TOWN OF CANMORE
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This document contains the written submissions received in response to the notice of public hearing for the
following bylaw:
Land Use Bylaw Amendment 2020-29 Tourist Home Density Sub-District C
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 December 31, 2020
and updated on January 5, 2021 to include submissions presented at the hearing.

Bow Valley Builders & Developers Association
Teepee Town Public Hearing
Tuesday, Jan 5, 2021

Mayor and Council
Town of Canmore
902 7th Avenue
Canmore, AB, T1W 3K1
Re:

Teepee Town Public Hearing

BOWDA supports the recommendation prepared by McElhanney on behalf of a
number of property owners of Second Ave, which states:
We support the motion to change the Tourist Home limit from 1 unit per 570m2
to 50% of development area within Sub-District C of the Teepee Town
Comprehensive Residential District (TPT-CR). However, we request that you
also provide exception to those lots located within the previous Sub-District E,
so that this regulation does not apply to them.
Our recommendation is that the following section be removed:
3.18.4.22 The maximum density for Tourist Home units shall be 1 unit per
570m2 of lot area.
And be replaced with:
The maximum density for Tourist Home units shall be 50% of
development area, with the exception of those properties located at the
following legal land descriptions:
• Plan 1095F; Block 91; Lots 1, 7, 11, 13, 15, 17 & 19.
• Condo Plans 2010302, 2010805, 1412325, 0714579, 0713429 &
1811022
The Land Use Bylaw regulations that received first reading in August 2020 had
been about 6 years in the making. There had been significant public and industry
input into the regulations which resulted in a significant improvement to the
previous regulations. The thoughtful dialogue and discussion that the public,
BOWDA and our members had with the Town provided good results to the final
product.
As noted in the McElhanney submission, under the previous LUB regulations,
developments in Area E were allowed Tourist Homes as a discretionary use. At
first reading, Tourist Homes in Area C were a permitted use. Moving Tourist
Homes from discretionary to permitted use was aligned with the Area
Redevelopment Plan recently approved by Council, and we agree with the
McElhanney comments that we “believe that Town Administration had made the
correct interpretation of this (ARP) policy when they changed the Use from
Discretionary to Permitted. We believe that the motion to restrict the number of
Tourist Homes within Sub-District C to 1 unit per 570m2 is in direct contradiction
with the ARP policy.”
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Bow Valley Builders & Developers Association
Teepee Town Public Hearing
Tuesday, Jan 5, 2021

When the Teepee Town LUB regulations were amended in October to restrict
Tourist Homes to 25% of a four-plex, it took the industry and a number of our
members by surprise. BOWDA advocates for a level of certainty for property
owners, whether large developers, small builders, or those that own their
property and want to build on it. This certainty makes Canmore a good place to
invest in and do business in.
We also support development that balances the need for residential housing and
support for tourism, the key driver of our local economy. This balance can be
achieved through the significant improvements to densification and accessory
dwelling units already made to Areas A & B in Teepee Town, without downzoning
of the properties in Area C on 2nd Ave.
Regards,

Ron Remple
Executive Director
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December, 29/2020
Dear Canmore Town Council
I would like to commend Council for voting unanimously in favour of Councillor Seeley’s
“motion to reconsider” the October 6 decision. I trust that Councils willingness to reconsider this decision is a recognition that more information and public input was required
and I hope we can have a resolution that supports development of the 2nd Ave area to its
“highest and best use”.
The original proposed LUB for Tee Pee Town (pre Oct 6 amendment) loosened the restrictive controls, increased the zoning parameters and fertilized the ground of Tee Pee Town
for redevelopment. The inherent “highest and best use” for areas “A” & “B” was recognized and addressed with higher density residential zoning and by allowing secondary
suites, this rezoning is a big win for the residents of Canmore and will add many affordable residential units to the market.
In the original LUB, Area “C” was recognized as an area that was commercial in nature
with its frontage on the increasingly busy Bow Valley Trail. I think it’s an accepted fact that
Bow Valley Trail can be likened to Canmore’s version of Banff Ave; visitor accommodation
and amenities from McDonalds to Alpine Helicopter. The original LUB zoning allowed for a
large spectrum of mixed use commercial and residential tourist homes, this aligned 2nd
avenue with the rest of Bow Valley Trail and provided a buffer for the community of Tee
Pee Town. This “commercialization” of 2nd Ave was encouraged by a new 3m front yard
setback, eliminating garages facing 2nd Ave and forcing onsite parking to the rear of the
property. The idea was to improve the streetscape to visitors and residence alike, this
would be achieved by reducing the presence of vehicles, bringing the buildings forward
for increased connectivity to the street and improving the aesthetics of the structures (no
garage doors). These restrictive building requirements align with commercial use, with
short term accommodation, with the occupant of the building not to concerned that they
have very little privacy, no parking and no garage and no outdoor space to enjoy (front
yard reduced to 3m and the rear yard is a parking lot)
As a small local builder/developer active in both South Canmore and Tee Pee Town, I
know the metrics and the inherent risk in purchasing and developing a property. In the
past Tee Pee Town has been over looked by developers due to poor margins and high
risk; a result of lower market values, convoluted and cumbersome building requirements
and high offsite levy fees. I believe areas “A” and “B” will prosper under the new LUB,
however area “C” will continue to stagnate under the present/amended LUB. The decision
to invest in and develop a property are a function of market forces. If there is a market for
a product, then there will be investment and development of that product. In a free market
economy, developers/manufacturers/business owners do not invest in products that do
not have a market. So, I urge Council to reduce the restrictions to the number of permitted
Tourist Homes allowed on 2nd Ave, and allow the property owners self determine what
they develop within the permitted and discretionary uses of area “C”.
Thank You for your time & consideration,
Aaron Bryant
ReNu Construction Ltd
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Heather Gibb
Wednesday, December 30, 2020 5:24 PM
John Borrowman; Council
Shared.MunicipalClerk
Bylaw 2020-29 - Teepee Town

Members of Council:
I was surprised to learn that tourist home zoning for Teepee Town (RMO December 11 2020) is to be
reviewed, just two months after the area LUB was adopted unanimously by council. At the time,
Mayor Borrowman noted the length of time council and the municipality had been working on
establishing updated regulations for the Teepee Town area. "I think we have heard quite a bit from
residents in Teepee Town and I think this bylaw responds in the best way possible to the different
circumstances that are there," said the mayor. (RMO https://www.rmotoday.com/canmore/councilapproves-teepee-town-changes-to-land-use-bylaw-2785854)
I am also surprised that Council would consider a step that could have the effect of reducing much needed
housing for residents. Canmore's strategic goals and priorities for 2020 are very clear:


Forecast, plan for, and create housing options to meet the community’s needs;



Conduct a comprehensive review of short-term visitor accommodation in Canmore. (This item was
cancelled as a result of COVID-19 budget reductions, and will be delayed until after the recently struck
Tourism Taskforce completes its work.)

