TOWN OF CANMORE
RECORD OF WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS
Special Meeting
Tuesday, September 8, 2020 at 9 am.
This document contains the written submissions received in response to the notice of public hearing for the
following bylaw:
Land Use Bylaw Amendment 2020-15 Replacement of TPT-CR Teepee Town Comprehensive
Redevelopment District
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 September 4, 2020
and updated on September 8, 2020 to include submissions from persons registered to speak at the public
hearing.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

biggings
Friday, September 4, 2020 3:31 PM
Cheryl Hyde
'Ron Remple'
Teepee Town LUB Public Hearing which is Tuesday, Sept 8, 2020 at 9:00am

Hi Cheryl
I support the BOWDA submission
I may want to present on Tuesday, as I want to go on record that I want to be certain that LUB will permit building on my
half lot and that may neighbour may build build on their half lot
1330 and 1334 are the only lot and a half parcels in TPtpwn

Shawn Biggings
Commercial Real Estate Services
Canmore Alberta
403-678-8553
www.canmorecommercialrealestate.com
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BOWDA has been discussing the Teepee Town regulations with administration
for a number of years and we are pleased to see the new regulations coming to
Council for consideration. The current Teepee Town regulations are far more
stringent than the rest of Canmore, making development difficult, as
administration has correctly noted.
We are pleased that many of the recommendations and suggestions for
improvement that we have made to administration have been included in the
LUB regulations brought forward for first reading. We wish to thank
administration for reaching out and listening to the concerns raised and
suggestions for improvement.
However, there are a few outstanding items that we feel will improve the bylaw
and help to keep construction costs and ongoing maintenance costs from further
escalation, which will help to maintain affordability.
Step back requirements.
•

3.18.2.8; 3.18.3.9; 3.18.4.10; Portions above eaveline step back requirements
o Front and rear: minimum 1.0m from building façade below.
Administration has noted that the front step back is to reduce the mass of the
upper story and benefit the pedestrian experience from the street. This
explains the need for 1.0m step back from the front. However, there is no
need for step back from the rear, since this is not typically a pedestrian area.
This will also help with reducing thermal bridging issues, which improve the
energy performance of the building, which also helps lower long-term
operating costs.
BOWDA requests that 3.18.2.8.a, 3.18.3.9.a, and 3.18.4.10.a be amended to
delete the words: “and rear” so that the clauses read:
Any portions of the building above the designated eaveline height shall
step back as follows:
o Front and rear facing facades: a minimum of 1.0m from the building
façade below.

Eaveline Height
•

3.18.2.9; max height 9.5m not exceeding 7.0m at any eaveline
BOWDA’s concerns are that this will preclude mountain modern architecture,
which goes against 2.19.2.19 “Contemporary architectural forms are
encouraged in this District…”
We recommend increasing the maximum eaveline to 7.5m instead of 7m and
adjust the incentives for common amenity housing, duplex with 2 ADU’s and
Townhouse with ADU by the additional 0.5M that is already proposed in the
bylaw.
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Private Outdoor Amenity Space
•

3.18.2.14; 3.18.3.15; private outdoor amenity space is 20m2.
We recognize that the Town wants to encourage more outdoor amenity space
to encourage social interaction. However, the rest of Canmore is 15m2 and
we recommend Teepee Town be 15m2.

