
Agenda 
Subdivision & Development Appeal Board 

Hearing 
May 31, 2022 at 1:00 p.m. 

Electronic Hearing Via Zoom 

1. Call to Order

2. Adoption of Agenda

3. Adoption of Minutes
(1) April 21, 2022 Meeting Minutes
(2) May 6, 2022 Meeting Minutes

4. Postponed Appeal Hearing
PL20210423
1330, 1338, 1342 1st Avenue Plan 1095f, Block 94
that Portion of Lot 15 which lies to the SE of the NW 25 feet
thereof and all of Lot 16 Plan 1095f, Block 94
Lot 14 and the NW 25 feet throughout of Lot 15
Plan 1095f, Block 94, Lot 13
13 Townhouse Units and 6 Common Amenity Housing Units Development
Maximum Density, Maximum Eave Line Height, Maximum Canopy Projection in Rear Yard, and 
Building Stepback Variance.
Appeal against an approval by the Canmore Planning Commission.

5. Other Business
None

6. Adjournment
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 Subdivision & Development 
Appeal Board 

 
UNAPPROVED 

Minutes approved by: _______    _______ 
 

TOWN OF CANMORE 
MINUTES 

Subdivision and Development 
Appeal Board Hearing 
Electronic via Zoom 

April 21, 2022, at 2:00 p.m. 

MEMBERS PRESENT 
Public Representatives: Michelle Cooze, Jim Bell, Harry Scott 
Councillor Representative: Joanna McCallum  
Recording Secretary/Clerk: Katy Bravo Stewart  
 
MEMBERS ABSENT 
Public Representatives: Graham Lock, Darlene Jehn, Peter Moreland-Giraldeau  
Councillor Representative: Karen Marra  
 
ADMINISTRATION STAFF PRESENT 
Riley Welden, Whitney Smithers, Marcus Henry, Clair Ellick, and Jolene Noël.  
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
Vice Chair, Michelle Cooze, called the meeting to order at 2:00 p.m.  

MOTION CARRIED 
UNANIMOUSLY 

 
2. ADOPTION OF HEARING MEETING AGENDA 
It was moved by the Vice Chair that the agenda of April 21, 2022 SDAB Meeting, be adopted as presented.  

MOTION CARRIED 
UNANIMOUSLY 

3. ADOPTION OF MINUTES 
The Vice Chair inquired if there were any proposed changes or amendments to the March 3, 2022 SDAB 
Meeting Minutes.   
 
Member, J. McCallum, noted that her name was misspelled. It was stated that there were several other 
administrative changes proposed by the Vice Chair, it was determined that these Minutes would be updated 
and re-circulated to all members for opportunity to review the proposed changes. The March 3, 2022 SDAB 
meeting minutes will be adopted at a future SDAB Agenda. 

MOTION CARRIED 
UNANIMOUSLY 

 
The Vice Chair inquired if there were any changes or amendments to the March 9, 2022 SDAB meeting 
minutes. There were no changes proposed by members. The Vice Chair moved that the March 9, 2022 SDAB 
Meeting minutes be adopted, as presented.  
 

MOTION CARRIED 
UNANIMOUSLY 
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4. APPEAL 

PL20210423 
1330, 1338, 1342 1st Avenue Plan 1095f, Block 94 
that Portion of Lot 15 which lies to the SE of the NW 25 feet 
thereof and all of Lot 16 Plan 1095f, Block 94 
Lot 14 and the NW 25 feet throughout of Lot 15 
Plan 1095f, Block 94, Lot 13 
13 Townhouse Units and 6 Common Amenity Housing Units Development 
Maximum Density, Maximum Eave Line Height, Maximum Canopy Projection in Rear 
Yard, and Building Stepback Variance. 
Appeal against an approval by the Canmore Planning Commission 

PRELIMINARY ISSUE 
The Clerk informed the SDAB Members that 42-pages of late submissions were received from the Appellant, 
Applicant, and by members of the public. The Clerk stated that it is the decision of the SDAB if they will 
receive the materials as new information at this time. 
 
IN-CAMERA 
The Vice Chair recommended to go in-camera at 2:07 p.m. to discuss the preliminary issue regarding the late 
submissions. 

MOTION CARRIED 
UNANIMOUSLY 

Out of Camera at 2:12 p.m.  
 
Technical difficulties at 2:13 p.m.  
All parties rejoined the Zoom Meeting and commenced at 2:21 p.m. 
 
APPELLANTS INTRODUCTION AND OPPORTUNITY FOR ANY OBJECTIONS 
The Appellant, S. Hennessey, identified himself to the Board. 
 
The Vice Chair asked the Appellant if they had any objections to the Board Members present at the hearing. 
There were no objections to the Board Members present. 

The Vice Chair asked if the Appellant received a copy of the 42-pages of new information that was circulated 
by the Clerk. The Appellant stated that they have received a copy and have reviewed the materials. They had 
no objection.  

APPLICANTS INTRODUCTION AND OPPORTUNITY FOR ANY OBJECTIONS 
The Applicant, D. Hildebrand, and Spokesperson, K. Elhatton-Lake, identified themselves to the Board. 
 
The Vice Chair asked the Applicant and Spokesperson if they had any objections to the Board Members 
present at the hearing. There were no objections to the Board Members present.  

The Vice Chair asked if the Applicant received a copy 42-pages of new information that was circulated by the 
Clerk. The Appellant stated that they received a copy and reviewed the materials. They had objection.  

ADMINISTRATION INTRODUCTION AND OPPORTUNITY FOR ANY OBJECTIONS 
The Planning Staff Administration presented themselves to the Board. 
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The Vice Chair asked the Administration if they had any objections to the Board Members present at the 
hearing. There were no objections to the Board Members present.  

The Vice Chair asked Administration if they have received a copy of the 42-pages of new information that 
was circulated by the Clerk. The file manager, R. Welden, stated that they had received a copy, but had not 
had an opportunity to review the materials thoroughly. R. Welden stated that Administration did not have any 
objection to the new information that was circulated. However, Administration did not have an opportunity 
to review it thoroughly and therefore would not be in a position to provide comments or recommendation 
regarding the new information to the Board at that time. 

BOARD OPPORTUNITY FOR ANY OBJECTIONS 
The Vice Chair asked the SDAB members if they have received a copy of the 42-pages of new information 
that was circulated by the Clerk, and if there were any concerns regarding accepting it as new information and 
proceeding with the hearing.  
 
 Member, H. Scott, had received the new information but did not have an opportunity to review the 

materials. 
 J. McCallum had received the new information but did not have an opportunity to review the 

materials. 
 J. Bell had received the new information and did have an opportunity to review the materials briefly.  
 Vice Chair, M. Cooze, had received the new information but did not have an opportunity to review 

the materials. 
 
PRELIMINARY ISSUE DISCUSSION 
The Applicants Spokesperson, K. Elhatton-Lake, stated that the Appellant and Applicant wished to proceed 
forward with the hearing to resolve the matter, and recommended half an hour recess for all parties to have 
an opportunity to review the new information.  
 
The Applicant, D. Hildebrand, noted that he did not feel that the new information materially changed the 
proposed development. 
 
Board Member, J. Bell, requested clarification on SDABs jurisdiction based on the new materials. This was 
addressed by Administration and the Applicants Spokesperson, K. Elhatton-Lake, stated that in terms of 
authority and jurisdiction of the SDAB within the Municipal Government Act (MGA) outlines in Section 687 
(3)(c) the following: 
 

“687(3) At a hearing under section 686, the board hearing the appeal must hear… 
(c) may confirm, revoke or vary the order, decision or development permit or any condition attached to any of them or 
make or substitute an order, decision or permit of its own;” 

 
IN-CAMERA 
The Vice Chair proposed that the Board go in-camera to discuss the preliminary issue at 2:35 p.m.  

MOTION CARRIED 
UNANIMOUSLY 

 
Out of Camera at 3:50 p.m.  

 
DISCUSSION 
The Vice Chair stated the SDAB decided to accept the 42-pages of late materials as new information. The 
Vice Chair further stated that, after having an opportunity to briefly review new information, the SDAB 
decided, in the interest of maintaining procedural fairness, to adjourn and postpone hearing the Appeal on its 
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merits.  The SDAB considered the nature and extent of the new information sufficient to warrant (i) an 
opportunity for review and response by the other Appellants, (ii) advertising and opportunity for review by 
other interested persons, (iii) review and response by Planning Staff Administration, and (iv) fulsome review 
by the SDAB members.  The Vice Chair stated that the adjourned hearing would be re-advertised in the 
Rocky Mountain Outlook after the SDAB Clerk coordinated department availability with that of the 
Appellants, the Applicant and the SDAB members. 
 
The Vice Chair requested that the Appellants and Applicant be prepared to address the issue of whether or 
not the proposed Development meets the Land Use Bylaw 2018-22 (LUB) requirements, specifically with 
respect to the definition of “common amenity housing”, at the adjourned hearing.    
 
POSTPONEMENT 
The Acting Chair moved that the public hearing of April 21st, 2022, be POSTPONED to a future date to be 
coordinated and identified by the Clerk.   
 

MOTION CARRIED 
UNANIMOUSLY 

 
 

________________________ 
Michelle Cooze, Vice Chair 

 

________________________ 
Katy Bravo Stewart, SDAB Clerk 
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TOWN OF CANMORE 
MINUTES 

Subdivision and Development 
Appeal Board Hearing 
Electronic via Zoom 

May 6, 2022, at 2:00 p.m. 

MEMBERS PRESENT 
Public Representatives: Graham Lock, Harry Scott, and Jim Bell 
Councillor Representative: Karen Marra  
Recording Secretary/Clerk: Katy Bravo Stewart  
 
MEMBERS ABSENT 
Public Representatives: Michelle Cooze, Darlene Jehn, Peter Moreland-Giraldeau  
Councillor Representative: Joanna McCallum 
 
ADMINISTRATION STAFF PRESENT 
Lauren Miller, Marcus Henry, Eric Bjorge, and Jolene Noël.  
 
1. CALL TO ORDER 
Chair, G. Lock, called the meeting to order at 2:00 p.m. 

MOTION CARRIED 
UNANIMOUSLY 

 
2. ADOPTION OF HEARING MEETING AGENDA 
It was moved by the Chair that the agenda of May 6, 2022 SDAB Meeting, be adopted as presented.  

MOTION CARRIED 
UNANIMOUSLY 

3. ADOPTION OF MINUTES 
None 
 
4. APPEAL 

PL20210505 
Lot 29, Plan 781 00778 
302 Larch Place 
For an Alteration and Addition (with Height Variance) to an Existing Detached Dwelling 
Appeal against an approval by a Development Officer. 
 

APPELLANTS INTRODUCTION AND OPPORTUNITY FOR ANY OBJECTIONS 
The Appellants, P. and N. Stoliker, identified themselves to the Board. 
 
The Chair asked the Appellants if they had any objections to the Board Members present at the hearing. 
There were no objections to the Board Members present. 

HEARING OUTLINE  
The Chair outlined the hearing process for all present. There were no objections from the Appellants or 
Applicants, or anyone in the audience.  
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ADMINISTRATION’S PRESENTATION OF THE APPLICATION AND DECISION 
The Planning Technician, E. Bjorge, gave a verbal and visual presentation detailing the application. The 
Planning Technician responded to questions from the Board. 

APPELLANTS PRESENTATION OF THE APPLICATION AND DECISION 
The Appellants, P. and N. Stoliker, provided a verbal presentation to the Board. The Appellants answered 
questions from the Board.  

THOSE SPEAKING IN FAVOUR OF THE APPEAL  
None 

CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED IN FAVOUR OF THE APPEAL  
None 

APPLICANTS PRESENTATION OF THE APPLICATION AND DECISION 
The Applicant Spokespersons, R. Spinner with HSS Design Company, provided a verbal presentation to the 
Board referring to his written submission at the hearing. The Applicant Spokespersons answered questions 
from the Board.  

THOSE SPEAKING IN OPPOSITION TO THE APPEAL  
None. 

CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED IN OPPOSITION TO THE APPEAL 
None. 

THOSE SPEAKING NEITHER IN FAVOUR NOR IN OPPOSITION OF THE APPEAL  
None. 
 
CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED NEITHER IN FAVOUR NOR IN OPPOSITION 
REGARDING THE APPEAL  
None. 

COMMENTS/CLARIFICATION BY THE APPELLANT  
The Appellants, P. and N. Stoliker, provided their closing remarks to the board. 

COMMENTS/CLARIFICATION BY THE APPLICANT SPOKESPERSON 
The Applicant Spokesperson, R. Spinner, provided his closing remarks to the Board. 

COMMENTS/CLARIFICATION BY ADMINISTRATION  
The Planning Technician, E. Bjorge, provided administration’s closing remarks to the Board and answered 
any questions the Board had.  

5. OTHER BUSINESS 
None. 

6. ADJOURNMENT 
The Chair announced this portion of the hearing closed and that, in accordance with the provincial 
legislation, the Board is required to hand down its decision within 15 days from today’s date. No decision is 
binding until the Board issues a written decision. 

77



Subdivision & Development Appeal Board 
May 6, 2022 
Page 3 of 3 

 

 

Minutes approved by: _______    _______ 
 

The Chair moved that the public hearing of May 6, 2022, be adjourned at 3:42 p.m. 

MOTION CARRIED 
UNANIMOUSLY 

 

 

________________________ 
Graham Lock, Chair 

 

________________________ 
Katy Bravo Stewart, SDAB Clerk 
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4. Appeal Hearing
Appeal against an approval by the Canmore Planning Commission.

PL20210423
1330, 1338, 1342 1st Avenue Plan 1095f, Block 94
that Portion of Lot 15 which lies to the SE of the NW 25 feet
thereof and all of Lot 16 Plan 1095f, Block 94
Lot 14 and the NW 25 feet throughout of Lot 15
Plan 1095f, Block 94, Lot 13
13 Townhouse Units and 6 Common Amenity Housing Units Development Maximum Density, 
Maximum Eave Line Height, Maximum Canopy Projection in Rear Yard, and Building Stepback 
Variance.

Submitted by the Appellant Sean Hennessey on behalf of:
Sean Hennessey; 2, 1401 1st Ave
Roberta MacDonald; 2, 1401 1st Ave 
Beth Turcotte; 1-1411 1st Ave 
Derek Turcotte; 1-1411 1st Ave 
Tara van Kessel; 1, 1401 1st Ave 
Craig Gaunce; 1, 1401 1st Ave 
Cindy Chu; 1239A 1st Ave 
Robert Khuu; 1239A 1st Ave 
Joanne Young; 2, 1411 1st Ave  
Joey Young; 2, 1411 1st Ave  
Julia Rayne; 135 15th St 
Aleks Schantz; 3, 1401 1st Ave 
Simon Schantz; 3, 1401 1st Ave 
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March 20, 2022 

Appeal of the Approval of Development Permit Application PL20210423 

The approved development consists of 13 townhouse units and six staff housing units (19 

units in total) in four buildings located within the Teepee Town Area Redevelopment Plan. 

Each of the 13 townhouses will have three bedrooms, while each of the six staff housing units 

will have five bedrooms.  Therefore, the approved development will have a total of 69 

bedrooms (39 in townhouses, 30 in staff housing).  The approved development replaces three 

single family homes.  The approved development requires four variances to the regulations: 

maximum density, eaveline height, building step back above the eaveline, and canopy 

projection. 

This appeal is based on the following six issues associated with the approved development. 

1) Zoning – The approved development is on 1st Ave in the Teepee Town community.  This

area primarily consists of single-family homes, duplexes, triplexes, and four-plexes.  The area

is zoned for low-medium density housing.  Currently, three single family homes occupy the

lots that are to be developed and fit with other housing in the area and with the allowed

zoning.  The approved development does neither.