It makes no sense to me to proceed with creating conditions for more tourist accommodation in the absence of
evidence that this is needed. Indeed, the town has identified diversifying the economic base away from its heavy
reliance on tourism as another priority. Meeting the housing needs of local residents is key. The proposal to
increase the number of tourist homes allowed per lot should not be adopted.
Thank you.
Heather Gibb
Canmore
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SueQHayduk
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"Tourist homes are currently prohibited in the vast majority of residential districts in Canmore. Tourist homes
also have an impact on the availability and affordability of housing for residents, as well as the character of the
neighbourhood."
I live in a building of 200+ units and only 15 owners who live here permanent on going basis.
If you consider our building as an example of a small community, it is apparent that our community is
disconnected and absentee by nature of our building as tourist vacation rentals and short term stays.
Positively, we are all in agreement, me, my neighbours, we have all signed on for this it is the contract we live
by by agreeing to live in this zone and in this lifestyle.
I do not think that the case of teepee town residents and new home buyers purchasing in a residential
neighbourhood. I don't think buyers will be divided by the interested proposed by Councilor Sealy.
Finally, the Town has established a Tourism Task force, in the recognition of the work to be done to address
sustainability and tourism pros and cons and its impact to community,
I think that any changes to existing bylaws is premature and irresponsible until this group has researched and
weighed in.
As such I recommend that Council table the decision to a further date one that considers the research of the
Tourism task force and not ammendment 2020-29.
Sue Hayduk
On Tue., Jan. 5, 2021, 8:32 a.m. sue hayduk, <
Thanks Cheryl, you are a busy lady!

wrote:

Sue
SueQHayduk
On Tue., Jan. 5, 2021, 7:49 a.m. Shared.MunicipalClerk, <shared.MunicipalClerk@canmore.ca> wrote:
Dear Sue,

Thank you for registering to make a verbal presentation at the public hearing for Land Use Bylaw
Amendment 2020-29 Tourist Home Density Sub-District C on January 5, 2020 at 9 a.m.

The hearing is being held electronically using Zoom. To join:

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/89792036300?pwd=c0ZRV1lMVXJnSUFDM3pWT3E5Q09Idz09
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Meeting ID: 897 9203 6300
Passcode: 812909
OR
Dial in:
+1 587 328 1099 Canada
Meeting ID: 897 9203 6300
Passcode: 812909

Please do not share this meeting link. Only individuals who have registered with the municipal clerk will be
admitted to the meeting.

Meeting Procedure
 Your mic and video will be automatically disabled when you join the hearing, but you will be able to see

and hear council and the current presenter.
 When it is time for public verbal submissions, the mayor will call names from the registration list in

alphabetical order, alternating between those in favour, those opposed, and those who are neutral.
 When your name is called, the meeting administrator will enable your mic (and video if you are using a

webcam).
 You will have a maximum of 5 minutes to speak.
 The meeting administrator will mute your mic when your presentation is complete. The administrator
will remove you when the public hearing is adjourned, but you may leave the meeting yourself any
time after you’ve made your presentation.

AV requirements
 Please be sure the microphone on your device works or consider using headphones or earbuds with a

built-in mic.
 Use of webcams is encouraged. If you choose to use your webcam, please remember these meetings are

livestreamed so you will be visible to the general public as well as the meeting attendees.
 You can show any slides or photos using the “share screen” function.

Troubleshooting
 If you lose your connection to the meeting try closing out then logging back in.
 If technical difficulties prevent you from making your verbal submission, you may submit your

comments in writing.
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 You may also submit written comments in advance to mitigate against technical troubles.

When the public hearing has ended you can continue watching a livestream of the meeting at
https://www.youtube.com/channel/UC3tmsrSkEDheQLgB0Ii_vBg/live.

Please email municipal.clerk@canmore.ca if you have any questions.

Cheryl Hyde
Municipal Clerk
Town of Canmore
Cheryl.Hyde@canmore.ca

From: sue hayduk
Sent: Monday, January 4, 2021 6:35 PM
To: Shared.MunicipalClerk <shared.MunicipalClerk@canmore.ca>
Subject: Re: Canmore Council meeting Jan 5th agenda

Hi Cheryl, yes, I would like to speak and I understand that I have a 5 minute window.

If there is somehow technical difficulty, I will also email my commentary.

Thank you.

SueQHayduk

On Mon., Jan. 4, 2021, 8:36 a.m. Shared.MunicipalClerk, <shared.MunicipalClerk@canmore.ca> wrote:
Hi Sue,
Just to confirm – is your email a request to speak at tomorrow’s public hearing? Let me know and I will send you the
instructions for connecting.
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Cheryl Hyde
Municipal Clerk
Town of Canmore
Cheryl.Hyde@canmore.ca

From: sue hayduk
Sent: Friday, January 1, 2021 2:52 PM
To: Shared.MunicipalClerk <shared.MunicipalClerk@canmore.ca>
Subject: Re: Canmore Council meeting Jan 5th agenda

Hi, Cheryl, Happy New Year.

It is not clear how one gets onto the agenda to speak on behalf of an agenda item; in my case Land Use Bylaw
Amendment 2020-29 Tourist Home Density Sub-District. It is a public hearing, but it is not clear how to register to speak.

SueQHayduk

On Wed., Dec. 30, 2020, 3:46 p.m. sue hayduk,

wrote:

Hello and Happy New Year!

I understand the Jan 5th meeting will include discussion of Zoning changes in the Teepee Town
community regarding increased Tourist Zoned units.

I have included my letter of concern of encouraging and increasing Tourist zoned Units from 1 to 2...

Please let me know if this letter of concern can be included in the information package to Councillors
tomorrow.

Thank you
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Sue Hayduk

Hello Councillors, I am a tourist home owner at the Grande Rockies Resort, bordering on Sunset, Summit
and Paradise vacation home operators. I would like to propose that you seek additional consultation from
the public and existing vacation property owners adjacent to Teepee Town on our concerns in reasing the
number of Tourist home designations in Teepee Town.

The addition of 300 tourist zoned condos in Spring Creek is adequate for our visitor visitation needs...and
has put added pressure and competition on current tourist home owner operators.

As per Rob Seally's 28 letters pro zoning, they can be easily matched or negated with
a change.org campaign from current operators.

Extending this designation outside of commercial areas is a slippery slope, and will further disintigrate our
residential districts.

As a live in home owner with Tourist Zone designation, l can speak to how this guts a community and
dilutes opportunites and experience for local residents and visitors.

My opinion, is that Tourist Zoning should be kept discretionary and any new development should be
scrutenized at a community level before approval.

I advise we use the newly formed Tourism Task Force to address this and other issues before significant
changes are made in land use planning and zoning

Let me know if you want to talk further.

