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The purpose of this Master's Degree Project is twofold: to demonstrate the usefulness of a housing needs 

assessment as a necessary first step in identitying groups that are inadequately housed; and to inform the 

housing strategies being developed by the Town of Canmore and Canmore Community Housing 

Corporation. This project makes the case that intervention is needed in order to reduce the level of 

housing hardship within the community. 

The MDP begins with an analysis of the local housing situation in terms of both internal and external 

socio-economic forces that are affecting housing prices. The intent is to provide the reader with an 

understanding of the challenges faced by proponents seeking to encourage more affordable forms of 

housing. The next two chapters analyze factors influencing housing demand and supply in Canmore. 

Quantitative data has been gathered over a number of years so that broad trends can be discerned. In 

addition, an extensive series of key informant interviews were conducted involving local helping 

agencies, municipal planners, and housing advocates from other mountain communities. This qualitative 

information is integrated with the analysis to paint a complete picture of the local housing situation. An 

assessment of housing affordability is presented for Canmore, based on household income and household 

type. A variety of analytical approaches are used to develop a broad estimate of housing need. Following 

this chapter, a forecast of the demand for affordable housing is presented. This analysis provides three 

scenarios of the number of affordable units that could feasibly be built as Canmore reaches a theoretical 

'build-out' population of 25-30,000 people. The final chapter presents strategies that can be used to shape 

a comprehensive program that addresses the lack of affordable housing in Canmore. 

It is concluded that community intervention is required to address the need for affordable housing in 

Canmore. These intervention strategies need to be understood and supported by the broader community, 

and should involve the collective effort of local stakeholders from the public, private and non-profit 

sectors. Ten recommendations are provided, together with appropriate case examples from other 

communities that can be used to shape appropriate housing strategies. 
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I N T R O D U C T I O N 

How this study came about 

The origins of this project can be traced as far back as November 1997, as one of seven key 

recommendations developed during the Canmore Housing Symposium. The resolution recommended 

that a comprehensive "housing study" be undertaken to help local stakeholders understand the need for 

affordable housing in Canmore. The study also would review existing reports and policy 

recommendations that had been made on housing issues in the Bow Corridor during the past 10 years. 

The Canmore Housing Committee would use this information to help shape local housing policy. 

In 1999, Norm Connolly, graduate student in planning at the University of Calgary, Faculty of 

Environmental Design, was asked by the Canmore Housing Committee to conduct an assessment of 

current housing need and to produce a long-range forecast of demand for affordable housing. A Terms 

of Reference for the project was submitted to both Canmore Housing Committee and Canmore Town 

Council. Canmore Town Council approved funding for the project in February 1999. Concurrent with 

this approval, Norm Connolly made this project the basis for his thesis research (Masters Degree Project 

in Planning), beginning in March 1999. 

Thus, a two-part project began, leading to the creation of two reports (timeline shown on page 2). The 

first report, prepared for and funded by the Town of Canmore, was completed in March 2000. On his 

own initiative, Norm Connolly began work on a second report in January 2001 as part of completing of 

his Masters Degree Project. This second report was undertaken as an independent body of work with 

the intent of informing and supporting the strategies being developed by the newly formed Canmore 

Community Housing Corporation. As part of this, several modifications have been made to the format 

of the original March 2000 Canmore Housing Needs Assessment. This updated project includes: 

• An expanded chapter containing a recommended housing strategy with case studies of successful 

housing initiatives from other communities; 

• A modified housing forecast using three population growth scenarios; and, 

• The latest household income data available (1998), and the latest civic census and residential sales 

data for the year 2000. 

Figure A shows a linear representation of the work done on this project, including the Canmore Housing 

Needs Assessment and the Master's Degree Project. Several presentations were made during this two-

year period. These presentations were a key part in informing local stakeholders about housing issues 

and the extent of affordable housing demand and supply in Canmore. Three consecutive presentations 

were made to Canmore Town Council in 1999. Presentations were also provided to the Canmore Urban 

Development Institute and the Town of Canmore, Planning and Development Department early in 2000. 

The local paper, Canmore Leader, provided ongoing coverage of housing issues during this time period. 
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More recently, three presentations on the updated needs assessment were delivered to the board of the 

Canmore Community Housing Corporation in summer 2001. 

During this two-year project, research occurred in tandem with the work of local housing committees 

(i.e., Canmore Housing Committee, Canmore Housing Authority Working Group, and Canmore 

Community Housing Corporation). Thus, the project unfolded as a continuous and iterative process of 

informing decision-makers within the community and updating the original study with the latest 

information available. Completion of the Masters Degree Project added another layer of quality control, 

objectivity, and direction setting to the original housing study. In its final form, this project provides 

Canmore with a very comprehensive and relevant body of housing research that can inform local 

housing policy. 

Figure A: Timeline for Canmore Housing Needs Assessment (1999-2001) 

MDP 
Approved 

March 
1999 

T h e s i s R e s e a r c h 
MDP 

Completion 

Presentations to Planning 
I & Development Dept and 

Canmore UDI Group 

Ttrree presentations 
' to Town Council 

September 
Three presentations 2001 
to CCHC Board • 
Summer 2001 

Report2 

September 
2001 

Canmore Housing Needs Assessment 1999-2000 ̂  ^ Canmore Housing Needs Assessment 2000-2001 ^ 

Canmore Housing 
Committee 

Canmore Housing Authonty 
Working Group 

Canmore Community Housing 
Corporation (CCHC) 

Purpose of this project 

The purpose of this Master's Degree Project is twofold: 

1. To demonstrate the usefulness of a housing needs assessment as a necessary first step in identifying 

groups that are inadequately housed in Canmore; and, 

2. To inform the housing strategies being developed by local stakeholders, i.e., Canmore Town 

Council, Town of Canmore Planning & Development Department, Canmore Housing Committee 

(1999) and Canmore Community Housing Corporation (2001). 

Methodology 

The following methodology was used to gain an understanding of housing needs in Canmore and to 

develop appropriate strategies to address affordability: 
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• Conduct a literature review of housing studies, reports and policies developed for other mountain 

communities 

• Review housing studies / homelessness strategies from other Canadian centres 

• Review scholarly research on poverty and changing household demographics 

• Review recent studies on housing issues and staff accommodation in the Bow Corridor (1992-1997) 

• Understand the various approaches used to assess housing need, and select those that are appropriate 

given the information available 

• Utilize primary and secondary research to derive a comprehensive understanding of the local 

housing situation 

• Identify local and external factors that influence housing demand for various target groups in need 

• Identify relevant housing demand categories, based on generally accepted socio-economic 

categories 

• Establish a definition of affordability, based on generally accepted approaches 

• Identify the types of housing needed by various groups and compare to current supply 

• Use population growth scenarios as well as forecasted supply of affordable housing to predict future 

need 

• Compare and comment on various strategies to address housing need in Canmore 

Sources of information used in study 

Canmore is fortunate in that it conducts a comprehensive civic census each year, and census records are 

available as far back as the early 1980s. Thus, it was possible to compare local demographic trends with 

provincial and national trends. Household income and expenditure data (1991-98) was used to estimate 

the number of local residents likely experiencing housing hardship. However, the most current 

household income data is two years old by the time it is available to the public. This meant that 1998 

was used as a 'base year" for most of the affordability analysis done in Chapter 4. In comparison, data 

on annual residential sales and local rental rates were available up to year 2000. These figures were 

used to establish affordability 'thresholds' for entry-level rental and ownership housing in Canmore. 

Key informant interviews with 23 individuals representing 17 helping agencies, local businesses, 

advocacy groups and non-profit organizations provided a fuller understanding of the extent of housing 

need. Anecdotal information was used to ' f i l l ' the information gaps in areas not readily captured by 

government statistics (e.g. number of secondary suites, composition of the transient workforce, 

estimated number of homeless people, living conditions for those in poverty, etc.). 

Both primary and secondary sources of information were used in this project and are summarized 

below: 
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Primary Sources 

Key informant interviews were conducted with local business, helping agencies, municipal and 

provincial staff 

Anecdotal information on housing hardship was supplied by dozens of local citizens during the 

study period 

Secondary Sources 

- Statistics Canada household income data (1991 -1998) 

Statistics Canada household expenditures (1996, 1999) 

- Canmore Civic Census (1989-2000) 

- Canmore Alpine Realty (Re/Max) MLS sales (1990-2000) 

- Core Need Income Thresholds for Banff-Canmore (1998-2000) 

Annual housing market reports prepared by CMHC 

Various reports and bylaws from the Town of Canmore (EHD zoning, estimates of secondary suites, 

local commercial data, etc.) 

Scope of the study and philosophical base 

This MDP should be considered a housing information 'resource' for the community. Within this body 

of work is an extensive set of qualitative and quantitative information. Empirical data appears as 

summarized tables, trend analysis, and comparisons to other communities and regions. Qualitative 

information is captured through the opinions and observations made by front-line employees at local 

helping agencies, staff at the Town of Canmore, and local citizens experiencing housing hardship. 

Together, this reservoir of material can be used to identify local socio-economic trends, discern the 

target groups in housing need, and help shape an appropriate response in the form of housing initiatives 

and strategies. 

The Terms of Reference for the original housing needs assessment, approved by Canmore Town 

Council in 1999, made only indirect reference to developing recommendations for an affordable housing 

strategy as a 'deliverable' for the project. However, once research was underway, it quickly became 

apparent that policy recommendations would become self-evident as the project matured. From a 

normative perspective, this is a positive development since many of the recommendations contained in 

Chapter 6 of this Masters Degree Project were crafted through an iterative process of informing, 

discussion, and updating. As such, the final chapter of this MDP includes 'key considerations' for local 

stakeholders from an economic, social and environmental perspective. The recommended housing 

strategies were also influenced by a series of case studies of successful affordable housing initiatives 

from other Canadian communities. It seemed logical that relevant case examples should also be 

included in the MDP to support the proposed housing strategies. The MDP now fully answers one of 

the key requirements stated in the Project Proposal: '"Identify planning policies and other measures that 

can he used to help resolve housing needs." 
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The recommended housing strategy (Chapter 6) suggests that the community should intervene to 

address the need for affordable housing in Canmore. To some degree, the philosophical roots for this 

recommendation lie in the presumption that modem societies tend toward a 'mixed economy' model, 

i.e., both public and private actions are needed to keep an economy functioning smoothly and fairly for 

the benefit of its citizens.' Arising from this is the notion that the government has a role to play in 

influencing the economy for the broader good (e.g. reducing unemployment, stimulating the economy, 

addressing disconnections between supply and demand, mitigating environmental degradation, etc.). 

However, the recommendations in Chapter 6 go beyond the premise that local government should be 

involved in housing issues. Instead, intervention strategies require the collective effort of aU sectors 

within the community: public, private and non-profit. The basis for this position has evolved from a 24-

month process of investigative research, discussion within the community, and analysis of successful 

initiatives from other communities. 

Therefore, the question of whether or not it is appropriate for a community to 'subsidize' private 

employers of low-wage labour by providing affordable housing can be answered from two perspectives. 

First, there is strong evidence that the lack of units affordable to low- and moderate-income households 

in Canmore is having broader detrimental effects on the community, both socially and economically. 

Thus, a lack of action on this issue also carries a cost that is bome by the community. Secondly, the 

partnership model proposed in Chapter 6 suggests that the need for affordable housing should be 

addressed by al] sectors within the community. Neither one sector nor a single stakeholder within the 

community should be expected to solely fund the costs associated with an affordable housing initiative. 

' It is not the intent of this MDP to provide a thorough investigation of the philosophical assumptions inherent in 
housing policy. It is only mentioned here to provide the reader with additional background on how this project 
evolved during a two-year period. 
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S I T U A T I O N A N A L Y S I S 

C h a p t e r 

If housing prices were tied directly to what people could afford, the issue of shelter affordability would 

disappear. Instead, factors such as development and construction costs, cost of serviced land, the 

market demand for various types of housing, and the profit motive of developers and homebuilders 

influence housing prices. 

This Chapter investigates the local and external socio-economic forces contributing to Canmore's 

housing affordability problem. These factors are grouped into eight distinct themes that have emerged 

since the mid-1980s. These trends have shaped the demographic profile of the town and have 

influenced the rate and pattern of growth in Canmore. In addition, this chapter provides a context for 

housing issues in Canmore by helping the reader understand the challenges faced by those seeking to 

encourage the development of more affordable forms of housing. 



1.0 T e r m i n o l o g y 

Bow Corridor This Master's Degree Project (MDP) defines the Bow Corridor to include the 

upper section of the Bow River Valley stretching from Lake Louise to Ghost 

Lake (west of Canmore). 

Municipal This is a provincially legislated act that covers all aspects of municipal 

Government Act governance in the Province of Alberta. The Municipal Government Act (MGA) 

lays out the powers of cities, towns, municipal districts, improvement districts, 

and counties. In Canada, under the British North American Act, municipalities 

are subject to provincial legislation. The MGA was updated in 1994, and was 

revised again in May 1999. 

Municipal Under the Municipal Government Act, every town over 3,500 inhabitants must 

Development create a Municipal Development Plan. The Municipal Development Plan is a 

Plan high-level planning document that deals with growth management, the 

coordination of land use throughout the municipality, as well as the provision of 

transportation systems and infrastructure. Canmore updated its Municipal Plan 

in 1998. 

Land Use Bylaw Under the Municipal Government Act, every municipality must prepare a Land 

Use Bylaw (LUB). The LUB may prohibit or regulate the use and development 

of land or buildings within the municipality. The LUB divides the municipality 

into various land use districts (zoning), and stipulates what types of land uses 

within the zoning district are permitted or discretionary. Much of the LUB 

concerns development standards such as parking requirements, building heights 

and setbacks, and density in terms of units or floor area ratio. The LUB is 

subject to the principles and goals expressed in the Municipal Development Plan. 

Town Council gave final reading to a new Land Use Bylaw in November 1999. 

Entry-level Housing that provides reasonably priced homeownership opportunities in 

housing Canmore. Town Council considers entry-level housing to be accommodation 

that is appropriate to the current and anticipated needs of low to moderate 

income Canmore residents. Both single-family and multi-family units may 

qualify as entry-level housing. In the case of single-family units, the provision 

of a secondary suite is normally required to qualify as entry-level housing.' The 

real estate industry generally considers entry-level housing to describe that 

portion of the local housing market that is in the lowest 25% of real estate 

listings. 

' Ibid. p. 1.6. 



F a c t o r s C o n t r i b u t i n g t o t h e H o u s i n g A f f o r d a b i l i t y P r o b l e m 

One of the primary reasons for the lack of affordable housing in Canmore is because of the high demand 

for, and limited supply of housing. Where demand for a 'product' exceeds available supply, prices will 

be high. Most of us are familiar with this basic model of microeconomics. However, the dynamic 

between housing supply and demand does not fully explain the reasons for Canmore's housing 

affordability situation; other factors are involved. This chapter identifies eight factors that have 

significantly influenced the type, price, and number of homes built in Canmore during the past decade. 

1.1 Urban Migrants Seeking a Healthy, Outdoor Lifestyle are moving to 

Mountain C o m m u n i t i e s 

"... / believe in what I've tried very hard to foreswear - the possibility ofperfect living in a 

perfect place. That means mountains, wilderness, and every kind of non-tropical outdoor sport 

within 90 minutes, but also good bookstores, a Mozart festival, and no career sacrifice. " ' 

- Mike Steer, Outside Magazine 

"/ think Canmore has a lot of the ingredients [that baby boomers are looking for]. You 're nicely 

positioned, less than 100 km from a massively growing, very vibrant centre in Calgary.'" ' 

- David Foote, Author of Boom, Bust and Echo 

Since the mid-1980s business owners, retirees, and 'footloose entrepreneurs' have moved to towns and 

small cities in the Rocky Mountains of western North America. They have moved there for one or more 

perceived benefits: healthy, outdoor lifestyle, scenic beauty and easy access to recreation opportunities."* 

Other reasons include becoming a part of a small-town community that offers a less hectic way of life 

yet still features urban amenities. These "'lifestyle factors" have given many of these communities a 

growth economy driven by in-migration of new residents. This is particularly true for a "gateway" 

community such as Canmore that lies immediately adjacent to Banff National Park. Related factors 

contributing to Canmore's popularity include close proximity to a large metropolitan area serviced by an 

international airport, as well as excellent transportation links along the Trans-Canada Highway. Well-

to-do Calgarians seeking a condominium within the Rocky Mountains have also contributed to the 

growing non-permanent population of Canmore residents. 

Rasker and Alexander (1997) point out that the population growth in mountain communities can best be 

explained by amenity-driven migration, where people first decide where they want to live, and then 

- Mike Steere, This is heaven and it's Madison W^consin, Outside Magazine, \'olume XX Number 7, July 1995, pp. ,S8-68 
' David Foote quoted in article: Demographics don't favour building of new schools, Canmore Leader, Februar)' 23, 1999, p. 
AlO 
•* Ray Rasker and Ben Alexander, The Neiv Challenge: People, Commerce and the Environment in the Yellowstone to Yukon Region, 
The Wilderness Societ}', 199"̂ , p. 1 
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either look for a job, create jobs for themselves or live off investmem or retiremem income."' David 

Foote, co-author of the bestseller Boom, Bust, & Echo: How to Profit from the Coming Demographic 

Shift, said in a recent interview that Canmore is a logical place to move for educated, mobile baby 

boomers in their 40s and 50s working in the service industry. Howe, McMahon, and Propst see a strong 

correlation between the bouyant economy and high quality of life found in mountain communities in the 

Greater Yellowstone Region, which includes portions of Montana, Wyoming and Idaho. They also find 

that well-planned communities that have taken steps to preserve the surrounding natural environment 

have also tended to be economically prosperous (they cite Boulder, Colorado and Jackson Hole, 

Wyoming as examples).'' 

1.2 There is a Building Boom in the Second Home / Vacation Home Market 

""The influx ofpeople buying a second residence, whether for a vacation haven or future 

retirement home, has just begun.'" ' 

- Marketing Director for a local homebuilder 

Another factor contributing to the rapid growth of Canmore is the purchasing of second homes by non-

permanent residents.** Second home purchasers in Canmore consist of three sub-groups. They are: 

• Persons approaching retirement but currently working elsewhere.'' They have purchased a home 

in Canmore and visit it occasionally, but are renting their home for the time being. 

• Vacation homeowners who view Canmore as an attractive place to live for part of the year. This 

group is attracted to the area because of its close proximity to the outdoors. Canmore now 

"competes favourably with Banff Jasper, and Invermere as a location for week-end and recreation 

homes."'° Depending upon the financially security of these individuals, some vacation 

homeowners will lease out their home for part of the year or may choose to leave it empty. Local 

realtor Camille Hemmingson pointed out that there is growing awareness, outside of Alberta, of 

Canmore as a destination resort, thus wealthy vacation homebuyers are purchasing properties in the 

community. 

• The third group consists of real estate investors who may be either individuals or businesses that 

are purchasing homes in Canmore as an investment or as a corporate benefit for their employees. 

5 Ibid. p. 25 
)im Howe and Ed McMahon and Luther Propst, Balancing Nature and Commerce in Gateway Communities, Island Press, 

1997, pp.9-21 
^ Calgar\' Herald, Canmore attracts second-home buyers, Kathy McCormick, p. GIO, May 1,1999 
Non-permanent residents are defined as property' owners whose principal residence is outside of Canmore. 

' The 1999 Canmore, Alberta: Investment Profile claims that an increasmgly important group of homebuyers is the "empty-
nesters from outside of Canmore who are planning to retire in the area in 5-10 years." This market is seeking to retire 
in Canmore and is "purchasing developable properties for small projects in the town that will generate steady rental 
revenues through their retirement years." 
Re/Max Alpme Realty, Canmore, Alberta: Investment Profile, 1999 
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The level of real estate speculation is influenced by the health of the Alberta economy. The 

following reasons for the recent increase in investment buying have been offered: 

''During 1997 and the first part of1998, Canmore experienced even greater demandfor homes 

because ofboomtime economic conditions in Alberta. This led to an increase in investment buying 

by wealthy individuals and some corporations. Most of this buying was done by regional [Alberta] 

investors. There has been a subsequent drop in buying activity since mid-1998, primarily due to the 

current uncertainty in the oil industry.'' '' 

The second home/vacation market is diverse and large enough to significantly affect the housing market 

in Canmore. Interest from this type of homebuyer has been high throughout the 1990s, thus exerting 

upward pressure on housing prices in Canmore. This market has also attracted the attention of the local 

construction industry. According to local developer Frank Kemick, recreation homebuyers are 

purchasing about 20-40% of new homes constructed in Canmore each year. The other significant 

market for new homes in Canmore are those approaching retirement or semi-retirement that are looking 

to move to Canmore.'^ The Canmore census refers to these homebuyers as the "shadow or non-

permanent population." The shadow population currently represents approximately almost 16% of the 

total permanent population of the town, and nearly 17% of the total number of dwelling units.'"̂  

1.3 Canmore will continue to be Home to a Significant Number of Employees 

that Work in the R e g i o n 

''Commercial growth will 'spillover' to other adjacent mountain communities as a result of 

[commercial development] restrictions in Banff' 

- Randall McKay, Planning Manager, Town of Banff 

Until the mid-1980s, Canmore functioned as a laid-back, parochial town with a significant number of 

residents living in town but working outside the town limits, either in Banff or the Bow Corridor. There 

still is a sizable portion of the permanent population that commutes to Banff for employment (until 

1996, this figure held steady at 26% of residents). However, that number is now shrinking; it currently 

stands at 20.7%. In a similar manner, the number of workers living in Canmore and commuting to jobs 

in the Bow Region (Calgary, Cochrane, Exshaw, Banff National Park, and Kananaskis) has increased 

slightly since 1997 and now comprises 13.3% of permanent residents. The proportion of residents 

working in Calgary has also grown steadily during the 1990s, from 2.4% in 1990 to 4.3% in 2000. In 

the latter part of the 1990s, there has been a subsequent increase of the proportion of permanent 

residents working within Canmore or from home-based businesses (currently at 60.1% of the 

workforce). A 12-year trend in location of employment is shown in Figure I. 

" From a key informant interview with CamiUe Hemmingson, March 24, 1999 
Canmore Leader, 'Boomer toys' growing in popularity, realtor says, p. A4, February 23,1999 

" Canmore Civic Census, Town of Canmore, August 2000 
Canmore Leader, Planner predicts pressure from Banff restrictions, Agele Garraway, p. A4, May 18, 1999 
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Source I: Town of Canmore Municipal Census, 1995-2000 
Source 2: Calgary Regional Planning Commission, Canmore Municipal Census, 1989-1994 

Canmore will continue to have a significant number of its residents working outside the town. 

However, based on the growing commercial base within the Town, the proportion of residents living 

and working in Canmore will increase relative to the other categories during the next decade. A 

conservative estimate is that Canmore has the potential to accommodate roughly twice the commercial 

and industrial floor space as Banff Currently, Banff has 3.16-million ft" of gross commercial floor area, 

and Canmore has approximately 1.25 million ft" of commercial space.'' Based on current zoning, 

density requirements, and land available for development, Canmore is projected to accommodate 6.5 

million ft* of total commercial space. In addition, Banff now has a cap on commercial growth, limiting 

additional commercial growth to a maximum of 50,000 ft' per year. This means that Banff is projected 

to reach full commercial buildout by 2005."^ Thus, in the long run most of the additional commercial 

growth in the Bow Corridor will occur in Canmore, not BanffExpectations of future commercial 

growth in Canmore is relevant for estimating future housing needs, and is incorporated into the housing 

forecast in Chapter 5 of this MDP. 

Total commercial floor area in both Canmore and Banff is higher since these figures do not include commercial 
space in the Industnal Compound in Banff nor the commercial floor space in Bow Meadows and Elk Run industrial 
areas in Canmore. 
Canmore Leader, Planner predicts pressure from Banff restrictions, Agele Garraway, p. A4, May 18, 1999 
Norm Connolly, Canmore Commercial Inventory and Redevelopment Study, Town of Canmore, Februan' 1999, pp. 3-4 
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1.4 Homes are being B u i l t P r i m a r i l y for High-End B u y e r s 

''Overall, I think Canmore is beginning to get a little pricey for some buyers and many developers 

are turning more to entry level for those seeking a second home'"'̂ ^ 

- Richard Corriveau, Housing Market Analyst, CMHC 

Anecdotal evidence suggests that developers are building the majority of new homes for the higher end 

of the housing market in Canmore. "Move-up" homebuyers that already have a significant amount of 

equity and buyers of recreational property are typical purchasers of these homes.'"̂  Although there has 

been a shift toward construction of multi-family homes in Canmore, many of these developments are 

being geared toward the upper end of the housing market. For example, the developer Intracorp is 

planning to build a three-storey, 15-unit condominium in the Aspen Point area of Silver Tip Resort. 

Each unit will have two bedrooms and provide approximately 1,600 ft2 of living space on one level. 

The units are priced from $280,000 to $385,000 and are targeted for wealthy couples and empty nesters 

in retirement or close to retirement."" One local homebuilder remarked that up to this point many 

condominiums in Canmore have been built for the investor. In the near future, however, many of the 

new multi-family projects will target baby boomers anticipating their retirement.^' Asking prices for 

these types of units start at $175,000 for 1,100 ft", approximately $160 per square foot."^ 

Given the high cost of land in Canmore, multi-family development is the most feasible way of providing 

homes that are more affordable than single-detached units, since more units can be developed on a given 

parcel of land, thus lowering the per-unit price of the home. Since the early 1990s, the trend has been to 

construct more duplex and multi-residential units and fewer single-detached homes. Comparing the 

proportion of multi-residential and single-detached housing starts between 1993 and 1999 reveals this 

trend. Figure 2 shows that multi units have comprised the majority of housing starts since 1993, 

averaging 55% of all housing starts. 

"* Canmore Leader, Prices forcing many to look at multi-family housing CMhlC analyst says, p. A l , November 23, 1999 
1' Key informant interview with Camille Hemmingson, Re/Max (Alpine Realty), March 24,1999 
2" Calgarj' Herald, Projects planned for Canmore, Cochrane: Intracorp heads west to build multi-family housing, Saturday March 27, 
1999, p. G8 
2' There is evidence that this trend is already occurring. A spokesperson with the Canmore Welcome Committee 
commented that during the past few years, there have been a fair number of empty nesters moving to Canmore. 
22 Calgary' Herald, Canmore attracts second-home buyers, Kathy McCormick, p. GIO, May 1,1999 

12 



Figure 2 Proportion of iVIuiti-Family 
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Source: CMHC, Canmore Market at a Glance, November 1999 

Because multi-residential housing has a lower per-unit cost of development relative to single-family 

homes, this form of housing has provided relatively more affordable housing for some homebuyers in 

Canmore during the past decade. However, several recently announced multi-residential developments 

are also focused on the wealthy homebuyer. The following table is a 'snapshot' of six multi-residential 

projects that were underway in 1999."̂  These projects are geared toward the upper end of the housing 

market with all of these units selling above the 1999 median price of $191,000 for a multi-family unit.^'' 

Project Description Price Range 

Fairway Estates 7 luxury condominiums backing on the 

seventh fairway in Silver Tip Resort 
$395,000+ 

The Pines at Silver 

Tip 

8 upscale duplex-style homes backing on the 

fairway of the Silver Tip Golf Course 

$379,000 -

$385,000 

Trickle Creek 

Estates 

11 condominiums located between the 7* 

and 17* fairways of Silver Tip Golf Course 

$271,900-

$299,000 

Aspen Point 
15 upscale townhouses in Phase 1 of Aspen 

Glen located within Silver Tip Resort 
$279,000+ 

Grizzly Ridge 
27 luxury townhomes in Phase 1 of Aspen 

Glen located within Silver Tip Resort 

$369,900 -

$449,900 

Prospect Point 

Terrace 

Several duplex- and quad-style homes 

overlooking the river valley 
$255,000+ 

Rundle Mountain 

Estates 

27-unit townhouse condominium located in 

estate area along river valley 

$229,000 -

$239,000 

Prices quoted here are from sales information sheets distributed by both Alpine Realty and Stone Creek Properties 
in 1999. 
The median selling prices quoted in this MDP includes both new and re-sale umts. Multi-residential housing 

includes townhouses, stacked townhouses, and loft-st\4e units. These units may or may not be part of a condominium. 
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In contrast to these high-end condominium projects, Devonian Properties is currently constructing three 

condominium developments. Montane Village, The Boardwalk, and Canmore Crossing that offer homes 

at or below the median selling price for multi-family units in Canmore.Montane Village is the first 

residential development to occur in the new Employee Housing District - a zoning district added to the 

new Canmore Land Use Bylaw (1999). This 93-unit development features two-bedroom units of 700 ft^ 

with an asking price starting at $99,000.̂ ^ The Boardwalk is a mixed commercial-residential 

development that features 903-1,160 ft^ two-bedroom condominiums priced between $185,000 and 

$220,000. One-bedroom units (830 ft") are priced between $145,000 and $160,000. This development 

is geared toward a higher-end homebuyer, but is still relatively more affordable than luxury 

condominium developments elsewhere in town. Devonian Properties is currently promoting Canmore 

Crossing, a four-storey, multi-phase condominium development. Phase one will have 84 units as well 

as a two-storey commercial building containing a fitness center. Prices start at $150,000 for a 690-ft^ 

apartment."^ While asking prices for these units may seem high compared to similar-sized units in other 

jurisdictions, they are relatively more affordable than average-priced single-detached or duplex homes 

in Canmore. According to CMHC market analyst Richard Corriveau, "the high price of real estate in 

Canmore relative to surrounding areas is causing many prospective second-home buyers to either shy 

away or look at less pricey properties such as condominiums."'^ The trend towards multi-family 

housing in Canmore is the result of changing buyer demographics as well as the demand for both entry-

level and high-end housing. The local housing market is also influenced by the evolution of Canmore 

into a resort community, where low-maintenance multi-family housing is increasingly the preferred 

choice of recreational and second-home buyers.^' 

1.5 It Costs Relatively More to Service and Build Residential Homes in 

Canm o r e than in other A l b e r t a C o m m u n i t i e s 

''Developers in Canmore cannot bring to the market serviced land for single-family homes at an 

affordable price." 

Camille Hemmingson, Canmore Alpine Realty (ReMax) 

Because of higher land development costs the gross margin (before tax) potential on a residential home 

is relatively smaller in Canmore than for units constructed outside the mountains."^' In addition, the fees 

-5 "Entn'-level" is a relative term that is used to descnbe the most affordable homes currently for sale in the local 
housing market. In general, enrr\'-level housing prices in Canmore are relatively higher than the Calgarj' region. Thus, 
a homebuyer seeking an entry-level home in Cochrane or Okotoks may not be able to afford an entry-level home in 
Canmore. 
2'' Three, one-bedroom units are also available for an asking pnce of $85,000. 
2' The Calgar)' Sun, Crossing into Canmore, March 17, 2001, p. 12 
2̂  Canmore Leader, Prices forcing many to look at multi family housing CMHC analyst says, p. A l , November 23, 1999 
2' Devonian Properties expects that a significant proportion of buyers in Canmore Crossing wiU be non-permanent 
residents. In view of this, Devonian has set up a management company to lease vacant condominium units on a short-
term basis when the owners are away. 
"̂ Key informant interview with Camille Hemmingson, Realtor with Re/Max, March 24, 1999 
" Ibid., March 24, 1999 
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collected by the Town of Canmore for subdivision applications, building permits, and development 

permits are slightly higher than the Alberta average.For example, the Town is trying to achieve a 

75/25 split on subdivision application fees, with Town paying 25% and the developer paying 75%.^^ 

This is higher than the Alberta norm. In addition, the developer must pay off-site levies, a recreation 

levy of $888 per residential unit, and provide 'bear bins' for local garbage collection. Collectively, 

these costs raise the overall cost of development higher than development costs in the Calgary area. In 

addition, the regular cost of providing infrastructure may be higher in Canmore than in other 

municipalities due to topographic constraints, coal under-mining in some areas, as well as the need to 

retain tree cover for aesthetic purposes.̂ "* However, development costs vary according to the physical 

characteristics of each site. Thus, some lots in Canmore may be developed for costs comparable to lots 

in less costly jurisdictions, while other parcels have significantly higher site preparation costs. 

1.6 There is a Limited Land Base for Residential Development; A Few Large 

Developers Hold Most of the Developable L a n d 

'When you start to look at the map of Canmore and what we have available, we become very 

quickly a tight circle. We don't have a lot of options." 

- Ron Casey, Mayor of Canmore 

Like most Rocky Mountain communities in Canada, Canmore has a relatively limited land base 

available for residential development. While the land within the Town boundary is quite large, the 

actual amount of developable land is circumscribed by the urban growth boundary. In 1995, the Town 

of Canmore adopted this boundary as part of the recommendations of the Growth Management 

Strategy.̂ *̂  The objectives of the Canmore Growth Management Strategy were later incorporated into 

the Municipal Development Plan in 1998. Most of the land outside the urban growth boundary has now 

been zoned as "Wildlife Reserve" under the new Land Use Bylaw (1999). 

Prior to 1992, the area of the town was relatively small. However, in 1992 the Alberta Natural 

Resources and Conservation Board (NRCB) gave approval to two resort developments in the immediate 

vicinity of Canmore. At the time, these resort proposals were within the Municipal District of Bighorn 

and Improvement District N-. 5. An application was made by the Town of Canmore at the 1992 NRCB 

hearings to incorporate these two resorts into the Town. The rationale for their request was that it would 

allow for the orderly, staged development of both resorts through the municipal planning process. The 

2̂ However, development fees and building permit fees together comprise a relatively small proportion of the overall 
purchase price of a home, often less than 5%. 
'5 Key informant interview with Robert EUis, Manager of Planning, Town of Canmore, April 6, 1999 
Key informant interview with Stephen Ross, jMicheline Lambert, and Doug Churchill, Devonian Properties, Ltd., 

September 1999 
'5 Canmore Mayor Ron Casey quoted in Calgary Herald article: Soaring house prices feared with new Bow Valley Park, 
December 11, 1998, p. B2 
The Canmore Municipal Development Plan pro\'ides background on the 1995 Growth Management Strategy 

Recommendations. Town of Canmore, Municipal Development Plan, September 1998, p. 4.1 
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Province granted the Town's annexation request recognizing that the two resorts would significantly 

impact Canmore due to their size and close proximity." The two resorts are described below: 

• Silver Tip Resort, built by Stone Creek Properties (formerly Canadian Alpine Development 

Company) - 600 acres, approximately 1,500 residential units at buildout 

• Three Sisters Resort built by Three Sisters Corporation (Destination Resorts, Inc.) - 2,000 acres, 

approximately 3,600 residential units at buildout 

The 1992 annexation effectively quadrupled the land under the Town's jurisdiction. Because of their 

size, the majority of residential development in Canmore during the next 15 years is likely to occur 

within these two resorts. Eagle Terrace is the only significant residential development outside these 

resorts. Eagle Terrace is about 30% completed (as of 1999) and is located next to Silver Tip Resort and 

the existing Cougar Creek residential area. At full buildout, in five or six years. Eagle Terrace will have 

approximately 400 homes. 

Once Silver Tip, Three Sisters, and Eagle Terrace are fully developed, the only space available for new 

commercial or residential buildings will be vacant or underutilized lots within the town. Densification 

and infill development outside of the two resorts could add an additional 600 to 800 residential units.'̂ ^ 

1.7 Residential Growth Management Targets Will Eventually Restrict the 

S u p p l y of Market H o u s i n g A v a i l a b l e 

The Growth Management Strategy (1995) recommended that the Town of Canmore create an urban 

growth boundary and set a target population growth rate of 6% per annum. The Municipal 

Development Plan (1998) gave legal recognition to these recommendations through an annual 

residential quota system that allows the Town to control the rate of residential growth. The legal 

mechanism is the Municipal Government Act of Alberta, which allows towns and cities to control urban 

growth through subdivision approvals, land use zoning, development and building permits, etc. This 

residential growth quota is in effect until the year 2014 - the year that Canmore theoretically reaches 

full buildout at a target population of 27,000-30,000 residents. The target 6% annual population growth 

rate is below the average annual growth rates experienced during the past ten years.̂ '̂  

Natural Resources Conservation Board, Application to Construct a Recreational and Tourism Project in the Town of Canmore, 
Alberta, Decision Report: Application #9103 - Three Sisters Gof Resorts, Inc, November 1992, pp. 13.1-13.10 
This estimate is taken from the Canmore Mumcipal Development Plan (1998). 
It is interesting to note that the annual population growth rate for permanent residents has dropped to 5.4% in 1999 

and further to 2.7% in 2000. During the past two years, the population growth rate for permanent residents is l̂ elow 
the annual growth management target of 6% and below the 12-year average of 7.5%. However, the growth rate for 
non-permanent residents during the past two years remained at the 12-year average of 10%. 
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If average growth rates experienced during the past decade are maintained for the next 15 years, 

Canmore will reach a population of 33,000 permanent residents and 7,400 non-permanent residents by 

the year 2015. In contrast, the Growth Management Strategy recommended that the future "build-out" 

population of Canmore in 2015 be no more than 25,000 permanent residents, with another 2,000 

residents accommodated through intensification of existing developed land. 

The Municipal Development Plan states: 

The Town of Canmore has established an objective of bringing the rate of growth in the permanent 

population of the Town down to approximately 6% by the year 2000 and maintaining an average 

annual growth rate of 6% or less thereafter. The Municipal Development Plan establishes this 6% 

annual population growth rate as a threshold target rather than a strict regulatory mechanism. '"' 

The Town is attempting to control the rate of population growth by establishing a residential quota 

system where population growth is controlled by then number of new residential permits issued each 

year. To achieve the target 6% annual growth rate, the Town has reached agreement with Silver Tip 

Resort, Three Sisters Resort, and Eagle Terrace defining the maximum number of units that can be built 

during the period 1998 to 2000. The approved quotas have been included in the Municipal Plan and are 

shown in Table 1. 

Table 1 Approved Annual Quotas for New Residential Units as of April 1998 

(Includes 50 units per year allocated to Silver Tip prior to 1995 GMS target) 

1998 1999 2000 

Future Growth Commitments 

Silver Tip 50 50 50 

Eagle Terrace 77 80 N/A 

Three Sisters Resort 150 175 200 

Subtotal Future Growth Commitments 277 305 N/A 

Units allocated for new infill and 80 66 N/A 

residential redevelopment 

Town-wide new residential units 357 371 N/A 

Source: Adapted from Municipal Development Plan, Town of Canmore, September 1998, p. 4.2 

Town of Canmore, Municipal Development Plan, September 1998, p. 4.1 
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It remains to be seen whether the residential quota will achieve the goal of limiting population growth to 

6% per annum. The challenge is that while the Town may limit the number of units approved each year, 

there is no control on how many people live within each unit. In Canmore, the average number of 

permanent residents per unit is 2.8, and the number of non-permanent residents per unit is 2.2. 

According to the 1998 Civic Census, 76% of all housing units are owned by permanent residents; with 

16% owned by non-permanent residents, and the remaining 8% of units either vacant or under 

construction. Table 2 shows the projected annual increase in population for 1998-99 and 1999-2000 

based on the ratio of permanent and non-permanent residents reflected in the census. 

Table 2 Projected Maximunn Population Growth at 6 % Residential Growth Quota 

Growth Growth Increase in Number of Increase in Number of Total 

Period Quota Permanent Residents Non-Permanent Residents Increase 

1998 - 1999 357 units 7 6 % X 357 X 2.8 = 760 16% X 357x2.2= 126 886 

1999 -2000 371 units 7 6 % X 371 X 2.8 = 789 16% X 371 X 2.2= 131 920 

According to the calculations presented in Table 2, the existing growth quota allows for a combined 

actual population increase of 7.8% during 1998-1999, and 7.5% during 1999-2000 (based on 9,711 

permanent residents and 1,613 non-permanent residents in May 1998). Thus, the population increase 

could exceed the 6% target during both these years if the Town approves the maximum number of 

residential development permits allowed under the growth management quota. 

In order to encourage the development of new affordable housing in Canmore, the annual growth quota 

excludes "entry level housing and socially desirable forms of housing."'" This means that employee 

housing, perpetually affordable housing, non-profit housing and secondary rental suites in single-

detached dwellings are excluded from this quota system. Residential units constructed as a result of 

urban densification are excluded from the growth management quota.''̂  Thus, actual population growth 

could be potentially higher than anticipated once new infill units, secondary suites, and "affordable 

employee housing units" are included. 

After reaching an all-time high in 1996, the number of new residential units coming on stream since 

1998 has remained near 300 housing starts per year (see Figure 3). These figures also include infill 

development, defined as housing starts occurring outside of the resort areas and Eagle Terrace 

subdivision. 

'̂ Town of Canmore, Municipal Development Plan, September 1998, p. 4.3 
The Town of Aspen Colorado offers a similar exemption, permitting developers to bmld free market housing 

without competing for a limited number of residential building permits issued under Aspen's Growth Management 
Program. To qualify, a developer must allow 1Q% of the units to be deed restricted affordable housing. Scott 
Lockwood, Provision of Affordable Housing in sort Mountain Communities: A Case Study of Whistler, British Columbia, 
Master's Thesis, Technical Universif)' of Nova Scotia, 1996, p. 15 
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Figure 3 Housing Starts and Resale Market 

(1993-2000) 

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
(est) 

—•— Housing Starts -m- Resale Market \ . 

Source: CMHC, Canmore Market at a Glance, November 1999 

There is yet no empirical evidence suggesting that growth management limits in Canmore have 

contributed to the housing affordability problem. However, the fact that Canmore has set a maximum 

population target of 27,000 to 30,000 residents may have increased the level of real estate speculation 

and investor buying in anticipation of this future limit. This would have the effect of increasing the 

present demand for new housing and therefore raising prices. 

Other constraints that may limit the supply of housing in Canmore relate to aesthetic considerations 

concerning the location and appearance of new residential development.'''' For example, existing 

residents may be concerned about new, higher density residential development near their home. 

However, the potential for neighborhood resistance to new development (referred to as 'NIMBYism') is 

present in all communities, not just Canmore. Thus, it is unclear whether or not this has contributed to 

the housing affordability problem. Architectural controls have been built into the Canmore Land Use 

Bylaw in terms of restrictions on building height, floor area ratios, and setback and/or landscaping 

requirements. The height of buildings in residential neighborhoods is limited to three or three floors 

plus loft (total height of 10-14 meters), depending upon the land use district."^ In the central 

commercial districts, mixed residential-commercial development is encouraged as part of the overall 

strategy of making better use of the available land. In both Gateway and Bow Valley Trail commercial 

districts, the maximum height of a building is 16 meters (50 feet) - sufficient height for a five-storey 

structure with two floors of commercial and three floors of residential."" At four floors, Devonian 

^' Key informant interview with Sam Fisher, Devonian Properties, September 1999 
Canmore's Land Use Bylaw specifies a 9-meter height limit at the eave line for buildings in high-densitj- residential 

districts (R.'̂-RS zoning). Thus, the upper loft floor (if any) must be built into the roof of the building so that the 
development reflects an alpine character. 
=̂ Town of Canmore, luind Use Bylaw No. 09-99, September 2000, pp. B26 - B35 
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Properties' Montane Village is the only development thus far that approaches the maximum height 

allowed in these districts. Thus, one could argue that the density allowed in the central commercial 

areas of Canmore will eventually provide a significant number of relatively more affordable multi-

family units. 

1.8 Municipal Land available for Non-Market Housing has only recently 

b ecome available 

'Canmore Community Housing Corporation Land Bank: Is a municipal land use assigned to 

specific parcels of land that are removedfrom the general marketplace and are restricted in use 

to the Corporation for facilitating the development of affordable housing. " ''̂  

It is generally acknowledged that there are limits to what the private housing sector can do to provide 

affordable rental and homeownership opportunities.''^ Nearly all of the developable land within 

Canmore is privately owned; thus limiting the amount of be low-market housing that could potentially be 

developed. Because the demand is high for new lots in Canmore (particularly single-detached and 

duplex homes), the majority of housing developed on private land is unlikely to sell at a price that is 

affordable to households earning moderate incomes. Thus, public intervention is a contributing factor in 

solving the housing affordability problem. 

In view of this, the Town of Canmore negotiated an agreement with TSR to provide a total of 30 acres 

of 'community housing land' within the resort (three acres of this land will be reserved for a future 

recreation/community centre).''** The agreement stipulated that land would be assembled, over the next 

10-15 years, through the closure of government road allowances within the developable area of the 

resort.'" Currently, five acres of this land have been allocated for community housing in Three Sisters 

Creek (Block 2 within Site 2A of the subdivision). The conditions of the approval stipulate that: 

"The Town will receive unencumbered title to Lot 11, Block 4 as Community Housing Lands in 

exchange for the closure and transfer of government road allowances. " ̂  

As Three Sisters Resort is developed during the next 15 years, additional community housing lands will 

become available, eventually 27 acres in total. In addition, Three Sisters Resort is required, under 

Master Bylaw 1-98 (DC), to provide the following: 

Canmore Commumt)' Housing Corporation, Land Bank and Land Utilisation Po/a}', June 19, 2001, 3 pages 
Other mountain communities with high shelter costs have intervened in the local housing market to provide housing 

that is affordable to low- and middle-income residents. The most common means of intervention is the creation of a 
housing authority / corporation that facilitates the creation of housing for those effectively 'shut out' of the private 
housing market. Canadian examples include the VChisder Housing Authority and Banff Housing Corporation. In 
Jasper townsite, the Canadian Parks Service has provided long-term land leases to two equity-housing co-operatives. In 
the Umted States, housing corporations have been created in \'ail and Aspen Colorado, as well as Blaine and Ketchum 
Counties in Idaho. 
Town of Canmore, BjlaiP 1-98 Direct ControlDistrict,]2,mx2,Vj 1998 
Key informant interview with Robert Ellis, Manager of Planning, Town of Canmore, April 6, 1999 
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• A minimum of 25% of all single-detached housing units must provide secondary rental suites at 

the time of construction of the primary dwelling unit.^' 

• Employee housing ('staff accommodation') primarily for employees working within the resort or 

in the Town of Canmore. The number of units depends upon the number of 'visitor 

accommodation units' anticipated as part of the development of the resort.'" 

In 1999, the Province agreed to transfer a 2-acre parcel within the Palliser Area Structure Plan (south of 

the Silver Tip Lands) to the Town for a nominal fee of $10 with the contingency that the land be used 

for perpetually affordable housing. This was done as part of the Province fulfdiing its obligations under 

the 1992 NRCB agreement.''' In 2000, the Town of Canmore and the Alberta Social Housing 

Corporation (Province of Alberta) agreed to swap the Palliser site for 14-acre parcel (Block 6, Plan 

9312238) at the base of Silver Tip Resort. The land swap resulted in a substantial addition to the 

inventory of municipal land available for affordable housing. 

The Canmore Housing Committee (CHC) in 1998 recommending that Town Council reserve the Old 

Town Office site and 'community housing lands' within Three Sisters Resort for affordable non-market 

housing."'' More recently, a non-profit housing corporation, Canmore Community Housing Corporation, 

(CCHC) was legally incorporated early in 2000. Also given in principle approval by Council was the 

initial 1999-2000 Business Plan for the corporation. By the summer of 2000, a volunteer Board of 

Directors was in place. Town Council advised the new board to revise the draft business plan to include 

specific goals that would be accomplished in 2001. In January 2001, a revised Business Plan was 

presented to Council and approved.Objectives included the hiring of an Executive Director (Dales 

Judd), and the development of land use policy for municipal land identified for affordable housing. In 

June 2001, a 'Land Bank and Land Utilization Policy' was presented to Council by CCHC. The 

following recommendation was made: 

""That parcels of land assigned to the Canmore Community Housing Corporation Land Bank are 

those that are appropriate for use as determined by the Land Use Bylaw and are donated or 

transferred by an individual, corporate entity. Town of Canmore, Province of Alberta, or 

Government of Canada.''''̂ '' 

5" Town of Canmore, Subdivision Approval SB98-010, May 13, 1999 
5' Town of Canmore, Bylaw 1-98 Direct ControlDistrict,]7ixax2crj 1998, pp. 7-8 

N'isitor accommodation units are non-residential buildings "where sleeping facilities are provided for patrons for 
periods of up to 30 days." Town of Canmore, Bylaw 1-98 Direct Control Disfric/, January 1998, p. 2 
5' Natural Resources Conservation Board, Application to Construct a Kfcreational and Tourism Project in the Town of Canmore, 
Decision P̂ port: Application #9103 - Three Sisters Golf Resorts Inc., Nov., 1992, p. 11-21 
5-* The recommendations were submitted to Council in a series of motions during the period October 1998 to June 
1999. 
Canmore Leader, Housing authority plan ready for Council scrutiny, Lynn Martel (Reporter), Tuesday, Januar\' 16, 2001 

5̂' 'I'own of Canmore, Canmore Community Housing Corporation Hand Bank and Land Utilisation Policy, Staff Report to 
Council, June 19, 2001, 10 pages 
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The CCHC board requested that Council transfer to the corporation, as freehold title. Block 6 at the base 

of Silver Tip Resort and Block 2, Site 2A of Three Sisters Creek Subdivision. The motion requested 

that Council give CCHC the authority to lease (by leasehold agreement) or sell these parcels to for-

profit or not-for-profit developers, as long as the developers agreed to enter into long-term agreement 

with CCHC to keep these parcels perpetually affordable. The motion also requested that Council 

authorize CCHA to assess the development potential of the site containing the Canmore Child 

Development Centre (Canmore Community Daycare) and the Old Town Office site for perpetually 

affordable housing. CCHC assured Council that ''any transfer or assignment of community housing lands by the 

CCHC to any other body ... must be approved by resolution of Town Council."̂ '' The motion and the assurance 

clause were necessary so that CCHC could move forward with proposals on specific parcels of 

municipal land. Council supported the motion to transfer title to the parcels within Three Sisters Creeks 

Subdivision and Block 6 at the base of Silver Tip Resort.'* However, Council was cautious regarding 

transfer of the other two parcels and requested that CCHC provide additional detail on projects being 

proposed for the community daycare and Old Town Office sites. As such. Council advised CCHC to 

proceed with creating proposals for these two sites. 

Table 3 shows a summary of municipal land potentially available for long-term affordable housing as of 

June 2001. This includes 27 acres (10.8 hectares) within the residential subdivisions of Three Sisters 

Resort, and a 14-acre (5.6-hectare) site at the base of Silver Tip Resort. Also included is Block 6 at the 

base of Silver Tip Resort, which the Province has given the Town of Canmore an "option to purchase at 

a fixed price", and the 1.05-acre Old Town Office site. Together, these two parcels constitute another 

15 acres (6 hectares) of land that could be used for perpetually affordable housing. In total, the Town 

currently has approximately 60 acres (24 hectares) of land available for these purposes. Chapter 5 of 

this MDP will include all four of these parcels in deriving a forecast of the number of units that could 

potentially be constructed on these sites. 

Table 3 Municipal Land Potentially Available for Perpetually Affordable Housing (2001) 

Site Area 

(acres) 

Site Area 

(liectares) 

Name / Location 

27.0 10.8 Three Sisters Resorts - Community 
Housing Lands 

1.05 0.4 Old Town Office site 

14.0 5.6 Base of Silver Tip Resort (Block 6) 

18.0 7.2 Base of Silver Tip Resort (Block 1) 

(option to purchase at fixed price) 

60.1 24 Total 

S7 Ibid. 
5" Canmore Leader, Title boost affordable housing efforts, Rob Alexander (Reporter), Tuesday, July 3, 2001, p. .\3 
Canmore Leader, Group seeks title to Town Iwusing land, David Burke (Editor), Tuesday, June 19, 2001, p. A9 

22 



A N A L Y S I S O F D E M A N D 

C h a p t e r 

This chapter analyzes factors influencing the demand for housing in Canmore. To do this, a range 

quantitative data is used. This data has been assembled, wherever possible, over a number of years so 

that broad trends can be established. The most complete set of statistical information comes from 12 

years of local census data (1989-2000), and from Canadian household income reports (1991-1998) 

obtained from Statistics Canada by special request. Other relevant statistics are provided by: the 

Canmore Tourism Board, local employment surveys conducted by the Canmore Job Centre, and the 

Headwaters Health Authority. Together, this information presents a comprehensive picture of housing 

demand in Canmore. 



2.1 P o p u l a t i o n G rowth 

Canmore has been one of Canada's fastest growing municipalities (over 5,000 residents) during the 

1990s. On a national scale, Canmore ranked as the fifth fastest growing municipality between 1991 and 

1996, with a total population growth of 47% during this period.' Table 4 compares the growth rates of 

four communities of comparable size. A noteworthy observation is that all of these communities can be 

classified as 'new towns.' In other words, these communities have experienced the bulk of their 

population growth in the last 10-15 years. Also noteworthy is the fact that each of these towns is no 

more than a 90-minute drive from a large city. Clearly, the presence of a large metropolitan center in 

the region along with excellent highway connections is a key factor in the rapid growth of towns such as 

these. 

Table 4 Growth Rates of Comparable Communities (1991-1996) 

1996 1991 Population % Rank out 
Municipality population Population Growth Change of 25 

Whistler, BC 7,172 4,459 2,713 60.8% 1 
Canmore, AB 8,354 5,681 2,673 47.1% 5 
Cochrane, AB 7,424 5,267 2,157 41.0% 7 
Airdrie, AB 15,945 12,456 3,489 28.0% 22 

Source: Statistics Canada, 1996 Census, Daily Report, April 15, 1997 

According to the 2000 Civic Census, just over one half (50%) of permanent residents have been in 

Canmore less than six years. One in three permanent residents have been in Canmore less than three 

years. Clearly, Canmore is a 'new town' based on the length of residency of its permanent population. 

A Canmore family 
moves into their home 
in the Cougar Creek 

area. They are one of 

several hundred 

households that have 

become residents of 
the town during the 

past five years. 

' Daily Report, 1996 Census, Statistics Canada, Apnl 15,1997. 
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During the past decade, Canmore has experienced "amenity-driven growth." This means that the town 

has grown as a result of people moving to the area for its perceived high quality of life, outdoor 

lifestyle, and proximity to Calgary. This has attracted permanent residents, real estate investors and 

second-home owners. Table 5 compares population growth rates for both permanent and non-

permanent residents during the past decade. 

Table 5 Census Population and Growth Rate for Town of Canmore (1989-2000)^ 

Resident Status 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
Permanent 4,833 5,324 5,784 6,026 6,621 7,161 7,632 8,396 9,015 9,711 10,239 10,517 
Annual Growth Rate 8.6% 10.2% 8.6% 4.2% 9,9% 8.2% 6.6% 10.0% 7.4% 7.7% 5.4% 2.7% 
Non-Permanent 617 815 914 988 925 1,010 1,164 1,255 1,468 1,613 1,763 1,995 
Annual Growth Rate -3.2% 32.1% 12.2% 8.1% -6.4% 9.2% 14.3% 8.7% 17.0% 9.9% 9.3% 13.2% 
Total All Residents 5,450 6,139 6,698 7,014 7,546 8,171 8,786 9,651 10,483 11,324 12,002 12,512 

Source I: Town of Canmore Municipal Census, 1995-2000 
Source 2: Calgary Regional Planning Commission, Canmore Municipal Census, 1989-1994 

Note: 1989-1995 figures for non-permanent residents are interpolated based on proportion of permanent residents. 

Like other mountain towns with a booming housing market, Canmore has attracted a significant number 

of residents that own property in Canmore but only reside in town on a part-time basis. In fact, the 

Civic Census classifies 15.7% of all residents as "non-permanent". Table 6 shows the proportion of 

permanent and non-permanent residents in Canmore during the past ten years. 

Table 6 Proportion of Permanent and Non-Permanent Residents (1989-2000) 

Resident status 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

% Permanent 88.7% 86.7% 86.4% 85.9% 87.7% 87.6% 86.9% 87.0% 86.0% 85.8% 85.3% 84.3% 

% Non-Permanent 11.3% 13.3% 13.6% 14.1% 12.3% 12.4% 13.1% 13.0% 14.0% 14.2% 14.7% 15.7% 

The proportion of non-permanent to permanent residents has increased during the past decade, growing 

from 1 1% non-permanent in 1989 to nearly 16% non-permanent residents in 2000. However, this 

increase has not been linear, but appears to fluctuate from year to year. 

Annual growth rates for permanent residents have been fairly constant throughout the 1990s, ranging 

from 2.7% to 10.2% (a range of 7.5%). However, growth rates for non-permanent residents have been 

more volatile, fluctuating between a negative rate of -6.4% in one year to an increase of 32.1 % in 

another year (a range of 38.5%). It is noteworthy that since 1999, the annual growth rate of permanent 

residents has slowed, dropping from 7.7% in 1998 to 5.4% in 1999 and further to 2.7% in 2000. A 

comparison of the annual rates of growth rate for permanent and non-permanent residents is shown in 

Figure 4. 

- For the years 1989-95 the number of non-permanent residents is derived by multiplying the average number of 
residents per household for this group (2.25 per household) by the number of housing units owned by non-permanent 
residents. These results are shown in gray shading. After 1995, the mumcipal census included a count of non-
permanent residents. 
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During the past 12 years, the average annual growth rate of the non-permanent population has been 

2.7% higher, than the annual growth rate for permanent residents (see Table 1, Chapter 1). This 

indicates that Canmore is a popular place to live for those seeking to live there on a part-time basis, it is 

interesting to note that average population growth rates up to 1998 have exceeded the growth 

management target rate of 6% per annum set in the 1998 Canmore Municipal Development Plan. 

Achieving the 6% annual population growth is contingent upon limiting the number of residential 

development permits for the years 1998 and beyond."* In 1998, CMHC predicted a reduction in the 

population growth rate after 1998, as the Town "attempts to restrict its annual target growth rate to six 

percent by the year 2000."'' By 1999, this prediction appeared to be correct. The population growth rate 

for permanent residents dropped below the 12-year average of 7.5% to 5.4% in 1999. In 2000, the 

population growth rate for permanent residents dropped further to 2.7%. However, the population 

growth rate for non-permanent residents remained near the 12-year average of 10.2%), dropping only 

marginally to 9.3% in 1999 and rising to 13.2% in 2000. This indicates that the population growth rates 

for both permanent and non-permanent residents are somewhat independent of each other. It may also 

indicate that the high cost of housing in Canmore is discouraging people from living in the town on a 

permanent basis. 

Figure 4 Annual Growth Rate 
Permanent & Non-Permanent Residents 

35.0 

20.0% 

15.0% 

10.0% 

5.0% - -

0.0% 

-5.0% 

-10.0% 

•Annual Growth Rate 
(Permanent Residents) 

"Annual Growth Rate 
(Non-Permanent 
Residents) 

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

Year 

Another relevant demographic feature of "gateway communities" such as Canmore is the relatively high 

turnover in local residents. Table 7 shows that between 8-10% of the total population of permanent 

residents leaves Canmore each year. For example, in 2000, Canmore had a net population increase of 

' The growth management guidelines will determine the number of new housing starts in Canmore on an annual basis. 
These quotas are reflected in the 1998 Canmore Municipal Development Plan. The growth targets reflect an 
agreement between local residents, Town Council, and various developers. 
+ CMHC, "Canmore Market at a Glance", FaU 1998, p. 1 
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278 permanent residents according to tiie civic census. However, in the same census, 1,452 residents 

reported living in the Town for less than one year. This indicates that 1,174 residents left Canmore 

during 2000, representing about 11.2% of the total number of permanent residents. The high turnover 

rate is partly a reflection of the transient nature of a portion of the local workforce. Thus, an unknown 

but likely sizable proportion of this figure includes seasonal and temporary workers who live in the 

community for less than one year.' It may also indicate that a unknown, but possibly significant, 

number of new residents move into the community with the intention of staying for the long terni, but 

quickly become discouraged and move elsewhere due to the high cost of housing. Table 7 shows that 

this high turnover rate has become a permanent aspect of the town's population. 

Table 7 Turnover of Resident Population (1991, 1999 and 2000) 

Category 1991 1999 2000 

Less than one year (a) 860 1,540 1,452 

% of total population 14.9% 15.0% 13.8% 

Less than six years 3,128 5,386 5,259 

% of total population 54.1% 52.6% 50.0% 

Total Permanent Residents 5,784 10,239 10,517 

Net annual increase in population (b) 393 528 278 

Net loss in residents (a) - (b) 467 1,012 1,174 

Net loss as a % of total residents 8.1% 9.9% 11.2% 

Net loss as a % of residents < 1 year 54.3% 65.7% 80.9% 

Adapted from Canmore Civic Census 

This photo shows an executive-

style new home under 

construction in Cougar Creek. 

According to the civic census, 
222 homes were under 
construction in 2000. This 

represents just over 4% of the 
total housing stock in Canmore. 

5 The civic census records these individuals as permanent residents because they reside within the town on a full-time 
basis. 
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2.2 A g e Structure 

Canmore is a young community, both in terms of its housing stock and in terms of its demographic 

profile. As Table 8 shows, both Canmore and Alberta have a younger population than the Canadian 

average (in terms of persons under age 65). In fact, while the national and provincial percentage of 

Canadians above age 65 has grown during the past decade (from 8.0% to 9.9% in Alberta and from 

10.7% to 12.3% in Canada), the percentage of residents in this age group has dropped in Canmore from 

7.7% to 6.7%. Thus, Canmore appears to be bucking the national and provincial trend towards a 

growing number of seniors. This may indicate that senior are leaving the community or are not 

choosing to locate there. In contrast, the baby boom and echo-boom population 'bulges' in Canmore is 

included within the broad 15-64-age class, grew from 68.2% in 1990 to 73.3% in 2000. Interestingly, 

the under age 15 group has shrunk in Canmore from 24% in 1990 to 19.9% in 2000. 

Table 8 Broad Age Group Comparisons (Local, Provincial, and National) 

1990 1995 2000 

Age % Canmore % Alberta % Canada % Canmore % Alberta % Canada % Canmore % Alberta % Canada 

Under 15 24.0% 23.8% 21.4% 23.7% 23.6% 20.9% 19.9% 21.8% 19.7% 
15-64 68.2% 68.2% 67.9% 69.0% 67.4% 67.5% 73.3% 68.3% 68.0% 
Over 64 7.7% 8.0% 10.7% 73% 9.0% 11.6% 6.7% 9.9% 12.3% 

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Source 1: Town of Canmore Municipal Census, 1995-2000 
Source 2: Calgary Regional Planning Commission, Canmore Municipal Census, 1989-1994 

Closer examination of the age demographics in Canmore reveals that there is a large number of 

residents in two age groups (these age cohorts are shaded in Table 9). The first group is under age 15 

and seems to have the highest representation in children between age 5 and 14, representing about 20% 

of residents. The second group is between age 25 and 44 and represents about 39% of the total 

population. In 1990, 68% of Canmore's population was concentrated within these two age groups. 