Currently, the three single family homes each with three bedrooms, house fewer than ten 

people.  The approved development replaces those houses with four building with a total of 

69 bedrooms. Assuming a person per bedroom, the implication is that there will be a 

minimum of 69 people living in the approved development.  But, 30 of bedrooms will be for 

staff housing.  It is well known that staff housing in the Bow Valley often exceeds normal 

occupancy limits.  It is highly probable that many of the staff housing units will house two 

people. 

If so, this implies that there could be as many as 99 people living in the approved 

development.  Even with an average of 1.5 people per bedroom in the staff housing, the 

approved development would house 84 people.  Regardless, the conclusion is that the 

approved development would not meet the area’s allowed low-medium density zoning 

requirement.  The Subdivision & Development Appeal Board should overturn this 

development approval based solely on it not meeting the zoning requirements of the area. 

2) Parking – The approved development provides 14 parking stalls for the 13 townhouses.

This is very tight given that upwards of 39 people will be living in the 13 units.  Based on

observation, the average number of vehicles per housing unit in the Teepee Town area is at

least 1.5.  This implies that the approved development should have allowed for about 20

parking stalls.  But the real parking issue is for the staff housing units.  The development plan

1111



2 

provides for 12 parking stalls for six units each with five bedrooms.  That is 12 parking stalls 

for 30 bedrooms and upwards of 60 people.  To the say the least, this is inadequate. 

The development plan does provide for many bike parking stalls and yes, in Canmore, biking 

is a very popular mode of transport.  But the vast majority of households in Canmore own 

vehicles.  This is the case since Canmore is a Canadian mountain town with long winters. 

The town is 110 kms away from a major city and close to a four National Parks and a vast 

Provincial Park.  As well the public transit system is very limited in terms of locations visited, 

and frequency of service.  In this community, people have vehicles and they drive.  It is not 

realistic to suggest that people will regularly bike to Calgary, or to Lake Louise, or to hiking 

trails off the Smith Dorrien Trail.  

As an example, in the triplex in which I live, there are 13 people (9 adults, 4 children). 

Combined, there are seven vehicles.  Consider your own situation.  How many vehicles are in 

your and your neighbours housing units.  Now consider, how many vehicles there will be in 

the approved development with 19 units and upwards of 90 people?  The whole area around 

1st and 2nd Aves and 13th Street will see vastly increased traffic and the streets will become 

parking lots. 

Yes, it would be great if people didn’t drive vehicles but rather took public transit, or biked, 

or walked everywhere they wanted to go.  But that is not reality and this is not Utopia.  People 

have vehicles for convenience and ease of living.  Not providing parking spaces in a housing 

development is not going to mean people won’t have vehicles.  It just means that the whole 

neighborhood will become congested with vehicles and reduce the quality of life for everyone 

living there, particularly for the people living in the approved development. 

3) Traffic – As indicated above, more vehicles lead to in more traffic.  There are many

young children now living in the area around the approved development.  There are no

sidewalks and no street lights.  With increased traffic comes the higher probability of

accidents involving people walking on streets crowded with parked cars.  The approved

development will not have a significant positive impact on the community, it will have a

significant negative impact on the neighbourhood.

4) Variances – The previous items discussed the allowed maximum density variance.  This

variance violates the allowed zoning of the area.  The approved development is high density

not the allowed low-medium density.  Simply, there are too many units housing too many

people in the approved development.   The Building Eaveline Height variance as well as the

Building Step-Back variance will impact the view and the amount of light received by

neighbours on either side of the approved development.  In summary, these three variances

should not be granted.
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5) Garbage Disposal – There is nothing in the approved development concerning garbage

disposal.  Currently, the two garbage disposal units located on the corner of 13th Street and 1st

Ave service dozens of households in the neighbourhood.  The two garbage disposal units fill

every day.  During busy times, they are often overfilled.  In addition, garbage regularly litters

the area surrounding the disposal units.  What happens when the approved development with

an additional 19 housing units starts disposing of their garbage?

6) Noise – Currently, the neighbourhood mostly consists of families.  The approved

development will attract upwards of 60 younger transient workers.  This will result in

increased traffic and noise greatly changing the ambience of the area. Again, the approved

development will have a significant negative impact on the community.

In summary, the approved development does not fit with the current nature of this part of 

Teepee Town.  The development is simply too large, housing too many people for the allotted 

space and for this neighbourhood.  The undersigned respectively request that the Subdivision 

& Development Appeal Board overturn the approval provided to Development Permit 

Application PL20210423. 

Sincerely, 

Sean Hennessey; 2, 1401 1st Ave 

Roberta MacDonald; 2, 1401 1st Ave 

Beth Turcotte; 1-1411 1st Ave 

Derek Turcotte; 1-1411 1st Ave 

Tara van Kessel; 1, 1401 1st Ave 

Craig Gaunce; 1, 1401 1st Ave 

Cindy Chu; 1239A 1st Ave 

Robert Khuu; 1239A 1st Ave 

Joanne Young; 2, 1411 1st Ave  

Joey Young; 2, 1411 1st Ave  

Julia Rayne; 135 15th St 

Aleks Schantz; 3, 1401 1st Ave 

Simon Schantz; 3, 1401 1st Ave 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This application proposes four residential buildings with a total of 19 units located at 1330-1342 1st Avenue. The 
subject property is located within the Teepee Town Area Redevelopment Plan (ARP) area and is designated 
Teepee Town Comprehensive Redevelopment District – Subdistrict ‘A’ (TPT-CR - ‘Sub A’). The proposed 
development consists of 13 Townhouse units and 6 Common Amenity Housing Units in the following 
configuration:

 one (1) four-unit townhouse building and one (1) five-unit townhouse building fronting onto 1st Avenue;
and

 two buildings that each consist of two townhouse units and a three-unit common amenity housing fronting
onto the rear lane.

The proposed development requires four variances to the regulations of Land Use Bylaw 2018-22 (LUB), 
including maximum density, eaveline height, building step back above the eaveline, and canopy projection. 

Administration recommends approval of PL20210423, as the proposed development aligns with the Municipal 
Development Plan and Teepee Town ARP policy direction and requirements of the Land Use Bylaw.

BACKGROUND

Municipal Development Plan (MDP)

The Town of Canmore MDP provides relevant policy direction regarding Neighbourhood Residential and 
Affordable Housing Goals and Policies (Section 2.3.1, Section 5.1.1 Section 5.3.4, Section 6.1.5 – see Attachment 
6).  

The proposed development aligns with the MDP goals and policy direction as it: 

 Provides a form of affordable market housing in an existing neighbourhood by including common amenity
housing;

 Consists of a multi-unit residential development that provides greater density and more variety and mix
of housing types;

 Contributes to greater inclusivity and the gradual redevelopment and change of an existing
neighbourhood.

Teepee Town Area Redevelopment Plan (ARP)

The subject site is located within the ‘Low-Medium Density’ Land Use Area of the Teepee Town Area 
Redevelopment Plan (see Attachment 2). The purpose of this area is:

To provide for residential development at low to medium densities that may include accessory 
dwelling units and common amenity housing. It generally allows for the replacement of existing 
detached houses with duplexes and 4-unit townhouses.

The Teepee Town Area Redevelopment Plan provides relevant policy direction regarding building use, form, 
orientation and architectural style (Section 4.1.2 – see Attachment 6)

The proposed development generally aligns with the purpose and policy direction of the ARP as it: 

 consists of a medium density residential development;

 includes townhouses and common amenity housing;

 preserves mature trees;

 proposes a contemporary architectural style; and

 buildings and entrances face the street.
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The Canmore Planning Commission approved PL20210423 with the proposed variances as it aligns with the 
Town’s goals and policies related to providing additional housing in a form that contributes to increased market 
affordable housing and potential employee housing in Canmore. 

EXISTING SITE

The subject site is located within Teepee Town Comprehensive Redevelopment District – Subdistrict ‘A’. This 
district was created to implement policy direction of the Teepee Town ARP. The site currently consists of three 
separate titled parcels, each with an existing detached dwelling. The site fronts onto 1st Avenue to the west and 
has a rear lane to the east.

Adjacent uses include:

 detached dwellings directly to the north and south and also across the lane to the east;

 a three-plex dwelling, detached dwellings and a vacant site across 1st Avenue to the west.

Please refer to Attachment 1 for site context images.

BYLAW CONFORMANCE/VARIANCE DISCUSSION

The subject site is located in the TPT-CR - ‘Sub A’. The purpose of this district (generally) is to allow for the 
residential and mixed-use redevelopment of the Teepee Town area, in accordance with the Teepee Town Area 
Redevelopment Plan. The purpose of subdistrict ‘A’ is to provide for residential development at low-medium 
densities that may include accessory dwelling units and other compatible residential neighbourhood uses. 

The proposed development consists of four residential buildings containing a total of 19 units configured as 
follows:

 one (1) four-unit townhouse building and one (1) five-unit townhouse building fronting onto 1st Avenue;
and

 two (2) two-unit townhouse and three-unit common amenity housing buildings fronting onto the rear lane.

Townhouse is a Permitted use, while Common Amenity Housing is a Discretionary use in this district. The 
Common Amenity Housing units are intended to be sold to employers in Canmore who seek to provide long-
term housing for their employees. The six Common Amenity Housing units consists of a common kitchen/living 
room area and five individual bedrooms with private bathrooms. The total number of proposed bedrooms in the 
Common Amenity Housing is 30.  

In accordance with Section 2.7.7 of the LUB, the automobile and bicycle parking requirements for the Common 
Amenity Housing were determined through the completion of a Parking Study by a qualified professional. The 
Parking Study determined the provision of 12 automobile stalls, 20 bike lockers, and 46 exterior covered and 
securable bicycle parking is sufficient for the likely occupancy scenarios. The study states that the provision of 12 
vehicle stalls would likely be an oversupply under most operations of the site, while the bicycle parking would 
guarantee easily accessible bike parking for 46 residents. A total of 48 bicycle parking stalls are provided, which 
includes two stalls for the Townhouses. (See Attachment 4)

The application proposes a form of contemporary design, which includes a standard 3:12 roof pitch. The site is 
designed with buildings located at the front and the rear with private outdoor amenity forming a central open 
space.  The central open space reduces the overall massing impact of the development and allows for more 
access to natural light when compared to standard townhouse development. Planning is therefore satisfied this 
regulation is met and access to light and privacy of neighbouring properties not unduly impacted. 

1. Maximum Density
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Section 3.18.2.9 of the LUB requires that the front and rear facing facades of a building above the designated 
eaveline height are to be stepped back a minimum of 1m from the building façade below. The designated 
eaveline height is 7.5m. The proposed buildings do not include a step back at this height from the façade 
below and therefore a 100% variance is required.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT POSITION 

A large portion of each building’s front and rear façades is stepped back 0.6 m. In this case, the building step 
back spans from grade to eaveline and not exclusively at the top of the building from the designated eaveline 
height. The middle portions of each building have an eaveline that is 0.64 m above the designated 7.5m 
eaveline height. See Figure 3. The roof line begins to slope back from this point, with no building area being 
located within these portions, lessening the impact to sunlight and views to pedestrians passing by along the 
street or lane. Also, similar to the rationale provided for the eaveline height variance above, the buildings 
have a high degree of articulation, which breaks up the overall perceived mass of the building. As a result, 
Planning supports this variance. 

Figure 3. Portion of Front Building Elevation with Building Façade Step-back Identified in Red. 

4. Canopy Projection

Section 2.4.3 of the LUB establishes the maximum allowable projections into yard setbacks. A canopy is
permitted to project 0.61 m into the front, rear, or side yard of a residential property. The proposed
development includes a canopy that projects to the rear property line and therefore a variance is required.

The purpose of the canopy is to cover the proposed bicycle parking areas in the rear yard in accordance
with guidance from the Engineering Department. Covering this area ensures bicycle parking is secure and
sheltered and aligns with best practice/guidelines.

PLANNING DEPARTMENT POSITION

The canopy is located at the center of the parcel, in the rear yard, adjacent the back lane and will have
minimal impact on adjacent properties or residents living on site. Cycling will be important to the day-to-day
lifestyle of residents and providing secure bicycle parking is fundamental to ensure this is successful. Planning
is therefore supportive of this variance.

OPTIONS FOR CONSIDERATION

Section 687(3) (c) and (d) of the MGA provide that, in making a decision on a development appeal, the board may:
 confirm, revoke or vary the order, decision or development permit or any condition attached to any of

them or make or substitute an order, decision or permit of its own;
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 may make an order or decision or issue or confirm the issue of a development permit even though the
proposed development does not comply with the land use bylaw if, in its opinion,

the proposed development would not unduly interfere with the amenities of the neighbourhood, or 
materially interfere with or affect the use, enjoyment or value of neighbouring parcels of land, and the 
proposed development conforms with the use prescribed for that land or building in the land use 
bylaw. 

RECOMMENDATION

Planning recommends that the Subdivision & Development Appeal Board APPROVE PL20210423. Recommended 
conditions are included in Attachment 5.
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ATTACHMENT 1 – SITE CONTEXT 

Figure 1: Aerial View Location of Subject Site (looking northwest)

Figure 2: Overview of Site and Adjacent Uses

Subject 

Site
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ATTACHMENT 3 - BYLAW CONFORMANCE REVIEW

REQUIREMENT BYLAW 2018-22 PROPOSED VARIANCE

MAXIMUM DENSITY 66 UNITS/HA 77.8 UNITS/HA
YES

11.8 UNITS/HA

MAX FLOOR AREA RATIO (FAR) N/A N/A N/A

FRONT YARD SETBACK 4.0 M 4.0 M NO

SIDE YARD SETBACK (NORTH) 1.5 M 1.5 M NO

SIDE YARD SETBACK (SOUTH) 1.5 M 1.5 M NO

REAR YARD SETBACK 7.5 M 7.5 M NO

MAX BUILDING HEIGHT 10 M 9.97 M NO

MAX BUILDING EAVELINE HEIGHT 7.5 M 8.14 M
YES

0.64 M

BUILDING STEP BACK ABOVE EAVELINE 1M 0M
YES
1M

SITE COVERAGE 51% 46.6% NO

LANDSCAPING
AREA
TREES
SHRUBS

40%
49
49

42.2%
49
49

NO 
NO
NO

PARKING

TOWNHOUSE VEHICLE PARKING

TOWN HOUSE BICYCLE PARKING

COMMON AMENITY HOUSING

13 UNITS = 14 VEHICLE PARKING 
STALLS

0 LONG TERM BICYCLE STALLS
2 SHORT TERM BICYCLE STALLS

AS PER PARKING STUDY

13 UNITS = 14 VEHICLE PARKING 
STALLS

0 LONG TERM BICYCLE STALLS
2 SHORT TERM BICYCLE STALLS

12 VEHICLE PARKING STALLS
48 EXTERIOR BIKE PARKING STALLS

20 BIKE LOCKERS

NO
NO
NO

CANOPY PROJECTION INTO REAR YARD 0.61M 0M
YES

7.5M
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EXTERIOR SITE LIGHTING

1st Avenue Fronting Buildings Exterior Lighting 

Rear Lane Fronting Buildings Exterior Lighting 

View from 1st Avenue Looking Through Internal Pathway
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View from Rear Lane Looking At Stairwell and Landings

View of Rear of Buildings and Open Space
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ATTACHMENT 5 – SCHEDULE A – CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

SCHEDULE A
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

DEVELOPMENT PERMIT No.: PL20210423

LAND USE DISTRICT: TPT-CR District

APPROVED USE(S):  13 TOWNHOUSE UNITS
6 COMMON AMENITY HOUSING UNITS

APPROVED VARIANCE(S):

1. MAXIMUM DENSITY,
2. MAXIMUM EAVELINE HEIGHT,
3. MINIMIMUM BUILDING STEP BACK
4. MAXIMUM CANOPY PROJECTION

LEGAL ADDRESS: PLAN 1095F
BLOCK 94
THAT PORTION OF LOT 15 WHICH LIES TO THE 
SOUTH EAST OF THE NORTH WEST 25 FEET 
THEREOF AND ALL OF LOT 16

PLAN 1095F
BLOCK 94
LOT 14 AND THE NORTH WESTERLY 25 FEET 
THROUGHOUT OF LOT 15

PLAN 1095F
BLOCK 94
LOT 13

APPROVED VARIANCES TO LAND USE BYLAW 2018-22

1. Section 3.18.2.12 - Maximum Density: Increase maximum density from 66
units per hectare to 77.8 units per hectare.

2. Section 3.18.2.11 - Maximum Eaveline Height: Increase maximum eaveline height from 7.5
m to 8.14 m.

3. Section 3.18.2.9 - Required Building Step Back Above Eaveline: Allow no minimum step
back above the eaveline for the front and rear facades of all buildings from the required
minimum 1.0 m.