6

SueQHayduk
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Property Owner Acknowledgment
We, the below signatories, are the property owners in pursuance of this recommendation:

SIGNATURE

NAME

PROPERTY

Sylvie Gregoire

1438 Second Ave

Mike Bhullar

1422 Second Ave

Dave Williams

1414 Second Ave

Wade Downer

1402 Second Ave
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1. BACKGROUND
Until recently, a section of the TPT-CR district fell under Sub-District E. This sub-district no longer exists
as a result of recent updates to the district following the adoption of the 2020 Teepee Town ARP. Within
sub-district E, Tourist Homes were listed as a Discretionary Use with no specified limitation to the number
of units per lot. Sub-district E had the following purpose statement within the LUB:
The purpose of this sub-district is to create a mixed use area that accommodates a range of residential development
at higher densities, as well as small scale commercial developments that meet both local and visitor needs.

Recent amendments to the TPT-CR district were carried out to achieve alignment with the updated
Teepee Town ARP. These amendments included the amalgamation of 5 sub-districts down to 3 (see
Figures 1 & 2 below), and the shift of Tourist Home from Discretionary Use to Permitted Use for those lots
within the previous Sub-District E. At the 2nd and 3rd Readings of the amendments, an additional change
to the new “Sub-District C” introduced the limitation on Tourist Home units. This occurred after the Public
Hearing date and with no additional public consultation or referral to policy alignment.

Figure 1: TPT-CR sub-districts prior to Oct 2020 amendment
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2. TEEPEE TOWN ARP
The revised Teepee Town ARP, adopted in June 2020, provides policy for the future development of the
Teepee Town area. It established new goals and objectives, and informed changes to the TPT-CR.
Within the new ARP, Teepee Town was divided in to 3 new land use concept areas. Those lots fronting
on to 2nd Avenue fall within the “Mixed Use Area”. The Mixed Use Area has the following purpose
statement within the ARP:
The purpose of this area is to allow for a mix of low to medium density residential uses and small-scale commercial
developments that meet both local and visitor needs and supports the continuation of commercial development
fronting along Bow Valley trail.

As per the Municipal Government Act, Land Use Bylaws must align with policy contained within relevant
statutory documents, such as an ARP. Under section 4.1.5 of the ARP, Policy #2 is provided:
Tourist homes, accessory dwelling units, and common amenity housing shall be supported in this area of Teepee
Town. Development Incentives may be used to encourage these uses.

This policy provides perfectly clear direction in support for Tourist Homes within this area of the Teepee
Town, not only providing support, but suggesting incentives to encourage it. We believe that Town
Administration had made the correct interpretation of this policy when they changed the Use from
Discretionary to Permitted. We believe that the motion to restrict the number of Tourist Homes within SubDistrict C to 1 unit per 570m² is in direct contradiction with ARP policy.

3. MUNICIPAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN
Under the Town of Canmore Municipal Development Plan Map 2 (Conceptual Land Use), this area is
marked Neighbourhood Residential. Within the Neighbourhood Residential policies, Policy # 6.2.4 states:
Rental of residential dwelling units for short-term commercial accommodation may be allowed in areas identified
within an area structure plan intended for resort residential.

Resort residential is not defined by the MDP or the LUB, however we would offer that Sub-district C of the
Teepee Town ARP closely relates to this MDP policy and would have been considered when developing
the sub-district’s own vision and policies.

4. ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND TOURISM STRATEGIES
The recently adopted Economic Development Strategy 2020-2025 (EDS) and Canmore Kananaskis
Community Tourism Strategy Plan 2019-2029 (CKCTSP) are the guiding documents for economic and
tourism strategic direction. While there is an ambition to diversify our economy, tourism is still identified as
a key economic driver within Canmore. The EDS’s objective “To facilitate opportunities in tourism” is
supported by reference to prioritizing the actions of the CKCTSP.

January 5, 2021 Record of Public Submissions for Bylaw 2020-29

Page 13 of 39
Page 4

Our File: 2531-46201-00 | December 28, 2020

The following Goals are emphasised within the CKCTSP:
Goal #1: Acknowledge the importance of tourism in our community and commit to becoming proactive in its
development.
Goal #4: Develop and promote outstanding visitor experiences that will position Canmore Kananaskis as a
destination of choice for those who seek to immerse themselves in our authentic mountain lifestyle and vast
wilderness.

This direction from both the Economic and Tourism strategies should be respected when considering one
type of development as opposed to another. Tourism remains a very important component of our
community, as does increasing affordable residential housing and housing choice. A balance must be
achieved when assessing new developments. This amendment discussion is focused on one small
section of the wider Teepee Town area and has amplified the debate of tourist housing versus affordable
residential housing. When looking at the Teepee Town ARP and Teepee land use district as a whole,
there is considerable policy and regulation in place to provide for attainable, “missing middle” homes.
Sub-sections A & B have increased the potential residential density exponentially. Where the maximums
were once three-plexes, four-plexes are now allowed. Additionally, accessory dwelling units are permitted
uses throughout. Therefore, it is not necessary, and it is not effective to oppose Tourist Homes in such a
sweeping manner when huge steps have already been taken to provide housing choices.
The redevelopment ambitions for Teepee Town have gone through a thorough process of long-range
planning to develop the policies of the ARP and in turn influence the regulation of the LUB. We believe,
and we ask Council to consider, that Sub-district C has been identified as the location to allow and
provide “incentives” for Tourist Homes within Teepee Town, in balance with the residential nature of the
remaining Teepee Town.

5. LOSS OF DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL
There are 12 lots in total that were located under the original Sub-district E, and are now located under
Sub-District C. Of these 12 lots, 7 have already been redeveloped and 5 remain. The remaining 5 parcels
are owned by a mix of current residents, past residents, future residents, and long standing business
owners and community contributors. The owners of these parcels are not “just speculators”. They are
citizens who run businesses and have raised their families in Canmore, they have a vested interest in the
success of the community, and the town. Almost all have owned their parcels for 10 to 20 years and have
worked hard to be able to afford their investment.
Although the amendments within TPT-CR brought the Tourist Home use from Discretionary to Permitted,
the restricting of possible unit numbers has directly impacted the development potential of these
remaining 5 properties within the previous Sub-District E. This may be considered downzoning without
legitimate reason and will likely result in lower property values for the subject parcels.
We ask that Council give exception to the parcels from the previous Sub-District E when considering the
restrictions of Tourist Home units in the current Sub-District C, to avoid negatively impacting the property
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value and development potential. To be clear, this proposal would not increase the Tourist Home
numbers beyond what was already a possibility within this area before the recent Land Use Bylaw
amendments.