Since then, however, there has been a blurring of categories as children have become teenagers and part 

of the baby boom generation has moved in to 45-54 category. In 2000, the proportion of the local 

population in these two age groups has dropped to 59%. The age 35 and under 'baby bust' or 

'Generation X', reveals itself in the 24-34 age group which shrunk from 24.4% in 1990 to 17.9% in 

2000. 
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Table 9 Canmore Age and Gender Comparison (selected years) 

Age 
1990 

Male Female Total* 
1995 

Male Female Total* 
2000 

Male Female Total* 
Under 15 24.4% :;;;23:4% 24.0%; ;;;:;23:4% , 23-7% 20.2% ;:;:;m4%-
15-24 9.2% 9,9% 9.5% 10.2% 9.9% 10.0% 13.8% 15.2% 14.5% 
25-34 • 23,6% 25,3% 24.4%: : 20.6% 20.0% 180% 17 9% 17.9% 
35-44 21.0% : 1:8.7% 23 6% ;;;:23;5% 
45-54 8.5% 7,6% 8.1% 10.5% 8.7% 9.6% ,•14.3% 12,8% 13,5%; 
55-64 6.5% 6,4% 6.4% 5.6% 6.3% 5.9% 6.1% 6.2% 6.2% 
Over 64 6.8% 8.7% 7.7% 7,1% 7.6% 73% 6.1% 7.5% 6.7% 
Total* 100.0% 100.0% 100,0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Source 1: Town of Canmore Municipal Census, 1995-1999 
Source 2: Calgary Regional Planning Commission, Canmore Municipal Census, 1989-1994 

Canmore's 'boomer' population appears to be slightly younger than the overall Canadian average. This 

may be due to the fact that mountain communities such as Canmore have attracted a relatively younger 

group of 'boomers' that are attracted to the region's active, outdoor lifestyle. A comparison of Tables 9 

and 10 shows that Canmore has a relatively greater proportion of residents in the 25-34 and 35-44 age 

categories than the Canadian average. If this trend continues, Canmore may experience a relatively 

greater impact from an aging baby boom population that most communities in Canada. This has 

important implications for the types of housing that will be required in Canmore during the next 20 

years. 

Table 10 Canadian Age and Gender Comparison (1996 actual, 2016 forecast) 

1996 (•000) 2016 (•000) 
Age Male Female Total* Male Female Total* 

Under 15 20,7% 20.0% - ;17:4% > 16.2% 16.8% 
15-24 13.9% 13.1% 13,5% 12.8% 11,9% 12,3% 
25-34 16 5% 16,2% 13,9% 13,2% 13,5% 
35-44 17,1% 16,7% 16 9% :::: 13,8% 13.3% 13.6%' 
45-54 13.0% 12,6% 12,8% :14;,;6%;: •14.3%:: 14,4% 
55-64 8,5% 8,5% 6,5% 13,4% 13.6% 13.5% 
Over 64 10.4% 13.9% 12,2% 14,1% 17.6% 15.9% 
Total* 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100,0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Source: Statistics Canada, 1996 Census 

Another key factor influencing the future age demographic in Canmore will be the changing 

composition of the local workforce. The present demographic structure is a reflection of both economic 

and non-economic forces. Non-economic influences include the changing lifestyles of Canadians as 

well as the desire of some Canadians to move to communities with a higher quality of life. Changing 

economic trends eventually manifest themselves in the composition of local and regional economies. 

Thus, the demographic profile of a given community is influenced by socio-economic trends that affect 

in-migration and out-migration of residents. Figures 5-7 reveal just how varied two mountain 

communities can be in terms of their age profile. These figures compare Banff Canmore, and the 

Headwaters Health Authority (HHA) region. This Master's Degree Project (MDP) considers the 
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demographic profile of the HHA region to be a baseline from which to compare Banff and Canmore 

(both communities reside within the HHA region). The age profde in these communities is a reflection 

of unique circumstances present within each of these communities. 

Figure 6 shows that Canmore has a more pronounced population 'bulge' in the 25-49 age group, relative 

to the same age group in the HHA region. Canmore also has relatively fewer seniors and people over 

age 55 than the regional profde. In addition, Canmore has a more pronounced population 'dip' in the 

15-24 age group - the so-called 'baby bust'. Canmore also has a smaller 'echo' category (under age 15) 

relative to the region. Banff on the other hand, presents a unique demographic profde within the 

region. Comparing Figures 5 and 7 reveals that the town has no discernable 'boom-bust-echo' profde 

common to most communities in Canada. Instead, most residents in Banff are between age 20 and 29. 

The next largest group is between age 30 and 44. Banff also has relatively few residents over age 50 

and under age 20 compared to Canmore and the HHA region. Clearly, families with children and 

residents over age 50 are noticeably absent from Banff Because Canmore is only 15 minutes away by 

car, many Banff employees and business owners have chosen to live in Canmore and commute to Banff 

Thus, some families with children and the elderly have relocated to Canmore and elsewhere in the 

Headwaters region during the past 10-15 years. It seems apparent that local factors within the economy, 

such as steep housing prices, have reduced the number of families with children as well as seniors and 

persons nearing retirement. High real estate values may be encouraging long time property owners 

approaching retirement to 'cash out' and retire to another community. At the same time, the tourist-

based economy of Banff has also attracted a large number of young workers between age 20 and 29. 

These people are working in Banff for the time being, but most will eventually move away for reasons 

that include escaping the formidable cost of housing.* 

Banff s unique demographic profile would not have developed without the existence of a more 

affordable community only 15 minutes drive away. Historically, Canmore offered business owners and 

well-paid employees in Banff a relatively more affordable place to live. Figure 5 shows that Banff 

continues to house most of its young workforce, many of which are employed in the visitor 

accommodation, food and beverage sectors. However, an unknown but significant number of higher 

paid middle management, administrative, and professional employees work in Banff but live in 

Canmore. To address the erosion of medium-income professionals in Banff, the Banff Housing 

Corporation has built approximately 150 non-market single-detached and duplex homes during the past 

five years. However, the selling price of this housing is pegged at 70% of market value for a 

comparable home in Banff As such, even this relatively affordable housing is out of reach even for 

many dual-income households. 

This conclusion was reached after discussions with long-time residents of Canmore and Banff as well as employment 
counselors at the Canmore Job Resource Center. 
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Figure 5 Banff Health Registrants by Age 
(March 31,1997, Pop'n 7,320) 
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Figure 6 Canmore Health Registrants by Age 
(March 31, 1997, Pop'n 8,460) 
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Figure 7 Headwaters Health Registrants by Age 
(March 31,1997, Pop'n 68,808) 
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2.3 Income R a n g e s and F i n a n c i a l A s s e t s of H o u s e h o l d s in C anmore 

Median Household Income 

This MDP assumes that the ability of an individual or family in Canmore to affordably pay rent or a mortgage 

payment is dependent upon earned income, accumulated wealth, or a combination of both. As such, this MDP 

uses both annual household income and calculated financial assets to determine which households are likely to be 

able to afford a rent or mortgage payment. Table 11 shows the most recent income data available for Canadian 

households when this MDP created. This information is grouped into three broad categories; husband-wife 

families, lone-parent families, and non-family persons. 

Table 11 Census Families by Total Income (Canmore, 1998) 

Husband-Wife Families 

Household Income Totaf % 
$0 - $9,999 90 3.7% 

$10,000-$14,999 40 1.6% <i> 
E 
o 
o 

$15,000-$19,999 60 2.5% 
<i> 
E 
o 
o 

$20,000 - $24,999 90 3.7% c 
$25,000 - $29,999 110 4.5% c 

TO $30,000 - $34,999 120 4.9% T5 
0) $35,000 - $39,999 170 7.0% E 
> $40,000 - $44,999 140 5.7% 1 
CD $45,000 - $49,999 150 6.1% 
1 
CD 

' $50,000 - $59,999 300 12.3% 
$60,000 - $69,999 270 11.1% 
$70,000 - $79,999 230 9.4% c 

l i 

$80,000 - $89,999 190 7.8% 
c 

l i $90,000 - $99,999 140 5.7% 

c 

l i 
$100,000-$149,999 230 9.4% 
$150,000-$199,999 50 2.0% o -
$200,000 - $249,999 20 0.8% < 

$250,000+ 40 1.6% 
Total 2,440 100.0% 

Median household 
income 

$58,300 

Lone-Parent Families 

Household Income Totaf % 
$0 - $4,999 30 9.7% 

$5,000 - $9,999 20 6.5% > ro 0) 
$10,000-$14,999 30 9.7% 0) ̂  c 

o 
o 

$15,000-$19,999 30 9.7% cn E c 
$20,000 - $24,999 30 9.7% 
$25,000 - $29,999 20 6.5% 
$30,000 - $34,999 30 9.7% E 
$35,000 - $39,999 30 9.7% O 

c $40,000 - $44,999 10 3.2% c 
$45,000 - $49,999 20 6.5% (U 

E $50,000 - $59,999 20 6.5% 
(U 
E 

$60,000 - $74,999 20 6.5% > 
$75,000 - $99,999 20 6.5% o 

$100,000+ 0 0.0% < 
Total 310 100.0% 

Median household 
income 

$29,400 

According to 1998 Taxfiler Data, Canmore had 
4,600 'family units' or households. These consist 
of husband-wife families (including common-
law), lone-parent families, and non-family 
(single) persons. As a proportion of total census 
families, these three household groups are as 
follows: 

Household Type % 
Husband-Wife 53.0% 
Lone-Parent 6.7% 
Non-Family 40.2% 

Total 100.0% 

Statistics Canada suppresses data if there are less 
than 100 tax filers in a given area, or if a 
particular category contains less than 15 tax filers 
(e.g. lone-parent families above $60,000 annual 
income). In these cases, approximations have 
been made based on interpolation. 

Source: Statistics Canada, Small Area & 
Administrative Data Division, 1998 Taxfiler Data 

Non-Family Persons 

Household Income Totaf 
$0 - $4,999 120 6.5% 

E $5,000 - $9,999 230 12.4% 1 CO E 
$10,000-$14,999 300 16.2% m o 

o $15,000-$19,999 260 14.1% 
$20,000 - $24,999 210 11.4% 
$25,000 - $29,999 180 9.7% 
$30,000 - $34,999 130 7.0% o 

o $35,000 - $39,999 90 4.9% 
$40,000 - $44,999 90 4.9% .ro 
$45,000 - $49,999 60 3.2% "O 

lU $50,000 - $59,999 90 4.9% E 
$60,000 - $74,999 40 2.2% g 
$75,000 - $99,999 20 1.1% < 

$100,000+ 30 1.6% 
Total 1,850 100.0% 

Median household 
income 

$20,300 
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Table 12 lists the median household income for household types in Canmore. Within each category, the 

number of households below median income is shown. 

Table 12 Median Household Income by Household Type (Canmore, 1998) 

Household N^. of % of all Median Households 
Types Households Households Income Below Median 

Husband-Wife 2,440 53.0% $58,300 1,220 

Lone-Parent 310 6.7% $29,400 155 

Non-Family 1,850 40.2% $20,300 925 

Total 4,600 100% 2,300 

Source: Statistics Canada, Small Area & Administrative Data Division, 1998 Taxfiler Data 

Household median incomes in Canmore are higher than both provincial and national figures (see Table 

13). This is the case for all three household groups, and likely reflects the slightly higher wages paid by 

many employers in the Bow Corridor.^ Canmore also had consistently higher median incomes within 

each group for the period 1991 to 1998.^ 

Table 13 Comparison of Median Household Income (Local, Provincial, and National) 

Median Household Income (1998 

Household Types Canmore Alberta 

) 

Canada 

Husband-Wife $58,300 $56,700 $52,500 

Lone-Parent $29,400 $24,000 $22,700 

Non-Family $20,300 $19,500 $17,200 

Source: Statistics Canada, Small Area & Administrative Data Division, 1998 Taxfiler Data 

Table 14 shows a detailed breakdown of husband-wife (including common-law) households in 

Canmore. Table 15 shows a similar breakdown for lone-parent families. These tables incorporate 

information compiled from 1998 Statistics Canada Taxfiler data. Both tables compare the median 

annual income for husband-wife and lone-parent families grouped by number of children. National, 

provincial, and local data is shown. 

[Report text continues on page 31 ] 

" Staff at the Canmore Job Resource Centre (Human Resources Development Canada) stated that it is common for 
employers in the valley, especially the tourism sector, to pay slightly higher wages than their counterparts in other 
regions of Alberta. This is a response to the increasingly competitive job market caused by a recent drop in the 
number of seasonal employees coupled with business expansion in the tourism sector. Employers are offering higher 
wages and/or profit sharing to attract and retain employees, as well as to offset the high cost of living in the Bow 
Corridor. 
" Statistics Canada, Small Area and Administrative Data Division, Family Tables 3, 4, and 5, 1991-1998 
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Table 14 Husband-Wife Families by Number of Children (1998) 

C a n m o r e 

Age of Older Number of Children Total Average Family Size 
Parent 0 1 2 3+ Families All With Children 

0-24 40 0 0 0 50 2.2 0.0 
25-34 310 90 70 20 490 2.6 3.6 
35-44 250 160 280 110 800 3.4 4.0 
45-54 190 140 170 70 560 3.2 3.8 
55-64 200 50 20 0 270 2.4 3.4 
65+ 240 20 0 0 260 2.1 3.2 
Totar 1,220 470 550 200 2,440 2.9 3.8 

% of all husband-
wife families 

50.0% 19.3% 22.5% 8.2% 100.0% 

Median household 
income 

$52,400 $60,600 $66,000 $66,200 $58,300 

A l b e r t a 
Age of Older Number of Children Total 1 Average Family Size 

Parent 0 1 2 3+ Families All With Children 

0-24 12,870 4,530 1,450 380 19,230 2.4 3.4 
25-34 48,300 27,940 28,050 13,610 117,900 3.1 3.9 
35-44 33,540 35,550 74,680 48,890 192,660 3.8 4.2 
45-54 45,020 37,260 46,170 24,200 152,650 3.4 4.0 
55-64 59,230 20,040 8,900 3,270 91,440 2.5 3.5 
65+ 85,040 11,990 2,610 880 100,520 2.2 3.3 
Total 283,990 137,320 161,870 91,220 674,400 3.1 4.0 

% of all husband-

wife families 
42.1% 20.4% 24.0% 13.5% 100.0% 

Median household 
income 

$48,000 $61,500 $66,100 $60,000 $56,700 

C a n a d a 
Age of Older Number of Children Total Average Family Size 

Parent 0 1 2 3+ Families All With Children 

0-24 92,090 32,360 9,570 2,050 136,060 2.4 33 
25-34 433,990 285,790 251,990 99,440 1,071,210 3.0 3.8 
35-44 322,230 383,660 732,190 402,880 1,840,950 3.7 4.1 
45-54 472,890 419,350 487,140 225.040 1,604,420 3.3 3.9 
55-64 671,570 241,430 107,610 35,590 1,056,200 2.5 3 5 
65+ 1,051,470 146,170 30,700 8.480 1,236,820 2.2 3.3 
Total 3,044,230 1,508,770 1,619,200 773,470 6,945,660 3.1 3.9 

% of all husband-
wife families 

43.8% 21.7% 23.3% 11.1% 100.0% 

Median household 
income 

$43,600 $57,500 $62,700 $58,100 $52,500 
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Table 15 Lone-Parent Families by Number of Children (1998) 

C a n m o r e 

Age of Parent Number of Children Male Female Total Average Family 
1 2 3+ Parent Parent Families Size 

0-24 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 
25-34 40 20 0 0 60 60 2.5 
35-44 50 60 20 20 100 120 2 8 
45 - 54 40 30 0 20 60 80 2.6 
55-64 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.0 
65+ 20 0 0 0 20 20 2.1 
Totar 170 110 30 50 260 310 2.6 

% of all lone-parent 
families 

54.8% 35.5% 9.7% 16.1% 83.9% 100.0% 

Median household 
income 

$27,800 $29,700 $32,300 $42,100 $26,800 $29,400 

A l b e r t a 

Age of Parent Number of Children Male Female Total Average Family 
1 2 3+ Parent Parent Families Size 

0-24 6,810 1,800 620 240 9,000 9,230 2.3 
25-34 11,160 8,590 5,690 1,730 23,710 25,440 2.9 
35-44 15,520 14,920 8,380 5,400 33,420 38,820 29 
45-54 12,010 6,140 2,250 4,700 15,700 20,400 2.6 
55-64 5,580 1,320 450 1,960 5,390 7,350 2.3 
65+ 10,460 1,800 460 2,610 10,110 12,720 2.3 
Total 61,550 34,560 17,850 16,640 97,320 113,960 2.7 

% of all lone-parent 
families 

54.0% 30.3% 15.7% 14.6% 85.4% 100.0% 

Median household 
income 

$25,000 $25,000 $20,100 $37,500 $22,300 $24,000 

C a n a d a 

Age of Parent Number of Children Male Female Total Average Family 
1 2 3+ Parent Parent Families Size 

0-24 69,970 18,140 5,210 2,000 91,320 93,320 2.3 
25-34 130,450 93,130 50,360 15,570 258,370 273,940 2.8 
35-44 181,990 156,510 77,310 53,050 362,750 415,800 2.8 
45-54 148,290 67,480 21,060 53,990 182,840 236,830 2.5 
55-64 64,740 14,900 4,040 22,300 61,380 83,680 2.3 
65+ 133,940 20,600 3,470 30,290 127,720 158,010 2.2 
Total 729,370 370,760 161,450 177,190 1,084,390 1,261,580 2.6 

% of all lone-parent 
families 

57.8% 29.4% 12.8% 14.0% 86.0% 100.0% 

Median household 
income 

$23,100 $23,300 $21,000 $34,100 $21,500 $22,700 
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Based on this information, Canmore has a relatively greater proportion of single adults and couples 

without children than both the provincial and national averages. In other words, 50% of husband-wife 

families in Canmore are without children, compared to 44% nationally and 42% provincially. Thus, out 

of a total of 4,600 households (1998) only 35% of households in Canmore have children. Table 16 

shows a breakdown the number of households in Canmore with and without children for the years 1991 

and 1998. During the eight-year period, the proportion of households with children has decreased 

relative to households without children, from a 40/60 split in 1991 to a one-third / two-thirds split in 

1998. 

Table 16 Households with and without Children in Canmore (1991, 1998) 

1991 1998 

Households with children N^. % o f 
total 

N2. % o f 

total 

Husband-wife families 820 31.9% 1,220 26.5% 

Lone-parents 210 8.2% 310 6.7% 

Subtotal 1,030 40.1% 1,530 33.2% 

Households without children 

Husband-wife families 630 24.5% 1,220 26.5% 

Non-family persons 

(Unattached adults) 
910 35.4% 1,850 40.2% 

Subtotal 1,540 59.9% 3,070 66.7% 

Total all households 2,570 100% 4,600 100% 

Source: Statistics Canada, Small Area & Administrative Data Division, 1991 and 1998 Taxfiler Data 

The average size of husband-wife and lone-parent households with children is close to both the 

provincial and national averages. A comparison of average household size is shown in Table 17. 

However, for husband-wife and lone-parent households, the proportion of families with three or more 

children in Canmore is significantly less than both the provincial and national averages. 

Table 17 Comparison of Average Family Size (1998) 

Average family size 

(with children) 

Canmore Alberta Canada 

Husband-wife families 3.8 4.0 3.9 

Lone-parents 2.6 2.7 2.6 

% of families with three 
or more children 

Canmore Alberta Canada 

Husband-wife families 8.2% 13.5% 11.1% 

Lone-parents 9.7% 15.7% 12.8% 

Source: Statistics Canada, Small Area & Administrative Data Division, 1998 Taxfiler Data 
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A possible explanation for the difference in household size between Canmore and the rest of Canada is 

that the town attracts households with fewer dependents than other jurisdictions. Another reason may 

be that some families with three or more children have moved away from Canmore due to the higher 

cost of shelter. 

Households with Calculated Financial Assets 

Housing affordability is closely tied to the level of annual household income. However, some 

households derive a significant portion of their annual earnings from financial investments. In 1996, 

1,820 "family units" in Canmore (46% of all households) derived a portion of their income from 

financial assets. These financial assets include interest on monetary funds and bank accounts, as well as 

dividend-yielding stocks, bonds, and/or mutual funds. Revenue Canada refers to this income as 

"household calculated financial assets." Table 18 shows the proportion of households in Canmore that 

have more than $0 in calculated financial assets (CPA). 

Table 18 Calculated Financial Assets for Households in Canmore (1994-1996) 

1994 

All family unitŝ  

Count of all 
family units 

Area in area 

Family units with no CFA^ 

Count % 

CFA greater than $0 

% of all 
family Total CFA 

Count units ($'000) 

Canmore 3,360 

Alberta 1,116,040 

Canada 12,397,690 

1,940 577% 

631,960 56.6% 

7,113,240 57.4% 

1,420 42.3% $163,855 

484,080 43.4% $57,064,075 

5,284,450 42.6% $515,294,223 

1995 

All family unitŝ  
Count of all 
family units 

Area in area 

Family units with no CFA^ 

Count % 

CFA greater than $0 
% of all 
family Total CFA 

Count units (S'OOO) 

Canmore 3,640 

Alberta 1,120,560 

Canada 12,575,590 

1,910 52.5% 

588,710 52.5% 

6,722,840 53.5% 

1,730 47.5% $203,169 

531,850 47.5% $72,627,743 

5,852,750 46.5% $635,803,266 

1996 

All family units' 
Count of all 
family units 

Area in area 

Family units with no CFA^ 

Count % 

CFA greater than $0 
% of all 
family Total CFA 

Count units ($'000) 

Canmore 3,950 

Alberta 1,145,470 

Canada 12,689,070 

2,130 53.9% 

615,480 53.7% 

6,828,870 53.8% 

1,820 46.1% $286,813 

529,990 46.3% $87,663,698 

5,860,200 46.2% $758,200,907 

Notes: 
' According to Statistics 
Canada, "family units" 

consists of husband-wife 

families, lone-parent 
families as well as non-

family persons. 
~ Calculated financial 

assets (CFA) are 
estimates of the principal 

invested to generate 
dividend and/or interest 
income in that tax year. It 

does not include holdings 
in land or property. 
Compiled from Small 

Area & Administrative 
Data Division, Statistics 

Canada, 1994-96 Taxfiler 
Data 
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The total number of family units in Canmore with CPA has grown from 42% in 1994 to 46%) in 1996. 

In this regard, Canmore has followed both the national and provincial trends. For households with less 

than $50,000 in CFA, Canmore exceeds both the national and provincial proportion. For households 

with more than $500,000 in CFA, Canmore again exceeds both the provincial and national figures. 

Figure 8 shows that Canmore has attracted a small number of very wealthy households. Although small 

in number (129 households), this group has financial assets totaling over $208 million dollars in 1996. 

In 1996, households with CFA over $500,000 controlled 73% of the total CFA in Canmore (total CFA 

for Canmore is $286,813,000). 
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Figure 8 Households with Calculated Financial Assets (CFA) in 1996 
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2.4 Employment Structure w i t h i n Canmore 

"This community's roots are in the working class. 

Brian McClure, Canmore Soup Kitchen 

Table 19 shows that there has been a relative increase in the number of full-time workers in Canmore, 

growing from 62% in the early 90s to 66% in the late 1990s. During this time, the proportion of part-

time workers (8%) and seasonal workers (3%) has remained relatively constant. However, during the 

past decade the number of homemakers has dropped by half from 7.6% in 1989 to 3.8% in 2000. The 

relative number of retired people has also dropped from 13.8% in 1989 to 11.8% in 2000. This may 

indicate that during the past 12 years retirees and households with one adult living at home have been 

leaving Canmore. It may also indicate that there is a higher proportion of couples that are in the 

workforce than ten years ago. This is likely due to the high cost of living in Canmore, which makes it 

very difficult for single income earners or retirees on fixed incomes to make ends meet. There is 

anecdotal evidence to support this assumption [see Chapter 4: Social Impact of the High Cost of Living 

in Canmore]. 

Table 19 Employment Status of Permanent Residents in Canmore 
(1989, 2000) 

Employment Status 1989 2000 

Full-time 62.1% 66.3% 

Part-time 8.9% 8.2% 

Seasonal 3.3% 2.2% 

Total paid workforce 74.3% 76.7% 

Retired 13.8% 11.8% 

Homemakers 7.6% 3.8% 

Source 1: Town of Canmore Municipal Census, 1995-2000 
Source 2: Calgary Regional Planning Commission, Canmore Municipal Census, 1989-1994 

Because of the fast growing economy and a healthy service sector, Canmore's unemployment rate (as a 

proportion of unemployed permanent adult residents) is very low, generally between 2% and 3%i.'° 

Canmore's unemployment rate is lower than the 5.3% reported for the prosperous Calgary region in 

May 1998." Based on these rates, Canmore has moved beyond a full employment economy (below 5% 

unemployment). During the period 1995-1998, 1,096 new jobs were created in Canmore.'^ According 

to the CMHC analysis, the strong economy in nearby Calgary has also contributed to a strong economy 

Key informant interview with Brian McClure, Canmore Soup Kitchen, November 11, 1999 
CMHC estimates that the 1998 unemployment rate in Canmore is 3.1 %, which is slightly higher than the 2.6% 

shown in the civic census. Source: Richard Corriveau, Market Analyst with CMHC, presentation to Canmore Urban 
Development Institute, November 1998. 

Statistics Canada Tabour Force Survey: Tabour Force Statistics for Alberta, May 1999 
Ibid. Presentation to Canmore Urban Development Instimte, November 1998. 

39 



in Canmore. TJiis suggests that there are far more jobs available than there are people to fill the 

positions, particularly for lower-paying jobs in the service sector.'^ 

The proportion of local residents who work in Canmore versus those who work in Banff has remained 

relatively constant between 1989 and 1996 (see Table 20). Recently, however, the proportion of 

Canmore residents working in Banff has dropped to 23% in 1997 and below 2 1 % in 2000. This MDP 

predicts that the proportion of residents working within Canmore will continue to grow during the next 

15 years. There are two reasons for this: (1) Canmore's population is growing at a rate faster than the 

surrounding region, and (2) Canmore has the potential to accommodate roughly twice the commercial 

and industrial floor space as Banff Currently, Banff has 3.16-million ft" of commercial gross floor area, 

Based on current zoning, density requirements, and land available for development, Canmore can 

accommodate approximately 6.5-million ft" of total commercial space (currently there is 1.25-million ft' 

of commercial space in the town). This means that, in the long run most of the additional commercial 

growth in the Bow Corridor will occur in Canmore and not Banff''' The potential for commercial 

growth in Canmore is particularly relevant for predicting future housing needs. Growth scenarios and 

housing forecasts are covered in Chapter 5 of this MDP. 

Table 20 Location of Employment (permanent residents) 

Location 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
Canmore 53.9% 53.1% 53.2% 56.3% 55.4% 52.4% 50.8% 52.7% 56,4% 57,9% 55,7% 
Banff 26.4% 27.1% 26,2% 26.2% 26.0% 26,0% 26.0% 23.2% 21,1% 20,5% 20,7%, 
Calgary 3.2% 2.4% 2.5% 2.9% 3.5% 3.4% 3.5% 3.1% 3,9% 4,4% 4,3% 
Cochrane 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0,1 %. 0.1% 0.0% 0,1% 0,1% 0,1% 
Bow Corridor 9.2% 10.1% 10.9% 9.5% 7.7% 5.8% 6.2% 5.2% 4,6% 4,8% 5,6% 
Other Alberta 1.4% 1.8% 3.3% 3.1% 2.7% 2,7% 2.8% 1.5% 2,2% 1,4% 1,4% 
British Columbia 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.4% 0.5% 0.4% 0.4% 0.5% 0,3% 0,4% 
Morely & K-Countr̂  3.6% 2.8% 0.4% 0.2% 0.7% 0,5% 0.5% 1,1% 0.8% 0.8% 0,5% 
Other 0.8% 1.1% 1.4% 0.3% 1.9% 0.6% 0.7% 1,1% 1.1% 1,2% 1,0% 
Unknown 1.2% 1.0% 1.7% 1.4% 1.7% 4,1% 3,4% 6,8% 3.1% 2.9%) 5,9% 
At Home - - - - 3.9% 5.6% 4,8% 6.2% 5,7%o 4,4% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Source 1: Town of Canmore Municipal Census, 1995-2000 
Source 2: Calgary Regional Planning Commission, Canmore Municipal Census, 1989-1994 

It is interesting to note that the proportion of adults working in the Bow Corridor has dropped by one 

half from approximately 10% in the early 1990s to the current 5%. However, the actual number of 

residents working in the Bow Corridor has remained more or less constant between 220 and 370 people. 

This is not surprising since the local economy has diversified during the past decade with growth in the 

service sector, particularly hospitality & tourism. Employment in resource-based industry (mostly 

based in the Municipal District of Bighorn) has shrunk as a proportion of total employment. Also 

noteworthy, is the growth in the proportion of adults who work from home, currently at 5.7% of total 

Unemployment rates in Canmore during the 1990s have been consistently below the provincial average. For 
example, in 1996 the provincial unemployment rate was 7.2% compared to only 3.2% in Canmore. Source: Statistics 
Canada, Statistical Profile, www.statscan.ca, 1998 
Norm Connolly, Canmore Commercial Inventory and Redevelopment Study, Town of Canmore, Februar}' 1999, pp. 3-4 
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population. It appears that recent migrants to Canmore are bringing their jobs with them, as self-

employed adults. Unfortunately, this employment category was not recorded in the municipal census 

before 1995, making it difficult to determine a longer trend. Although a growing percentage of 

residents will work within the town limits during the next decade, a significant proportion of Canmore's 

population will continue to work outside the town. 

Composition of the Workforce 

Since 1989, there has been a relative increase in the proportion of permanent residents working within 

Canmore in the following sectors: construction; food and accommodation; finance, insurance, and real 

estate; as well as professional services. At the same time, the proportion of adults working in education, 

health & social services, government, manufacturing, mining & oil has dropped relative to the other 

categories. Figure 9 shows the change in the number of permanent residents working in various 

employment sectors between 1989 and 2000. 

F i g u r e 9 Nature of E m p l o y m e n t 

(Permanent residents working in Canmore) 

1000 

H i 9 89 •2000 

Ô^̂  ...o-̂  
-.eft 

The numbers permanent residents working in manufacturing and government has remained virtually 

unchanged during the past ten years. However, the number of residents employed in education, health, 

and social services has grown at roughly the same rate as the overall population during the past decade. 

But in terms of the top five employment sectors in Canmore, education, health, and social services has 

dropped to fifth place since 1989. During the 1990s, the numbers of persons employed in food and 

accommodation, construction, finance, insurance, and real estate sectors has grown dramatically, both in 

absolute numbers and as a proportion of all employees. Table 21 shows the top five employment 

sectors for permanent residents working in Canmore or working from home. This table reveals that 

three out of every four adults working within Canmore are now employed in one of these five sectors. 
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Table 21 Top Five Employment Sectors in Canmore (1989, 2000) 

1989 N ° . % 2000 N ° . % 
Education, Health, & 
Social Services 

241 17.0% 
Accommodation & 
Food 

878 22.1%, 

Accommodation & Food 195 13.8% Personal Services 752 18.9%) 

Construction 194 13.7% Construction 505 12.7% 

Personal Services 173 12.2% Retail & Wholesale 
Trade 

458 11.5% 

Retail & Wholesale 
Trade 

170 12.0% 
Education, Health, & 
Social Services 

447 11.3% 

Subtotal 973 68.7% Subtotal 3,040 76.6% 

The construction industry has had a major impact on job creation in Canmore and it is the third largest 

employment sector. In fact, one could argue that the biggest manufacturing industry in Canmore is the 

homebuilding industry. Financial services and real estate are also positively affected by the amount of 

local commercial and residential construction. 

2.5 The Short-Term and S e a s o n a l Employment Market 

Seasonal and temporary workers are a vital part of the economy in the Bow Corridor. Seasonal workers 

are typically employed for a portion of the year with organizations that experience periodic and 

predictable demand for additional staff. A seasonal worker might only reside in the Bow Corridor for a 

single season then move on. On the other hand, a seasonal worker may also be a long-term resident of 

Canmore who only works a portion of the year, or holds two seasonal jobs. For example, he may be a 

ski lift operator in the winter and a hotel clerk in the summer, or she may be a backcountry tour guide in 

the winter and an employee with Banff National Park in the summer. Temporary workers, on the other 

hand, are defmed as "short-term" residents that work in Canmore for less than six months, then move 

away. Temporary workers include skilled or semi-skilled contract personnel hired for a specific project 

or a specific period. For example, additional construction labour hired for a specific phase of 

construction. 

Seasonal workers provide labour primarily for businesses in the accommodation as well as food & 

beverage sectors. Although a significant number of seasonal workers are employed in what the civic 

census refers to as "personal services" in jobs geared to the tourism industry. Seasonal and temporary 

workers are also hired in the construction industry during the spring and summer months. Retail outlets 

in Canmore also hire workers during the summer peak season. 

The "peak season" for seasonal and temporary workers in Canmore varies according to the industry. 

For example, in the hotel industry there are two peak employment periods in the Bow Corridor: a 

summer peak season between May and September, and a smaller winter peak season between February 
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and April. The summer peak season is the busiest in terms of hotel occupancy (80% to 95%), whereas 

the winter peak season is less intense with average occupancies ranging from 60% to 10%. The winter 

season is punctuated with relatively low occupancies ('shoulder seasons') in January and November. 

Figure 10 shows occupancy rates for hotels in the Canmore area. 

Figure 10 Canmore Hotel Room Occupancy 

by Month (1998) 

Source: Jim 
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The peak season for the local food and beverage sector is tied to hotel room occupancy rates, with the 

summer season producing the greatest demand for additional workers. The peak period for employment 

in the construction industry occurs during the spring, summer and fall. In Canmore, this would extend 

from April through October. Demand for temporary and seasonal construction workers is linked to the 

number of building permits issued for commercial and residential projects. The number of building 

permits issued in a given year tends to follow the local demand for new housing and commercial space 

as well as outside interest from second homeowners and real estate investors. 

Key findings from: Report on the Issues Facing the Labour Market in Canmore, Banff 

and the Bow Valley (Canada World Youth, 1998) 

In the summer of 1998, a survey was conducted of both employees and employers in Banff and 

Canmore.'^ Unfortunately, the survey did not distinguish between permanent or part-time workers, and 

is unclear about the number of seasonal versus year-round employees in the Bow Corridor. However, 

the survey is useful for developing a profile of an important segment of the seasonal, temporary, and 

long-term workforce in the Bow Corridor. The survey also describes the challenges these workers face 

in terms of shelter costs and their response to the high cost of accommodation in Banff and Canmore. 

The key findings of this survey that relate to housing demand are as follows: 

Canada Worid Youth and Canmore Job Resource Center and Tourism Canmore Kananaskis, Working Parts: A Report 
on the Issues Facing the Labour Market in Canmore, Banff and the Bow Valley, November 1998 
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• The workforce in the Bow Valley is not as transient as is commonly believed. 

Approximately 50% of the employees surveyed have lived in Canmore for at least two years. 33% 

of employees have worked with the same employer for at least two years. Canmore appears to be 

attracting employees who wish to remain in the community for a longer period of time compared to 

employees in Banff 

• Canmore is attracting a relatively older group of seasonal and temporary workers than Banff 

A slim majority of survey respondents in Canmore (52%) are between 18 and 25 years old, whereas 

65% of their counterparts in Banff are between 18-25."' 

• To make ends meet financially; the majority of employees surveyed share rent with another 
adult. 

Overall, 74% of employees surveyed share rent with at least one other adult, and 37% of all 

employees surveyed live with at least three other people. 

• Rent occupies a significant proportion of take-home pay for many employees. 

In Canmore, 46% of survey respondents pay more than 30% of their income as rent. 35% of survey 

respondents reported that rent takes between 30% and 50% of income. 11 % of respondents allocate 

more than 50% of income toward rent. Typical rental payments for these workers are between $200 

and $600 per month. 

• Staff housing needs vary according to the season, 

Over 80% of Canmore business respondents said that they hire the most employees during the 

summer period. However, staff turnover for seasonal workers is problematic during the months of 

August and September since many of the employees are students and desire a break from work 

before returning to school in September. Thus, some businesses in the Bow Valley experience a 

temporary labour shortage after the second week of August.'^ 

Key findings from: Finding Your Company's Direction (True North Consulting, 1998) 

True North Consulting conducted another study of the employment market in the Bow Corridor in 1998 

for the Canmore Tourism Board. They agree with the Canada World Youth study in that "a majority of 

staff stay longer than planned, generally for one year or more.'"'** Thus, there is a demand for housing in 

Canmore that meets the needs of the following groups: 

"> Canada World Youth reported a 39% response rate to its employee survey (i.e., 216 out of 547 sur\'eys). 
" This finding is also supported b)- the Banff-Canmore Report on Labour Market Conditions, prepared by the Canmore Job 
Resource Centre in October 1998. 
True North Consulting, Finding Your Company's Direction, Canmore Tourism Board, April 1998. 
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1. The core group of workers and their families that wish to reside in Canmore year-round; and, 

2. Seasonal and temporary workers that reside in Canmore for less than one year. 

The study by True North Consulting identifies three sub-groups of employees residing in the Bow 

Corridor for less than 12 months. These sub-groups comprise the target market for affordable rental and 

"employee housing" in Canmore:" 

• Transient and seasonal service workers 

This group is mainly under age 24, mostly female, and requires a safe, private home environment. 

• Construction workers 

This group is primarily male and is under age 30. Their accommodation needs are relatively 

modest. On a basic level they require a warm bed and washroom facilities. They frequently dine 

out. 

• Longer-term workers 

Generally professional or semi-professionals who do not want to purchase a home in Canmore but 

will be employed longer than one season. They prefer a 'condo-style' or self-contained residence 

and not "staff housing" or dormitory housing as it is traditionally conceived. 

Another relevant finding is that just over 50% of survey respondents hire seasonal staff. Based on the 

survey responses, this represents approximately 60 businesses in Canmore. Thus, seasonal staffing 

requirements are an important part of the employment picture in Canmore. However, only 13% of 

respondents (15 businesses) provide staff accommodation.^" This means that the majority of seasonal 

and temporary workers in Canmore are not being housed by their employer, but are renting from private 

households and property owners. Chapter 3 provides figures on the number of "staff accommodation" 

units in Canmore. 

Wage Structure for Seasonal and Temporary Employees 

Both wage rates and the cost of housing are critical determinants of housing affordability in the Bow 

Corridor. In the summer of 1998, the Canmore Job Resource Centre (CJRC) conducted a survey of pay 

rates for seasonal workers. They discovered that pay rates for seasonal workers ranged from minimum 

wage ($5.65 per hour) to above $12.00 per hour. Most seasonal positions pay between $6.50 and 

$10.00 per hour. According to the CJRC survey, the median pay rate for seasonal employees is between 

$7.50 and $8.00 per hour (see Figure 11). 

" Ibid. pp. 20-21 
2" A total of 600 surveys were sent out to Canmore Chamber of Commerce business members. Approximately 119, or 
20%, responded to the True North survey. Respondents comprised a broad cross-section of the economy, including 
education, rctaO, construction, visitor accommodation, food & beverage, and professional services. 
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Figure 11 Hourly Wages of Seasonal Employees 
( Banff & Canmore, 78 employees, median wage = $7.50-$7.99) 
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Source: Canmore Job Resource Centre, Report on Labour Market Conditions, October 1998. 

2.6 The Link between Employment and Housing Demand 

"Canmore may risk pricing itself out of the labour market. " 

Richard Corriveau, CMHC Real Estate Analyst 

As mentioned above, Canmore has a very low unemployment rate, ranging from 2% to 3% of adult 

permanent residents in Canmore."' For most of the past decade it has been a job-seekers market in 

Canmore. In fact, some businesses in the hospitality and tourism sector have been competing for 

employees during the peak summer season. The demand for labour has had an upward effect on wages 

paid in the Bow Corridor. The Canmore Job Resource Centre reports that "the only employers who can 

offer minimum wage in this area and still attract and keep staff are offering jobs with substantial tip 

earnings.""" The Canmore Job Resource Centre reports that some employers in the Bow Corridor 

seldom have a full staff complement and must constantly advertise job openings. This has become 

especially problematic at the end of the summer, between mid-August and the end of September when 

many of these workers head back to school or take a vacation. Coupled with the challenge of retaining 

seasonal workers, there has been a decline in the number of young people from Eastern Canada, 

particularly Quebec and the Maritimes. In addition, the buoyant provincial economy in the late 1990s 

has added pressure to an already tight labour market. The Canada World Youth study sums up the 

current situation as follows: 

"ft appears that with rising numbers attending post-secondary institutions and higher tuition and 

living costs, more young people are seeking out the most affordable areas to live and work for the 

2' Canmore Civic Census, 1989 - 2000 
Canmore job Resource Centre, Banff/ Canmore Report on labour Market Conditions, October 1998, p. 2 
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summer. As well, ... youth seem less willing to accept low pay for hard working positions and 

make a greater attempt to find higher wages." 

It can be argued that Canmore's unemployment rate is too low. According to economists, a "full 

employment economy" typically has an unemployment rate of 5%. Canmore's unemployment rate is 

roughly half that, which indicates that there is a serious shortage of workers to fdl most positions. This 

is a situation that might be economically unhealthy for the local business community, as positions 

remain unfdled. There is evidence that the labour shortage in the Bow Valley is placing upward 

pressure on wages and salaries. Employers are competing with each other for workers earning between 

minimum wage and $9.00 per hour. Thus, many employers are offering higher wages and bonuses in an 

attempt to retain employees.''' 

The strong economy and low unemployment rate in Canmore has increased the demand for housing, 

especially for rental accommodation. However, there is evidence that the high shelter costs are keeping 

qualified applicants away from Canmore. Job applicants from outside Alberta are also becoming aware 

of the high cost of housing in Canmore, even as far away as Quebec and the Maritimes. This means 

even fewer applicants not only for entry-level positions but also for supervisory personnel, middle 

management and highly skilled technicians.^' Anecdotal evidence from employers in the public service 

claim that applicants are discouraged from pursuing a position once they discover the high cost of 

housing in Canmore.^'' Jim Ridley (Positive People Placement) believes the lack of affordable housing 

is at the heart of the shortage of skilled workers to fill positions in Canmore. Jim also reported that his 

business was down 20% in placement in 1999 in spite of increased marketing efforts via the Web and 

repeat business from referrals.^' 

Agencies that provide public services such as the hospital, paramedics/emergency services, and 

education are having difficulty retaining staff as well as filling vacant positions. This situation exists for 

full-time and part-time positions. Carol Duncan (Canmore Hospital) noted that her unit has had 

particular problems recruiting for part-time and casual/on-call positions due to the high cost of shelter in 

Canmore."^ While interest in job postings is great by applicants from outside Canmore, once the 

successful candidate discovers the high cost of housing, the applicant is typically no longer interested in 

the position.^' The inequity between what people earn and what they must pay for housing has reached 

the point where many people are choosing not to locate in Canmore. This is occurring despite the 

healthy economy and other positive factors that draw people to the Rocky Mountains. 

2' Ibid. p. 2. 
David Burke, Summer labour shortage forecast, Canmore Leader, March 30, 1999, p. A l 

-5 Canmore Job Resource Centre, "Banff/Canmore Report on Labour Market Conditions", October 1998, p. 2 
2' Conversation with managers and staff the Town of Canmore and Canmore Hospital 
2̂  Agele Garraway, Skilled summer workers in short supply in valley, Canmore Leader, June 1999, p. A8 
Key informant interview with Carol Duncan, Canmore Hospital, April 30, 1999 
Jeff Gailus, At what price Canmore? Canmore Leader, October 5, 1999, pp. A l , A8 
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Positions tiiat remain unfilled also affect coworkers by spreading the same amount of work over a 

smaller pool of staff It also may delay much needed expansion of service and/or new projects. Don 

Kockan, Director of Environmental Services at the Town of Canmore, relates the difficulty he has had 

with filling the vacant Manager of Engineering position; 

It's not like we haven't found suitable candidates ... but when we try to offer them compensation 

they find that the cost of living is too high to live here. 

Figure 14 shows that employment in Canmore is driven primarily from the service economy, which 

includes retail sales, the hospitality industry, and the food and beverage sector. In addition, there is 

sizable demand for administrative and supervisory staff, as well as office and clerical workers. Figure 

12 reflects job demand in the Bow Corridor during the summer months - the peak season for visitor 

accommodation, food & beverage, and retail sectors. A total of 869 job postings were recorded during 

the summer of 1998. 
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Figure 12 Job Openings Advertised in Canmore Leader 

(Four-Month Period, Summer 1998) 

J ' r.^ 

.<̂^ 

y o**' y 

Source: Canmore Job Resource Centre, Report on Labour Market Conditions, October 1998. 

Note: 'Miscellaneous' includes teachers, computer technicians and other professional positions. 

Table 22 shows the cumulative number job postings for a six-month period from January 1999 to June 

1999. Jobs have been separated into nine categories. Wage ranges are shown for each job category. 

Categories are sorted by number of job postings. Monthly statistics for the period January - June 1999 

are shown in Appendix B. 

Ibid, p. .\1. This position has been vacant since April 1999, and as of November 1999, it remained unfilled. 
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Table 22 Occupational Demand Statistics - Canmore Job Resource Center 

January 1999 - June 1999 

#of % o f 
Employment Group Postings Total Wage Range 

Food & Beverage 239 28.5% $5.40 -$12.00 

Housekeeping & 
Maintenance 

148 17.6% $6.00 -$11.39 

Front Desk & Auditing 105 12.5% $6.00 -$12.00 

Miscellaneous 89 10.6% $5.65 -$30.00 

Grocery & Retail Sales 78 9.3% $6.00 -$10.50 

Construction, Trades & 
General Labour 

62 7.4% $6.50 -$18.00 

Office & Clerical 54 6.4% $6.50 -$12.00 

Tourism (Transportation 
& Tours) 

33 3.9% $8.00 -$11.00 

Child Care 32 3.8% $5.00 -$10.50 

Total 840 100.0% 

According to the Canmore Job Resource Center, the hospitality, food and beverage, construction, and 

retail sectors are responsible for the majority of job postings throughout the year. The hospitality sector 

includes housekeeping & maintenance as well as front desk & auditing positions. Based on the number 

of job postings generated in the first six months of 1999, the service sector is by far the largest generator 

of job openings in Canmore. However, a given posting may not always reflect the creation of an 

additional job, but may instead reflect continual turnover within that position. For example, during the 

six-month period from January to June 1999 there were 3-5 childcare positions available in any given 

month."" Shelley Gregorash, Director of Canmore Child Development Centre (community daycare), 

noted that staff turnover is a constant challenge for her operation. In the period from May to October 

1998, 12 staff left the daycare. The main reason cited by those who left was the high cost of living in 

Canmore. The salary for daycare workers in Canmore is above the provincial average, but the high cost 

of living negates this advantage. Thus, while there were several posting for daycare positions, in 

actuality no new positions were created. 

There are also a large number of "miscellaneous" positions available in Canmore, some at a very high 

wage level. A significant proportion of this category includes professional positions such as teachers, 

dental hygienists, medical personal, computer and telecommunication technicians. Although the 

majority of career ads in the local papers (Canmore Leader and Banff Crag & Canyon) focus on jobs in 

" Key informant interview with Shelley Gregorash, Director, Canmore Child Development Centre, .April 26, 1999 
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the tourism sector, it is also common to see postings for highly skilled positions in education, medicine, 

and social services. 

2.7 Demographic Trends in Canmore 

There is an Increasing Number of Single-Person Households in Canmore 

Since the early 1960s, the number of single adults as a proportion of the total population in Canada has 

grown from 8% to 24% in 1996.'" Statistics Canada reports that there is an increased likelihood that a 

Canadian will find himself or herself living solo for a portion of their life. According to Statistics 

Canada, "'single-person households" are comprised of: 

• Seniors (representing 12% of all households, typically elderly females); 

• Divorced or separated persons (the majority are males in the 30-54 age group); and, 

• Working professionals of both sexes."*̂  

The civic census records the status of occupants for all dwelling units in Canmore. Thus, the civic 

census considers a household as those living within a single dwelling unit. According to the civic 

census, approximately 6% of the total Canmore resident population are single-person households. This 

figure is somewhat misleading because the civic census defines a single person household as one adult 

living in a single dwelling unit. Because of the high cost of accommodation in Canmore, most single 

income earners share rent or mortgage costs with at least one other adult. Thus, a significant proportion 

of single-person households in Canmore include roommates (12.7% of the total population), or 

lodger/boarders (1.7% or the total population). Combining these three groups brings the number of 

single-persons, as a proportion of total population, to 20%. However, if we do not include children, 

who represent 25% of the total population in 2000, the proportion of single-persons climbs to 27% of 

the adult population in Canmore. In addition, an unknown number of widows and widowers with a 

boarder or lodger living with them are included with the census categories having either a 

"husband/male head" or "wife/female head." Thus, the proportion of single adults in Canmore is higher 

than that reported by the local census. 

Statistics Canada, on the other hand, classifies a single-person household as a single adult without 

children. This MDP considers Taxfiler information to be a more accurate indicator of the number of 

single-person households in Canmore. According to Statistics Canada, the proportion of single-person 

households represents 40% of all households in Canmore.̂ ** This figure exceeds both the national and 

provincial proportions for 1998 (see Table 23). 

" Statistics Oinadz, Annual Report 1998, p. 183 
"Ibid, p. 183 

Statistics Canada, Small Area & Administrative Data Division, 1998 Taxfiler Data 
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Table 23 Comparisons of Household Types (1998) 

Household Canmore Alberta Canada 

Type Number % Number % Number % 

Husband-Wife 2,440 53.0% 674,400 55.9% 6,945,660 53.8% 

Lone-parent 310 6.7% 113,960 9.5% 1,261,580 9.8% 

Non-Family 1,850 40.2% 416,820 34.6% 4,707,230 36.4% 

Total 4,600 100.0% 1,205,180 100.0% 12,914,470 100.0% 

Lifestyles in Canmore reflect the national trend "towards more independent and individual lifestyles". 

In Canmore, as in other centers with high rental costs, a significant number of single adults choose to 

live with other adults for economic reasons. Canmore is likely to continue to have a higher proportion 

of single-person households than the provincial or national proportions during the next decade. In 

contrast, one half (49%) of Banff households consist of'non-family persons' (primarily unattached 

adults) - a figure significantly higher than most jurisdictions in Canada." This is a result of two main 

influences: (I) the dominant hotel, food and beverage sector of the local economy; and, (2) the 

worldwide reputation of Banff National Park, which attracts a young workforce. 

There is an Decreasing Number of Households with Children in Canmore 

During the past 20 years the proportion of unmarried or common-law couples in Canada has increased 

to the point where they now represent approximately 14% of all adult couples (common-law and 

married).''^ The actual number of common-law couples in Canmore is unknown. However, if the 

national figure is applied to 1996 figures for Canmore, there would be an estimated 310 common-law 

couples out of a total of 2,220 'husband-wife' households. This figure includes households with and 

without children. If national averages hold true for Canmore, common-law couples are less likely to 

have children than married couples. In fact, only 39% of married couples in Canada are childless while 

53% of common-law couples are childless. Statistics Canada reports that divorce "leads the way to an 

increasing array of new family types" such as stepfamilies, blended families, and lone parents."*'' In 

Canmore, there is a higher proportion of couples without children than both provincial and national 

averages (see Table 24). According to the Statistics Canada, in 1998 only 33% of all households in 

Canmore had children. 

" According to Statistics Canada, Canmore had 4,600 'family umts' or households in 1998. These consist of husband-
wife families (including common-law), lone-parent families, and non-famUy (single) persons. Non-family persons may 
live with a family member whom they are related (e.g., brother-in-law, cousin, grandparent) or an unrelated person 
(e.g., lodger, roommate). They may live with other non-family persons or live alone. 

Statistics Canada, Annua/Report 1998, p. 183 
" Statistics Canada, 1996 Census, Profile of Census Divisions and Subdivisions: Banff, Alberta 
«̂ Statistics Canada, Annual Report 1998, p. 188 
Ibid. p. 191. "Step families" include children that are living with foster parents. "Blended families" are formed when 

a married or common-law couple with children from a previous union, forms a new family through marriage or a 
common-law relationship. 
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Table 24 Percentage of Couples with no Children 

As a Proportion of all Husband-Wife Families (1991-98) 

Canmore Alberta Canada 

Year Number % Number % Number % 

1991 630 43.4% 227,820 39.2% 2,615,820 41.5% 

1992 720 44.7% 240,510 40.0% 2,739,650 42.1% 

1993 780 44.8% 251,110 40.4% 2,845,200 42.6% 

1994 840 44.9% 256,600 41.1% 2,881,190 42.8% 

1995 860 44.5% 262,120 41.1% 2,910,300 42.9% 

1996 1,080 48.6% 269,690 41.5% 2,985,180 43.4% 

1997 1,120 48.5% 280,410 42.1% 3,042,440 43.9% 

1998 1,220 50.0% 283,990 42.1% 3,044,230 43.8% 

Notice that since 1991, the percentage of couples without children has grown in each category. The 

proportion of couples without children has increased throughout Canada in the 1990s. This is consistent 

with the trend towards falling birth rates in developed nations during the past two decades. Canmore has 

also followed this trend. 

On average, Canmore has smaller families than both the provincial and national averages. In fact, the 

proportion of families in Canmore with three or more children is substantially less than both the 

provincial and national figures. This may be due to two factors: (1) many of Canmore's larger families 

may have left town; and (2) large families are choosing not to locate in Canmore due to the high cost of 

shelter. 

Table 25 shows a decline in the proportion of households with children in Canmore between 1996 and 

2000. In the early 1990s, about 28% of households had children in school. However, by the end of the 

decade, the proportion had dropped below 25%. 

Table 25 Proportion of Households with Children in School (1989-2000) 

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

Adults 3,506 3.853 4,085 4,315 4,739 - 5,506 6,112 6,748 7,283 7,762 8,112 
Children 1,327 1,471 1,699 1 711 1.882 - 2,126 2,284 2,267 2,428 2,477 2,405 
Proportion (%) 
Adults 72.5% 72.4% 70.6% 71.6% 71.6% - 72.1% 72.8% 74.9% 75.0% 75.8% 77.1% 
Children 27.5% 27.6% 29.4% 28.4% 28.4% - 27.9% 27.2% 25.1% 25.0% 24.2% 22.9% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% - 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Source 1: Town of Canmore Municipal Census, 1995-2000 

Source 2: Calgary Regional Planning Commission, Canmore Municipal Census, 1989-1994 
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The Proportion of Lone-Parent Households is Remaining Steady 

Lone-parents are another increasingly common type of family in Canada. Today, most lone-parent 

families are formed as a result of a breakdown of a marriage or common-law union involving children.'^'' 

Also, about one in five lone-parent families consist of single adults that were never married. However, 

as a proportion of households with children in school, the number of lone-parent families has remained 

steady in Canmore during the past decade, ranging from 13% to 16%.'*' A comparison of single- and 

double-parent households with children in school is shown in Table 26. 

Table 26 Proportions of One- and Two-Parent Households (1989-2000) 

(As a percentage of all households with children) 

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

Two-parent households 85.9% 86.0% 85.5% 86.9% 86.2% - 87.4% 85.2% 84.7% 86.4% 85.2% 83.8% 
One-parent households 14.1% 14.0% 14.5% 13.1% 13.8% - 12.6% 14.8% 15.3% 13.6% 14.8% 16.2% 

Source 1: Town of Canmore Municipal Census, 1995-2000 

Source 2: Calgary Regional Planning Commission, Canmore Municipal Census, 1989-1994 

Note: 1989-91 estimated figures for double-parent households are shown in gray shading. 

According to Statistics Canada, there were 280 lone-parent households in Canmore in 1997 representing 

6.6%) of all households. Lone-parent families represent about 19% of households in Canmore that have 

children. A noteworthy characteristic is that the proportion of lone-parent families in Canmore is 

smaller than both the provincial and national averages. Table 27 shows a comparison of local, 

provincial, and national figures. 

Table 27 Percentages of One- and Two-Parent Families 

As a Proportion of all Households with Children (1998) 

H o u s e h o l d Type Canmore Albe r t a C a n a d a 

Two-parent families 8 0 % 7 7 % 7 6 % 

One-parent families 2 0 % 2 3 % 2 4 % 

Source: Statistics Canada, Small Area & Administrative Data Division, 1998 Taxfiler Data 

The reason for the relatively smaller number of lone-parent families in Canmore may indicate that some 

families have moved away for economic reasons. There is qualitative evidence to support this assertion. 

Conversations with local daycare workers reveal that during the past year (1998-99) several couples 

with children as well as lone-parent families have left Canmore primarily due to the high cost of 

housing. A frequently cited reason is the lack of affordable homes with backyards in Canmore as well 

as the lack of housing with more than two bedrooms. Some of these families have moved down-valley 

to Cochrane or Calgary where single-family housing is relatively cheaper."^ 

Statistics C^naAa, Annual Report 1998, p. 191 
'̂ The civic census records the number of lone-parent families as a percentage of all families with children in school. 
-•̂  Key informant interview with Shelley Gregorash, Canmore Communit)' Day Care, April 26, 1999 
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Another reason for the relatively lower percentage of lone-parents in Canmore is that many lone-parents 

have moved in with their parents or other family members as a means of reducing their cost of living.'*'^ 

It is reasonable to expect that most lone-parent families require at least a two-bedroom unit for their 

family. But with median rent for a two-bedroom suite currently at $850 per month, and median income 

for lone-parent families at $27,000 in 1997, many single-income earners with children are hard-pressed 

to afford rent this high. An affordable rent for a lone-parent household at earning median income would 

be $675 per month, based on 30% shelter-cost-to-income ratio. It is important to note that half of lone-

parent families earned less than $27,000 annually in 1997. 

Raising a family anywhere in Canada involves significant expenditure. Statistics Canada reports that in 

1997, it cost $9,560 to raise an infant from birth to first birthday. By the time the child born in 1997 

reaches the age of 18, the child will have cost over $157,000.'''' Each additional child raises the total 

cost by 10%. Clearly, a typical lone-parent will have less disposable income than a family with two 

incomes. As such, lone-parent families generally find the cost of living in Canmore a formidable 

challenge. In 1998, the median income for lone-parent families in Canmore was $29,400. Thus, 

families in this income range would have limited after-tax income available for shelter costs once other 

costs (food, clothing, child-care) are taken into account. 

Conversation vidth Shirley Ketterer, Coordinator for the Canmore Civic Census, 1998-1999 
w Statistics Canada, Annual Report 1998, p. 192 
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A N A L Y S I S O F S U P P L Y 

C h a p t e r 

Housing supply is a factor of the price and availability of developable land, and the willingness within 

the community to grow. Wealthy homebuyers, non-resident homeowners, real estate speculators, as 

well as local planning policies together influence the number and types of housing in Canmore. This 

chapter analyzes the supply of rental and ownership housing in terms of annual housing starts, rental 

vacancy rates, and the mix of housing types. Comparisons are also made with other mountain 

communities in order to provide a relative assessment of housing prices in Canmore. 



3.1 H o u s i n g Types and Tenancy Status 

The Canmore Census identifies the number of housing units owned by both permanent and non-

permanent residents. The census also covers the proportion of units that are owned versus those that 

are rented. It also lists the number of units that are vacant or under construction. For 2000, the 

number of units in each category is shown in Table 28. 

Table 28 Tenancy Status in Canmore 

(1989 and 2000 compared) 

Tenancy Status 

1 

N^. of 

Units 

989 

% of Total 

Units 

N^. of 
Units 

2000 

% of Total 

Units 

Owned 1,143 53.4% 2,671 51.9% 

Rented 617 28.8% 1,162 22.6% 

Non-permanent or 

weekend residents 
274 12.8% 865 16.8% 

Subtotal 2,034 95.0% 4,698 91.3% 

Vacant lots 37 1.7% 163 3.2% 

Under construction 63 2.9% 222 4.3% 

Unknown 7 0.3% 64 1.2% 

Subtotal 107 5.0% 449 8.7 % 

Total 2,141 100.0% 5,147 100.0% 

Source 1: Town of Canmore Municipal Census, 1995-2000 
Source 2: Calgary Regional Planning Commission, Canmore Municipal Census, 1989-1994 

Appendix B shows that the proportion of housing units that are owned in Canmore has remained 

relatively constant during the past decade, fluctuating between 53% and 56%i. Recently, however, due 

to a proportionate increase in the number of units owned by non-permanent residents coupled with a 

relatively large number of units under construction, the proportion of units owned dropped slightly in 

2000. The proportion of rental units declined in the early 1990s, but has remained relatively constant 

at 22-23% of the total housing stock. A breakdown of the number of homes that are rented versus 

owned by permanent residents is shown in Table 29. This table shows that Canmore currently has a 

70 / 30 split of homeowners versus renter households. The proportion of homeowners versus renter 

households has grown during the 1990s from a 65 / 35 split in 1989. In contrast, Banff has an 

astonishing 66% of residential units occupied by renters versus only 34% occupied by homeowners. 

Unfortunately, the Canmore census does not track the actual population of renters and homeowners. 

Rather, the census records the ownership status of each dwelling unit. This presents a challenge in 

estimating the population of renters versus homeowners in Canmore. As a proportion of total housing 

stock, the percentage of units owned by non-permanent residents and 'weekenders' has increased 

during the past 12 years from 13% in 1989 to 17% of all housing units in 2000. This reflects the 

higher average growth rate in the non-permanent population compared to the permanent population. 
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The census also shows that at any given time, between 5% and 8% of the total housing stock in 

Canmore consists of vacant residential lots, units under construction, as well as a small number of 

units where the residency status is unknown. 

Table 29 Tenancy Status for Permanent Residents 

(As a percentage of total units occupied by permanent residents) 

status 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

Owned 64.9% 66.6% 68.5% 68.8% 70.5% 70.1% 71.3% 71.8% 70.4% 69.4% 69.5% 69.7% 
Rented 35.1% 33.4% 31.5% 31.3% 29.5% 29.9% 28.7% 28.2% 29.6% 30.6% 30.5% 30.3% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Source 1: Town of Canmore Municipal Census, 1995-2000 
Source 2: Calgary Regional Planning Commission, Canmore Municipal Census, 1989-1994 

Table 30 shows the 12-year trend in types of housing being built in Canmore. Increasingly, duplex 

homes and townhouses are the choice of new permanent and non-permanent residents. Although 

single-family (i.e., single-detached) homes remain popular, the proportion of this type of housing has 

declined during the past decade. The popularity of apartment-style condominiums has remained 

constant as a proportion of all dwelling unit types during the 1990s. This if forecast to change after 

2000, with the completion of three apartment condominium developments on land zoned as Employee 

Housing District. 

Table 30 Dwelling Types, Permanent and Non-Permanent Residents 

(Percentage of total units in 2000, 12-year trend) 

Permanent Non-Permanent 

Housing Type % Trend Housing Type % Trend 

Single-Family 57% Single-Family 32% 

Duplex 11% t Duplex 14% t 

Townhouse 17% t Townhouse 39% t 

Apartment/Condo 10% ~ Apartment-Condo 8% ~ 

Non-permanent residents are choosing to reside in certain neighborhoods in Canmore. Non-

permanent residents favor the new outlying neighborhoods of Silver Tip Resort, Benchlands, Eagle 

Terrace, Rundle View, and Three Sisters Homesteads. Table 31 shows the census tracts in Canmore 

that are preferred by non-permanent residents (numbers in this table are taken from the 1999 census). 

These tracts have a non-permanent population that exceeds the 1999 Canmore average of 16%. (Map 

1 shows the location of these census tracts). Of the 767 housing units owned by non-permanent 

residents in 1999, 496 (65%) are located within these seven census tracts. 
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Table 31 Census Tracts having over 16% Non-Permanent Residents 

(As a proportion of all housing units within the tract, 1999) 

Census 

Tract 

Neighborhood % of units 

within tract 

Canmore 

West 

1 Lower Rundle 2 3 % 
Canmore 

West 14 Rundle Heights 4 8 % 

17 Three Sisters Homesteads 4 1 % 

Canmore 2 Restwell Trailer Park 2 1 % 

Central 6 Gateway 2 0 % 

Canmore 16 Benchlands, Eagle Terrace 2 1 % 

East 19 Silver Tip 4 0 % 

Map 1 Canmore Census Tracts with over 1 6 % of Housing Stock Owned by 

Non-Permanent Residents (1999 Civic Census) 
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Duplex homes and 

townhouses have 
been popular choices 

for homeowners in 

Canmore during the 

past decade. These 

units are in The 

Village, part of Three 

Sisters Creekside 

development. The 

1999 market price for 

these units ranged 
from $259,000 to 

$279,000. 