4. Section 2.4.3 - Maximum Permitted Canopy Projection into the Rear Yard:  Allow the
canopy to project to the rear property line from the 0.6 m maximum permitted
projection.

STANDARD CONDITIONS:

1. Prior to the release of the Development Permit, the applicant shall enter into a
Development Agreement with the Town of Canmore to do the following:

a. construct or pay for the construction of the municipal improvements,
infrastructure and services required by the development, which may
include but shall not be limited to:

 Transportation;
 Water;
 Sanitary;
 Storm; and
 Fire

b. pay the off-site levies imposed by the Off-Site Levy Bylaw; and
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c. provide security in accordance with the Engineering Design and Construction
Guidelines (EDCG) to ensure the terms of the Development Agreement are
carried out.

2. All construction associated with the approval of this Development Permit shall
comply with the regulations of the Land Use Bylaw (LUB) 2018-22, unless
otherwise stated under the approved variances section of this document.

3. All construction associated with the approval of this Development Permit shall
comply with the Town of Canmore Engineering requirements as outlined in the
Engineering Design and Construction Guidelines (EDCG).

4. All construction associated with the approval of this Development Permit shall
comply with the Tree Protection Bylaw and ensure all tree protection measure are
appropriately put in place prior to the development of the site, where determined
necessary by the Town of Canmore Parks Department.

5. All construction, landscaping and exterior finishing materials are to be as shown on
the approved plans and other supporting material submitted with the application.

6. Any trees, shrubs or other plant material installed as part of the landscaping plan
which may die or are blown over, shall be replaced on an ongoing basis, prior to
receipt by the developer of a Development Completion Certificate.

7. Any roof top mechanical apparatus, including chimneys and vents, shall be
screened to the satisfaction of the Development Authority.

8. Access to the site for emergency vehicles shall be to the satisfaction of the
Manager of Emergency Services.

9. All signs shall require a separate development permit.

10. No occupancy shall be permitted until an Occupancy Certificate has been issued by
the Town of Canmore.

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS:

1. The applicant shall provide security to the Town of Canmore to ensure the
completion of the project, in the form of cash or an irrevocable Letter of Credit. The
amount should be equal to or no less than 1.25 (125%) of the estimated project costs
for the project for landscaping and all hard surfacing, paving; and, site servicing; both
to the satisfaction of the Town. The Letter of Credit shall be supplied at the time of
the signing of the Development Agreement, and shall be in a format acceptable to the
Town of Canmore.

2. The Developer shall pay off site levies according to the approved bylaw adopted by
Council at the time of the signing of the Development Agreement. The Development
Agreement shall specify the manner of the payment of these monies and all other
relevant fees and contributions as determined by approved Town of Canmore
policy(ies).

3. The Developer shall submit and follow their approved Construction Management
Plan. The construction management plan submitted shall be followed through all
stages of construction. If any problems arise where the Town Bylaws are being
violated, a Stop Work Order will be delivered without warning and all construction
shall cease until all problems have been rectified to the satisfaction of the Town of
Canmore.

4. The Developer is required to provide a minimum of 25 vehicle parking stalls (plus 1
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sheltered and lit bicycle parking stalls and the 20 required bike lockers, in 
accordance with the Town of Canmore Engineering Design and Construction 
Guidelines and to the satisfaction of the Engineering Department. 

14. Prior to the release of the Development Permit, the Developer shall pay the
following variance fees:
Four (4) approved variances:
Discretion limited in Land Use Bylaw 1@ $370.00 = $370.00 Discretion

not limited in Land Use Bylaw 3@ $200.00 = $600.00 TOTAL 
FEES PAYABLE:   $970.00

15. Prior to the release of the Development Permit the Developer shall pay $835 per
unit, collected through the Development Agreement, as a levy for use of the Town
of Canmore’s solid waste services.

16. Prior to the release of the Development Permit the Developer shall submit
revised drawings showing additional architectural elements to frame the
townhouse entrances/doorways. The architectural elements will be to the
satisfaction of the Development Officer.

PRIOR TO THE RELEASE OF THE BUILDING PERMIT AND COMMENCEMENT OF CONSTRUCTION 
CONDITIONS:

17. Prior to the release of the building permit, the Developer shall consolidate Lot 13,
Block 94, Plan 1095F; and Lot 14 and the north westerly 25 feet throughout of Lot
15, Block 94, Plan 1095F; and that portion of Lot 15 which lies to the south east of
the north west 25 feet thereof and all of Lot 16, Block 94, Plan 1095F to the
satisfaction of the Development Officer.

18. Future changes are being planned for the roadway network in Teepee Town,
consistent with the Town’s Integrated Transportation Plan. Features of the new
design will include traffic calming and improved conditions for walking and cycling.
This work will involve reconstruction of the road right-of-way and changes to
elevations on 1st Avenue and the lanes surrounding the site, which will inform
grading on the site and tie-ins to private property. Prior to the release of the
building permit, the Developer shall:

a. Ensure the site frontage is tied back to the existing cross-section at either end
of the frontage to function in the interim until the remainder of the roadway
is built to the new standard; and

b. Undertake detailed design and construction of a 1.8m sidewalk, curb and
gutter, boulevard, and streetlighting to fit in with the future streetscape and
tie this development into the neighbourhood along the 1st Avenue frontage of
the site. Driveway interface with the roadway must be a rolled curb.

Detailed design including ground floor elevation shall be to the Satisfaction of the 
Town of Canmore Engineering Department. 

19. Prior to the release of the building permit, the Developer shall submit a revised site
plan showing the location/designated areas for snow storage onsite to the
satisfaction of the Development Officer and Town of Canmore Engineering
Department.

20. Prior to the release of the building permit, the Developer shall submit revised
drawings showing all private utilities and/or infrastructure is located within the site
and not the road right-of-way and is a minimum 0.5m away from any sidewalk or
driveway. These drawings shall be to the satisfaction of the Town of Canmore
Engineering Department.

21. The applicant must provide a detail for interior and exterior bicycle parking stalls,
indicating dimensions and spacing, prior to the release of a Building Permit and
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PRIOR TO OCCUPANCY AND OPERATION CONDITIONS:

29. Prior to occupancy, the Developer shall provide evidence that the building achieved
between 1-10% better than the current NECB in place at the time of development as
outlined in Section 11 Green Building Regulations of the Land Use Bylaw.
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ATTACHMENT 6 – APPLICABLE POLICIES & REGULATIONS

Town of Canmore Municipal Development Plan

Section 2.3 Growth Phasing

Section 5 Affordable Housing

Goals:
1. To encourage the provision of affordable housing in various types, tenures and

densities to meet the demands of an inclusive community.
2. To provide access to a range of safe and secure affordable housing that allows for

both ownership and rental opportunities.
3. To integrate affordable housing throughout the town.
4. To cooperate with local businesses and the construction and development industry

in finding innovative solutions to provide affordable housing for employees.
5. To remove barriers and facilitate development of affordable housing according to

needs and demand.

5.1 General Affordable Housing Policies

5.3 Market Affordable Housing

6.1 Neighbourhood Residential

Teepee Town Area Redevelopment Plan

Section 4.1.2  Low – Medium Density Area

Supported Built Forms:
Accessory dwelling unit, duplex house, townhouse, stacked townhouse

Policies
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Land Use Bylaw

Section 3.18.2 Sub District A (Teepee Town Comprehensive Redevelopment District)

Maximum Density:

Maximum Eaveline Height:

Building Step-back:

Maximum Canopy Projection:
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Applicant Submission 
Arbus Mountain Homes
Dale Hildebrand 
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www.arbusmtnhomes.com  

17 MacDonald Place 
Canmore AB Canada 
T1W 2N1 

403-869-6200 

dale@arbusmtnhomes.com  

April 13, 2022 

Subdivision and Development Appeal Board 
Canmore Civic Center 
902 7 Avenue 
Canmore, Alberta  T1W 3K1 

Attn:  Katy Bravo Stewart via email: sdab@canmore.ca  

Re: Subdivision & Development Appeal Board Hearing 
1330, 1338, 1342 1st Avenue Plan 1095f, Block 94 that Portion of 
Lot 15 which lies to the SE of the NW 25 feet thereof and all of 
Lot 16 Plan 1095f, Block 94 Lot 14 and the NW 25 feet 
throughout of Lot 15 Plan 1095f, Block 94, Lot 13 
13 Townhouse Units and 6 Common Amenity Housing Units 
Development Maximum Density, Maximum Eave Line Height, 
Maximum Canopy Projection in Rear Yard, and Building 
Stepback Variance 
Appeal against an approval by the Canmore Planning 
Commission 

Introduction 
My name is Dale Hildebrand, and I am the president of Arbus Mountain Homes Inc.  We are a local 
builder and real estate developer in Canmore.  Arbus owns the properties at 1330 – 1st Ave, 1338 – 1st 
Ave and 1342 – 1St Ave.  We have been issued development permit PL20210423 by the Town of 
Canmore, with approval from Canmore Planning Commission (CPC), subject to 39 conditions, all of 
which we intend to meet.  Development Permit PL20210423 has been appealed by a group of 
neighbours (the Appellants). 

We provide the following written submissions and request the opportunity to present additional 
information orally during the hearing on April 21st.  Assisting us with our oral presentations to the SDAB 
will be Kristen Faber. P.Eng., Transportation Planning Engineer, who can speak to parking and traffic 
issues, and Kathleen Elhatton Lake, legal counsel. 

Appellants 
We met with three representatives of the Appellants on April 4 h - Ms. Aleks Schantz; Ms. Tara van 
Kessel and Mr. Sean Hennessey, all residents at 1401 – 1st. Ave.  The Appellants have advised that 
they are willing to withdraw their appeal if we substitute the Common Amenity Housing units with 
additional townhome units.  Unfortunately, the Development Authority has advised that changes to the 
issued Development Permit PL20210423 are not possible at this stage of the development process. 
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We note that the Appellants did not expressed their concerns to the CPC during the public hearing 
held on February 23, 2022. 

We submit that the Appellants are not as concerned with the Town of Canmore’s Land Use Bylaw 
2018-22 (LUB) variances granted; rather, their concerns are with the development of Common Amenity 
Housing units in their neighbourhood.  Their concerns expressed to us include inadequate parking and 
“less favourable” neighbours who could occupy employee accommodation units. 

Parking 
With respect to parking, the study prepared by WSP (Attachment A) states that 12 dedicated stalls for 
the proposed six employee accommodation units (30 bedrooms, or 0.4 parking stalls/bedroom) is 
adequate.  The study also notes that nearly identical units at the Peaks of Canmore currently utilize 
only 0.175 parking stalls/bedroom.  This evidence is corroborated by two large Canmore employers 
who state that only 10% to 15% of their employees require parking stalls.  We submit that the number 
of parking stalls proposed is more than adequate. 

Density 
The proposed development hinges on increasing the 66 units/HA density from the LUB default for a 4-
unit Townhouse development (4-plex) with Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) (permitted use), to 
Townhouse (permitted use) without ADUs, and Common Amenity Housing (discretionary use).  As 
communicated to the CPC, the increased density is required to make the proposed employee 
accommodation viable. 

As we advised the CPC, we could have developed four 4-plex units.  Attachment B provides a 
comparison of the proposed development with the development of four 4-plex units.  The development 
of four 4-plexes with eight ADUs would result in higher density than the proposed development.  Many 
of the Appellants complaints are applicable to either development option.  The 4-plex units; however, 
would not have required CPC approval. 

Employee Accommodation 
Our understanding of the LUB is that there are no restrictions on who can reside in a residential 
dwelling.  For example, a group of non-family related individuals can own or rent a residential unit and 
share common facilities like kitchens, living rooms, bathrooms and bedrooms.  What the LUB does 
provide is concessions for the development of residential units that can accommodate Common 
Amenity Housing and Employee Housing.  For Teepee Town Area “A”, the development of Common 
Amenity Housing allows for concessions as outlined in LUB Table 3.18.2-1.  These concessions are 
consistent with Town of Canmore policies to encourage these type of housing developments. 

While development permit PL20210423 provided for Common Amenity Housing, we made a 
commitment to the CPC that we would only sell or lease the Common Amenity Housing units to 
employers, who in turn provide housing for their employees, and make these conditions binding in the 
condominium bylaw provisions.  Hence, the proposed development will be restricted to employee 
accommodation.  Please see Attachment C, correspondence to the Appellants, outlining these 
commitments. 

We submit that employee accommodation is prevalent in Teepee Town, and has been for many years. 
Teepee Town is an area of Canmore where employers and investors/developers have purchased 
homes for employee accommodation and where employees have rented accommodations.  The close 
proximity to downtown and many tourist and retail related businesses makes Teepee Town an ideal 
location, and is why the Town of Canmore revised the Teepee Town Area Redevelopment Plan (ASP) 
and LUB to allow for densification and Common Amenity Housing in this neighbourhood. 

Employees as Neighbours 
With respect to the Appellants concerns with employees being “less favourable” neighbours, we 
conducted a significant amount of research before applying to the Town of Canmore on May 29, 2021 
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for this development.  Our research indicated that resort and retail type employees tend to require four 
types of housing as they progress through their careers.  These steps were outlined in our application 
letter to the Development Authority: 

We have invested considerable resources to interview and survey potential employers on their 
amenity housing needs. In general, there are several types of amenity housing that employers 
are seeking: 

1. Short term dorm style accommodation, shared kitchen facilities and bathrooms,
typically for newer / entry level employees

2. Medium term single room accommodation, shared kitchen facilities and bathrooms,
typically for newer / entry level employees, 1 or 2 employees per room

3. Longer term single room accommodation, shared kitchen facilities, private bathroom,
storage facilities, typically for employees 6 months +, single employee or 2
employees cohabitating

4. Longer term shared accommodation, 1 to 3 bedrooms, shared kitchen facilities,
typically for employees 1 year + (these type of accommodation is typically provided
by existing housing stock – apartment condos, townhomes, older homes, etc.).

Our proposed development is targeted at more mature and less transient employees seeking stage 3 
type accommodation. 

A significant portion of the existing neighbourhood is currently being utilized to house employees. 
Groups of 2 to 6 employees renting the main or basement level of a home, sharing common kitchen, 
living and bathroom spaces, with private bedrooms.  The Appellants advised that they have no 
concerns with these arrangements, and have lodged no complaints due to noise, etc.  The proposed 
employee accommodation will be no different from the existing, except that there will be greater 
incentives and controls in place to manage noise and other issues, and the proposed development will 
be complaint with current building codes and be more energy efficient. 

Employers 
Our research indicated that most of the larger employers in the Bow Valley provide, or want to provide, 
employee accommodation, as a condition of employment.  Unlike the Residential Tenancies Act that 
requires a 90-day notice period to evict a “less favourable” tenant / employee who cause issues, 
contracts between the employer and the employee can result in loss of employment and swift eviction. 

We submit that Canmore is facing a housing crisis.  Housing was the key issue in the last municipal 
election.  The Provincial government has a stated mandate to increase tourism in Alberta.  Canmore 
employers are telling us it is increasingly difficult to find employee housing, and the cost of employee 
housing keeps increasing. 