6. NON-CONFORMANCE
It was recently identified in the SDAB hearing of December 15 th, 2020, that a number of developments
within the previous Sub-District E area have now obtained legally non-conforming status. This is a result
of previously being allowed, and having a Development Permit issued, for 3 or 4 tourist homes. The
stricter measures within Sub-District C mean this Use can continue as is, however there are serious
implications for future development. As per the Municipal Government Act (s.643):
(3) A non-conforming use of part of a building may be extended throughout the building but the building, whether or
not it is a non-conforming building, may not be enlarged or added to and no structural alterations may be made to it or
in it.
(4) A non-conforming use of part of a lot may not be extended or transferred in whole or in part to any other part of
the lot and no additional buildings may be constructed on the lot while the non-conforming use continues.

Essentially, any property owner wishing to extend or structurally alter their building may not do so while
there are non-conforming uses within the building. Additionally, no new development on the lot may occur
while the non-conforming uses are present i.e. no detached accessory dwelling units, garages or even
sheds.
Our proposed exception of the 50% limit to the properties from the old Sub-District E, will remove these
challenges. Those lots which are currently approved for more than 50% tourist homes will not face the
complications involved with non-conformance and will have opportunities to make future improvements to
their properties.

7. IN CLOSING
While we agree that Canmore should continue to focus on increasing affordable residential supply, we do
not believe the extensive vilification of Tourist Homes is the correct way to do this. Managing Tourist
Home numbers by identifying suitable locations balanced with other suitable development would provide
a more successful outcome. We believe this is what the Teepee Town ARP had set out to do by allowing
Tourist Homes in this sub-district only. We also believe this was the original intent of Administration when
following Plan policy to create incentives within land use regulation, by making Tourist Home’s Permitted
instead of Discretionary.
The proposal to increase the unit count from 1 per 570m² of lot area to 50% of a development, will bring
the TPT-CR district closer in alignment with the Teepee Town ARP. Further to this, offering an exception
of this restriction to the parcels of the previous Sub-District E will not only prevent a possible downzoning
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effect and significant loss of investment, but will also eliminate any occurrence of non-conformance,
mitigating future development complications.
It must be reiterated, the proposal to exempt the properties of the previous Sub-District E from the 50%
limit is not a request to double, or increase in any way, the number of Tourist Homes which were possible
before the recent Land Use Bylaw changes. This is a request to allow these properties to continue with
the regulation they had, prior to November 2020.
We thank you for this opportunity to provide our written submission and look forward to further discussion.
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December 28, 2020
FROM: SYLVIE GREGOIRE & JEAN FRANCOIS GOUIN (property owners: 1438 Second Ave, Canmore)
TO: Mayor & Councillors
RE: Teepee Town Tourist Home restrictions - January 5th Public Hearing Submission

Dear Mayor and Councillors;
First of all, I would like to thank you for reconsidering the recent restrictions made to Tourist Homes
affecting the 1400 block. I am really impressed by your commitment to the community and its
well-being. It was evident from listening to the December 2nd Council proceedings that the bylaw
change made on October 6th happened very quickly and that the impact of this change was not realized
or appreciated by all Council members. We are glad it is being brought back to a public hearing where
there is the opportunity for all voices to be heard.
There are several of us on the 1400 block that are local residents, business owners and now investors,
each in various phases of development in the area. Jean Francois and I have owned our parcel of land
for the last 17 years – the same amount of time that the old-bylaw was allowing for Tourist Homes to
be a discretionary use for our area.  We rented out the house to our staff and family until it was no
longer suitable – or safe – to do so. The house needed a number of repairs making it more feasible to
redesign and reconstruct on the site.
We also lived in Teepee town at 1429 b 2nd Ave from 1991 where we raised a family sharing our
accommodation with staff. We moved in 2000 to the larch area leaving behind a shared accommodation
in place for our employees. We understand very well the dynamics of the area.
As long-term restaurant owners in Canmore, we had looked at the feasibility of opening a café or
restaurant in the area. However, we felt that residents of this area were already well-served with
amenities close-by. Residents in Teepee Town are in walking distance of cafés, a liquor store, sports
shops and rentals, dental and doctor’s offices, a yoga studio, an art supply store, art gallery and with the
new crossing in the area access was created to grocery stores, hardware store, and the hospital and to
our existing restaurant “Chez Francois”. These opportunities within walking distance make Teepee Town
a great place for both residents and visitors. With these business owners already having invested in
providing Canmore with goods and services, we thought it best to support them - rather than compete
against them. Investing our retirement to build on this property means that our decisions were not
made lightly. We looked at what the opportunities were to complement the area, support existing
businesses as well as supporting our retiring plan.  The ARP we made decisions based on was one that
welcomed (and encouraged) tourist homes. This made sense to us as the street is adjacent to a busy
business and hotel avenue.
Construction on our property started over a year and a half ago and will be completed early in 2021. We
built our structure understanding that there was flexibility to change the “use” from residential to
tourist homes to help us with our financing.  Had we known what was to come, we would have made
different decisions or possibly would have left the lot undeveloped until such a time that would have
deemed our investment in the area to be feasible.
1
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also needed a way to then help pay for the investment. The premise in our case, was to get the building
built with the financial support required and then apply for Tourist Home designation so that we had a
way to help generate income to help cover the financing costs. The fact that we were waiting for the
completion of the project before applying for a Tourist Home designation is not against logic, or
process. We felt that we had the time to do this in a thoughtful manner. As far as we knew there was no
indication of this option being taken away from us so swiftly and suddenly as it had.
The ordeal I have been through has been long and tiresome. I have been an active business owner,
local employer and small ‘d’ developer in Canmore for a long time. I know that things worth doing take
hard work and are challenging - I started my own business from the ground up. However, my
experience in trying to develop this property into something of pride for the community has deterred
me from considering any further development opportunities in the town for the foreseeable future.
This to me is unfortunate, because when us local investors quit participating in the development of the
community it is going to leave gaps to be filled in by companies from out of town.
I have been in business in Canmore, Banff and the Kananaskis area for more than 30-years and just like
my partners Jean and Sylvie, I have employed residents and have contributed to the local economy. I
plan on ensuring that that the business I have built – Carignan Mechanical – continues to serve the
residents of Canmore and continues to contribute to the building of a great town. With my age and
recent health challenges, I am making plans to pass down my company to my brothers, nephew and
grandson. Having the ability to designate my property as Tourist Homes allows me to secure a place
for my grandson, my granddaughter and my daughter to one day live in Canmore. Canmore is a great
place to live and to make a life. That is what I am trying to ensure for future generations. Don’t take the
option to create viable projects away from me, or anyone of us who are trying to secure the vibrancy
and longevity of Canmore.
I would very much like to speak to you on Jan 5th, but I have doctor’s appointments and chemo
treatments that week. My daughter will be representing me at the Public Hearing.
Regards,

Rene Carignan
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Hello Counsellors,