3.2 A n n u a l H o u s i n g Starts and Growth Management Targets 

As was mentioned in Chapter I, the majority of new housing in Canmore is in the hands of three 

developers: Three Sisters Resort, Silver Tip Resort, and Eagle Terrace Developments. Three Sisters 

Resort has the largest inventory of land under its control, approximately 80% of all developable land 

in Canmore.' The 1998 Canmore Municipal Development Plan (MDP) sets quotas on the number of 

residential units approved annually within each of these developments. The MDP anticipates that the 

bulk of new housing development will continue to be in these three areas. Both Silver Tip and Three 

Sisters Resort actively target "move up buyers", weekenders and those seeking recreational property. 

CMHC predicts that housing starts will be slightly less than growth management quotas in the near 

term (1999-2000). This is because homebuyers are purchasing lots for future development, either 

speculating on a rapid increase in the value of land or purchasing land today with the intention of 

building a retirement home at a future date. 

Since there is a limited amount of developable land in Canmore, this Master's Degree Project (MDP) 

assumes that there will be increasing pressure to build higher-density housing during the next decade, 

and that the proportion of new single-family homes being constructed will continue to drop relative to 

other housing types. There is evidence that this is already happening in Canmore. Figure 13 shows 

that since 1997, approximately 45%) of all housing starts have been multi-family. Similarly, since 

1997 only 50% of the total resale market have been single-family units (see Figure 14). 

Canada Mortgage and hlousing Corporation, Canmore Market at a Glance, November 1998, p. 2 
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F i g u r e 13 A n n u a l H o u s i n g Starts 
(1993 -2000) 

450 

0 L I 1 1 1 1 1 ! L \ 1 L _ I L—L J — L 

1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
(est) 

• Single-Family • Multi-Family 

Figure 14 Resale Housing Market 
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Source: Presentation to Canmore Urban Development Institute by Richard Corriveau, CMHC (November 1998). 

During the next 15 years, virtually every new single-detached unit will be constructed in Silver Tip, 

Eagle Terrace and Three Sisters Resort. However, a sizable amount of infill multi-residential 

development will also occur within the established neighbourhoods of Canmore. This includes the 

central district south of Main Street and east of the Bow River (zoned R-2 or R-4), which allows for 

duplex and fourplex developments. In addition, condominium-style apartments will continue to be 

constructed in the central commercial areas as part of 'mixed-use' developments. This type of 

development typically allows for ground floor commercial space with residential units on the upper 

floors. 
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3.3 Home O w n e r s h i p 

Compilation of MLS residential sales for the years 1990 to 2000 reveals that home ownership has been 

a very good investment in Canmore. The median and average selling prices were analyzed for three 

broad categories: single-family homes, duplex homes, and multi-residential homes.^ Data from both 

new home sales and re-sales were combined to produce a median selling price in each year."* Table 32 

shows the annual appreciation in median selling prices of homes between 1990 and 2000. 

Table 32 CPI versus Median Selling Price, Percent Change from 1990 to 2000 

Annual Increase in CPI 
Total % Increase 

(1990-2000) 

Consumer Price Index ̂  1.9% 19.2% 

Housing Type 
Annual Increase in 

Median Selling Price 

Total % Increase 

(1990-2000) 

Single-Detached 6.3% 63.0% 

Duplex 11.2% 111.9% 

Multi-Residential 8.6% 86.2% 

Annual increase represents % change from one year to the next, e.g., 1990 is change from 1990 to 1991 

If you purchased a single-detached home at the median selling price in 1990, by 2000 you could have 

sold your home for 63% more, on average, than you originally paid. Similarly, by 2000 you could 

have sold your duplex home for a price 112% higher than what you paid in 1990." By 2000, an owner 

of a multi-family unit could have sold his or her home for a price 86% higher than originally paid in 

1990, based on median selling prices. Figure 15 shows the annual change in the consumer price index 

during the period 1984 to 2000. The chart shows that since 1992, the annual rate of inflation in Canada 

has been very low, averaging 1.5% per annum. Prior to 1992, inflation was relatively low compared 

to the early 1980s (averaging 4.5% per annum between 1984 and 1991). The total change in the 

consumer price index in Canada (i.e., the rate of inflation) between 1990 and 2000 is 19.2% (or 1.9% 

annually). Table 32 shows that Canmore housing prices in all categories have appreciated faster than 

the national rate of inflation during this period. According to this analysis, single-family homeowners 

Canmore have beat inflation by 44% during the past decade, based on median market prices. 

Similarly, owners of duplex and multi-family units have beat inflation during this period by 93% and 

67% respectively. 

2 Multi-family units include stacked or row housing, as well as apartment units. 
' On average, pre-owned homes sell for a lower price than new homes. According to a report in the Edmonton 
Journal, new homes in Edmonton sell for a price $41,000 higher, on average, than pre-owned homes. 
^ A large number of high-end duplex homes were sold in 1998, with few duplex homes sold for under |200,000. This 
contributed to an unusually high percentage change figure for that year. As such, the calculated annual average 
(shown above) for duplex homes excludes 1998. 
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F i g u r e 15 P e r c e n t a g e C h a n g e in C o n s u m e r P r i c e 

Index f r o m P r e v i o u s Y e a r (1984 - 2000) 
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Source: Statistics Canada, 2001 

Figure 16 shows the upward trend in median selling prices for single-detached, duplex, and multi-

residential units during the past eleven years. Until 1997, the upward trend in median selling prices 

for both duplex homes and single detached homes was closely correlated. This changed in 1998 with 

an upward swing in the median selling price of duplex homes. On the other hand, the median selling 

price for multi-residential units remained relatively flat trend between 1991 and 1996. This reflects 

the price adjustments within the local housing market between 1992 and 1996 as a number of mid- and 

lower-priced condominium units were completed. However, from 1997 to 1999, selling prices for 

multi-residential units increased steadily. With the completion of Montane Village in 2000, once 

again, median prices for multi units dropped due to a large supply of entry-level housing coming into 

the real estate market. 

Figure 16 Median Selling Prices of 
Homes in Canmore (1990 - 2000) 
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Figure 17 Selling Price Range - Single Detached Homes 
(1990-2000) 
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Figure 18 Selling Price Range - Duplex Homes 
(1990-2000) 
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Figure 19 Selling Price Range - Multi-Residential 
(1990-2000) 
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An interesting aspect of the local real estate market during the 1990s has been the widening range 

between upper and lower selling prices of homes. These ranges are expressed as high-low charts 

(Figures 17-19) that show the range of selling prices for each type of housing category between the 

years 1990 to 2000. Likewise, Table 33 compares the range of selling prices for each category of 

homes sold in 1990 and 2000. 

Table 33 Range of Residential Selling Prices in Canmore (1990 and 2000) 

1990 Price Range 2000 Price Range 

Single-Detached 
Highest $302,500 

$232,500 
$1,025,000 

$868,500 Single-Detached 
Lowest $70,000 

$232,500 
$156,500 

$868,500 

Duplex 
Highest $181,500 

$94,500 
$480,000 

$247,500 Duplex 
Lowest $87,000 

$94,500 
$232,500 

$247,500 

Multi-Residential 
Highest $165,000 

$119,100 
$480,000 

$366,000 Multi-Residential 
Lowest $45,900 

$119,100 
$114,000 

$366,000 

Source: Derived from MLS listings for 1990 and 2000, Canmore Alpine Realty (ReMax) 

For all types of housing, the range between highest and lowest selling price has widened considerably 

during the past eleven years. In fact, the selling price range for single-detached homes has nearly 

quadrupled during this period; and the range has tripled for multi-residential units. This means that 

Canmore is attracting the wealthy homebuyer who can afford to purchase homes at the upper end of 

the price range. At the low-end of market, housing prices have also risen during the past decade.^ In 

2000, the lowest price for a single-detached home in Canmore was $156,500; the lowest price for 

duplex and multi-residential units was $232,500 and $114,000 respectively. A prospective first-time 

homebuyer in Canmore that would qualify for a CMHC underwritten mortgage with a 5% 

downpayment would require an annual income of $49,606 to support a mortgage on the lowest-priced 

single-detached home sold in 2000. Similarly, household income required to purchase the least 

expensive duplex or multi-family unit available in Canmore would be $73,937 and $37,208 

respectively.^ 

Figure 20 shows the rising cost of carrying a mortgage in Canmore from 1990 to 2000, based on the 

most affordable (lowest-priced) unit sold for each housing type. Carrying cost includes mortgage 

payment (principle and interest), property taxes and heating costs. Monthly mortgage carrying costs 

have risen from $430 per month for the lowest-priced multi-residential unit and $630 per month for a 

single-detached home in 1990, to $992 and $1,343 respectively in 2000. Duplex homes have 

experienced a similar trend. 

5 This 'lower limit' will be used in Chapter 4 as a conser\fative benchmark or threshold for housing affordability in 
(Canmore. 
'' .\ssumes a 25-5'ear mortgage with 5-year term, 8% loan interest, 5% down payment, CMHC insured mortgage 
p.5% of purchase price), monthly heating costs of |50, and annual property taxes 1% of purchase price. 
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Figure 20 Monthly Carrying Cost of Mortgage 
on Lowest-Priced Home In Canmore 

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

•SINGLE-DETACHED DUPLEX HOMES MULTI-RESIDENTIAL 

A small proportion of Canmore's housing stock has been converted to quasi-residential uses such as 

tourist homes, and bed & breakfast establishments. Tourist homes are revenue-producing properties 

situated in predominantly residential neighborhoods. They are common in resort communities and 

reflect the demand from a segment of the tourist market that seeks to 'live in the community' while on 

vacation. Currently, there is an estimated 60-70 tourist homes, representing less than 2% of the total 

stock of housing units in Canmore. The high cost of living in Canmore is driving some homeowners 

into the lucrative tourist home market where homeowners can fetch as much as $2,500 per week 

during the peak summer season.' Other homeowners have set up a bed & breakfast business in their 

home to supplement their income. In addition to tourist homes, bed & breakfast establishments 

occupy another 2 % of the existing stock of housing.^ 

While the proportion of homes used for tourism purposes may be relatively small, some residents are 

concerned that the character of their local neighborhood has changed as a result of these new, quasi-

residential uses. These concerns stem from concerns about noise and parking, but also reflect a 

general worry by long-time residents that Canmore is "losing its sense of community." 

7 Calgarv' Herald, Canmore targets vacation tmmes, article by Johnnie Bachusky, pp. B1-B2, March, 1999 
" Canmore Accommodation lasting, internal report by Kim OUenberger, Town of Canmore Planning and Development 
Department, July 18, 1997, 7 pages. According to this report, in 1997 the total number of bed and breakfast 
establishments in Canmore was 82, representing 2.1% of the total stock of 3,893 umts occupied by permanent and 
non-permanent residents. 
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3.4 The Rental Market 

certain segment of the market may never become homeowners and will require rental 

housing that is in extremely short supply.''' 

- Camille Hemmingson, Re/Max 

Table 28 shows that, as a proportion of the total housing stock in Canmore, the number of units 

available for rent has dropped from above 28% in 1989, to the present rate of 23%). Part of this drop is 

explained by a relative increase in the proportion of the total housing stock units owned by non-

permanent and weekend residents. In addition, there are proportionately more units under 

construction in 2000 than earlier in the 1990s. However, removing the units owned by non-permanent 

residents. Table 29 shows that the proportion of units occupied by renters has remained more or less 

constant at 30% since 1991. As will be shown in Chapter 4, Canmore has a relatively greater 

proportion of residents who are renters than both provincial and national averages. 

Demand for rental accommodation is relatively high in Canmore as reflected in the local rental 

vacancy rate. According to Alberta Community Development, the demand for rental accommodation 

in Canmore has outstripped supply since 1994 (see Figure 21), falling to 0% for the past five years. 

For over a decade, vacancy rates in Canmore have been consistently below the average vacancy rate 

for 64 rural Alberta communities.'" 

Figure 21 Apartment Vacancy Rates 

Canmore and 64 Rural Alberta Communities 

Source: Alberta Community Development, 2000 

' Camille Hemmingson quoted in the Canmore Leader: Rental bousing crunch will continue, CMHC analyst tells developers, p. 
8, article by Shari Bishop 
"' The pro\'incial vacancy rate used here is an average for 64 rural Alberta communities with a population over 1,000 
residents and at least 30 rental umts. It does not include data from urban areas surveyed by CMHC such as Calgary, 
Edmonton, Lethbridge, Fort McMurray, etc. 
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It should be noted that Alberta Community Development does not survey buildings with less than four 

units available for rent. Their survey only includes private, non-subsidized multi-unit rental buildings 

- a built form that is relatively rare in Canmore but is common in large urban areas. In Canmore, the 

rental "universe' referred to in Table 34, Table 35 and Figure 21, is only 108 rental units, or 9% of the 

total 1,162 rental units counted in the latest census. As such. Alberta Community Development does 

not include single-detached homes, duplexes or condominiums that are available for rent. Nor do their 

figures include rental units within private households, such as secondary suites or shared 

accommodation." Thus, the provincial survey does not capture the majority of available rental units 

in Canmore. This means that the actual rental vacancy rate in Canmore is low but likely higher than 

the 0% reported by the Province. 

Table 34 Weighted Average Rents in Canmore by Bedroom Type (1989 - 2000) 

Unit Type 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
One-Bedroom $465 $485 $511 $519 $522 $533 $547 $555 $555 $570 $583 $606 
Two-Bedroom $578 $622 $643 $634 $628 $624 $626 $638 $642 $680 $687 $712 
Three-Bedroom $693 $721 $738 $775 $759 $788 $793 $817 $843 $813 $798 $901 
Bachelor $408 $412 $420 $440 $430 

Source: Alberta Community Development, 2000 

According to Alberta Community Development, average rents in Canmore in 2000 start at $430 for a 

bachelor suite, $606 for a one-bedroom suite, $712 per month for a two-bedroom unit, and $901 per 

month for a three-bedroom unit (shown in Table 34).'^ Table 35 shows that rental rates in Canmore 

are between 30% and 72% higher than averages for comparable units in rural Alberta. 

Table 35 Canmore Rents Compared to Rural Provincial Average (2000) 

Type of Unit Provincial 
Average 

Canmore 
Average 

$ 
Difference 

% 
Difference 

Bachelor $330 $430 + $100 30% 

1 - Bedroom $407 $606 + $199 49% 

2 - Bedroom $472 $712 + $240 51% 

3 - Bedroom $525 $901 + $376 72% 

Source: Alberta Community Development, 2000 

Current rental rates in Canmore are comparable to those in Jasper and Banff with Canmore being 

mid-range between the two towns (shown in Table 36). Vacancy rates in Canmore are also 

comparable. 

" Interview with Richard Cornveau, Market .\nalyst with CMHC, Calgary, March 1999 
'2 Alberta Communit}' DeviAopment, Apartme/if l̂ acamy and Rental Cost Survey, 2000, pp. 5,9,39 
" Once again. Provincial rents shown here are calculated from an average of 64 rural Alberta communities with a 
population over 1,000 residents. 
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Table 36 Comparative Apartment Rental Rates - Mountain Communities 

(Average for 2000) 

Type of Unit Jasper Canmore Banff 

Bachelor $459 $430 $519 

1 - Bedroom $538 $606 $702 

2 - Bedroom $660 $712 $832 

3 - Bedroom $758 $901 $941 

Overall Vacancy Rate 0.0% 0.0% 1.5% 

Source: Alberta Community Development, 2000 

Rental and vacancy rates in Canmore are comparable to high-growth urban centers in Alberta, such as 

Calgary and Fort McMurray. Table 37 shows average rental costs and vacancy rates for Canmore 

compared to these centers. Clearly, Canmore and the mountain communities within the National 

Parks share a lack of affordable rental accommodation similar to the situation in high-growth urban 

centers in Alberta. 

Table 37 Comparative Apartment Rental Rates - Urban Centers 

(Averages for 2000) 

Type of Unit Calgary Canmore Fort 
McMurray 

Bachelor $474 $430 $668 

1 - Bedroom $611 $606 $809 

2 - Bedroom $740 $712 $906 

3 - Bedroom $713 $901 $950 

Overall Vacancy Rate 1.3% 0.0% 0.1% 

Source I: Alberta Community Development, 2000 
Source 2: Canada Mortgage & Housing Corporation, Alberta Rental Market Survey, 2000 

Despite relatively high rents in Canmore, average annual rental increases during the past decade have 

been comparable to the annual change in the consumer price index (CPI). Table 38 compares the 

cumulative change in rents in Canmore versus the cumulative change in the national CPI during the 

period 1990 to 2000. Average rents for one- and three-bedroom units increased during this eleven-

year period at slightly above the rate of inflation, however rental increases for two-bedroom units did 

not match the rate of inflation. This does not indicate whether or not actual rents being charged in 

Canmore were affordable to tenants living in these units. Rather, it indicates that local market rents 

have been consistently high since the late 1980s, when widespread interest in the community was 

sparked as a result of the 1988 Winter Olympics. 

Figures for Banff and jasper include regional rents within the two national parks. Banff includes Improvement 
District #9 and Jasper includes Improvement District #12. 
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Table 38 Canmore Average Percentage Increase in Rent (1990 - 2000) 

Type of Unit 
Total Change 

In Rent 

(1990-2000) 

Average 
Annual % 

Change in Rent 

Total Change 
in CPI 

(1990-2000) 

Average 
Annual 

Change in CPI 

1 - Bedroom 25.0% 2.3% 

2 - Bedroom 14.5% 1.3% 19.2% 1.9% 

3 - Bedroom 25.0% 2.3% 

Source: Adapted trom Statistics Canada National Consumer Price Index, 1999 

Another reason that market rents have not increased at a rate higher than inflation (based on survey 

figures provided by Alberta Community Development) is that renters are constrained by what they can 

afford for shelter costs.'^ On average, renters pay more for shelter as a proportion of household 

income than homeowners do. because renters generally have lower household income. In Canmore, 

there are simply not enough renters willing to pay more than $400 per month per bedroom. Once 

rental charges approach a typical mortgage payment, a renter household may be inclined to become a 

homeowner if they earn sufficient income, or move to a community with lower market rents. As 

shown in Chapter 4, most renters in Canmore cannot afford to purchase a home in Canmore. Thus, 

most renter households are inclined to share accommodation with another person in order to reduce 

what they spend on monthly rent. These local factors constrain local property owners, to some degree, 

by what they can charge for rent. Since wage increases in Canada have generally been below inflation 

in the 1990s, it is not surprising that increases in rental rates have generally kept pace with the 

consumer price index." 

Average rental rates tracked by Alberta Community Development are lower than rental rates 

advertised in the Canmore Leader. Table 39 provides a six-month summary of rental accommodation 

advertised in the local paper. The median advertised rental rates for one-bedroom or studio suites are 

$590 per month, two-bedroom units are $850 per month, and three-bedroom units have a median rent 

of $ 1,100 per month. Advertised rents for one-bedroom suites are only 5% higher than the average 

rent listed by Alberta Community Development. However, average rents for two- and three-bedroom 

suites are 25% and 38% higher than average rents cited by the Province. Again, this is due to the fact 

that Alberta Community Development does not track rental units in buildings with less than four rental 

units, and their survey only covers 9% of the total stock of rental units in Canmore. Thus, their figures 

do not include rents charged for secondary suites, and single-detached, duplex homes, or 

'5 This table uses figures recorded by Alberta Community Development in xhtn Apartment Vacancy and Rental Cost 
Survey. A survey of rental rates listed in the Canmore Leader indicate that median rental charges in Canmore are 
higher than average rents reported by .\lberta Communit}- Development. 
"> In most rental markets in Canada, this situation has led to a shortfall between 'market rents' (rents charged in the 
local market) and 'economic rents' (the rental revenue needed to pay for capital and operating costs). A large gap 
between economic and market rents discourages the development of new rental housing. 

.^rinine Yalnizvan, The Growing Gap: A Report on Growing Inequality Between the Rick and Poor in Canada, Centre for 
Social Justice, Toronto, 1998, pp. 14, 44 
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condominiums that are rented or leased on a monthly basis. In addition, advertised rental rates for 

two- and three-bedroom units in Canmore likely include a significant number of single-detached, 

duplex and stacked townhomes that command a relatively higher rent than a standard two- or three-

bedroom apartment. 

The six-month survey of advertised rental units captures seasonal fluctuations in the number of rental 

units available. The months of January through April generally have more rental ads than the months 

of May and June (Appendix B shows data for each month). The six-month period covers the peak 

seasonal employment period in winter (February-March), as well as the start of the peak summer 

period (June-August). It also covers the winter and spring 'shoulder' months of January and April, 

when seasonal employment is relatively low. 

Table 39 Advertised Rental Rates - Canmore Leader (01/99 - 06/99)' 

1 - Bedroom 2 - Bedroom 3 - Bedroom Shared Total Ads 

Number of ads 60 68 41 111 280 

% of Total Ads 21.4% 24.3% 14.6% 39.6% 100.0% 

Maximum Rent $1,000 $1,150 $2,000 $700 

Minimum Rent $400 $525 $850 $250 

Median Rent $590 $850 $1,100 $400 

Average Rent $599 $853 $1,121 $392 

Per Bed Rate $590 $425 $367 $400 

Table 39 shows the range of rents currently being charged in Canmore. For example, rent on a one-

bedroom unit can range from $1,000 per month to $400 per month. Similarly, rent a three-bedroom 

unit can range from $2,000 per month to $850 per month. The minimum advertised rent that could be 

obtained in Canmore during the past six months is $250 per month for shared accommodation. Figure 

22 shows the median as well as the upper and lower limits of rents charged for various types of rental 

accommodation in Canmore during the past six months, based on advertised rates in the local 

newspaper. 

"* These figures only include ads with a posted rental rate. The second newspaper issue in each month was surveyed 
for a six-month period. 
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' Figure 22 Range of Advertised Rents Showing IVIedian, 

High, and Low IVIonthly Rent 
(Canmore Leader, Jan/99 - Jun/99) 

i $2,500 

$2,000 

$1,500 

$1,000 

$500 
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1 - Bedroom 2 - Bedroom 3 - Bedroom Shared 

Advertised rental rates can also be analyzed on a "per-bedroom' basis. Dividing the number of 

bedrooms into the median monthly rent for that unit derives a per-bed monthly rental rate. In 

Canmore, the median per-bed rental rate is $400 per month for shared accommodation. The median 

per-bed rental rates for 2-bedroom and 3-bedroom units are $425 and $367 per month respectively. 

The most expensive rental units in Canmore, on a per-bed basis, are bachelor and one-bedroom suites 

with a median price of $590 per month. The relatively higher rental charge for a one-bedroom unit has 

encouraged renters in Canmore to share accommodation with other working adults. Thus, privacy and 

having more personal living space is sacrificed for economic reasons. 

An important characteristic of the local rental market is the predominance of shared accommodation. 

Shared accommodation comprises 40% of total rental advertisements. Two-bedroom units occupy the 

next largest portion at 24% of total advertised rental units, closely followed by one-bedroom units at 

21%. Clearly, the Canmore rental market is focused on accommodating the single employed adult. 

This type of tenant is likely to rent a one-bedroom suite, or share rent with another adult in a larger 

unit. Shared accommodation and one-bedroom units together occupy 60% of all advertised rental 

units in Canmore. This indicates that: 

• A significant number of homeowners in Canmore are renting one-bedroom secondary suites; and, 

• The prevalence of shared accommodation in Canmore is a direct result of the desire of tenants to 

minimize high rental costs. 

• Many renters cannot afford the market rental rate for self-contained one-bedroom suites. 
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Table 40 shows that 'boarders' and 'roommates' constitute a significant portion of permanent 

residents in Canmore." Together, they occupy 19% (approximately 1,500 people) of the total number 

of adult permanent residents in 2000. The number of boarders and roommates, as a proportion of the 

total population, has been growing since 1995. This indicates that an increasing number of single 

adults are sharing accommodation with either homeowners or other renters. This also means that a 

significant number of renters are finding shelter within the existing housing stock. In addition, an 

unknown but likely significant proportion of single-person households, boarders and roommates are 

also renters. According to the census, boarders, roommates, and single-person households now 

constitute 27% of adult permanent residents in Canmore. 

Three conclusions can be drawn regarding the local rental market: 

• There is a limited supply of affordable accommodation in Canmore for single adults; 

• There is limited choice in the local rental market, especially for one-bedroom and studio 

apartments; and, 

• Some renters are willing to compromise their quality of life (privacy, security of tenure) in order 

to lower rent costs by sharing accommodation with other adults. 

Table 40 Roommates, Boarders, and Single-Person Households 

status 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

Boarders 188 227 229 243 301 235 244 318 225 304 175 
Room-mates 314 300 337 361 378 470 671 918 1,071 1,089 1,332 
Subtotal 502 527 566 604 679 705 915 1,236 1,296 1,393 1,507 
% of Adult 
Population 14.3% 13.7% 13.9% 14.0% 14.3% 12.8% 15.0% 18.7% 18.1% 18.1% 19.1% 
Single-person 
households 311 341 345 360 371 495 508 500 549 609 606 
Total 813 868 911 964 1,050 1,200 1,423 1,736 1,845 2,002 2,113 
% of Adult 
Population 23.2% 22.5% 22.3% 22.3% 22.2% 21.8% 23.3% 26.2% 25.7% 26.1% 26.8% 

Source 1: Town of Canmore Municipal Census, 1995-2000 
Source 2: Calgary Regional Planning Commission, Canmore Municipal Census, 1989-1994 

3.5 Secondary Suites 

The majority of Canmore's rental accommodation is housed within the existing housing stock. As 

such, an unknown but likely significant number of secondary suites, both legal and illegal are 

distributed throughout Canmore's residential neighborhoods. According to a report distributed to 

Town Council in March 1997, the estimated number of illegal suites ranges from 200-500 units."" A 

Development Permit Officer at the Town of Canmore estimated than one out of every ten residential 

" Ihe census defines a boarder as "an occupant, who may or may not compensate the owner for rent," whereas a 
roommate is considered an "occupant who is sharing a dwelling unit regardless of whether the home is rented or 
owned." 
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units likely contains a secondary suite. This translates into about 450 suites in 1999. According to 

this 1997 discussion paper, most illegal suites are located in areas zoned R-2, R2-A (duplex) and R-4 

(fourplex). Thus, secondary suites are found in Cougar Creek, Cougar Point, and Mountain View 

subdivisions, as well as South Canmore and Teepee Town. Under the Land Use Bylaw, secondary 

suites are allowed in Rl-B and Rl-S (as of 1999) single-family neighborhoods as a permitted use. 

Table 41 shows the number of'conforming' secondary suites constructed in Canmore since 1993.^' 

Table 41 Secondary Suites - Building Permits Issued since 1993 

Year Single-detached 
home with suite 

1993 7 

1994 15 

1995 16 

1996 8 

1997 6 

1998 7 

1999 4 

Total 63 

Source: Town of Canmore, Planning & Development Department 

A comprehensive survey of the rental status of residents has never been conducted in Canmore; thus 

the actual number of secondary suites is unknown. However, it is generally believed that secondary 

suites can be found in all neighborhoods in Canmore. The 1998 Civic Census asked residents if they 

rented a portion of their home, but only 159 (5%) out of 3,368 households answered "yes" - an 

amount believed to be far short of the actual number of rental suites in Canmore. Many homeowners 

are reluctant to provide this information even when anonymity is guaranteed. 

The occurrence of secondary suites, both legal and illegal, is a direct response to high housing costs in 

Canmore." Homeowners seek assistance in paying their mortgage and renters seek the privacy 

afforded by a secondary suite. Some residents in single-family neighborhoods are concerned that 

secondary suites will bring unwanted changes such as overcrowding and a lack of parking. Other 

residents feel it is unfair that some of their neighbors are collecting rent revenue from their property 

through a 'non-conforming' suite. Municipal concerns stem from the ability of the Town to 

realistically enforce the Land Use Bylaw and the expense that would be required to do so. The Town 

Town of Canmore, Issue Paper: Development of suites a second dwelling units within low-density residential districts. Planning & 
Development Department, March 4, 1997, pp. 1-16 
,\11 of these units have been constructed in areas zoned Rl-B, which also are neighborhoods constructed since 

1991. Many of the homes in Rl-B neighborhoods were developed with a suite in place at the time of construction, 
while others give the homeowner the option of developing one in the future. 

Ibid. p. 3. While not explicit!}' defined in the Land Use Bylaw, an "illegal suite" is generally defined as a secondary 
dwelling unit existing within a residential building for which a development permit has not been obtained. 
Secondar)' suites are generally subordinate to the primary dwelling unit. 
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is also concerned that some illegal suites do not meet the Building Code requirements. However, 

officials in some communities view the illegal suites issue as a 'necessary evil'. From a purely 

housing supply perspective, these suites provide needed rental accommodation in an otherwise tight 

rental market. To enforce bylaws prohibiting suites in single-family neighborhoods would only create 

more hardship for local renters.''' 

3.6 Employee Housing 

Another form of rental housing that is common in mountain resort communities with high shelter costs 

is "employee housing", or "staff accommodation" as it is often referred to. This MDP defines 

employee housing as rental housing provided by an employer for their employees. Typically, the rent 

paid by a worker living in employee housing is less than rent for a comparable unit in the open market. 

While employee housing is usually oriented to entry-level staff some businesses also provide 

accommodation for their mid-level employees. Communities such as Whistler, as well as towns 

within the National Parks, legally require developers and/or business owners to provide a certain 

amount of housing for their staff, or pay a housing levy in lieu of providing housing. The amount of 

housing that is required usually depends upon commercial floor area as well as the type of business 

(visitor accommodation, office space, retail, etc.). In Canmore, the only commercial use required to 

provide employee housing are hotels larger than 99 rooms.^' All other commercial uses are exempt.^^ 

However, a few businesses in Canmore have elected to provide housing for their employees, even if 

they are not legally required to do so. Table 42 contrasts the number and proportion of businesses in 

Banff that provide housing for their employees compared to Canmore. The data in this table has been 

compiled from a survey of entry-level staff accommodation in the Bow Corridor. These figures show 

that a higher proportion of businesses in Banff provide housing for their employee than businesses in 

Canmore. This is particularly true for retail, food & beverage, and other commercial services. 

2' Ibid. p. 4. 
-̂̂ City Spaces Consulting Ltd., Jasper Housing Study, July 1991, p. 2-14 
2= Both Silver Tip and Three Sisters Resort are required to provide housing for staff working within the resorts. 
These requirements are stipulated under Master Bylaw 98-1 (Three Sisters) and the Hyatt Regency Canmore Master 
Plan, Bylaw 15-9.3 (1993) for Silver Tip Resort. 
The 1999 Land Use Bylaw, undergoing Second Reading as of October 1999, will eliminate the requirement for 

hotels over 99 room to provide housing for their staff 
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Table 42 Proportion of Local Businesses Providing Housing for their Staff (1999) 

Banff Canmore 

Visitor Accommodation # % Visitor Accommodation # % 

Provide staff housing 19 55.9% Provide staff housing 7 33.3% 
No staff housing 4 11.8% No staff housing 13 61.9% 
No data available 11 32.4% No data available 1 4.8% 

Subtotal 34 100.0% Subtotal 21 100.0% 

Retail # % Retail # % 

Provide staff housing 4 10.5% Provide staff housing 0 0.0% 
No staff housing 18 47.4% No staff housing 21 100.0% 
No data available 16 42.1% No data available 0 0.0% 
Subtotal 38 100.0% Subtotal 21 100.0% 

Food & Beverage # % Food & Beverage # % 

Provide staff housing 19 30.2% Provide staff housing 4 14.3% 

No staff housing 26 41.3% No staff housing 20 71.4% 

No data available 18 28.6% No data available 4 14.3% 
Subtotal 63 100.0% Subtotal 28 100.0% 

Ottier Services # % Ottier Services # % 

Provide staff housing 7 38.9% Provide staff housing 1 11.1% 
No staff housing 3 16.7% No staff housing 8 88.9% 
No data available 8 44.4% No data available 0 0.0% 
Subtotal 18 100.0% Subtotal 9 100.0% 

Total Establishments 153 Total Establishments 79 

Note: Some establishments only provide housing for senior staff. 
These establishments are included in figures for "Staff Housing". 

Source: Human Resource Development Canada (HRDC), Entry Level Staff Housing Guide, 1999 

A noteworthy finding of the HRDC report is that the majority of employee housing in Canmore is 

single-detached homes, duplexes, and townhouses. However, in Banff the majority of employee 

housing is in the form of dormitory units and apartments. This suggests that most entry-level workers 

in Canmore are being housed in the existing stock of residential units, with virtually no units being 

constructed specifically to house their employees. Anecdotal evidence indicates that local employers 

that do provide housing for their staff do so for both practical reasons and investment purposes." 

Since traditional rental apartments are rare in Canmore, local businesses have purchased large homes 

or townhouses for the purpose of accommodating their staff 

A comparison of the number of local employers that provide staff housing verses those that don't 

reveals that most entry-level workers in Canmore are renting in the open market. As such, many of 

Some businesses have purchased homes in Canmore to provide rental housing for their staff Since real estate has 
been a good investment in Canmore, there is a potential capital gain on the property should the businesses decide to 
sell at a later date. 
2» This conclusion was reached after discussion with several business owners in Canmore that provide housing for 
some of their staff. 
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these workers tend to share rent with other renters to reduce their cost of living. Entry-level positions 

in the Bow Corridor typically pay between $6.00 and $9.00 per hour.''' Shelter costs, as a proportion of 

take home pay, tend to be high for these workers. An affordable rent for these workers, based on a 

maximum 30% of gross monthly income and 150 work hours per month, would range from $270 to 

$405. These workers have little choice but to share accommodation with other renters, since shared 

units are the only units that are close to being affordable. 

According to the 1999 HRDC study, 84 employees in Canmore are living in units provided by their 

employers during peak season. In the low season, 62 local employees live in staff housing. Thus, the 

low-season staff complement is approximately 75% of peak season employment levels - a figure that 

is consistent elsewhere in the Bow Corridor. According to the 2000 civic census, there were 175 

seasonal employees in Canmore. The civic census is conducted in early May, just before the peak 

summer hiring season. If we assume that all employees living in staff accommodation are seasonal 

workers, then between 35% and 48% of seasonal employees in Canmore live in staff housing. 

However, the studies conducted by True North Consulting and Canada World Youth indicate that 

many employees living in staff housing are not seasonal but permanent employees.^'' While the exact 

number of seasonal employees living in employee-restricted housing is unknown, it is clear that this 

type of housing represents only a fraction of the total rental need in Canmore, based on a total of 1,162 

rental units reported in the 2000 civic census. The HRDC study recorded only 17 employee-restricted 

rental homes in Canmore, representing about 1.5% of the total rental stock. 

3.7 Other Forms of Housing for Seasonal and Temporary Employees 

Some seasonal workers in both Canmore and Banff choose to camp for a portion of the time that they 

are here. During the summer of 1997, there were an estimated 350 people living "in the bush." In 

1996. bylaw enforcement officers found 50 unofficial campsites in the forests surrounding Canmore.^' 

This number dropped somewhat in the summer of 1998 with the completion of the employee 

campground near the Travel Alberta site at the west end of Canmore.^" This employee campground is 

in its second season of operation and has been named Wapitit Tents."''' Some of these workers freely 

choose to live in a tent for the summer as a means of minimizing the cost of living. Other workers use 

the camp as a temporary measure until they have saved enough for a damage deposit and first month's 

rent, or have found a job with an employer that provides employee-restricted housing. 

See Chapter 2, Short-term and Seasonal Employment Market 
See Chapter 2, Short-term and Seasonal Employment Market 
'̂ Town of Canmore, Issue Paper. Development of suites a second dwelling units within low-density residential districts. Planning & 
Development Department, March 4, 1997, p. 4 
Comments are taken from key informant interview with Jim Ridley conducted in March 1999. Jim is a local 

'iobsmith' who places people in permanent and temporary? positions. 
" The Wapiti campgroimd is located on a 6-acre portion of the Travel Alberta site near the Trans-Canada Highway. 
Anecdotal evidence provided through discussions with Canmore Housmg Comnuttee as well as transient workers 

residing in the Bow Corridor. 
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There are 69 tent sites available at the Wapiti campground. At the end of June 1999, 39 sites (57%) 

were occupied. Matt Storier, the campground superintendent, reports that the majority of campground 

residents are between 18 and 25 years old and stay longer than one week. Most campers are working 

in Canmore for the summer. The campground provides relatively economical accommodation at $50 

per week per person, or $200 per month." Rental rates drop on a sliding scale based on the number of 

persons per tent site. For example, two people in a tent can rent a site for $96 per week, three people 

rent for $108 per week, and four people rent for $120 per week. 

This photo shows 
typical campsites 
at the Wapiti Tents 
Campground, June 
1999. There are 69 
campsites available 
at the campground. 
39 sites were 
occupied when this 
photo was taken. 

3.8 S p e c i a l Needs H o u s i n g 

- S e n i o r s H o u s i n g , S u b s i d i z e d H o u s i n g , A s s i s t e d L i v i n g 

The Bow Valley Regional Housing Authority manages a total of 166 dwelling units within the Bow 

Corridor. In Canmore, 132 units are available. This includes 46 units for seniors requiring 24-hour 

care, 28 units for seniors able to take care of themselves, as well as 58 subsidized units for individuals 

and families on income assistance. Table 43 shows a breakdown of the types of special needs housing 

in Canmore. 

'5 Interview with Matt Storier, campground superintendent, June 29, 1999 
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Table 43 Special Needs Housing in Canmore (1999) 

Program Project Name Type of Housing N-. of units Waiting List 

Senior's Lodge Bow River Lodge 
(Canmore) 

One-bedroom plus Yz bath, 
24-hour care, meals 

provided 

46 12 

Senior's Self-
contained 

Bow River Homes 
(Canmore) 

Mount Edith House 
(Banff) 

Separate and self-
contained apartments 

28 

34 

14 

5 

Community 
Rental Housing 

Canmore 
Community Housing 

2-, 3-, and 4-bedroom 
units; single-detached 
homes, apartments, and 

row housing 

58 10 

Subtotal 166 41 

Rent Supplement 
Program 

Banff allocation 

Canmore allocation 

Provincial income 
supplement, not tied to a 

specific unit 

3 

3 

N/A 

N/A 

Total 172 41 

Source: Bow Valley Regional Housing Authority, April 1999 

Currently, there are 12 people on the waiting list for units in the Bow River Lodge (assisted living) as 

well as 14 people on the waiting list for Bow River Homes and five on the waiting list for Mount Edith 

House in Banff (independent living).^^ This indicates that the supply of senior's housing is only 

meeting about 71% of the demand for this type of housing in the Bow Corridor. 

Canmore has the largest supply of social housing in the Bow Corridor, mainly because of a significant 

proportion of the housing stock was constructed as lodging for athletes during the 1988 Winter 

Olympics. Margaret Hall, Director of the Bow Valley Regional Housing Authority, remarked that 

while demand for subsidized housing almost always exceeds supply in Canmore, there have been 

periods when there has been no waiting list." According to sources at Alberta Family and Social 

Services and the Bow Valley Regional Housing Authority, there are anywhere from 0 to 20 

households on the waiting list for subsidized housing at any given time (in the summer of 1999, the 

waiting list was ten households). This indicates that the current supply of subsidized housing is 

meeting anywhere from 66% to 100% of the demand at any given time. This is based on the 

assumption that all households that could qualify for subsidized housing are aware of this program and 

have applied for housing of this type. Ms Hall also mentioned that some applicants on the waiting list 

leave Canmore before a subsidized unit becomes available. 

The Bow Valley Regional Housing Authority also manages applicants for the Provincial Rent 

Supplement Program. The Province provides a limited number of rental supplements each year. 

'''' These figures were provided by Margaret Hall, Bow Valley Regional Housing Authority, April 28, 1999 
7̂ Ibid, April 28, 1999 
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These supplements are allocated on a regional and/or municipal basis. Both Canmore and Banff are 

allocated three rental supplements each. To qualify for this program, an applicant must have already 

found a landlord that is willing to rent to the applicant. Demand for this program exceeds the supply 

of rent supplements, as there is currently a waiting list of 150 applicants in Alberta. 

Ms Hall noted that there is a lack of adequate housing for handicapped persons, particularly those in a 

wheelchair. Maureen Cormack, Director of the Bow Corridor Society for Community Living, agrees 

that there is a housing shortage in the Bow Corridor for persons in wheelchairs. Most of the social 

housing that is available is not equipped for this type of tenant (e.g., wide doors and bedrooms on 

same floor as kitchen, modified counters in kitchen and bathroom).'^* Persons that are physically or 

mentally challenged generally quality for an income supplement under the Provincial AISH 

program.^'' However, unless an AISH client has children, they are unlikely to qualify for subsidized 

housing under the Community Rental Housing program.'"' Instead, these applicants have to apply for 

income assistance under the provincial Rent Supplement Program. 

Figures provided by Maureen Cormack, Bow Corridor Society for Community Living, April 28,1999. 
The Assured Income for the Severely Handicapped (AISH) program provides ongoing financial assistance for 

persons with permanent physical or mental disabilities. 
"̂ Key informant interview with Margaret Hall, Bow \'alley Regional Housing Authont)', Apnl 28, 1999 
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H O U S I N G A F F O R D A B I L I T Y I N C A N M O R E 

C h a p t e r 

This Chapter presents an assessment of housing affordability for Canmore. CMHC's Core Housing 

Need measure will be used as a benchmark in this analysis. A 30% shelter-cost-to-income ratio is 

used to assess whether or not a household can afford median market rents or a mortgage payment on a 

median priced home in Canmore. Affordability levels from other communities will be used as a 

reference point for comparison. These guidelines will be used to understand the magnitude of demand 

for affordable rental and ownership housing, and what population groups are most affected by high 

housing prices. 

Chapter 4 begins with a broad estimate of housing hardship based on household income and household 

type. Also shown are target household groups that are likely experiencing housing hardship. This is 

the 'big picture" of housing affordability in Canmore. These summary figures are based on a variety 

of analytical approaches that are presented in detail throughout the remainder of this chapter. 

Much of the statistical data gathered on local housing supply and demand uses the most current 

information available when this Master's Degree Project (MDP) was created (i.e., 1999-2000). 

Household income data is cross-correlated with this information in order to derive an approximation of 

the number of households in core housing need. However, the most recent household income data 

available is from Statistics Canada Taxfiler system is for the year 1998. In some cases, family 

expenditure data from the 1996 Canadian Census will be used as a basis for extrapolations to 2000. 

These extrapolations are expressed in constant year 2000 dollars based on the annual change in the 

national consumer price index (CPI). 



4.0 T e r m i n o l o g y 

Affordable Rent or mortgage payments that do not exceed 30% of gross monthly income.' Affordability 

will be based on household income as reported by the Taxfiler system, which includes: 

labour force income. Employment Insurance (El) benefits, pension income, child tax income, 

dividend and RRSP income, and interest on investments. 

Household This MDP incorporates data from both Statistics Canada and Canmore civic census. The 

Canmore census considers a "household" to be one or more persons living within a single 

dwelling unit. Thus, the definition of a household used in the civic census differs from the 

version used by Statistics Canada, which views a household as a single economic unit. 

Except where noted, this MDP uses Statistics Canada's definition of household as an 

economic unit that includes three broad groups: 

I. Husband-wife and common-law families with or without children 

2. Lone-parent families 

3. Non-family persons (includes single adult households not living with a spouse or child, 

as well as adults living with extended family or living with other single adults) 

Rental or ownership housing that is affordable to low- and moderate-income earners in 

Canmore. Low-income earners are defined as households earning between 0% and 50% of 
area median income. Moderate-income households earn between 50% and 100% of area 

median income. 

CMHC considers appropriate housing to be adequate, suitable, and affordable. Simply 

stated, a household is in core need if they are living in inadequate housing, or housing that is 

unsuitable to their needs, or housing that is unaffordable according to the 30% measurement.̂  

Adequate Housing is housing that is safe and is in good physical condition (i.e., the unit 

receives regular maintenance and does not require major repair). 

Suitable Housing is based on National Occupancy Standards that set minimum criteria for 

number of persons per bedroom and level of privacy for members of a household. For 

example: 

Maximum two (2) persons per bedroom 

- Parents bedroom separate from children 

- Family members over age 17 eligible for separate bedroom 

- Family members of the opposite sex over age four (4) do not share bedroom 

Affordable Housing uses a shelter cost-to-income ratio (STIR) of 30% to assess whether or 

not a household's shelter costs are too high. CMHC also considers 32% STIR to be 

appropriate if property taxes and utilities are included as part of shelter costs. 

Another relevant measure of housing need would include security of tenure, i.e., whether or 

not a renter household has some measure of predictability over how long they can live in the 

unit. 

' In North America, the 30% measure is a generally accepted benchmark for gauging housing affordabilit}'. 
Provincial and federal assisted (social) housmg programs base their qualifying criteria on a maximum 30% of gross 
monthly income. For homeownership, lending instimtions specifv' that payments on mortgage principle, interest, 
propert)' taxes and heatmg should amount to no more that 32% of gross monthly income. 
2 CMHC, Core HousingNeedin Canada, 1991, pp. 3-5. 

Affordable 

Housing 

Core Housing 

Need 
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H o u s e h o l d s i n G r e a t e s t N e e d o f A f f o r d a b l e H o u s i n g 

Broad Estimate of Housing Hardship based on Household Income and Type 

Overall, between 29% and 34% of households in Canmore are likely experiencing housing hardship, 

based on household income. This means that between 1,300 and 1,600 households out of a total of 

4,600 households were in Core Housing Need in 1998. In terms of population, this represents about 

one-quarter (25%) of local residents. These estimates are consistent with findings reached by various 

analytical methods used in this chapter, and provide a wide-spectrum understanding of the magnitude 

of housing hardship in Canmore. 

Table 44 Core Housing Need based on Household Expenditures (1998) 

(Households spending over 5 0 % of gross monthly income on basic needs) ^ 

Household Group N-. in Core % of all % within each N-. of local 
Housing Need households category Residents 

Husband-Wife Families 295 6% 12% 856 

Lone-Parent Families 140 3% 45% 364 

Non-Family Persons 1,150 25% 62% 1,150 

Total Households 1,585 34% 34% 2,370 

Total Population (est.) - - - 24% 

Basic needs include expenditures on shelter, food, and clothing 

Table 45 Core Housing Need based on Area Median Income (1998) 

(Households earning below 6 0 % Area Median Income) 

Household Group N-. in Core % of all % within each 
Housing Need households category 

Single adults / no children 685 14.9% 37% 

Couples / no children 240 5.2% 20% 

All families / one child 170 3.7% 27% 

All families / two children 160 3.5% 24% 

All families / three children 65 1.4% 28% 

Total Households 1,320 29% 

Total Population (est.) 2,450 25% 

It is important to note that the proportions in Table 44 (households spending over 50% on basic needs) 

may overstate the level of core housing need for unattached individuals and understate the proportion 

of couples with and without children that may be facing housing hardship. The percentage in core 

housing need within each category shows this: 62% for non-family households and on 12% for 
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husband-wife families. On the other hand. Table 45 (households below 60% Area Median Income) 

may underestimate the actual number of unattached individuals in core housing need. 

Based upon qualitative and quantitative research, the following household groups are 

disproportionately represented among those experiencing housing hardship: 

1. Unattached individuals 

2. Single-parent household 

3. Couples with or without children that have only one income earner 

Target Groups within the broad estimate of Housing Hardship 

In Canmore, the burden of high shelter costs and the lack of affordable housing falls most heavily on 

households with only one income earner. This group includes both lone-parents and unattached 

individuals. It also includes husband-wife families where one of the adults is a homemaker. Most 

husband-wife households in Canmore are likely to have both spouses in the paid workforce, thus they 

are able to offset the high cost of shelter by combining incomes. However, a growing number of dual-

income households are also having difficulty making ends meet financially.^ 

Most housing studies consider the 'core' groups in need of affordable housing to include those that are 

hard-pressed financially, and those who are inadequately housed in overcrowded or substandard 

accommodation. The logic being that those earning low, or even moderate incomes, have limited 

financial resources that can be used to improve their the housing situation; therefore affordable 

housing strategies and funding should be applied to those in greatest need. The goal is to improve 

housing affordability and housing choice for target groups identified as those most in need. Using this 

approach, the challenge is to identify high-need groups and recognize that there may be substantial 

overlap between these groups due to the limitations of relying on aggregate household income and 

census data. For example, seasonal and short term employees as well as homeless persons are 

included with the larger group of renters seeking to affordably rent a unit appropriate to their needs. 

Similarly, households spending more than 32% of gross monthly income on shelter costs and spending 

over 60% on basic needs plus transportation costs includes both homeowners and renters. 

Based on the analysis in this chapter, a Canmore resident is more likely to be experiencing housing 

hardship if: 

1. You are a transient worker in the tourism or construction industry, recently arrived and 

seeking an affordable one-bedroom rental unit 

2. You are a recently arrived low- or moderate-income renter household planning to live in 

Canmore for more than one year, seeking an affordable and appropriate unit 

^ Anecdotal evidence suggests that it is not uncommon m Canmore to encounter households with at least one adult 
working more than the equivalent of a full-time job. 
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3. You have several children and are seeking an appropriate and affordable rental unit with three 

or more bedrooms 

4. You are a long-time renter household in Canmore that is asset-constrained and/or income-

constrained and cannot achieve homeownership 

5. You have achieved homeownership in Canmore, but both you and your spouse have to work 

more than the equivalent of a full-time job to meet monthly household expenditures (e.g., 

basic needs plus medical, education, transportation, and child care costs) 

6. You or your family experience a sudden drop in monthly income due to injury or loss of job, 

and are at risk of losing your home 

7. You have long-term mobility challenges and are seeking an appropriate, accessible home but 

are constrained in your choice of housing because of low income 

8. You are fleeing an abusive relationship and have no shelter or transition housing options 

within Canmore 

9. You are on the waiting list for subsidized housing or provincial rent supplement program and 

are paying current market rent for your unit 

A household experiencing one of the above situations has a higher risk of being in core housing need 

in Canmore. As such, each of these groups can be considered as target groups in need of affordable 

and appropriate housing. Thus, a local program or strategy designed to stimulate the creation of 

affordable housing would need to consider the needs of each of these groups. Using an income-based 

measurement, each of these target groups are contained within one of the following broad categories: 

^ Homeless persons, seasonal and temporary workers with insufficient funds needed to 

rent an appropriate unit. This includes those that don't have money for first month's rent, 

security deposit, telephone and electrical hookup, and deposits on telephone service and 

electrical service. Collectively, these costs may be upwards of $l,500-$l,600 for a median-

priced one-bedroom unit. This group also includes seasonal workers allocating more than 30% 

of gross monthly income towards rent, or living in overcrowded accommodation (more than two 

persons per bedroom), or living in substandard housing (lack of adequate cooking facilities, or 

heating). The majority of this group is assumed to be unattached individuals with no 

dependents. A conservative estimate of the number individuals within this group is provided. 

Estimated Population (1998) 

Winter Summer 

100 350 
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Households in Core Need unable to afford an appropriate rental unit. This model assumes 

that childless couples and lone-parent families would prefer to rent a unit with at least two 

bedrooms. Husband-wife families with children are assumed to desire a 3-bedroom unit. Non-

family persons, on the other hand, are likely to prefer a one-bedroom or studio suite. The 

affordability measure for each household type is based on 1998 CMHC Core Need Income 

Threshold rent levels for Banff / Canmore area. The following tables assume that 70% of 

households in Core Housing Need are renters. Target affordable monthly rental rates for each 

household group are also provided. 

Husband-Wife (no Children) 1998 Husband-Wife (with Children) 1998 

Below CNIT N^. of H-W % of H-W Below CNIT N- of H-W % of H-W 
rent level households households rent level households households 

2-Bedroom 

$34,500 
195 8% 

3-Bedroom 

$39,000 
185 7.5% 

Estimated % of local Estimated % of local 
population residents population residents 

390 4% 703 7% 

Lone-Parent 1998 Non-Family 1998 

Below CNIT N- of L-P % of L-P Below CNIT N°. of N-F % of N-F 
rent level households households rent level households households 

2-Bedroom 

$34,500 
130 42% 

1-Bedroom 

$27,500 
845 46% 

Estimated % of local Estimated % of local 
population residents population residents 

338 3% 845 9% 

Total 
households 

% of all 
households 

1,355 29% 

Estimated 
population 

% of total 
residents 

2,276 23% 

Note: This model assumes that 70% of households in core housing need are renter households. 

Table 46 Target Affordable Monthly Rent Ranges for Canmore (1998 - 2000) 

Household Type Very Small 

Suites 

One 

Bedroom 

Two 

Bedrooms 

Three + 

Bedrooms 

Unattached Individuals 
(no dependents) 

Below $450 $450 - $550 N/A N/A 

Couples with no children N/A N/A $750 - $800 N/A 

Single parent families N/A N/A $750 - $800 $900 - $1050 

Couples with children N/A N/A N/A $900-$1050 
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Renter households desiring to become homeowners but who cannot afford to purchase 

lowest-priced home in Canmore due to financial circumstances. This group includes those 

who could not purchase the lowest-priced ($125,000) multi-residential unit in 1998, based on 

income required to qualify for a mortgage.'' The following tables assumes: 

• 70% of households estimated to be in Core Housing Need are renters; and, 

• One third (33%) of these renter households want to remain in Canmore for the long term 

and desire to own a home. 

Husband-Wife 1998 

N- of H-W 
households 

% of H-W 
households 

160 7% 

Estimated 
population 

% of local 
residents 

464 5% 

Lone-Parent 1998 

N- of L-P 
households 

% of L-P 
households 

51 16.5% 

Estimated 
population 

% of local 
residents 

133 1% 

Non-Family 1998 

N- of N-F 
households 

% of N-F 
households 

353 19% 

Estimated 
population 

% of local 
residents 

353 4% 

Total 
households 

% of all 
households 

564 12% 

Estimated 
population 

% of total 
residents 

950 10% 

u 
c 
o 
0) 

Figure 23 Price Ranges of All Homes Sold in Canmore (1998-2000) 
Universe = 728 Units Sold 

# # c# c# <# # # # # # Ĉî  

.C^^ o^^'' o^^"' y o^""^' ^ 
c,̂ "̂' 

Entry-level housing: 182 units sold in 1998-2000 for prices between $114,000 - $170,000. 

This represents the lowest 25% of the market 'entry-level' price range for Canmore 

.\ssumes 25-year mortgage with five-year term, 8% loan interest, 5% down payment, CMHC insured mortgage 
(3.5° 0 of purchase price), monthly heating costs of S50, annual propern- taxes 1% of purchase price 
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Table 47 Target Affordable Homeownership Price Ranges for Canmore (1998 - 2000) 

Price Range and Required 

Household Income 

One 
Bedroom ̂  

Two 

Bedrooms ̂  

Three + 

Bedrooms ̂  

Target Selling Price 
$60,000 -

$80,000 

$85,000 -

$105,000 

$115,000-

$135,000 

Household Income 
$20,472 -

$26,670 

$28,220 -

$34,419 

$37,518-

$43,717 

Monthly Carrying Cost" $546-

$711 

$753 -

$918 

$1,000-

$1,166 

A one-bedroom unit could also be studio loft apartment with 12-foot ceilings and sleeping loft. 
" A two-bedroom unit could also be larger one-bedroom unit with den or office space. 

The upper end of this range also includes four-bedroom units. 
Includes mortgage principle and interest, and estimate for heating and property taxes. 

Based on analysis of MLS residential sales in Canmore from 1998 to 2000, Figure 23 shows the price 

range of homes sold during that period. The number of sales within each price category is also shown. 

The frequency bars shown in black at the left side of the graph indicate market 'entry-level' units, 

priced between $114,000 and SI 70,000. Market entry-level housing generally represents the lowest 

25% (in terms of housing prices) of the local real estate market. 

Target affordable price ranges and selling prices are shown above for various types of units, ranging 

from studio loft apartments to four-bedroom homes. These figures represent the target 

homeownership price ranges for perpetually affordable housing and market entry-level housing in 

Canmore. The assumed built form for this type of housing would be condominium-style apartments, 

attached town homes, as well as clustered duplexes and triplexes. Required household needed to 

qualify for a mortgage on these units is also shown. This calculation assumes 5% down payment on a 

five-year term mortgage amortized over 25 years, 8% loan interest, 3.5% mortgage loan insurance, 

property taxes 1 % of purchase price, and yearly heating costs of $600. 

The analysis presented in this Chapter shows that there is a need for housing in Canmore that is 

affordable to both renters and homeowners. There is strong evidence that affordable and appropriate 

rental housing is very limited for seasonal and temporary workers, but also for individuals who do not 

want to share space with another renter and families with children seeking to remain in the community 

for the long term. Similarly, a significant and growing number of renter households in Canmore are 

being shut out of the homeownership market. While not all renters seek to become homeowners, it is 

important to keep in mind that most Canadians aspire to eventually own a home. For many people, 

homeownership is an expression of a long-term commitment to a community. 
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A n a l y s i s o f H o u s i n g A f f o r d a b i l i t y i n C a n m o r e 

4.1 Intention to P u r c h a s e a Home at an Affo r d a b l e P r i c e Range 

The next section of this chapter will examine the response of local residents to questions regarding 

housing affordability in Canmore. In the civic census for 1996, 1997, and 1998, several questions 

were asked regarding household income, the proportion of income allocated toward shelter costs, and 

the intention of renters to purchase a home. These results are analyzed in this section. Also included, 

is a summary of housing preferences and desired price ranges taken from a survey conducted by a 

local housing co-operative housing group (Mountain Homes for Humanity) in 1997-98. 

The 1996 civic census asked renter households whether or not they intended to purchase a home in the 

next 1-2 years. The responses are shown in Table 48 

Table 48 Renter Households Intending to Purchase a Home in Canmore (1996) 

Will Purchase Number % 

Yes 271 31.5% 

No 292 34.0% 

Unknown 297 34.5% 

Total Respondents 860 100.0% 

Note: In 1996, there were 860 renter households in Canmore. 

According to the civic census, a renter household is a 

dwelling unit that is occupied by one or more adult renters. 

In 1996, approximately one third of renter households in Canmore stated that they intended to 

purchase a home during the next 24 months. Another third did not plan to purchase a home. Those 

not planning to buy a home likely included short-term and seasonal workers living in Canmore for a 

finite period. This group may also include people who cannot afford to purchase a home based on 

their current salary and level of savings and must remain as renters due to financial constraints. 

According to the 1996 census, the buying intentions of a sizable proportion of renters (35%) are 

unknown. Some renters in this group may be unsure whether or not they will be staying in Canmore 

for the long term, while other renters may be uncertain if they could afford to purchase a home in 

Canmore. It may be that some renters have foregone the dream of homeownership in Canmore 

because of the large downpayment that would be required.' Table 48 indicates that a significant group 

5 The capacity to save for down payment varies according to the level of household income. Pomeroy & Lampert 
(1996) find that "most renters who are judged able to afford the mortgage payments on a modest home can, in most 
cases be shown to have the capacin,' to save for a down payment within a relatively short period, generally less than 
one or two years." However, their conclusion assumes that moderately-priced 'starter homes' are available to 
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of renters in Canmore are unsure about how long they will remain in the community, perhaps due to 

job uncertainty. Another one third (34.5%) of renter households are not planning to purchase a home, 

likely because they view their stay in Canmore as finite. Clearly, though, a significant percentage of 

renters (31.5%) are intending to become homeowners in the near future. 

Figure 24 provides a breakdown of the types of housing that would be affordable to the 271 renter 

households who indicated their intention to purchase a home in Canmore in 1996. 

70 

60 
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2 50 
o 
a 
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Figure 24 Affordable Price Range for Renter Households 

Intending to Purchase a Home (1996 Civic Census) 

63 • 1 

20 

33 

44 41 

i4-

$60- $80- $100- $120- $140- Over Unknown 
$80,000 $100,000 $120,000 $140,000 $160,000 $160,000 

Ignoring the 14 respondents who did not specify a price range, approximately 2 1% of renter 

households are looking for modest housing priced between $60,000 and $100,000. A total of 60% of 

renter households could purchase a home if it cost less than $140,000. Only 25% of renter households 

could buy homes priced above $160,000. 

Renter households were also asked about the preferred size of their prospective home, in terms of the 

number of bedrooms. Once again, ignoring the 14 respondents who did not specify a preference, 30% 

of renters want a unit with one or two bedrooms. However, most renters (59%) desire a unit with 

three bedrooms. Only 12% of renters in Canmore want a home with four or more bedrooms. Table 49 

shows the preferences of prospective homebuyers according to the number of bedrooms. According to 

these figures, most renters planning to buy a home desire a unit with three bedrooms, priced between 

$100,000 and $160,000. 

households earning moderate incomes. In markets with steadily rising prices, Pomeroy & Lampert's hopeful 
assertion is less certain. 
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Table 49 Number of Bedrooms Required by Renter Households Intending to Buy (1996) 

Number of Preferred price 

Bedrooms Households % range 

One 2 0.7% $60-$100,000 

Two 74 27.3%> $80 - $140,000 

Three 152 56.1% $100-$160,000+ 

Four 28 10.3% $120-$160,000+ 

Five 4 1.5% $160,000+ 

Unknown 11 4.1% N/A 

Total 271 100.0% N/A 

In the mid-1990s, a local group of residents formed a non-profit society that would seek to establish a 

housing co-operative in Canmore. The group named itself Mountain Homes for Humanity (MHH). 

Its membership consists of single adults, couples, and couples with children who desire to own a home 

in Canmore. The majority of MHH members are renters, although some do own trailer homes in 

Restwell Trailer Park. In 1997, MHH gave a presentation to Canmore Town Council that summarized 

the demographic characteristics and home-buying intentions of their membership (which stood at 65 

members). Figure 25 shows the preferred housing price range for MHH members. 

Figure 25 Affordable Price Range for 
IVIembers of MHH Go-operative (1997) 
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$60- $80- $100- $120- $140- Over Unknown 
$80,000 $100,000 $120,000 $140,000 $160,000 $160,000 

According to the survey, members of Mountain Homes for Humanity strongly prefer homes priced 

between $80,000 and $140,000. Similarly, the 1996 civic census indicates that homes priced between 

$100,000 and $140,000 are the most popular. The civic census does indicate that some renter 

households can afford relatively more expensive 'entry-level' housing in Canmore.'' Thus, the civic 

census captures renters in Canmore that could afford to enter the housing market at a much higher 

price than most of the members of Mountain Homes for Humanity. 
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When asked about the preferred size of a home, 77% of MHH members desire a unit with two or more 

bedrooms. One and two-bedroom units appeal to single adults, couples with no children, as well as 

lone-parent families, and are a popular choice for 44% of their members. Table 50 shows the 

breakdown of homebuyer preferences according to number of bedrooms. 

Table 50 Nunnber of Bedrooms Desired by MHH Membership (1997) 

Number of 

Bedrooms Households % 

One 7 10.6% 

Two 22 33.3% 

Three 29 43.9% 

Four 6 9.1% 

Five 2 3.0% 

Unknown 0 0.0% 

Total 66 100.0% 

Entr\'-level housing is a relative term that applies to the lowest 25% of homes in the local housing market. In real 
terms, however, homes priced above $160,000 may not be affordable to most renter households. 
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Figure 27 Trend in Median (Housing Prices versus 

Median Househoid {ncome (Lone-Parent Famiiies) 

1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
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Figure 28 Trend in Median Housing Prices versus 

Median Household Income (Non-Family Persons) 
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• All Homes Sold "*•"• Non-Family Households 
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4.2 H o u s i n g H a r d s h i p in C a nmore 

This Master's Degree Project (MDP) measures housing hardship according to CMHC's definition of 

core housing need. Thus, a household is in core need if the unit they are living in is inadequate and/or 

unsuitable to their needs, or if they are paying 30% or more of gross monthly income towards rent or 

mortgage. In 1997 and 1998, the Canmore civic census tried to identify the number of households 

experiencing financial hardship because of high shelter costs. This MDP uses these results as a 

starting point in estimating the number of Canmore households in core need. 