Many Canmore employers have purchased housing for their employees to use.  The Job Resource 
Center published in 2019 a Staff Housing Guide as a resource to employees.1  On pages 46 to 66 
there are listings for larger Canmore employers along with a description of the type of housing they 
provide, most of which is standard housing stock, i.e., single family homes, condominium units and 
apartments, as shared accommodation for groups of employees. 

As the selling price of homes in Canmore increases, some of these employers are electing to sell or 
redevelop their properties.  More importantly, investors/developers who were renting to employees are 
also electing to sell or redevelop, all of which is reducing the housing stock available for employee 
accommodation in Canmore.  The housing crisis is getting worse.  Please see Attachment D for recent 
statistics on single family home prices in Canmore. 

1 https://issuu.com/jobresourcecentre/docs/housing project 2019 english vf 7 w  
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Town of Canmore Policy Alignment 
The Mayor of Canmore has struck a task force to address the employee accommodation crisis in 
Canmore.  Attachment E provides correspondence from the Mayor, provided with his permission.  Our 
proposed project was cited as an example of the type of housing the task force supports to address 
the employee accommodation crisis. 

From the start of our discussions with the Development Authority we were clear that we would not 
pursue employee accommodation without the Town of Canmore’s support.  The Town of Canmore’s 
mandate to encourage the development of employee housing is outlined in the Municipal Development 
Plan, Bylaw 2016-03 (MDP).  Please see Attachment F for an extract of the relevant section.  In 
particular the MDP states the following goals: 

1. To encourage the provision of affordable housing in various types, tenures and densities to
meet the demands of an inclusive community.

2. To provide access to a range of safe and secure affordable housing that allows for both
ownership and rental opportunities.

3. To integrate affordable housing throughout the town.

The polices applicable to the proposed project include: 

 Land use policies and other initiatives that encourage a wide range of affordable housing types, 
tenures and densities should be supported.

 Affordable housing should be integrated and distributed throughout Canmore’s
neighbourhoods, with preference given to locations within reasonable walking area of
the Town Centre, commercial and mixed use areas, or transit stops.

 Alternate or less stringent architectural design standards for affordable housing will be
allowed where the development remains complementary to the neighbourhood in which 
it is located.

We submit that the proposed development is aligned with the goals and polices outlined in the MDP. 

The CPC was supportive of our proposal and Commissioners complemented us on taking the initiative 
to bring forward a partial solution to the employee accommodation crisis. 

Additional support was provided in the Canmore Planning Commission Staff Report for the proposed 
development for application PL20210423, presented to the CPC on February 23, 2022, under the 
Background section, referring to the MDP and the ASP. 

We note that Canmore Town Council gave approval for first reading for a proposed Common Amenity 
Housing and Employee Housing development on April 5, 2022.2  The major and all councilors were 
supportive of this proposed development.  Administration’s presentation noted the Town’s critical 
housing needs and the loss of supply in the Teepee Town area.  Please see Attachment G.  These 
comments are consistent with our submissions. 

The Job Resource Centre publishes the LABOUR MARKET REVIEW with germane information on 
the local labour market.  From the most recent publication, we note that 51% of the jobs posted in Banff 
offer staff accommodation, compared to only 20% in Canmore.3  Employers in Canmore have advised 
us that the lack of suitable housing is impacting their ability to offer employee accommodation, hire 
employees and remain economically viable. 

LUB Variances 
The proposed development has four LUB variances: 

2 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bOlybof4gGc  
3 https://www.jobresourcecentre.com/s/Spring-LMR-2022-FINAL.pdf  
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1. Maximum Density

As noted, the LUB Teepee Town Area “A” contemplates a 4 unit Townhouse development (4-
plex) on standard 50’ x 132’ lots for a density of 66 units/HA.  The sketch below was presented
to the CPC and notes the density in the area of the proposed development:

The project was designed to provide graduated density from 66 units/Ha in Area “A” to unlimited 
density in Area “B”.  We note that the residence at 1401 – 1st Ave., including the 3 ADUs, has 
a density of 107 units/HA.  Our proposed development will not have any ADUs. 

If we were to build four 4-plex units with 8 ADUs the density would be 90 units/Ha. 

We submit that an increased density along 1st Avenue from 66 to 73 units/Ha will not have a 
significant impact on massing against the street, as shown in the illustration below: 

This is the key variance granted by the Development Authority and approved by the CPC to 
provide employee accommodation.  Without this variance, employee accommodation is not 
viable. 

2. Building Eaveline Height

This variance allows for lower slope roofs, which allow us to meet the maximum building height
required under the LUB.  As presented to the CPC, we are proposing a courtyard between the
front and back buildings.  The courtyard will provide for private, fenced amenity spaces,
desirable areas that cannot be accommodated with 4-plex units.
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The following illustration shows the proposed development with the eve height variance 
compared to a 4-plex building without the eve height variance.  We submit that the courtyard 
will provide significantly more day light and have significantly less impact on adjacent 
properties: 

3. Building Step Back

We submit that section 3.18.2.9 of the LUB that requires the front and rear facing facades to
be set back a meter is intended to primarily reduce the mass of 4-plex type buildings against
the street.  Our development has 0.6 m articulations between the units, and we are required to
develop about 3 meters of Town of Canmore property in front the units with a sidewalk and
landscaping.  This will enhance and increase the front setback lessening any impact from the
reduced façade articulations.

4. Canopy Projection
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This variance is required to meet the Development Authority imposed requirement for more 
covered bicycle parking stalls.  The proposed canopy will be relatively unobtrusive in the ally: 

We understand that the LUB variances in Development Permit PL20210423 can be confirmed if the 
proposed development does not unduly interfere with the amenities of the neighbourhood and 
materially interfere with or affect the use, enjoyment or value of neighbouring parcels of land.4 

We submit that the requested variances will not have impact on the amenities of the neighbourhood – 
the streets, sidewalks, streetlights, parks, water and sewer services, etc. will not be impacted.  We will, 
however, be improving the amenities of the neighbourhood with the development of landscaping and 
sidewalk on Town of Canmore property, installation of another fire hydrant and contributing financially 
to the development of additional recycling and waste management infrastructure and other services 
covered under off-site levies.  We also intend to pay for upgrades to FortisAlberta’s electrical system 
in the ally and pursue rooftop community solar. 

We designed the proposed development to minimize any negative impacts on neighbouring properties. 
For the properties across the street on 1st Ave., we submit that the development of nine townhomes 
vs. eight units in 4-plexes has no materially different effect.  The underutilized side setbacks between 
4-plex buildings can be used for living spaces and allow for a wider pedestrian friendly breezeway.  The 
streetscape illustration below shows the two options. 

As noted above, the proposed courtyard is a positive for adjacent properties allowing for more day light 
and reduced massing.  This will particularity true for the property at 1344 – 1st Ave, which is on a triangle 
shaped corner lot: 

4 Municipal Government Act, s. 687(3)(d) 
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For the properties to the west and north in Area “B”, the minimum density will be 66 units/Ha, or 4-
plexes on 50’ lots.  It is anticipated that the actual density of these properties will be much higher, like 
the proposed development at 1413 Mountain Ave (96 units/Ha, or 144 units/Ha with ADUs).5  We also 
anticipate that several of the future adjacent developments in Area “B” will contain Common Amenity 
Housing. 

LUB Discretionary Use 
Townhomes are a permitted use in the district and Common Amenity Housing is a discretionary.  We 
submit that the proposed Common Amenity Housing is compatible the neighbourhood, with current 
and anticipated neighbouring uses and wholly appropriate for the proposed location. 

As discussed above, the proposed location of the employee accommodation will be directly adjacent 
to high density Area “B” developments, and ½ a block from the TransCanada highway.  Teepee Town 
has a long history of providing housing for employees, most of which will be displaced in the coming 
years with redevelopment.  The proposed development will be a part of the solution by providing safe 
and modern employee accommodation options with stricter rules to minimize any impacts on the 
neighbours. 

The location of the proposed employee accommodations will be non-adjacent to other Area “A” 
properties to further minimize any impacts.  We submit that residents on either side of the proposed 
development and across 1st Avenue will not be materially impacted, and certainly not to a degree that 
Development Permit PL20210423 be revoked. 

Summary 
We submit that the employee accommodation proposed under Development Permit PL20210423 is in 
the public interest, represents sound planning principles, is consistent with the policy direction of the 
Town of Canmore and the intent of the MDP and LUB; all to encourage the development of “income 
appropriate” housing in Canmore. 

We also submit that the Appellants concerns with “less favourable” neighbours, parking and increased 
density are unfounded and request that the appeal be denied, and development permit PL20210423 
confirmed. 

5 LUB s. 3.18.2.12 excludes up to two ADUs from the density determination for Teepee Town Area “A” 
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Arbus Mountain Homes Inc. Page 9 of 9 

www.arbusmtnhomes.com  

Please contact me at 403-869-6200 or dale@arbusmtnhomes.com if you require any additional 
information.  

Sincerely, 

Arbus Mountain Homes Inc. 

W. Dale Hildebrand, P.Eng., M.B.A.
President
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community. As part of this plan, the Town has established targets to increase the non-auto mode 
share in the community to 40% transit, walking and cycling. 

The Integrated Parking Management Plan (IPMP) is part of the implementation for this goal. 
Exhibit 11 in the IPMP identifies minimum parking requirement adjustment factors that illustrate 
opportunities to reduce existing parking requirements where reasonable. When considering this 
location and the uses, there may be a justification in reducing parking requirements based on 
walkability, income of residents, the mix of land use nearby, and the possibility that workplaces 
may have Commute Trip Reduction programs. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

The analysis shows a range of parking stalls requirements identified by bylaws in sample 
municipalities and ITE rates ranging from nine to 21 stalls for vehicles, and at least 15 bike 
parking spaces specifically for amenity housing residents. The Peaks of Canmore, another local 
development containing similar amenity-type housing, is currently providing parking at a lower 
rate than is proposed for this site. 

The total parking available for the amenity housing units at this site includes 12 vehicles stalls, 20 
bike lockers and 46 ground level exterior covered and securable bike parking stalls. 

Based on reviewed rates, the provided vehicle parking stalls will be more than sufficient for 30 
single occupancy rooms and can easily accommodate at least 36 beds (based on the Jasper rate) to 
40 beds (based on the ITE Parking Generation rate for affordable housing). These parking stalls 
are combined with 66 available bicycle parking stalls on the site, which provides 20 interior 
locked bike parking stalls and 46 additional ground level covered and lockable exterior stalls 
guarantees secure easily accessible bike parking for 46 amenity housing residents, assuming each 
resident requires a covered, secure surface bicycle stall. 

The provision of more than 12 vehicle stalls would likely be an oversupply of parking under most 
operations of the site, which would not align with the multi-modal goals of Canmore. In the event 
that the amenity housing is consistently occupied by more than 40 residents, and if those residents 
have a higher rate of vehicle ownership than anticipated, there may be a demand for on-street 
parking, which can be accommodated in close proximity within the community. 

Kristen Faber, P.Eng 
Transportation Planning Engineer 

Attachment 1 – Bald Eagle Peak Chalet Drawing Package Feb. 14, 2022 

Page 5 
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Bald Eagle Peak 

Chalets

4 x 4‐Plexes 

with ADUs

Difference % Difference

Units

Residential 13 16 ‐3 ‐23%

Employee Housing 6 0 6 100%

ADU 0 8 ‐8

19 24 ‐5 ‐26%

Sustainability Screening Report Score

107  1.0  106.0              99%

Unit Density

units per HA without ADUs 78  65  12  16%

units per HA with ADUs 78  90  ‐12 ‐16%

Vehicle Parking

Residential 27 24 3 11%

Employee Housing 12 0 12 100%

ADU 0 8 ‐8

39 32 7 18%

Bedrooms

Residential 39 48

Employee Housing 30 0

ADU 0 8

69 56 13 19%

Bike Parking

Residential 2 0

Employee Housing 65 0

ADU 0 16

67 16 51 76%

Site Coverage 46% 51% ‐5% ‐11%

Max Height (m) 10 9.8 0.2 2%

Max Eve Height (m) 8.1 7.5 0.6 7%

Driveways 13 16 ‐3 ‐23%

Developed SF 33,933 31,568 2365 7%

Town Levies

Off site $235,562 $198,368 $37,194 16%

Variances $970 $970 100%

Garbage $15,865 $13,360 $2,505 16%

$252,397 $211,728 $40,669 16%

Town Infrastructure $50,000 $0

sidewalk

landscaping

fire hydrant

Attachment B
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dale.hildebrand@shaw.ca

From: Sean Krausert <sean.krausert@canmore.ca>
Sent: April 4, 2022 9:44 AM
To: Laurie Edward; Harrison Wolfe; ghada@waymarker.ca; dale.hildebrand@shaw.ca; Brian D. Talbot; 

steve@ashtonconstruction.ca; Dougal Forteath; Whitney Smithers
Cc: Sara Jones
Subject: Employee Housing 

Thanks again to all of you for your time on March 17th to discuss the employee housing situation in Canmore and 
possible solutions. 

Our discussion was a sobering, if not outright depressing, reminder of the severity of income appropriate housing for 
the demographic that is above social housing but below Canmore Community Housing qualifications.  For lack of a 
better term, I understand this portion of the housing spectrum as “Employee Housing”. 

During our discussion a number of ideas emerged with respect to increasing Canmore’s inventory of income appropriate 
housing at various areas of the housing spectrum, some of which require additional powers being granted to the 
municipality by the province (e.g. inclusionary zoning) while others will be examined to determine whether they are 
practical in the Canmore context (e.g. greater relaxations re employee housing).  Of course, we also briefly spoke about 
moving towards construction of a purpose built employee housing complex, which we will continue to discuss and 
explore in the coming months. 

The most promising near future opportunity with respect to Employee Housing that we discussed was the development 
of a not‐for‐profit organization that would own and/or manage a stock of residential units rented by local businesses to 
house their respective employees.  This not‐for‐profit would manage the inventory so business owners and/or owners 
of the residential units would not have to do so.  The stock of residential units would be comprised of new purpose built 
units and privately owned units (e.g. legal basement suites).  An excellent example of new purpose built units that 
would be perfect additions to this not‐for‐profit Employee Housing initiative would be common area amenity units such 
as those being proposed to be built on Bow Valley Trail by Dale Hildebrand.  One topic of future discussion in this regard 
is how the Town might incentivize more of these types of units being built. 

As we discussed, the immediate next step is for a business plan/financial model to be created for the not‐for‐profit 
Employee Housing initiative.  To this end, Laurie Edward and I will be chatting in the near future about getting this work 
lined up at the earliest opportunity with support of the Banff Canmore Community Foundation. 

I am always open to any new ideas that you may have as well as one on one conversations.  It is my intent to bring this 
group together again as we have some progress to discuss, whether that be with respect to the not‐for‐profit initiative 
or any of the other ideas. 

Best regards, 

Mayor Sean Krausert 
Town of Canmore 

403.678.1517 office 
403.609.1762 cell 

www.canmore.ca  

Attachment E
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29.Bylaw 2016-03   Municipal Development Plan

POLICIES

5.1 GENERAL AFFORDABLE HOUSING POLICIES
Housing Variety

5.1.1 Land use policies and other initiatives that encourage a wide range of affordable 
housing types, tenures and densities should be supported.

5.1.2 Affordable housing should be integrated and distributed throughout Canmore’s 
neighbourhoods, with preference given to locations within reasonable walking area of 
the Town Centre, commercial and mixed use areas, or transit stops.

Alternate Standards and Variances

5.1.3 Alternate or less stringent architectural design standards for affordable housing will 
be allowed where the development remains complementary to the neighbourhood in 
which it is located.

Public-Private Partnerships

5.1.4 Negotiations with third party construction contractors, non- profit organizations 
and private sector builders that result in the provision of affordable housing will be 
supported and encouraged. 

