea
of the steepness of the bank given the left hand side placement of the 2 by 4 and grey post on the left edge of both
photos. Where my wife is standing could be where a wall of a duplex could be.

The current equilibrium of the bank will be further eroded if a duplex is situated on the lot as it will have to encroach
more closely to the steep river bank. Greater damage to the bank will more likely be done if basement excavation is
allowed. The extent of bank destruction will likely impact our house and others and also degrade the ecology of the
entire area.

Granting a duplex designation to 1 MacDonald Place will open up legal responsibility for the Town of Canmore if a
structure is built and it later decays so as to be uninhabitable. Cases in Fort McMurray, Edmonton and Calgary have
payouts and or repairs for damages made by municipalities for structures built on unstable terrain. This may be why
the R1 lot designation was made originally for this plot of land as it is the only one on Three Sisters Drive which abuts a
steep bank.

I am sorry that the current owner has not been able to sell the property over the past year but am happy that the
house has been and currently is rented to workers who are employed in Canmore. Our house has also been rented over
the past twenty or so years and currently to workers in Canmore. Maybe the owner(s) of 1 MacDonald could build a
seperate rental suite and thus guarantee that working people will still have a place to reside. My wife and I continue to
hope our retirement will be in Canmore.

Another concern is the sewage issue as a number of houses on MacDonald Place have had sewage backup since the
drainage and renewal of the area. If another house is added to the sewage system it will likely compound problems.
Any change will disrupt the current equilibrium of the systems. Services, especially sewage must be done on Three
Sisters line as opposed to MacDonald Place line given these recurring problems with sewage on MacDonald.

Thank you for reading and consideration of this information. Please share this email with other councillors or others if
you feel they may oppose the rezoning.

Peter and Catherine Lewis
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There is also the dangerous precedent in allowing someone to arbitrarily change the address of their home to
suit their purposes. People have chosen to live in this neighbourhood under the assumption that 1 Macdonald
Place is indeed a Macdonald Place home and deemed R1.
The current owner of this property bought this place "as-is". It is up to them to do their due diligence,
understand and accept what their property is worth, and have realistic expectations for what it would sell for
given its limitations.
Finally, on a personal note, one of the best parts about living at the top of Hospital Hill is how little traffic there
is at the end of the street. My two small children happily ride their bikes in the quiet cul de sac in front of 1
Macdonald Place, and the lack of traffic is one of the reasons my partner and I bought where we did. In addition
to the issues mentioned above, we are also concerned about the additional cars associated with R2 zoning.
Thank you for noting my significant concerns. Please feel free to connect with me.
All the best,
Jeff Mah (on behalf of both Jeff Mah and Hilary Young)

Thoughts?
Cheers,
jeff
-jeff mah
free to become
www.jeffmah.com
www.theyogalounge.ca
Please watch my Vimeo Channel

about Canmore Social Isssues, Yoga, etc!

"Never confuse movement with action"
Ernest Hemingway
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Anastazja
Tuesday, August 18, 2020 8:49 AM
Municipal Clerk
1 MacDonald Pl Land Use Bylaw

Dear Sir or Madam
I have received letter regarding amendment to the Land Use Bylaw 2018‐22 to change from R1 to R2 Lot 1, Block 5, Plan
4171JK I do OPPOSE any change to this bylaw .Thank you for your attention Marzena
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