The civic census considers a "household" to be a housing unit that is owned or rented by one or more 

people. The local census also distinguishes between permanent and non-permanent households. As 

such, there were 3,260 households in Canmore that were owned or rented by permanent residents in 

1997 7 ji^g ]99'7 census also asked permanent residents how much they were contributing toward 

shelter costs (rental or mortgage payment). Approximately 68% of households responded to this 

question. Of those responding, 39% (864 households) are contributing 25%) or more of gross monthly 

income towards rent or mortgage payments. 10% (222 households) are allocating 40% or more of 

gross monthly income toward shelter costs. Assuming that the number of households in the 25-39% 

category is evenly distributed, there were an estimated 650 households allocating 30% or more of 

household income toward shelter costs in 1997. This number represents about 29% of all households 

that responded to this question. 

Table 51 Percent Gross Monthly Income Paid for Rent or Mortgage (1997) 

% of total % of those 

households responding 

Contribution Number in 1997 to survey 

Less than 10% 643 19.7% 28.9% 

10%-24% 715 21.9% 32.2% 

25% - 39% 642 19.7% 28.9% 

40% - 54% 127 3.9% 5.7% 

Over 55% 95 2.9% 4.3% 

No response 1038 31.8% 

Total 3260 100.0% 100.0% 

Unfortunately, these statistics indicate neither the size nor the type of household, making it difficult to 

discern which groups are experiencing a disproportionate amount of housing hardship. However, 

results from the 1998 civic census indicate that renter households are paying more for shelter costs 

than are homeowner households, as a proportion of gross monthly income. 

The 1998 census asked permanent residents if they spent over one third of gross monthly income on 

rent or mortgage payments. About 90% (3,145 households) responded to this question. Of those 

' Defined bv the Canmore censvis as "permanent population occupied units." 

9 3 



responding, 36% (1,133 households) spend over one third of gross monthly income (GMI) on rent or 

mortgage payments. Table 52 shows that renters in Canmore spend a higher proportion of gross 

monthly income on shelter costs than homeowners. This indicates that renters are experiencing a 

greater amount of housing hardship in Canmore. According to the civic census, nearly 69% of renter 

households are spending more than one third of gross monthly income on rent, whereas only 3 1 % of 

homeowners spend more than one third of GMI on mortgage payments. 

Table 52 Households Paying 3 3 % or more of GMI for Shelter (1998) 

% who own a % who 

Number % home rent Total 

Yes 1133 36.0% 31.4% 68.6% 100.0% 

No 2012 64.0% 46.8% 53.2% 100.0% 

Total 3145 100.0% 

Assuming that annual increases in household earnings in Canmore have followed the national rate of 

inflation during the past decade, the cost of housing has risen faster than average wages during this 

period. Figures 26-28 show median incomes for husband-wife, lone-parent, and non-family 

households compared to the median selling prices for single-family homes. These figures indicate that 

home ownership is becoming financially infeasible to a growing proportion of households in Canmore. 

The rising homeownership threshold in the 1990s has resulted from inflationary increases in the 

market value of homes while median incomes have remained relatively unchanged. 

Number of Households in Core Housing Need 

The next section of this chapter will try to estimate: (1) how many households are unable to afford an 

average-priced home in Canmore; and, (2) the approximate number of renter households that are 

experiencing housing hardship. To quantify housing hardship in Canmore, one must first estimate the 

proportion of homeowners versus renters. The next step is to determine the proportion within each 

group (renters and homeowners) that are in core housing need. 

Table 53 shows both the national and provincial figures for renter versus homeowner households, as 

well as the proportion of homeowners that are paying a mortgage. According to Statistics Canada, 

about 25% of census households in Alberta rent compared to 27% nation-wide. Approximately 75% 

of census households in Alberta and 73% of census households in Canada own a home. 

Unfortunately, local statistics showing the population of renters versus homeowners are unavailable.'' 

However, the Canmore census does track the tenancy status of permanent residents. According the 

2000 census, approximately 30% of the housing stock is occupied by renters (net of the housing stock 

* According to the 1998 civic census, there were 3,493 dwelling units occupied by permanent residents. The census 
considers a household to be synonymous with a dwelling unit. 
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where the tenancy status is "non-permanent resident", vacant lots or under construction). Permanent 

residents who own the unit they occupy take up the remaining 70% of the housing stock. These 

figures do not include dwelling units occupied by non-permanent residents, which in 2000 comprised 

about 17% of the total housing stock in Canmore. The 70/30 split between homeowners and renters 

has been relatively constant since 1991. In 1998, local residents were asked if they were spending 

over one-third (33%) of their income on rent or mortgage. In this case, out of 3,145 households that 

responded to this question, 2,200 (70%) are homeowners and 945 (30%) are renters. If one accepts 

this 70/30 split as an accurate representation of the proportion of renters versus homeowners, then 

Canmore has a relatively higher percentage of renter households (30%) compared to both the national 

(27%) and provincial (24%) figures. 

Table 53 Ownership Characteristics of Census Households in Canada (1996) 

Owner-Occupied Canada Alberta 

Living in owner-occupied 

non-farm, non-reserve 
dwellings 5,567,815 511,070 

% owner-occupied 
households 73.2% 76.0% 
% owner-occupied with 
mortgage 56.8% 60.5% 
% owner-occupied without 
mortgage 43.2% 39.5% 

% paying 30% or more of 
iricome on mortgage 27.0% 23.8% 
Average monthly 

mortgage payment $1,157 $1,095 

Rental 

Living in renter-occupied 
non-farm, non-reserve 
dwellings 2,040,785 161,475 

% renter households 26.8% 24.0% 

% paying 30% or more of 
income on rent 40.0% 35.6% 
Average monthly rental 
payment $657 $610 

Total number of 

households^ 7,608,600 672,545 

1. statistics Canada considers census families married 
couples with or without children, couples living in common 
law with or without children, or lone parent with at least 
one child living in the same dwelling. 

Source: Statistics Canada, 1996 Census Nation tables 

Canmore Civic Census 

1996 

71.8% owner-occupied 

households: 

28.2% renter households: 

2000 

69.7% owner-occupied 

households: 

30.3% renter households: 

NOTE: Proportions are net of 
vacant lots, homes under 
construction and households 
with non-permanent residency 
status 

Statistics Canada does not tract this information for urban areas with fewer than 50,000 people. The Canmore 
Ci\'ic Census does track the number of dweUing units occupied by renters versus homeowners, however this 
provides only an approximation of the actual population of renters and homeowners. 
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Another notable observation is that Canmore has a higher proportion of households paying more than 

30% of income for shelter costs than both provincial and national figures. Table 54 compares the 

number of homeowner and renter households in Canmore (1998) with national and provincial figures 

(1996). Housing hardship in Canmore appears to be widespread amongst renter households, with 

nearly 70% of renters allocating more than 30% of gross monthly income toward rent.'" 

Table 54 Proportion of Households in Core Housing Need 

Alberta Canada 

Ownership Type (1996)' (1996)' 

% Homeowners 76.0% 73.2% 

% Homeowners paying 30% or 
more of income on mortgage 

23.8% 27.0% 

% Renters 24.0% 26.8% 

% Renters paying 30% or more 
of income on rent 

35.6% 40.0% 

Canmore 

(1998)' 

69,4% 

314% 

30.6% 

68.6% 

Statistics Canada, 1996 Census Nation tables 
^ Figures for Canmore represent those paying one-third (33%) or more of income on rent or 

mortgage, based on survey irom 1998 Canmore Civic Census 

According to the 1996 census, about 43% of Canadian homeowners have paid off their mortgage. In 

Alberta, approximately 40% of homeowners have paid off their mortgage. Unfortunately, similar 

figures are unavailable for Canmore. This MDP assumes that most homeowners in Canmore are still 

paying their mortgage. This assumption is based on the fact that Canmore is a relatively new town in 

terms of length of residence, and the fact that the bulk of the town's housing stock has been 

constructed during the past decade." Therefore, a reasonable estimate is that only 30% of 

homeowners in Canmore have paid off their mortgage. 

According to CMHC, households in core housing need are those paying 30% or more of gross 

monthly income (GMI) towards rent or mortgage. Table 51 shows the estimated number of 

households in 1997 that claimed to be spending 30% or more of household income on rent or 

mortgage, based on responses from the 1998 civic census. According to this model, 878 renter 

households and 920 homeowners in 1997 were paying 30% or more for shelter costs. Thus, 

approximately 1,800 households are experiencing housing hardship. This represents 42% of all 

households in Canmore. However, these figures should be viewed with some caution since the census 

takers are relying on the fact survey respondents knew whether or not they were spending more than 

30% of gross monthly income on shelter costs. In addition, census takers did not stipulate whether or 

not respondents claimed to be spending 30% or more of gross monthly income (before tax) or net 

monthly income (take home pay). The proportion of households in core housing need would be 

Rent generally includes a proportionate share of the overall property taxes and heating costs. 
" Because of Canmore's rapid population growth during the 1990s, just over half of aU permanent residents have 
been here less than 6 years (one in three permanent residents have moved here in the past 3 years). 
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significantly higher if local residents used take home pay as a measure. In view of these cautions, the 

civic census does show that a significant but undetermined number of households in Canmore believe 

they are experiencing housing hardship. 

Table 55 Estimated Numbers of Local Residents in Core Housing Need (1997) 

(Assumes 70/30 renter versus homeowner split) 

Renters Home 
Owners Total 

Number of households in 1997 
(based on tenancy status) 

1,272 2,968 4,240 

Renters paying 30% or more of 
GMI on rent (est. 69%) 

878 - 878 

Homeowners paying 30% or more 
of GMI on mortgage (est. 31%) 

- 920 920 

Total households paying >= 30% of income on shelter costs 1,798 

Proportion of households in core housing need 42% 

4.3 U s i n g a Relative Poverty Line to Estimate Core H o u s i n g Need 

"/'ve had enough unchosen encounters with poverty and the world of low-wage work to know its 

not a place you want to visit for touristic purposes, it just smells too much like fear. " 

Barbara Ehrenreich, Harper's Magazine 

Canadians cannot seem to agree upon a single definition of poverty. On the one hand, advocates of 

using 'absolute need' as a measure only consider the requirement of meeting the physical requirements 

for one's survival. On the other hand, advocates of a relative measure of poverty believe that absolute 

need understates the number of households experiencing poverty, and that a poverty line should be set 

based upon societal values."* Others argue that poverty level should include whether or not the 

individual has access to the ways and means to his or her quality of life (self-esteem, social network, 

and educational opportunities). While empirical data exists on household expenditures in Canada, 

there is no set standard for assessing whether a household is spending too much of its income on basic 

needs. As such, this MDP uses the following two methods to derive an estimate of the number of 

households in Canmore that are in relative poverty: 

I. Households earning less than 50% of median income for various types of households in 

Canmore; and. 

bi this case, a household is defined by the cmc census as a "permanent population occupied unit". This is not the 
same as an economic household as recorded by Statistics Canada. 
" Barbara Ehrenreich, "Nickel-and-Dimed: In a Booming Economy, My Attempt to Survive on the i\hnimum 
Wage", article from tiarper's Magâ ne, \'olume 298, Number 1784, Januar)' 1999, p. 37-52. 

|ohn Graham, Karen Swift and Roger Delaney in Canadian SocialTokj. An Introduction, AUyn & Bacon, 1999, pp. 
49-.S1, provide an excellent over\'iew of poverty- defmitions. 
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2. Statistics Canada Low Income Measure adjusted for various household types. 

This MDP assumes that relative poverty is a good indicator of housing need, i.e., most households in 

relative poverty are likely experiencing housing hardship. 

Figures 29-31 show the distribution of household income for husband-wife families, lone-parent 

families, and non-family persons for Canmore in 1998 (Appendix B shows the range of incomes for 

each household type for the years 1991-1998). The median income for husband-wife families is 

approximately two times higher than median income for single parents families, and is roughly three 

times the median income for single unattached adults. Furthermore, the income distribution for both 

non-family persons and lone-parent families is skewed toward the lower end of the income range. 

This means that the majority of lone-parent (71%) and non-family (82%)) households have incomes 

below $40,000 per year, compared to 28% of husband-wife households. In fact, 52%) of lone-parent 

families and 70% of unattached individuals in Canmore earned less than $30,000 in annual income in 

1998. If we assume that a relative measure of poverty in Canmore is one half of median household 

income, then an average of 20% of all households in Canmore fall below this relative poverty line. 

Table 56 shows the number and percentage of households in Canmore that are in relative poverty. 

Table 56 Number of Households earning below 5 0 % of Median Income (1998) 

Husband-
Wife Families 

Lone-Parent 
Families 

Non-Family 
Persons 

Total 
Households 

Total Households 2,440 310 1,850 4,600 

Median household income $58,300 $29,400 $20,300 N/A 

N°. Of households below median 1,210 185 920 2,315 

50% of median household income $29,150 $14,700 $10,150 N/A 

Number of households earning 
50% or less of median income 

485 105 360 950 

Proportion of households earning 
50% or less of median income 

20% 34% 19% 21% 

Note: Number of households rounded to nearest five (5). 
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Figure 29 Income Distribution for Husband-Wife Families in 
Canmore (1998, Median = $58,300) 
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Figure 30 Income Distribution for Lone-Parent Families in 
Canmore (1998, Median = $29,400) 
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Figure 31 Income Distribution for Non-Family Persons in 
Canmore (1998, Median = $20,300) 
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Low Income Measure (LIM) 

The problem with the analysis presented in Table 56 is that it understates relative poverty for both 

lone-parent families and unattached individuals, and overstates the relative poverty level for husband-

wife families. Most husband-wife households have two income-earners, whereas lone-parents and 

single adults have only one income. Therefore, gross household earnings are higher relative to the 

other two groups. In addition, exactly half (50%) of husband-wife households in 1998 had no children 

as dependents. In summary, using 50% of median household income as a measure of poverty may 

only provide a rough indication of the actual number of households in low income. 

An alternative approach uses Statistics Canada's Low Income Measure (LIM) to establish a relative 

level of poverty in an area. LlMs are calculated based on a fixed percentage of income that varies 

according to the size of a household, i.e., number of income earners and number of dependents. A key 

assumption underlying LIM is that family needs (expressed as household income) will increase with 

family size. Table 57 shows a revised estimate of Canmore households in 1998 that are in relative 

poverty using a Low Income Measure for each household group. 

Table 57 Low Income Measure for Canmore based on National Standards (1998) 

Households % of all 

below LIM households 

Household Type LIM (1998) (Estimated) in cateqorv 

Single-income earner, 

no children $12,200 490 26.5% 

Lone-parent household, 

1 child $17,080 55 

Lone-parent household. 

2 children $20,740 40 

Lone-parent household. 

3+ children $24,400 10 

Subtotal 105 33.9% 

Husband-wife 

household, no children $17,080 65 

Husband-wife 

household, 1 child $20,740 40 

Husband-wife 

household, 2 children $24,400 60 

Husband-wife 

household, 3+ children $27,328 15 

Subtotal 180 7.4% 

Total Households 775 19.7% 
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The LIM measures for various household types shown in Table 57 are derived from national standards 

and do not reflect regional or local variances in cost of living (shelter costs, transportation, heating, 

etc.). Thus, the figures in Table 57 may underestimate the actual number of households in relative 

poverty in Canmore, especially when on considers that local housing costs are 140-150% higher than 

national averages.'^ Thus, Table 57 may still be considered a conservative measure of relative poverty 

for Canmore.However, LIM does provide a better method of estimating the distribution of 

households in relative poverty because it differentiates according to family size and number of income 

earners. 

The Low Income Measure shows that single-income households have a far greater chance of being in 

relative poverty than households with two incomes (27% of unattached individuals and 34% of single-

parent families). However, there are still 65 childless couples and 115 couples with children that fall 

below the relative poverty line. 

The level of financial hardship experienced by a given household depends upon total household 

income, the monthly expenses that the household must cover, and the number of dependents. This 

MDP assumes that households with annual incomes near the relative poverty line are very likely 

experiencing housing hardship. Thus, households earning less than 50% of median income and/or 

households below LIM are assumed to have the least choice in housing and, subsequently, the greatest 

housing need.'̂  In Canmore, approximately 800 households are likely to be experiencing extreme 

housing hardship based on low monthly income. 

4.4 Using Household Expenditures to Estimate Core Housing Need 

Another method of establishing housing need is to analyze the consumption patterns of Canadian 

households. The rationale here is that expenditure patterns in Canmore will be similar to the 

consumption patterns found in large urban areas with high shelter costs. Using this logic, income 

groups experiencing housing hardship in large Canadian cities will likely be the same income groups 

experiencing financial difficulty in Canmore. 

Table 58 shows a breakdown of average household expenditures for Calgary and Edmonton for 1999. 

National expenditure figures are also included in this table.'** On average, shelter costs occupy the 

largest proportion of household consumption, ranging from 18% in Calgary and Edmonton to 19% 

nationally. Only personal income taxes consume a greater proportion of average household income 

(between 2 1 % and 24%). Transportation and food costs occupy the next largest expenditure 

15 See page 101-102 of this chapter. 
A study of urban poverty in Alberta finds that one in five Albertans is living in poverty. Estimates are higher for 

urban centers, with 21% of the population considered poor in Calgary and 26% in Edmonton. Community Services 
Consulting ltd.. No Safeguards: A Profile of Urban Poverty in Alberta, Prepared for the Inner City Forum on Social Policy 
(Edmonton), Februarys 2000, p. 5 
1̂  This IS the same rationale used by Citj-Spaces Consulting Ltd. in their 1997 Affordable Housing Needs Assessment 
for Whistler, BC. Cit̂ -Spaces Consulting assumes that groups with the least choice have the greatest housing need 
(Alay 1997, p. 1,3). 
Unfortunately, household expenditure information for Canmore was unavailable at the time this study was 

undertaken. 
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categories after shelter, ranging from 10% for food in Calgary and to 13% for transportation in 

Edmonton. 

Shelter costs also occupy the largest proportion of average household consumption for all income 

groups, from lowest to highest income quartiles. Appendix B shows a detailed breakdown of 

household expenditures in Canada across 12 income ranges for 1996. These figures are derived from 

Statistics Canada Family Expenditures (FAMEX) Database. Table 59 compares average household 

expenditures grouped by 12 income ranges.'' In Canada, households in the lower income ranges 

spend a higher proportion on housing (shelter costs) than do households in the upper income ranges. 

Households in the lower income ranges also spend relatively more on "basic needs", i.e., the 'bundle' 

of essential expenditures that includes shelter, food, and clothing. 

Table 58 Average Annual Household Expenditures (1999) 

Household Characteristics Calqarv (1999) Edmonton (1999) Canada (1999) 

Number of households in sample 576 586 16,631 
Estimated number of households 335,460 328,930 11,209,960 
Average household size 2.72 2.73 2.60 

Consumption expenditures $ % $ % $ % 

Shelter $11,619 17.9% $10,343 17.7% $10,243 19.2% 
Transporation $7,668 11.8% $7,599 13.0% $6,877 12.9% 

Food $6,577 10.1% $6,621 11.3% $6,101 11.4% 
Recreation $3,861 5.9% $3,515 6.0% $2,962 5.5% 
Clothing $2,855 4.4% $2,693 4.6% $2,325 4.3% 
Household operation $2,774 4.3% $2,595 4.4% $2,414 4.5% 

Health care $1,783 2.7% $1,761 3.0% $1,263 2.4% 

Household furnishings & eguipment $2,065 3.2% $1,730 3.0% $1,477 2.8% 

Tobacco products & alchohol $1,426 2.2% $1,265 2.2% $1,181 2.2% 

Education $1,320 2.0% $993 1.7% $762 1.4% 

Miscellaneous $921 1.4% $942 1.6% $858 1.6% 

Personal care $837 1.3% $826 1.4% $708 1.3% 

Reading materials $359 0.6% $309 0.5% $275 0.5% 

Games of chance $228 0.4% $356 0.6% $267 0.5% 

Total consumption $44,293 68.1% $41,548 71.2% $37,713 70.5% 

Non-consumption expenditures $ % $ % $ % 

Personal income taxes $16,005 24.6% $12,208 20.9% $11,561 21.6% 

Personal insurance, pension 

contributions $3,305 5.1% $3,128 5.4% $2,839 5.3% 

Gifts & contributions outside home $1,403 2.2% $1,497 2.6% $1,362 2.5% 

Total non-consumption $20,713 31.9% $16,833 28.8% $15,762 29.5% 

Total household expenditures $65,006 100.0% $58,381 100.0% $53,475 100.0% 

Source: Statistics Canada, Income Statistics Division, Client Services 

F.\MEX data across income ranges is not available for 1998, so 1996 data is used as a baseline. 
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The concept of "basic needs" is used by Statistics Canada to set the Low Income Cut-Off or "LICO." 

In Canada, LICO is has been used as a relative measure of poverty by academics and helping 

agencies.^" Since 1992, it has been generally accepted that households spending 55% or more of gross 

monthly income on basic needs are below LICO and are in relative poverty. According to National 

standards, a household earning less than $17,000 in 1996 would be below LICO and in relative 

poverty. In 1998 dollars, LICO would be approximately $17,400. Table 55 also shows a third column 

that includes basic needs plus transportation costs. Since one third of permanent residents work 

outside of Canmore, transportation could be considered a mandatory expense for a sizable proportion 

of the workforce. Thus, transportation is included as a basic need in this column. 

Table 59 Comparative Household Expenditures 

(Canadian averages for 1996) 

Income Range Shelter Costs Basic Needs Basic Needs + Net Income 

(%) {%) Transportation Available for 

Costs (%) Savings ($) 

Under $10,000 36.0% 59.5% 68.5% ($5,024) 

$10,000-$14,999 33.6% 56.8% 66.1% ($2,404) 

$15,000-$19,999 29.0% 50.6% 62.7% ($2,741) 

$20,000 - $24,999 24.9% 46.1% 58.1% ($2,128) 

$25,000 - $29,999 22.0% 41.6% 56.0% ($2,295) 

$30,000 - $34,999 20.9% 40.0% 54.2% ($1,347) 

$35,000-$39,999 20.2% 38,3% 51.2% ($431) 

$40,000 - $49,999 18.5% 36.6% 49.7% $383 

$50,000 - $59,999 17.2% 34.0% 47.0% $1,824 

$60,000 - $69,999 16.3% 32.0% 45.0% $2,654 

$70,000 -$69,999 15.1% 30.6% 43.1% $5,922 

$90,000 or more 12.3% 25.6% 36.8% $19,071 

Basic needs" include food, shelter, and clothing costs. 

According to FAMEX data, the highest income ranges (i.e., households earning $60,000 or more per 

year) allocate only \2%-]6% of income to shelter costs, whereas households in the lowest income 

ranges (under $20,000 per year) allocate between 29% and 36% to shelter costs. Similarly, 

households in the bottom three income ranges spend relatively more (above 60% of total income) on 

basic expenditures plus transportation than do households in the three highest income ranges (less than 

45% of gross monthly income). Another observation is that household income has to be above 

$40,000 per year before a household is a 'net saver', i.e., annual income exceeds total household 

expenditures. On average, households earning below $40,000 per year have no income available for 

2" Micheal Ponting and Macarie Stuhr, Defining Canadian Poverty. First Reading: Alberta Social Issues Magâ ne, Vo\. 16, 
No. 3, December 1998, pp. 9-12,17-23. 
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savings. The negative income amounts for these households indicate that they may be financing a 

portion of their consumption through consumer debt, mortgage debt and/or financial assistance from 

friends or family. If this is a renter household, a low level of savings may preclude the possibility of 

saving for a downpayment on a home. Thus, it is no surprise that households earning low and 

moderate incomes are asset constrained when it comes to saving for a down payment on a home. 

Unfortunately, local (Canmore) statistics on average household expenditures are unavailable.^' A 

reasonable assumption is that, except for shelter costs, average household expenditures in Canmore are 

comparable to larger urban centres. Thus, adjustment needs to be made to reflect the fact that housing 

costs in Canmore are relatively higher than the Canadian average. A conservative estimation is that 

shelter expenditures in Canmore are 40% higher than the national average.^" 

Table 60 Average Selling Prices of Homes Sold in Canada (1998) 

City / Region Average Selling 
Price (All Units)' 

% of Canadian 
Average 

Greater Vancouver $284,229 186% 

Greater Toronto $233,734 153% 

Canmore ̂  $226,505 148% 

Victoria $219,380 144% 

Calgary $162,660 106% 

Canada $152,862 100% 

' Canadian Real Estate Association, January to July 1998 cumulative residential sales 

^ Re/Max Alpine Realty (Canmore), MLS residential sales for 1998 

A comparison of the average selling prices in various major Canadian regions reveals that Canmore 

prices are currently 148% higher than the Canadian average. In fact, Canmore has housing prices 

comparable to major urban areas with high housing prices such as Victoria, Greater Vancouver, and 

Greater Toronto. Table 56 shows a comparison of the average selling price of homes sold in Canmore 

versus other centers with high shelter costs. 

Table 61 shows the range of household expenditures on shelter and basic needs adjusted upward to 

reflect the higher cost of shelter in Canmore. All other expenditure items remain at national averages. 

2' Statistics Canada does not track FAMEX information for cities under 50,000 people. However FAMEX data does 
exist for the mountain parks and Athabasca region, which includes Banff and Canmore. 
22 This IS a conser\'ative estimate since rental costs are approximately 45% higher in Canmore than the average rental 
costs for 63 rural Alberta communities. In fact, average shelter costs in Canmore appear to be close to figures 
reported for Greater \̂ ancouver and Mctoria at 22% of total household expenditures. This is significantly higher 
than the Canadian average of 17.3% in 1996 (see Table 58). Thus, Canmore housing prices are 48% higher than the 
Canadian average, based upon residential sales for 1998 shown in Table 60. 
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Table 61 Estimated Househiold Expenditures for Canmore 

(Shelter costs at 140% of Canadian average for 1996) 

Income Range Shelter Costs Basic Needs^ Basic Needs^ + Net Income 

(%) (%) Transportation Available for 

Costs (%) Savings ($) 

Under $10,000 44.0% 64.6% 72.5% ($6,794) 

$10,000-$14,999 41.5% 62.0% 70.1% ($4,424) 

$15,000-$19,999 36.3% 55.7% 66.6% ($5,074) 

$20,000 - $24,999 31.7% 51.0% 61.9% ($4,568) 

$25,000-$29,999 28,3% 46.4% 59.6% ($4,917) 

$30,000 - $34,999 27.0% 44.7% 57.8% ($4,164) 

$35,000 - $39,999 26.2% 42.9% 54.8% ($3,481) 

$40,000 - $49,999 24.1% 41.0% 53.1% ($2,897) 

$50,000 -$59,999 22.5% 38.2% 50.4% ($1,794) 

$60,000 - $69,999 21.4% 36.2% 48.3% ($1,401) 

$70,000 - $89,999 20.0% 34.6% 46.3% $1,541 

$90,000 or more 16.4% 29.0% 39.7% $13,546 

"Basic needs" include food, shelter, and clothing costs. 

Table 61 shows that households earning less than $25,000 annual income are likely spending over 

30% of gross monthly income on shelter costs."^ In addition, households earning less than $20,000 

annual income are within the Low-Income Cut Off (LICO) range because they spend 55%) or more on 

basic needs. This means that the relative level of poverty for Canmore is probably closer to $20,000 

once you include local housing costs. This figure is higher than the Canadian LICO of $17,000 for 

1996. However, this conclusion is somewhat problematic since LICO will vary according to 

household size. In other words. Table 61 presents average expenditures for all households in 

Canmore but does not take into consideration the number of dependents. In addition, basic needs do 

not include transportation costs nor costs for childcare - necessary expenditures for most dual-income 

families with children. Table 62 shows the monthly daycare expenses at the Canmore Child 

Development Centre (community daycare). In view of these expenses, it is not surprising that the 

proportion of Canmore adults in the paid workforce has grown during the past decade. 

Shelter costs in Tables 55 and 56 include rent or mortgage, plus heating costs, condominium fees, homeowners 
insurance, and propert)' taxes. 
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Table 62 Monthly Childcare Costs In Canmore (1999) 

Age of child Monthly Charge 

1-10 months $540 

11 months - 3 years $500 

3 years - ECS ' $470 

ECS $450 

Before/after school childcare $260 

Source: Canmore Child Development Centre, November 1999 

' Early Childhood School (ECS) is generally kindergarten age 

Table 63 shows an estimate of the number of households paying more than 31% of household income 

on shelter costs (i.e., rent or mortgage payment plus property taxes, heating and other utilities). These 

figures are derived by combining the adjusted expenditure data from Table 61 with the distribution of 

household incomes derived from 1996 and 1998 Statistics Canada family income tables. 

Table 63 Number of Households Paying 3 1 % or more for 

Shelter Expenditures and 5 1 % or more for Basic Needs 

(Assumes Canmore housing costs at 140% of Canadian average) 

1996 
Husband-

Wife 
Lone-
Parent 

Non-
Family Total 

Total households 2,220 240 1,480 3,940 

Households likely expehencing 
housing hardship ' 

260 120 940 1,320 

% of total households by category 12% 50% 64% 34% 

1998 
Husband-

Wife 
Lone-
Parent 

Non-
Family Total 

Total households 2,440 310 1,850 4,600 

Households likely experiencing 
housing hardship ' 

295 140 1,150 1,585 

% of total households by category 12% 45% 62% 34% 

' Canmore households earning up to $25,000 per year in 1996, and up to $25,800 in 1998. 

Under this analysis, 34% (1,320) of Canmore households in 1996 were paying more than 31 % of gross 

monthly income on shelter costs. This figure is mainly composed of lone-parent and non-family 

households. Only 12%) (260) husband-wife households are paying 31% of income on shelter 

expenditures according to Table 63. Adjusting for inflation, the analysis for 1998 reveals similar 

percentages of estimated housing hardship in Canmore. 

Another noteworthy observation is that a household in Canmore has to earn over $70,000 before it has 

net income available for savings, according to the analysis presented in Table 61. The national 

savings rate is the difference in personal incomes and expenditures (including personal income taxes) 
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as reported by Statistics Canada. Since discretionary savings usually form the major portion of a 

downpayment on a home, the overall savings rate in Canada may provide an indicator of housing 

affordability in Canada. Since the 1980s, there has been a more or less steady decline in per-capita 

savings as a percentage of disposable income. In the early 1980s, personal savings rates were above 

15%. However, by 1986 the rates had dropped to 10%, where they remained until 1992. In recent 

years, the per-capita national savings rate dropped to 5.4% in 1996 and further to 2.3% in 1998.̂ '' 

Thus, Canadian household and personal savings rates are at the lowest level in 30 years. According to 

Sherry Cooper, Chief Economist with Nesbitt Bums, the falling personal savings rates are attributable 

to flat or declining incomes coupled with soaring personal debt."' This suggests that many Canadians 

are financing present consumption with debt and have been doing so throughout the 1990s. 

Another indicator of the squeeze on household finances is that only one third of Canadians contribute 

to their RRSPs. Most contribute only a fraction of what they would be allowed under current 

contribution limits.^'' According to the Nesbitt Burns report, "the only group of employees enjoying 

substantial real income growth in the past twenty years are the so-called knowledge workers - highly 

skilled technical and professional people who are in the highest quintile of real average household 

mcome. 

4.5 Using Area Median Income (AMI) to Estimate Core Housing Need 

Area Median Income (AMI) is simply median household annual income within a specific geographic 

area. AMI is used widely in the United States to gauge the relative number and proportion of low-

income households - typically those earning 50% or less of AMI. It is also used to set qualifying 

income levels for various affordable housing programs, both at the State and Federal levels.^^ AMI 

levels are set for various household fypes, reflecting the assumption that the size of a household and 

number of dependents will establish various levels of need. AMI can also be used to estimate the 

number of households earning moderate incomes (generally between 50% and 100% of AMI) within a 

given area. In areas of high housing prices, a significant number of moderate-income earners are also 

likely to be experiencing housing hardship. Percentage AMI estimates are provided in Table 64. 

2' Steve Pomeroy and Greg Lampert, Developing a Downpayment Affordability Measure: Feasibility Study, Canada Mortgage 
and Housing Corporation, December 1996. 
25 Calgary Herald, Canadians' savings rate lowest in three decades, article by Charles Frank, pp. A l , A6, September 18, 1999. 
2'' Only 12yo of Canadians contributed to their maximum limit in 1996 according to Sherry Cooper, Chief Economist 
with Nesbitt Bums. Sherr}' Cooper, Wake-up Call, FOCUS report by Nesbitt Bums, November 12, 1998, p. 6. 
2̂  Ibid. p. 6 
2« To qualify for U.S. Department of Housmg and Urban Development (HUD) Section 8 subsidized housmg 
programs, households earning below 50% AMI are considered 'very low income' households. In some metropolitan 
areas with relatively large numbers of low-income earners, 60% AMI is used. Low-income families are defmed as 
families whose incomes do not exceed 80 percent of the median family income for a given area. U.S. Department of 
Flousmg & Urban Development, Fiscal year 1999 HUD Income Limits Briefing Material, Office of Policy Development 
& Research, December 1998 
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Table 64 Using Area Median Income (AMI) to Estimate the 

Number of Households in Core Housing Need 

Below 50% AMI ̂  Below 60% AMI 2 

AMI ($) Total 50% Number of % of all Number of % of all 
Household Size 1998 Households AMI Households households 60% AMI Households households 

Single-adults with no 

children ^ 
$26,200 1,850 $13,100 530 11.5% $15,720 685 14.9% 

Couples with no 
children 

$52,400 1,220 $26,200 165 3.6% $31,440 240 5.2% 

All families with one 
child 

$53,100 640 $26,550 135 2.9% $31,860 170 3.7% 

All families with two 
children 

$58,600 660 $29,300 130 2.8% $35,160 160 3.5% 

All families with three 
or more children 

$63,100 230 $31,550 30 0.7% $37,860 65 1.4% 

Total Households 4,600 990 21.5% 1,320 287% 

Est. Population ̂  9,690 1,785 18.4% 2,450 25.3%) 

Below 80% AMI ̂  Below 100% AMI 2 

AMI ($) Total 80% Number of % of all 100% Number of % of all 
Household Size 1998 Households AMI Households households AMI Households households 

Single-adults with no 

children ' 
$26,200 1,850 $20,960 950 20.7% $26,200 1,155 25.1% 

Couples with no 
children 

$52,400 1,220 $41,920 430 9.3% $52,400 630 13.7% 

All families with one 
child 

$53,100 640 $42,480 260 5.7% $53,100 345 7.5%> 

All families with two 
children 

$58,600 660 $46,880 230 5.0% $58,600 325 7.1% 

All families with three 
or more children 

$63,100 230 $50,480 90 2.0% $63,100 130 2.8% 

Total Households 4,600 1,960 42.6% 2,585 56.2% 

Est. PoDulation ̂  9,690 3,725 38.4% 5,125 52.9% 

' AMI for single-adults has been adjusted to 50% of AMI for couples with no children. This is done to give 
a fairer representation of AMI thresholds for unattached individuals, given the cost of housing in Canmore. 

" The number of households is calculated based on data from 1998 Statistics Canada Family Income Data 
(figures rounded to nearest five households). 

^ Calculated population figures are approximate, based on average size of household. The 1998 civic census 
shows 9,711 permanent residents. 

Table 64 shows a breakdown of AMI for five household groups in Canmore for 1998. These figures 

are derived using 1998 Family Income Data from Statistics Canada. Four sets of calculations are 

shown for various AMI thresholds. There are 990 low-income households in Canmore, based on those 

earning less than 50% AMI. This represents about 21.5% of all households and approximately 18% of 

the resident population. Not surprisingly, over half of this group is comprised of unattached 

individuals. Similarly, about 29% of households and 25% of local residents earned below 60% AMI 

in 1998. 
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4.6 Determining an Income T h r e s h o l d for Rent in C anmore 

An estimated 30% of Canmore's housing stock is rented. Thus, rental units comprise a key segment 

of the local housing market. According to the 1998 civic census, up to 68%) of renters in Canmore are 

paying 30% or more of gross monthly income on rent, compared to only 3 1% of homeowner 

households. Thus, the burden of high shelter costs in Canmore falls disproportionately on renters 

rather than homeowners. This section presents a measure of affordability for various types of rental 

housing in Canmore. A 30% shelter-cost-to-income ratio (STIR) is used to establish this measure. 

Table 65 shows a breakdown of income required to affordably pay rent for various types of rental 

units. These figures use median rents derived from a six-month survey of rental ads in the Canmore 

Leader (January-June 1999).^' 

Table 65 Required Household Income for 1999 Median Rents 

(Based on 3 0 % STIR) 

Median Required Required Required 

Rent Monthly Annual Hourly 

Type of Unit (1999) Income Income Pav 

Shared $400 $1,335 $16,020 $8.50 

1 - Bedroom $590 $1,965 $23,580 $12.50 

2 - Bedroom $850 $2,830 $33,960 $18.00 

3 - Bedroom $1,100 $3,663 $43,956 $23.25 

Hourly pay based on one person working full-time 

(37.5-hours per week, 21 work days per month) 

Note: Median Rents based on six-month survey of rental ads in Canmore Leader 

According to these figures, a single income-earner requires an annual income of $16,000 to affordably 

pay median rent for shared accommodation in Canmore. This translates into an hourly wage of $8.50 

- a rate 44% higher than the Alberta minimum wage of $5.90 per hour. This rate is also slightly 

higher than the median wage for seasonal employees (between $7.50 and $8.00 per hour) in the Bow 

Corridor, based on a survey conducted by the Canmore Job Resource Center (CJRC) in 1998. This 

analysis suggests that a significant number of seasonal workers, who are also primarily single income-

earners, are paying more than 30% of their gross monthly income on rent. Likewise, median rent on a 

one-bedroom unit requires a household income of just under $2,000 per month, or $23,580 per year. 

This translates into an hourly wage of $12.50 per hour for a single income-earner - a pay rate far 

greater than the hourly wage of most seasonal workers according to the CJRC survey (see Chapter 2 -

Short-Term and Seasonal Employment). This would put the median rent of a one-bedroom unit out of 

the price range of workers earning below $12.50 per hour. 

2' As mentioned in Chapter 3, advertised rental rates in the Canmore Leader may pro\tide a more accurate reflection 
of the actual market rents. 
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Households seeking to affordably rent two- and three-bedroom units (based on median rent) would 

have to earn $33,960 and $43,956 per year respectively. A single income earner with children would 

be hard-pressed to afford a two- or three-bedroom unit based on household incomes for most lone-

parent families in Canmore. Table 66 shows that 58% of lone-parent families would be unable to 

afford median rent on a two-bedroom unit, based on a 30% STIR. Three-bedroom units are likely the 

preferred choice for lone-parent families with two or more children. However, only 27% of lone 

parents would be able to afford rent on a three-bedroom unit based on a 30% STIR. Table 61 shows 

that an astonishing 10% of husband-wife families in Canmore would be unable to afford the rent on a 

median-priced one-bedroom unit, and 33% would be unable to afford rent on a median-priced three-

bedroom unit. Likewise, over 56% of single income earners would be unable to afford the median 

rent on a one-bedroom unit, based on 30% STIR. Even for shared accommodation, the most 

affordable choice for unattached individuals, 37% would be unable to affordably pay for rent.̂ ° 

Table 66 Number of Households in 1998 unable to afford Median Rents 

(Based on 3 0 % STIR) 

Required 

Annual Husband- Lone- Non-

Type of Unit Income Wife % Parent % Familv % 

Shared $15,748 N/A N/A N/A N/A 690 37% 

1 - Bedroom $23,179 245 10% N/A N/A 1,045 56% 

2 - Bedroom $33,383 470 19% 180 58% 1,385 75% 

3 - Bedroom $43,209 770 32% 225 73% N/A N/A 

1999 required income adjusted for 1998 dollars 

Figures rounded to Reared five households 

Each year CMHC, in conjunction with Alberta Municipal Affairs, analyzes average rents for all 

communities in Alberta. CMHC uses this data to establish a Core Need Income Threshold (CNIT) for 

various rural regions, municipalities, and cities in the province. CNIT is used to set affordable shelter 

costs based on a regional standard of living. Section 8 of the Alberta Housing Act Regulation 244/94 

uses the following definition of core housing need:^' 

[Subsection 2] A household is in core housing need if 

(a) it is unable to acquire or maintain adequate or suitable accommodation without paying more than 

30% of its total annual income for accotnmodation, and 

Table 61 does not provide figures for certain categones, e.g. husband-wife families and shared accommodation, 
unattached individuals and three-bedroom units. I'hese rent choices were deemed unlikely to be made by those 
households, and were shown in the chart as "not applicable". 
" Province o(: Alherta, A/beria Housing Act 244/94, Social Housing Accommodation Regulation, 1994, consohdation to 
146/99 
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(b) it has a total annual income below the core need income threshold for the municipality where the 

social housing accommodation applied for is located andfor which the household makes 

application. 

Accommodation is not suitable i f 

(a) more than 2 persons must share a bedroom and there is at least one individual in each of the other 

bedrooms. 

(b) an individual. 18 years of age or older, must share a bedroom with another member of the 

household, unless the individual is married or in a common-law relationship with that member, or 

(c) an individual, 5 years of age or older, must share a bedroom with an individual of the opposite 

sex. 

Table 67 shows the Core Need Income Threshold for various types of rental units in Canmore. The 

income thresholds are based on a 32% STIR, which includes rent plus average utilities for each type of 

unit. 

Table 67 Core Need Income Threshold for Canmore / Banff (1996-2000) 

Type of Unit 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

One Bedroom $27,000 $27,000 $27,500 $29,000 $31,000 

Two Bedrooms $33,000 $33,000 $34,500 $34,500 $37,000 

Three Bedrooms $37,500 $37,500 $39,000 $39,000 $41,500 

Four Bedrooms $40,000 $39,500 $41,000 $63,000 $66,000 

Source: CMHC, Core Need Income Thresholds for Alberta, October 2000. 

Under this analysis, a household must be earning $31,000 to affordably rent a one-bedroom unit in 

Canmore in 2000. This income level takes into consideration average rent and utility payments on this 

type of unit. Similarly, a household must earn $37,000 to affordably pay rent on a two-bedroom unit 

and $41,500 for a three-bedroom unit. A household must earn an astonishing $66,000 per year to 

affordably rent a four-bedroom home in Canmore, based on the Core Need Income Threshold for 

2000. 

Table 68 Comparative Cost of Shelter in other Alberta Communities 

(Core Need Income Threshold 2000) 

Type of Unit Calgary Wood 
Buffalo * 

Canmore / 
Banff 

One Bedroom $27,000 $31,500 $31,000 

Two Bedrooms $33,500 $36,500 $37,000 

Three Bedrooms $37,500 $40,000 $41,500 

Four Bedrooms $39,500 $42,000 $66,000 

Source: CMHC, Core Need Income Thresholds for Alberta, October 2000. 
NOTE: Wood Buffalo includes the urban center of Fort McMurray. 
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Table 68 compares the core need income threshold for Canmore with two other cities in Alberta that 

are also experiencing high rental costs and low vacancy rates as a result of a booming local economy. 

In this case. 2000 CNIT figures for Canmore are higher than comparable rates in Calgary and Fort 

McMurray (Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo).''" 

4.7 Determining an Income Threshold for Home Ownership in Canmore 

A homeownership income threshold can be used as an indicator of the number of households that 

would be able to affordably purchase a median-priced home (based on 32% STIR) in Canmore. By 

comparing the median selling price of a home with the income required to own one, a homeownership 

threshold can be established. This threshold indicates the level of housing need in Canmore as 

expressed by the desire for homeownership (i.e., assuming all household in the Canmore universe 

desire to become homeowners). To create this threshold, the following information will be used: 

• Median income figures for households in Canmore obtained from 1998 Taxfiler data (Statistics 

Canada). 

• Median selling prices (1998) for single-detached, duplex, and multi-family homes from Re/Max 

(Alpine Realty, Canmore). 

• Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation (CMHC) suggests that households should have no 

more than 3 2 % gross debt service ratio for mortgage debt. This assumes that payments for 

mortgage principle and interest, property taxes, and heating costs should amount to no more than 

32% of gross monthly household income.^^ 

Two thresholds for home ownership will be established, the first uses the lowest selling price for each 

class of home in 1998, and the second threshold uses the median selling price for each class of home 

in that year. This model is based on an 8.0% interest rate on a mortgage amortized over 25 years with 

a five-year term. Property taxes are 1% of purchase price and heating costs are estimated at $50 per 

month. Under this model, the only qualitying requirement for the mortgage is a 32% gross debt 

service ratio, and that they have the required 5% down payment and 3.5% mortgage insurance fee."''* 

The model assumes that all households in the Canmore universe are renters seeking to purchase a 

home, for the first time, in Canmore 

2̂ According to Regional Municipality' of Wood Buffalo, Communit}- Services Department, 2001 median market 
rents for Fort McMurray are expected to exceed rents m the Canmore / Banff area, becoming the most expensive 
rental market in .\lberta.. 
Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation, Wywrne Home! Mortgage and lj)an Insurance, 1998, 12-page pamphlet 
A 32% gross debt-to-service ratio includes principle plus interest costs as well as property' taxes, heating costs and 

V2 of condominium fees (if applicable). Taken together, these Items make up the monthly "carrying cost" of a 
mortgage loan. 
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Table 69 shows the results of these assumptions for each household group in Canmore. In each case, a 

home ownership threshold is established based on the median selling price and minimum selling price 

for single-family, duplex, and multi-family homes in 1998. According to this model, a greater 

proportion of husband-wife families would qualify for homeownership as first-time homebuyers than 

lone-parent and non-family households. Multi-family units are relatively more affordable, but only 

16% of lone-parent families and 7.3% of non-family households would qualify for a mortgage on a 

multi-family unit (based on median selling price). In contrast, 54% of husband-wife families would 

qualify for a mortgage on a median-priced multi-family unit in 1998. Single-detached homes are, on 

average, the most expensive form of housing in Canmore. As such, even dual-income households 

would have difficulty purchasing a home in Canmore (only 34% of husband-wife families in Canmore 

would have qualified for a mortgage on a single-detached home, based on the median selling price of 

$229,500). Husband-wife families find it relatively easier to attain home ownership in Canmore 

because of the fact that most of these households have two income earners.^' On the other hand, only 

6.5% of lone-parent households and 3% of unattached individuals would qualify for a mortgage on a 

median-priced single-family home in 1998. 

Table 70 reveals that homeownership would be very difficult to attain for the vast majority of single-

income households in Canmore (primarily lone-parent families and unattached individuals). In 1998, 

71% of lone-parent households and 83% of non-family households would not quality for a loan on the 

most inexpensive home, based on the mortgage financing criteria mentioned above. Figures 32-34 

show that the percentage of single-income earners able to afford a mortgage on a median-priced 

single-family or duplex home has steadily declined during the 1990s. The good news is that during 

this period, muhi-family units have remained affordable for a reladvely consistent 15-25% of lone-

parent families and 10-20% of non-family households. This may be due to an intermittent series of 

new, relatively more affordable, apartment-style condominium units listed on the market during this 

period.^^ Appendix B shows median selling prices for single-family, duplex, and multi-family units 

between 1991 and 1998. Also shown in Appendix B is the percentage of households able to purchase 

a home during this period, based on median selling price. 

'5 According to the 1998 census, 78% of the adult population in Canmore is m the paid workforce. Only 4.3% of 
adult permanent residents are homemakers (unpaid work at home) according to the civic census. 
Montane \"illage. Whiskey Jack Chalet, and Fairholme Lodge are the latest examples of new, relatively affordable 

entry-level housing in Canmore. These three multi-residential developments feature modest-sized two- and three-
bedroom condomimum umts with asking prices ranging from $110,000 to $135,000. 
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Table 69 Households that Could Potentially Purchase a Home in Canmore (1998) 

Husband-Wife Families (2,440 households, median income = $58,300) 

Household Household 
income req'd N°. of % of total income req'd N°. of % of total 

Median to purchase households households Minimum to purchase households households 
Type of Housinq Price (5% down) that aualifv that Qualify Price (5% down) that qualify that qualify 
Single-Detached $229,500 $73,007 820 33.6% $162,500 $52,240 1,405 57.6% 

Duplex $222,750 $70,913 880 36.1% $159,900 $51,435 1,430 58.6% 

Multi-Residential $179,500 $57,510 1,320 54.1% $125,000 $40,618 1,745 71.5% 

Lone-Parent Families (310 households, median income = $29,400) 

Household Household 
income req'd N°. of % of total income req'd N°. of % of total 

Median to purchase households households Minimum to purchase households households 
Tyoe of Housinq Price (5% down) that qualify that qualify Price (5% down) that qualify that qualify 
Single-Detached $229,500 $73,007 20 6.5% $162,500 $52,240 55 17.7% 

Duplex $222,750 $70,913 25 8.1% $159,900 $51,435 60 19.4% 

Multi-Residential $179,500 $57,510 50 16.1% $125,000 $40,618 90 29.0% 

Non-Family Households (1,850 households, median income = $20,300) 

Household Household 
income req'd N°. of % of total income req'd N°.of % of total 

Median to purchase households households Minimum to purchase households households 
Type of Housinq Price (5% down) that qualify that qualify Price (5% down) that qualify that qualify 
Single-Detached $229,500 $73,007 55 3.0% $162,500 $52,240 160 8.6% 

Duplex $222,760 $70,913 60 3.2% $159,900 $51,435 170 9.2% 

Multi-Residential $179,500 $57,510 135 7.3% $125,000 $40,618 320 17.3% 

Source: 1998 Taxfiler data and 1998 MLS sales data from Re/Max 
Income Required for Mortgage: Assumes 25-year mortgage with 5-year term, 8% loan interest, 5% downpayment. 
CMHC insured mortgage (3.5% of purchase price), monthly heating costs of $50, annual property taxes 1% of purchase price 

Note: Median price for duplex home is calculated as mid-point between 1997 and 1999 median sellinq prices. 
Actual 1998 median selling price $370,000 and has been adjusted here for trend consistency. 

Achieving homeownership in Canmore is very difficult for single-income earners, but it is also 

difficult for a significant proportion of husband-wife families. In 1998, approximately 42% of 

husband-wife households would not quality for a mortgage on the lowest-priced single-family home in 

Canmore, and 28% would not qualify for a mortgage on the lowest priced multi-family unit. 

By setting the threshold for homeownership in Canmore at the lowest priced home sold in that year, 

one can derive the number of households not able to afford a home in Canmore (assuming that all 

households are renter households seeking to purchase a home). According to the results shown in 

Table 70, a total of approximately 34% of households in Canmore do not earn sufficient enough 

income to qualify on a mortgage on the lowest priced home for sale in 1998. Once again, this model 

tests the total number of households able to qualify under the criteria mentioned above, and assuming 

that all households are renters seeking to purchase a home in Canmore. Translating this figure into an 

approximate number of local residents yields an estimated 4,118 people within this group - roughly 

42% of the total population of 9,711 residents in 1998. 
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Table 70 Households in Canmore unable to purchase a Home 

(Based on the Lowest Priced Home Sold 1998) ̂  

Type of 
household 

N-. of households 
unable to purchase 
lowest-priced home 

% of households 
unable to purchase 
lowest-priced home 

Estimated N-. of local 
residents affected 

(including children) ̂  , 

Husband-Wife 695 28% 2,016 

Lone-Parent 220 71% 572 

Non-Family 1,530 83% 1,530 

Total 2,445 53% 4,118 

' The least expensive home sold in Canmore in 1998 was $125,000 for a condominium unit. 

" Population estimates based on average household size (2.6 for lone-parents, 2.9 husband-wife) 

It is evident that the proportion of Canmore households that would qualify for a mortgage on the 

lowest priced home has decreased since 1996. Table 71 compares the lowest priced single-detached, 

duplex and multi-family homes for two, five-year periods: 1991-1995 and 1996-2000. Clearly, the 

homeownership threshold is continuing to rise in Canmore, with increase in prices ranging from 32% 

to 55%. At the same time, however, wages generally have not increased during this time period." 

Table 71 Homeownership Thresholds in Canmore 

Based on Lowest Priced Home Sold 1991-2000 

Year Single-Family Duplex Multi-Family 

1991 $95,000 $98,000 $68,000 

1992 $120,000 $109,000 $86,000 

1993 $93,000 $115,000 $83,500 

1994 $115,000 $122,500 $82,000 

1995 $115,000 $128,125 $80,875 

Average 
1991-1995 

$107,600 $114,525 $80,075 

1996 $115,900 $145,000 $77,500 

1997 $123,500 $150,000 $102,500 

1998 $162,500 $159,900 $125,000 

1999 $154,000 $200,000 $123,500 

2000 $156,500 $232,500 $114,000 

Average 
1996-2000 

$142,480 $177,480 $108,500 

% Increase 
Period 1-2 

32% 55% 36% 

" In the 1990s, wages have generally not kept up with inflation in most job sectors in Canada (excluding the high-
technology sector). Armine Yalnizyan, The Growing Gap: A report on growing inequality between the rich and poor in Canada, 
Centre for Social Justice, Toronto, 1998, p. ix. 
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Approximately 70% of homes in Canmore are owned by the person(s) residing within the unit. Thus, 

a sizable proportion of local residents are homeowners. An estimated 70% of homeowners in 

Canmore are currently paying a mortgage.'^ Some households (estimated at 30% of homeowners in 

Canmore) have paid off their mortgage, thus lowering their cost of living. Table 64 provides an 

indication of the relative level of housing hardship amongst the three household groups in Canmore. It 

also establishes thresholds for entry into the homeownership market based on minimum household 

income required to purchase a home. However, the model does not provide a clear idea of the actual 

number of renter households in Canmore that desire to become homeowners but cannot due to income 

constraints. According to a survey question in the 1996 civic census, 34% of renter households did 

not intend to purchase a home. The remaining 66% of renters were either planning to purchase a home 

(31.5%) during the next two years, or did not know (34.5%). The 1998 Canmore civic census reports 

that there were 1,070 housing units with a renter tenancy status. Assuming that renter households shut 

out of the homeownership market comprise the bulk of those who answered "no" or "not sure" to the 

1996 survey question, then approximately 700 renter households in Canmore (based on tenancy status 

of the home) were excluded from the homeownership market due to financial circumstances.^' 

Table 72 Percentage of Renters who can afford to buy a Starter Home (1998) 

City / Region Average 
Selling Price 
(All Units) ̂  

% o f 
Canadian 
Average 

Average 
Starter Home 

Price ̂  

% of Renters 
who can 

Afford to Buy 

Greater Vancouver $284,229 186% $234,739 19.6% 

Greater Toronto $233,734 153% $201,337 22.9% 

Canmore $226,505 148% $193,203 25.8% 

Victoria $219,380 144% $185,068 28.7% 

Calgary $162,660 106% $152,731 39.5% 

Canada ̂  $152,862 100% $125,568 31.4% 

' Canadian Real Estate Association, January to July 1998 cumulative residential sales 
' Re/Max Alpine Realty (Canmore), MLS residential sales for 1998 

" CMHC Market Analysis Center, Canadian Housing Markets, Third Quarter 1998 
' National percentages of renters able to buy is for metropolitan areas only. 

•* Percentage of Canmore renters able to purchase is based on mid-point between Toronto and Victoria. 

Table 72 shows an estimate of the percentage of renter households in Canadian cities that could afford 

to purchase a 'starter home". This analysis uses CMHC estimates of the percent of renters within the 

prime home buying age group of 20 to 44 years of age that have incomes high enough to purchase a 

starter home within a given real estate market. Estimates for Canmore are based on interpreting data 

from metropolitan areas with similar housing prices and selecting a mid-point. A starter home is a 

According to a reasonable esdmate that only 30°/o of homeowners in Canmore own their home "free and clear." 
''̂  "Financial reasons" include insufficient income to qualify for a mortgage loan, lack of sufficient down payment, 
credit difficulties, or high total debt ser\'ice ratio (above 40% of gross monthly income). 
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relative term that relates to the local market, and that these homes are typically purchased by first-time 

homebuyers with a down payment of less than 25%. 

The analysis shows that 26% of renters in Canmore can afford to purchase an average-priced starter 

home. Assuming a 30 / 70 renter versus homeowner split, then only 359 renter households in Canmore 

are able to afford to purchase a starter home.^° Of the 1,380 estimated renter households in Canmore 

in 1998, 74% (1,021 households) are effectively shut out of the local homeownership market. 

Households with equity from property that they have previously owned will have a relatively easier 

time purchasing a home in Canmore than will first-time homebuyers. According to CMHC, a major 

component of housing demand in Canada is the propensity of renters to purchase a home (first-time 

homebuyers)."" This means that as housing prices in Canmore continue to rise beyond the level 

affordable to most first-time homebuyers, local homebuilders will have to rely increasingly on "move-

up" buyers, investors and wealthy empty-nesters rather than first-time homebuyers. Second 

homebuyers and investors are driving an unknown, but likely significant, proportion of the local 

housing market. Many of these households are classified by the local census as "non-permanent 

residents". 

This calculation uses economic households as reported by Statistics Canada 1998 Family Income Data for 
Canmore (4,600 total households). 
A survey of the Calgary market in 2000 revealed that approximately 60% of those who intend to purchase a home 

currently rent their existing dwelling. The survey noted that first-time homebuyers are a primary target market for 
the home building industr\-. Canada Mortgage & Housing Corporation, Consumer Intentions to Buy or Renovate a Home: 
Calgary 2000, November 2000, p. 11 
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Figure 32 Lone-Parent & Non-Family Households 

able to Afford Median-Priced Detached Home 

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 

""^^Lone-Parent Families ~D~Non-Family Households 

Figure 33 Lone-Parent & Non-Family Households 

able to Afford Median-Priced Duplex 

0.0% 
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Lone-Parent Families -"Q""Non-Family Households 

Figure 34 Lone-Parent & Non-Family Households 

able to Afford Median-Priced Multi Unit 
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4.8 W ho is E x p e r i e n c i n g H o u s i n g Hardship in C a n m o r e ? 

''Groups with the least choice have the greatest need." 

CitySpaces Consulting 

During the past several months the author of this Master's Degree Project talked to dozens of local 

residents to get their point of view on the cost of living in Canmore/'' While circumstances may differ 

between various households, a common theme arose in these discussions: the high cost of living in 

Canmore is forcing many households to supplement their income in two ways. The first option is to 

increase household income by taking on additional paid work, usually a part-time job on top of a full-

time job. The second option is to lower their cost of living by renting out a portion of the home. 

Some households in Canmore may be utilizing both options. The irony for many local residents is that 

they are working longer hours than they typically would in a less expensive locale. This leaves less 

time to enjoy the abundant outdoor recreation opportunities available in a mountain community - an 

amenity that likely brought them there in the first place. 

Typically, single-income households are the hardest pressed financially. Most single-income earners 

in Canmore are renters, sharing rent with at least one other adult.'''' Some single parent households 

that are fortunate enough to own a home choose to rent out a portion of their home to supplement their 

income. The author met several single-parent homeowners that were seeking to rent a portion of their 

home to offset high mortgage payments. This appears to be a common occurrence for single-parent 

homeowners in Canmore according to long time residents.^' 

Even dual-income households are not immune from the burden of high shelter costs. Some of these 

households are supplementing their income by taking on part-time work in addition to their full-time 

jobs. Often, these households have children and earn just enough to meet basic living expenses with 

their full-time jobs. One parent related that she has taken on a part-time job to pay for such things as a 

hockey camp for her son and new clothing for her daughter. Although both of her children are now in 

grade school and she no longer has to pay daycare expenses, this family is still hard pressed 

financially. 

What is revealing about this and other similar stories is that even those households (dual-income) that 

statistically have greater capacity to meet Canmore's formidable cost of living are experiencing 

financial hardship. This indicates that the estimated number of households experiencing housing 

-*2 CirySpaces Consulting, Ltd., WlnstlerAffordableHousingNeedsAssessment, May 1997, p. 13 
This is information is anecdotal in nature and was not gathered using statistically valid random sampling methods. 
.According to Greg Thibeault, health inspector uith the Headwaters Health .\uthorin', overcrowded units are not 

uncommon in Canmore. He cited an example of nine people Hving in a townhouse and each paying a paying a 
portion of the $1,400 monthly rent. 
••̂  While looking for a place to rent during the summer of 1999, the author met several single-parents that had 
advertised a room for rent. The author also rented from a lone-parent family for several months earlier in 1999. In 
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hardship provided in Chapter 4 might be too low. If there were suitable, lower-priced alternatives in 

the local housing market, one could reasonably expect that some of these households would likely 

leave their current high rent or high mortgage situation. 

While these stories are not unique to Canmore, it appears that low- and middle-income households 

have had to make significant adjustments in both their work and home lives to make ends meet. Some 

households are making these adjustments out of choice. For example, some homeowner households 

rent a portion of their home out of choice, seeking to offset mortgage costs in this manner because it 

makes financial sense to do so. Some renters in Canmore (seasonal workers in this case) may choose 

to reside in the employee campground for the duration of the summer as a means of reducing the cost 

of rent and maximizing savings. These workers are willing to forego a certain amount of comfort in 

order to reduce monthly expenses. However, it appears that a significant number of households in 

Canmore are making these adjustments to their lifestyle because they have little choice and there are 

few alternatives.'"' 

Like households in other communities, both national and local economic forces affect families in 

Canmore. In other words, local residents have felt the impact of rising taxes and living expenses 

coupled with only marginal increases in wages during the past decade, an experience they share with 

other Canadian households. However, Canmore residents have also had to face a tight local rental 

market as well as the rising price of home ownership during the 1990s. 

Thus, the high cost of living in Canmore has had direct influence on the lifestyles of local residents. 

The response to the high cost of living is reflected in the tradeoff that people make regarding the 

amount of time spent earning income and the amount of time spent with family and friends. A 

household struggling with high housing costs is likely to have very little time available for recreation, 

leisure and volunteer work. Some households are paying very high rent or mortgage payments relative 

to their income in order to live in housing that is suitable to their needs. To make ends meet, however, 

many of these households are working harder and longer at their paid jobs, leaving less time for 

themselves, their friends and family, and their community. 

all cases, these lone-parent households felt that renting a portion of their home was the only method available to 
them to reduce shelter costs. 
This impression was gained from feedback from vanous helping agencies in Canmore as well as conversations 

with dozens of local residents. 
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The Social Impact of the High Cost of Living in Canmore 

''Canadian families have maintained their incomes during the past 20 years largely because of 

women in the workforce C 

Armine Yalnizyan, Centre for Social Justice 

The burden of the high cost of living in Canmore does not fall evenly on all households. The capacity 

for a household to affordably pay for rent or a mortgage payment is directly related to the level of 

household income. As such, single-income households are disproportionately represented amongst 

those experiencing housing hardship. As noted earlier in this report, it generally takes two incomes to 

affordably rent or pay mortgage on a home in Canmore. That is why so many single-income earners 

choose to share rent with other single-income earners. Single-income households fall into three 

groups: single adults, lone-parent families, and couples with one adult in the paid workforce. Data 

from Statistics Canada reveals that families headed by women are less able to afford housing in 

Canmore than their male counterparts. This is because women, on average, earn less than men do. 

Table 73 compares median incomes between female and male lone-parents. Females head 

approximately 84% of lone-parent families in Canmore, compared to only 16% headed by males. The 

gender breakdown for Canmore is nearly identical to both provincial and national figures.''^ Lone-

parent families headed by males typically earn more than households headed by females. As such, 

households headed by females are more constrained than their male counterparts in what they can 

affordably pay for rent, based on a 30% shelter cost-to-income ratio (STIR). 