Parking stalls in rear
•

3.18.2.18; 3.18.3.18. Parking stalls in rear except for Townhouses / Stacked
Townhouses where front parking allowed, not considered a variance when:
1. Driveways do not include concrete, asphalt, gravel. Concrete pavers may
be permitted;
2. Driveway bordered by contrasting material (min 0.3m max 0.5m), which
may be cut concrete;
3. Width of driveway not exceed 2.1m (+ border).
BOWDA’s concern is that concrete should be allowed on the driveway. We
understand the rationale for not allowing asphalt or gravel, however the
proposed regulation to not allow concrete is too prescriptive and will increase
up front and ongoing operating costs for the homeowner. There is a high
water table in this area, thus the pictured paving stones in Figure 3.18.2-1 will
move/shift which will increase ongoing maintenance costs for homeowner. A
more affordable and lower maintenance option is to allow concrete.
Note that administration has indicated that there are examples in Teepee
Town of paving stones that have withstood high water events, however
inspection of the driveways indicates that there has been shifting, and the
pavers have been replaced, which supports our rationale that paving stones
leads to increased operating costs for the homeowner.
We recommend amending 3.18.2.18 and 3.18.3.18 as follows:
The materials used for the driveway do not include concrete, asphalt,
gravel or similar materials. Materials shall be of higher quality as shown,
for example in Figure 3.18.2-1 (or 3.18.3-1). If concrete is used, it shall be
stamped, stained, exposed aggregate, died and/or cut

September 8, 2020 Record of Public Submissions Bylaw 2020-15

Page 4 of 16

No main entrances facing side yard.
•

3.18.2.20.b. No main entrances facing the side yard, excluding entrances for
Attached ADU’s.
Side entrances have proven to function
well and allow for a double car instead
of single car garage. The following
duplex design has a double car garage,
with a side entrance that is clearly
identifiable although not “visible” from
the street. A similar designed 4plex in
Teepee Town could also have a side
entrance that is easy to identify.
We do not see any valid reason to restrict side entrances in Teepee Town,
when the pathway to the unit entrance is clearly identifiable.
We recommend that 3.18.2.20 be amended as follows:
In addition to Section 11, new development shall have:
a. A minimum of two dwelling units facing the street, with unit
entrances being clearly identifiable and visible from the street;
b. No main entrances facing the side yard, excluding those entrances
for Accessory Dwelling, Attached;

3 18 4 Sub-District C (Mixed Use Area)
LUB regulations have been included to reflect Council’s decision to allow but not
require Commercial on main floor:
BOWDA’s concern is with section 3.18.4.27: “In addition to Section 3.18.4.25, the
site design, landscaping and architecture of new commercial development or
commercial development with Dwelling Units above shall complement their
location within or adjacent to residential neighborhoods.”
This is very a subjective regulation, and our concern is with how administration
will interpret the clause.
Thank you,

Ron Remple
Executive Director
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September 3, 2020

Dear Town of Canmore Mayor and Council
RE: Bylaw 2020-15
I am writing as a property owner and tax payer of Teepee Town in Canmore Alberta.
I strongly oppose section 3.18.4.29 of the proposed bylaw.
Canmore has the goal of creating more residential units. Many of the old bungalows
will surely be redeveloped into 4-plex townhouses. How can the required number of
parking spaces be fit into the rear yards?
I understand the desire to create a pedestrian friendly streetscape, but pushing all
the parking to the rear lane will create unusable rear yards and undesirable parking
spots.
I believe allowing some parking in the front will ease the congestion in the rear lane,
and also contribute to the liveability of the area overall.
Respectfully,
D. Briggs
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

R Phillip Elliott
Tuesday, September 1, 2020 9:41 AM
Municipal Clerk
bylaw 2020-15 Teepee Town redevelopment

We're already dense enough, thank you.
Phil Elliott
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September 4, 2020
Dear Town Council and Mayor Borrowman,
I am writing to you as a resident and tax payer in Teepee Town. I am very opposed
to section 3.18.4.29 of the proposed bylaw.
With the town of Canmore’s goal of creating a higher density in the area, many of the
old single family dwellings will be redeveloped into multiplex units. With this
you’ve required parking stalls only to be in the alley lane side. I’m unsure how all of
the required number of parking stalls will even fit in the back alley lane I feel that if
this is forced it will cause unhappy times for many of the permanent as well as
visiting residents.
If you drive back in the alley ways there are already vehicles sticking out and
unsightly backyard areas. There is no lighting back there which makes it very tricky
for people to find a place let alone park back there.
Please allow parking to continue in the front of 2nd avenue properties as it will ease
the cluster in the rear lane.
Thank you for your time,
Rhona Griffin
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rd