My name is Mike Bhullar and along with my wife Preet, we are the owner’s of
Thank you for taking the time to re-examine this bylaw and giving us the chance to submit our letter.
I was born and raised in Calgary and have been coming to Canmore my whole life. My wife and I love the
outdoors and come frequently to hike and enjoy the town during the summer and ski and snowboard in
the winter. It has been a lifelong dream of ours to move to Canmore and we have put in many hours
trying to figure out a way to make that happen. This past year as we welcomed our first baby girl and
desperately want to raise her in Canmore. So, when the opportunity to buy this property was presented,
we jumped on it.
We knew we needed to create a situation which gave us a way to continue to earn and provide for our
family. Being a home builder for the last 15 years, we knew buying this property to develop would be
the best way for us to make the move and contribute to the town. Not only would we want to build a
project which would be more affordable than most of the other developments but would give us a great
opportunity to integrate into the community. We would get to know more of the town’s employees and
citizens, while hiring local engineers and contractors to support as many local businesses as we could.
The zoning that came with this property was the reason it gave us the confidence to move forward. It
was a larger property compared to most and with that, a higher cost base. But with the zoning and
flexibility this area had, the economics would made sense - even with the fact that we want to build a
development that would be more affordable than the current market prices. Our plan was to hire a local
architect in the fall to begin the planning stage and move towards development. This unfortunately was
put on hold because of the latest restriction limiting Tourist Homes. This restriction changes the
potential outcome of the project and had I known something like this could happen, we would have
never bought this property. We are extremely negatively affected by this change. We did all our
research before purchasing and had no indication this restriction was a possibility.
Our goal was to develop homes which also allowed potential future townspeople to offload some of the
costs by being able to rent out their homes if they choose to. This is an amazing, affordable way for
someone to enter the Canmore market. We wanted the ability to construct something beautiful for our
new town and be able to sustain ourselves by earning a living. Now we are forced to put everything onhold.
This is the reason I wanted to submit a letter to Council to support the amendment and reinstate the
zoning flexibility that was allowed in this area.
For any project to succeed, you must have excellent planning. We spend much time considering the
opportunities for this lot – even looking at potential commercial. Having owned and operated different
retail and food businesses, I took that experience and applied it to our own planning process – below is
the rationale for the decisions we made:
•

We considered building just residential but seeing how many of the developments on the 1400
block were already tourist homes, we felt this would not be a positive reinforcement for the
street. To not have the flexibility others have on the street would be a negative to the future
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•

owners. Also, density has already been approved to the areas north of 2nd Ave which gives great
incentive for residential as the zoning is strictly homes to live.
We considered some commercial space on the main floor and residential on top. After careful
examining the area the following was observed:
o The north side of Bow Valley Trail (BVT) has no development right on BVT and homes
are set back north of 2nd ave. This gives a great look with the smaller scale home
developments.
o The south side of BVT is all commercial developments with hotels, commercial centers
with large parking lots and many retail businesses with also a mix of small to larger
restaurants.
o With this street layout, you expect to find all your NON- housing needs to the south of
BVT and will naturally head there as you can get several items by pulling into one of the
centers. They have large signage and ample parking. Restaurants are able to
accommodate more customers and have an ambiance that people look for.
o You look to the North to find your housing needs which are away from the busy
commercial developments.
o With this distinction, I would find it hard as a business operator to survive even if I
leased or owed space. The most important reason being parking and signage. In the
food business you need 6 to 8 parking stalls. It would be impossible to provide enough
parking for one food business to survive on 2nd ave and provide parking for potential
other commercial uses and residential units. Signage would be hidden and putting pylon
signs between BVT and 2nd ave is not allowed. Retail businesses are struggling
everywhere, and the pandemic has forced so many to close.
o A few examples of difficulties of leasing north of BVT is the struggle for the Days Inn to
lease their old restaurant space. Commercial traffic does not flow that way and it is hard
for the operator and landlord to find an arrangement that works for both of them at
current levels of expenses. The neighbour/development to the west of our property has
had his property for lease for many months. He now has one bay rented to a family
member, one sitting empty and one fine dining restaurant. Setting up more businesses
to compete for parking and traffic on this side of BVT would be doing harm to the
existing businesses and future businesses if the spaces could ever be leased.
o Many costs are rising to operate a business and will increase because of this pandemic.
This property is not ideally located for business success especially since you would be
competing with the businesses to the immediate south.

Building homes with the flexibility to live and rent is the best use of the property. It gives new families a
way to enter the market. This plan fell in line with other developments as mixed use. Restricting the use
has negative consequences because it does not apply the guidelines and bylaws equally.
I ask again that the amendment be considered, and no restrictions be put in place to give the future
owners the flexibility everyone else has on this block.
Thank you for your time,

Mike Bhullar
2
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December 30, 2020
Mayor Borrowman & Town Council
My name is Dave Williams and I have owned 1414 2nd avenue since 1997.
As I sat down to write this letter to I found myself repeating many of the thoughts from
my letter submitted on Oct 17th. Rather than restate information that town council has
already read, I have attached that letter for this public hearing as well.
Since that letter was written, the 2nd Avenue owners group was formed and there
have been many hours of virtual meetings, discussions, research and phone calls. It
has been somewhat frustrating at times to acknowledge the amount of time and
energy we have spent over the last three months – including over the Christmas
break - for something that seems quite unjust in the first place. We have had to deal
with family loss, cancer diagnosis and treatment, dealing with COVID and managing
our day-to-day lives and livelihoods. However, the outcome of our efforts has resulted
in the following realization. Along 2nd Ave, there are two distinct groups of owners.
There is the group that was Section E under the old ARP and LUB (mainly the 1400
block) and the rest of those in the 1200 block. Those of us in the 1400 block have
been put in a very unfair position Five of us with the remaining undeveloped lots in
particular are dealing with uncertainty and loss.
Having lived in Canmore for over 26 years, I remember when homes were being
rented out in residential neighbourhoods and the Town recognized that Tourist
homes needed to be controlled. Regulations were put in so that only designated
areas would have the allowable zoning. When Teepee town went through the
previous ARP/LUB process, 2nd Ave was designated as one area where Tourist
homes made sense as a good transition area between the busy Bow Valley trail and
the residential area behind 2nd Ave. That logic holds true today. I understand the
desire of having a mixed use along a street. Unfortunately, it is not easy to market
retail or other forms of commercial on 2nd Ave with the abundance of amenities
available along Bow Valley trail. Having pure residential mixed in with tourist homes
has potential for conflict. The first four-plex built at 1406 2nd Ave is a good example.
Vacationers are on a different schedule than those residents who are getting up early
in the morning to go to work. Residents who cannot rent out their property are less
tolerant of vacationers than those who can rent out their property themselves. The
Town actually has rules about this topic in a related area.