Table 73 Gender Comparison for Lone-Parent Families in Canmore (1998) 

Male 
Parent 

Female 
Parent 

Number of lone-parent families ̂  50 260 

Proportion on all lone-parent families 16% 84% 

Median household income $42,100 $26,800 

Maximum affordable monthly rent 
based on median income 

$1,052 $670 

1998 Core Need Income Threshold 
for two-bedroom unit 

$34,500 $34,500 

' 1998 Family Data Tables for Canmore, Statistics Canada Taxfiler Data 

Young people are also disproportionately represented amongst those facing housing hardship. On 

average, incomes rise relative to spending after age 44. Before this time, however, persons between 

ages 25-44 are typically spending at a high level relative to income. This age range also corresponds 

Armine Yalmzyan, The Growing Gap: A Report on Growing Inequality Between the RJch and Poor in Canada, Centre for 
Social Justice, Toronto, 1998, p. 35. 
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to the prime home-buying years for most Canadians, but many young people are buying their first 

home later in life than previous generations/' It is interesting to note that, nationwide, 

homeownership rates have dropped since 1981 for people under age 50. At the same time, 

homeownership rates for persons above age 50 have increased (see Table 74). Because the cost of 
housing in the Bow Corridor is higher than the nationwide average, it is reasonable to expect that the 

average household in Canmore requires a longer period of time to save for a downpayment than 

households living in communities with less expensive housing. Thus, homeownership rates are 

expected to be lower than national figures. 

Table 74 Home Ownership Rates in Canada (1981 - 1991) 

Age Group 1981 1986 1991 

15-19 9.1% 10.0% 8.4% 

20-29 34.0% 31.7% 30.0% 

30-39 65.4% 62.4% 60.1% 

40-49 74.8% 73.4% 72.4% 

50-59 75.2% 75.6% 75.9% 

60-69 70.3% 72.2% 73.7% 

70+ 59.8% 60.7% 62.8% 

Total 62.1% 62.1% 62.6% 

Source: CMHC, Market Analysis Centre, December 1996 

Seasonal and temporary employees are another group that faces housing hardship in Canmore. 

Seasonal workers often arrive in Canmore without a job and without having found a place to live. 

Other workers quickly find work but do not have adequate funds for a security deposit and first 

month's rent. Unless they have made special arrangements with their landlord, or work for an 

employer that has staff accommodation, these workers have a limited set of options in finding shelter. 

These choices are:'" 

• Live in the employee campground (Wapiti Tents) until they save enough for rent and 

downpayment; 

• "Crash" with friends or family in Canmore for a month or two; 

• Obtain a cash advance from their employer for their immediate shelter costs, then offset living 

expenses by using the Bow Valley Food Bank and Canmore Soup Kitchen for the first few 

months; or, 

• Leave Canmore to seek employment in another community. 

In Alberta, the gender split for lone-parent families is 14.6% headed by males and 85.4% headed by females. 
National averages are 14 and 86% respectively. 
Steve Pomeroy and Greg Lampert, Developing a Downpayment Affordability Measure: Feasibility Study, CMHC Market 

Analysis Centre, December 1996. 
This list of choices was compiled after talking to various helping agencies in the Bow Corridor between March and 

November 1999. 
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Some of these workers may rely on the Bow Valley Food Bank or Canmore Soup Kitchen periodically 

to make ends meet. Others rely on the charity of local churches to help them find shelter. Reverend 

Catherine Maclean related that several transient workers arrived "on the doorstep of the Church" 

during the summer of 1998 looking for a place to sleep. 

According to social workers with Alberta Family and Social Services, the Bow Valley Food Bank is 

used by a variety of people experiencing financial hardship.As such, their clientele consist of the 

following people: 

• Seasonal workers; 

• Unemployed people; 

• Homeless persons; 

• Persons on income subsidy or fixed income; and, 

• Lone-parent and two-parent families experiencing difficulty paying monthly rent. 

Most of the users of the Food Bank are experiencing housing hardship according to Barbara Vieyra 

and Emily Smith, volunteer organizers at the Bow Valley Food Bank. They believe that patronage at 

the food bank is indicative of the number of people experiencing difficulty affording their rent.^^ A 

random sample of 90 client files at the Bow Valley Food Bank revealed that most clients of the food 

bank are renters with an average rent of $364 per month and average income of $519 per month. 

Typically, shelter costs for clients at the Bow Valley Food Bank occupy 63% of gross monthly 

income; well over the 30% Canadian standard for housing affordability.'^ About 60% of food bank 

clients are unemployed.Of those that are employed, many have just started work but are short of 

money while they wait for their first paycheque. Many of these clients are seasonal and temporary 

workers that arrive in the Bow Valley for the peak summer season. Most food bank users share rent 

with at least one other adult (45%), although a significant proportion live in a tent or car (16%), or in a 

hotel or motel room (6%). Thus, it appears that a significant number of clients at the Bow Valley 

Food Bank are also homeless (estimated at 20-25% of food bank users). Table 75 shows a breakdown 

of the rental status of food bank clients. Single males and females comprise 78% of food bank users; 

only 22% are families with children. A profile of food bank clients is presented in Figures 35 and 

'̂ Key informant interview vnth Beverly Turner and Kathy Dear, Alberta Family and Social Services, May 11, 1999. 
5- Key informant inter\'iew with Barbara \'ie\ra and Emily Smith, volunteers at the Bow \'alley Food Bank, May 3, 
1999.' 
5̂  Statistics from the Bow Valley Food Bank correlate closely with results from 1997 CMHC study of homelessness 
in Winnipeg. The study found that the majority of food bank users are "shelter poor", with most living in rental 
accommodation where rent consumes well over 50% of gross monthly income. More than half of those surveyed 
had monthly incomes under $500. Jeff Sloan and Dana Stewart, Shelter Ajfordabilit}̂  and Housing Needs: A Study of 
Winnipeg Food Bank Users, Decemlier 1997, pp. vi, ix. 
This phenomenon is not unique to Canmore. The Fort McMurray Food Bank reports that the majority of their 

clients are the 'working poor'. They have experienced a dramatic increase in usage since 1996 consistent with an 
influx of transient workers as well as significant increases in rent during this period. 
" Statistics compiled from records kept at the Canmore Food Bank. 
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Table 75 Rental Status of 

Clients at Bow Valley Food 

Bank 

Figure 35 Family Status of Clients at 

Bow Valley Food Bank 

Couple 
12% 

Rental Status Proportion 

Shared 45% 

Family 24% 

Camping/Car 16% 

Sole Renter 9% 

Motel/Hostel 6% 

Single Male 
59% 

Lone Parent 
10% 

Single 
Female 
19% 

Source: Random sample of 90 client 
files from Bow Valley Food Bank 
representing approximately 25% of 
total clients. Files were organized 
alphabetically by name and covered all 
clients since the inception of the food 
bank in 1996. 

Figure 36 Employment Status of Clients 

at Bow Valley Food Bank 

Unknov>/n 
2% 

Unemployed 
59% 

Employed 
39% 

Volunteers at the Bow Valley Food Bank report that clients are allowed to use the service up to six 

times per year, although a typical client will make use of the service four or five times per year. In 

fact, average usage is quite low (on a per-person basis) at less than two visits per year. Table 76 

shows usage rates at the Bow Valley Food Bank for the past three years. Most clients will use this 

service until they re-establish themselves financially. However, some households on fixed incomes or 

social assistance are habitual clients of the food bank because their incomes are not sufficient cover 

their food budget once rent is deducted. 

Table 76 Patronage Statistics at Bow Valley Food Bank 

1996-97 1997-98 1998-99 

Total clients served N/A 172 237 

Total hampers 
provided 

378 310 362 

Average number of N/A 1.8/ 1.5/ 
visits 

N/A 
person person 

Another indicator of housing need is the number of cases handled by Alberta Family and Social 

Services. Discussions with caseworkers revealed that their current monthly caseload is approximately 

120 clients. This figure is evenly distributed amongst three groups: "single employable adults", single 

Kev informant interview with Beverlv Turner and Kathv Dear, Alberta Farrulv and Social Services, Mav 11, 1999. 
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parents, and those on AISH or SFI.'' According to caseworkers at Alberta Family and Social 

Services, about 17 single parents and persons on AISH or SFI are on the waiting list for subsidized 
housing in Canmore.'* 

Families with young children are disproportionately affected by the high housing costs in Canmore. 

Like most families with children, these households feel the economic pressure for both adults to be 

working. Since their children are not in grade school yet, these households will likely have daycare 

expenses. The average monthly daycare fee for a family with two children enrolled is $ 1.000 - an 

amount many families are hard-pressed to afford. As such, most single-parent families cannot afford 

daycare without a subsidy.''' The economic pressure to work may also create social stress within the 

family - especially given the desire of many parents to spend more time with their children during 

infancy and early childhood. With both parents working, less time is available to spend with their 

children. There is also evidence that families with children may have a more difficult time finding 

rental accommodation in Canmore than other types of renters. This may be due to two reasons: 

1. 60% of rentals in the local paper are for shared accommodation and one-bedroom suites - a form 

of housing generally unsuitable for families with children; and, 

2. It is a landlord's market in Canmore. As such, many landlords are seeking "single, independently 

wealthy professional, preferably ... without any hobbies, interests, or passions that might track dirt 

in through the front door."'̂ '" 

Those who work or volunteer with various helping agencies in Canmore see evidence that the high 

cost of shelter is putting psychological and emotional pressure on local households.''' The high cost of 

living is influencing some couples having marital or partnership difficulties to stay together due to 

financial reasons. Deb Bennett, a social worker with Family and Community Support Services 

(FCSS), has noticed that people are coming together in Canmore, either as couples or roommates, due 

to financial pressures and not just for the traditional reasons of friendship or romance.*"" If they are 

romantically involved, a couple may move in together sooner than if they lived in a less expensive 

community. However, there may be relationship problems arising from these earlier-than-expected 

unions. Married or common-law couples, that are not getting along, may also stay together longer 

because of their household financial situation. 

Some members of the community have voiced their concern that as the price of housing continues to 

rise; Canmore will become a community of the very rich and the very poor - much as the town of 

Banff is perceived to have become. For residents at the bottom of the income scale in Canmore, the 

"̂ These families qualify' for Supports for Independent Living (SFI) and/or Assured Income for the Severely 
Handicapped (AISLI), both of which are administered by the Province of Alberta. 
5" Key informant interview with Bev Turner and Cathy Dear, Alberta Family and Social Services, May 11, 1999. 
5'-* Key informant interview with Shelley Gregorash, Canmore Community Daycare, April 26,1999. 
'•'"Jeff Gailus, "Maybe our 'housing crisis' is something else in disguise", article from Canmore Leader. 
''' Key informant interview with Brenda Caston, FCSS, June 9, 1999. 
Key informant interview with Deb Bennett, FCSS, May 18, 1999. 
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contrast between rich and poor may put a certain psychological pressure (i.e., feelings of failure) on 

residents earning low incomes. Deb Bennett provided an example of a lone-parent family living in 

Woodlands (a subsidized housing complex), whose home was across the street from obviously well to 

do families living in large homes. Unlike most small towns, Canmore has visible evidence of the stark 

contrast between rich and poor. In this sense, Canmore has a broad range of incomes and visible 

contrasts similar to what you can see in large Canadian cities. On the surface, Canmore has the 

appearance of a prosperous, middle-class town. However, if one digs a little deeper, you can also see 

evidence of poverty. Within the borders of Canmore you can see 3,000 ft^ homes on a world-class 

golf course, as well as people whose home is basically a tent and a fire pit. 

Homelessness in Canmore 

''I've found that homelessness results from addiction, illness, poverty and high rental prices, so 

that ultimately homelessness isn't the problem — these other issues are. 

Katherine Grant, Calgary Street Talk 

Homelessness exists in virtually every North American city. In the larger centers, homelessness is 

relatively more visible, often depicted as those who are making a living "on the streets" such as 

panhandlers, bottle collectors, and people sleeping on park benches. However, judging from the 

numbers reported by helping agencies in urban areas, it would seem that the majority of homeless 

people are 'invisible' to those who are not homeless. In rural areas and smaller centers such as 

Canmore, homelessness is not visibly evident, except perhaps to workers from local agencies that deal 

with poverty. But what exactly is "homelessness'? Is it a relative term that includes a broad range of 

people in need of housing? Does it exclude people with a roof over their head yet are just one 

paycheque away from begin out on the street? Should the definition of homelessness only include 

those who do not have a permanent address? 

As a part of the International Bill of Rights, the United Nations recognizes the fundamental 

importance of "a secure place to live for human dignity, physical and mental health and overall quality 

of life."^'' As such, this statement encourages governments to ensure that all of their citizens have 

access to adequate housing. Adequate housing includes the following attributes: adequate privacy, 

adequate space, adequate security, adequate lighting and ventilation, basic infrastructure, appropriate 

location with regard to work, and housing at a reasonable cost.*̂ ' The United Nations considers 

housing to be affordable when one can also satisfy other basic needs besides shelter costs. 

Katherine Grant, "Two cents: a thin edged coin", article from Calgaij Street Talk: A Spare Change Newsletter, \^)lume 
3, Number 11, November 1999, p. 4,13 
''̂  United Nations, Tact Sheet Nr. 21, The Human Right to Adequate Housing, 
http://www.unhchr.ch/htm/menu6/2/fs21.htm, December 2, 1999. The United Nations recognizes the challenge 
involved in recognizing social, economic and cultural 'rights' and that their implementation may be more problematic 
than recognition of basic human rights. 

Ibid. 
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The UN definition of homelessness includes those who are outright homeless (absolute homeless with 

no place to spend the night), as well as those that technically have a place to live but are living in 

substandard accommodation or are paying more than 30% of their income on rent. Literature on 

homelessness suggests that situations where people are forced to share rent, or live in overcrowded 

and/or substandard accommodation often precedes outright homelessness.''^ Those who are 

experiencing poverty are also more likely to experience homelessness.*^' Homelessness may also 

occur as a result of reduction of social support payments and medical care for those with mental 

illness.*"^ Thus, the UN definition encompasses a broad definition of homelessness. This study, 

however, uses a narrower definition that includes the following persons: 

• Those living in a campground, a vehicle, or hotel/motel/hostel; 

• Those whose night time residence is a public or private space not designed for accommodation; 

• Victims of abuse who are temporarily housed in the emergency shelter system; and, 

• Those who are living temporarily with friends or work acquaintances out of financial necessity.^^ 

Thus, households experiencing housing hardship according to CMHC's measure of "core housing 

need" are not counted as homeless persons by this MDP but are considered as households at risk of 

becoming homeless.'" However, the above definition does include a portion of the relative or near 

homeless population; those that may be living in housing that does not meet basic health and safety 

standards, as well as those living in single room occupancy hotel or motel rooms. Homelessness in 

Canmore likely captures a significant proportion of the transient population. According to the 2000 

civic census, approximately 5% (536 residents) had "unknown residency status". This figure has 

increased markedly from the 303 to 378 residents reported during 1997-99. 

Estimating the number of homeless people in Canmore is very difficult without an actual street count 

or administered longitudinal survey of local helping agencies. Anecdotal evidence suggests that the 

number of homeless people varies according to the season, reaching a peak during the summer. Based 

on the aforementioned definition, a conservative estimate of the number of homeless persons in 

Canmore would range from 75 in the winter to 200 in the summer. 

Jeff Sloan and Dana Stewart, Siielter Affordability and Housing Needs: A Study of Winnipeg Food Bank Users, December 
1997, p. 59. 
''•̂  National Coalition for the ffomeless, Ŵho is Homeless, NCH Fact Sheet N". 3, published by the National Coalition 
for the Homeless, February 1999. See also: Armin Preiksaitis and Norm Connolly, Community Plan on Homelessness for 
the Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo, 2000-2003, Armin Preiksaitis & Associates, December 2000, pp. 17-32. 
So called "deinstitutionalization" results from releasing persons with chronic or severe mental illness into the 

community as part of helping them integrate mto broader society. However, without adequate community support 
systems (e.g., counseling ser\'ices and housing), these people are at nsk of becoming homeless. City of Grande 
Praine, Housing Needs Assessment 1998, Family & Commumty Support Services, Rachelle Grumbach (Researcher), 
December 8, 1999. 
'''̂  This group also includes \actims of domestic violence who can no longer live at their former place of residence for 
safety reasons. 
Double counting is always a risk when trying to estimate the number of homeless people within a community. 

Obviously most homeless persons are likely to be in core housmg need, but this method of gaugmg overall housing 
hardship was deemed too broad for estimating the number of homeless persons in Canmore. 
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To get a better understanding of the nature of homelessness and poverty in Canmore, a series of 

interviews were held with both volunteers and patrons of the Canmore Soup Kitchen. The Soup 

Kitchen is operated by a group of volunteers headed by Brian McClure - a chef at the Four Points 

Sheraton in Canmore. The Soup Kitchen began operation in December 1998 with the support of the 

Canmore Ministerial Association and Alberta Mental Health." It operates out of the Canmore 

Lutheran Church. Initially, the Soup Kitchen offered meals only one night per week. However, 

volunteer interest and donations have grown to the point where they now offer meals three nights per 

week'". In 1999, the Soup Kitchen served anywhere from 15-25 meals per night. McClure says that 

there is a growing awareness among local residents that there are, in fact, homeless people in 

Canmore. This has led to generous donations and monetary support from private citizens, local 

businesses, and other helping agencies. 

McClure describes the typical client as one of Canmore's "working poor." That is, most Soup Kitchen 

clients work at low paying jobs but do not earn enough to be financially self-sufficient. This group 

comprises approximately 85% of the clientele at the Soup Kitchen.'^ The balance of their clientele 

consists of those who cannot work or who are unable to hold a job, as well as those on social 

assistance. There are seasonal variations in their clientele. In the summer, many of their patrons are 

seasonal workers who are short of money and are waiting for their first cheque. These people are 

generally under age 30 and are living in spaces that have inadequate cooking facilities. On the other 

hand, the winter clientele consists of long-term residents who may be temporarily unemployed. Most 

are single males working in the construction industry who are unemployed and waiting for their first 

Employment Insurance cheque. Judging from the fact that many of the jobs in Canmore are seasonal 

(i.e., temporary) in nature, homelessness will continue to be a structural part of the local economy. 

Some clients of the Soup Kitchen have mental health problems, which further exacerbates their tough 

financial situation.'" Infrequently, single parents, aboriginal Canadians and the elderly also make use 

of the Soup Kitchen. 

Many patrons also make use of the Bow Valley Food Bank to supplement their income. This is 

because there is a close relationship between housing hardship and food bank usage. Since shelter 

costs are fixed, households on fixed or declining incomes alter their food budgets out of necessity to 

make ends meet. To supplement this shortfall, these households will often make use of food banks 

and/or community kitchens.'" Similar to the situation at the food bank, most clients will use the Soup 

Kitchen only intermittently (e.g., between jobs or paycheques). 

7' According to Brian McClure, Alberta Mental Health stopped funding the Soup Kitchen early in 1999; about the 
same time they stopped funding the Calgary Drop-In Centre. 
As of November 1999, meals are offered on Monday, Thursday, and Saturday evenings. 
Key informant mterview with Brian McClure, Canmore Soup Kitchen, November 11, 1999. 

"'̂  Brian McClure related that many of the people with mental health problems have "fallen between the cracks." 
That is, thev are not sick enough to be instimtionaHzed, yet cannot fuUy participate in the local job market. 

]eff Sloan and Dana Stewart, Shelter Affordability and Housing Needs: A Study of Winnipeg Food Bank Users, December 
1997, p. 26. 
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Clients of the Canmore Soup Kitchen include both the homeless and "pre-homeless" - those persons 

living in crowded, substandard conditions, tents, hotel and motel rooms. Most of these people have 

virtually no savings and are living on a financial time horizon that doesn't extend beyond the next 

paycheque. There are patrons at the Soup Kitchen that are living "in the bush" near Canmore. 

McClure noted that most homeless people have significant financial hurdles that must be overcome 

before one achieves greater levels of housing 'security.' These hurdles or "transition windows" 

include finding a steady job, and saving enough money for a damage deposit plus first month's rent. 

These financial challenges become even more difficult if one has mental health or substance abuse 

problems to overcome. Many of the homeless do not posses everyday "life skills" that most adults 

take for granted such as opening a bank account, balancing one's budget, or saving a portion of one's 

paycheque. Some of Canmore's homeless people go to Calgary, at least temporarily. Calgary has a 

number of helping agencies providing food and/or shelter such as the Drop-in Centre, Mustard Seed, 

Calgary Urban Projects Society, and the Salvation Army. In addition, temporary shelters have been 

set up by the City of Calgary to house the infiux of semi-skilled workers looking to find work in the 

city's buoyant economy. However, the city also offers dangers such as higher crime, drug and alcohol 

abuse on a scale much higher than a smaller center. One homeless person related that he has a better 

chance of finding work and living without fear of crime in Canmore than in the big city - a quality that 

also attracts relatively wealthier residents to Canmore. 

Other hurdles faced that may be faced by those who are homeless include income, racial, gender or 

age discrimination. Solid evidence is not yet available that suggests that these forms of discrimination 

exist in Canmore. Thus, the extent of discrimination within the local rental and employment markets 

is unknown. However, one local renter remarked that the 'ideal' tenant in the minds of many 

landlords in Canmore is a clean cut professionally employed single adult with no pets. Because of 

Canmore's robust economy and low unemployment rate, discrimination is likely more prevalent in the 

housing market. Discrimination in rental markets likely varies on how 'tight' the local market is in 

terms of vacancy rates.It follows that discrimination is more likely to occur in a rental market with a 

low vacancy rate than one in which landlords have a surplus of available units. In Canmore, vacancy 

rates have been very low during the 1990s (see Chapter 4), and anecdotal evidence suggests that some 

discrimination does occur within the local rental market. According to Jim Ridley of Positive People 

Placement, seasonal and contract employees may experience difficulty in finding suitable rental 

accommodation because landlords are unwilling to lease or rent to people who need a unit for less than 

six months.̂ ** Thus, the issues of barriers to housing (i.e., housing access) due to discrimination and 

housing affordability are interwoven. Canmore has the economic ingredients, in terms of high shelter 

Key informant interview with "Keith", a long-term unofficial resident of Canmore sharing space in a van with 
another homeless person, November 11, 1999. 
77 Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation, Housing a Diverse Society: Access and Affordability Issues for Canada, report 
prepared by Greg Mason, Prairie Research Associates Inc., and the Department of Economics at the University of 
Manitoba, November 2, 1995, p. 14 
7" Key informant intervaew with jim Ridley, Positive People Placement, March 22, 1999 
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costs and low vacancy rates, which may be a precursor to income discrimination in the local housing 

market. 

In order to gain insight into homelessness in Canmore, interviews were conducted with two patrons of 

the Canmore Soup Kitchen. These interviews are not intended to present a comprehensive cross-

section of homeless persons in Canmore. Rather, it is to present the issue from the perspective of two 

people who have experienced homelessness and gain insight into the present situation in the Bow 

Corridor. The names of both persons have been changed to protect the individual and maintain 

confidentiality. 

"Darlene" is a recovering alcoholic who periodically volunteers her time at the Canmore Soup 

Kitchen where she provides counseling to other homeless people. She has lived intermittently in both 

Canmore and Calgary. She feels that affordable housing is only part of the solution to homelessness. 

She believes that most homeless people need assistance preparing budgets and learning the basics of 

financial planning. Some lack confidence in conducting a job search. Others might need help with 

addiction problems or mental health problems. Counseling for depression and loneliness is also 

needed as part of helping the homeless develop a social support network - an element she feels is 

necessary for the happiness and psychological well-being of an individual. Darlene remarked that 

when she was depressed and going through difficult financial times, she hardly noticed the beauty of 

the surrounding area, the mountains and forests, the clean air. The Soup Kitchen provided an open, 

non-judgmental environment that helped Darlene cope with being homeless. Thus, her reasons for 

coming to the Soup Kitchen not only included nutrition, but the friendly, relaxed atmosphere. 

Originally a native of Ontario, "Keith" has lived in the Bow Corridor for 12 years. He is a 

commercial and residential painter who usually finds contract work in the construction industry. He 

and another friend (also homeless) live outside Canmore using a vehicle as temporary living space. 

His sole means of transportation is a well-worn pedal bike that is equipped to carry a small amount of 

luggage. Homeless people, he says, have a relatively more difficult time finding work than those who 

have a fixed address and a telephone. Being without a telephone makes it singularly difficult to carry 

out a job search. Finding steady work, particularly for "single employable adults" is perhaps the most 

important task for those wishing to live in the Bow Corridor. He also noted that the homeless face a 

significant challenge, both logistically and financially, just staying clean. For Keith, just taking 30 

showers per month, a not unreasonable number when working as a laborer, will cost $60 per month if 

one uses the Canmore Recreation Centre. Clean clothes and a presentable appearance are a 

prerequisite for most jobs, and is particularly important when conducting a job search. Thus, homeless 

people also have to try to find money to wash and dry their laundry. In addition, basic pleasures such 

as cooking a simple, nutrifious meal for oneself become daunting challenges for homeless people. 

Without a refrigerator, the safe storage of food becomes impossible. Access to limited cooking 

facilities may be relatively easier, but still presents the problem of food storage. It's no use cooking 

leftovers without a place to keep them. Money is rarely available for "luxury" items such as vitamins, 
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prescription drugs, and toiletries. Simple pleasures most Canadian take for granted such as a 

bathroom, a comfortable place to sleep, and a light at night so one can read a book, are not always 

available to homeless people. Keith mentioned that since he does not have a car, he has felt isolated 

and "trapped" in a few of the places he has worked in the Bow Corridor such as Sunshine Village, 

which provides on-hill accommodation for their staff 

Homeless people often face periods of unemployment. Unless one has worked enough weeks to 

qualify for Employment Insurance, there are few options to temporarily supplement their income. 

Keith remarked that as an unemployed single adult, it is very difficult to obtain welfare in Alberta. 

Maximum social assistance for a person in circumstances similar to Keith's will only receive $397 per 

month.''' He mentioned that some people have become homeless in Canmore because they have 

difficulty getting over the financial hurdle of first month's rent plus damage deposit. Often, they get 

caught in the long-term bind of continuing to work in a low-paying job, yet not earning enough to 

accumulate adequate savings for rent and damage deposit. 

In closing, Keith remarked that he believes that Canmore has the attitude: "If you're poor, we don't 

want you here." He cites the $50 fine for panhandling and $100 fine for illegal camping as example of 

official intolerance toward homeless people. In spite of this, Keith feels that Canmore is fortunate 

because it has kind and caring individuals, like the volunteer organizers at the Soup Kitchen. 

According to Alberta Family and Social Services, the standard welfare allowance for one adult with no children is 
$229/month as of February 1, 1999. Maximum shelter allowance for those "expected to work" is $168/month. 
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H O U S I N G F O R E C A S T C 

C h a p t e r % J 

This chapter provides a forecast of the need for affordable housing in Canmore including the number 

and types of housing units that will be required as the town reaches a theoretical 'buildout' population 

of 25-30,000 people. Deriving this forecast requires combining data from the previous three chapters. 

An estimate of present and future housing demand is derived from Chapter 2 and 4. Subtracting the 

estimated supply of affordable housing (derived in Chapter 3 and 5) from the demand for affordable 

housing provides an estimate of the number of affordable units that is required now and in the future. 

By projecting the number of affordable units that could feasibly be built on land currently designated for 

this type of housing, and then comparing this figure to the estimated demand, a housing 'gap' or 

shortfall can be derived. To accomplish this, distinctions are made between "perpetually affordable" 

housing, market "entry-level" housing, and "employee housing" constructed on land with Employee 

Housing District zoning. 

As was done in previous chapters, data from Statistics Canada Family Income Tables for 1991-1998 is 

combined with data from the local civic census to produce an overall picture of the unmet need for 

housing affordable to low- and moderate-income earners. This data is used to produce a projection of 

the number of units that will be required five years hence (2005) and at theoretical full build out of the 

town in 2015. This chapter will endeavor to show that housing demand is closely linked to growth in 

the local economy. To do this, a forecast from the 1998 Canmore Commercial Inventory and 

Redevelopment Study wiW be used to derive an estimate of housing demand driven by future 

commercial growth. 



5.1 Te r m i n o l o g y 

Affordable Generally, rent or mortgage payments that do not exceed 30% of household gross 
monthly income. CMHC uses a 32% measure for mortgage payments if heating 

costs and 50%i of condominium payments are included.' 

Affordable Housing that is affordable to low- and moderate-income earners in Canmore. 

Housing Low-income earners are defined as households earning between 0% and 50% of 
area median income. Moderate-income earners are households earning between 

50% and 100% of area median income. 

Perpetually Rental or ownership housing that is affordable to low and/or moderate income 

Affordable households over the long term. Individuals or families that purchase perpetually 

Housing affordable units forgo enhanced values associated with the land and/or dwelling 

unit in order to maintain lower monthly occupancy costs. This benefit is passed on 

to subsequent purchasers of the unit if it is sold. Typically, both land tenure and 

legal mechanisms are used to ensure that units remain affordable over the long 

term, thus serving a broad community interest." 

Entry-Level Housing that provides reasonably priced homeownership opportunities in 

Housing Canmore. Town Council considers entry-level housing to be accommodation that 

is appropriate to the current and anticipated needs of low to moderate income 

Canmore residents. Both single-family and multi-family units may qualify as 

entry-level housing. In the case of single-family units, the provision of a 

secondary suite is normally required to qualify as entry-level housing."* The real 

estate industry generally considers entry-level housing to describe that portion of 

the local housing market that is in the lowest 25% of real estate prices. 

Employee These are residential units that are built and/or operated for the sole purpose of 

Housing housing employees of a commercial, industrial, or institutional enterprise located 

in Canmore.'' 

' In North America, the 30% measure is a generally accepted benchmark for gauging housing affordability. 
2 A similar definition appears in the Town of Canmore Municipal Development Plan, Bylaw 30-98, September 1998, pp. 
1.5-1.6. 
3 Ibid. p. 1.6. 
-•Ibid. p. 1.6. 
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T e r m i n o l o g y (continued) 

Inclusionary Inclusionary zoning requires a commercial or residential developer to include 

Zoning additional features (over and above the usual density, built-form and aesthetic 

requirements) before approval is granted, for large developments, inclusionary 

zoning typically requires a developer to provide a certain number of units that are 

affordable to low- and moderate-income households as part of the overall plan. 

Both Silver Tip Resort and Three Sisters Resort have inclusionary zoning 

requirements regarding secondary suites, entry-level housing and employee 

housing. 

Gross Floor The floor area of a building as measured by the exterior of the building envelope. 

Area This includes the internal, leasable floor area as well as walls, stairwells, utility and 

service ducts. 

Net Floor Area The floor area of leasable space within a building. Thus, it typically includes all 

interior space that is usable for the tenant or owners and, therefore, does not 

include walls, stairwells, utility and service ducts. 
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5.2 The Link between H o u s i n g Demand and Employment G r o w t h 

Employment Generation Ratios used in other Mountain Communities 

As shown in Chapter 2, housing demand is closely linked to growth in employment. This conclusion is 

supported by empirical evidence gathered from other rapidly growing communities in Canada.' A 

number of Canadian resort communities that have experienced tight housing markets have sought to 

understand the link between commercial growth and housing demand. In the Resort Municipality of 

Whistler and in both Banff and Jasper townsites, this "link" is expressed as a ratio of the number of 

employees generated by a specific amount of new commercial development. In Banff, the ratio used to 

estimate the demand for new housing units is expressed in terms of the number of "bed units" or 

"bedrooms" that will result from the construction of new commercial space. Table 77 shows a 

comparison of employment generation figures for Banff and Jasper townsites. The wording of the ratios 

has been altered to avoid confusion and allow for comparison. In other words, a typical ratio appearing 

in either the Banff or Jasper Land tJse Bylaw (LUB) is "one bedroom per 10 hotel rooms." This ratio 

has been rewritten for easier comprehension and is expressed as "one employee per 10 rooms." Banff s 

standards are similar to Jasper's because at one time Parks Canada administered planning and 

development services for the Town of Banff as it continues to do for Jasper townsite. 

Table 77 Employee Generation Ratio for Banff and Jasper 

Commercial Land Use Banff ̂  Jasper 

Visitor Accommodation 

Hotels with 1-59 rooms: 
1 employee per 10 rooms 

Hotels with 60-100 rooms: 
1 employee per 8 rooms 

Hotels over 100 rooms: 
1 employee per 6 rooms 

Hotels with 1-59 rooms: 
1 employee per 10 rooms 

Hotels with 60-100 rooms: 
1 employee per 8 rooms 

Hotels over 100 rooms: 
1 employee per 6 rooms 

Hostels 1 employee per 10 rooms N/A 

Food & Beverage 1 employee per 20 m̂  (215 ft̂ ) GFA 1 employee per 20 m̂  (215 ft̂ ) GFA 

Retail Stores & Retail 
Services 

1 employee per 100 m̂  (1,076 ft̂ ) of GFA 1 employee per 100 m̂  (1,076 ft') of GFA 

Professional, Health, 
Financial, Office Services 1 employee per 50 m̂  (538 ft̂ ) of GFA 1 employee per 50 m' (538 ft') of GFA 

Warehousing 1 bedroom per 200 m̂  (2,153 ft̂ ) of GFA 1 bedroom per 200 m' (2,153 ft') of GFA 

Transportation Services 0.5 employees per added service vehicle N/A 

Government & 
Institutional Uses 

1 employee per 200 m'(2,153 ft') of GFA 1 employee per 200 m'(2,153 ft') of GFA 

' Banff figures are for new or expanded facilities and do not include floor area of existing commercial use. 

5 The housing needs assessment prepared by CirySpaces Consulting for the Resort Municipality of Whisder established 
that the demand for housing is closely interwoven with the grovrth in employment in the local economy. CitySpaces 
Consulting Ltd., Backgrounder #2: Housing Demand, May 1997, p. 7. In the mountain parks, limits on future commercial 
growth have been stipulated for both Banff and lasper townsites. The rationale is that by capping commercial growth, 
limits will be placed on ecologically harmful human activin- in Banff and Jasper National Parks. 
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In both townsites, employee housing requirements 'kick-in' when a non-residential development is 

"substantially enlarged, increased in capacity, or intensified in use."*' In most cases, the financial 

commitment to build these units rests with the developer. Businesses are required to do the same if they 

own the building they operate their business in, and choose to physically expand their operations. 

Government offices and other public institutions in Banff and Jasper are also obligated to provide 

employee housing as part of physical expansion of their operation. 

The Resort Municipality of Whistler applies an "employee generation calculation" to determine the 

number of employees generated by three types of commercial development: hotels, industrial and 

service industrial, and general commercial. These calculations are shown in Table 78. 

Table 78 Ennployee Generation Ratios for Whistler, BC - Land Use Bylaw 

Commercial Land Use Employee Generation Calculation 

(Land Use Bylaw) 

Hotels 
1 employee for every 5 rooms 

(0.2 employees / room) 

General Commercial 

(office, retail, medical) 

1 employee for every 50 m̂  

(538 ft^) of gross floor area 

Industrial & Service Industrial 
(warehousing) 

1 employee for every 250 m̂  

(2,691 ft^) of gross floor area 

In 1997, the Resort Municipality of Whistler (RMOW) conducted a study to determine the number of 

employees working at each of the resort's nine hotels. They grouped these hotels into two classes, "full 

service" and "limited service'' hotels. Full service hotels were found to generate the most employees on 

a per-room basis, i.e., 0.91 employees for every hotel room. On the other hand, "limited service hotels" 

were found to generate only 0.42 employees for every guestroom. Since 1997, RMOW has applied 
these standards to predict the number of employees generated by commercial land use. Table 79 shows 

the modified calculation now used by RMOW. 

Table 79 Employee Generation Ratio for Whistler, BC - Modified Formula 

Land Use Typology Employee Generation Calculation 
(modified formula) 

Full Service Hotel 
1 employee for every 1.2 rooms 
(0.83 employees / room) 

Limited Service Hotel 
1 employee for every 3 rooms 

(0.33 employees / room) 

General Commercial 

(office, retail, medical) 

1 employee for every 18 m̂  

(194 ft') of gross floor area 

Industrial & Service Industrial 
(warehousing) 

1 employee for every 75 m' 

(807 ft^) of gross floor area 

Town of Banff, l^nd Use Bylaw, pp. 77-79, 1998. 
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Deriving an Employment Generation Ratio for Canmore 

Deriving an employment generation ratio requires combining population data from the 1998 civic 

census with commercial floor area figures from a 1998 commercial inventory study. The total number 

of employees working within the Town will be divided into the total commercial floor area to derive an 

employment generation figure. 

According to the civic census, there were 7,283 adult residents living in Canmore on a permanent basis 

in 1998. This represents exactly 75% of the total population of 9,711 permanent residents. The 

remaining 2,428 residents are children below age 18. As was shown in Chapter 2, 78%) of the adult 

population (5,682 residents) are in the paid workforce, either on a full-time, part-time, or seasonal basis. 

This figure is comparable to Whistler, where 77% of the population in the workforce. Tables 80 and 81 

show a breakdown of employment status and location of employment for local residents. 

Table 80 Employment Status 

(Permanent Residents, 1998) 

Table 81 Location of Employment 

(Permanent Residents, 1998) 

Status 1998 % 

Full Time 4,857 66.7% 

Part Time 633 8.7% 

Seasonal 192 2.6% 

Retired 830 11.4% 

Homemaker 277 3.8% 

Unemployed 225 3.1% 

Other 44 0.6% 

Adult Student 41 0.6% 

Unknown 184 2.5% 

Total 7,283 100.0% 

Source: Canmore Civic Census, 1998 

Location 1998 % 

Canmore 3,328 56.4% 

Banff 1,247 21.1% 

Calgary 230 3.9% 

Cochrane 7 0.1% 

Bow Corridor 270 4.6% 

Other Alberta 131 2.2% 

British Columbia 29 0.5% 

Merely & K-Country 47 0.8% 

Other 63 1.1% 

Unknown 181 3.1% 

At Home 366 6.2% 

Total 5,899 100.0% 

According to the census, there were 5,899 adult residents living in Canmore on a permanent basis that 

were employed in some way. This figure differs somewhat from the 5,682 adult residents working full-

time, part-time or seasonally, as shown in Table 80. The discrepancy between these two tables is likely 

due to the certain amount of error on the part of local residents in answering questions posed by census 

takers concerning location of employment and employment status.' 

Simply dividing the total commercial floor space in Canmore by the total number of residents in the 

paid workforce would overstate the number of employees generated by institutions and businesses 

within the town limits. Doing so would ignore the fact that 37% of Canmore employees work outside 

the town (either in Banff or elsewhere in the region). According to the 1998 census, there were 3,328 

^ Conversation with Shirlev Ketterer, coordinator of the Canmore Civic Census, 1997-2001 
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residents working within Canmore. It is this figure that will be used to derive a local employment 

generation ratio.* 

Table 82 shows overall employee generation ratios for Canmore. These are expressed as the amount of 

commercial and institutional space required to generate one additional employee working within the 

town limits. According to this analysis, one employee is generated for every 554 square feet (51 m̂ ) of 

combined commercial and institutional gross floor area, based on data for 1998. 

Table 82 Employee Generation Ratios for Canmore 

(All employment sectors - 1998) 

Commercial District Gross Floor Area 
(ft') 

Net Floor Area 

(ft') 

Town Centre ' 
Gateway ̂  
Bow Valley Trail' 
Transition Business District' 
Elk Run & Bow Meadows ̂  
Palliser Area Structure Plan (Estimated) 
Three Sisters Resort 
Silver Tip Resort 
Other commercial (Estimated) 

344,164 
166,159 
765,756 
137,148 
359,676 
50,000 

0 
0 

20,000 

268,753 
125,105 
579,024 
104,797 
323,639 
37,500 

0 
0 

15,000 

Total 1,842,903 1,453,818 

Current number of permanent residents 
working within Canmore (ail sectors) ̂  

3,328 3,328 

Employee Generation Ratio: 
Average commercial and institutional floor 
area per employed resident working within 

Canmore 

One employee per 
554 ft' (51 m̂ ) of 
commercial and 
institutional GFA 

One employee per 
437 ft' (41 m') of 
commercial and 

institutional NFA 

Source 1: Norm Connolly, Canmore Commercial Inventory and Redevelopment Study, 02/99 
Source 2: EcoLink Consultants, Intensification Study of Elk Run/Bow Meadows Industrial Park, 12/98 
Source 3: Town of Canmore, Civic Census, 05/98 
Note: These figures include all commercial and institutional floor space within commercial districts. 
Institutional floor space includes government offices, churches, and other public buildings. 

However, the ratio shown in Table 82 does not differentiate employee demand based on the type of land 

use. Clearly the expansion of a warehouse by 1,000 ft^ is likely to require fewer workers than a retail 

outlet that is expanding by a similar area. Similarly, a lOOO-m̂  church is likely to have fewer 

employees than a 1,000-m̂  restaurant. Thus, differentiating the type of land use results in a more 

accurate estimation of the number of employees generated by various types of non-residential 

development. This methodology has been used by Banff, Jasper and Aspen Colorado to estimate the 

"employment effecf resulting from the expansion of various sectors within the local economy. 

Table 83 provides an employee generation ratio for the visitor accommodation, food and beverage 

sectors. According to this measure, one employee is generated for every 952 square feet (88 m̂ ) of 

The 266 residents that worked from home in 1998 have not been included in these calculations since this type of 
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gross floor area in these sectors. One should keep in mind that this is an overall ratio and does not 

reflect the fact that there is variability in the number of employees generated by various types of 

restaurants, hotels and lodges. In addition, the number of employees required by a hotel will vary 

according to the number of rooms and the level of customer service provided. For example, Banff 

Springs Hotel requires approximately 1,300 employees for its 1,000-room hotel, a ratio of more than 

one employee per room. The relatively large number of employees is directly related to the high level 

of service this hotel provides for its customers. The Banff Springs Hotel also has extensive convention 

and dinning facilities. In comparison, the 100-room Quality Inn in Canmore requires only 12 

employees during peak season. This hotel provides a more modest level of customer service and has a 

ratio of one employee per eight rooms. Jim Muir, a board member with the Canmore Tourism Board, 

commented that a smaller hotel of 42 rooms requires only 14 employees in total, 10 full-time and 4 part-

time. Four additional employees are required for this hotel during the peak summer season. As such, 

this type of hotel has an employee ratio of one employee for every three rooms.' 

Table 83 Employee Generation Ratios for Canmore 

(Visitor accommodation, food and beverage only - 1998) 

Commercial District Gross Floor Area 
(ft') 

Net Floor Area 
(ft') 

Town Centre ̂  
Gateway ' 
Bow Valley Trail ^ 
Transition Business District ̂  
Elk Run & Bow Meadows ' 
Palliser Area Structure Plan (Estimated) 
Three Sisters Resort 

Silver Tip Resort 
Other commercial (Estimated) 

74,638 
22,042 
555,243 
5,811 
15,532 
50,000 

0 

0 
20,000 

58,476 
16,421 

419,845 
4,440 
13,982 
37,500 

0 
0 

15,000 

Total 743,266 565,664 

Current number of permanent residents working 
within Canmore (Food and accommodation) ̂  

781 781 

Employee Generation Ratio: 
Average floor area of visitor accommodation, 
food and beverage per employed resident 
working within Canmore 

One employee per 
952 ft' (88 m̂ ) of 
commercial space. 

One employee per 
724 ft^ (67 m̂ ) of 
commercial space 

Source 1: Norm Connolly, Canmore Commercial Inventory and Redevelopment Study, 02/99 
Source 2: EcoLink Consultants, Intensification Study of Elk Run/Bow Meadows Industrial Park, 12/98 
Source 3: Town of Canmore, Civic Census, 05/98 

The ratios presented in Tables 82 and 83 can also be used to estimate the additional housing demand as 

a result of new commercial and institutional floor space.'" The employment generation ratio implies 

employment is less likely to be directly generated by additional commercial and institutional space in Canmore. 
' Key informant interview with Jim Mtoir, Canmore Tourism Board, April 1999. 

Institutional space has been included with commercial space because both t\'pes of land use generate employment. 
Instimrional space includes government offices, churches and other public buildings (e.g. libraries, museums). 
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that additional employees will be required as private businesses or the public sector physically expand 

their operations. A related assumption is that as each new employee is hired, an additional "bed unit" 

will be required. Thus, commercial and institutional expansion will inevitably lead to increased demand 

for new housing units. An estimation of the minimum number of new housing units generated by 

employment growth is based on the average number of bed units within a given dwelling unit, as 

reported by the local census. 

Table 84 shows the estimated number of employees generated at full buildout, under a "most likely" 

commercial growth scenario." These projections are based on the assumption that the present 

composition of the local workforce will remain at current percentages. 

Table 84 Projected Employees Generated at Full Commercial Buildout 

(All employment sectors) 

Commercial District Gross Floor Area 
(ft') 

Net Floor Area 
(ft') 

Town Centre ̂  
Gateway ̂  
Bow Valley Trail ̂  
Transition Business District ̂  
Elk Run & Bow Meadows ' 
Palliser Area Structure Plan (Estimated) 
Three Sisters Resort - All Sites ̂  
Silver Tip Resort" 
Other commercial (Estimated) 

746,100 
1,501,319 
4,394,940 
313,967 

1,056,058 
400,000 
659,950 
681,615 
50,000 

570,204 
1,126,475 
3,300,912 
237,411 
950,442 
300,000 
494,962 
511,211 
37,500 

Total 9,143,999 7,529,117 

Estimated number of permanent residents 
working within Canmore (all sectors) 

16,505 17,229 

Employee Generation Ratio: 
Average commercial and institutional floor area 
per employed resident working within Canmore 

One employee per 
554 ft' (51 m') of 
gross floor area 

One employee per 
437 ft' (41 m') of 
net floor area 

Source 1: Norm Connolly, Canmore Commercial Inventory and Redevelopment Study, 02/99 
Source 2: EcoLink Consultants, Intensification Study of Elk Run/Bow Meadows Industrial Park, 12/98 
Source 3: Three Sisters Resorts, Socio-Economic & Fiscal Impact Assessment, 02/99 
Source 4: Revised conceptual plan for Silver Tip Resort by Richard Shaw, Architect, 1999. Development 
standards based on Urban Systems, Ltd., Hyan Regency Canmore Master Plan, 04/93. 

Note: These figures include all commercial and institutional floor space within commercial districts. 

Commercial space includes office (medical and other professional), retail, visitor accommodation, warehouse, 
industrial, food and beverage uses. 
" Both the EcoLink smdy and the commercial inventory prepared by Norm Connolly, provide two estimates of the 
amount of commercial space at fuU buildout (a maximum floor-area-ratio scenario and a "most likely" scenario). The 
most likely scenario is based on the assumption that as lots are developed (or redeveloped) over time, they will 
eventually achieve close to the maximum allowable density (i.e., 70% - 80% of maximum density). The most likely 
scenario is used in this Master's Degree Project. 
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According to the 1998 Canmore Commercial Inventory and Redevelopment Study, there is 1.25 million 

ft" of commercial gross floor area in the central commercial districts of Canmore, excluding Bow 

Meadows and Elk Run industrial parks. In contrast, Banff has approximately 3.5 million ft" of 

commercial space, excluding Banffs Industrial Compound. Therefore, in 1998 Banff had more than 

twice the commercial space than Canmore. The study also made two predictions of the future amount 

of commercial floor space in Canmore. The first prediction assumes that all properties within these 

districts will be developed to their maximum density (floor area ratio). This scenario yields a maximum 

of 9.3 million ft" of commercial floor space within Town Centre, Gateway, Bow Valley Trail and 

Transition Business District. The second scenario assumes that not all properties within the study area 

will be redeveloped to a maximum density and that some will remain vacant or be developed at a lesser 

floor area ratio. This scenario yields 6.5-million ft" of future commercial and institutional floor space in 

these areas. Yet, this more conservative estimate is approximately twice the size of existing commercial 

floor space in Banff Factoring institutional space into this amount increases the predicted total floor 

space to 7-million ft". This figure increases by an additional 2.1-million ft^ once the projected maximum 

floor space of Elk Run/Bow Meadows (light industrial). Three Sisters Resort, Silver Tip Resort and 

future neighborhood commercial areas is included (shown in Table 84). Thus, an astonishing 9.1-

million square feet of commercial and institutional floor space could potentially be developed within 

Canmore at full commercial buildout.'" 

Assuming that the employee generation ratio remains the same as present (one employee per 550 ft^ of 

commercial space), the estimated total number of people working within Canmore at full buildout is 

between 16,000 and 17,000 employees (the calculation below assumes 16,500 employees). In 1998, 

there were 3,328 adult residents working in Canmore out of a total of 5,899 adults in the workforce.'^ 

This figure represents 56% of all employed local residents in 1998. Assuming that the proportion of 

adults living and working in Canmore will increase to 75% by 2015, the following calculation shows 

that Canmore has enough commercial development potential to support a working population in line 

with the growth management target of 25.000 permanent residents (including children) by 2015.'" 

1998 Actual Assumptions Projected (2015) 

3,328 employees working Ratio of employees Projected 16,500 

within Canmore in 1998, working within employees working within 

representing 56% of total Canmore increases Canmore, representing 75%) 

5,899 employed permanent to 75% by 2015 of total 22,000 employed 

residents permanent residents 

This is a consen'arive prediction based on the logic that most commercial lots will not be developed to maximum 
density (floor area ratio) allowed under existing zoning. Rather, this scenario assumes that most future commercial 
development will achieve, on average, 60-80% of maximum allowable floor area ratio. 
This figure only includes permanent residents as classified by the Canmore census. 
This is not an unrealistic assumption, since the proportion of local residents working within Canmore grew by 

approximately 10% relative to the total employed workforce (between 1990 and 1999). 
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Based on a straight-line scenario (steadily increasing proportion of residents working within Canmore), 

it appears that the commercial development potential within Canmore still exceeds the employment 

needs of the projected population range of between 16,000 and 31,000 permanent residents in the year 

2015.This means that the real limiting factor, in terms of local economic development, may not be 

the total amount of developable commercial land in Canmore. Rather, the challenge will be finding 

workers to fill the jobs created by new or expanding businesses. Since new employees and their 

families require appropriate and affordable housing, it may be challenging for local businesses to fill 

these positions without adequate housing. Anecdotal evidence suggests that employers in Canmore are 

already experiencing difficulty filling jobs and retaining staff due to the high cost of shelter."' If 

housing prices continue to rise while household incomes remain flat (i.e., wages increasing only at the 

rate of inflation), it will become increasingly difficuh for local businesses to attract qualified employees. 

Some local employers will inevitably offset the negative effect of high housing prices with 

comparatively higher wages. There is evidence to suggest that this is already occurring in Canmore (see 

Chapter 2, pages 34-44). One should keep in mind that there may be limits to what employers are able 

to offer, in terms of higher wages for their staff, particularly for businesses in the visitor 

accommodation, food and beverage sectors. 

The Growing Gap between Housing Costs and Salaries 

While visitor accommodation, food and beverage will continue to play a dominant role in the economy 

of Canmore; other employment sectors are forecast to grow as well." These include construction, 

personal services, retail and wholesale trade, professional services, education, health and social services. 

This points to a diverse future employment picture in Canmore, albeit dominated by the tourism sector. 

It is reasonable to assume that a diverse economy requires a diverse range of employees living in 

reasonable proximity to work. It is also reasonable to expect that a diverse workforce requires housing 

in a range of prices, sizes and styles suitable for various incomes and household types. Since other 

communities in the Bow Corridor (Lake Louise, Banff townsite, Kananaskis Village, and Exshaw) have 

restrictions on additional residential growth. Canmore will continue to be the preferred place of 

residence for most of these new workers. Thus, Canmore does not have the option of 'off-loading' 

some of its housing demand on nearby communities. A solution to Canmore's housing affordability 

question will have to be solved within the borders of the town. 

Figure 37 shows the distribution of 700 job types or "standard occupation classifications" recognized by 

Statistics Canada. '* The graph shows salaries below $40,000 per year as shaded in black. The data is 

'5 Three popularion growth scenarios are given in Table 85. The first is a high-growth scenario with average population 
growth for Ijoth permanent and non-permanent residents remaming the same as the annual rate between 1989 and 
2000. The second and third scenarios assume moderate (6% per annum) and low population growth (3% per annum) 
until the year 2015. 
"•' See Appendix A pp. 2, 6, 9-10, 12, 16, 23-24. 
" Doing Business in Canmore: Statistical and Demograplyic Information, Canmore Ad-\'enture Capital Foundation, August 
1998, pp. 3,5,7 and 9. 

Statistics Canada, Standard Occupation Classification: Total Year, Full-Time Annual Employment Income for 1996 
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from 1996 and has been adjusted to 1998 dollars based on the annual change in the consumer price 

index. The average salary of these job classifications is $40,168 in 1998 dollars. Of the 700 job types, 

350 have an average salary below $40,000 per year. In fact, the distribution of salaries shown in Figure 

37 indicates that 76% of job types pay below $50,000 per year, and 21% of all job types in Canada pay 

below $30,000 (in 1998 $s). 

u 
c 
V 

120 

100 

80 

60 

40 

20 

0 

Figure 37 Distribution of Standard Full-Time Salaries 

(Canadian SOC codes) - Adjusted 1998 $'s 
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As shown in Chapter 4, the lowest priced home sold in Canmore in 1998 was a 760 ft" apartment 

condominium. Annual household income required to qualify for a mortgage on this unit is $40,618 - a 

selling price just above the average salary of $40,168 for 700 job types. Single income households 

earning below $40,000 would clearly not qualify as a first-time homebuyer on an entry-level home in 

Canmore, based on 1998 housing prices. 

The distribution of salaries shown in Figure 37 reflects nation-wide data, and includes all possible job 

classifications gathered by Statistics Canada. While the range of jobs available in a local market 

depends upon the composition of the local economy, the distribution of job salaries within larger 

communities will likely approximate a bell-shaped distribution similar to the one shown above. This 

Master's Degree Project (MDP) assumes that the distribution of salaries in Canmore is similar to the 

national distribution with a median salary between $35,000 and $45,000 per year. In Canmore, the 

majority of job postings have a salary range below $40,000 per year." According to the Human 

Resources Development Canada (HRDC) Labour Market Review for Calgary. Banff-Canmore, and 

Drumheller Regions, the biggest employment demand in the Banff-Canmore region is for food and 

beverage, hotel and restaurant staff Also high in demand are middle managers, with annual salaries 

See Table 24, Chapter 2 - Housing Demand. 
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ranging between $21,600 and $32,400. According to the HRDC, there is a strong demand for office and 

clerical staff Annual salaries for these workers average around $10.00/hour or $18,000 per year, based 

on a 37.5-hour workweek."° All of these salary ranges are below the $40.168 mean salary shown in 

Figure 37. 

Table 85 shows a sampling of job occupations with salaries between $30-$40,000 per year for 

occupations appropriate to the economy of the Bow Corridor.^' These figures reflect national averages 

for 1996 adjusted to 1998 dollars. Note that most of these job occupations are in the construction and 

service sectors, which includes professionals, technicians, skilled trades, clerical staff and 

administrators. 

Table 85 Selected Occupations Paying Between $30-$40,000 per year 

Job Occupation 1998 Annual Salary 

(Earning between $30-$40,000 per year) (Canadian average) 

Retail and wholesale buyers $39,883 

Contractors and supervisors, carpentry trades $39,740 

Psychologists, social workers, counselors, clergy $39,676 

Personnel clerks $38,785 

Conference and event planners $38,670 

Loan officers $38,638 

Cement finishers $38,374 

Computer operators $37,561 

Cardiology technologists $37,431 

Plumbers $37,297 

Dental technicians and laboratory bench workers $36,339 

Photographers, graphic arts technicians; technical occupations 

in motion pictures, broadcasting and the performing arts $36,230 

Residential home builders and renovators $36,138 

Interior designers $35,172 

Finance and insurance administrative occupations $35,168 

Managers in retail trade $34,973 

Recreation and sports program supervisors and consultants $34,501 

Administrative clerks $33,778 

Accommodation service managers $32,584 

Construction trades helpers and labourers $32,356 

Customer service, information and related clerks $31,416 

Outdoor sport and recreational guides $31,244 

Legal secretaries $31,179 

Plasterers, drywall installers and finishers, and lathers $30,545 

2" Human Resources Development Canada, luibour Market Review: Calgary, Banff-Canmore and Drumheller Regions, May 
1999. 

Statistics Canada, Standard Occupation Classification: TotalYear, Full-Time Annual Employment Income for 1996 
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Table 86 shows skilled and semi-skilled positions with salaries between $15-$30,000 peryear.^" These 

occupations are appropriate to the economy of the Bow Corridor (Banff National Park, Canmore, 

Exshaw, and Kananaskis Country). Annual salaries reflect national averages for 1996 adjusted to 1998 

dollars. Typical jobs include food and beverage services, visitor accommodation, childcare, and the 

retail sector. Also included are writers and those employed in the visual and performing arts. These 

types of jobs reflect the diverse cultural landscape, which exists in the Banff-Canmore area. Some of 

these positions are associated with the Banff School of Fine Arts and large number of conferences and 

conventions held in the area each year. Other important job categories are guide outfitters and those 

involved in various aspects of outdoor recreation and eco-tourism. 

Table 86 Selected Occupations Paying Between $15-$30,000 per year 

Job Occupation 

(Earning between $15-$30,000 per year) 

1998 Annual Salary 

(Canadian average) 

General office clerks $29,778 

Shippers & receivers $29,619 

Floor covering installers $29,055 

Photographers $28,694 

Restaurant and food service managers $28,571 

Chefs $28,563 

Executive housekeepers $28,465 

Program leaders and instructors in recreation and sport $28,425 

Tour and travel guides $27,869 

Retail salespersons and sales clerks $27,406 

Cabinetmakers $26,725 

Tellers, financial services $26,529 

Dental assistants $26,497 

Food service supervisors $26,430 

Nurse aides and orderlies $26,183 

Musicians and singers $25,342 

Image, social and other personal consultants $23,766 

Grocery clerks and shelf stockers $23,718 

Bakers $23,363 

Dry cleaning and laundry occupations $22,162 

Early childhood educators and assistants $21,147 

Taxi and limousine drivers and chauffeurs $21,031 

Hotel front desk clerks $20,557 

Matres'd and hosts / hostesses $20,185 

Painters, sculptors and other visual artists $19,453 

Cashiers $18,774 

Bartenders $17,904 

Food and beverage servers $15,927 

22 Statistics Canada, Standard Occupation Classification: TotalYear, Full-Time Annual Employment Income for 1996 
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The job types shown in Tables 85 and 86 reveal that there is a broad diversity of job types in the 

Canmore area. Because it is a mountain community located in an area with an international reputation, 

the local economy has grown in response to the needs of local residents, non-residents and a sizable 

tourist population. However, most of these positions pay between $25,000 and $40,000 per year. 

If present trends remain intact, the majority of jobs created in Canmore during the next decade will pay 

low to moderate salaries, with some businesses offering slightly higher wages to help offset the high 

cost of shelter in the Bow Corridor. Despite the good intentions of local businesses, there will be a 

growing gap between housing costs and salaries for the foreseeable future unless measures are taken to 

increase the supply of entry-level market and perpetually affordable housing. The dichotomy between 

incomes and housing costs means that local businesses will continue to experience difficulty attracting 

suitable candidates for j o b s . A s shown in Chapter 4, this situation is not confined to low-paying 

positions, but also affects staffing for professional and semi-professional positions earning moderate and 

middle incomes in Canmore."" If this situation remains unchanged, it is reasonable to expect that there 

may be a significant, negative impact on local economic development and diversification. 

A Discussion of Labour l\/larket Adjustments to Reflect Local Cost of Living 

"Much has been said and written about Canmore's high cost of living and high property values, but if 

people who work elsewhere can afford to buy here, why can't those who live and earn their living here 

earn sufficient income to pay their mortgages? " 

Editorial, Canmore Leader 

In studying the apparent disconnection between housing costs and wages levels within the Bow Corridor 

(specifically Canmore and Banff), an economist would predict that labour markets would be self-

adjusting over time. In other words, wait long enough and local wages will increase to reflect cost of 

living for local employees. Indeed, some local residents view the housing issue not only in terms of a 

lack of affordable units but also as a wage issue, i.e., local employers need to pay their workers more. 

An appropriate question is whether or not all workers have enjoyed local wage increases, or have these 

wage increases been happening only in some sectors. Another question that arises is whether these 

rumored wage increases are adequate to compensate for local housing costs. 

There is anecdotal evidence suggesting that some employers in Canmore are paying their workers more, 

on average, than their counterparts in other areas of Alberta (noted in Chapter 2 and Chapter 4). 

However, local businesses, essential services, and the municipal government are competing for a 

In 1998, the Town of Canmore had significant problems staffing a Development Officer position. At least six 
candidates for the position declined due to the perceived high cost of housing. Alberta Urban Municipalities 
Association, An Agenda to Create Solutions: A Report from theAUMA Housing Policy Task Force, Februar)- 2000, p. 8 
2+ This conclusion is based on anecdotal information provided by several businesses in Canmore, as well as an article m 
the (Canmore Leader. Jeff Gailus, At what price, Canmore? Local agencies struggle with high housing costs, Canmore Leader, 
October 5, 1999, pp. B1-B2. 
2= Canmore Leader, Wages a bigpart of Bow Valleys affordable housing picture, Tuesday, March 13, 2001, p. .\18 
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shrinking pool of skilled workers due to the prosperous economy throughout the province. This 

exacerbates the challenge of attracting new employees to Canmore. The evidence presented in Chapter 

I shows that the decision of whether or not to locate in a mountain community (i.e., Canmore) will also 

be determined by the amenity value associated with living there. An employee may accept a reduced 

standard of living for a year or two in exchange for living in a community with close access to the 

outdoors, outstanding scenery, fresh air, etc. However, the same employee may ultimately decide to 

move out of the community if they believe that they will never be able to afford the same standard of 

living they could have elsewhere. Thus, the challenge for local employers is not only to attract workers 

and fill vacant positions, it is also to retain those workers as long-term members of the community. In 

addition, some local business are constrained in what they can afford to pay their employees. For 

example, the Canmore Child Development Centre pays its staff wages that are higher than their 

counterparts in other communities in Alberta. Yet for most new daycare staff this wage does not fully 

compensate for the high cost of appropriate rental housing in Canmore, particularly for self-contained 

one-bedroom suites. Even a theoretical, sector-by-sector, increase in local wages would not necessarily 

result in an equivalent benefit for all workers. For example, a 10% local cost of living adjustment for an 

employee with an annual salary of $45,000 may help that employee purchase or rent a small 

condominium in Canmore, but a 10% cost of living adjustment for an employee earning $18,000 per 

year may still not be enough to affordably pay for rent or mortgage on an appropriate unit. 

Clearly, a strategy to address the gap between household income and housing prices requires some 

upward adjustment to local wages. But it is essential that there also be a comprehensive program to 

provide housing that is affordable to local workers earning low and moderate salaries. Other mountain 

communities with high housing prices have in place various initiatives intended to provide appropriate 

and affordable housing for local employees. Both Aspen and Snowmass Colorado have deed-restricted 

ownership housing for local residents. These communities have also set a goal that 60% of people who 

work in their community should also be able to live in their community."^' Banff and Jasper townsites 

have provided leased land for housing co-operatives (both renter- and owner-occupied units)."' The 

Resort Municipality of Whistler has established a local housing authority to stimulate the construction 

of new housing for local employees and their families (See Appendix A). These communities have 

decided to actively intervene in the local housing market to ensure that there is affordable and 

appropriate housing for local residents. 