Re: Bylaw 2020-15 LUB

September 3 , 2020

Dear Mayor Borrowman & Town Councillors,
Within Areas A and B there is an allowance for townhouses to have parking at the front of the
property. However, this is not allowed for townhouses within Area C, i.e. along 2 Ave. I would
urge council to consider amending paragraph 3.18.4.29 to reflect the language within paragraphs
3.18.2.18 and 3.18.3.18.
th

As I’m unfortunately unable to participate in the public hearing on the 8 of September, I’d really
appreciate an answer as to why the planning department are so fixated on having parking solely
from the back lane along 2 Ave? What plans are in store for 2 Ave that require this?
All current redevelopment has not had this restriction and as such there are 4plexes with garages
and driveways to the front, albeit at varying setbacks but nothing as strict or seemingly
nonsensical as 4m maximum. This is not long enough for most family vehicles, and I presume
new townhouses (4plexes) will still be allowed garages accessed from the front, so why would the
LUB restrict potential parking on those driveways in front of each unit? Seeing as there are
already numerous in-fills and existing buildings with driveway access I’m confused about the
reasoning of pushing parking to the back, and therefore, buildings towards the front of the plots.
This is going to give a very disjointed look to a road that, despite the various ages and styles of its
current buildings currently has a very cohesive and complimentary in line aesthetic. It is also
going to be quite detrimental to units facing the back lane to have a car park outside their house
both potentially in front and alongside.
I have other concerns about enforced parking from the back:
• The safety aspects of residents having to walk round the back of the building, often in the
dark and/or snow, to access their vehicles, especially when carrying shopping or small
children. Or will lights then become mandatory for safety reasons? (outside downstairs
bedroom windows?).
• The added safety concerns of having to access via the back when neighbouring buildings
are rented out on a nightly basis via Airbnb and the like.
• The disturbance from cars arriving and leaving, and its occupants at night to residents in
numerous units. Tourists, especially, seem to be overtly loud and excitable at unsociable
hours and an extended walk around the building to their unit will impact numerous
neighbours, both on that property and the adjoining one, much more than a short walk
from driveway to front door.
On the subject of Airbnb’s, as evidenced by the permit decisions currently posted outside of the
newly finished 4plex at 1418 2 Ave showing that all 4 units have been approved as tourist homes,
I presume that sadly the majority of new builds along this road will be similarly developed. I
believe that future builds should have the ability to be built at the same setback as their
neighbours to reduce the potential disruption to those neighbours who make Canmore their home
year round.
I appreciate that the planning department has their idea of how Teepee Town should look, but
with regards to 2 Ave I believe they’re 10 years too late and that ship has sailed. Especially with
regards to this 11th hour fixation on parking impediments, not improvements. Please don’t ruin
the lovely community feel that we have here.
Thank you for your time and, I hope, your consideration.
Manda Richards
2 Ave Resident
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Eduard Riep
Friday, August 28, 2020 10:48 AM
Municipal Clerk
Teepee town land use bylaws

Hello
I’m a resident of teepee town and member of the teepee town task force . I’m writing to sate my concern regarding the
planning departments plan to restrict parking to the back lane of new developments along 2ave .
I feel this will have a negative impact on the community. I do not support this idea nor do any of the residents I have
spoken to .