5.2 NON-MARKET AFFORDABLE HOUSING
Target

5.2.1 An action plan that targets 20% of residential growth as non-market affordable housing 
developed concurrently with market residential growth will be created and maintained.

Non-Market Affordable Housing Incentives

5.2.2 Opportunities for density bonusing will be provided where non-market affordable 
housing units are constructed, pursuant to density bonusing regulations.

5.2.3 Additional variances beyond density bonusing should be considered for developments 
that include non-market affordable housing units, including but not limited to floor area 
ratio (FAR), parking, building height, architectural design and landscaping.

5.2.4 In addition to the density bonus regulations and additional variance powers of an 
approval authority, other regulations or land use districts that incentivize the provision 
of non-market affordable housing units shall be implemented.

5.2.5 Where non-market affordable housing units are constructed, Municipal Reserve (MR) 
dedication requirements specified in 7.2.1 may be reduced provided the Town deems 
the open space and/or school land dedication sufficient.

Non-Market Accessory Suite Incentives

5.2.6 An incentive program should be developed to encourage homeowners to construct 
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30. Bylaw 2016-03  Municipal Development Plan 

secondary and garden suites which may include a grant program, tax incentives, 
application fee reductions,  or variances to land use bylaw requirements.

Provincially Subsidized Housing

5.2.7 The Town shall continue to cooperate with senior government and private agencies 
to assist in providing housing to meet the needs of seniors and physically or mentally 
disadvantaged residents.

5.3 MARKET AFFORDABLE HOUSING
Housing for Employees

5.3.1 Conversion of spaces in the upper floors of existing buildings in industrial areas which 
are marginally useful for industrial purposes into housing for employees and live-work 
spaces may be allowed. The residential conversion should not compromise the primary 
industrial use of the area.

5.3.2 Development or conversion of upper floors of mixed-use or commercial buildings 
or main floor spaces that do not function well for commercial frontage into housing 
for employees and live-work spaces may be allowed. Variances to land use bylaw 
regulations, such as parking, may be approved to facilitate such development.

5.3.3 A strategy for housing employees should be implemented by the Town in partnership 
with an affordable housing agent, developers, business owners and economic 
development partners.

5.3.4 Private initiatives to create additional seasonal and permanent employee housing 
opportunities should be supported by the Town.

5.3.5 The management and administration of housing for employees shall be the 
responsibility of the businesses or commercial accommodation developers that 
are required to build and maintain the housing. Such housing will be required to be 
operated in such a manner that the Town can monitor and verify that any employee 
housing obligations are being satisfied.

Market Accessory Suites and Incentives

5.3.6 Provision of secondary and garden suites in new and existing neighbourhoods should 
be encouraged.

5.3.7 The Town shall encourage or incentivize homeowners to design and construct single 
family detached dwellings in such a manner as to allow the potential for future suite 
development with minimal modification and expenditures.

Alternate Residential Designs

5.3.8 The Town shall encourage and work with developers to facilitate the construction of 
new housing developments that achieve affordability or utilize innovative and alternative 
designs, including but not limited to:
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31.Bylaw 2016-03   Municipal Development Plan

a. Small and narrow lot subdivisions,

b. Modular and manufactured homes,

c. Grow homes,

d. Next homes, and

e. Micro and tiny homes.

*** The MDP is designed and intended to be read and used in a comprehensive manner. Sections and 
policies are closely connected to each other, and need to be read in context and not in isolation from 
each other. Section 18 Implementation and Monitoring provides details for how policies from each 
section are implemented through land use decisions. ***
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Attachment G 

Canmore Regular Business Meeting April 5, 2022 9:00 a.m. 

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=bOlybof4gGc time stamp 
1:15:45 

Town Administration’s presentation to council regarding proposed 
amendments to the ARP and LUB 2021-20 and 2021-21 for 
proposed development at 500 Bow Valley Trail. 
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Submissions received in Support of the 
subject appeal

- Robert Khuu, 1239A 1st Ave
- Tara Van Kessel, 1, 1401 1st Ave
- Julia Schumacher, 135 - 15th street
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April 13, 2022 

RE: Subdivision & Development Appeal Board Hearing 

1330, 1338, 1342 1st Avenue Plan 1095f, Block 94 

that Portion of Lot 15 which lies to the SE of the NW 25 feet 

thereof and all of Lot 16 Plan 1095f, Block 94 

Lot 14 and the NW 25 feet throughout of Lot 15 

Plan 1095f, Block 94, Lot 13 

13 Townhouse Units and 6 Common Amenity Housing Units Development 

Maximum Density, Maximum Eave Line Height, Maximum Canopy Projection in Rear Yard, and Building 

Stepback Variance 

Appeal against an approval by the Canmore Planning Commission. 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

The Teepee Town ARP was amended by council after consecutive years of review beginning 2003 to 

2005, then 15 years later from 2015 to 2018. The planning study and public engagement process was to 

stimulate redevelopment using environmental and density incentives and relax requirements. 

The collective efforts of the Teepee Town task force, BOWDA, the Town of Canmore, third party 

consultants and planners, and the community worked together for the amendments thought necessary 

to enhance the pedestrian experience, transportation and street scape, by giving further license for 

affordable and functional design.  

The planning work done by the many, in previous years was to reduce the requirements for variances 

and as a result, the scrutiny by the planning commission of each variance request. This was 

accomplished by the latest amendments to the ARP. That being said, it is appreciated that variances 

should not hold up the good design and as such, the community redevelopment objectives.    

The multiple variances sought in this development on First Avenue seem only to create density, maybe 

unknowingly ignoring or undermining the collaborative hours of design considerations and intent 

invested by Teepee Town stakeholders over two decades. 

Regards, 

Robert Khuu 
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April 13, 2022 

To Whom it May Concern, 

This message is regarding the concerns I have with the new approved development on 1st Avenue in 
TeePee Town, 1330, 1338, 1342 1st Avenue. To start, I’ll mention that our community has been force 
into the appeal process. As the voice of the community, I sent an email to Riley Welden on Feb12/22 at 
3:42PM asking for more information regarding this proposal. I did not get a response. I sent a second 
email on Feb 25/22, Riley responded, and a virtual meeting was set up for that afternoon.  During this 
meeting I was informed that the town had already approved the project and that an appeal was the only 
way to dispute the process. It is very unfortunate for all parties that we are forced into this appeal, it is 
costing the community money, the builder stress, and Canmore tax dollars.  

We moved to TeePee Town with a vision that great change was coming. An upcoming central 
neighborhood fit for raising our family. We are extremely disappointed that 30 staff housing bedrooms 
will be in our community. This will attract transient workers, creating noise and traffic making it unsafe 
for our children. 12 parking stalls for 30 bedrooms at which most will have 2 to a room seems 
unreasonable. This is not a good fit for our community filled with young families.   

The town planners spent a great deal of time working on the zoning over the past years. I am unsure 
why these zonings aren’t being followed and several variances are being allowed. The height variance 
will contribute to less light in the area. The increased density will bring more traffic and cars to this area 
that already has significant parking issues.  This new proposal has several biking stalls, I am unsure how 
this has any merit living in a mountain winter town where people drive to get to work and enjoy the 
outdoors. 

Please review this plan and consider the concerns of our community and approve a project in line with 
the current zoning. We don’t want late night noise waking our kids, we don’t want traffic and parking 
issues, nor do we want the increased height that will block natural light. We only ask that the current 
zoning is followed with no variances. 

Regards, 

Tara Van kessel 
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1

Katy Bravo-Stewart

From: Julia Schumacher 
Sent: April 12, 2022 11:09 AM
To: Shared.Planning
Subject: Teepee Town Project Appeal

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Categories: UPCOMING SDAB

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hello, my name is Julia. I own a home, with my small family of 3, in Tipi Town, on the street & block of the proposed 
development.  

I’d like to see the existing maximums respected to set a neighbourhood standard. And I’d like to see the property 
parking stall requirements increased.    

o Maximum occupancy Density needs to be respected in order to
control high traffic on streets where our kids play and ride their
bikes.

o Parking issues increase. Needs to be minimum 1 parking space per
unit/per staff accommodation rental room = 19 parking stalls.
Adults own cars. There is no way around that. Otherwise tipi town
becomes over run w car storage on the road. Which is a safety
issue for bike and kid-visibility on our Main Street.

o Without a proper setback from the property line, it takes over too
much space in our already very narrow main street, narrowing it
further, which also reduces the space available for parking on the
property. Also possibly concern for pedestrian visibility?

o Height increase: concerns of blocking sunlight and views. Height
max should be respected and maintained.

Seems to me, the developer is pushing the size and density limits for 
their own convenience / profit without sufficient parking 
considerations.  

FOIP
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Appeal Hearing
PL20210423
1330, 1338, 1342 1st Avenue Plan 1095f, Block 94
that Portion of Lot 15 which lies to the SE of the NW 25 feet 
thereof and all of Lot 16 Plan 1095f, Block 94
Lot 14 and the NW 25 feet throughout of Lot 15
Plan 1095f, Block 94, Lot 13
13 Townhouse Units and 6 Common Amenity Housing Units Development
Maximum Density, Maximum Eave Line Height, Maximum Canopy Projection in Rear
Yard, and Building Stepback Variance.
Appeal against an approval by the Canmore Planning Commission

1. New Information - Co-Submission by Appellant (Sean Hennessey) and Applicant (Dale 
Hildebrand) for the SDAB Board to review with the following attachments:

o Appellant and Applicant Cover-letter
o Revised Schedule "A"
o 2013 Impact Offset Matrix by Arbus Mtn. Homes BEPC

2. New information of Non-Support for the Appeal - Chase Mullen
3. New information of Revised Letter of Support for the Appeal - Julia Schumacher
4. New information of Neutral for the Appeal - Joey and Joanne Young
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Arbus Mountain Homes Inc. Page 2 of 2 

www.arbusmtnhomes.com  

 

Benefits of Proposal 
The Appellants and the Applicant proposal offers the following benefits to the community: 

 Reduced occupancy density, parking and traffic associated with the employee accommodation 
units 

 Reduced unit density 
 Maintains courtyard and private amenity spaces 
 Will allow for employee accommodation unit common areas (kitchen & living room) to be 

slightly larger 
 Maintains Town of Canmore policy alignment to support the LUB discretionary use and the 

LUB variances 

At the public hearing tomorrow the Appellants and the Applicant will offer additional oral submissions 
on this proposal.  Please contact me at 403-869-6200 or dale@arbusmtnhomes.com if you require any 
additional information.  

Sincerely, 

Arbus Mountain Homes Inc. 

 

W. Dale Hildebrand, P.Eng., M.B.A. 
President 
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Bald Eagle Peak 

Chalets with 6 

Employee Units

Bald Eagle Peak 

Chalets with 3 

Employee Units

4 x 4‐Plexes 

with ADUs

Units

Residential 13 15 16

Employee Housing 6 3 0

ADU 0 0 8

19 18 24

Sustainability Screening Report Score

107                            53                              1                          

Unit Density

units per HA without ADUs 78                              73                              65                        

units per HA with ADUs 78                              73                              90                        

Vehicle Parking

Residential (required) 14 16 17

Employee Housing 12 6 0

ADU 0 0 8

26 22 25

Residential (incl. driveways) 27 31 24

39 37 32

Bedrooms

Residential 39 45 48

Employee Housing 30 15 0

ADU 0 0 8

69 60 56

Bike Parking

Residential 2 2 0

Employee Housing 65 33 0

ADU 0 0 16

67 35 16

Site Coverage 46% 46% 51%

Max Height (m) 10 10 9.8

Max Eve Height (m) 8.1 8.1 7.5

Driveways 13 15 16

Developed SF 33,933 33,933 31,568

Town Levies

Off site $235,562 $223,164 $198,368

Variances $970 $970

Garbage $15,865 $15,030 $13,360

$252,397 $239,164 $211,728

Town Infrastructure $50,000 $50,000 $0

sidewalk

landscaping

fire hydrant
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Planning & Development Department 
Town of Canmore 
902 - 7th Avenue 

Canmore, AB, T1W 3K1 
www.canmore.ca 

SCHEDULE A 
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL 

DEVELOPMENT PERMIT No.: PL20210423 

LAND USE DISTRICT: TPT-CR District 

APPROVED USE(S): 13 15 TOWNHOUSE UNITS
6 3 COMMON AMENITY HOUSING UNITS 

1. MAXIMUM DENSITY,
2. MAXIMUM EAVELINE HEIGHT,

APPROVED VARIANCE(S): 3. MINIMIMUM BUILDING STEP BACK 
4. MAXIMUM CANOPY PROJECTION

LEGAL ADDRESS: PLAN 1095F
BLOCK 94 
THAT PORTION OF LOT 15 WHICH LIES TO THE 
SOUTH EAST OF THE NORTH WEST 25 FEET 
THEREOF AND ALL OF LOT 16 

PLAN 1095F 
BLOCK 94 
LOT 14 AND THE NORTH WESTERLY 25 FEET 
THROUGHOUT OF LOT 15 

PLAN 1095F 
BLOCK 94 
LOT 13 

APPROVED VARIANCES TO LAND USE BYLAW 2018-22 

1. Section 3.18.2.12 - Maximum Density: Increase maximum density from 66 units per
hectare to 77.873.5 units per hectare.

2. Section 3.18.2.11 - Maximum Eaveline Height: Increase maximum eaveline height from 7.5 m to 8.14 m.

3. Section 3.18.2.9 - Required Building Step Back Above Eaveline: Allow no minimum step back
above the eaveline for the front and rear facades of all buildings from the required minimum 1.0 m.

4. Section 2.4.3 - Maximum Permitted Canopy Projection into the Rear Yard: Allow the canopy to
project to the rear property line from the 0.6 m maximum permitted projection.

STANDARD CONDITIONS: 

1. Prior to the release of the Development Permit, the applicant shall enter into a
Development Agreement with the Town of Canmore to do the following:

a. construct or pay for the construction of the municipal improvements, infrastructure

1. New Information  -  Revised Schedule "A"

86



Planning & Development Department 
Town of Canmore 
902 - 7th Avenue 

Canmore, AB, T1W 3K1 
www.canmore.ca 

 

and services required by the development, which may include but shall not be 
limited to: 

• Transportation; 
• Water; 
• Sanitary; 
• Storm; and 
• Fire 

b. pay the off-site levies imposed by the Off-Site Levy Bylaw; and 
c. provide security in accordance with the Engineering Design and Construction 

Guidelines (EDCG) to ensure the terms of the Development Agreement are carried out. 
 

2. All construction associated with the approval of this Development Permit shall comply with 
the regulations of the Land Use Bylaw (LUB) 2018-22, unless otherwise stated under the 
approved variances section of this document. 

 
3. All construction associated with the approval of this Development Permit shall comply with 

the Town of Canmore Engineering requirements as outlined in the Engineering Design and 
Construction Guidelines (EDCG). 

 
4. All construction associated with the approval of this Development Permit shall comply with the 

Tree Protection Bylaw and ensure all tree protection measure are appropriately put in place 
prior to the development of the site, where determined necessary by the Town of Canmore 
Parks Department. 

 
5. All construction, landscaping and exterior finishing materials are to be as shown on the 

approved plans and other supporting material submitted with the application. 
 

6. Any trees, shrubs or other plant material installed as part of the landscaping plan which may die 
or are blown over, shall be replaced on an ongoing basis, prior to receipt by the developer of a 
Development Completion Certificate. 

 
7. Any roof top mechanical apparatus, including chimneys and vents, shall be screened to 

the satisfaction of the Development Authority. 
 

8. Access to the site for emergency vehicles shall be to the satisfaction of the Manager 
of Emergency Services. 

 
9. All signs shall require a separate development permit. 

 
10. No occupancy shall be permitted until an Occupancy Certificate has been issued by the Town of 

Canmore. 
 