CitySpaces Consulting, Whistler HousingNeedsAssessment, prepared for the Resort Municipalit}' of Whisder, May 1997, 
p. 18-19 
See Chapter 6, Section 6.9 
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5.3 F o r e c a s t e d Demand for Affordable H o u s i n g 

The next part of this chapter presents a long-term forecast of the demand for affordable housing in 

Canmore (after the year 2000). In developing this forecast, the first step is to predict the future average 

annual growth rates of the permanent and non-permanent population. Table 87 shows three scenarios 

based on straight-line forecasts of annual population growth. The first scenario should be considered a 

'high-growth' scenario, based on average annual growth rates for both permanent and non-permanent 

residents between 1989 and 2000. The second example represents a more modest scenario, based on the 

growth of the permanent population near the growth management limit of 6% per annum. The last 

example represents a 'low-growth' scenario, where the annual growth in the number of permanent 

residents stays at the 2000 rate of approximately 3% per annum. This MDP considers the low-growth 

scenario to be the most realistic scenario based on the following reasons: (1) the annual growth in the 

non-permanent population appears to be independent of the growth rate of permanent residents; (2) the 

growth rate of the non-permanent population will likely remain higher than it will for permanent 

residents; and, (3) the growth in permanent residents is likely to remain low due to the relatively high 

cost of housing in Canmore. 

Table 87 Canmore Population Forecast 2001-2015 (Three Scenarios) 

Assuming 1989-2000 average growth maintained (7.5% permanent, 10% non-permanent) 

Current Growth Projected Growth 2015 

Resident Status 1998 1999 2000 2001 2005 2010 2015 % of total 
Residents 

Permanent 9,711 10,239 10,517 11,306 15,099 21,676 31,119 79.2% 
Annual Growtti Rate 7.7% 5.4% 2.7% 7.5% 7.5% 7.5% 7.5% 
Non-Permanent 1,613 1,763 1,955 2,151 3,149 5,071 8,167 20.8% 

Annual Growth Rate 9.9% 9.3% 10.9% 10% 10% 10% 10% 

Total All Residents 11,324 12,002 12,472 13,456 18,247 26,747 39,285 100.0% 

Assuming 6% annual growth rate for permanent and 10% for non-permanent residents 

Current Growth Projected Growth 2015 

Resident Status 1998 1999 2000 2001 2005 2010 2015 % of total 

Permanent 9,711 10,239 10,517 11,148 14,074 18,834 25,205 75.5% 
Annual Growth Rate 7.7% 5.4% 2.7% 6.0% 6.0% 6.0% 6.0% 
Non-Permanent 1,613 1,763 1,955 2,151 3,149 5,071 8,167 24.5% 
Annual Growth Rate 9.9% 9.3% 10.9% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 

Total All Residents 11,324 12,002 12,472 13,299 17,223 23,905 33,371 100.0% 

Assuming 3% annual growth rate for permanent and 10% for non-permanent residents 

Current Growth Projected Growth 2015 

Resident Status 1998 1999 2000 2001 2005 2010 2015 % of total 
Residents 

Permanent 9,711 10,239 10,517 10,833 12,192 14,134 16,385 66.7% 

Annual Growth Rate 7.7% 5.4% 2.7% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 3.0% 

Non-Permanent 1,613 1,763 1,955 2,151 3,149 5,071 8,167 33.3% 
Annual Growth Rate 9.9% 9.3% 10.9% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 10.0% 

Total All Residents 11,324 12,002 12,472 12,983 15,341 19,205 24,552 100.0% 
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There is strong evidence to support the conclusion that the growth rate for non-permanent residents is 

reasonably independent of the growth rate for permanent residents. Figure 4 (Chapter 2) shows the 

variability of annual growth rates between permanent and non-permanent residents during the past 12 

years. A primary reason supporting the independence of the two growth rates is that Canmore is 

perceived as a high-value, resort community by weekenders and those interested in having a second 

home, or future retirement home, in the Rockies. This trend is affecting communities in the mountain 

west that are within three hours drive of a major city, as well as resort towns in the Laurentian 

Mountains, such as Quebec's Mont-Tremblant. A recent article in the National Post quoted an 

executive with Intrawest Corporation who noted that current North American economic conditions have 

not slowed demand for resort homes."* Indeed, during the past three years in Canmore, annual 

population growth rates for permanent residents have slipped below the 12-year average, whereas 

annual growth rates for non-permanent residents remain near the 12-year average. 

Resident Status 1998 1999 2000 Average 1989-2000 

Permanent 7.7% 5.4% 2.7% 7.5% 

Non-Permanent 9.9% 9.3% 10.9% 10.2% 

Table 87 also provides projections of the eventual 'build-out' population of Canmore in 2015. If growth 

rates for permanent and non-permanent residents remain at the 12-year average of 7.5% and 10.2% 

respectively, there will be over 31,100 permanent residents in 2015, and over 8,100 non-permanent 

residents. The other two scenarios forecast slower average growth for the permanent residents. At 6% 

annual growth, there will be 25.200 residents in 2015, and at 3%) annual growth there will be close to 

16,400 residents in20l5. In all three scenarios, growth rates for non-permanent residents is fixed at 

10% per annum, based on the assumptions mentioned previously. The three scenarios will ultimately 

result in varying proportions of permanent and non-permanent residents. The high-growth scenario will 

result in 20% non-permanent residents in 2015, whereas the other two scenarios reveal consecutively 

greater proportions of non-permanent residents: 25% and 33%) respectively. 

Table 88 shows a forecast of the number of the numbers and proportions of households in Canmore in 

2000, 2005 and 2015. These projections use the high-growth, moderate growth and low-population 

growth scenarios presented in Table 87. For all scenarios, the proportion of non-family households 

(unattached adults) in Canmore is assumed to grow during the next 15 years relative to husband-wife 

and lone-parent households. This assumption is consistent with national, provincial, and local trends 

identified in Chapters 2 and 4. This means that the proportion of non-family households is forecast to 

increase from 40% in 1998 to 43% in 2005 and further to 45% of all households by the year 2015. The 

other key assumption for the forecasts shown in Tables 86 and 87, is that the proportions of husband-

wife, lone-parent, and non-family households in core housing need are held constant for each household 

group for the years 1996 through 2015. The proportions in core housing need are: 20% of husband-wife 

Kim Hanson, Boomers shrug off slump, flock to resort condos. Financial Post, Wednesday July 11, 2001, p. C3 
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families, 45% of lone-parent families, and 55% for unattached individuals. These proportions are the 

result of blending the two broad estimates of housing hardship derived in Chapter 4. 

Table 88 Projected Number of Households in Canmore to 2015 

(Projections shown in gray shading) 

Scenario 1 

Assuming 1989-2000 average growth rates maintained (7.5% permanent, 10% non-permanent) 

Population 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2005 2015 
Permanent 
Non-Permanent 

5,784 
914 

6,026 
988 

6,621 
925 

7,161 
1,010 

7,632 
1,255 

8,396 
1,255 

9,015 
1,460 

9,711 
1,613 

10,239 
1,763 

10,517 
1,955 

15,099 
3,149 

31,119 
8,167 

Total 6,698 7,014 7,546 8,171 8,887 9,651 10,475 11,324 12,002 12,472 18,248 39,286 

Number of Households 
Husband-Wife 
Lone-Parent 
Non-Family 

1,450 
210 
910 

1,610 
220 
1,030 

1,740 
230 
1,080 

1,870 
250 
1,240 

1.930 
250 
1,450 

2,220 
240 
1,480 

2,310 
280 
1,650 

2,440 
310 

1,850 

2,551 
313 

1,949 

2,595 
331 

2,017 

3,696 
507 

3,044 

7,469 
1,089 
7,002 

Total 2,570 2,860 3,050 3,360 3,630 3,940 4,240 4,600 4.812 4.943 7,248 15,560 

Proportion of Households 
Husband-Wife 
Lone-Parent 
Non-Family 

56.4% 
8.2% 
35.4% 

56.3% 
7.7% 
36.0% 

57.0% 
7.5% 
35.4% 

55.7% 
7.4% 
36.9% 

53.2% 
6.9% 
39.9% 

56.3% 
6.1% 
37.6% 

54.5% 
6.6% 
38.9% 

53.0% 
6.7% 
40.2% 

53.0% 
6.5% 
40.5% 

52.5% 
6.7% 
40.8% 

51.0% 
7.0% 
42.0% 

48.0% 
7.0% 
45.0% 

Scenario 2 

Assuming 6% annual growth rate for permanent and 10% for non-permanent residents 

Population 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2005 2015 
Permanent 
Non-Permanent 

5,784 
914 

6,026 
988 

6,621 
925 

7,161 
1,010 

7,632 
1.255 

8,396 
1,255 

9,015 
1,460 

9,711 
1,613 

10,239 
1,763 

10,517 
1,955 

14,074 
3,149 

25,205 
8,167 

Total 6,698 7,014 7,546 8,171 8,887 9,651 10,475 11,324 12,002 12,472 17,223 33,372 

Number of Households 
Husband-Wife 
Lone-Parent 
Non-Family 

1,450 
210 
910 

1,610 
220 
1,030 

1,740 
230 
1,080 

1,870 
250 
1,240 

1,930 
250 
1,450 

2,220 
240 
1,480 

2,310 
280 
1,650 

2,440 
310 

1,850 

2,551 
313 

1,949 

2,595 
331 

2,017 

3,445 
473 

2,837 

6,049 
882 

5,671 
Total 2,570 2,860 3,050 3,360 3,630 3,940 4,240 4,600 4,812 4,943 6,756 12,603 

Proportion of Households 
Husband-Wife 
Lone-Parent 
Non-Familv 

56.4% 
8.2% 
35.4% 

56.3% 
7.7% 
36.0% 

57.0% 
7.5% 
35.4% 

55.7% 
7.4% 
36.9% 

53.2% 
6,9% 
39.9% 

56.3% 
6.1% 
37.6% 

54.5% 
6.6% 
38.9% 

53.0% 
6.7% 
40.2% 

53.0% 
6.5% 
40.5% 

52.5% 
6.7% 
40.8% 

51.0% 
7.0% 
42.0% 

48.0% 
7.0% 
45.0% 

Scenario 3 

Assuming 3% annual growth rate for permanent and 10% for non-permanent residents 

Population 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2005 2015 
Permanent 
Non-Permanent 

5,784 
914 

6,026 
988 

6,621 
925 

7,161 
1,010 

7,632 
1,255 

8,396 
1,255 

9,015 
1,460 

9,711 
1,613 

10,239 
1,763 

10,517 
1,955 

12,192 
3.149 

16,385 
8,167 

Total 6,698 7,014 7,546 8,171 8,887 9,651 10,475 11,324 12,002 12,472 15,341 24,552 

Number of Households 
Husband-Wife 
Lone-Parent 
Non-Family 

1,450 
210 
910 

1,610 
220 
1,030 

1,740 
230 
1,080 

1,870 
250 
1,240 

1,930 
250 
1,450 

2,220 
240 
1,480 

2,310 
280 
1,650 

2,440 
310 

1,850 

2,551 
313 

1,949 

2,595 
331 

2,017 

2,985 
410 

2,458 

3,932 
573 

3,687 

Total 2,570 2,860 3,050 3,360 3,630 3,940 4,240 4,600 4.812 4,943 5.852 8,193 

Proportion of Households 
Husband-Wife 
Lone-Parent 
Non-Familv 

56.4% 
8.2% 
35.4% 

56.3% 
7.7% 
36.0% 

57.0% 
7.5% 
35.4% 

55.7% 
7.4% 
36.9% 

53.2% 
6.9% 
39.9% 

56.3% 
6.1% 
37.6% 

54.5% 
6.6% 
38.9% 

53.0% 
6.7% 
40.2% 

53.0% 
6.5% 
40.5% 

52.5% 
6.7% 
40.8% 

51.0% 
7.0% 
42.0% 

48.0% 
7.0% 
45.0% 
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Using the assumptions from Table 88, a projection of the number of households in Core Housing Need 

is shown in Table 89. According to this table, the total number of households likely experiencing 

housing hardship increases from 34.7% in 1996 to 36% in 2000. By the years 2005 and 2015, the 

projected total proportion of households facing housing hardship is forecast to increase to 2 6 . 5 % and 

37.5% respectively. Depending upon the population growth scenario, the number of households in need 

ranges from 2,133 to 2,642 by the year 2005, and from 3,072 to 5,835 households by the year 2015. 

Table 89 Estimated Numbers of Households in Core Housing Need 

(Based on three population growth scenarios, 1996 - 2015) 

1 Assuming 1989-2000 average growth maintained (7.5% permanent, 1 0 % non-permanent) 

Household Group 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2005 2015 

Husband-Wife 444 462 488 510 519 739 1,494 

Lone-Parent 108 126 140 141 149 228 490 

Non-Family 814 908 1,018 1,072 1,109 1,674 3,851 

Total 1,366 1,496 1,645 1,723 1,777 2,642 5,835 

% Total Households 34.7% 35.3% 35.8% 35.8% 36.0% 36.5% 37.5% 

2 Assuming 6 % annual growth rate for permanent and 10% for non-permanent residents 

Household Group 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2005 2015 

Husband-Wife 444 462 488 510 519 689 1,210 

Lone-Parent 108 126 140 141 149 213 397 

Non-Family 814 908 1,018 1,072 1,109 1,561 3,119 

Total 1,366 1,496 1,645 1,723 1,777 2,462 4,726 

% Total Households 34.7% 35.3% 35.8% 35.8% 36.0% 36.5% 37.5% 

3 Assuming 3 % annual growth rate for permanent and 10% for non-permanent residents 

Household Group 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2005 2015 

Husband-Wife 444 462 488 510 519 597 786 

Lone-Parent 108 126 140 141 149 184 258 

Non-Family 814 908 1,018 1,072 1,109 1,352 2,028 

Total 1,366 1,496 1,645 1,723 1,777 2,133 3,072 

% Total Households 34.7% 35.3% 35.8% 35.8% 36.0% 36.5% 37.5% 
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5.4 F o r e c a s t of Perpetually A f f o r d a b l e H o u s i n g B u i l t on M u n i c i p a l L a n d 

Both rental and ownership housing can remain perpetually affordable for targeted groups of homebuyers 

or renters by utilizing a range of real estate development, legal, and land tenure strategies.^' For rental 

housing, the following strategies can be used to keep rental units in a price range that is affordable to 

low- and moderate-income earners: 

• Secure an ongoing operating subsidy to offset the cost of property management, operational 

expenses, and building maintenance costs. 

• Secure an ongoing commitment to provide a certain number of rent subsidies to qualified renter 

households on low or fixed incomes. The purpose of this approach is to bridge the gap between 

affordable rent levels and the economic rent required to operate and maintain the building. 

• Create a development with a mixed-income rental portfolio, where market rental units cross-

subsidize a smaller number of below-market rental units. Overall rental revenue on the portfolio is 

kept at an economic rent level needed to operate and maintain the building on a non-profit basis. 

• Capital subsidies used to lower the development cost of the building. The per-unit capital cost 

reduction is passed onto the tenant through lower rents. 

• Removing the land-value component from the capital cost to develop rental housing. This can be 

done through a community land trust or municipal land bank (state title or land lease arrangement). 

For perpetually affordable ownership housing, the key strategy is to not allow the units to appreciate in 

value according to prices set in the speculative real estate market. Although some appreciation may be 

allowed, selling prices are usually tied to a broad composite index like the Canadian Consumer Price 

Index.^" Purchasers of this type of housing typically 'trade off future capital gains in the local real 

estate market for the opportunity to own a home at a price that is below an appropriate home in the local 

housing market. This is typically done through agreements signed by the homeowner, where the resale 

price (or formula to calculate the future resale price) is established upon purchase of the home. If the 

provider of the affordable units is a housing co-operative, community land trust, or non-profit housing 

corporation, the organization may register a caveat on title to the unit, giving them the 'Right of First 

Refusal' ('First Option to Purchase') on sale of the unit at a pre-determined price. Other strategies 

include using a strata title (separate freehold titles) or long-term land lease to separate the land-value 

component from the cost of the housing passed onto the homebuyer. These strategies are discussed at 

length in Chapter 6. 

If one assumes that each household in core need shown in Table 89 requires a single housing unif then 

one can derive the number of homes needed to meet the forecasted demand for affordable housing. 

Table 90 shows a breakdown of the number of perpetually affordable housing units potentially available 

2' These strategies are discussed more fully in Chapter 6. 
The Whistler Housing .\uthority uses the Greater \'ancouvet Real Estate Index as a fair measure of the overall 

yearly price appreciation suitable for employee-restricted housing in the resort Municipality of Whisder. 
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on municipal land (title held either by the Town of Canmore or Canmore Community Housing 

Corporation).The total amount of municipal land available for housing is 60 (24 hectares). A 

significant portion of this land, i.e., 27 acres (10.8 hectares), is classified as non-market "community 

housing lands" by Three Sisters Master Bylaw 1-98. According to the bylaw, this land is to be set aside 

as each residential site within Three Sisters Resort is developed over the next 10-15 years.^" According 

to this bylaw, these parcels are intended to provide "non-market housing" (i.e., perpetually affordable 

housing) for residents of Canmore. 

The remaining 33 acres of municipal land exists in two sites: the centrally located Old Town Office site, 

and two large parcels (Block 1 and Block 6) at the base of Silver Tip Resort. Block 6 is a relatively 

recent addition, acquired from Alberta Social Housing through a land swap for a two-acre (0.8 hectare) 

parcel in the Palliser area. The Town of Canmore acquired the Palliser lot in 1999 as part of a land 

transfer from the Province of Alberta.'''' The Canmore Community Housing Corporation (CCHC) now 

has title Block 6, as agreed by Town Council. Block 1. on the other hand, is still owned by Alberta 

Social Housing (as of July 2001). However, the Canmore Community Housing Corporation has been 

given the option to purchase this lot at a fixed price.'"' This MDP assumes that Block 1 will eventually 

be acquired by CCHC and will be used for perpetually affordable housing. The Old Town Office site 

has 'in principle' agreement from Canmore Town Council that it be used in some way for affordable 

housing."^' This site is a short distance west of the Bow River and within easy walking distance to the 

town center.'̂ '' While an official decision on the use of this site has yet to be made, this MDP assumes 

that the Old Town Office site will also be used for perpetually affordable housing. 

Table 90 shows the number of housing units that could conservatively be developed on 60.1 acres of 

land, at medium residential densities. The figures shown in this table are based on the following 

assumptions: 

• Each site will be developed to achieve 75% of maximum residential density, within a range of R3, 

R4 and R5 zoning. Appropriate housing types include clustered townhomes, stacked townhouses, 

and apartment units. 

• 60% of the site is available for building(s) and parking 

• 40% of the site is landscaped or subject to possible topographic constraints 

^' On June 19, 2001, Canmore Town Council approved the transfer of title to the Canmore Community Housing 
Corporation for a 2.129-hectare parcel in Three Sisters Resort and a 5.584-hectare parcel at the base of Silver Tip 
Resort. 
'2 Bylaw 1-98 (DC) states that Community Housing Land ".. .will be allocated by the Town for development of non-
market residential projects such as co-operative or public housing." Town of Canmore, Bylaw 1-98 Direct Control District, 
Three Sisters Resort Master Bylaw, 1998, p. 7. 

leff Gailus, Town gets S1.5-million Crown land for $10, Canmore Leader, April 1999, p. A6 
The 'fixed price' is rumored to be berween Sl-milUon and Jl.S-miUion. 

'5 "In principle" agreements by governing bodies should be treated with some caution. Elected officials generally 
reserve the right to change these n-pes of agreements based on the needs of their electorate. 
Town of Canmore, Mmutes of Canmore Town Council meeting of October 6''', 1998. Council supports in principle 

that the Old Town Office site be identified for perpetually affordable housing. 
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A l l sites will be developed with 30% rental and 70% ownership housing. The only exception is 

Old Town Office site. This site is to be developed solely as rental housing. 

Each of these sites would be developed within a 10-15 year period, as Canmore reaches full 

buildout. 

All units built on this land would become part of the stock of perpetually affordable housing in 

Canmore. 
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Table 90 Perpetually Affordable Housing Units Potentially Available on Municipal Land 

(Zoning and density assumptions: Three Sisters Resort R-3 zoning; Silver Tip Resort R-4 zoning; 

Old Town Office R-5 zoning; all sites 75% of maximum allowable density) 

Three Sisters Resort - Community Housinq Lands 
Total land Available: 10.8 hectares (27 acres) 

Tvoe of Unit Rental % Owned % 
Studio 24 15% 0 0% 
1 - Bedroom 57 35% 38 10% 
2 - Bedroom 65 40% 133 35% 
3 - Bedroom 16 10% 171 45% 
4+ Bedrooms 0 0% 38 10% 
Subtotal 163 100% 380 100% 

Estimated Number of 
Residents Housed 

2.78 persons 1 person 
per unit per bedroom 

Base of Silver Tip Resort - Plan 9312238, Block 6 (land swap) 
Total land Available: 5.6 hectares (14 acres) 

1,509 1.229 

Type of Unit Rental % Owned % 
Studio 19 15% 0 0% 
1 - Bedroom 43 35% 29 10% 
2 - Bedroom 49 40% 101 35% 
3 - Bedroom 12 10% 130 45% 
4+ Bedrooms 0 0% 29 10% 
Subtotal 123 100% 288 100% 1.144 932 

Base of Silver Tip Resort - Plan 9312238, Block 1 (option to purchase) 
Total land Available: 7.2 hectares (18 acres) 

Tvoe of Unit Rental % Owned % 
Studio 24 15% 0 0% 
1 - Bedroom 56 35% 37 10% 
2 - Bedroom 64 40% 130 35% 

3 - Bedroom 16 10% 167 45% 
4+ Bedrooms 0 0% 37 10% 
Subtotal 159 100% 370 100% 

Old Town Office Site - Potential Site for Rental Housing 
Total land Available: 0.4 hectares (1.05 acres) 

1,471 1,199 

Tvoe of Unit Rental % Owned % 
Studio 7 15% 
1 - Bedroom 16 35% 

2 - Bedroom 19 40% 
3 - Bedroom 5 10% 
4+ Bedrooms 0 0% 
Subtotal 47 100% 130 75 

Estimated Number of 

tal Municipal Land: 24 hectares (60.1 acres) Residents Housed 

Tvoe of Unit Rental % Owned % 2.78 persons 1 person 

Studio 74 15.0% 0 0% per unit per bedroom 

1 - Bedroom 172 35.0% 67 10% 
2 - Bedroom 197 40.0% 234 35% 
3 - Bedroom 49 10.0% 301 45% 

4+ Bedrooms 0 0.0% 67 10% 

Total 492 100.0% 668 100% 4.254 3.435 

Total Units: 1,160 (rental and ownership units) 
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According to Table 90, a total of 1,160 perpetually affordable dwelling units can be provided by 66.1 

acres (24 hectares) of municipal land. This figure is comprised of 492 units available for rent and 668 
units available for purchase. Assuming that each dwelling unit will house one household, then 1,160 

households could be housed on this land. This represents between 3,435 and 4,254 people, depending 

upon the method used to estimate the number of residents housed. 

Table 91 presents estimated shortfalls of perpetually affordable housing units based on the assumption 

of one household per dwelling unit, and a full build-out of the community by the year 2015. One-

bedroom and studio units are considered appropriate for unattached individuals (non-family 

households). Appropriate housing for lone-parent families, couples with or without children is assumed 

to be provided by a range of two-, three-, and four-bedroom units. The available supply of perpetually 

affordable units is 312 studio and one-bedroom units, and 848 units of two or more bedrooms. 

This MDP makes no assumptions about who will develop or provide housing on these lands. The 

scenario presented in Table 91 merely presents a forecast of the number of units that could 

conservatively be developed on these sites, based on reasonable assumptions of residential density and 

housing mix. As such, the total of 1,160 perpetually affordable units is estimated to meet between will 

meet between 20% and 38%) of the estimated demand for affordable units in 2015, depending upon the 

population growth scenario used. The three scenarios shown in Table 91 reveal that the greatest unmet 

demand for affordable housing will be for non-family households, even with the generous proportion of 

studio and one-bedroom units built into housing model (Table 90). The estimated shortfall in demand 

for affordable one-bedroom and studio units is predicted to be between 85 and 92% by the year 2015. 

Table 91 Projected Shortfall of Affordable Housing Units in 2015 

(Three scenarios, assumes one housing unit per household) 

Scenario 1: 1989-2000 average growth rate (7.5% permanent, 10% non-permanent) 

Housing Units on 

Municipal Land ̂  

Units Type of Unit Appropriate 
Household Type 

312 74 studio units 

238 one-bedroom units 

Unattached 
individuals 

848 431 two-bedroom units 

350 three-bedroom units 

67 four-bedroom units 

Lone-parent 
families, couples 
with or without 
children / 
dependents 

1,160 

Forecasted 
Demand 

Estimated 
Shortfall 

Units % 
Shortfall 

3,539 92% 

1,136 57% 

4,675 80% 
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Scenario 2: 6 % annual growth rate for permanent and 10% for non-permanent residents 

Housing Units on 

Municipal Land ̂  

Units Type of Unit Appropriate 
Household Type 

312 74 studio units 

238 one-bedroom units 

Unattached 
individuals 

848 431 two-bedroom units 

350 three-bedroom units 

67 four-bedroom units 

Lone-parent 
families, couples 
with or without 
children / 
dependents 

1,160 

Forecasted 

Demand 

Estimated 

Shortfall 

Units 
% 

Shortfall 

2,807 90% 

759 47% 

3,566 75% 

Scenario 3: 3 % annual growth rate for permanent and 10% for non-permanent residents 

Housing Units on 

Municipal Land ' 

Units Type of Unit Appropriate 
Household Type 

312 74 studio units 

238 one-bedroom units 

Unattached 
individuals 

848 431 two-bedroom units 

350 three-bedroom units 

67 four-bedroom units 

Lone-parent 
families, couples 
with or without 
children / 
dependents 

1,160 

Forecasted 

Demand 

Estimated 

Shortfall 

Units % 
Shortfall 

1,716 85% 

196 19% 

1,912 62% 
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5.5 F o r e c a s t of Entry-Level and Employee-Restricted H o u s i n g 

B u i l t on Private L a n d 

Based on the analysis in the previous section of this chapter, it is clear that non-market (perpetually 

affordable) housing alone will not meet the estimated future demand for affordable housing at 

theoretical built-out of Canmore in 2015. This implies that other strategies will be needed to make up 

the difference between forecasted demand and supply. Market 'entry level' housing may help bridge 

this gap. The following section of this chapter will discern the maximum amount of relatively 

affordable, entry-level housing that could be created by the private sector in Canmore. To derive this 

estimate, the requirements for staff accommodation, secondary suites, and low-end-of-market housing 

stipulated for Three Sisters and Silver Tip resorts will be examined. Smaller suite condominium 

developments currently under construction or planned for the new Employee Housing Districts will also 

be taken into account in deriving an estimate of the amount of entry level housing that could be built 

during the next 15 years. 

Entry-Level Housing built within Three Sisters and Silver Tip Resorts 

At the present time. Three Sisters Resort and Silver Tip Resort are the only large-scale developments in 

Canmore that are required to have either a 'staff accommodation' and/or 'entry-level housing' 

component in their master plans. The history behind these requirements dates back to the early part of 

the 1990s, when the decision of the Natural Resources Conservation Board (NRCB) effectively 

quadrupled the size of the town of Canmore. The NRCB agreed with the Town that the development of 

these two large resorts should be staged in an orderly fashion, and not cause undue stress on the physical 

and social structure of Canmore." In addition, the town boundary was expanded to include both resorts. 

Thus, development within each resort takes place as part of the municipal planning process, with 

subdivision proposals subject to approval by Canmore Town Council and guided by the annual 

residential growth quotas established by the Municipal Development Plan. 

The plans for both of these resorts include a substantial commercial component with one or more large 

hotels, retail and office space. Large-scale commercial development will, in turn, require a relatively 

large number of employees. Thus, both resorts are required to provide a certain amount of "staff 

housing" for employees working at the hotels and lodges within the resort. The intent of this 

inclusionary zoning requirement is to provide housing that is relatively close to work and will not place 

additional market pressure on the existing housing stock in Canmore. 

" Natural Resources Conservation Board, Application to Construct a Recreational and Tourism Project in the Town oj'Canmore, 
Decision Report: Application #9103 - Three Sisters Golf Resorts Inc., Nov., 1992, Section 11 
The annual residential growth quota is discussed in Chapter 1. 
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Three Sisters Resort (Master Bylaw 1-98 [DC], 1998) 

According to Bylaw 1-98, Three Sisters Resort is obligated to provide entry-level housing as the resort 

is developed. The bylaw allows Three Sisters Resort (TSR) to develop a specific number of "visitor 

accommodation units", "staff accommodation units", as well as conventional housing (multi-residential, 

single-detached, duplex, and secondary suites) as the resort is developed.''^ TSR is allowed to construct 

a total of 3,607 residential units plus an additional 600 time-share units."" Visitor accommodation units 

(hotel rooms) are counted separately; the total of which is not allowed to exceed 1,500 units. Part 4 of 

the Municipal Development Plan defines annual residential quotas for new residential units in Canmore. 

The plan defines the town-wide residential commitments for 1998 and 1999 as well as annual approvals 

for Eagle Terrace and Three Sisters Resort."' However, the following types of housing are not subject 

to these restrictions: 

• Staff accommodation; 

• Visitor accommodation; 

• Timeshare condominiums; 

• Secondary suites; 

• Affordable housing units; and, 

• Residential units built on Community Housing Land (described earlier in this chapter). 

The growth management quota allows for the development of up to 200 residential units per year for the 

year 2000 and thereafter until full buildout of the resort."" To provide an incentive for the developer to 

construct smaller, more affordable units. Three Sisters Resort is allowed a maximum of 50 affordable 

housing units per year in excess of the annual residential quota of 200 units."^ Canmore Town Council 

is the approving authority for any subdivision application within Canmore."" As such. Bylaw 1 -98 

defines "entry level housing" to have the following characteristics: 

'5 Town of Canmore, By/aw 1 -98 Direct Control District, Three Sister Resort Master Bylaw, 1998, pp. 5-8. 
"Residential units" include staff accommodation, affordable housing, and single-detached and multi-family housing. 

Visitor accommodation is not considered a residential use under Bylaw 1-98. 
Town of Canmore, Municipal Development Plan, Bylaw 30-98, September 1999, pp. 4.1 to 4.8 

••2 Ibid. p. 4.2. Full buildout includes 3,607 residential units within the resort. 
-•̂  TGS Properties (Calgar\-) purchased Three Sisters Resort m Fall 2000. United Communities Ltd. will be the primary 
homebuilder for Site 2A, the first residential subdivision to be developed within Three Sisters Resort. 
•*+ Each site within Three Sister Resort is under (direct control) zoning. Direct Control zoning provides Canmore 
Town Council with greater say in the t}'pe of development proposed within each site. Council can elect to change 
development standards within DC; districts. 
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Single-detached (single family) units 

• R-1B single detached narrow lots, 12-meters (40 

feet) wide 

• Lots that are offered for sale to local residents 14 

days prior to being listed on the open market 

• A commitment to build within six months of the 

lot sale 

• The primary unit will not exceed 130 m̂  (1,400 

ft') of gross floor area 

• A secondary suite of no more than 84 m' (900 

ft") will be built concurrent with the primary unit 

The bylaw sets prescriptive requirements for affordable, entry-level housing in terms of zoning, the 

floor area of residential units, and the commitment to build the unit within a specific period. It does not, 

however, prescribe a method of keeping these units affordable over time. Rather, the intent of the bylaw 

is twofold: (1) to increase the number of relatively more affordable entry-level units; and, (2) to increase 

the stock of legal rental suites in Canmore. Thus, the maximum number of entry-level units built within 

Three Sisters Resort, not subject to growth management restrictions, would be 1,800 units at full 

buildout. This figure is derived by the following calculation that assumes the maximum number of 

allowable units would be built each year during the development of the resort: 

3,600 total residential units / 200 approvals per year maximum = 18 years until full buildout 

18 years x 50 affordable units built per year = 900 units (primary dwelling units) 

18 years x 50 secondary suites built each year = 900 units (secondary suites) 

Total entry-level rental and ownership housing = 1,800 units 

In terms of staff housing, TSR is only required to provide staff accommodation for commercial 

development that is classified as "visitor accommodation." This includes hotels, lodges, and 

guesthouses. In addition, the number of staff housing units varies according to the scale of tourist 

operation. Bylaw 1-98 sets the following requirements for staff accommodation: 

Operations with fewer than 60 visitor units = 1 staff "bedroom" per 10 visitor units 

Operations between 60 and 100 visitor units = I staff "bedroom" per 8 visitor units 

Operations with more than 100 visitor units = I staff "bedroom" per 6 visitor units 

While the number of visitor accommodation units (hotel rooms) approved annually are not subject to 

growth management limits, Bylaw 1-98 does restrict the maximum number built within the resort to 

1,500 units. Unfortunately, it is difficult to predict the eventual number rooms and style of hotel and 

Multi-family units 

• Each residential unit will not exceed 93 m̂  

(1,000 ft") of gross fioor area 
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lodge developments that will uUimately be constructed. The size and scale of future hotels in the resort 

will vary according to future market conditions and therefore is not defined by the bylaw. For purposes 

of assessing the demand for 'staff accommodation', this MDP assumes that the maximum number of 

guest accommodation will be built within the resort. The following table presents a possible scenario 

for the number of staff accommodation units that will eventually be built within Three Sisters Resort: 

Scale of Operation Staff Accommodation Required 

3 large hotels, 260 rooms each 
780 rooms / 6 visitor units per employee 

3 large hotels, 260 rooms each 
= 130 staff bedrooms 

6 mid-size hotels, 80 rooms each 
480 rooms / 8 visitor units per employee 

= 60 staff bedrooms 

6 lodge-style hotels, 40 rooms each 
240 rooms / 10 visitor units per employee 

6 lodge-style hotels, 40 rooms each 
= 24 staff bedrooms 

Total rooms: 1,500 Total staff bedrooms required: 214 bedrooms or 

107 two-bedroom staff accommodation units 

Based on these assumptions. Three Sisters Resort will ultimately have to provide 214 'bedrooms units' 

for staff working at these hotels. Assuming that the majority of these employees will be single adult 

households, and that most of these employees will be housed primarily in two-bedroom units, then TSR 

will provide a minimum of 107 two-bedroom units at full buildout of hotels and lodges within the resort. 

The photo at left shows 

the Marriott Residence 

Inn under construction at 

Stewart Creek Golf 

Course (open March 

2000). The completed 

hotel will have 119 one 

and two-bedroom suites. 

This hotel and the 32-

room Grand Canadian 

Vacation Club are the 

first two developments 

within Three Sisters 

Resort Centre. 
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Silver Tip Resort (Area Structure Plan, 2001) 

At full buildout, the Silver Tip Area Structure Plan (ASP) envisions approximately 1,300 employees 

working within the resort during peak season."' To partially accommodate the workers, the ASP 

considers 23.1 hectares (57.7 acres) of land between Silver Tip Golf Course and the Trans-Canada 

Highway to eventually contain a blend of market and non-market affordable housing, as well as "staff 

housing" for employees of Silver Tip Resort."'' This land is comprised of the following parcels: Blocks 

1,6, 15, 19 and 20. The location of all five blocks is shown in Map 2. Collectively, these parcels will 

be integrated into a comprehensive residential development."' Stone Creek Properties Ltd., the owner of 

Silver Tip Resort, has already purchased Blocks 15, 19 and 20 from the Province of Alberta (shown in 

gray shading in Table 92). These blocks will provide land for employees working within Silver Tip. In 

1999, the Town of Canmore obtained Block 6 through a land swap with Alberta Social Housing in 

exchange for a two-acre parcel in the nearby Palliser area. More recently, the Canmore Community 

Housing Corporation (CCHC) received title to Block 6. In addition, the Province has given CCHC the 

option to purchase Block 1. For purposes of forecasting, this MDP considers Block 1 and Block 6 to be 

part of the municipal land bank owned by CCHC on behalf of the Town of Canmore. Together Blocks 1 

and 6 comprise 32 acres (12.8 hectares) of land. 

Table 92 Ownership Status of Residential Land at the Base of Silver Tip Resort 

Location Site Area 

(acres) 

Site Area 

(hectares) 

Status 

Block 1 18.0 7.2 
Canmore Community Housing Corporation 

- option to purchase from Province 

Block 6 14.0 5.6 
Canmore Community Housing Corporation 

- part of Community Land Bank 

Block 15 13.5 5.4 
Stone Creek Properties, Ltd. 
- Silver Tip Employee Housing District * 

Block 19 6.5 2.6 
Stone Creek Properties, Ltd. 
- Silver Tip Employee Housing District 

Block 20 5.7 2.3 
Stone Creek Properties, Ltd. 

- Silver Tip Employee Housing District 

57.7 23.1 Total 

* Note: The feasible developable area of Block 15 is actually closer to 2 hectares, since the eastern 

portion of this parcel is along a steep escarpment and within a wildlife corridor. 

Blocks 15, 19 and 20 have been re-zoned as Employee Housing District, and will support a higher 

residential density than the previous R-3 zoning. EHD zoning allows for smaller units and greater 

"'̂  Town of Canmore and Stone Creek Properties Inc., Silver Tip Area Structure Plan, prepared by Urban Systems, August 
30, 2001, p. 10.1 

Ibid., p. 4.5-4.6 
« Ibid., p. 4.5-4.6 and Map 7. 
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density (35 to 148 units per hectare) than R-3 zoning (30 to 67 units per hectare). In addition, housing 

built within an Employee Housing District requires that only 20% of the site be landscaped, whereas 

housing built with an R-3 zoning requires that 40% of the site be landscaped."*^ Mr. Third, president of 

Silver Tip Resort, believes that EHD zoning will makes the development of smaller, more affordable 

rental and ownership units on this site more feasible. 

The ASP assumes that several resort hotels will eventually be developed, totaling 1,290 rooms.In 

1999, a revised draft concept plan was presented to Canmore Town Council and Town Administration. 

The revised resort area plan shows one large hotel, two mid-sized hotels, and several lodge-style 

timeshare condominiums distributed throughout the resort. Table 93 shows the estimated commercial 

space within Silver Tip Resort at full buildout under the revised plan developed by Richard Shaw.^' 

Some components of the ASP have already been developed. This includes a 'world class' 18-hole golf 

course (completed in the mid-1990s) as well as upscale homes that have been built adjacent to the golf 

course. The plan envisions that market-value housing would be developed in stages, consisting of nine 

residential 'cells' totaling 750 homes." Similar to Three Sisters Resort, the resort centre at Silver Tip 

would also include a retail, food and beverage component as well as health spa, fitness centre and 

conference centre. According to the ASP, Stone Creek Properties will provide "staff housing" (rental 

and ownership) to employees working at the golf course and resort centre. The intent is that these 

employees and their families would be housed in a comprehensive development on Blocks 15, 19 and 

20 at the base of Silver Tip Resort. The plan allows for up to 850 units of "staff housing and rental 

units" on this site.'"* As such, the plan anticipates that this site would accommodate the housing needs 

of most employees at the resort. In addition, recreational facilities such as tennis courts, a playground, 

and a local commercial area would be developed. 

-t« Town of Canmore, Land Use Bylaw N'. 09-99, Office Consolidation, September 1999, p. B-57 
Key informant interview with John Third, President of Stone Creek Properties, Ltd., September 1999. 
According to the Silver Tip ASP, this includes 1,250 \'isitor accommodation units and 40 tourist homes. 

5' On January 9, 2001, Town Coimcil gave approval to a 107-room, $22-million hotel next to the golf course. This is 
the first hotel developed within Silver Tip, and reflects the smaUer-scale development anticipated for the resort. 
5- Town of Canmore and Stone Creek Properties Inc., Silver Tip Area Structure Plan, prepared by Urban Systems, August 
30, 2001, p. 4.1 

Ibid., p. 4.1 
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Table 93 Silver Tip Resort Estimated Total Commercial Space at Buildout 

(Excluding timeshare condominiums) 

Gross Floor Net Floor 

Commercial Component Area (ft^) Area (ft^) 

Site A - 'Signature' hotel, health spa, golf 
club, retail, food and beverage space 

373,600 280,200 

Site B - Major hotel, retail, food and 
beverage space 

83,852 62,889 

Site C - Major hotel, retail, food and 

beverage space 
120,188 90,141 

Site D - Retail component of timeshare 

lodge 
5,000 3,750 

Site E - Retail component of timeshare 

lodge 
5,400 4,050 

Site 1 - Conference centre 36,575 27,431 

Site J - Health spa, food and beverage 
space within timeshare lodge 

57,000 42,750 

Total 681,615 511,211 

The ASP anticipates a mixture of housing for employees working at the hotels as well as other rental 

units available to the employees working in other area of Canmore. The plan also indicates that this 

housing would be built in stages as each hotel in the resort is developed. Therefore, for purposes of 

assessing the maximum number of affordable units that could be produced by the private market, this 

MDP assumes that all housing built within Blocks 15, 19 and 20 will be entry level in nature.̂ '' 

According to John Third (Stone Creek Properties), the majority of housing on this site would be low-

rise apartment-style rental housing, with a small amount of ownership housing available to managers 

and administrators working at the resort.'^ In view of the requirements in the Master Plan, the following 

assumptions are used to derive an updated estimate of the number of entry-level units that could be 

constructed on Blocks 15, 19, and 20: 

• Most of these units will be relatively small in size and the site will be developed to achieve 75% 

maximum allowable density under EHD zoning. 

• Both rental and ownership units will be offered: renters will occupy 70% of units, 30% will be 

owner-occupied. 

• The mix of one-, two-, and three-bedroom units will reflect the fact that a large proportion of Silver 

Tip employees will be unattached individuals. However, a significant number of units with two or 

more bedrooms will be available for couples with or without children. 

5"' It is useful to note that 'entr̂ '-level' affordable housing is a relative term, and thus may not be affordable to 
households in Canmore earning low or moderate incomes. In addition, market entry-level uruts can appreciate in price 
over time, making these units relatively less affordable due to rising real estate prices. 
" Key informant interview with John Third, President of Stone Creek Properties, Ltd., September 1999. 
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• The total developable area of Blocks 15, 19 and 20 is approximately 7 hectares (17.5 acres). This is 

net of the portion of Block 15 that falls within an established wildlife corridor. 

Given theses assumptions, Table 94 shows the anticipated number of units (544 rented and 233 owner-

occupied) within Blocks 15, 19 and 20 at full build out of Silver Tip Resort. 

Table 94 Total Housing Units Available on Silver Tip Blocks 15,19 and 20 

Base of Silver Tip Resort - Plan 9312238, Blocks 15-20 

Total land Available: 7.0 hectares (17.5 acres) 

Estimated Number of 

Residents Housed 

Type of Unit Rental % Owned % 2.78 persons 1 person 

Studio 54 10.0% 0 0% per unit per bedroom 

1 - Bedroom 136 25.0% 12 5% 

2 - Bedroom 354 65.0% 140 60% 

3 - Bedroom 0 0.0% 70 30% 

4+ Bedrooms 0 0.0% 12 5% 

Total 544 100.0% 233 100% 1,668 1,445 

Total Units: 777 (rental and ownership units) 
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Map 2 Blocks 1, 6, 15, 19 and 20 within Silver Tip Resort 

(Showing the area planned for perpetually affordable, market entry-level and employee housing) 

The photo at \eft shows a portion 

of land at the base of Silver Tip 

Resort. 

Stone Creek Properties Ltd. has 

ownership of Blocks 15, 19 and 

20, and has also obtained EHD 

zoning for these parcels. The 

Canmore Community Housing 

Corporation has title to Block 6, 

and has an option to purchase 

Block 1 from the Province for a 

fixed price. 
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Housing Built Within Employee Housing Districts (as of June 2001) 

"The Employee Housing District is a mechanism that allows employers to develop on-site 

housing. A l l we 're doing is making it possible for the free market to solve the problem. 

Canmore Mayor Ron Casey 

Land use zoning has a direct impact on the market value of land. For example, in Canmore land zoned 

as Wildlands Conservation District, Natural Park District, or Urban Reserve is removed from any type 

of development, with the possible exception of a linear utility corridor." Technically speaking, this 

land does not have a dollar value because it has been removed from the private land market by virtue of 

its zoning designation. However, if a portion of this land were rezoned to Light Industrial District, Local 

Commercial District, or Residential Single Family Detached District, the land would instantly have 

market 'value' according to its land use designation. Its market value might be less than similarly zoned 

lots elsewhere because of topographic constraints or lack of public infrastructure, but it could be bought 

and sold, and would therefore have an exchange.'^ Another method of influencing the market value of 

land is to change its land use designation to a higher density. Once land is zoned to allow for private 

development, 'up-zoning', from R-1 Single-Detached to R-5 Residential Apartment District for 

example, can increase the market value of land.''' The Canmore Housing Committee, in shaping the 

new Employee Housing District (EHD), used zoning as a mechanism to influence the market value of 

land.''" EHD zoning is designed to provide "freestanding residential accommodation for employees" by 

establishing maximum sizes for each type of apartment-style unit.^' The rationale behind setting a limit 

on the size of the unit is twofold: (1) to encourage the creation of smaller, more affordable units; and, 

(2) to reduce the attractiveness of these units to real estate speculators. One member of the Canmore 

Housing Committee remarked that EHD zoning would provide modest, apartment-style units that would 

less likely be converted into "ski condos in the Rockies" since the units are smaller than comparable 

units found in the local housing market.*^ Thus, housing units would be limited to 35 m̂  (377 ft^) for a 

bachelor, 47 m" (506 ft^) for a one-bedroom, 65 m̂  (700 ft^) for a two-bedroom, and 83 m̂  (893 ft') for 

a three-bedroom unit. The bylaw also limits the number of employees to two per bedroom. EHD 

zoning allows a residential development to be as large as 148 units per acre - a density that proponents 

claim would make each unit relatively more affordable to local businesses because you could develop 

Jeff Gailus, Staff housing? TUB leaves it to the marketplace, Canmore Leader, March, 1999, p. AlO 
The land use districts used here are taken from The Town of Canmore Land Use Bylaw. 

5* The term "value" is intended to mean its value in the private land market. Thus, the "value" of this land to the 
community', i.e., its intrinsic worth as a scenic wildlife corridor, fumre land for a school or playground, is not 
considered here. 
The 'up-zomng' effect may not always lead to an increase in real estate prices. Some land zoned Rl, such as Mount 

Royal or Rosedale in Calgary, may actaally be higher priced than R2-zoned lots in Crescent Heights or South Calgary. 
In 1999, the Canmore Housmg Committee, through its Land Use Bylaw Subcommittee, worked with the Town of 

Canmore Planning and Development Department to create the Employee Housing District. Subsequent alterations to 
the EHD were made following public hearings held in the summer of 1999. 
f'l Town of Canmore, Land Use Bylaw N". 09-99, Office ConsoUdation, September 1999, pp. B57 - B58 
""'̂  A comment made by a member of the Canmore Housing Committee concerning the intent of EHD zoning, 
February-1999. 
" Ibid. p. B57 
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the site to a greater density than most residential districts in Canmore.'''' However, the market value of 

an EHD-zoned lot would be less than a similar sized lot zoned 'R-5 Residential Apartment District'. 
This is because EHD zoning specifies limitations on the floor area of residential units, and a restrictive 

covenant on title of each unit. The intent of EHD zoning is twofold: 

• To encourage local businesses to purchase EHD units and rent them to their staff, thus reducing the 

pressure on the local rental market; and, 

• Reduce the trend of local businesses purchasing existing homes in Canmore and turning these 

homes into "staff accommodation."^^ 

However, there is no guarantee that speculative investors, or homebuyers seeking a second home in the 

Rocky Mountains, would not purchase a residential unit, even a small one. To reduce the likelihood that 

these units are resold for a quick profit on the open market, the Land Use Bylaw stipulates that: 

"Employee housing shall be owned and operated in a manner to ensure the housing is maintained 

for 'employees' ... and/or 'eligible' employees. The Development Authority may require, among 

other things, periodic declaration of solemn oaths confirming the occupancy of employee housing 

by 'employee ' or 'eligible employee', and restrictive covenants or other encumbrances on title as 

part of any approval for employee housing. " 

When EDD units are purchased, the homeowner agrees to: (1) a restrictive covenant registered on title 

describing the employee housing requirements quoted above; and, (2) a statutory declaration that the 

unit will be occupied by an "employee", as defined in the Town of Canmore Land Use Bylaw. Gary 

Buxton, Planner with the Town of Canmore, noted that the restrictive covenant would be difficult to 

enforce because the Town does not have title to any EHD units. To be legally enforceable, the Town 

would have to be a member of the condominium association and own at least one unit in the building. 

Thus, EHD zoning is a legislative mechanism designed to encourage the private market to create 

relatively affordable rental accommodation in Canmore. The means of achieving this are through the 

use of development criteria (size of units, density, relaxed parking and landscaping requirements) and 

restrictive covenants on title. Supporters of EHD zoning believe that creating this new land use district 

will encourage private developers to construct relatively more affordable units in Canmore. 

In summer of 1999, a local developer responded to the perceived need for entry-level, apartment style 

units. Devonian Properties, a developer of several mixed residential-commercial developments in 

Canmore, built a 70-unit, 4-storey residential complex called Montane Village. Montane Village has 

been developed on a 1.76-acre site along Kananaskis Way, within the Bow Valley Trail commercial 

district. The fair market value of land within the Bow Valley Trail (BVT) district is $900,000 per acre; 

''-^ Other than the EHD, the R-5 Residential Apartment District is the only district that has a maximum allowable 
density' of 148 units per hectare. 
••'̂  Jeff Gailus, Staff housing? LUB leaves it to the marketplace, Canmore Leader, March [?], 1999, p. AlO 
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Devonian's site lias a fair maricet value of approximately $1.1-million.^' To construct a primarily 

residential development within a commercial district required a zoning change, since BVT zoning 

requires minimum of 50% commercial component.*̂ * EHD zoning allows the commercial component to 

be relatively nominal or waived entirely. The relaxed commercial requirements were particularly 

important to the developer, considering the location of this lot within the BVT district.'^'' EHD zoning 

was seen by Devonian as providing two benefits: first, it would allow for the construction of much-

needed entry level condominium units; and secondly, it would allow the company to develop the vacant 

lot much sooner than if it remained commercially-zoned. 

Montane Village was completed in Fall 2000, and has 67, two-bedroom units of just over 700 ft^ in size, 

as well as three, one-bedroom units of approximately 500 ftl When the condominium units were first 

listed on the real estate market, the asking price for a two-bedroom unit was $99,000 and $86,000 for a 

one-bedroom unit. By the end of 2000, the majority (66) of the two-bedroom units had sold for an 

average price of $114,000.™ Montane Village also offers on-site, 24-hour property management. To 

mitigate potential concerns about noise. Montane Village has enhanced sound insulation between each 

unit and each floor.^' When asked why the development has so few one-bedroom units, Devonian 

explained that the buyers they are attracting want two-bedroom units for their staff, since EHD zoning 

will allow up to two persons per bedroom. On the other hand, if the unit is owner-occupied, a two-

bedroom unit is seen as easier to sell to single adults because the additional bedroom could be converted 

into an office or a bedroom for guests. Another reason given by Devonian is that per-square-foot 

construction cost is higher for a one-bedroom unit than for a two-bedroom unit.^^ 

Thus far, it appears that buyers of units in Montane Village are from the following sub-groups: 

• Self-employed single adults; 

• Couples with no children; 

• Businesses in the Bow Corridor purchasing units and renting these units to their staff; and, 

• Investors purchase units and, in turn, renting them to people working in Canmore." 

'''' The Land Use Bylaw stipulates that "eUgible" employees are, ".. .required to provide the Development Authority 
with appropriate written evidence of residency and location of employment as proof of their eligibility." Town of 
Canmore, Land Use Bylaw N". 09-99, Office ConsoUdation, September 1999, p. B58 
'''' Key mformant interview with Stephen Ross (President), Jvficheline Lambert (Sales & Marketing Representative), and 
Doug Churchill (Project Supervisor), Devonian Properties, Ltd., September 1999. 
<* Town of Canmore, Land Use Bylaw N". 09-99, Office ConsoUdation, September 1999, p. B33 
'''̂ Even in the buoyant Canmore commercial market, it is difficult to lease commercial space on lots that are not along 
a main arlerjf. Montane \̂ illage is located on a crescent one block off the main commercial corridor. 
7" i\n:.S sales data for 2000, Canmore Alpme Realty- (ReMax) 
'̂ Devonian Properties, Ltd., Montane Village: Affordable Mountain Living, sales brochure, summer 1999. 
'2 Key informant interview with Stephen Ross, MicheUn Lambert, and Doug Churchill, Devonian Properties, Ltd., 
September 1999. 
•̂̂  Jvficheline Lambert, quoted in the Canmore Leader, remarked that Montane Village is, ".. .not available to Calgarians 
as a weekend getaway." Furthermore, the main target market for Montane Village is, ".. .first-time homebuyers, 
employers and rental investors." David Burke, Project seeks to address 'affordability'factor, Canmore Leader, September 28, 
1999, p. A6 
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Initial response by individual buyers was strong, particularly residents currently renting in Banff 

Townsite (estimated at 8-10 units)/"* However, response from local businesses has been weak. When 

asked why so few local businesses were purchasing units in Montane Village for their employees, 

Devonian mentioned that a business wishing to purchase one of these units would need 25% down 

payment to qualify for bank financing.^' Since many businesses in Canmore are small in scale, local 

proprietors would be hard-pressed to be able to afford a capital outlay of this size. Devonian offered an 

explanation: since Canmore does not require local businesses (outside of the resorts) to provide 

accommodation for their staff, it is easier for some businesses to let their staff find accommodation 

within the local rental market. In other words, a legislative 'stick' would be required to ensure that there 

was a strong demand for the EHD housing 'carrot' by local employers. 

In June 2001, the Town of Canmore reviewed the Statutory Declarations received from homeowners 

within Montane Village. The Town of Canmore has prepared the following two extrapolations, based 

on a 62% response rate to the survey:™ 

Extrapolations based on 62% 

survey response rate: 

Proportion Assuming that those not 

responding and with insufficient 

information are non-compliant: 

Proportion 

Legitimate employees 75% Legitimate employees 47% 

Banff / Bow Valley employees 7% Vacant 7% 

Vacant 11% Non-compliant 46% 

Insufficient information 7% 

Total 100% Total 100% 

Devonian Properties has obtained re-zoning of adjacent commercial lots. One of these lots (Fairholme 

Lodge) will be developed as EHD housing similar to Montane Village. However, it will not contain any 

one-bedroom units. Nor will it have a commercial component. Instead, Fairholme Lodge will have 61 

two-bedroom and 23 three-bedroom units. A third EHD development is under construction by the 

Whiskey Jack Group, a new entrant into the construction of this type of housing. Whiskey Jack Chalet 

will feature two-bedroom units ranging from 620 ft^ to 660 ftl Table 95 shows a summary of units 

planned or currently under construction within EHD districts. 

Telephone conversation with Doug Churchill, January 2000 
A prospective homeowner can qualify for a NfL\-insured (CMHC or GE Capital) mortgage with as little as 5% 

down payment because it is the homeowner's principle residence. A local business purchasing residential property 
with a mortgage loan would have to have at least 25% down payment. 
Town of Canmore Planning & Development Department, Employee Housing Statutory Declarations, Staff Memo 

received from Gar}' Buxton, June 29, 2001 
7̂ Re-zonmg of property' requires a public hearing. The Town of Canmore scheduled a public hearing on the re-zoning 
of these lots (Lot 20, Plan 9711910 and Lot 22 Plan 9813180) m Februarj' 2000. 
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Table 95 Projects Planned or Currently Underway within Employee Housing Districts 

Project Name, Expected N ° . of Type of Unit Size of Units Starting Price 
Completion Date Units 

Montane Village ' 3 One-bedroom 500 ft' $86,000 

Fall 2000 67 Two-bedroom 700 ft' $99,000 

Fairholme Lodge 61 Two-bedroom 646 - 700 ft' $112,500 

Mid 2002 23 Three-bedroom 844 - 849 ft' $129,500 

Whiskey Jack Chalet 77 Two-bedroom 620 - 660 ft' $127,500-$135,000 

Mid 2001 

' Average 2000 selling 3 One-bedroom units 

price for 66 units in 205 Two-bedroom units 

Montane Village was 23 Three-bedroom units 

$114,000 231 Total units 

This photo shows the 

completed Montane Village 

condominium containing 

one- and two-bedroom units 

between 500 ft2 and 700 ft2 

in floor area. This is the first 

development within the new 

'Employee Housing 

District'. EHD zoning 
allows relaxed parking and 

commercial requirements, 

smaller residential suites, 

and increased building 

height. 
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5.6 P r o j e c t e d S h o r t f a l l of A f f o r d a b l e H o u s i n g in C anmore 

Table 96 shows the projected shortfall of affordable housing units in the year 2015, including all entry-

level housing, secondary suites, staff accommodation and employee housing built on private land, as 

well as perpetually affordable housing built on municipal land. The figures in this table are derived 

from the following assumptions: 

1. Canmore will reach full buildout (in terms of'green field' development) by the year 2015. This 

implies that the residential and commercial component of both resorts will have been completed, 

and the maximum allowable number of market entry-level and employee housing has been built. 

2. Market entry-level housing is defined as housing that provides reasonably priced homeownership or 

rental opportunities, and is allowed to appreciate in value according to the real estate market. 

3. Single adults with no dependents will be the primary occupants of employee housing ('staff 

accommodation'). This MDP assumes that Silver Tip Resort and Three Sisters Corporation and 

EHD-zoned land will provide the majority of employee-restricted housing in Canmore. 

4. All rental and ownership units built on municipal 'community housing land' or within the CCHC 

Land Bank will remain perpetually affordable.'* 

5. Forecast of demand for housing is based on one unit per household. Total expected demand for 

affordable units is based on a projection of households in core housing need shown in Table 87. 

According to the above assumptions, and the population growth scenarios used in this chapter, by the 

year 2015 Canmore will have a projected shortfall of between 650 and 1,760 units if the annual 

population growth rate for permanent residents is between 6% and 7.5%. However, assuming the 

lowest annual population growth rate (3%) for permanent residents, there is estimated to be a surplus of 

1,000 affordable units by the year 2015. Surplus and shortfall amounts are shown in Table 96. 

It should be noted that the projections shown in Table 96 are based upon the optimistic scenario that the 

maximum allowable number of entry-level ownership housing, secondary suites and employee rental 

housing will be built within the two resorts during this time period. Another key assumption is that 

market entry-level rental and homeownership opportunities will be affordable and appropriate to 

households within the core housing need group (low-income and moderate-income earners). As we 

shall see in Chapter 6, this assumption may not hold up to the actual experience of entry-level housing 

built in Canmore during the past 15 years. 

*̂ Dales Judd, Executive Director of the Canmore Communit)' Housing Corporation, suggested that a new zoning 
distnct might evenmally be created called 'Perpemally Affordable Housing District' (PAHD) for mumcipal or private 
land where the intent is that the housing remain perpetually affordable over time. 
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Table 96 Projected Affordable Housing Units in 2015 

Perpetually affordable housing on Municipal land 
Number 

of Units 

% of total 

units 

Renter-occupied units * 492 

Owner-occupied units * 668 

Subtotal 1,160 28% 

Entry-level and employee housing on private land 

Three Sisters Resort (at full buildout) 

Employee housing (required under Bylaw 1-98) ^ 107 

Secondary suites (rental units) ̂  900 

Entry-level ownership units ̂  900 

Subtotal 1,907 47% 

S/7ver Tip Resort (Blocks 15, 19 and 20 at full buildout) 

Entry-level rental units "* 544 

Entry-level ownership units "* 233 

Subtotal 777 19% 

Employee Housing District (as of 06/2001) 

Renter-occupied units ̂  115 

Owner-occupied units ̂  116 

Subtotal 231 6% 

Total affordable units 4,075 100% 

Projected demand for affordable housing (Scenario 1) 5,835 

Estimated shortfall 1,760 

Percent shortfall 30% 

Projected demand for affordable housing (Scenario 2) 4,726 

Estimated shortfall 651 

Percent shortfall 14% 

Projected demand for affordable housing (Scenario 3) 3,072 

Estimated surplus 1,003 

Percent surplus 33% 

Notes: 

1 These numbers are based on the model shown in Table 90. 

2 This figure is derived from the assumption that 1,500 hotel rooms will be built within Three Sisters Resort 

(TSR) by the year 2015. Based on a prediction of the scale of various hotel operations. Bylaw 1 -98 will require 

that 107, two-bedroom units will be constructed for staff working at these hotels. 
3 These figures are based on the assumption that TSR will construct 50 entry-level units as well as 50 secondary 

suites each year for 18 years. 
4 These figures are based on Table 94 and assume EHD zoning with a 70% renter / 30% homeowner split. 

5 These figures are based on the current number of EHD units planned, completed or under construction as of 

June 2001. These figures assume that 50% of the units are owner-occupied and the other 50% are renters. 
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5.7 A D i s c u s s i o n of A s s u m p t i o n s Underlying the H o u s i n g F o r e c a s t 

As mentioned previously, the assumptions that underlie the forecast of entry-level and employee 

housing built by the private sector are optimistic. They assume that the maximum allowable number of 

entry-level homes, secondary suites and employee housing will be built within Three Sisters Resort and 

Silver Tip Resort. It is also based on the tenuous assumption that entry-level housing will be priced at a 

level that is affordable to a significant number of first-time homebuyers or renters earning low and 

moderate incomes. The real estate industry considers entry-level housing to be housing that is priced in 

the lowest 25% of the total housing market in a given area. Thus, it is a relative measure that is geared 

to housing prices within a local or regional market. In a market with very high housing prices, the 

asking price for a single-detached 'starter home' may be over $200,000 - a price out of the range of 

most first-time homebuyers in Canada. Similarly, in a rental market with a low vacancy rate, a typical 

rent for one-bedroom apartment may be upwards of $700 per month - a rent that may be unaffordable to 

many single-income households. The Canmore Municipal Development Plan considers entry-level 

housing to be "housing that provides reasonably priced homeownership opportunities" that would be 

affordable to the "anticipated needs of low to moderate income residents."™ Yet there is no mechanism 

within the Municipal Development Plan that can be used to assess whether or not entry-level housing 

built within the resorts will be: (1) affordable to renters or first-time homebuyers earning low to 

moderate incomes; and (2) will remain affordable to renters or first-time homebuyers over time. If the 

term 'entry-level' is interpreted to mean 'homes in the lower portion of the local housing market', then 

the selling price of this type of housing is relative to prices in the local real estate market. In an 

economy experiencing a strong demand for housing, the selling price of entry-level homes will also rise, 

and this may effectively shut out potential homebuyers earning moderate incomes. As shown in 

Chapter 4, median housing prices in Canmore have risen faster than median household income 

throughout the 1990s. The net effect of this trend is a rising homeownership threshold where fewer and 

fewer households can purchase a home. Similarly, rental prices are tied to the demand for and supply of 

rental units in the local market. If an entry-level rental unit is interpreted to mean 'rental units in the 

lower portion of the market', then even relatively lower-priced units may eventually become 

unaffordable to renters in a prosperous economy, unless local wages rise enough to offset this effect. 

Thus, caution must be used in predicting the proportion of entry-level market housing that will actually 

be affordable to those earning low- and moderate-incomes. As such, the scenario presented in Table 96 

is considered to be an optimistic one. Canmore has a significant advantage in that it currently has 60.1 

acres (24 hectares) of land that could potentially be used for perpetually affordable housing. However, 

this type of housing will only provide an estimated 28% of the total stock of 'affordable' housing (at full 

build out), if one includes market entry-level housing, secondary suites, and employee housing built on 

private land. There is hope that the smaller, units being built within the new Employee Housing District 

may also provide a supply of relatively affordable housing. The market for these smaller units appears 

Town of Canmore, Mumcipal Development Plan, Bylaw 30-98, September 1998, pp. 1.5-1.6 
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to be single-adult households, couples with no children, and families with one child. The challenge for 

the Town of Canmore will be to ensure that mechanisms are in place to encourage private developers 

and homebuilders to construct entry-level housing that is also suitable and affordable to families with 

several children. 