“Apartment Building means a single building comprised of three or more
Dwelling Units with shared entrance facilities.”
1
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The only difference between a fourplex and an apartment is the shared entrance.
I also think that it is worth talking about the recent SDAB meeting for 1410 Second
Ave on December 17 as it relates to my points above The owner talked about how
he would not have bought a residential property in the fourplex if he was not allowed
to rent out his unit when he was not there. He stated that there are far more
attractive places in Canmore to build a home. He also discussed that the concept of
only having two units as Tourist homes and two as strictly residential did not make
sense and would not be appealing to renters or home owners. It is worth noting that
the appeal was successful and the fourth unit has been allowed as a Tourist Home.
With these factors in mind and the fact that my property now has two 4 plex tourist
homes (1406 &1410) on one side and one 4 plex tourist home (1418) on the other
side, I do not believe it is realistic to try and sell two units as tourist homes and two as
pure residential. With the number of new residential properties that will be coming
available in the rest of Teepee town, I don’t believe the residential units will be
marketable on 2nd Ave which is adjacent to a main thoroughfare and faces
commercial businesses..
Given that planning the development of 1414 has been happening since 2018 and
the down grading of the number of Tourist homes happened after the design,
surveying and posting of the development had occurred (in October), I believe the
only fair thing to do is to allow us to complete what we started. We can do that if you
accept the Recommendation for our area as presented in the McElhanney letter.
Thank-you for being open to considering my situation
Dave Williams
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at
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October 17, 2020
Letter previously sent in to Council for Dec

1st

Council Meeting

My name is Dave Williams and I have owned 1414 2nd avenue since 1997.
As an owner and previous resident, I was actively involved in the Area
Redevelopment Plan that the Town initiated in 2003. I fully participated in the public
consultation process with other owners of Teepee town properties. We agreed that
the 1400 block would have Tourist homes as a discretionary use. That block would
be a natural transition between the residential areas behind and the commercial area
along Bow Valley Trail.
On October 6, 2020, the Town added an amendment to the third reading of the LUB
for Teepee Town area that changed the Tourist home Discretionary use to only
allowing one unit in each building to be eligible to be designated as a Tourist home.
This last minute change has significant implications to the remaining five lots in the
1400 block that have not finished redevelopment. There was not even a hint that the
new guidelines would negatively impact the 1400 block other than some height,
footprint and building set backs. Knowing in advance would have been a more fair
process, but that is hindsight. Let’s move forward the best that we can.
Today, 1438 is at drywall stage of construction. 1414 Development Permit is posted.
1422 was recently been purchased for development into tourist home-style building.
Changing the zoning rules midstream should not be done.
Through facts listed below, I believe that 1400 block should be grandfathered and not
be restricted to only one Tourist home per development. Through my research,
grandfather clauses are applicable in cases like ours.
1.
Since 2003, Tourist homes have been a discretionary use in all residences in
the 1400 block. There is a long established successful history of rezoning to Tourist
Homes and Commercial use without protest.
2.
Properties have been purchased and held for redevelopment. Reversing the
long-established zoning rules seems unfair because some of these lots have been
held for over 20 years.
3.
Value of property will be significantly reduced by the Oct 6th decision. It is
similar to someone having a R2 property and the Town reducing the zoning to R1.
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4.
The concept of reducing the allowable number of Tourist Homes in the 1400
block was not even suggested. The long-term owners did not have a chance to
comment or address any concerns.
5.
One of the many goals of the 2003 Area Redevelopment Plan was to improve
the gateway to the community and make it more attractive. The goal continues with
the new LUB. The new streetscape of the 1400 block is attractive and diverse and
has achieved that goal.
6.
The tax revenue to the town of 1400 block has gone from residential to
commercial generating significant increase in revenue for the town. Reducing the
extent of the discretionary use will stop this increase.
7.
There is a strong demand for fourplex style Tourist Home accommodation that
is legal. 1400 block works and can be purchased by private Albertans for their own
use and supplement the cost by renting out when they are not here.
8.
The Tourist Homes are not hotels. The cliental are people who will respect the
home and the neighborhood. The new designs of Tourist Homes face and focus on
Bow Valley Trail. This minimizes the impact the other residents of Teepee town.
9.
There are advantages to concentrating the Tourist homes in one area. The
owners accept and self regulate issues such as noise because their property is the
same as their neighbours. The 1400 block is ideal to continue this concept. Having
one unit approved creates conflict within the building.
10.
1400 block is not attractive to long-term residents due to the busy Bow Valley
Trail and the extensive development that has already occurred. The First Avenue
area will be more attractive to long-term residents with the new zoning and
redevelopment.
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 make an amendment that would
grandfather the 1400 block to have discretionary Tourist Home designation in all units.
This allows for an evolution of the Teepee Town area to something better without
negatively impacting what has been in place.
Thank you for your consideration. Please feel free to email me any of your questions
or arrange a time that we can discuss on phone or in person.
Dave Williams
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Mayor Borrowman and Councilors
January 5th, 2021 Public Hearing

Wade Downer
December 30, 2020

I am writing to you in support of tourist zoning along 2nd Avenue of Teepee Town. I
am a resident and business owner in Canmore since 1991. Downer Contracting has
been providing services to the Banff, Lake Louise, Kananaskis, and Canmore areas
for over 27 years. We are fully committed to the Bow Valley community and
support many activities and associations.
I purchased 1402 2nd Ave in 2006 as a long-term investment knowing it allowed
Commercial, Tourist Homes, Offices etc., as the previous ARP and LUB stated. I
originally used the property as staff rental accommodation and when 1406 2nd Ave
became available, I considered purchasing that property. I met with an architect
and we considered combining the two properties into one commercial mixed use. I
was looking for a place where I could relocate my office; as well, the registry office.
We came up with a few designs but in the end, decided that the location was not
feasible or as appropriate as 104 Kananaskis Way where we are now located.
1402 2nd Ave is presently being rented out long-term. I am planning to redevelop in
a few years as the house is needing repair and it is getting to the point in time where
redevelopment is appropriate. I believe that I should be allowed to develop my
property as regulated by the LUB as it was written for the past 14 years; however, I
feel like this opportunity has been taken away from me without any consideration. I
hope you can support the recommendation prepared by McElhanney on behalf of
myself to make this right.

Regards,
Wade Downer
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December 30, 2020

Dear Council,

RE: Bylaw Amendment 2020-29, Section 3.18.4

I have assisted residents of Canmore with home loans and financing for the construction of their homes
and project for many years. The financing of Tourist Homes has always been challenging as Lenders
come and go with their support of these types of property.
Obtaining financing to construct a Permitted Tourist Home would be even more difficult to finance.
Commercial lending also involves higher commercial mortgage rates and fees. For this reason, I
recommended Clients apply for the Tourist Home zoning after development has been completed. This
allows them to apply for lower rate construction financing and makes it easier for potential Buyers to
obtain residential mortgages.
Buyers of these newly constructed units can either retain the Residential zoning status and keep them
for their own personal use or apply for the Tourist Home designation after purchase. Delaying the
application for the Tourist Home zoning provides more lending options to Purchasers of these units.
I should be point out that Lenders are always made aware of the Discretionary Use of these properties
through the required appraisal that reflects this information. Please advise if you have any questions.
We look forward to continuing to provide local residents with the best mortgage options available.