SPECIFIC CONDITIONS: 
 

1. The applicant shall provide security to the Town of Canmore to ensure the completion of the 
project, in the form of cash or an irrevocable Letter of Credit. The amount should be equal to or 
no less than 1.25 (125%) of the estimated project costs for the project for landscaping and all 
hard surfacing, paving; and, site servicing; both to the satisfaction of the Town. The Letter of 
Credit shall be supplied at the time of the signing of the Development Agreement, and shall be in 
a format acceptable to the Town of Canmore. 
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902 - 7th Avenue 
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www.canmore.ca 

 

2. The Developer shall pay off site levies according to the approved bylaw adopted by Council at the 
time of the signing of the Development Agreement. The Development Agreement shall specify 
the manner of the payment of these monies and all other relevant fees and contributions as 
determined by approved Town of Canmore policy(ies). 

 
3. The Developer shall submit and follow their approved Construction Management Plan. The 

construction management plan submitted shall be followed through all stages of construction. If 
any problems arise where the Town Bylaws are being violated, a Stop Work Order will be 
delivered without warning and all construction shall cease until all problems have been rectified 
to the satisfaction of the Town of Canmore. 

 
4. The Developer is required to provide a minimum of 25 21 vehicle parking stalls (plus 1 

visitor/loading stall), 20 15 long term bicycle stalls and 48 15 short term bicycle stalls as shown 
more or less in the approved plans to the satisfaction of the Development Officer. The 
Developer shall provide 1 visitor/loading stall in the location indicated in the approved plans. 
All on-site parking stalls, and loading spaces shall be graded and paved to dispose of drainage 
to the satisfaction of the Development Officer. 

 
5. The Developer shall provide landscaping generally in accordance with the approved landscaping 

plan. 
 

6. The Developer agrees to comply with the requirements for enhanced green construction, and 
that the development will be 1-10% better than the current NECB in place at the time of 
development as outlined in Section 11 Green Building Regulations of the Land Use Bylaw. 

 
7. Commitments expressed in the Developer’s Sustainability Screening Report become conditions of 

approval upon the signing of this Schedule A and will be included in the development agreement. 
 

8. No plant material is permitted between 0.0m and 1.5m from the building. 
 

9. Unless permission is granted by the Town of Canmore, snow clearing shall be handled on-site. No 
snow shall be pushed onto public land. 

 
10. The Developer shall screen any mechanical equipment or vents to the satisfaction of the 

Development Officer. 
 

11. The Developer has requested the use of the Town of Canmore’s solid waste services for this 
development. The Developer acknowledges and agrees to pay a levy and then a monthly fee, as 
established by and to satisfaction of the Town of Canmore, for use of this service. 

 
 

Prior to the Release of the Development Permit Conditions 
 

12. Prior to the release of the Development Permit, the Developer shall submit updated plans 
showing the relocation of street light within 1st Avenue and the power poles and associated 
pole anchors in the rear lane, as shown below, to a location that ensures the infrastructure 
does not conflict with minimum vehicle parking stall/driveway offsets and dimensions in 
accordance with the Town of Canmore Engineering Design and Community Guidelines and 
other applicable utility provider offsets. 

Rear Lane Rear Lane 88
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Town of Canmore 
902 - 7th Avenue 
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www.canmore.ca 

 

Driveway interface with the roadway must be a rolled curb. 
Detailed design including ground floor elevation shall be to the Satisfaction of the Town of 
Canmore Engineering Department. 

 
19. Prior to the release of the building permit, the Developer shall submit a revised site plan 

showing the location/designated areas for snow storage onsite to the satisfaction of the 
Development Officer and Town of Canmore Engineering Department. 

 
20. Prior to the release of the building permit, the Developer shall submit revised drawings 

showing all private utilities and/or infrastructure is located within the site and not the road 
right-of-way and is a minimum 0.5m away from any sidewalk or driveway. These drawings shall 
be to the satisfaction of the Town of Canmore Engineering Department. 

 
21. The applicant must provide a detail for interior and exterior bicycle parking stalls, indicating 

dimensions and spacing, prior to the release of a Building Permit and subject to approval by the 
Engineering Department. 

 
All bicycle parking facilities shall be installed in accordance with the “recommended” (not 
minimum) dimensions presented in the Association of Pedestrian and Bicycle Professionals 
Essentials of Bike Parking guidelines. Inverted U racks are recommended, ‘rim bender’ style 
bicycle racks are not permitted. 
www.apbp.org/resource/resmgr/Bicycle Parking/EssentialsofBikeParking FINA.pdf 
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22. Prior to the release of the building permit, the Developer shall submit detailed drywell design 
drawings to the satisfaction of Town of Canmore Engineering Department. 

 
23. Prior to the release of the building permit, the Developer shall submit detailed grading and 

servicing drawings to the satisfaction of Town of Canmore Engineering Department. 
 

24. Prior to the release of the Building Permit, an updated servicing design narrative will be 
provided showing the calculated design flows for both water and sanitary sewer. The design 
narrative to state that designs are to be in accordance with the Town of Canmore, Engineering 
Design and Construction Guidelines to the satisfaction of the Town of Canmore Engineering 
Department. 

 
25. Prior to the release of the Building Permit, the Developer shall submit a Stormwater 

Management Design narrative. The design narrative to state that designs are to be in accordance 
with the Town of Canmore, Engineering Design and Construction Guidelines to the satisfaction 
of the Town of Canmore Engineering Department. 

 
26. Prior to the release of the Building Permit, the Developer shall submit addressing in accordance 

with the Town’s Civic Addressing Protocol. 
 

27. Prior to the release of the Building Permit, the Developer shall provide lighting details as 
required by, and in conformance with Land Use Bylaw 2018-22 and to the satisfaction of the 
Development Officer. 

 
28. Prior to the release of the Building Permit, the Developer shall provide a pre-construction 

energy report estimating the energy efficiency of the development using the current NECB. 
 

Prior to Occupancy and Operation Conditions 
 

29. Prior to occupancy, the Developer shall provide evidence that the building achieved between 
1-10% better than the current NECB in place at the time of development as outlined in Section 
11 Green Building Regulations of the Land Use Bylaw. 

 
 
 

Signature Date 
 

 
IS A NOTICE POSTING REQUIRED: ☒ YESNO 
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BEPC Sizes

Unit Number lower main upper total
30 ft 4 385         600         600         6,340 
34 ft 9 460         680         680         16,380 
Amenity 6 1,602      9,613 

32,333 

1. New Information  -  2013 Impact Offset Matrix by Arbus Mtn. Homes BEPC
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Application Details Approved Jan. 22, 2013

Sustainability Screening Report Process
Impact - Offset Matrix

Project / Application Details from Applicant Input information
in shaded cells

For Residential Only Projects
Proposed Residential Units 19
Gross Floor Area (sq. m.) of Residential Development 3003.857069
Net Residential Density per ha. (excluding MR, ER and roads) 77.55102041
For Commercial Only Projects
Gross Floor Area (sq. m.) of Commercial Development 0
For Industrial Only Projects
Gross Floor Area (sq. m.) of Industrial Development 0
For Mixed Use Only Projects
Proposed Residential Units 0
Gross Floor Area (sq. m.) of Residential Development 0
Gross Floor Area (sq. m.) of Commercial Development 0

Total Gross Floor Area (sq.m.) of Commercial Development 0
Floor Area Ratio of Commercial Development 0.00

Site Area (sq. m.) 0
Site Area Previously Undeveloped (sq. m.) 0

Total Gross Floor Area (sq.m.) of all development 3003.857069

Average Sales Price Proposed for Residential Units $857,000
Estimated Assessment Value: commercial $0
Estimated Assessment Value: residential $16,283,000

New public road length (m) 0
Length of designated public trail (m) 0

Number of jobs created over median income ($33,500) 0
Number of jobs created below median income ($33,500) 0

1 FTE = 40 hours / week or 0.5FTE = 20 hours / week

Project / Application Details to be calculated by Town

Distance from Downtown along road network (metres) 2.1
Distance from Waste Water Treatment Plant along sewer gravity (metres) 3
Distance from Waste Water Treatment Plant along sewer pressure (metres) 0
Amount of land within or adjacent to Environmental Sensitive Areas 0
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Offset Checklist Impact-Offset Matrix

Sustainability Screening Report Process

OFFSETS CHECKLIST
Proposed 

Offset
Importance 

Rating Score

Building Economic Sustainability
“Economic sustainability requires a diversity of income sources and the participation of a diverse, 

local, workforce.”
What is the long-term fiscal impact to the Town?
OBJECTIVE: To ensure the long term financial sustainability of the Town.

Was the InfraCycle assessment tool used? What was the result of the assessment / fiscal impact 
study? None or Neutral

Scale of Development 
Multiplier

Enter "1" in appropriate box Weakly Positive 1.6 0.5 0
Moderately Positive 1.6 1 0
Strongly Positive 1.6 1.5 0

Does the project move the Town towards increasing the amount of commercial assessment?
What is the change to the ratio of non-residential to residential assessment? -0.3549 1 0.00

Does the project create above median paying employment?
What is the change to the ratio of jobs above median income? 0.0000 0 3 0.00

Does the project contribute to economic diversification?

OBJECTIVE: To diversify employment opportunities outside of the existing principle sectors: 
Accommodation & Food, Construction, Personal Services, and Retail and Wholesale

How much of the new employment is outside of the 4 most significant current sectors? None
Scale of Development 
Multiplier

Enter "1" in appropriate box < 25% 1.6 0.5 0
What is the sectoral breakdown of employment in the proposed project? 25% - 50% 1.6 1 0

How much of the projects floor space is proposed for uses outside of the three main existing 
business sectors? > 50% 1.6 1.5 0

How does the project contribute to the priorities contained in the Economic Development and 
Tourism Strategy?

OBJECTIVE: To support the objectives of the Economic Development & Tourism Strategy.

How much of the project floor space is for uses outlined as Strategic Priorities? None
Scale of Development 
Multiplier

Enter "1" in appropriate box < 25% 1.6 0.5 0
Tourism & Events 25% - 50% 1.6 1 0

Small & Home Based Businesses > 50% 1.6 1.5 0
Knowledge Based Businesses

Health & Wellness

What percentage of the construction labour value will be sourced to Canmore businesses?
Enter percent 90%

(33% of assessed value) Construction Labour Value 5,427,124$       1 point per $1,000,000
Resulting Local Effect  $                              48,844 0.048844115 0.75 0.04
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Offset Checklist Impact-Offset Matrix

What additional economic leadership or innovation is demonstrated by the project?

OBJECTIVE: To lead through innovation.
What other process or program innovations does this project propose?

Describe and rate the other innovations:
Scoring Contingent on Value of 
Innovation 1.6 0

Enhancing Environmental Stewardship
“Environmental Stewardship means that we must work towards our future without squandering either 

our cultural or our natural capital.”
Does the project efficiently use developable land and resources?                                   
OBJECTIVE: To effectively use land while minimizing the use of ecological and energy 
resources.

Does the project propose a residential / commercial mix of uses on site? No mix of uses
Scale of Development 
Multiplier

Enter "1" in appropriate box Some mix of uses 1.6 0.25 0
Commercial development: Is 
at least 25% of the GFA 
residential? 1.6 0.5 0
Residential development: Is 
at least 25% of the GFA 
commercial? 1.6 0.5 0

Does the project move the Town towards more efficient land use by increasing density 
compared to existing densities?

Does the development increase the residential density compared to current levels? 2.00 1 2.00
Does the development increase the commercial density compared to current levels? 0.00 1 0.00

Does the development increase the industrial density compared to current levels? 0.00 1 0.00
Does the residential portion of the mixed use development increase the residential density 

compared to current levels? 0.00 1 0.00
Does the commercial portion of the mixed use development increase the commercial density 

compared to current levels? 0.00 1 0.00

FOR RESIDENTIAL AND MIXED USE PROJECTS WITH A RESIDENTIAL COMPONENT ONLY:
Does the project provide reasonable access to basic community services from residences?

Enter "1" in appropriate box None
Scale of Development 
Multiplier

How many services are in close proximity?
4-6 within 400 metres or 7-
10 within 800 metres 1.6 0.5 0

Bank / Community or civic centre / Convenience store / Daycare centre / Laundry or dry cleaner / 
Library / Medical or dental office / Pharmacy / Post office / Place of worship /

7-10 within 400 metres or 11-
13 within 800 metres 1.6 1 0

Restaurant/ Cafe / School / Supermarket / Other neighbourhood-serving retail / Other building with 
office space

11 or more within 400 
metres or 14 or more within 
800 metres 1.6 1.5 0

FOR NON-RESIDENTIAL PROJECTS ONLY:
Does the project provide reasonable access to basic community services from the site?

Enter "1" if all the following criteria are satisfied: 1.6 1 0
Is located on a previously developed site
Is within 800 metres (½ mile) of a residential area or neighbourhood with an average density of 25 
units per hectare (10 units per acre)
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Offset Checklist Impact-Offset Matrix

Is within 800 metres (½ mile) of at least 10 basic services (below)
Bank / Community or civic centre / Convenience store / Daycare centre / Laundry or dry cleaner / 
Library / Medical or dental office / Pharmacy / Post office / Place of worship /
Restaurant/ Cafe / School / Supermarket / Other neighbourhood-serving retail / Other building 
with office space

What water saving measures does the project propose (demonstrable improvement over average)? None
Scale of Development 
Multiplier

Commercial Applications
Reduction in water use 20% 
from baseline 1.6 0.5 0

Enter "1" in appropriate box or

Residential Applications 1
Use of High Efficiency 
Fixtures (LEED) 1.6 0.25 0.4

Residential Applications
Use of Very High Efficiency 
Fixtures (LEED) 1.6 0.5 0

Does the project utilize a rain water harvesting system or use 100% infiltration for storm water? None
Scale of Development 
Multiplier

Enter "1" in one box only

100% storm water (10 year 
event and above) infiltration 
on site (3 units and above 
only and where a pipe 
system exists) 1.6 0.25 0
Pervious treatments (10% of 
manufactured surfaces) 1.6 0.5 0

Water used in "re-use systems" must be used in place of potable water.
Storm water re-use - 50% or 
more of roof area 1.6 0.5 0

For 100% infiltration, there can be no connections to a piped storm water system (except for major 
events).

Storm water re-use - 75% or 
more of roof area 1.6 1 0

What construction waste diversion rate is achieved? Less than 50%
Scale of Development 
Multiplier

Enter "1" in appropriate box 1 > 50% 1.6 0.25 0.4
> 75% 1.6 0.75 0

What long-term, operating waste diversion flows does the project propose? No diversion
Scale of Development 
Multiplier

Enter "1" in appropriate box 1
Diversion of waste flow (1-3 
streams) 1.6 0.5 0.8

Does the project propose on site recycling or waste processing?
Diversion of waste flow (>3 
streams) 1.6 1 0

Does the project encourage people to use bicycles or walking as a means of transportation?

OBJECTIVE: To encourage the use of alternate means of transportation in the community.

Does the project propose new public trail?
Length of designated public trail (m) 0.00000 1.5 0.00

How many of the parking stalls are un-assigned, not reserved or first come first served? None or less than 25%
Scale of Development 
Multiplier
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Offset Checklist Impact-Offset Matrix

25-50% 1.6 0.1 0
> 50% 1.6 0.25 0
100% 1.6 0.33 0

Does the project facilitate the use of bicycles for transportation? Bike parking proposed must be of 
adequate quality and be appropriately located. (For residential applications, this offset only applies to 
developments without garages) None

Scale of Development 
Multiplier

Enter "1" in the appropriate box 1
1 bike stall or more per 
residential unit 1.6 0.25 0.4

Commercial applications only.
1 bike stall or more per 5 
required vehicle stalls 1.6 0.25 0

Commercial applications only.
1 covered bike stall or more 
per 5 required vehicle stalls 1.6 0.5 0

Commercial applications only.

Covered bike parking (as 
above) and shower facilities 
for employees 1.6 0.75 0

Does the project minimize the use of energy and resources both in building construction and 
operation?