A final word of caution regarding the housing forecast in this chapter concerns the notion of 'full 

buildout' of Canmore. Both the 1995 Canmore Growth Management Strategy and the 1998 Canmore 

Municipal Development Plan assume that the outward expansion of the town will ultimately stop 

because of the limited amount of land zoned for urban development. The annual rate of population 

growth is controlled, to some degree, by the number of building permits approved for Silver Tip Resort, 

Three Sisters Resort, and Eagle Terrace subdivision. However, as these developments are completed, 

the physical limits of the town will be reached and there will likely be increased pressure to 'infill' any 

vacant developable land within the town, as well as intensify existing urban properties. Based on the 

figures listed in the development plans for the two resorts, and feasible population growth scenarios, the 

physical expansion of Canmore could be reached by the year 2015. Infill residential development and 

community-based affordable housing are currently exempted from annual growth management quotas. 

Thus, it may be reasonable to assume that the actual population of the town will continue to grow 

through densification, even as the outward expansion of Canmore reaches a physical (and regulatory) 

limit. The implication for policy-makers is that the actual need for affordable housing in Canmore, 

beyond 2015, may ultimately be greater than shown in this chapter. 
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R E C O M M E N D E D H O U S I N G S T R A T E G Y f t 

C h a p t e r \ J 

The final chapter of this Master's Degree Project (MDP) presents strategies that can be used to shape a 

comprehensive program that addresses the lack of affordable housing in Canmore. The first part of 

Chapter 6 presents key considerations that should be taken into account when creating local housing 

policy. The argument is made that the lack of affordable housing in Canmore is negatively affecting the 

economic, social and environmental well being of the community, and that this will continue to be the 

case in absence of a program to address this unmet need. As an economic issue, the lack of affordable 

rental and ownership housing makes it difficult to attract and retain employees. There is also evidence 

that the high cost of housing is having a detrimental effect on the social fabric of the community. 

Workers in low- and moderate-paying jobs are working extra hours to make ends meet, leaving less 

time and energy for family, friends, leisure, and volunteer activities. Housing becomes an 

environmental issue for a mountain town with limited developable area. Encouraging affordable 

residential development on vacant land within Canmore means that residents will be closer to work, 

stores and community services. Efficient use of urban land yields additional environmental benefit in 

the form of reduced overall energy use. As Canmore reaches full buildout, affordable forms of housing 

will be predominantly multi-residential (townhouses, apartment condominiums, courtyard housing). 

These types of housing can yield benefits in terms of efficient land use and reduced energy costs 

compared to lower density development. 

The concluding section of this chapter presents housing solutions and a recommended action plan. Case 

examples and associated recommendations are provided to assist local stakeholders such as Canmore 

Community Housing Corporation, Town of Canmore, local development community, and non-profit 

housing groups in facilitating the creation of affordable rental and ownership housing. Reference is 

made to relevant examples from other Canadian communities in supporting the recommendations made 

in this chapter. 



K e y C o n s i d e r a t i o n s f o r a L o c a l H o u s i n g S t r a t e g y 

''Canmore has far too many intelligent and industrious full-time residents earning $10 per hour or 

less and working second and third jobs to cover the cost of accommodation andfood. ... Without 

satisfying jobs that offer ample wages, we will never attract nor retain enough people to work here 

or rent here." 

Editorial, Canmore Leader, Marcli 13, 2001 

Figure 38 Housing as an Economic, Social and Environmental Issue 
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6.1 H o u s i n g and L o c a l E c o n o m i c Development 

Housing demand and economic growth are linked.' As shown in Chapter 5, a diverse economy requires 
a diverse workforce spanning a broad range of incomes. An equally broad range of housing types and 

prices are required to accommodate employees and their families. A preliminary analysis of 

commercial development potential showed that Canmore could support a local workforce five times 

greater than the size of the present one. However, unless strategies and initiatives are in place to 

provide housing that is affordable to this future workforce, high housing prices and rents will continue 

to discourage some new businesses and employees from locating in Canmore. Thus, the town's 

' According to Stephen K. Mayo of the Lincoln Institute of Land Policy, housing investment and housing services 
contribute between 7% and 18% of gross national product (GNP) in most countries. Housing also comprises between 
15% and 35% of consumer spending. Ejfects ofCand and Housing Policies on Market Peformance published in Land Lines, 
Vol.9, No. 3, May 1997, Lincoln Institute of Land Policy, Cambridge, Mass. 
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commercial development potential may never be fully realized if shelter costs remain unaffordable for a 

growing proportion of the local workforce." 

During the 1990s, local residents, business owners, and town councilors were involved in creating an 

economic development strategy for Canmore. The 1992 Economic Development Strategy addressed the 

question of the preferred types of businesses for Canmore. The Economic Development Strategy gave 

high priority to attracting non-polluting 'light' industries that are "complementary to the natural 

setting.'" This includes: 

• home-based businesses; 

• small-scale information processing and software development; 

• eco-tourism and adventure-oriented industries; 

• arts and culture; 

• environmental research-based industries; and, 

• regional service and distribution functions. 

A revised Economic Development Strategy (EDS) was circulated to Canmore Town Council in draft 

form in June 2001. The primary aim of the new economic strategy is to increase the commercial portion 

of Canmore's tax base (currently at 23%).^ Similar to the 1992 strategy, the 2001 EDS gives priority to 

enhancing local opportunities in the following fields:' 

• tourism and eco-tourism; 

• high technology and environmental technology; 

• education; 

• research (e.g., environmental sustainability, conservation ecology, human-wildlife interaction); 

and, 

• the film industry. 

The industries in the aforementioned lists are consistent with the economic development intentions of 

other mountain communities that seek to broaden their economic base without compromising 

surrounding natural amenities or relying on primary resource extraction.* However, many of the jobs 

created by these industries will likely pay only moderate salaries. Some of these industries may only 

offer seasonal, part-time or contract-based work, thus limiting what these employees would earn over 

the course of a year. On the one hand, a local economic development strategy that focuses on these 

types of industries appears to present a promising economic future. On the other hand, however, the 

high cost of living in Canmore may act as a deterrent to the goal of diversifying the local economy. The 

- According to Carol Duncan, Coordinator of Community Care for the Headwaters Health Authont}', finding workers 
to fill part-time and casual positions is even more challenging that filling full-time positions due to the high cost of 
living in Canmore. 
' Town of Canmore, Economic Development Stratê \ October 1992, Section 5.2.2 
Canmore Leader, Economic strategy shy on action, Council says, David Burke, June 19, 2001, P. A7 
5 Town of Canmore, 2001 Economic Development Strategy (draft). Section 4.6, June 2001 
Rasker, Ray and Alexander, Ben,- The New Challenge: People, Commerce and the Environment in the Yellowstone to Yukon 

Region, The WOdemess Societ\', Bozeman MT, 1997, pp. 5, 35, 43-45. 
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affordability 'issue' must be addressed if Canmore is to realize its vision of a diverse and balanced 

economy. 

"/« the year 2015, Canmore is a vibrant community that enjoys a healthy tax base and broad 

economic well being for its citizens. Canmore's prosperity is derivedfrom an assessment base that 

includes 60% residential and 40% non-residential development. A primary commercial function in 

the town is a tourism industry based on appreciation of the mountain environment. The tourism 

industry along with clean, environmentally friendly, and locally owned small businesses helps to 

support a high level of community services for residents. The town is also recognized as a centre of 

expertise in environmental planning, management, and post-secondary education.""^ 

Chapter 4 of this MDP dealt with the growing gap between household income and housing prices in the 

Bow Corridor. The analysis showed that the majority of jobs currently offered in Canmore have annual 

salaries paying less than $40,000 per year. From a pragmatic perspective, some local employers already 

recognize that having a stock of housing that is affordable to their employees is essential in attracting 

qualified employees to the Bow Corridor. A recently completed report to the Parks Canada Banff Field 

Unit recommended that Parks Canada enter into partnership with a local housing co-operative to 

develop affordable housing for its staff ̂  The 1990 Jasper Housing Study recommended the creation of 

perpetually affordable ownership housing within Jasper townsite, managed and operated by a non-profit 

organization. These projects would be constructed on land leased from Parks Canada with restrictions 

on capital appreciation of land so the benefits of less-than-market-value land continues to accrue to local 

employees and their families.' The study provides the following cautionary advice: "If prices and rents 

remain high, or increase, people may choose not to relocate to Jasper whether or not there are jobs 

available."'" This advice is also relevant for mountain communities such as Whistler, Banff and 

Canmore, and for large cities with high housing prices such as Toronto and Vancouver. 

It is important to recognize that Canmore is partly a resort community, a gateway to Kananaskis 

Country and Banff National Park, as well as a residential community for people working in the Bow 

Corridor. Canmore has a tradition of being the home for local employees, as well as home for many of 

those working elsewhere in the Bow Corridor and Kananaskis Country. Because of development 

restrictions within K-Country and Banff National Park, the majority of future commercial and 

institutional development in the Bow Corridor will very likely occur within Canmore." This means that 

^ Town of Canmore, Municipal Development Plan, Bylaw 30-98, September 1998, p. 3.2 
Parks Canada, Banff Field Unit, Future Directions for the Provision and Management of Staff Housing: Final Report, prepared 

by Dave Day (IRIS Environmental Systems, Banff) and Jan Broomfield (Strategy Plus, Edmonton), March 17, 1999, p. 
\X. 
' Parks Canada, jasper Housing Study, Cit)- Spaces Consulting, 1990, pp. 8-13 

Ibid. pp. 8-7 
" In 1998, the federal government imposed commercial development restrictions within Banff townsite and the 
surrounding national park. In addition, the May 2000 announcement by the provincial government to deny approval 
of a year-round ski resort in the Spray Lakes area appears to be congruent with strong public support of restricting 
future tourism development within Kananaskis Countr)'. 
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the majority of new jobs created in the Bow Corridor will be based in Canmore and not within Banff 

National Park or Kananaskis Country. Thus, the affordable housing problem cannot be temporarily 

'off-loaded' to a nearby community; solutions will have to be found within Canmore. 

6.2 Housing and Community Well Being 

''The last thing Canmore needs is for new residents to feel that they are on their own and have to he 

socially independent." 

Brenda Caston, Manager, Canmore Family & Community Support Services 

"The Board believes that the question of affordable housing is a critical element in any assessment 

of socio-economic issues, ff housing problems exist, efforts to address and mitigate other social 

problems may be somewhat pointless. Similarly, if there are not housing problems, other social 

shortcomings may not be as serious as they would otherwise be."'̂  

Natural Resources Conservation Board, November 1992 

One of the oft-cited advantages that Canmore has over an exclusively tourism-oriented resort is its 

comparatively diverse socio-economic profile. However, high rental costs and housing prices may 

discourage socio-economic diversity over the long run. As shown in Chapter 4, a growing proportion of 

households in Canmore are experiencing housing hardship. Anecdotal evidence suggests that high 

housing prices and rents are having undesirable effects on the broader community in terms of longer 

hours spent working and less time available for family and friends.'^ Homelessness is also present 

within the community and generally indicates high 'entry costs' into the local rental market in terms of 

first month's rent, security deposit, and utility connection costs.'" As housing prices continue to rise 

beyond the range of most first-time homebuyers, local homebuilders will have to rely increasingly on 

move-up buyers, second home owners, real estate investors, and wealthy empty-nesters to provide 

market demand for housing in Canmore. Long-time residents, who currently may be 'house rich but 

cash poor', may find it makes more sense to sell their home and leave the community. Continued high 

housing prices will inevitably encourage certain demographic changes to take place, i.e., fewer elderly 

and retired residents, fewer families with young children, greater turnover of local residents. 

For renter households, it currently makes economic sense to share rent with other renters as a way to 

lower shelter costs. Without a large increase in the number of rental units, most renters in Canmore will 

continue to rent a room or suite within the existing housing stock. That is why it is common to find two 

or more single adults renting a detached home, townhouse, or apartment-style condominium. 

'2 Namral Resources Conservation Board, Application to Construct a Recreational and Tourism Project in the Town of Canmore, 
Decision Report: Application #9103 - Three Sisters Golf Resorts Inc., Nov., 1992, p. 11-19 
Key informant interview with Deb Bennett, social worker with Town of Canmore Family and Community Support 

Services (see Appendix A, pp. 22-23) 
The 1998 Housing Needs Assessment for Grande Prairie lists 18 reasons for people having difficulty fmding 

appropnate and/or affordable housing. The second most popular reason (40% of respondents) was "damage deposit 
required". Cost of utilities was the fifth most popular reason by 24% of respondents. 
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The combined effect of these trends may eventually alter or erode the social fabric and 'sense of 

community' that currently exists in Canmore.'^ One only has to look at the marked difference between 

the Banff and Canmore demographic profiles to see the long-term effects of high housing prices on a 

community (see Chapter 2). Implementing a program to create housing that is affordable to low and 

moderate-income households could play a key role in building a stronger community over the long term. 

Indeed, the 2001 Canmore Economic Development Strategy recognizes that a vibrant, diversified 

local economy is dependent upon achieving "human resource" objectives such as addressing the need 

for affordable housing, educating employers about the benefits of long-term employees, and exploring 

ways of creating local public transit service." 

Local efforts to address the lack of affordable and appropriate housing often pay social dividends in the 

form of strengthened bonds within a community and greater overall awareness of the need for a range of 

housing options. Two prominent examples give evidence to this claim and are cited here: the first is 

from the Slocan Valley in British Columbia and the second example is from Prince Albert, 

Saskatchewan.'^ 

Case Study: Affordable rental housing for senior citizens 

In June 1999, the Slocan Valley Seniors' Housing Society completed a ten-unit rental complex for rural 

seniors on fixed incomes. The challenge was to provide appropriate, community-oriented housing for 

independent seniors on fixed incomes that might have mobility challenges or require some assistance 

with daily living. The project was made possible through direct involvement of the Passmore 

community, as well as a partnership with the housing arm of the provincial government. Human 

Resources Development Canada (HRDC), and two philanthropic organizations. Passmore Park 

Developments donated the land for the development (equivalent market value of $40,000). BC 

Housing, the Real Estate Foundation of British Columbia, and HRDC provided funding for project 

management and construction financing. The Slocan Valley Seniors' Housing Society raised additional 

monies and in-kind donations of materials, labour and artistry from local residents. Together, these 

efforts provided funding to cover the $1,435,000 capital cost of the project. A notable feature was the 

involvement of local residents, who raised over $79,000. Local contractors and suppliers of building 

materials were also involved in the construction of the complex. On-the-job training in construction 

trades was provided to unemployed residents through an HRDC grant. Students from the Kootenay 

Several key informants were concerned that high housing prices might evenmally erode the middle class in Canmore. 
That is, Canmore would eventually price itself out of the range of households earning moderate and middle incomes 
(see Appendix A pp. 2, 6, 9-10, 12, 16, 23-24). 
I'' In 1997, a housing committee in Cochrane Alberta identified the link between housing affordability and community 
stabilit)'. In their report they state that a broad range of housing types and price ranges is needed for a community to 
maintain diversity in terms of age, stage of life, t}-pe and size of household, etc. Cochrane Affordable Housing 
Initiative Committee, Initiatim- in Affordable Housing: Final Report, June 1997, p. 24 
" Town of Canmore, 2001 Economic Development Strategy (draft). Section 5.4, June 2001. 
"* Norm Connolly provided research for both of these examples as part of a project to investigate real estate 
mvolvement in affordable housing. Both the BC Land Centre and the Alberta Real Estate Foundation funded this 
research effort from Januar\--.\pril 2000. 
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School of the Arts designed ergonomically efficient dining room furniture for the project. A local 

artisan was hired through an HRDC program to construct dining room chairs and tables. 

The project was completed in June 1999, with ten ground-oriented units renting between $118 and $430 

per month. The complex also has a central kitchen, lounge, dining room and an office for visiting 

medical staff. 

Residents of the Slocan 

Valley Seniors Housing 

Society celebrate in front of 

the completed community 

housing project in Passmore, 

British Columbia. 

Case Study: Affordable home ownership using the co-operative housing model 

The instigator of this program is a local Realtor, Floyd Baldwin, who grew tired of seeing vacant 

underutilized land in the inner city, older housing in need of repair, and renter families with little hope 

of owning a home. In his opinion, this disconnection between housing need and supply was having a 

detrimental social and economic effect on the broader community. He took his concerns to a planner, 

Denton Yeo, at the City of Prince Albert who agreed that other partners should be involved. Shortly 

thereafter, the Community Housing Advisory Committee (CSAC) was created that also included 

representation from Saskatchewan Housing Corporation, Prince Albert Credit Union, and West Flats 

Community Association. CSAC decided that co-operative housing was the best vehicle to provide 

homeownership opportunities for households earning low to moderate incomes.^" In addition, housing 

co-operatives, by their very nature, require active participation of all member households. CSAC 

wanted member households to increase their capacity by learning to make decisions as a group 

(consensus) and to take greater control over their housing situation. A public information session was 

held and drew strong interest with 75 local households interested in joining the co-operative. A group 
of 20 households were selected and the co-operative was formed. Others were put on a waiting list for 

future housing co-operatives. The advisory committee obtained a CMHC Home Grown Solutions grant 

" The purchase-and-renovate strategj' used by New Beginnings Housing Co-operative would not be feasible in the 
Canmore real estate market, since there is no housing that could be purchased for under $50,000. In addition, 
Canmore's housing stock is in good shape, with most homes built during the past 15 years. However, the creation of 
an affordable homeownership program for low-income households may be feasible in Canmore withm the co
operative housing model, and in partnership with the mutucipality, the Provmce, local builders and progressive lenders. 
2" Some member households had poor credit records; others did not have sufficient income to alone quality for a 
mortgage. A 'blanket' mortgage was arranged on behalf of New Beginnings Housing Co-operative, thus all member 
households share in the overall eqiut}' and nsk associated with the co-operative. 
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to hire a coordinator and promote the project. Discounts and in-kind donations of surplus building 

materials were also obtained from a local lumber supply centre, thus lowering the cost of renovation. 

The highly successful New Beginnings Housing Co-operative in Prince Albert Saskatchewan now has 

19 homes that have been purchased, renovated and sold to member households. The co-operative 

provides homeownership opportunities to households earning low and moderate incomes (most 

households earn less than $30,000 per year). The process works as follows: 

1. New Beginnings Housing Co-operative purchases an older home in an inner city neighbourhood 

through a mortgage arranged through the Prince Albert Credit Union; 

2. The home is selected and member signs lease-to-own agreement. The monthly lease payment 

includes mortgage principal plus interest, property taxes, fire insurance, and a monthly repair fund. 

3. The home is renovated and/or expanded through the efforts of co-op members; and, 

4. New Beginnings carries the mortgage for a five-year period, after which the member household is 

given the option to assume a mortgage and receive title to their property. This freehold title option 

means that the member household would have to leave the co-operative. 

The Prince Albert Credit Union provides financing up to 75% of the appraised value of the home after 

renovations. The remaining 25% of financing is provided by a grant from the City of Prince Albert and 

the Province of Saskatchewan (Municipal Government Department), as well as the 'sweat equity' 

contribution of co-op members during renovation of the home. 

Since 1997, two other housing co-operatives have been formed and two others are in planning stages. 

Each co-operative targets a specific client group in need of affordable housing. Each initiative has built 

upon the success of New Beginnings, leveraging the skills of committee members and Community 

Housing Advisory Committee. What began as a dream of a local Realtor now includes a growing 

network of housing co-operatives that together are having a significant impact on housing affordability 

in Prince Albert. Figure 39 shows the evolution of this housing network. 
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Figure 39: Development of a Co-operative Housing Network in Prince Albert 
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In planning stage 

As of April 2001, 39 households (over 100 people) have been housed in New 
Beginnings, Hand-In-Hand, and HomeWorks co-operatives 

New Beginnings Housing Cooperative has put $250,000 back into the community through purchase of 

renovation materials and professional services (average $12,500 per home). Several families are now 

off social assistance and have found better paying jobs. Members of CSAC report that the following 

benefits as a result of this program:"' 

• Less transience for member households 

• Less reliance on social assistance and the health system 

• Reduced stress as co-op members feel more secure economically 

• Increased self-reliance, ingenuity, and local decision-making capacity 

6.3 Housing and the Natural Environment 

"7b encourage efficient use of tiie limited land base (especially in new growth areas) by 

accommodating a range of land uses and activities in higher density mixed-use developments." 

Canmore Municipal Development Plan " 

Affordable, higher density housing can be less land intensive than lower-density development by 

providing homes that are closer to work and services. Developing vacant or underutilized land near 

existing or planned commercial centres can be part of an overall strategy that links conservation with 

growth management. The concept of efficient land use is reflected in the objectives of the Canmore 

Key informant interview with Floyd Baldwin, Realtor with Cenmr\- 21 Solid Gold, and Dale Smith, Branch Manager, 
Pnnce Albert Credit Union, May 2001 
22 Town of Canmore, Munidpal Development Plan. Bylaw 30-98, September 1998, p. 4.4 
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Growth Management Strategy, which seeks to maximize the use of transportation, water and sewer 

infrastructure. According to the Growth Management Strategy, this is best achieved through 

intensification of already developed areas within Canmore.^^ Since the supply of developable land is 

limited in Canmore, it makes sense that urban land should be developed to its 'highest and best use' in 

terms of density and appropriate use. This means using land use policy to encourage higher density 

residential or mixed residential-commercial development in areas with existing public infrastructure and 

in close proximity to established services. 

In 1997, the City of Kamloops adopted a Community Energy Plan as a comprehensive strategy to 

reduce energy consumption. The plan focuses on energy use at both a micro (building) scale and at a 

neighborhood scale. The plan identifies building design, site orientation, and community design as 

areas where energy saving can occur. The creation of mixed-use development and neighborhood retail / 

office development can reduce the need for the automobile, and encourage other forms of transportation. 

The City recognizes the key role it plays by reducing energy requirements in municipal infrastructure, 

i.e., water and water treatment systems, traffic control, fleet operations, and streetlights.^'' 

In terms of energy use in housing, the plan states: 

''Designing a higher density, mixed-use residential neighborhood can save energy in all three use 

categories: less space heating because of more common walls; less gasoline use because of more 

walking and biking and shorter trip distances; and less energy used to build and maintain more 

compact infrastructure.""' 

Energy savings and reducing the need for private transportation can be financially beneficial for local 

residents on fixed, low or moderate incomes. Throughout Western Europe and United States there are 

numerous examples of energy-wise, environmentally sustainable housing that is also affordable to 

tenants and homeowners."*' Some of these technologies and design approaches may be applicable to 

Canmore as well. 

There are many local residents who are very concerned about the ecological viability of the Bow 

Corridor (specifically, maintaining viable habitat for ungulates and predators). With a projected 

population of 16,000 to 30,000 by the year 2015, some residents are doubtful that the valley can 

accommodate all needs, both human and wildlife. However, some local advocates do not yet see a link 

between housing and environmental concerns. This attitude must change if Canmore is to move toward 

a more sustainable urban form. 

23 Town of Canmore, Growth Management Committee Strategy Report 0une 1,1995) 
2+ City of Kamloops, Community Energy Plan, Compass Resource Management Ltd. (\̂ ancouver, BC) and Criterion Inc. 
(Portland, Oregon), April 1997, pp. i-vi 
5̂ City of Kamloops, Community Energy Planning Concepts for Community Planning, 1997, 7 pages 
2'' Schmitz-Gunther, Thomas and Abraham, Loren E. hiving Spaces: Sustainable Building and Design, Koneman 
VerlagsgeseUchaft mbH, 1997, pp. 12-27, 69-89 
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6.4 The need for affordable entry-level h o u s i n g is not a recent p h e n omenon 

''This year lots are selling for between $50,000 and $80,000. If the trend continues, there's good 

chance Canmore residents could be left watching on the sidelines as land, condominiums, and 

houses are picked up by wealthy outsiders..." 

Landmark Magazine, Alberta Housing Corporation, 1982 

The aforementioned quote from 18 years ago gives credence to the claim that housing prices have been 

a concern for the past 20 years. Since the early 1980s, various provincial programs and local planning 

strategies have resulted in the development of relatively more affordable entry-level housing in 

Canmore. Examples include: 

• Alberta Mortgage and Housing Corporation forgivable second mortgages on homes built in the 

Larch area 

• Alberta Mortgage and Housing Corporation, through Mortgage Properties Inc., subdivides land in 

Mountview Phase II (Cougar Creek) to accommodate the development of innovative, entry-level 

housing 

• Expansion of Restwell Trailer park to include units that can be owned 

• Development of a manufactured housing subdivision in Cougar Creek (Grotto Place) 

• Innovative land use planning allowing narrow lot and z-lot housing in Cougar Creek (Riverstone 

development) and Peaks of Grassi 

• Innovative zoning such as the 'Employee Housing District' designed to encourage the creation of 

small, entry-level rental and ownership units 

• Using land-use zoning to encourage mixed residential-commercial development within commercial 

districts (Town Centre and Bow Valley Trail commercial districts) 

• Allowing secondary suites in most residential districts in Canmore 

27 Steward, Gillian; Canmore: The Little Town with a Big Future, Landmark Magazine, Alberta Housing Corporation, 
September-October, 1982, pp. 10-13 
2* According to Carmen Colborne, a former Realtor with Re/Max (Canmore Alpine Realty), in the early 1980s the 
Province of Alberta arranged forgivable $10,000 second mortgages on manufactured homes bttilt in the Larch area of 
Canmore. Alberta Mortgage and Housing Corporation owned these lots. The mortgage stipulated that if you lived in 
the same house for ten years, the second mortgage would be forgiven and would not have to be paid back. The 
purpose of this policy was to prevent imnecessar}- price rises in the housing market due to speculation. (From a 
telephone conversation with Carmen Colborne, December 1999) 
Sokolan, Gail; Canmore Housing Symposium: Affordable Housing History, Praxis Inc., November 1997. Proposal calls for 

the development of lots in Phase 3 were evaluated on ".. .the willingness to give Bow Corridor residents first 
opportunity' to purchase completed lots and/or housing uruts for a limited period of time." Mortgage Properties Inc., 
Information Package on Proposal Call on Mountview Stage III, July 1992, pp. 1 -2 
206 more-or-less permanent sites are available within Resrwell Trailer Park for mobile homes (not on concrete 

foundations but with full utihtj' hookup and civic address). 
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These modular homes on 
fixed basements were 

constructed in the mid-

1980s and sold to local 

residents at relatively 

affordable prices. 

However, purchase prices 

for these homes have risen 

in concert with the overall 

real estate market in 

Canmore, making them 

less affordable over time. 

With the exception of the Larch development, all of these strategies have relied on land use planning to 

achieve these results. Overall, the community has benefited from these strategies, as they have provided 

a supply of relatively affordable (entry-level) homeownership opportunities. In addition, these 

strategies have helped maintain a diversity of income ranges, households and housing types in Canmore. 

These developments have allowed families earning moderate incomes to remain in Canmore as 

permanent residents. However, housing built through these programs has become part of the larger pool 

of market housing in Canmore. Thus, the value of these homes, in terms of purchase price, is tied to the 

local real estate market. Prices of these units have risen over time to the point where they are no longer 

affordable to most first-time homebuyers.^' This means that a significant amount of entry-level housing 

created as a result of these strategies may no longer be affordable to the target households that first 

purchased them. This is a structural situation that will continue to exist for market entry-level housing 

constructed within Canmore that does not have restrictions on price appreciation. The selling price for 

these homes will be 'whatever the market will bear.' In a housing market where demand exceeds 

supply, housing prices will inevitably rise. Thus, an affordable housing strategy that focuses solely on 

entry-level market housing will only be partially successful in the long term. 

6.5 Canmore requires a stock of perpetually affordable housing 

"Failure to address affordable housing in the early years of development can result later in a lack of 

suitable sites for housing. This can lead to greater difficulty in acquiring property for affordable 

housing due to rapidly increasing land values." 

Scott Lockwood, Technical University of Nova Scotia 

^' In the mid-1990s, the Town of Canmore encouraged Three Sisters Resort to develop a residential subdivision 
consisting of three hundred narrow-lot homes in an entry-level price range of $140,000 for house and lot. The 
development of the Peaks of Grassi subdivision was contingent upon Three Sisters Resort incorporating 'alternative' 
or 'innovative' design standards for homebuilders. However, according to Robert Ellis, senior planner with the Town 
of Canmore, mid-range affordahilin- of many of these homes quickly evaporated because the supply of single-family 
lots in Canmore is far below demand. Thus, some lots were quickly purchased and resold to other buyers at a big 
markup. Current asking prices for these homes in 2001 is above $200,000. 
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Low-end of market housing built on private land can be considered 'an investment' by homeowners in 

the same way as housing at the upper end of the real estate market can. In Canmore, the selling price 

for entry-level homes has risen over time to the point where they are no longer affordable to most first-

time homebuyers. Thus, it is essential for a community with high shelter costs to have appropriate 

mechanisms in place to ensure that: 

1. The stock of market entry-level housing will continue to be replenished through new construction; 

and, 

2. Some proportion of the local housing stock remains perpetually affordable over the long term. 

Ideally, a community should have a stock of housing that remains affordable to target groups over the 

long term. The private market should also be providing relatively affordable housing on an annual 

basis. Both strategies contribute to the overall stock of affordable housing within a community. Figure 

40 shows this concept as parallel strategies for providing affordable housing in Canmore. 

In Canmore, appropriate strategies to ensure a perpetual stock of affordable housing include: 

• Creating a municipal land bank where the value of land is set at the overall infrastructure / servicing 

costs. Alternatively, the Municipality (or Community Housing Corporation) can enter into long-

term land lease agreements with non-profit housing groups and set the annual land lease fee at 

affordable levels. 

• Encouraging the development of housing co-operatives in conjunction with a community land trust. 

A land trust provides a land tenure system that separates the land component of the overall cost of 

housing from the value of the building. This can be accomplished with separate fee simple titles to 

the land and building within a strata title condominium, or by using a long-term land lease with 

leasehold titles for individual units. 

• Limiting the price-appreciation of perpetually affordable ownership housing to the Consumer Price 

index or other broad economic benchmark through a caveat registered on title to the property or 

through a resale agreement signed by the homeowner. 

• Long-term land lease arrangement with a public sector landholder (i.e., Town of Canmore, Province 

of Alberta) 

• Housing developed at cost by the non-profit sector (faith community, non-profit societies, not-for-

profit housing corporations, etc.). 

2̂ Scott Lockwood, Provision of Affordable Housing in Resort Mountain Communities: A Case Study of Whistler, British Columbia, 
Master's Thesis, Technical Universit)' of Nova Scotia, 1996, p. 15 
Under this scenano, land is leased to a non-profit housing organization based on a yearly rate that provides a 

nominal return to the landholder (in this case, a public entity) at a predetermined annual rate, similar to a low-risk 
guaranteed investment. The non-profit organization pays an annual lease fee to the public body, which amounts to 
less than if the land value was capitalized as part of the overall project development cost. The added benefit for the 
non-profit developer is that additional capital is freed up early in the development cycle. 
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Negotiated agreements with the Resorts that include a provision for a certain number of 'non-

market', 'employee-restricted' and/or "deed restricted" units to be built as the resort is developed. 

Figure 40: Parallel Strategies for Market and Non-Market Affordable Housing 

Perpetually 

Affordable Housing 

Market Entry-Level 

Housing 

Limited orno ties to local 
real estate market 

Price restrictions; purchase 
prices and rental rates set 
at target levels 

Prices directly tied to 
local real estate market 

No pnce restrictions; relative 
affordabiliti/ achieved 
through planning and zoning 
regulation, smaller-sized 
units, small lots, higher 
density, local residents given 
first option to purchase, etc. 

O v e r a l l S t o c k o f ' A f f o r d a b l e ' H o u s i n g in C a n m o r e 

6.6 A w i d e r range of h o u s i n g o p t i o n s is needed 

The demand for affordable housing in Canmore is not monolithic, but varied and consists of housing 

sub-markets with several income categories. No single type of housing is appropriate for all 

households. Rather, a range of housing types and sizes is required. There will continue to be a need for 

both affordable rental and affordable homeownership opportunities. Rental and ownership housing can 

be further segmented into sub-markets for unattached individuals, seniors, empty nesters, young 

families, and single-parent families. Appropriate housing is also needed for persons with mobility 

challenges. New and innovative forms of housing may be required to provide homes for some of these 

sub-markets. Careful monitoring will be needed to ensure that the housing needs of all groups are being 

met in Canmore. 

Greater choice for local renters is needed, in terms of appropriate units within an affordable price range. 

The premise for this statement is the recognition that rental housing should be a viable housing option 

for local residents who wish to remain in the community but do not wish to purchase a home. There is a 
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shortage of appropriate and affordable long-term rental housing in Canmore. " Some renter households 

would prefer to rent for the medium term (up to two years), but not share rent with other households, yet 

are unable to do so because of high rents and lack of choice. There is evidence that families with 

children face a relatively more difficult challenge finding appropriate rental housing because much of 

the rental housing in Canmore is in the form of one-bedroom suites and shared accommodation. In 

addition, homeowners who rent secondary suites tend to prefer unattached individuals earning a good 

income, with no children or pets.^^ 

The need for affordable housing within each community can be conceptualized as a 'housing 

continuum' or 'continuum of housing need.' This model can be expressed in three ways: 

1. Target groups in need of affordable housing 

2. Built form solutions (initiatives) 

3. Programs and services associated with these housing initiatives 

The model (shown in Figure 41) proposes that each community should provide a range of housing types 

as well as programs or services that are designed to meet the needs of various groups within the 

community. These initiatives act as both a safety net and a ladder for those in need of appropriate and 

affordable housing. The safety net prevents those in need from falling further into dire circumstances, 

while the ladder offers those in need an opportunity to move into better circumstances, according to the 

capacity of the individual. 

"Long term rental housing" is defined as housing constructed for the sole purpose of being rented over the long 
term. It does not include secondary' smtes or existing homes that have been converted to rental housing. 
'5 Anecdotal evidence gathered from discussion with several single parent families in Canmore, summer 1999. 
The housing continuum model has evolved during the past three years as larger communities in Canada were 

developing "community plans" to address homelessness. While working with Armin A. Preiksaitis & Associates on 
the Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo Commumty Plan on Homelessness, Norm Connolly developed a visual 
representation of the housing continuum model. 
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Figure 41: The Housing Continuum Model 
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6.7 H o m e l e s s n e s s in Canmore is a symptom of the l o c a l h o u s i n g s i t u a t i o n 

For liomeless persons, transient and seasonal workers seeking to live in more permanent housing, the 

financial hurdle of high rental prices, first month's rent, security deposit, utility and telephone 

connections together form a significant financial hurdle." There is a need for a program to assist 

homeless people, seasonal and temporary workers with the cost of first month's rent plus security 

deposit, telephone and utilities hookups (estimated up-front cost between $1,400-$ 1,600). In other 

communities, rental assistance programs have been effective in reducing the incidence of homelessness 

as well as providing employees with a stronger commitment to the community."^^ The creation of a 

similar program in Canmore will likely require that a partnership be formed involving a helping agency, 

a non-profit group, and a financial institution. Banffs Rocky Mountain Co-operative Housing 

Association (RMCHA) has a program that allows renter tenants to amortize the cost of a security 

('damage') deposit over a period of several months by deducting a portion from their monthly 

paycheque. This strategy helps cash-strapped new arrivals to Banff to find suitable accommodation 

once they have found a job with an employer who owns units within RMCHA. In Canmore, a similar 

program could be extended to include current renters seeking to move to more appropriate and 

affordable housing but cannot due to the high 'entry cost' of first month's rent and security deposit. 

6.8 Partnerships play a key role in an affordable housing strategy 

''A partnership in housing is an agreement between two or more parties who agree to work together 

to achieve shared or complementary housmg objectives^ 

"The critical element in the shift to a partnership-based affordable housing system [is] the process 

whereby private-sector participants have been brought to the table, willingly or otherwise." 

No single helping agency, public or private business can 'solve' Canmore's housing affordability 

problem. Solutions will be varied and will require partnering, facilitation, promotion and involvement 

of the local community. Likewise, no single housing form or initiative will supply all of the demand for 

affordable housing. In other communities across Canada, housing partnerships have proven to be an 

effective mechanism in providing housing that is affordable to low- and middle-income households. 

The case examples in this Chapter show that creating affordable housing yields economic and social 

beneficial to the broader community, as well as the target households in need. 

" A detailed exploration of homelessness in smaller cities facing rapid economic growth and high housing prices is 
presented in the Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo Community Plan on Homelessness, prepared by Armin Preiksaitis and 
Norm Connolly, December 2000, pp. 17-36 

In Calgary, the Mennonite Central Committee has established a loan fund for security deposits. In addition, the 
Loan Circle Society of Central Alberta (based in Red Deer) has set aside a portion of their funds for the provision of 
housing-related emergency loans (security deposits, rent arrears, utility hookup charges). 
Canada Mortgage & Housing Corporation, Guide to Affordable Housing Partnerships, 1998, p. 1 
Pomeroy, Steve and Lampert, Greg and Wallace, James and Sheehan, Robert, The Role of Public-Private 

Partnerships in ProducingAffordable Housing, Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation, 1998, p. 16 
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The current emphasis on housing partnerships is a direct result of communities across Canada exploring 

new ways of creating affordable housing in the absence of direct federal or provincial capital funding 

programs.'" In the current paradigm, the role of municipalities, community-based organizations, and the 

non-profit sector becomes even more important. Partnerships are particularly important in identifying 

and acquiring land for development, and in financing the cost of development. Partnerships allow funds 

or equity to be leveraged; making it easier to attract additional partners and minimize the financial 

exposure (risk) of each partner. 

Figure 42: Potential Partners in Affordable Housing 

Figure 42 shows a conceptual model for housing partnerships in Canmore using the analogy of pieces of 

a puzzle, with the community being the centerpiece for local housing initiatives. The Canmore 

Community Housing Corporation, acting on behalf of the broader community, could fill the following 

roles: 

• Work with for-profit and not-for-profit organizations to shape local housing initiatives 

• Conduct research on the local housing market and periodically update the base of information 

provided in the Canmore Housing Needs Assessment 

• Collaborate with local homebuilders and developers to increase the number of market entry-level 

homes built each year 

• Issue and evaluate proposal calls for the development of housing on land designated for perpetually 

affordable housing 

*' The Federal government is still involved in housing through CMHC Projeii Development Funding and Residential 
Rehabilitation Assistance Program, and through HRDC Supporting Community Partners Initiative. In addition, the Federal 
government continues to fund operating costs for existing social housing in Canada. Pomeroy and Lampert note that 
while cuts to federal housing programs contributed to greater need for housing partnerships, the model had its roots in 
the 1970s, as inner-city community development corporations in the USA tried to redress urban blight and 
neighborhood distress by seeking funding alliances with external partners. 
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• Act as trustee in administering a housing trust fund that provides bridge financing, seed capital, or 

loans to developers of perpetually affordable housing 

Because affordable housing partnerships involve more than one organization, participants may take a 

broader perspective in responding to local housing needs. Table 97 lists key potential partners within 

each of the four sectors shown in Figure 39. The players listed within each of these four sectors are 

potential partners for housing initiatives within Alberta. 

Table 97 Potential Housing Partners by Sector 

Public Sector f Private Sector Non-Profit Sector Housing Facilitator 

• Human Resources • Local developers • Philanthropic • Canmore 

Development Canada and homebuilders organizations and Community Housing 

• Alberta Community • Local Realtors 
foundations Corporation 

Development 
• Mortgage lenders 

• Local non-profit • Housing facilitators 

• Provincial and financial 
organizations with the Alberta Real 

Department of Human institutions • Community land 
Estate Association 

Resources & 
• Mortgage insurers 

trusts • CMHC Partnership 

Employment 
• Secondary mortgage 

• Co-operative 
Team 

• Headwaters Health market housing groups • Housing facilitators 

Authority 
• Faith community 

from the Province of 

• Town of Canmore 
• Alberta Urban 

Alberta 

t C M H C Municipalities 

Association 

Partnerships are not a panacea for solving the shortage of affordable housing in Canada."^ A quick 

survey of housing case studies presented in this chapter reveals the high level of commitment required, 

in terms of time and energy, to undertake these initiatives. While there are growing numbers of 

successful housing partnerships across Canada, the overall number of affordable units created during the 

past decade through these efforts fall far short of national demand.''̂  The Federation of Canadian 

Municipalities released its National Affordable Housing Strategy in October 2000, calling for the 

production or rehabilitation of 30,000 affordable units each year for the next decade. They quote a 1996 

study by CMHC that estimated 1.7-million Canadian households in core housing need, and one-in-five 

The Alberta Urban Municipalities Association (AUNL\) states that "Public-private partnerships are not an all 
encompassing solution for affordable rental or social and special need housing. The prospects for public-private 
partnerships may be strong in the area of service delivery arrangements for support services, but social agencies require 
adequate support dollars to makes these parmerships work." AUjVL\, An Agenda to Create Solutions: Discussion Paper, 
AU^L\ Housing Policy Task Force, Februar)- 1999, 9 pages. 

Federation of Canadian Mumcipalities, Building Foundations for the Future: Considerations in the Design of a Capital Grant 
Program to Support Affordable Housing, January 16, 2001, 19 pages. 
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households spending more than 50% of their income on housing. '̂̂  In the final analysis, current 

research is unsure whether public-private partnerships represent an efficient method of addressing 

Canada's affordable housing needs. Researchers have pointed out that some housing partnerships have 

had to create complex financial arrangements to secure necessary financing for their projects.''^ One 

should keep in mind that the partnership model is essential within the current paradigm of limited public 

funding and a significant number of families and individuals in core housing need. The entrepreneurial 

and creative energy inherent in housing partnerships will continue to be necessary even with the return 

of government funding programs. 

Case Study: Local home builders provide entry-level homeownership opportunities 

The Affordable New Home Development Foundation provides a notable example of a public-private 

partnership in housing. The foundation was created through the collaborative efforts of local 

homebuilders. City of Saskatoon, Province of Saskatchewan and mortgage lenders. The concept was 

developed by the Saskatoon Home Builders Association with the intention of encouraging homebuilders 

to provide affordable 'starter homes' for those earning modest incomes. 

The committee developed a strategy to encourage homebuilders to design and build modest new homes 

at selling prices affordable to households earning $24,000 to $40,000 annually. They realized that to do 

this would require a housing initiative large enough to allow builders economies of scale in labour and 

material costs. Based on their experience as homebuilders, the committee knew that a new, bi-level 

home of 800 ft" to 900 ft^ could be built in Saskatoon for approximately $65,000 plus cost of lot. Their 

strategy was to create an organization that would act as a broker between local homebuilders, mortgage 

lenders and the consumer."" The Foundation would reduce the risk for the homebuilder by providing 

pre-qualified homebuyers from its database of renter households. 

The Affordable New Home Development Foundation (ANHDF) assists renter households in becoming 

homeowners by helping them quality for a mortgage and assembling a downpayment.''^ The Foundation 

is the delivery agent for a City-funded program that provides downpayment grants of approximately 

$3,000 per qualifying household. Annual operating expenses of the AFNDF (salaries, office expenses, 
advertising and promotion) are covered by: 

• Contribution from the builder of each home occupied; 

• Negotiated agreement with each homebuyer to allocate a portion of their vendor cash-back to the 

Foundation (a homebuyer typically receives a cash allocation from the lender as part of the 

mortgage arrangement); 

Federation of Canadian Municipalities, A National Affordable Housing Strategy, October 2000, 
http://www.fcm.ca/engHsh/national/backgrounder-e.html 
-•5 Pomeroy, Steve and Lampert, Greg and Wallace, James and Sheehan, Robert, The Role of Public-Private Partnerships in 
ProducingAffordable Housing Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation, 1998, p. 38 
Information provided by Keith Hanson, President, Sim Ridge Group. 
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• Contribution from the City of Saskatoon, Affordable Housing Budget for each qualilying 

homebuyer (households earning below $30,000 annually); 

• Approximately $200,000 since 1997 from the Sun Ridge Group to cover office operating expenses; 

and, 

• $60,000 Project Development Loan provided by the Canadian Centre for Public-Private 

Partnerships. 

The Foundation is entering its second year of operation, having built 80 homes throughout the city 

between 1999 and 2000. As of March 2001, over 1,000 families have contacted the Foundation, 

resulting in a database of 700 households that have confirmed interest in purchasing a home by filling 

out an application. 

7 3 2 t o 1,330 S q u a r e F o o t H o m e s 

f r o m $ 7 8 , 5 0 0 

CCSLONY 2000 

.1 î'Af H-Virrd/Uc 

AFFORDABLE 
NEW HOME 
DEVELOPMENT 

FOUNDATION 

If you have a Cross Family Income between $50,000 ~ 

$40,000 a year, We can help you become a Home Owner. 

No Down Payment ? No Problem. 

'all t h e F o u n d a t i o n f o r d e t a i l s a t 6 6 5 - 2 5 2 5 

The photo at left 

shows a billboard 

advertisement 

promoting the latest 

initiative of the 

Affordable New Home 

Development 

Foundation - a 50-unit 

infill development 

along Fairlight Drive 

in Saskatoon. 

The program is still in an early stage, but the Foundation has ambitious plans to be a significant player 

in the local housing market. The goal is to eventually construct 500 new homes per year - a significant 

proportion of annual housing starts in Saskatoon. 

This case illustrates how the collective energy of the private sector can be harnessed through a 

community-based partnership that focuses on an important part of the housing continuum - access to 

affordable homeownership for those earning modest incomes. The success of this program can be 

traced to the creation of a non-profit foundation that bridges the supply side of the housing equation 

(serviced lots, entry-level housing, mortgage financing), with the demand side (renter households 

earning modest incomes but unable to achieve homeownership). 

The lending institution, working in partnership with the ANHDF and the prospective homeowner, provides credit 
counseling and basic financial planning. 
Information provided by Bill Joyner, Canadian Centre for Public-Private Partnerships, CMHC. 
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6.9 H o u s i n g Initiatives A p p r o p r i a t e for Canmore 

Small Suite Rental Development for Low-Income Single Adults 

Single adult households are the neglected segment of the housing market. As shown in Chapter 2 

approximately 40% of households in Canmore are unattached individuals. Because Canmore is a 

mountain town in close proximity to a large urban area, and the gateway to Banff National Park and 

Kananaskis Country, it will continue to attract younger, mostly single, people. These households face a 

tight rental market and high housing prices when they arrive in Canmore. Some new arrivals, working 

in the lower-paid segment of the service industry, may exist in a near-homeless state, sharing 

accommodation with other renters or camping during the summer months. For some, this is a temporary 

situation; for others, it becomes a long-term situation with little hope of attaining independent living in 

an affordable rental unit. 

An appropriate housing type for this group is multi-residential with small suites and an efficient floor 

plan.'*' The basic strategy is simple: very small suites can be rented to low-income singles at affordable 

rents (rent-geared-to-income). In Victoria, BC, Mike Gidora Place provides affordable rental suites for 

unattached adults working in entry-level jobs at minimum wage. Suites are also available to part-time 

employees, students, those enrolled in provincial or federal job-training programs, and those who are on 

disability benefits or social assistance. A l l of the 47 current tenants have lived in substandard, 

overcrowded, or unaffordable units prior to moving into Mike Gidora Place. With rents ranging from 

$325 to $650 per month, housing costs are now geared to the income of tenants whose earnings are 

close to $1,000 per month. There are 40 studio and five one-bedroom units, ranging from 187 fit^ to 480 

ft^ in area (not including sleeping loft). Each unit in the concrete building has a 12-foot ceiling with 

enough room for a 60 ft"-sleeping area over the kitchen and bathroom. Units are well lit with large 

windows, and have easy-to-maintain surfaces. Tenants have remarked that they have experienced a 

significant improvement in their quality of life since moving into Mike Gidora Place.'" 

Capital cost for the project was $3,050,000 plus $250,000 in land from the City of Victoria." The main 

floor of the building features commercial space (office and retail) that can be leased on a monthly basis, 

and used to offset operating costs. Financing was provided through a combination of first and second 

'̂̂  Donald MacDonald, an architect in San Francisco, approaches the challenge of creating affordable living space for 
single, low-income earners from a design perspective. He has created a 200 ft^ self-contained home with combined 
kitchen, dimng and livmg room area, and a 60 ft^ sleeping loft, reached by a ship's ladder. The ground floor also 
includes a bathroom (shower / toilet) and storage closet. The home is made from conventional wood frame materials 
and is built on a concrete slab. The total cost of construction materials, appliances, fireplace, basic fumimre and 
fixtures amounted to $15,000 US (in 1995). This cost does not include land acquisition, site development costs, or 
utilit}' connections. Macdonald, Donald, Democratic Architecture: Practical Solutions to Today's Housing Crisis, Whimey 
Librar)' of Design, 1996, pp. 59-69 
5" Jean Tetarenko (Program Director with the Victoria Cool Aid Society) remarked that many of the tenants had not 
experienced living independently in an affordable, self-contained unit before moving into Mike Gidora Place. Some 
were living in single room occupancy (SRO) hotel rooms for a monthly rental cost of $3.25 per square foot, compared 
to an average one-bedroom apartment in \'ictona, which rents for $1.00 per square foot. 
5' ̂ 'ictoria Cool Aid Societ)-, Mike Gidora Place - A New Housing Solution, September 2000, 3 pages 
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mortgages. Grants were used to enhance project cash flow during the initial years of operation, and to 

help build equity for the Victoria Cool Aid Society. BC Housing provides a 15-year commitment (total 

$375,000) to ensure that at least ten units are rented at the provincial shelter allowance of $325 per 

month. Funding partners include Pacific Coast Savings, Real Estate Foundation of BC, Vancouver 

Foundation, VanCity Community Foundation, City of Victoria, Province of BC, and a CMHC Home 

Grown Solutions Grant.^" 

Interior view of a typical bachelor 

suite, with sleeping area above 

kitchen. The loft is accessible via 

a space-saving stair. 

Exterior view of Mike Gidora Place 

in downtown Victoria. The building 
has ground-floor commercial space 

and three floors of residential suites. 

E mployer-Supported Co-operative H o u s i n g 

The Town of Banff has an ongoing shortage of affordable rental suites for low-income employees. 

However, a forward-thinking group of local employers formed a housing co-operative in 1990 with the 

express purpose of providing housing for local employees. In its first phase, the Rocky Mountain Co

operative Housing Association (RMCHA) developed 79 fully furnished units in a three-floor building 

'2 Norm Connolly provided background research for Mike Gidora Place as part of a project to investigate real estate 
mvolvement in affordable housing. Both the BC Land Centre and the Alberta Real Estate Foundation funded this 
research effort from Januan'-April, 2000. 
Rocky Mountain Co-operative Housing Association, Shareholder / Member Investment Proposalfor RMHCA and it's First 

Housing Project: Bow River Manor, November 22,1990, 20 pages 
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consisting of 12 studio, 6 one-bedroom, and 61 two-bedroom units.'" The total development cost was 

just over $6-million. Parks Canada provided a 42-year lease to the Town of Banff for the land. 

RMCHA, in turn, leases this property from the Town of Banff. The first project was very successful, 

with most units sold to local businesses within the first year of completion. Purchasers included the 

Town of Banff, Parks Canada, as well as local ski resorts, restaurants, hotels and self-employed 

individuals. Purchasers of units become "owner members" of RMCHA. They, in turn, rent the suites 

that they own to their employees, who become "resident members" of the housing co-operative. A 

breakdown of per-unit equity requirements for Bow River Manor Phase One is shown in Table 98. 

Table 98: R M H C A Owner Member Equity Loan Requirements 

(Bow River Manor Phase One, 1990) 

Type of Unit Cost of 

Unit 

2 0 % equity by 

owner member 

8 0 % financing 

by RMCHA' 

Monthly rental 

charge ̂  

Studio suite $42,362 $8,472 $33,890 $402 

One-bedroom $59,202 $11,840 $47,362 $562 

Two-bedroom $84,462 $16,892 $67,570 $802 

' 80% financing for the project is provided by monthly rental charges. 

" Rental charges were raised in 2001 to cover increased energy costs and provide a greater contribution 
to the contingency reserve fund (e.g., monthly rent for a two-bedroom unit is now $912). 

A second initiative, Bow River Manor Phase Two, is nearing completion (summer 2001). Phase Two 

will have 61 fully furnished units in a variety of sizes. Total development cost for this project is just 

under $8-million. Specifications for Phase Two are shown in Table 99, and per-unit equity 

requirements are shown in Table 100. 

Table 99: Rental Rates by Type of Unit 

(Bow River Manor Phase Two, 2001) 

Type of Unit N^. of 

units 

% of total 

units 

Typical unit 

size (ft') 

Monthly rent 

Studio 2 3 % 493 $976 

One-bedroom 19 3 1 % 402 - 487 $795 - $963 

Two-bedroom 33 54% 606 $1,200 

Three-bedroom 7 12% 807 $1,598 

Total 61 100% N/A $68,889 

Not shown: Three-bedroom unit (1,001 ft") occupied by a Resident Manager, who does not pay 

monthly rent. The third floor also has a 716 ft^ one-bedroom that rents for $1,417 per month. 

The two-bedroom model was chosen so that maximum rent for each renter tenant would not exceed |400 per 
month (leased on maximum $800 per month, per unit rental charge set by RMCITA. There are only six, one-bedroom 
units in Bow River Manor Phase One. 
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Table 100 R M H C A Owner Member Equity Loan Requirements 

(Bow River Manor Phase Two, 2001) 

Type of Unit Cost of 

Unit 

2 5 % equity by 

owner member 

7 5 % financing 

by RMCHA ̂  

Monthly rental 

charge: $1.98/ft^ 

One-bedroom $91,715 $22,929 $68,786 $795 

Two-bedroom $138,433 $34,608 $103,825 $1,200 

Three-bedroom $184,413 $46,103 $138,310 $1,598 

75% financing for the project is provided by monthly rental charges 

Other notable aspects of these projects are: 

• For Phase One, owner members were required to lend RMCHA the equivalent dollar amount of 

20% of the price of the unit. In Phase Two, owner members had to provide 25% of the price of the 

unit in the form of a 20-year, low-interest loan to RMCHA. The equity requirement, in effect, 

becomes the down payment on the unit(s). Loans are repaid to owner-members at the end of the 20-

year term." 

• If a resident employee changes jobs, he or she will also have to find another place to live as well as 

find another job. 

• Creating a stable and agreeable environment was a priority for the RMHCA. As such, the building 

has a 24-hour on-site manager, as well as security cameras in all public spaces (elevators, hallways, 

and storage area). There is low tolerance for unruly behavior within the residential portion of the 

building. 

• Sales of units in Phase Two have been weak; only 50% (32 units) were sold as of July 2001. Two 

reasons have been suggested for the low rate of sales.The first is that some employers in Banff do 

not view the provision of housing for their staff as part of their responsibility. Secondly, as a non

profit organization, RMCHA could quality for up to 85% insured mortgage financing, based on a 

minimum 15% down payment. However, RMCHA was only able to obtain 75% financing, which 

required a higher 25% equity investment by member owners. Some essential services in Banff 

would like to purchase units in the co-operative, but find it financially challenging to provide the 

25% down payment. 

" Telephone conversation with Gaty Charlton, RAICITA Board member and President of Charlton Cedar Court, 
August 2001. 
Banff Crag & Canyon, Businesses slow buying into staff housing, by Sherri Zickefoose (Editor), July 18, 2001, p. 8. 
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Each unit in Phase One has a large storage 
space with plenty of room for sporting 

equipment (kayak, mountain bike, and 

snowboard / ski equipment) 
Exterior view Bow River Manor Phase Two, 

nearing completion in summer 2001 

E n s u r i n g that H o u s i n g Remains Aff o r d a b l e u s i n g a C ommunity L a n d T r u s t 

Land Trust is a private, non-profit society created to acquire and hold landfor the benefit of the 

community". 

"The Community land Trust acquires land through purchase or donation with an intention to retain 

title in perpetuity, thus removing the land from the speculative market. " 

A land trust acts as a steward of the property it owns, on behalf of the community. Land trusts can be 

set up to achieve either environmental conservation objectives, or social objectives. This analysis will 

look at land trusts from the perspective of community (social) objectives. The key objectives of a 

community land trust (CLT) are to: '' 

• Provide perpetually affordable housing and/or preserve the existing stock of affordable housing; 

• Rejuvenate neighbourhoods and improve the well being of local residents; 

• Achieve consensus decision-making through a democratic organizational structure; and, 

• Balance the legitimate interests of individuals with the interest of the community as a whole. 

There are two mechanisms that a CLT uses to achieve its goal of providing perpetually affordable 

housing to local residents. The first is to legally separate land value from the value of building and 

improvements. A CLT makes clear distinction between the ownership of the land and the use of the 

'7 Government of British Columbia, TakingAction: Growth Strategies in BC, Ministr)' of Mimicipal Affairs and Housing, 
July 1997, http://www.marh.gov.ba.ca/GROWTH/JULY1997/land.html 
*̂ Roseland, Mark, LinkingAffordable Housing and Environmental Protection: The Community Hand Trust as a Sustainable Urban 
Development Institution, Canadian Journal of Urban Research, Volume 1, No. 2, December 1992, pp. 169-170 
Canada Mortgage & Housing Corporation, Land for our Future: A Guide to Hand Trusts and Affordable Housing in Canada, 

written by Lynn Hannley and Brian Scott for the Canadian Housing Renewal Association under sponsorship from 
CMHC, 1995, pp. 3,5 
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land. The land value of the property is retained by the CLT and is not passed on to the tenant or 

homeowner. Housing units within the land trust are leased or sold (as freehold title) to member 

households. The second mechanism to ensure affordability is to create a lease-to-own or purchase 

agreement that allow the land trust the Right of First Refusal on the sale of a unit by a member 

household.''*' The CLT might also register a resale price restriction on title to the unit, giving a housing 

co-operative or community land trust the first option to purchase the unit in the event of sale by the 

owner. The purchase agreement may also stipulate the terms for sale of the unit, usually limiting the 

annual price appreciation to a broad index (regional real estate index or local Consumer Price Index). 

For owner-occupied units, the member household obtains ownership at a price that is affordable, but 

forgoes profiting in the real estate market if the member household decides to sell. The broader 

community benefits in the long run because housing within the land trust remains perpetually affordable 

to future residents.^' 

In terms of land tenure, a Community Land Trust (CLT) in Alberta has two available options. The first 

is through a 'ground lease', where member households acquire a long-term lease on a portion of the 

land. This is referred to as a 'leasehold interest' in the property. The leasehold interest can be 

purchased or sold by member households. The second option is to set up a strata title condominium, 

with a separate title for the land (owned by the CLT) and a title on the unit (owned by the member 

household). Figure 43 provides a conceptual model for these two types of property tenure 

arrangements. 

Figure 43: Property Tenure Options for Community Land Trusts in Alberta 

Leasehold Title 

Lona-term lease of unit 

Strata Title Condominium 

Freehold ownership of unit 

Building 
Leasehold interest 
Owned by member 

household \ ^ 

Land 
Owned by Land Trust 

/ 

Building 
strata Title #1 

Owned by member 
household 

Land 
strate Title #2 

Owned by Land Trust ̂  

The Right of First Refusal is registered on title to the unit or building. 
A survey of affordable housing partnerships in Canada revealed that land is the most significant resource available to 

the non-profit, municipal, and co-operative housing sectors. Kraus, Deborah and Eberle, Margaret, New Ways to 
Create Affordable Housing: Results of a National Survey of Housing Providers - Final Report, prepared for Canada 
Mortgage & Housing Corporation and Canadian Housing Renewal Association, January 1998, p.7 
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A strata title is a three-dimensional space created by a condominium subdivision plan, which specifies 

the horizontal and vertical location of the strata space.*^ Section 83.2(1) of the Alberta Land Titles Act 

provides the enabling legislation for this type of ownership. The act states that strata space can be held 

in freehold or leasehold ownership, making it particularly useful for a land trust in separating land value 

from use value. The strata title model is also useful in multi-residential applications. Strata titles differ 

from condominium titles in that they allow ownership of segments of the building (individual units)." 

Under a standard condominium, all owners have a proportionate interest in the common area (utility 

room, elevator, foyer, parking, surface lot). Separating land value from the value of improvements can't 

be done, legally speaking, within a standard condominium. However, the strata title condominium will 

achieve this through separate title to the land and to each apartment unit. Figure 44 provides a 

conceptual model for strata title ownership in a multi-residential development. Under this model, a 

community land trust would hold title to both the land and common areas. Alternatively, a third entity 

(typically a non-profit housing co-operative) could hold title to the common area on behalf of the 

members of the land trust. Member households hold title to their unit under a separate strata title. 

Figure 44: Ownership Scenario for a Community Land Trust within a 

Multi-Residential Strata-Title Condominium 

Land 

Strata Title #2 

Owned by Land Trust 

unity 

Condo Unit 

Strata Title #1 

1/ 
en 
CL 

Foyer 

Owned by member household 

Parking 

Common Areas 

Strata Title #3 

Owned by Member Co-op 

In Canmore, Mountain Homes for Humanity (MHH) could use the strata title model to achieve its 

objectives. They propose that land would be acquired by the CLT and held in perpetuity as a resource 

for affordable housing initiatives.^" The board of the CLT would include representatives from the 

Gouin, Peggy and Tarn, David, Owning a Piece of Sky: Strata Titles in Alberta, Law Letter, Winter 1991-1992, Parlee 
McLaws Barristers & Solicitors, pp. 1,4 
Holfield, Howard, Subdivisions in Three Dimensions, City Trends, April 1989, pp. 10-11 
Communitas Group, Inc., Mountain Homes for Humanity: A Land Trust Securing the Future of Affordable Housing in the Bow 

I'alley, 1997, 5 pages 
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community at large (e.g., Canmore Community Housing Corporation, Town of Canmore) and member 

households represented by a housing co-operative. MHH suggests that each housing co-operative 

created within the land trust would endeavor to develop a mix of 70% ownership (equity) housing and 

30% rental (non-equity) housing. Rental units would be held by the co-operative. MHH would have an 

agreement with each housing co-operative to ensure that there would be a cap on the resale price of the 

equity units, thereby improving the prospects for long-term affordability." Since the land trust model 

allows for the legal separation of land value from the value of the unit, the rental rate or purchase price 

for these units becomes more affordable. 

Establishing a Housing Trust Fund 

"The City of Saskatoon is successfully taking an active role in addressing housing needs that are not 

being met by the market. However, we have never built, owned, nor operated bricks and mortar 

housing, and intend to never have to do so. Instead, we are working on supporting the capacity of 

the community to tackle social and economic needs through housing." 

Housing trust funds are organizations that have secured an on-going source of income, or have received 

an initial endowment of cash, to help provide housing that is affordable to those earning low income, or 

those having special housing needs.̂ ^ Housing trust funds (HTFs) may also receive monies from private 

donations or charitable sources. HTFs support construction of new housing, or the renewal of existing 

housing, through development loans or grants. They also provide funds to non-profit housing 

organizations so that financial or technical experts can be hired during the early phases of a 

development.^^ 

The primary purpose of a housing trust fund in Canmore would be to stimulate the development of 

housing affordable to those earning low and moderate incomes, through financial partnerships. The 

HTF would participate by providing grants or loans to local developers of affordable housing. A Board 

of Trustees, whose representation reflects the broad composition of the community, would oversee this 

fund. The board would review applications for funding and issue Request for Proposals for particular 

initiatives. Initial monies for a trust fund in Canmore would be provided by proceeds from the recent 

sale of municipal lots in South Canmore. Town Council has agreed to contribute $500,000 from the sale 

of these lots to establish a community HTF.^^ 

'̂5 Ibid. p. 3 
Presentation by Russell Mawby, Housing Facilitator for the City of Saskatoon at the Federation of Canadian 

Municipalities Big City Mayors Meeting, April 30, 1999 
''̂  Canada Mortgage & Housing Corporation, Housing Trust Funds: Their Nature, Applicability and Potential in Canada, 
prepared by Richard Drdla Associates Inc., Toronto, 2000, p. 1 

Ibid. p. iv 
Ten of the available 28 municipally-owned lots were recently sold, generating over |1.7-miIlion for local initiatives. 