Sincerely,

Garth Lyon
Senior Mortgage Associate/Owner
CML Canadian Mortgage Lender
Canmore Office
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Bow Valley Builders & Developers Association
Teepee Town Public Hearing
Tuesday, Jan 5, 2021

Mayor and Council
Town of Canmore
902 7th Avenue
Canmore, AB, T1W 3K1
Re:

Teepee Town Public Hearing

BOWDA supports the recommendation prepared by McElhanney on behalf of a
number of property owners of Second Ave, which states:
We support the motion to change the Tourist Home limit from 1 unit per 570m2
to 50% of development area within Sub-District C of the Teepee Town
Comprehensive Residential District (TPT-CR). However, we request that you
also provide exception to those lots located within the previous Sub-District E,
so that this regulation does not apply to them.
Our recommendation is that the following section be removed:
3.18.4.22 The maximum density for Tourist Home units shall be 1 unit per
570m2 of lot area.
And be replaced with:
The maximum density for Tourist Home units shall be 50% of
development area, with the exception of those properties located at the
following legal land descriptions:
• Plan 1095F; Block 91; Lots 1, 7, 11, 13, 15, 17 & 19.
• Condo Plans 2010302, 2010805, 1412325, 0714579, 0713429 &
1811022
The Land Use Bylaw regulations that received first reading in August 2020 had
been about 6 years in the making. There had been significant public and industry
input into the regulations which resulted in a significant improvement to the
previous regulations. The thoughtful dialogue and discussion that the public,
BOWDA and our members had with the Town provided good results to the final
product.
As noted in the McElhanney submission, under the previous LUB regulations,
developments in Area E were allowed Tourist Homes as a discretionary use. At
first reading, Tourist Homes in Area C were a permitted use. Moving Tourist
Homes from discretionary to permitted use was aligned with the Area
Redevelopment Plan recently approved by Council, and we agree with the
McElhanney comments that we “believe that Town Administration had made the
correct interpretation of this (ARP) policy when they changed the Use from
Discretionary to Permitted. We believe that the motion to restrict the number of
Tourist Homes within Sub-District C to 1 unit per 570m2 is in direct contradiction
with the ARP policy.”
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Bow Valley Builders & Developers Association
Teepee Town Public Hearing
Tuesday, Jan 5, 2021

When the Teepee Town LUB regulations were amended in October to restrict
Tourist Homes to 25% of a four-plex, it took the industry and a number of our
members by surprise. BOWDA advocates for a level of certainty for property
owners, whether large developers, small builders, or those that own their
property and want to build on it. This certainty makes Canmore a good place to
invest in and do business in.
We also support development that balances the need for residential housing and
support for tourism, the key driver of our local economy. This balance can be
achieved through the significant improvements to densification and accessory
dwelling units already made to Areas A & B in Teepee Town, without downzoning
of the properties in Area C on 2nd Ave.
Regards,

Ron Remple
Executive Director
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Chase Mullen and Brittney Fraser
KOVA Homes Inc.
Teepee Town Public Hearing
Tuesday, Jan 5, 2021

Mayor Borrowman and Council,

In reference to tourist zoning along 2nd ave in Teepee Town, I would like to support the
proposal McElhanney has presented. I was fortunate enough to grow up in Canmore
and have been able to see how it has grown into the community it has become. A large
part of that is due to Canmore’s beautiful landscapes which offers residents and tourists
alike endless outdoor activities.
I decided to start my business in Canmore instead of moving to the city because I
believe that Canmore has been able to create and maintain a small-town community
even with the influx of tourists. I have also witnessed the effects of supply and demand
in Canmore which has made it unattainable for many of my friends to stay and raise their
families here; however, I feel tourist zoning has been given the wrong perception. I feel it
can create affordability by bridging the gap between owning an apartment to upgrading
to a 4-plex by allowing a resident to rent out their home legally as they are away skiing
for the weekend or taking in the sun for a couple weeks mid-winter. The income
generated for the few weeks a resident will be away could offset their mortgage which
makes buying a $850,000+ 4-plex more attainable. A great example of this is in River’s
Bend in Deadman’s Flats that allowed for a certain number of homes to have legal
tourist home suites. I would agree with town council’s decision to restrict the amount
allowed within a community; however, previous area ‘E’ allowed for all 4 units to be
tourist homes. I do not feel it is fair for town council to devalue the property values to
help diversify the community. If the original amendment was made to promote more
mixed-use commercial space or to create a “Sesame Street” in which councillor
McCallum has stated, then you need to be more transparent with the residents in the
direction council sees within the community. With the additional density in Area A and B
of Teepee Town and the addition of ADU’s, I feel the community can be a perfect
combination of affordability and mixed-use commercial.
My second point is to show you why restricting 1 unit within a lot does not work for any
development. A typical 4-plex consists of a 4-corner design with an attached garage.
With the recent revision to the ARP, it restricts any parking in the front and creates a
parking lot in the rear yard. Typically, people buy a 4-plex over an apartment so they can
feel like they own a little piece of land. By pushing all the parking to the rear, you have
now taken this away from owning your little corner. This also leaves 1 unit residential in
the front with no garage which is an essential part of buying a new 4-plex in Canmore.
The current formula will stop any new development on 2nd ave. which will also reduce
development along Area A and B due to the gateway looking run down and decrepit.
This has been the aging issue within Teepee Town for the past 15 years and the reason
why a new ARP and LUB was approved.
I am not just a spectator but a business owner and resident of Canmore who has
developed 4 properties in Teepee Town which has currently housed 9 new families who
call Canmore home. I do have a vested interest in Teepee Town, and I feel the tourist
home model will be much better suited than loud commercial use and a parking lot in the
rear yards.
Sincerely,
Chase Mullen and Brittney Fraser
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Dear Town of Canmore Council,
Hope this finds you well.
I am writing to you as a resident of Teepee Town in Canmore for 15+ years while
raising our two children in this wonderful neighbourhood.
I have also been doing property management for 15+ years in Canmore dealing with
a few different types of rentals being long term, short term, staff accommodation as
well as Tourist Homes. Some of these that I take care of are on 2nd Avenue, Bow
Valley Trail, Kananaskis Way and Railway Avenue which local Canmore people have
hired me to take care of their properties.
Over the last two and a half years I have had a Tourist Home literally right next door
to us where we have met many different types of people travelling from all over the
world to see our beautiful town. These visitors are so happy to be seeing such a
beautiful part of the world that we are lucky enough to live in. I have not had one
complaint from any teepee town neighbor be it a noise grumbling or issues with
visitor disrespect to any of the properties that I deal with.
I feel that when people are on vacation they are extremely pleasant and happy to be
experiencing their time in the Bow Valley so have not had any concerns with having
a Tourist Home right next door. My kids have even connected with some other
visiting kids that have had such a different kind of up bringing which has opened up
their eyes and given them the travel bug to see those different parts of the world.
So long as these properties are run by a responsible local professional person they
are of no concern to me or my family and in fact have allowed me to work here in
town while making a living where I can raise my family while meeting others from
all over the world.
Thank you for your time.
Rhona Griffin