OBJECTIVE: To minimize the use of resources in the construction and operation of buildings.

What is the average size of the dwelling or accommodation units? (Square metres) 158.0977405 Not Applicable
Scale of Development 
Multiplier

Enter "1" in appropriate box <100 1.6 1 0
Calculate using residential GFA divided by the number of units. 100-150 1.6 0.75 0

1 151-200 1.6 0.5 0.8
201-250 1.6 0.1 0
251 and above 1.6 0 0

What level of green building initiatives does the project include? LEED

Is the development LEED or Built Green Certified? None
Scale of Development 
Multiplier

Shadow 1.6 1 0
Enter "1" in appropriate box Certified 1.6 2 0

Silver 1.6 3 0
Gold 1.6 4 0
Platinum 1.6 5 0

Built Green

Enter "1" in appropriate box None
Scale of Development 
Multiplier

Bronze 1.6 0.5 0
1 Silver 1.6 1.5 2.4

Gold 1.6 3 0
Platinum 1.6 4 0

Does the project propose to use any of the following green building certification programs?
Built Green Certification 
Equivalent

Scale of Development 
Multiplier

Green Globes? 1.6 0 0
BOMA? 1.6 0 0

BREEAM? 1.6 0 0
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What level of energy consumption reduction does a commercial building achieve? Less than 15% improvement
Scale of Development 
Multiplier

Enter "1" in appropriate box >25% improvement 1.6 0.25 0
(compared to MNECB) >33% improvement 1.6 0.75 0

>42% improvement 1.6 1.1 0
>50% improvement 1.6 1.5 0

What level of energy consumption reduction does a residential building achieve? EnerGuide of <80
Scale of Development 
Multiplier

Enter "1" in appropriate box
EnerGuide score of 80 or 
more 1.6 1 0
EnerGuide score of 82 or 
more 1.6 1.5 0

1
EnerGuide score of 84 or 
more 1.6 2 3.2

Does the project minimize its impact on the natural environment?
OBJECTIVE: To maintain the ecological integrity of the Bow Valley.

If there are environmentally sensitive lands within or adjacent to the site, what mitigations or 
protection are proposed? No mitigations

Scale of Development 
Multiplier

Enter "1" in appropriate box 1 Not located in ESA 1.6 0.5 0.8
Are mitigations possible / achievable? Average mitigations 1.6 0.25 0

Limited building envelope? Good mitigations 1.6 0.5 0
Dedication of lands in excess of minimal municipal reserve requirements? High quality mitigations 1.6 1 0

Conservation offsets?
Habitat improvements?

Dedication of new conservation easements?
Dedication of conservation easements on residual lands?

Does the project minimize its impact on any adjacent Wildlife Corridors or Habitat Patch?
OBJECTIVE: To maintain the ecological integrity of the Bow Valley.
Does the project decrease or minimize residential density adjacent to environmentally sensitive lands 
adjacent or proximate to the site?

Enter "1" in appropriate box
Scale of Development 
Multiplier

Average lot area less than 630 m2. (no mitigation) 1
Average lot area greater than 630 m2. 1.6 0.0000 0.5 0.00

Average lot area greater than 4,000 m2. 1.6 0.0000 1 0.00
Average lot area greater than 8,000 m2. 1.6 0.0000 1.5 0.00

Average lot area greater than 16,000 m2. 1.6 0.0000 2 0.00

Does the project reuse an existing contaminated brownfield site? No remediation proposed?
Scale of Development 
Multiplier

Enter "1" in appropriate box
In-situ management of 
contaminants? 1.6 0.25 0

Geophysical and geotechnical issues not included.
Removal and disposal of 
contaminants? 1.6 1 0

What additional environmental leadership or innovation is demonstrated by the project?

OBJECTIVE: To lead through innovation.
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Offset Checklist Impact-Offset Matrix

What other process or program innovations does this project propose?
Scoring Contingent on Value of 
Innovation 1.6 0

Describe and rate the other innovations:

Strengthening the Social Fabric
“… embracing diversity and managing our community in ways that support diversity are the means to 

creating and maintaining a strong social fabric” 

What access to basic levels of appropriate shelter does the project propose?

OBJECTIVE: Increasing the supply of truly affordable housing (PAH).

How many units of perpetually affordable housing are in the project?
Number of units required to 
maintain current PAH ratio 0.000% 5 0.000

0.34

Does the project proposed a cash contribution towards PAH in lieu of providing affordable housing 
units?

Number of units required to 
maintain current PAH ratio 0.000% 4 0.000

Unit equivalency by cash contribution (where $275,000 equals 1 unit) 0.34

How many bedrooms of employee housing are in the project? 15

Number of bedrooms 
required to maintain current 
EH  ratio 1771.622% 3 53.149

0.847

Scale of Development 
Multiplier

Are 100% of the employee housing bedrooms being occupied by employees earning less than the 
community median income? Enter '1' if Yes 1.6 1 0

Does the project proposed a cash contribution towards employee housing in lieu of providing 
employee housing bedrooms?

Number of bedrooms 
required to maintain current 
EH  ratio 0.000% 4 0.000

Unit equivalency by cash contribution (where $115,000 equals 1 bedroom) 0.847

How many units of seniors housing (SH) are in the project?
Number of units required to 
maintain current SH  ratio 0.000% 4 0.000

0.197

What availability of Employee Housing does the project propose?

OBJECTIVE: Increasing the supply of employee housing units to ensure that businesses 
have enough staff to meet community demands. None

Scale of Development 
Multiplier

What percentage of the employees will be provided housing? 1 to <25% 1.6 1 0
Enter "1" in appropriate box 1 25% to <50 1.6 2 3.2

50% to <75% 1.6 3 0
75% to 100% 1.6 4 0
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What percentage of the employees will be provided rental assistance resulting in rents 10% below 
market levels? None

Scale of Development 
Multiplier

Enter "1" in appropriate box <25% 1.6 0.5 0
25% to <50 1.6 1 0
50% to <75% 1.6 1.5 0
75% to 100% 1.6 2 0

Does the project create growth that retains/enhances the Town's identity?

OBJECTIVE:  Canmore retains its small town character of being an open, friendly, and easily 
accessible place that is a visually pleasing community. None

Scale of Development 
Multiplier

What percentage of the site ares is set aside and is effective for accommodating meeting and social 
interaction? < 5% 1.6 0.25 0

Enter "1" in appropriate box 5% to < 10% 1.6 0.5 0
10% to < 15% 1.6 0.75 0
15% and above 1.6 1 0

Not Applicable
Does the proposal retain or reuse an existing historic property or building? No

Has the project been designed with adjacent heritage buildings in mind?

Building envelope adjusted 
to respect adjacent historic 
building 0.25 0
Reuse / adaptation with 
partial retention of exterior 
historic details 0.5 0
Reuse / adaptation with full 
retention of exterior historic 
details 0.75 0
Restoration of historic 
structure 1 0

None or less than required 
level

Scale of Development 
Multiplier

Does the project exceed minimum municipal reserve requirements (including cash in lieu)? (what 
percent is above or below requirements) < 5% 1.6 0.25 0

Enter "1" in appropriate box 5% to < 10% 1.6 0.5 0
10% to < 15% 1.6 0.75 0
15% and above 1.6 1 0

Does the project support the social fabric through cultural assistance?

OBJECTIVE: To support and assist existing community groups and programs. No facilities
Scale of Development 
Multiplier

Does the project provide accessible (physically and cost) recreation or cultural facilities or programs? Restricted public access 1.6 0
Enter "1" in appropriate box Good public access 1.6 0

Superior public access 1.6 0
Scoring Contingent on 
Value of Proposal

Does the project make a contribution to recreation facilities ? None or Minimal
Scale of Development 
Multiplier

Enter "1" in appropriate box
Equivalent to Voluntary 
Policy (per unit) 1.6 0.25 0
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How big is the contribution relative to the proposed project budget? (1% of total construction 
budget?) Exceeds Voluntary Policy 1.6 0.5 0

Does the project support school enrollment? Provide evidence of support, please. None or Minimal
Scale of Development 
Multiplier

Enter "1" in appropriate box
Sustains current school 
enrollment 1.6 0

Increases school enrollment 1.6 0
Scoring Contingent on 
Value of Proposal

What level of support for current childcare facilities does the project propose? None or Minimal
Scale of Development 
Multiplier

Enter "1" in appropriate box
Sustains the current spaces 
available 1.6 0
Increases the number of 
spaces available 1.6 0

Scoring Contingent on 
Value of Proposal

What level of support for cultural establishments (library, museum, church) does the project 
propose? None or Minimal

Scale of Development 
Multiplier

Enter "1" in appropriate box Medium 1.6 0
How many people are served by the receiving organization? High 1.6 0

How big is the contribution relative to the proposed project budget?
Scoring Contingent on 
Value of Proposal

Significance of contribution to the recipient organization budget?
Significance of contribution to the recipient project?

Significance of contribution to the recipient organization?

What level of support for other non-profit community organizations does the project propose? None or Minimal
Scale of Development 
Multiplier

Enter "1" in appropriate box Medium 1.6 0
How many people are served by the receiving organization? High 1.6 0

How big is the contribution relative to the proposed project budget?
Scoring Contingent on 
Value of Proposal

Significance of contribution to the recipient organization budget?
Significance of contribution to the recipient project?

Significance of contribution to the recipient organization?

What unique supports for community programming does the project propose? None or Minimal
Scale of Development 
Multiplier

Enter "1" in appropriate box Medium 1.6 0
How many people are served by the receiving organization? High 1.6 0

How big is the contribution relative to the proposed project budget?
Scoring Contingent on 
Value of Proposal

Significance of contribution to the recipient organization budget?
Significance of contribution to the recipient project?

Significance of contribution to the recipient organization?

What level of support for special events does the project propose? None or Minimal
Scale of Development 
Multiplier

Enter "1" in appropriate box Medium 1.6 0
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Background Statistics Impact-Offset Matrix

Background Stats Unit / Value
Source Data Comments

Total Commercial Floor Space (sq. m.) 353,926 Commercial Space Inventory Spreadsheet
Information provided by assessor, Frank Watson from 
assessment roll.

Total Number of Employees 4,267                             2011 Census, Table 1.16 - Canmore employees Includes those in the labour force working in Canmore.

Total Employees in leasable space 2,806                             Eligble emplyees from worksheet

Total Project Employees -                                

Scale of employment relative to total employees in 
town -                                

Number of employees per m2 GFA 0.007929081 Calculated using the cells above.

Makes an assumption about a linear connection 
between commercial space and population. The way 
that the data is manipulated is a linear connection and 
assumes full employment and that new positions are 
filled with new labour to the community.  The 
connection may not be linear especially if there is 
labour potential in the community to fill new positions.

Population
Population 12317 2011 Census Includes only the permanent population.
Number of Dwelling Units 8303 2011 Census (page 4)(Table 1.1) Dwellings for permanent residents only.
Average number of occupants/unit 2.36 2011 Census (page 4)(Table 1.1) Ratio based only on permanent residents

Mixed Use Residential Ratio 0.000 Calculated from applicant information Ratio of project that is residential based on GFA
Mixed Use Commercial Ratio 0.000 Calculated from applicant information Ratio of project that is commercial based on GFA

0.000 Check

Assignment of MU Site to Residential 0.000 Assignment of site to MU residential in hectares

Assignment of site area for residential based on above 
ratio so that more realistic density calculations can be 
derived.

Assignment of MU Site to Commercial 0 Actual area assigned to commercial (m2)

Assignment of site area for commercial based on 
above ratio so that more realistic density calculations 
can be derived.

Equivalent residential population 44.84

Calculated using average per unit multiplied by 
numner of new units and adds in the mixed use 
residential equivalent

Assumes a straight line growth based on the average 
number of persons per dwelling mulitplied by the 
number of new dwelling units.

Equivalent commercial population 0.0

Calculated using new GFA multiplied by employees 
per GFA unit, and adds in the mixed use commercial 
equivalent

Assumes that if new commercial space is created then 
a certain number of new employees is also created 
based on a linear extrapolation of the existing 
employees per sq. metre ratio.

Equivalent mixed use residential population 0.0
Simply uses the same rationale as above for mixed 
use projects
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Equivalent mixed use commercial population 0.0
Simply uses the same rationale as above for mixed 
use projects

Total New Residents 44.8
Sums the four above and subject to the same 
assumptions.

Resid Scale of development multiplier 1.6
Importance weighting (multiplier) based on size of 
project (square footage).

IF <1000, 1, IF <2000, 1.2, IF <4000, 2, IF <8000, 4, IF 
<12000, 6, IF <20000, 8, IF <30000, 10, IF >=30000, 
12

Commercial Scale of development multiplier 0.0
Industrial Scale of development multiplier 0.0
Mixed Use Scale of Development Multiplier 0.0
FINAL SCALE OF DEVELOPMENT MULTIPLIER 1.6

Mixed Use Residential GFA 0.0
Mixed Use Commercial GFA 0.0
Area used for scaling 0.0

Economic
Median Income $37,400.00 Stats Can (Community Monitoring Report 2010) Individual Median Income

Assessment value: commercial $856,028,380 Bylaw 14-2011 Mill Rate Bylaw Gross value of assessment
Assessment value: residential $4,571,416,840 Bylaw 14-2011 Mill Rate Bylaw Gross value of assessment

Environmental

Water consumption-resid/person/day 129 Residential litres per person/day from 2010 (ESAP)

Assuming a straight up per capita impact based on 
average number of residents per dwelling unit, 
residents created per square m of commercial floor 
space or a combination of both.

Total resid water consumption m3 844,606                         ESAP Residential water consumption (2010)
Water consumption-commercial/account/day 5,530                             Commercial litres per account/day from 2010 

Total commercial water consumption m3 803,359                         
ESAP Commercial water consumption annually 
(2010)

ICI Water Consumption per sq. m 2.2699 Calculated

Residential Solid Waste/capita 0.17
(tonnes / 

person / yr)
ESAP Residential solid waste (2010): population 
includes perm and non-perm

Assuming a straight up per capita impact based on 
average number of residents per dwelling unit, 
residents created per square m of commercial floor 
space or a combination of both.

Total resid solid waste tonnes 3,111
ESAP Residential solid waste (2010): population 
includes perm and non-perm

Non-Residential Solid Waste per sq. m. 0.0317 Calculated

Calculates the amount of solid waste created per 
square metre of commercial space. Assumes a simple 
linear connection. 

Total Solid Waste Production 14,333 ESAP Total solid waste (2010)
Total Residential Solid Waste Production 3,111 ESAP Residential solid waste (2010)

Total Non-Resid. Solid Waste Tonnes 11,222 Calculated
Resulting Non-Resid. Solid Waste - derived from total 
waste minus residential waste numbers
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Background Statistics Impact-Offset Matrix

Energy Use and GHG Emissions/capita 13.2
ESAP Per-capita GHG emissions (2010) – permanent 
population (tonnes CO2e/person)

Assuming a straight up per capita impact based on 
average number of residents per dwelling unit, 
residents created per square m of commercial floor 
space or a combination of both.

Total GHG Emissions (tonnes CO2e) 161,519 ESAP Total community GHG emissions (2010)

Total area of residential parcels 3,207,996

From GIS maps prepared by Patricia and Alaric (see 
"LandUses_Working.mxd" shortcut saved in 
background info folder).

Developed Residential Density 25.88
units per 
hectare Calculated

The data is based on pure net density, all roads and 
reserves are excluded and only the actual 
development site is included. This also only includes 
residential areas, not mixed use areas. Density 
calculations therefore are not exactly accurate. A more 
accurate number would back out the dwelling unit 
numbers in mixed use areas. Separating out the mixed 
use areas would be very difficult to do, if not 
impossible.

Total area of Commercial parcels 706,005

From GIS maps prepared by Patricia and Alaric (see 
"LandUses_Working.mxd" shortcut saved in 
background info folder).