Eduard Riep
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Wednesday, September 2, 2020,

Dear Canmore Town Council,
This written submission will highlight my concerns about the proposed Bylaw 2020-15 for the Teepee
Town community where I am a local resident. I would have loved to share my concerns at the public
hearing on Tuesday morning, but I am a teacher and I need to be with my students right now as they
adjust to their new school situation.
My biggest concern is about the encouraged tourism homes on 2nd avenue. My house is on 2nd avenue
and currently tourism homes are strongly encouraged under the new bylaw for my street. I would like
tourist homes and visitor accommodations to both be discretionary for 2nd avenue. Under sub-district C,
you state that the purpose is to create developments that meet both local and visitor needs. This is the
first neighbourhood in Canmore where I know all my neighbours and talk to them regularly. It feels
safe. Everyone is watching out for everyone else. I am worried about too much tourism development
changing the local vibe that is Teepee Town. I do not want to be surrounded by strangers and live in
constant uncertainty of who is going to show up every weekend to the AirBnB beside me. As an
example, 1234 2nd avenue opened up for short term rentals this year. This fourplex is a few houses
down from me, but I can still hear the party music, shouting and whooping from my house on weekends,
especially during the summer. This is my fourth summer living in what I call my “forever home” and
there has never been this kind of noise before. I bought my place because of the local residents only
zoning. If I am currently disrupted by one property, what will happen when there are short-term rentals
all around me. I do not feel that strongly encouraged tourism development (as stated in the June ARP)
is putting my needs as a local at the same level as visitor needs. Can we please make tourism home
development discretionary. Sub-district A and B get to stay local with no tourist home development in
the new bylaw. They get to keep their local vibe while I feel that locals on 2nd avenue are being pushed
out because the town would rather have tourist homes and commercial development.
My second concern is with the new parking restrictions and setbacks on 2nd avenue. There are again
different rules for 2nd avenue then the rest of Teepee Town. For sub-district A and B, parking stalls shall
be located in the rear yard and accessed from the rear lane for all uses except Townhouses but subdistrict C has to have rear parking. There was talk by council on June 9, 2020 that it would look more
cluttered with parking in front. I disagree. I strongly feel that it is going to be more cluttered with
tourist parking who will ignore parking in the back. They don’t want to lug their baggage from the back
and they will park at the front anyways. The tourist homes rented out short term has at least two
vehicles every weekend. We also get hotel people parking on our street from Canmore Inn and other
people parking here to access downtown. I am just worried that a street that has never really had
problem parking will become a huge parking issue.
I strongly feel like the town planning committee is making it difficult to build fourplexes(that would
support residents) so their commercial and tourist accommodation vision can be realized. On June 9thCouncillor McCallum talked about how this community will continue to attract locals and give us a
Sesame Street feel. Locals will not want to purchase a place where they do not have a driveway to
access their garage. Look at all the redevelopment in South Canmore. These fourplexes all have
driveways and are set back at least 6m. You are proposing 4.5m maximum and 2m minimum for a
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setback on 2nd avenue. Why are the regulations on 2nd avenue so strict when the point of this ARP and
LUB is to make things less restrictive in Teepee Town so redevelopment is easier? Most developers and
realtors that I have spoken to do not support this vision so why is the planning committee pushing this
so hard. BOWDA does not want the setback restriction or the parking restriction. BOWDA says that is
more cost effective to have a 4plex with driveways facing the front and rear. Why are we making things
more costly to build, that does not support locals ability to buy and it does not make things attractive for
tourists who want a driveway?
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
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September 4, 2020
Dear Town of Canmore Mayor and Council
RE: Bylaw 2020-15

As a property owner and taxpayer of Teepee Town in Canmore Alberta I strongly oppose section
3.18.4.29 of the proposed bylaw.
Canmore has had the goal of creating more residential units, currently many of the older residences will
be redeveloped into 4-plex townhouses.
How can the required number of parking spaces be fit into the rear yards?
I understand the impetus of creating a family and pedestrian friendly streetscape but pushing all the
parking to the rear lane will create unusable rear yards and undesirable parking spots in a location
where parking is already difficult.
Allowing some parking in the front will ease the congestion in the rear lane and contribute to the
livability of the area overall.

Respectfully,
Shon Tulik
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