January 5, 2021 Record of Public Submissions for Bylaw 2020-29

Page 34 of 39

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Heather Peirce
Wednesday, December 30, 2020 2:43 PM
Shared.MunicipalClerk
Heather Peirce
Bylaw 2020-29 Housing

Please also forward to:
1/. The Town Planning Dept
2/. Members of Canmore Town Council, & Mayor Borrowman
If you wish to have young couples & families ‐ who contribute substantially to our workforce & economy ‐ stay here in
Canmore, please focus on building single family homes & duplexes WITH yards.
Three of my grown children, (in their early 40’s) all with University degrees, live in Canmore. Only one has been able to
afford to buy a very rundown house. They all love it here, but they are all struggling to stay! The price to own, or even to
rent here, is ridiculously astronomical in comparison to other towns in Canada.
Why would you not consider turning “Colliery Parc,” into a “Park” with small homes & small duplexes surrounding it.
These could be the modern resemblance of the old homes of the miners, those that founded this town. How appropriate
as this land was donated by the Canmore Mine Company! Imagine, homes with yards, you know, you remember, the
ones that have now been ripped down & rampantly replaced with fourplexes & condos, put up by money grabbing
builders, yes?
Terrible town planning, with NO consideration for future young families!
Stop building tourist homes & four plexes & condominiums! Consider single family homes & duplexes in Teepee Town &
other areas. Even your “affordable housing,” floors & floors of apartments, is not suitable for young families!
This town needs a much stronger governing group to approach the Alberta & the Federal Governments.
This is a very serious housing issue!
You will not have young families here in 10 years, it will be impossible for them to stay as real estate prices continue to
rise.
We are unique, and we need financial help now!
I would like a reply to this email please!
Thank you,
Heather & Robert Peirce
Canmore residents 16 years

Sent from my iPhone
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Steven Ples
Monday, December 28, 2020 3:04 PM
Shared.MunicipalClerk
Bylaw 2020-29

Good Afternoon,
I am writing to express my concern over bylaw 2020‐29 which is promoting more tourism based housing on
2nd ave. It would be beneficial to focus on residential housing instead of tourism zoned housing to ensure
people stay in the area and allow people to afford homes in the bow valley. Please consider the families that
are hoping to build their lives in Canmore and trying to find a house, instead of the profits of large tourism
industries.
Thanks,
Steve
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Lisa Porter
Thursday, December 31, 2020 10:19 AM
Shared.MunicipalClerk
Bylaw 2020-29 Teepee Town Tourist Homes

Hello,
I am writing to submit my feedback to the bylaw noted above, as a property owner and resident of TeePee Town.
My family and I strongly believe that TeePee town change should be carefully, thoughtfully designed. We believe that
the current state of some properties in TeePee town being entirely tourist homes degrades our quality of life, and that
of Canmorites in general.
We DO NOT support increasing tourist homes on second avenue. We believe in a different, fairer approach:
We believe spreading out tourist homes throughout TeePee town, allowing one per lot, on all streets. This would
thoughtfully allow not just 2nd Ave developers to benefit from the tourist economy, but all residents of TeePee town,
who share the area equally with these tourists. As taxpayers, we are all paying the same, and the tourists are leeching
off of us in the same way.
Here is an example of why the current situation, and current proposed amendment does not make sense:
Currently, and potentially if this bylaw is passed we would have two tourist homes backing onto the alley shared
between 1st and 2nd Ave, when there can be no tourist homes at all on the other side of the alley (1st Ave side of alley).
This does not make sense, as there is absolutely no difference in availability of parking, lot size, or anything else.
Thank‐you very much for considering our thoughts in your decision making.
‐TeePee Town resident
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December 29, 2020

Hello Canmore Town Council,

My name is Eduard Riep. I am a 20 year + resident of Canmore on 2nd Avenue.

I am writing regarding teepee town land use bylaw referring to 2nd Ave restrictions
on the number of tourist homes per land parcel.
While I participated with the teepee town task force, the task force discussed ways
to improve on the previous ARP. Ways to encourage a higher density
redevelopment. A lot of time and effort went into the new ARP and I would like to
thank everyone involved.
The restrictions on the number of tourist homes came very last minute from town
council and does not have full support of the community. This is similar to the
mandatory ground floor commercial restriction that was not supported by the
community and was removed. Thank you for listening.
I would like to mention that the teepee town ARP has been trying to encourage
redevelopment in teepee town for close to 20 years. Having little success due to
very strict architectural controls, limiting set backs and building restrictions. The
current ARP has clarified most of the hurdles.

The restrictions on number of tourist homes will make 2nd avenue less viable for
redevelopment which contradicts the big picture of the current ARP.

I suggest tourist homes be allowed four per land parcel. Two unrestricted and two
with full time owner occupants. This would make it more viable for developers and
give flexibility for people to buy a condo with money generating option. Example, 6
weeks during summer, 1 week Christmas, 1 week spring break. Eight weeks can
generate +or- $30,000 to off set a mortgage. This would make it more affordable and
maintain residents in the community.
The alternative is similar to the rest of Canmore where a large percent of new
condos are weekenders and only used two months a year. This is not desirable for
the community or the environment.

I have spoken with the current parties who are interested in redeveloping on 2nd ave
and most are long time Canmore residents. They are willing to invest in their town
and community. I feel the town of Canmore planning & development and town
council should be working with these parties to further encourage redevelopment
and not against them with last minute amendments.
Thank you,
Eduard Riep

January 5, 2021 Record of Public Submissions for Bylaw 2020-29

Page 38 of 39

Dear Council Members,
This letter is in response to the proposed:
Bylaw 2020-29 Teepee Town Tourist Town Homes-Land Use Bylaw Amendment
I am a homeowner on Second Avenue in the area affected by the proposed bylaw. I am opposed to this
bylaw amendment. In the 25 years I have live in Canmore it has never been easy to find a place to rent
or own in this town. Opening up Second Avenue to more tourist homes will just end up taking homes
away from locals that want to live here. I have lost count of the number of good people that have left
Canmore because they knew they could never afford to buy a home here or could not find a place to
rent. This new amendment will just push more people out of this town.
I am not opposed to living next door to long-term renters but I am opposed to raising my family next to
a revolving door Airbnb. Renters help make a community whereas tourist homes are a business. Tourist
homes do not make a community. I know several people who live in Cochrane but commute to Canmore
for work. Jackson Hole, Wyoming is a town where the entire labour force lives in another community as
they can’t afford to live in the town they work in. Is Canmore heading towards this situation? Is this our
future? Please support locals living in Canmore and leave only one tourist home per lot on Second
Avenue.

Thank you for your consideration,
David Toews
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