Developed Commercial Space 298,405 sq. metres Commercial Space Inventory Spreadsheet
Information provided by assessor, Frank Watson from 
assessment roll.

Developed Commercial Density 0.423
Floor Area 
Ratio Calculated.

Total area of Industrial parcels 168,857 sq. metres

From GIS not including Rock Quarry. See 
"LandUses_Working.mxd" shortcut saved in 
background info folder.

Developed Industrial Space 55,521 sq. metres Commercial Space Inventory Spreadsheet
Information provided by assessor, Frank Watson from 
assessment roll.

Developed Industrial Density 0.329
Floor Area 
Ratio

Total Vacant Undeveloped Land 5,077,648

Vacant Undeveloped Land w/i 200m of ESA 2,711,164
From GIS maps prepared by Patricia and Alaric. 
"EASs_For_Footprinting.mxd"

This only measures vacant undeveloped areas next to 
ESAs and does not included already developed areas 
next to ESAs. Developed areas adjacent to ESAs are 
therefore compared against the wrong data set; 
however, redevelopment in ESAs are anticipated to 
small and rare so this scenario is not substantive.
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Background Statistics Impact-Offset Matrix

Average neighbourhood distance from WWTP - 
Gravity Sanitary 1364

From GIS - see "Road and Sanitary lengths" Excel 
sheet for the summary

Considers the geographic centre of defined 
neighbourhoods and then averages the distances from 
those defined centres to theWaste Water Treatment 
Plant using the sanitary network

Average neighbourhood distance from WWTP - 
Pressure Sanitary 2098

From GIS - see "Road and Sanitary lengths" Excel 
sheet for the summary

Considers the geographic centre of defined 
neighbourhoods and then averages the distances from 
those defined centres to theWaste Water Treatment 
Plant using the sanitary network

Average neighbourhood distance from Downtown 2457
From GIS - see "Road and Sanitary lengths" Excel 
sheet for the summary

Considers the geographic centre of defined 
neighbourhoods and then averages the distances from 
those defined centres to the intersection of Main Street 
and 7th Avenue using the road network

Metres of maintained Trails 59200 metres From GIS / TCA data.

Per capita maintained trails 4.81 Calculated.
Simple arithmetic based on the current trail length 
divided by current population.

Metres of maintained Roads 87000 From GIS / TCA data.

Per capita metres of maintained Roads 7.06 Calculated.
Simple arithmetic based on the current trail length 
divided by current population.

Proposed new road per capita 0.00
Required MR-low density 10
Required MR-high density 15

Social

Number of Childcare Spaces 139 (licensed)
2010 email from Brenda Caston, Community 
Enrichment Manager

Childcare spaces per capita 0.01129 Calculated.
Simple arithmetic calculation based spaces divided by 
the current population.

Library materials per capita 4.9 2010 Community Monitoring Report

Total library materials 60353.3 Calculated.
Simple arithmetic calculation based on materials per 
capita time the current population.

Food Bank (number of people served) 892  2010 Community Monitoring Report

Food Bank (percent of population served) 7.242% Calculated.
Simple arithmetic calculation based numbers served 
as a ratio of the current population.

Social Assistance Payments (people receiving) 310 2010 Community Monitoring (Stats Can 2010)

Social Assistance Payments (percentage of tax filers) 3.30% 2010 Community Monitoring (Stats Can 2010)

Crimes Against Persons 142 2010 Community Monitoring Report
Crimes Against Property 493 2010 Community Monitoring Report

Crimes against Prop and Pers 635 Calculated.
Simple addition of the two cells above to calculate all 
reported crimes.
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Background Statistics Impact-Offset Matrix

Crime rate per person 0.052 Calculated.

Simple arithmetic calculation of the number of crimes 
in relation to the population in the year in which the 
statistics were reported.

Total number of all Affordable Housing units 
(PAH+EH+SH) 604 Calculation of PAH, EH and SH below

Percentage of total dwelling units that are affordable 0.07274479 Calculated.

Number of PAH units 148 CCHC inventory - current as off 2010

% of PAH units 0.01782488 Calculated.

Simple arithmetic calculation of the number of PAH 
units in relation to the overall number of dwelling units 
in the community.

Cash equivalent to PAH units $275,000 From PAH Policy - PAH Build Guidelines

Number of Employee Housing (EH) bedrooms 370
Saved in Background "Employee housing stats 
2011.xls"

% of EH units 0.04456221 Calculated.

Simple arithmetic calculation of the number of EH 
bedrooms in relation to the overall number of dwelling 
units in the community.

Cash equivalent to EH bedroom $115,000
Based on Staff Res model (zero operating cost 
debenture is 4.1 Million/36 bedrooms)

Number of Seniors Housing units 86
Data from Bow Valley Regional Housing (by phone 
2011)

% of Seniors Housing units 0.01035770 Calculated.

Simple arithmetic calculation of the number of seniors 
housing units in relation to the overall number of 
dwelling units in the community.

Average Sales Price Resid Unit $599,736 Remax Annual Sales Statistics 2010

Ratio of Price to Median Income 16.04 Calculated.

Simple arithmetic calculation of the average residential 
sales price to the community individual median 
income.
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Assessment Data Attachment #1: Impact-Offset Matrix

2010 Assessment (from Bylaw 14-2011) Updated 8 Sept. 2011
Residential 4,319,939,320$       
Tourist Home 152,868,730$          
Land – Vacant, Serviced 96,730,860$            
Non-residential 846,278,730$       
Machinery & Equipment 356,850$              
Seniors’ Apartments 1,877,930$              
Linear-Electrical Generation 9,392,800$           

4,571,416,840$       856,028,380$       
5,427,445,220$       

Percent of each type 0.8423 0.1577
0.187256689

New residential assessed total $4,587,699,840
New non-residential assessed total $856,028,380

0.8427 0.1573
Project Assessment Ratios Calculated 0.1866

Change in commercial assessment 
resulting from Project -0.3549

Assumption about sq. ft. of commercial 
assessment value 2418.6649
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Attachment #1: Impact-Offset Matrix

ELIGIBLE EMPLOYEES
Canmore Total employees from Census Updated Sept. 16, 2011

4267 Used 2011 Census

Eligible? Eligibility Rate Rationale
Nature of Employment % of Total
Agriculture & Forestry 0.42 Excluded, no leasable space related to employees
Mining & Oil 3.34 Excluded, no leasable space related to employees
Manufacturing 1.55 E 1 1.55 Included
Construction 10.16 0.33 3.35 Excluded, no leasable space related to employees

Transportation, Comm., Utilities 4.63 E 0.5 2.32
Ratio of 0.5 selected as many employees work in the field - no leasable space 
related

Retail-Wholesale Trade 8.39 E 1 8.39 Included
Financial, Insurance, Real Estate 4.56 E 1 4.56 Included
Professional Services 4.97 E 1 4.97 Included
Government 5.22 Excluded, no leasable space related to employees
Education 5.6 Excluded, no leasable space related to employees
Accommodation & Food 17.14 E 1 17.14 Included
Personal Services 11.77 E 1 11.77 Included

Health and Wellness 9.14 E 0.66 6.03
Ratio of 0.33 selected as many employees work in government / institutional 
facilities that are not included in the leasable space areas

Professional Athlete 0.83 Excluded.
Other 1.81 0.25 0.45 Portion included.
Unknown 10.47 0.5 5.24 Portion included.

65.768 Total Eligible Percentage
Eligible Employees

2,806

2292
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2.  New informaiton of Non-Support for the Appeal - Chase Mullen
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April 18, 2022 

Subdivision and Development Appeal Board 

Canmore Civic Center 

902 7 Avenue 

Canmore, Alberta 

T1W 3K1 

 

Attn.: SDAB Clerk     sdab@canmore.ca  

 
RE: Subdivision & Development Appeal Board Hearing 1330, 1338, 1342 1st Avenue Plan 1095f, Block 94 that 

Portion of Lot 15 which lies to the SE of the NW 25 feet thereof and all of Lot 16 Plan 1095f, Block 94 Lot 14 and 

the NW 25 feet throughout of Lot 15 Plan 1095f, Block 94, Lot 13 13 Townhouse Units and 6 Common Amenity 

Housing Units Development Maximum Density, Maximum Eave Line Height, Maximum Canopy Projection in 

Rear Yard, and Building Stepback Variance Appeal against an approval by the Canmore Planning Commission. 

 

My name is Chase Mullen and I own 1405/1407 1st Ave, 1414 2nd ave,  1402 2nd Ave and 1318 1st Ave.  I 

am a born and raised local real estate developer who will be directly impacted by this development. 

I am writing this letter to show my support for this development because I see the desired need for 

amenity housing within our community. By doing so, the developer has also shown that their proposed 

market units will be much smaller and will be some of the lowest cost new housing stock in Canmore. 

Now I am just a developer in Teepee Town and being a resident may bring up the fact that the town of 

Canmore is creating a nightmare for residents due to parking requirements. My only objection would be 

to somehow implement rules for the amenity housing that only certain rooms would be granted a 

parking spot. At this point I am not sure how the SDAB could implement this but something to work with 

in the future. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Chase Mullen 

KOVA Homes Inc. 
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3.New information - Revised Letter of Support for the Appeal - Julia Schumacher
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Katy Bravo-Stewart

From: Julia Schumacher 
Sent: April 20, 2022 1:51 PM
To: Katy Bravo-Stewart
Subject: Revised Appeal Statement for tomorrow.

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Categories: UPCOMING SDAB

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

RE: Subdivision & Development Appeal Board Hearing 1330, 1338, 1342 1st Avenue Plan 1095f, Block 94 
that Portion of Lot 15 which lies to the SE of the NW 25 feet thereof and all of Lot 16 Plan 1095f, Block 94 
Lot 14 and the NW 25 feet throughout of Lot 15 
Plan 1095f, Block 94, Lot 13 
13 Townhouse Units and 6 Common Amenity Housing Units Development 
Maximum Density, Maximum Eave Line Height, Maximum Canopy Projection in Rear Yard, and Building Stepback 
Variance 
Appeal against an approval by the Canmore Planning Commission. 
 
 (Appeal on April 21st at 2:00 pm) 
 
Hello, my name is Julia.  
I own a home where I have lived with my family of 3, on the street & block of the proposed development, for the past 
7.5 years. 
 
I am not in agreement with the current proposal.  
 
I’d like to see the existing regulations remain to set a neighbourhood standard and to properly manage the number of 
cars we have on our streets, which is already an issue. Increasing the  maximum density in the neighbourhood will 
inevitably increase the number of cars on our street, Car street‐parking is currently an eyesore in Tipi Town. We need to 
be making efforts to reduce on‐street parking for all our developments moving forward. Especially when we consider 
the future development of our roads and sidewalks. 
 
I'd like the set‐back variance to allow for a permanent private parking driveway, per unit. And I’d like to see the property 
parking stall requirements increase, to include a legitimate and permanent private parking driveway per unit, regardless 
of the possibility of a garage. Not on Town property. Street parking is not a solution. Also, garages tend to be storage for 
gear, rather than parking. So garages are not a parking solution either.  
 
At minimum; 1 single‐car driveway, fully on private property, per ADU, per townhouse/4plex unit. Regardless of a 
garage.  
 
Personally, we experience a high need for more parking spaces, within this particular block, as it is. Getting the cars off 
our street allows for a spaciousness that this neighbourhood needs, in order to see cyclists, kids, pedestrians. At a 
glance, we have a messy street. Allowing for cars to be tucked away on each private property will greatly increase the 
quality of our neighbourhood. 
‐‐  

FOIP
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Julia Rayne Schumacher 
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4. New information of Neutral for the Appeal - Joey and Joanne Young
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Katy Bravo-Stewart

From: Joey Young 
Sent: April 20, 2022 10:57 AM
To: Shared.Planning
Subject: SDAB Hearing PL20210423

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Categories: UPCOMING SDAB

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 

Hello SDAB Board Members, thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed development on 1st Ave. 
 
Apologies for the late submission on this project but as there have been late correspondence and negotiations between 
the developer, town and some local affected community owners we wanted to see what transpired from those 
discussions first before submitting our objections. We have been a bit perplexed that such discussions are happening 
outside of what should be transparent planning discussions with the Town and the larger community, which is what an 
ASP process is intended to do? 
 
There are open questions as to whether this and other developments happening in the TeePee town area are within the 
spirit and intent of the area and whether such developments, as being approved, meet the current and future needs of 
the local and broader community. Everyone understands and accepts that there will be some increased densificiation 
but it seems that the end goal is to cram as many units as possible into a small confined area and develop every square 
foot of space, which will lead to and already has impacted: 

 Parking‐ between AirBnBs and new developments with only one outdoor space per unit (or none for some as 
approved under this proposal) and limited communal parking there is already illegal blocking of alleyways and 
other impacts on our roadways and travel ways. Will there be parking quotas established for the area or 
restrictions on rentals that don't have an assigned parking spot, i.e.can't own a vehicle? How would that be 
enforced? 

 Water run‐off‐ noticeable in many parts of the neighborhood during periods of heavy rain or during spring melt 
that there isn't adequate or functional drainage in some locations. I suspect this is being remediated? 

 Servicing‐ servicing hasn't been able to keep up with use and numbers of permanent and temporary people. In 
fact, there was a previous attempt by the town to castigate local residents for not taking care of keeping the 
garbage area on 13th St clean and tidy when it was abundantly clear excess garbage and recycling was the 
product of temporary visitors staying at an adjacent airbnb. Increasing the number of temporary visitors or 
residents (i.e. the dormitory style staff accommodation, aka common amenity housing) mixed in with 
permanent residents and owners will only exacerbate this issue without dedicated resources toward service 
provision and bylaw enforcement 

 Community family living‐ with avg prices going for near or over 1 million dollars and limited amenities available 
in proximity, the loss of community character for families is unmistakable. These developments won't help with 
affordability or desired lifestyle conditions for families or professional workers. There is also little to no green 
space or amenities in the immediate area that are under the provision or control of the town. 

 Changes to the AS Plan‐ there are several variances being applied to this development that aren't simple, they 
are substantial both individually and collectively. Is it about more or better? At what point will a renewed ASP 
for the area be triggered and will there be a new vision and objectives be laid out for existing and new residents, 
owners and prospective buyers be able to weigh in? 

FOIP
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Should the board approve the plan as is (or with amendments) and continue to increase densities in the neighbourhood, 
we offer the following suggestions to potentially accommodate, to some extent, existing and future residents and users 
of the TeePee town area: 

 Ensure that there is a least one parking spot for each unit being created and adequate on‐street or communal 
parking to accommodate visitors, etc. 

 Consider a curbed dedicated pedestrian and biking lane instead of a sidewalk (which people tend not use in 
other similar residential areas) to improve community travel and safety which will be impacted by significantly 
increased traffic. Increased numbers requires increased formalization 

 Upgrade and put utility and service lines below ground to increase usable space, enhance sight lines and reduce 
impacts to servicing 

 Ensure that new build designs and positioning takes into consideration adjacent units and tries to minimize 
impacts on their use, enjoyment wherever possible.   

 Consider placing the staff accomodation along 17th Street (old hotel) in the commercial zone where it belongs 
as that is its function and style of accomodation. A further benefit of this approach is that it is right along 
potential future busing and transportation routes direct to downtown and the highway, which can reduce need 
for vehicles for some residents. 

 Initiate a discussion with the provincial government (AHS/Infrastructure) to improve amenities in the hospital 
area, which is the last and only green or recreational space in this area of town. The addition of a modern 
playground and off‐leash dog park etc. would go a long way to enhance community well‐being and mental 
health. 

We will attempt to sit‐in on the virtual meeting on the 21st however the timing may conflict with other work 
commitments. We appreciate the opportunity to provide our input to this proccess and your consideration of our 
concerns and suggestions to make the community both desirable and livable into the future. 
 
Sincerely, 
Joey and Joanne Young 
 
Unit 2‐ 1411 1st Avenue, 

 FOIP
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End of Agenda Package 
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