$500,000 will be allocated to a "housing development fund" managed by the Canmore Community Housing 
Corporation. Nine of the lots sold for an average price of $173,100. Sterling News Services Byline, Ijot sales will net 
Town $3.7M, Calgary Herald, January 27, 2001 
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A HTF could be used to provide a portion of the financing costs, offset development levies, or 

forgivable or deferred loans for a portion of the project development costs.™ The intent is not to fund 

100% of the project costs, but a portion thereof In fact, a contribution as small as 5% of the total 
development costs can go a long way to facilitating the creation of affordable housing.^' This has been 

the case with the City of Saskatoon and its involvement in the Saskatoon Housing Initiatives Partnership 

(SHIP). SHIP has created an Investment Capital Fund that provides a pool of investment funds for 

affordable housing projects. The fund provides a source of financing outside conventional lending 

sources.^" The fund provides up to 25% of the project development cost, which is repaid by the project 
owner (typically a non-profit organization) after five years.^^ The City of Saskatoon provides a 

forgivable loan for an additional 5% of the development costs. Other equity partners such as the non
profit organization, philanthropic organizations, and/or participating lending institutions raise the 

remaining 70% of the project development costs. 

Similarly, the City of Toronto has established a $10.9-million Capital Revolving Fund, which uses 

funds from the City's former Social Housing Reserve. This fund is being used to facilitate the 

development of affordable housing demonstration projects in Toronto." The City of Toronto has 

determined that assistance from the Capital Revolving Fund will represent no more than 25% of total 

project cost for any given development.^* Thus, the intent of the fund is to be a financial lever for 

additional funding from other equity partners. 

Brooks, Mar}' E., Guide to Creating Housing Trust Funds in Canada, Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation, 1999, 
p. 18 
'' Conversation with Russell Mawby, Housing Facilitator, City of Saskatoon, February 2000 
2̂ Saskatoon Housing Initiatives Partnership: Strategic Mapping - Draft Discussion Paper, July 9, 1998, 
htrp://www.dlcwest.com/~sim/library/shipsmap.htm 
Saskatoon Housing Initiatives Partnership: Proposal to Provincial Government, SHIP Steering Committee, December 1998, 

http://www.dlcwest.com/~smi/Iibrar\'/shipgo\t.htm 
+̂ Housing in the City, City of Toronto, Communit}' and Neighbourhood Services Department, Shelter Housing and 
Support Division, June 1999, http://www.cit)'.toronto.on.ca/housing, p. 2 
" Ibid. p. 10. The first demonstration project includes a 24-unit housing development that is targeted toward single 
parents currendy living in emergency housing or at nsk of ending up in the shelter system. The project is a joint 
endeavor between the Cixy and a local non-profit organization. 

Capital Revolving Fundfor Affordable Housing, Cit}' of Toronto, Community and Neighbourhood Services Department, 
Shelter Housing and Support Division, http://www.city.toronto.on.ca/depts/lb_capital_revolving_fund.htm 
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R e c o m m e n d a t i o n s 

The following recommendations are based on the conclusion that community intervention is required to 

address the need for affordable housing in Canmore. To strengthen the support and understanding of 

these efforts within the broader community, intervention strategies require the collective effort of local 

stakeholders from the public, private and non-profit sectors. The intent is that action should be taken on 

each of these recommendations within the next 12 months. Chapters 1 through 5 of this MDP provide 

extensive background on housing supply and demand, analysis of affordability, and the challenges and 

opportunities presented by forecasted population growth. Chapter 6 provides key considerations, case 

examples, and recommendations that together can be used to shape an overall housing strategy. It is 

hoped that this Housing Needs Assessment provides local stakeholders and decision-makers the base of 

information from which to begin future affordable housing initiatives. 

1 Complete a short-term action plan that identifies initiatives to be undertaken in 2001-2002 

In January 2000, Canmore Town Council gave formal support to the creation of the legal entity 

called the Canmore Community Housing Corporation (CCHC). The primary mission of the CCHC 

is to facilitate the development of affordable housing in Canmore." By summer 2000, the board of 

the corporation was in place, representing a broad cross-section of the community. Concurrent with 

the hiring of an Executive Director, Town Council requested that CCHC update the original 

corporate plan and prepare a detailed action plan for 2001. Recently, CCHC hired a consultant. 

Rick Beaupre & Associates, to revise the original business plan. The consultant is also creating a 

'Community Housing Plan' that will identify actions that should be taken by the CCHC during the 

next 12 months.'^ Information from the 2000-2001 Canmore Housing Needs Assessment will be 

integrated into the plan where appropriate. 

2 Issue a Proposal Call for the development of housing within the CCHC Land Bank 

Following the development of the Community Housing Plan, CCHC should issue a proposal call to 

organizations seeking to create perpetually affordable housing on parcels that are part of the current 

Canmore Community Housing Corporation Land Bank. Local respondents may include: Mountain 

Homes for Humanity Community Land Trust (currently represented by members Windsong 

Housing Co-operative), local homebuilders, local non-profit organizations, or a housing partnership 

that includes any of the aforementioned parties. 

Town of Canmore, Canmore Community Housing Corporation Business Plan 2000 - 2001, prepared by ttie Canmore 
Housing .Authority Working Group, December 1999 
The Communit)' Housing Plan should be available in September 2001. 
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3 Raise local awareness of proposed affordable housing initiatives in Canmore 

CCHC should develop and initiate a campaign to raise public awareness regarding housing 

initiatives being proposed for the Community Land Bank. This campaign could be funded by a 

cross-sector partnership that would endeavor to create a database of local residents seeking 

affordable rental and homeownership opportunities. This would help CCHC develop a profile of 

immediate housing demand in Canmore - a necessary first step in the design of appropriate housing 

solutions. It would also give hope to local residents who may not be aware of the existence of a 

concerted effort by the community to address housing needs. 

A similar initiative is currently underway in Edmonton, sponsored by a cross-sector Housing 

Industry Forum. The Affordable New Home Development Foundation (Saskatoon) has developed a 

registry of individuals and families seeking an affordable starter home opportunities. Information in 

the registry is used to identify sub-markets and match appropriate units to homebuyers. 

4 Work with the Town of Canmore on housing-related policy 

a) CCHC should jointly develop, with the Town of Canmore Planning & Development 

Department, zoning criteria for the proposed 'Perpetually Affordable Housing District*. The 

overall process to derive this criteria should be similar to the one used for the Employee 

Housing District in 1999, which began as a recommendation from the Canmore Housing 

Committee, with broad input from a variety of sectors. Creation of this zoning district will give 

statutory recognition of the need to maintain, over the long term, a proportion of the town's 

housing stock at prices that are affordable to those earning low and moderate incomes. 

b) CCHC should assist the Town of Canmore Planning & Development Department in shaping a 

new Area Structure Plan (ASP) for property at the base of Silver Tip Resort. A portion of the 

ASP includes Block 1 and 6, which together constitute a major part of the potential future 

inventory of perpetually affordable housing in Canmore. Also included are Blocks 15, 19, and 

20, which are intended to provide entry-level rental and ownership housing for employees of 

Silver Tip Resort. Together, these five parcels comprise the largest piece of land, outside of 

Three Sisters Resort, that could feasibly be developed as a new residential community. This 

site has excellent solar exposure, is within the existing footprint of the town, and has reasonable 

proximity to existing roads and utility infrastructure. As such, CCHC and the Town should 

investigate flexible approaches to zoning and land use in this area that are based on important 

environmental and social considerations identified in the Canmore Municipal Development 

Plan.^' There are examples from other communities that have successfully blended market and 

^' Tomalty, Herc2 and Spurr suggest that a combination of planiung approaches is needed to encourage the 
development of affordable housing in high-growth commuiuties. These planning mecharusms include performance-
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non-market housing within a single comprehensive development. For example. The Guide to 

Affordable Housing Partnerships (CMHC, 1998, p. 3.17) offers an appropriate strategy' for the 

Silver Tip land - a market surplus cross-subsidy. In this scenario, non-market housing is 

combined with revenue-generating market housing and/or commercial uses in a comprehensive 

development. The annual revenue, or one-time profit from the sale of market units, could then 

be used to subsidize or write-down the capital cost of the non-market component. 

5 Seek opportunities to integrate affordable housing with essential services 

CCHC should explore the possibility of integrating employee housing with the redevelopment of the 

Canmore community daycare facility (Canmore Child Development Centre). As noted in Chapter 

4, workers at the daycare have limited housing options in Canmore. As a result, staff turnover is 
high. This site may provide a model for successfully integrating appropriate and affordable housing 

within a community-based facility. 

6 Establish a Housing Trust Fund 

The Town of Canmore should formally establish a Housing Trust Fund. The fund could be 

administered by the CCHC and would be used to stimulate local investment in affordable housing. 

The Fund could act as an equity partner in new residential development, or provide low-interest 

loans or lines of credit to organizations with limited financial resources during early stages of 

development. To minimize risk exposure, the Housing Trust Fund would not be the sole financier 

of any housing initiative. ̂ ° There are examples from other communities in western Canada where a 

housing trust fund is being used to help fund affordable housing developments, sometimes with an 

equity stake as low as 5-10% of the total development cost. 

Town Council has allocated the $500,000 proceeds from the sale of municipal lots in South 

Canmore for the purpose of stimulating the development of affordable housing. CCHC should 

present to Council criteria for the allocation of monies from this fund. 

7 Establish a rental deposit grant / loan program in collaboration with local employers 

A rental deposit grant and/or loan program should be established in collaboration with local 

employers. The program would assist cash-strapped employees with the cost of security deposit, 

first month's rent, and/or required utility and telephone hook-up charges. Funds could be in the 

form of an interest-free loan, grant, or combination thereof The Canmore Community Housing 

Corporation should consider forming a public-private partnership to administer this program. 

based planning standards, alternative development criteria and inclusive zoning. Tomalty, Ray and Hercz, Anna and 
Spurr, Peter, Municipal Vlanningfor Affordable Housing, Canada Mortgage and Housing Corporation, 1999, pp. 69-70 
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Potential partners include Canmore Chamber of Commerce, Canmore Economic Development 

Authority, Tourism Canmore-Kananaskis, and the Department of Human Resources & Employment 

(Province of Alberta). 

8 Assist local housing efforts by sharing information with other local stakeholder groups 

As shown in the first part of this chapter, housing is interwoven with local economic, 

environmental, and social issues. Because of this interconnectedness, promoting a broader 

understanding of how these issues affect one another should be a priority for the CCHC. This 

presents an opportunity for the CCHC Executive Director to speak to board members from the 

Canmore Economic Development Authority and Canmore Thresholds & Monitoring Committee. 

Members of both committees will very likely be interested in housing strategies being proposed by 

the housing corporation, since these initiatives could have direct impact on growth management and 

local economic development issues. 

9 Assist local housing efforts by sharing information with other communities 

The CCHC Executive Director should meet with representatives from CMHC Housing Partnership 

Team, Housing Facilitators from Alberta Real Estate Association, and the Senior Manager. Major 

Projects and Asset Administration with Alberta Community Development. These meetings would 

provide a forum to discuss areas of common interest in housing and exchange information on 

initiatives elsewhere in the province. Meetings with housing officials from other mountain 

communities would also be beneficial. This would include communities experiencing amenity-

driven growth and/or restructuring of their local economy such as Golden, Femie, and the Columbia 

Valley. It would also include communities with growth restrictions such as Banff and Jasper 

townsites, and the Resort Municipality of Whistler. 

10 Gather and monitor housing information on an annual basis 

The following housing-related information be gathered and monitored periodically by CCHC: 

• Statistics Canada Household Income data. Family Tables 3, 4, and 5 should be collected on an 

annual basis. Data for the years 1991-1998 has been summarized and integrated throughout this 

MDP. Local, provincial and national figures are included in Appendix B. Electronic 

summaries of this information have been given to the CCHC Executive Director. Information 

for 1999 will be available in August 2001 and can be purchased from the Statistics Canada. 

• Data from the annual Canmore Civic Census (housing and employment data) should be entered 

annually into spreadsheets that have already been provided to the CCHC Executive Director. 

Typically, matching funds from other organizations are required before moiues from a Housing Trust Fund are 
released. 
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Thus far, information for the years 1989 to 2000 has been entered into these spreadsheets. 

Updated census figures are available from the Town of Canmore on an annual basis in August. 

• Vacancy rates and rental rates for mountain communities (Canmore, Banff, and Jasper), as well 

as Alberta cities experiencing steady growth (e.g., Calgary, Fort McMurray). These statistics 

are available from both CMHC and Alberta Municipal Affairs. In addition, a report showing 

average vacancy rates and rental rates for 63 rural Alberta communities should also be 

requested from Alberta Municipal Affairs in Edmonton. Data for the years 1989 to 2000 has 

been summarized in this Housing Needs Assessment. An electronic copy has been provided to 

CCHC Executive Director. 

• Rental rates for a six-month period (January thru June) advertised in the Canmore Leader 

should be tracked annually. These figures capture the portion of the local rental market not 

surveyed by CMHC / Province of Alberta. This data can be used to establish median market 

rents for units within the town's existing housing stock (single-detached homes, secondary 

suites, condominium rentals, and shared accommodation). Appendix B provides an example of 

data gathered for 1999. CCHC should compare this data with median market rents and vacancy 

rates reported by CMHC / Province of Alberta. 

• A yearly report of housing starts and a housing market forecast is available for Canmore, and 

can be requested from CMHC (Calgary regional office) in November. 

• Annual MLS residential sales can be requested (raw data in Excel spreadsheet format) from 

Canmore Alpine Realty (Re/Max). This information is typically available in February or March 

of each year. CCHC should merge this data into pre-formatted spreadsheets provided to the 

CCHC Executive Director. 

2 1 0 



B I B L I O G R A P H Y 

Alberta Natural Resources Conservation Board, Application to Construct a Recreational and 

Tourism Project in tfie Town of Canmore, Alberta: Decision Report Application #9103 - Three 

Sisters Coif Resorts Inc., November 1992 

Alan Richman Planning Services. Aspen Area Community Plan, Aspen / Pitkin Planning Office, 

Aspen Colorado, January 1993 

Brooks, Mary E. Guide to Creating Housing Trust Funds in Canada, prepared for Canada Mortgage 

& Housing Corporation, © 2000 

Canada Mortgage & Housing Corporation. Consumer Intentions to Buy or Renovate a Home: 

Calgary 2000, November 2000 

Canada Mortgage & Housing Corporation. Consumer Housing Preferences in the 1990s: An in-
depth study of what Baby Boomers, Empty Nesters, and Generation X want in Housing - Now and in 

the Future, prepared in co-operation with Canadian Home Builders' Association and Natural 
Resources Canada, © 1995 

Canada Mortgage & Housing Corporation. Land for Our Future: A Guide to Land Trusts and 
Affordable Housing in Canada, © 1995 

Canada Mortgage & Housing Corporation. Practices for Sustainable Communities, © 2000 

Canada Mortgage & Housing Corporation. Sustainable Residential Developments: Planning, Design 

and Construction Principles, September 1993 

Canada Mortgage & Housing Corporation. Guide to Affordable Housing Partnerships, © 1998 

Canada Mortgage & Housing Corporation. Opening Doors to Partnerships: How Affordable 
Housing Ideas Become Reality, prepared by the Canadian Centre for Public-Private Partnerships in 

Housing, 2001 

Canmore Economic Development Authority. Economic Development Strategy 2001, prepared for 

the Town of Canmore, June 2001 

Clayton Research Associates Ltd. Research on an Improved Measure of Affordability for Estimating 

Housing Need in Canada, prepared for Canada Mortgage & Housing Corporation, March 1997 

Chandler, Graham. Father No Longer Knows Best: What is a typical family in Alberta today and 

why is it so stressed out? Alberta Views. Local Perspectives Publishing Inc., November/December 

2000, Vol. 3, No. 6, pp. 29-33 

CitySpaces Consulting, Ltd. Whistler Affordable Housing Needs Assessment, prepared for the Resort 

Municipality of Whistler, May 1997 

211 



CitySpaces Consulting, Ltd. Jasper Housing Study, prepared for the Jasper Town Committee and 

Canadian Parks Service, July 1991 

Communitas Inc. Land Trusts for Non-Profit Continuing Housing Co-operatives, prepared for 
Canada Mortgage & Housing Corporation, May 1985 

Communitas Inc. Using the Land Trust Model to Facilitate an Integrated Development: St. Albert 
Project, prepared for Canada Mortgage & Housing Corporation, September 1997 

Community Services Consulting, Ltd. No Safeguards: A Profde of Urban Poverty in Alberta, 

prepared for the Inter-City Forum on Social Policy, Edmonton, February 2000, 27 pages 

Davis, Sam. The Architecture of Affordable Housing, University of California Press, © 1995 

Federation of Canadian Municipalities and Halifax Regional Municipality. Navigating Global 

Change: Policy Development Book: policy summary from 62"'' Annual Conference, June 4-7, 1999 

Federation of Canadian Municipalities. A National Affordable Housing Strategy; October 11, 2000, 

36 pages. 

Hanna, Karen I. Implementing a Municipal Growth Management Strategy: A Case Study of 

Canmore, Alberta; Master's Degree Project. Faculty of Environmental Design, University of 

Calgary,© 1996 

Lee, Kevin K and Engler, Cheryl. A Profile of Poverty in Mid-Sized Alberta Cities, prepared for 

Canadian Council on Social Development, Ottawa, October 1989, 44 pages 

Lockwood, Scott. Provision of Affordable Housing in Resort Mountain Communities: A Case Study 

of Whistler, British Columbia, Master of Urban and Rural Planning, Technical University of Nova 

Scotia, Halifax,© 1996 

National Association of Homebuilders. ProducingAffordable Housing: Partnerships for Profit, 

prepared forNAHB Economics, Mortgage Finance and Housing Policy Division; Home Builder 

Press, Washington DC, © 1999 

Northwest Policy Center and Northwest Federation of Community Organizations. Northwest Job 

Gap Study: Searching for Work that Pays, January 1999, 21 pages 

Pomeroy, Steve and Lampert, Greg. Developing a Downpayment Affordability Measure: Feasibility 

Study, prepared for Canada Mortgage & Housing Corporation, December 1996 

Pomeroy, Steve and Lampert, Greg. The Role of Public-Private Partnerships in Producing 

Affordable Housing: Assessment of the U.S. Experience and Lessons for Canada, prepared for 

Canada Mortgage & Housing Corporation, © 1998 

Pringle, Tim. Housing Options for Small Communities, Real Estate Foundation of British Columbia, 

May 2001, 9 pages 

2 1 2 



Regional Municipality of Wood Buffalo. Community Plan on Homelessness; prepared by Armin A. 

Preiksaitis & Associates and Norm Connolly, Planning Consultant; November 2000 

Richard Drdla Associates, Inc. Housing Trust Funds: Their Nature, Applicability and Potential in 

Canada, prepared for Canada Mortgage & Housing Corporation, © 2000 

Statistics Canada. Family Data: Tables 5, 4 and 5 for Canmore, Small Area and Administrative 
Data Division, Ottawa, 1991-1998 

Scott, Susan and Sturk, Mike. No Fixed Address: Tales from the Street, prepared for Calgary Drop-

In Centre, © 2000 

Teasdale, Pierre. House Design Guide for Low-Income Singles, prepared for Canada Mortgage & 

Housing Corporation, December 1993 

Thrasher, Penn. And Miles to go ... Housing Lower Income Urban Singles in Victoria, prepared for 

Victoria Cool Aid Society, © 1997 

Tomalty, Ray and Hercz, Anna and Spurr, Peter. Municipal Planning for Affordable Housing, 

prepared for Canada Mortgage & Housing Corporation, 1998 

Town of Canmore. 2000 Canmore Census, prepared by Shirley Ketterer, August 2000 

Urban Systems. Silvertip Area Structure Plan, prepared for Town of Canmore and Stone Creek 

Properties Inc., third reading by Canmore Town Council, August 30, 200 

2 1 3 



A P P E N D I X A 

K E Y I N F O R M A N T I N T E R V I E W S 

Page 

Jim Ridley, Director, Positive People Placement, Canmore: 2 

March 22, 1999 

Robert Ellis, Senior Planner, Town of Canmore: 4 

April 6, 1999 

Greg Thibeault, Health Inspector, Headwaters Health Authority, Canmore: 7 

AprH 20, 1999 

Shelley Gregorash, Director, Canmore Community Daycare: 9 

AprH 26, 1999 

Margaret Hall, Director, Bow Valley Regional Housing Authority: 11 

April 28, 1999 

Maureen Cormack, Bow Corridor Society for Community Living: 15 

AprH 28, 1999 

Carol Duncan, Coordinator Community Care, Headwaters Health Authority: 17 

AprH 30, 1999 

Bev Turner, Cathy Dear, Alberta Family & Social Services, Canmore: 19 

May 11, 1999 

Deb Bennet, Social Worker, Family & Community Support Services, Canmore: 21 

May 18,1999 

Brenda Caston, Manager, Family & Community Support Services, Canmore: 23 

June 9, 1999 

Rick Staehli, Tim Wake, Whisder Housing Authority: 26 

August 13, 1999 

Dave Freeman, Real Estate Supervisor, City of Kamloops: 32 

August 16,1999 

Allan Carpenter, Windsong Cohousing, Township of Langley: 34 

August 16, 1999 

Andrew Macleod, Joe Polisuk, Planners with Jasper National Park: 36 

September 9, 1999 

Shane Yarmolay, Developer, Canmore: 41 

September 20,1999 



K e y i n f o r m a n t I n t e r v i e w w i t h J i m R i d l e y — M a r c h 2 2 , 1 9 9 9 , 

D i r e c t o r , P o s i t i v e P e o p l e P l a c e m e n t 

Jim mentioned that he places people in a variety of positions, permanent and temporary, professional 

and semi-skilled. These occupations include semi-retired people looking for full or part-time work, 

young professionals; people on work visas, as well as seasonal unskilled and general labour positions. 

Most of the placements are for seasonal or temporary positions. The early summer period is the busiest 

time of the year in terms of employee hiring. 

He claimed that if there was a greater supply of employee-sponsored, "entry-level housing" there would 

be greater stability in the local workforce. The problem for seasonal and contract employees is the 

unwillingness of landlords to lease or rent to people who need a unit for less than six months. In 

addition, a significant number of renters cannot come up with a security deposit, thus adding to the 

problem of finding accommodation in Canmore. Banffs Rocky Mountain Housing Co-operative has 

implemented a possible solution to this problem. They amortize the cost of a renter's security deposit 

over a period of several months by deducting an amount each month. 

He reiterated that Canmore needs an employer rental pool. This pool would give employees greater 

security of residence because their housing needs would not be tied to a single employer, i.e.; they 

would not lose their apartment if they changed jobs. Ideally, a housing authority would manage the 

rental pool on behalf of employers (businesses in Canmore). Each employer would have a "right of 

ownership" applied to the rental pool, but not physically attached to a specific suite. Each tenant could 

maintain their tenancy over the long term, either supported by their employer or not. 

In terms of numbers, the IGA had 175 people on staff during the summer, Wendy's has 75 staff and 

A&W has about 70 staff Jim heard claims that there were 350 people living "in the bush" during the 

summer of 1997; and slightly less in the summer of 1998. He said that the Employee Campground is a 

"stop gap measure" and while it serves a need, it is not a solution to the seasonal staff accommodation 

'crunch.' 

Many of Jim's placements help employees find work to "bridge" the seasons. This allows someone to 

work year round at several jobs. He mentioned that a housing rental pool run by a Housing Authority 

would provide appropriate accommodation for these types of workers. 

Jim is worried about chain retail and franchisees moving into Canmore. They may not have as strong a 

commitment to help their employees find staff accommodation as local business. 
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Follow-up Questions: 

1. Jim, you mentioned that the available pool of employees might be far smaller than demand again 

this year. Do you have a sense on how big this "gap " is (numbers, percentage)? In your opinion, 

what affect does this employee shortfall have on your business, and on your clients (employers)? 

The numbers of available workers who have sought employment through our placement services is 

down approximately 20% from 1998. This is occurring despite increased marketing of our 

placement services via the Internet as well as increased referrals - both of which would normally 

increase the 'supply' of available workers. Many new employees are unwilling to re-locate to 

Canmore because of a lack of employee housing. 

June 1999 saw a sudden influx of additional seasonal workers. However, many of these workers 

were difficult to place in jobs due to the following challenges: 

• Uncertainty over stability of some workers due to their inability of securing housing; and, 

• Difficult to contact because many seasonal workers have no fixed address and no phone 

number. 

Basically, the entire community (employees, local businesses, clients of local businesses) suffers 

because of the lack of affordable housing. 
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M e e t i n g w i t h R o b e r t E l l i s - A p r i l 6, 1 9 9 9 

S e n i o r P l a n n e r , T o w n o f C a n m o r e 

RE: Peaks of Grassi, development issues, housing and land costs 

/. What were the original assumptions with regard to small-lot residential development in Canmore? 

Was it part of Three Sisters Resort (TSR) general plan? 

The intention (by the Town) was to approve a new residential subdivision consisting of three 

hundred narrow-lot homes in an affordable price range, that is, an initial price of $140,000 for house 

and lot. There was an understanding between the Town and TSR that the site could be developed 

for residential use if it incorporated 'alternative' and/or 'innovative' design standards. 

2. In your opinion, did the Peaks of Grassi development meet the original intentions with regard to 

affordability? If not, why not? 

No, the Peaks of Grassi has not met the original intentions of mid-range affordability. The supply of 

single-family lots in Canmore is far below demand. So, the lots were quickly sold and many were 

then resold to other buyers at a big markup. The current average selling price for these homes is 

now over $200,000. The Town of Canmore Planning Department also wanted to see more 

innovative housing designs in the Peaks and is disappointed with the current standard of 

development (although a few builders did achieve some notable, innovative designs). The problem 

was that TSR had control over the architectural standards and did not encourage builders to 

construct homes that would have 'pushed the envelope' in terms of design standards. Another 

challenge was that each of the three major builders in the Peaks of Grassi had varying standards of 

quality and design. In retrospect, the Planning Department should have stipulated that every 

homebuilder had to apply for a development permit (each home would have had to be reviewed by 

the Town). That way, the Town could have been more influential in encouraging innovative 

housing design. 

3. In terms of land development costs, is this site more problematic than other sites in the TSR? 

The problem with the site is that, because of the slope, it does not easily lend itself to small-lot, new 

urbanism-style residential development. For example, the Planning Department wanted TSR to put 

in rear alleys and/or underground garages throughout the development, but TSR balked at this 

because this would have added to the cost per home. Large "estate" lots would have been more 

appropriate to the Peaks of Grassi rather than small homes on narrow lots. Estate homes can better 

capture the higher development costs associated with steep, treed slopes. Flatter terrain provides a 

more appropriate location for narrow-lot homes. A good example of an existing development in 

Canmore that has narrow-lot homes with rear-entry garages is the Riverstone development near 

Cougar Creek. 
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4. Are there any other sites in the proposed resorts (TSR and STR) that will be small-lot development, 

zero-lot line residential, etc. ? 

None are planned. According to Robert, the remaining sites in TSR will likely be either large, 

estate-style lots or multi-family (R3 to R4) development. Because of current financial challenges 

and experience with the Peaks of Grassi, TSR is unlikely to consider narrow-lot homes in its future 

development plans. The Town is also unlikely to approve another narrow lot subdivision on steep 

terrain. 

TSR has approval to build 671 units in the Homesteads and Peaks of Grassi subdivisions (outside 

the area covered by the Master Bylaw). At this point in time, about 70% (470 units) are already 

built. 

As part of Master Bylaw 1-98(DC), TSR has zoning in place to construct a further 3,600 housing 

units on 756 gross developable acres of land. The Town has recently approved a 183-lot 

subdivision in Three Sisters Creek (Site 2A). This is the first subdivision in the area covered by the 

Master Bylaw. As stipulated in TSR Master Bylaw 1-98(DC), these sites are as follows: 

* These sites are not required to have an Area 

Structure Plan done as part of the development. 

For these sites, a conceptual scheme is sufficient. 

These conceptual schemes are similar to Concept 

Plans used in the City of Calgary. These types of 

plans give the developer a lot of flexibility. 

Note: Each site is under DC (direct confrol) zoning. 

DC provides the Town with greater say in the type 

of development proposed within each site. Council 
can elect to change development standards within 

DC districts. Standard residential zoning types, 

such as Rl, Rl-S, R4, etc guide the land use within 

each site. These "standards" are written into the 

subdivision aareement for each site. 

5. Are the building permit fees, development approval fees, etc., relatively higher in Canmore than in 

other Alberta towns? 

Yes, the fees collected for subdivision applicafion fees, building permits, and development permits 

are slightly higher than the Alberta average. The Town of Canmore Planning and Development 

Department is looking for a 75/25 split on subdivision application fees (25% paid by the Town, 75% 

by the developer). This is higher than the norm in Alberta. In addition, off-site levies, recreation 

contributions, landscaping costs, bear bins, etc. are paid as each phase of development proceeds. 

Development Site General 

Master Bylaw Land Use 

1-98(DC) 

I* Resort 

2A* Residential 

2B Residential 

4* Commercial 

5 Residential 

6 Residential 

7 Residential 

8 Residential 

9 Residential 
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6. Closing comments regarding affordable housing and "Community Housing Land" 

In closing, Robert is concerned that Canmore may eventually price itself out of the range of lower 

and middle-income earners. Because of inflated land costs and rising property tax assessments, the 

middle-sector of income earners will be unable to afford to purchase a home in Canmore. The town 

may eventually have an upper echelon of wealthy homeowners and vacation homeowners at the top 

end of the income scale, and a large 'underclass' of low-income earners working in the service 

industry. 

The Town has negotiated an agreement with TSR to provide a total of 30 acres of "community 

housing land" within the resort. This land will be assembled through the closure of government 

road allowances within the developable area of TSR. Currently, five acres of this land have been 

allocated as community housing land in Three Sisters Creek (Site 2A). The conditions of the 

subdivision approval stipulates that: "The Town will receive unencumbered title to Lot 11, Block 4 

as Community Housing lands in exchange for the closure and transfer of government road 

allowances." 

There is a significant challenge in keeping homes built on community lands perpetually affordable. 

Robert suggested that the Town should retain clear title to this land. If the Town retains title, the 

real estate market does not set the value for the land. The question is what 'method' should be used 

to put housing on this land. In other words, should the land be leased to a land trust or a co

operative? Could the Town ensure perpetual affordability of units built on this land by retaining 

ownership of a small number of units through a "land condominium"? He believes that the Town 

(or an 'arms-length' entity of the Town such as a housing authority) needs to be involved in a 

regulatory capacity on these community lands. 
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I n t e r v i e w w i t h G r e g T h i b e a u l t 

H e a d w a t e r s H e a l t h A u t h o r i t y ( H H A ) - A p r i l 2 0 , 1 9 9 9 

Greg is tlie liealtli inspector witlt tlie HHA, and is frequently called in to do inspections of rental 

accommodation in Canmore. These inspections are initiated when a renter makes a complaint to the 

Authority - often as a last resort. In Alberta, there is no requirement for rental accommodation to pass a 

health inspection prior to being rented. Rentals do not have to comply with provincial housing 

regulations. 

For the HHA, the health and safety of the unit are the primary concerns. They use the Provincial Health 

Act (Housing Regulations) as a minimum standard for these inspections. For example, the proposed 

new Housing Regulations stipulate that each unit should have a refrigerator with storage capacity of 2 

m\ a sink, and a minimum 2-burner stove and oven. Greg mentioned that many of these standards are 

vague and open to interpretation. In addition, the official guidelines for number of beds and size of unit 

are so small that practically any rental unit would quality. Greg mentioned that social standards are the 

forgotten aspect of the health (mental) standards of rental accommodation. HHA inspectors do, 

however, use make use of the clause regarding rental accommodation that has features that are 

"potentially injurious or dangerous." This gives them some leeway in closing down severely 

substandard rental accommodation. 

Greg mentioned that Canmore has a number of substandard rental units, especially in terms of 

overcrowding. These types of units are not unusual in Canmore. He stated that many of the units he has 

inspected do not meet the social needs of tenants in terms of privacy and adequate space. He cited 

instances of nine people in a townhouse that rents for a total of $1,400 per month. 

Greg mentioned that the threat of expulsion or landlord harassment is a big deterrent to tenants lodging 

a complaint with the HHA. Typically, a renter will make a complaint after he/she has given notice and 

is moving out. Some complaints (e.g. damage deposit) are not handled by the HHA since they fall 

under the Landlord Tenant Act of Alberta. 

During his work in Edmonton as a health inspector, Greg noticed that slum landlords seek to keep 

tenants in their projects by asking for first and last month's rent when they move in. Thus, the exit cost 

(cost of leaving unit and moving to another) is a disincentive to an individual or family that is strapped 

for cash. Thus, for some tenants, the cost of a damage deposit plus first month's rent is a big financial 

hurdle for some. For prospective homeowners, the cost of a downpayment is their big "hurdle" -

especially in areas with high cost of real estate. Households with several children and/or pets also have 

a relatively harder time finding suitable rental accommodation. 
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Greg suggested that a rental registry be established in Canmore. It would function similar to a business 

registry and provide some measure of assurance that a given rental unit meets minimum standards and 

has a reputable landlord. A rental registry may encourage compliance and exceeding the minimum 

standards. The rental registry might also offer a 'guidebook' for new rental construction (apartments 

and secondary suites) that outlines preferred building materials and recommended materials (in terms of 

durability). 

The trade-off of the rental registry is that it might cause an increase in rental rates due to an even tighter 

rental market if non-conforming units (e.g. illegal suites) were forced to shut down. He mentioned that 

Wetaskiwin tried a rental registry and that they may provide some insight on the challenges they 

encountered implementing the registry. 

He mentioned that workers in the tourism industry that live in overcrowded, substandard, and unsanitary 

living conditions may increase the risk of transmitting bacteria or viruses in their workplace. Seasonal 

workers may come into work sick because they cannot afford the time off (due to lack of sick pay). 

Greg stated that the food service industry in Banff is now giving preference to hiring workers that 

already have accommodation (thus eliminating the burden of fmding staff accommodation for their 

workers). Greg foresees increased shuttling of workers between Banff and Canmore as more Banff 

employers seek to house their seasonal and temporary staff in Canmore. 

Follow-up Questions: 

I. Greg, I really like your idea of a rental registry and guidebook for new rental construction. I 

believe that this idea is one that should be pursued by the new Housing Authority Working Group 

(starting up on June 2"'', 1999). You mentioned that the registry would develop some kind of 

certification system, based on a list of standards or criteria. Is there anything else that you can 

think of that should be considered in developing this idea further? 

The Town of Canmore could provide developers with density bonusing for providing employee 

housing, preferably on site. 
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I n t e r v i e w w i t h S h e l l e y G r e g o r a s h ( D i r e c t o r ) 

C a n m o r e C h i l d D e v e l o p m e n t C e n t r e - A p r i l 2 6 , 1 9 9 9 

Canmore Child Development Centre (community day care) is the only licensed day care in Canmore 

(workers have certification). Alberta Family and Social Services monitor operation of the daycare. 

There are currently 80 families enrolled, representing approximately 110 children. Many of these 

families use the facilities on a part time or as-needed basis. They have a school age program and they 

accept children ranging in age from infants to 12 years. 

There is currently a waiting list at the non-profit daycare. Interestingly, last year there were 56 children 

on the waiting list, this year there are only 30 children on the waiting list. Shelley suspects that this may 

reflect the fact that some families on this list have acquired in-home care for their children or have left 

town. This has freed up a number of spaces for new children in the day care. 

The daycare itself sits on land leased from the Town of Canmore. The building is crowded and she 

mentioned that they would like to expand the facilities or build a new daycare. They are currently 

raising money for this capital expenditure. They are considering hiring a full-time fundraiser for this 

purpose. They estimate that $1.3 million will be required for the new structure. The site is zoned for 

school or daycare (municipal reserve) and she hopes the land will remain under municipal control. She 

is aware that developers are interested in developing the land for higher-density housing and she worries 

that the Town may sell the land to a private buyer. 

She noted that single-parent families cannot afford daycare. The average cost per child has risen 

dramatically in recent years because the provincial government has stopped funding day care in Alberta. 

In its place, the Province now subsidizes according to income (i.e., for families earning between 

$20,000 and $43,000 per year). A family making $20,000 per year can receive up to $380 per child per 

month. The subsidy for an infant is now $475/month (maximum), and the subsidy for a pre-school child 

is $380/month. These figures reflect the maximum subsidy possible under this program. Higher 

incomes receive proportionately less. 

The average monthly day care fee is $1,100 for a family with two children enrolled (one infant and one 

pre-school child). This figure is lower than many comparable daycare operations in Calgary. However, 

many dual-income families find this figure hard to afford. As such, most single parent families cannot 

afford day care for their children. This situation is exacerbated by the high cost of living in Canmore -

particularly the cost of accommodation. The childcare subsidy does not take into consideration the cost 

of living. In other words, the subsidy is applied on a province-wide basis and does not take into account 

regional variances in the cost of living. 

To help defray operational costs, the daycare is involved in ongoing fundraising efforts (parents and 

daycare workers). Last year, approximately $3,000 was raised. 
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The high cost of living in Canmore has affected both daycare clients (families with children) and 

daycare workers. Shelley mentioned that approximately 30% of families that were enrolled in the 

daycare last year have moved away from Canmore to relatively more affordable Cochrane and Calgary. 

Some of the families that have left Canmore mentioned that they were looking for a single-family home 

on a larger lot - a very expensive and limited choice in Canmore. 

Staff turnover is a big concern to Shelley who had to deal with 12 staff who left the daycare last year 

(May to October 1̂', 1998). Six of the workers who left have families with children. Several of these 

mentioned that even with two incomes, it is difficult to live in Canmore if you have a family. She also 

mentioned that it is challenging replacing staff that have left. The starting salary for a daycare worker 

with minimum educational certification is S7.25 per hour (rising to $7.50 per hour after an interim 

period). The salary for daycare workers in Canmore is above the provincial average, but the local cost of 

living negates this advantage. 

To cope with the high cost of accommodation, some of her staff share rent with other adults or 

homeowners. She remarked that some members of her staff live in 2-bedroom units with 3-4 working 

adults splitting the rent. 

Shelley has lived in Canmore for five years and is concerned that the proportion of the community 

comprised of middle-income earners has eroded during the past few years due to the high cost of living. 

She mentioned that what is needed are lower-cost, family-oriented housing. She added that finding a 

way to keep these homes perpetually affordable is essential to giving low- to middle-income earners 

options in terms of housing choice. She has seen several developments such as Grotto Mountain 

Village, and the condos near Elk Run Industrial Area ("Main Street Homes") quickly become 

unaffordable soon after they have been built. 

Follow-up Questions: 

1. In terms of the proposed expansion, how many additional children would be accommodated in the 

new daycare facility? 

52 additional children would be accommodated in the new facility. 

2. Would the daycare consider a partnership with another group, such as a co-housing or co-operative 

housing group, as a means of co-funding the expansion of the daycare? 

The day care would seriously consider such a proposal. We have also looked at incorporating staff 

housing into the new development, perhaps on the top floor. 
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I n t e r v i e w w i t h M a r g a r e t H a l l 

B o w V a l l e y R e g i o n a l H o u s i n g A u t h o r i t y - AprW 2 8 , 1 9 9 9 

The Bow Valley Regional Housing Authority operates a senior's self-contained apartment complex 

consisting of 28 subsidized units (Bow River Homes). The Authority also operates a similar facility in 

Banff that has 34 units. They also operate the Bow River Senior's Lodge that consists of 46 units. The 

municipalities in the Bow valley subsidize the units in the Senior's Lodge. The Authority also operates 

58 subsidized units in Canmore. The provincial government subsidizes this social housing. This type of 

housing consists of: 

• 20 single-detached homes; 

• 30 apartments (2- and 3-bedroom units); and, 

• 8 condominium units (ranging from 2- to four-bedroom units). 

Families of low income and individuals with special needs receive preference for these units. There are 

tenants who have been in these units for an extended period (greater than 12 months), as well as tenants 

that require only short-term help. A prospective tenant must reside in the Bow Valley for at least six 

months prior to applying for one of these units. 

In addition, the Authority manages units that fall under the "Rent Supplemenf program. Typical 

subsidies for these units are 30% paid by the tenant and 70% paid by the Province. There are 

approximately 150 households in Alberta waiting to quality for the rent supplement program (the 

subsidy is approximately $900 per month for a 1-2 bedroom suite). Generally, the Authority assigns 

available units on the basis of one child per bedroom. Currently, there is a 12-person waiting list for 

available units in the senior's self-contained housing (Bow River Homes). 

The Authority manages these units (excluding the six Provincial Rent Supplement allotments) and 

operates as a non-profit entity. Most of its buildings are on a long-term mortgage with the Province (the 

Bow River Lodge is subsidized by municipalities in the Bow valley). Depending on their revenue flow 

(based upon the income status of their tenant mix), the Authority may or may not pay down the 

principle and interest owing on the mortgage in any given year. 

Margaret commented that single-detached homes are not the way to go in terms of providing affordable, 

market value homes in Canmore. She noted that monthly operating costs (utilities and taxes) for an 

average home in the winter may approach $400 per month ($200 for property taxes, $100 for heating, 

$50 for electric power). This must also be factored into affordability calculations when assessing who 

can and cannot afford to purchase a home in Canmore. In terms of monthly operating costs, multi-

family units (condominiums, apartments) are much more affordable. 

She mentioned that there is a lack of adequate housing for handicapped (special needs) clients. Most 

apartments and homes are not equipped for this type of tenant (e.g. wide doors, modified counters in 

kitchens). 
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The units in the Bow River Lodge are bedrooms and bathrooms only. Other living space is in common 

areas. Male tenants do not seem to mind these units, however, female tenants do not like the small 

spaces and prefer the privacy of their rooms. The Authority is conducting a fundraising effort designed 

raise $98,000. The provincial government through the Department of Public Works will spend 

approximately $1.6 million dollars to renovate the Bow River Senior's Lodge. This project is currently 

underway. 

Program Project Name Number of units 

Senior's Lodge Bow River Lodge (Canmore) 46 

Senior's Self-contained Bow River Homes (Canmore) 28 

Mount Edith House (Banff) 34 

Community Rental Housing Canmore Community Housing 58 

Subtotal 166 

Rent Supplement Program (Banff & Canmore) 6 

Total 172 

* Note: Until 1997, Peka Management ran the Canmore Community Housing program (58 units) on 

behalf of the Province. However, in 1997 various housing programs were amalgamated under the 

Authority's responsibility. 

Margaret had several suggestions regarding the provision of affordable housing in the Bow Corridor: 

• A wider choice of housing options needs to be provided especially for households in the Community 

Rental Housing program. Most households in this group would prefer to own a home rather than 

rent. Dignity and pride of ownership are two key benefits of owning a home. 

• The key challenge is to keep affordable housing units perpetually affordable. 

• Some families have moved out of Canmore because of the high cost of living. 

• She predicted that the demand for senior's housing is likely to increase dramatically during the next 

20 years. The greatest demand will be for seniors in the low- to middle-income ranges. Self-

contained senior's units will have the greatest demand relative to lodge-style living. Young people 

may eventually want their parents to live close by and will be looking for housing that 

accommodates this need. 

• Businesses in the Bow Corridor should be responsible for employee housing. Currently, the 

Province and the municipalities shoulder part of this burden due to the lack of affordable housing in 

the valley. She suggested that a business co-operative be formed to construct affordable employee 

housing. Income qualitying criteria will have to be created to ensure that units are available for 

those in need. A suggested family income 'cut-off would be $2,000 per month for a single adult or 

single-parent households; $4,000 per month for dual-income households. 
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Follow-up Questions: 

1. You mentioned that the waiting list might vary for any of the four housing programs. Is this the 

case for all clients, or for a particular group of clients such as seniors looking for independent 

living, seniors looking for assisted living, single-parents with children, persons on AISH, and/or 

couples with children on income assistance? You mentioned that there is a waiting list of 12 people 

for the senior's self-contained complex (Bow River Homes). 

Typically, there is a fair bit of turnover in the Community Rental Housing program (58 units). 

Currently there are ten (10) people on the waiting list this type of subsidized housing. 14 people are 

on the waiting list for the senior's self-contained homes (Bow River Homes), and 12 persons on the 

waiting list for the Senior's Lodge (Bow River Lodge). Most of these applicants quality for the 

provincial Alberta Seniors Benefit program. Five (5) people are on the waiting list for Mount Edit 

House (senior's self-contained) in Banff Margaret noted that oftentimes, people who are on the 

waiting list might have already left the Bow Valley once a unit has become available. 

Each lodge has its own criteria for entry. For example, residents of the Bow River Lodge can reside 

outside the valley at the time of application. Whereas applicants for subsidized units in the 

Canmore Community Housing program have to be a resident in the valley for at least six months. 

Income criteria are also set for each of the housing programs. Applicants looking for subsidized 

housing must meet the provincial "core need" criteria which is based on income. Core need is 

established according to your monthly income, number of dependents, and family status. Core need 

is higher in the Bow Corridor than elsewhere in Alberta mainly due to the higher cost of living. 

2. How many clients (typically) are on the waiting list for the rent-supplement program? You 

mentioned that there are three units in Banff and three units in Canmore. 

The Province allocates the number of rental supplements on a regional or municipal basis. In the 

Bow Corridor, six rental supplements are available: three in Canmore, and three in Banff To 

quality for this program, the applicant must have already found a landlord that is willing to rent to 

the tenant. This program provides an rent supplement of 70% of the full cost of rent. 

3. In your estimation, how many clients that are severely handicapped are on the waiting list for 

subsidized housing in Canmore? How many units need to be built or retrofitted to meet the current 

demand? 

Margaret is not sure of the number of clients, that qualify for AISH, are currently on the waiting list 

for a subsidized unit. Margaret mentioned that an AISH client might not quality for Canmore 

Housing Program (subsidized housing) unless they have children. Instead, these applicants are 

encouraged to apply for the Rent Supplement program. No units within the subsidized housing 
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program have been retrofitted with wheelchair access, except those that were installed by the tenants 

themselves. 

4. In your estimation, how many new senior's housing (both assisted living and self-contained, 

independent) will need to be built in the next 10 years in Canmore (at double the current population 

of 10,000permanent residents)? 

Aging baby boomers will greatly influence the demand for retirement housing in the Bow Corridor. 

As seniors, baby boomers will demand a wider range (than the previous generation) of services and 

facilities during their retirement. They will expect a diversity of types and sizes of retirement units, 

special medical care and recuperative services, as well as recreational and social activities. 
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I n t e r v i e w w i t h M a u r e e n C o r m a c k 

B o w C o r r i d o r S o c i e t y f o r C o m m u n i t y L i v i n g - A p r i l 2 8 , 1 9 9 9 

They are a non-profit society that worics with adults who are developmentally challenged in the Bow 

Corridor (Lake Louise to Cochrane). Ideally, independent living is the goal for her clients (based on the 

Society's mission statement to help their clients achieve "independent living in their home 

communities"). She noted, "Independent community living is a principle, not a program per se." They 

seek to house their clients within the community, thus avoiding "institutionalization." 

The society gets referrals from Alberta Family and Social Services in Calgary as well as the local FCSS. 

In terms of "suitable" housing for her clients, two requirements must be met. First, it must be affordable 

for the client or the helping agency subsidizing the unit. Secondly the unit itself must be designed in 

such a way as to permit wheelchair access (wide doors, wheelchair access in bathrooms, low counters in 

kitchen). For example, the society has one client in Canmore that is currently housed in an apartment -

which is not the ideal form of accommodation for this type of client. The client is paying full market 

value for the unit and she commented that in a fair system this person would live in subsidized housing. 

Thus, some of her clients have to live with their family in order to make ends meet financially. 

Her clients are usually on fixed incomes or AISH (Assured Income for the Severely Handicapped). 

Typically, these clients are below the poverty line in terms of household income. In addition, some of 

her clients require a home-care worker to reside with them. However, the government does not 

subsidize the rental charge for a home-care specialist that may need to reside with the client. In 

addition, disabled clients may have a difficult time getting into subsidized housing because the "point 

system" used by the Canmore Regional Housing Authority tends to favour families with children and 

not single adults. (The Canmore Regional Housing Authority has access to the few subsidized units that 

are wheelchair-friendly.) Additional pressure on Canmore's subsidized, wheelchair-accessible housing 

stock is the fact that communities down-valley from Canmore, such as Cochrane and Redwood 

Meadows, have no subsidized housing. Maureen noted that Canmore has a stronger community support 

system relative to Cochrane, due to its high level of community volunteers and Family & Community 

Support Services (FCSS). 

Maureen advised, "All residents, rich or poor, renters and homeowners, pay taxes." Maureen lives on a 

fixed income and holds two jobs. She has lived in Canmore since 1981 but is finding it increasingly 

difficult to afford to live here. Maureen lived in the Restwell Trailer Park for several years. Her family 

was about to purchase one of these units as part of a rent-to-own contract, but the deal fell through when 

her partner became injured. She mentioned that a tenant with a pet has a harder time finding rental 

accommodation; both subsidized and market rate housing. She has two children living at home. (Her 

fax number is 609-2761 and her home phone number is 609-2761.) Currently, her family consists of 

one working adult, one disabled adult, one child (teenager) living at home, one dog (a companion pet for 

a disabled person), and one child (aduh) still in school. They are partially subsidized by the Province 

through AISH and SFI-D (Supports for Independence program for disabled parents with children), 

which includes a shelter allowance of approximately $500 per month. They are currently paying more 
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than $600 in rent. Relocating to a community that has lower rents is not an option at present because of 

the sizable cost of moving and the fact that her job is in the Bow Corridor. The Province provides 

funding for relocation but you must have already secured a job. 

She also mentioned that mountain communities appeal to people seeking a healthy, active, outdoor 

lifestyle. It is surprising, however, to find that in a community where many people ski, snowboard, rock 

climb, wind surf paraglide, base jump, and ice climb, that there is a seeming intolerance for those who 

are unfortunate enough to become permanently disabled as a result of these sometimes risky activities. 

She has a friend that is now a very accomplished seated skier since he no longer has the use of his legs. 

Unfortunately, this person has had a very difficult time finding affordable and suitable accommodation 

in the valley. Typically, young males are the highest risk for experiencing long-term injury as a result 

of these outdoor activities. 

In terms of design and land use planning, she mentioned that most of her clients require home where the 

kitchen, bedroom and bathroom are all on one fioor. However, most homes in Canmore (and Banff) are 

two levels or more - unsuitable accommodation for disabled clients. In addition, physically challenged 

residents should ideally live near community services (public and private) as well as shops, grocery 

stores, and coffee shops. Some clients will need to live close to the specialists (home-care nurses, 

recuperative therapists) that look after them. The "ideal" housing unit would have 3-bedrooms, a 

bathroom door and bathtub that a wheelchair can navigate home, as well as a kitchen sink and counter 

that a wheelchair can get under. 

Most of her clients would, if given a choice, own the home they live in rather than rent. 

Maureen foresees erosion in the number of long-time Canmore residents due to the high cost of land and 

housing. In R-2 neighborhoods, original single-family homes are being sold to buyers wishing to 

redevelop the lot into a duplex, fourplex, of two narrow-lot homes. Sellers of these lots may not receive 

enough capital to purchase a comparable single-family home in Canmore and thus relocate to other 

more affordable cities or towns. Maureen stated that she knows at least 15 couples (long-time residents) 

who have moved to Cochrane either because they have sold their home in Canmore, or have been 

unable to find a home in Canmore within their price range. 

Follow-up Questions: 

1. How many clients does the Society currently look after (those clients residing in Canmore)? 

Eight (8) clients 

2. In your estimation, how many wheelchair-accessible units need to be built in Canmore to meet 

present needs? 

Not sure 
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I n t e r v i e w w i t h C a r o l D u n c a n ( C o o r d i n a t o r , C o m m u n i t y C a r e ) 

H e a d w a t e r s H e a l t h A u t h o r i t y ( C a n m o r e H o s p i t a l ) - A p r i l 3 0 , 1 9 9 9 

The primary focus of the Bow Valley Community Care program is to support the health needs of adults, 

children, and their caregivers in homes and community settings. 

Carol noted that some wheelchair-bound clients have had to move to other locales to find wheelchair-

accessible living space. The Canmore Lodge is wheelchair accessible but is geared towards seniors 

because of its age restriction of 65 and over. In addition, the Lodge has heavy doors and is generally 

designed for healthy seniors and not those who are physically disabled or incapacitated. She stated that 

there might be a high capital cost to retrofit a home and make it wheelchair-friendly, although grants are 

available to retrofit homes. The current rental accommodation in Canmore is overwhelmingly geared to 

tenants who are not physically disabled - very few suites are designed for wheelchair access. There is 

some housing that is wheelchair-accessible in Canmore. These units were created as subsidized housing 

following the 1988 Winter Olympics. However, these homes are usually occupied at any given time 

and there is typically a waiting list to get into one of these units (e.g. Cougar Creek area and the 

Woodlands development near the Canmore Daycare). 

In terms of housing design, Carol suggested that what is needed in Canmore is a housing development 

where people could purchase a unit and stay there for the long term. She suggested two examples of 

housing developments that allow people to purchase units and have access to various levels of nursing 

care. For example: Laurier House in Edmonton has units available for $120,000. Owners of units in 

this complex have access to various levels of nursing care. Laurier House does not restrict based on age 

and does not split up families. Overall, it is a good model for community stability. [Cathy Gillespie @ 

780-413-4736 is the key contact] Carol noted that Laurier House is located on land that is leased from 

the City of Edmonton. She mentioned that Wentworth Manor in Calgary is a similar development, 

although the units are rented and are not available to be purchased. In addition, Wentworth is geared to 

higher incomes. She also mentioned that two- or three-level homes are not the optimum choice for 

those in a wheelchair, or those who have a difficult time climbing stairs. In Canmore, much of the 

housing stock is multi-level making it unsuitable for those who have difficulty climbing stairs. 

In terms of long-term care units at the hospital, there are 23 units in Canmore and 23 in Banff She 

commented that some patients in these units could live within the community if appropriate space was 

provided and they didn't require 24-hour care. She stressed that housing affordability is the key factor 

for those desiring to live at home while undergoing care or recuperative therapy. Any housing 

development that has units available for physically or mentally challenged people should be located 

close to services, and for those who are less independent, close to professional care workers (Canmore 

Hospital or Canmore Community Lodge). 

In terms of staffing problems at the hospital and in her unit, Carol noted that it is a particular problem 

for lower paid staff especially part-time and casual workers. Potential recruits for these jobs are leery 

because of the high cost of housing in the Bow Valley. 
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Follow-up Questions; 

1. You mentioned that some in-hospital patients could live within the community if appropriate space 

was provided and they didn V require 24-hour care. What would he the requirements or criteria for 

housing that would meet these needs (i.e., number of bedrooms; living space for an in-home 

caregiver; single-level or multi-level; proximity to services; and/or wheelchair-friendly bathroom 

and kitchen as well as wide doors; etc.) ? 

Housing sliould be in close proximity to community care facilities and/or pharmacy support for 

those on medication. On-call support during the night is required if no on-site support staff are 

present. Meal preparation and light housekeeping may also be required. Transportation assistance 

for those with medical appointments will need to be provided on an on-call basis. Integration with 

existing services provided through FCSS will round out the picture (Community Lifeline, Meals on 

Wheels, garbage pickup to Bear Bins, and snow clearance). 

2. What is your "best-guess " estimation of the number of units that would be requiredfor hospitalized 

patients living in the community? 

There are approximately six units at present. However, these residents are now institutionalized and 

probably would find it difficult making the transition to living back within the community. 
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I n t e r v i e w w i t h B e v T u r n e r a n d C a t h y D e a r 

A l b e r t a F a m i l y a n d S o c i a l S e r v i c e s - M a y 1 1 , 1 9 9 9 

Their jurisdiction covers the all communities in the Bow Corridor including Banff, Canmore, 

Springbank, Kananaskis, Redwood Meadows, Exshaw, Cochrane, and Seebe. Residents on the Morley 

Reserve are covered for AISH only. 

In terms of shelter allowance, single adults have the most difficult time securing income support. The 

shelter allowance for a single adult is $168 per month ($229 for food), with a $402 maximum allowance 

for "single employable adults". Those people who are physically or mentally challenged quality for a 

slightly higher shelter allowance of $253 per month. Single adults with children receive 

correspondingly more in assistance (depending upon number and ages of children). This ranges from 

$428 per month for one aduH and one child to $546 for a "five person unit." 

When asked how clients such as single employable adults or single mothers pay for rent in Canmore, 

Bev mentioned that they often make use of the Foodbank to make ends meet. This frees up the portion 

of their food allowance for rent. These clients are very likely to live in shared accommodation or with 

family members. Cathy noted that many of their clients would be unable to live in Canmore if there was 

no subsidized housing in the community. The subsidized housing in Woodlands (near the Canmore 

Daycare), and Larch (Cougar Creek) is managed by the Bow Valley Regional Housing Authority. 

However, the Housing Authority uses a rating system to prioritize those clients on the waiting list for 

subsidized housing. Ironically, those clients that are on welfare are given a lower priority for subsidized 

housing because these clients only receive $I89/month for shelter costs. This means that the Authority 

must subsidize a greater portion of the rental costs for this type of client. 

In terms of household income, shelter costs, food, and childcare together constitute the most significant 

monthly expenditure for families with children. Typical single adult clients in Canmore consist of both 

seasonal workers and permanent residents. Staff accommodation is a big problem for seasonal workers. 

In addition, 25% of Canmore's residents work in Banff, thus increasing the pressure on the existing 

stock of rental housing. Bev noted that up until the early 1980s, staff accommodation was required for 

any hotels operating in Banff Park. With the incorporation of the Town in the 1980s, this requirement is 

now left up to the Town of Banff. 

Cathy noted that mentally ill and physically disabled clients have a harder time finding affordable and 

suitable accommodation in Canmore. She mentioned that clients on fixed incomes that are currently 

renting in Canmore could approach Alberta Mortgage and Housing at the request of their landlord to 

have their unit qualify for a shelter subsidy. 
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Current monthly case load 

Type of client on income subsidy (approximate figure for Canmore) 

Single employable adults 40 

Single parents with one or more children * 40 

AISH and/or SFI-D clients * 40 

Total Cases 120 

* Note: 17 of these clients currently reside in subsidized housing. Currently about 20 single-parent 

families are on a waiting list for the subsidized homes in Canmore (those operated by the Bow 

Valley Regional Housing Authority). 

Follow-up Questions: 

1. You mentioned that there are approximately 20 single-parent families on the waiting list for 

subsidized homes in Canmore. Are you aware of other types of clients on this waiting list (e.g. 

couples with children, couples with no children, and single adults) ? Which group, in your opinion 

is the one most in need of adequate housing? 

All of the above-mentioned (20) single-parent families are on the waiting list. However, Bow 

Valley Regional Housing Authority may have figures on waiting list for single adults. 

2. Do you feel that there are a significant number of households in Canmore that, while not on income 

assistance, are part of the "working poor "? Do you have a ballpark estimate(s) for this group? 

Cathy and Beverly estimate that approximately 30% of Canmore households are part of the 

"working poor". 

3. Could you define "Supports for Independence " and "Assured Income for the Severely 

Handicapped "? I am not sure if and AISH client can get SFI-D, or if they are mutually exclusive. 

Both are considered "welfare ", but are there other forms of income assistance available? 

SFI-D provides temporary financial aid for people in need with the end goal of being financially 

independent. 

AISH provides ongoing financial assistance for people with permanent mental of physical 

disabilities. ASIH clients may receive SFI-D if they have children since their income needs are 

higher. SFI-D is no provided through Alberta Family and Social Services. 

Appendix-A.doc 20 



I n t e r v i e w w i t h D e b B e n n e t t ( S o c i a l W o r k e r - F C S S ) 

C a n m o r e F a m i l y & C o m m u n i t y S u p p o r t S e r v i c e s - M a y 18 , 1 9 9 9 

Deb works has worked as a social worker for FCSS (Town of Canmore) for two years. Her caseload 

involves single adults and young people, couples with no children, single-parents, and couples with 

children. She gets referrals from Alberta Mental Health, the Canmore Resource Center, various schools 

in the valley, the Headwaters Health Authority, Canmore Hospital, word-or-mouth, and from 

community services operating in Banff 

Deb mentioned that she gets the impression that some individuals and families are drawn to Canmore 

because of the perceived lifestyle benefits but are unaware of the high cost of living here. She is also 

aware of several couples that have left Canmore for more affordable towns and cities. 

She mentioned that if you are a renter and have pets, it is extremely difficult to find suitable 

accommodation as well as a landlord that will permit pets in his or her unit. Oftentimes, renters with 

pets may settle for less than adequate housing just to be in a place that allows pets. She is not aware of 

families with children having a tougher time finding accommodation than single persons or couples with 

no children. Rent for reasonable accommodation for a family is relatively high. For example. Deb and 

her partner are paying $950/month for rent in a two-bedroom condominium. The place is not ideal, 

though, as she would like to have a yard and a space for a home office - amenities she enjoyed while 

renting in Calgary. 

Economically, single-persons have the hardest time making ends meet in Canmore. In terms of the 

rental situation, a single employed person typically has share rent with other renters or board with an 

existing homeowner. In terms of lifestyle, a single employed person may actually prefer to live on his 

or her own, but cannot feasibly do this because the average rent for a one-bedroom suite is quite high. 

Financial circumstances of residents influencing living arrangements in Canmore 

During the past two years, Deb has noticed that people come together, either as couples or roommates, 

due to financial pressure. In terms of couples, they may choose to move in together sooner in Canmore 

than if they lived in Calgary or Edmonton for example. However, there may be relationship problems 

that arise from these earlier-than-expected unions, especially if they move in together soon after they 

first meet. In addition, couples that are not getting along may stay together longer in Canmore because 

of household financial situation. She related an example of a couple that emotionally split up, but 

physically still live together in a shared accommodation arrangement due to financial circumstances. 

There is, however, a relatively large volume of shared accommodation available in Canmore. Although, 

this type of accommodation is more suited to single adults than couples or families with children. 

Visible dichotomy of incomes in Canmore 

For residents at the bottom of the income scale in Canmore, the contrast between rich and poor may put 

a certain amount of psychological pressure on poorer residents. She provided the example of a single 

Appendix-A.doc 21 



mother living in Woodlands (a subsidized housing complex), whose home was across the street from 

apparently well-to-do families living in single-family homes. 

Not enough time to enjoy the outdoors 

To make ends meet in Canmore, adults may have to work two or more jobs to bring in enough income, 

especially if there are children to support. The paradox for many residents in Canmore is that they don't 

have enough time to enjoy the surrounding outdoor amenities because they are working full-time and/or 

have children to look after. Seasonal and temporary workers soon discover that they may have to work 

long hours to make ends meet, leaving little time to enjoy the outdoors. 

The housing 'question' is now part of the hiring process 

Deb mentioned that it is not uncommon for prospective employees to be asked if they are aware of the 

housing situation in Canmore and whether they have already found housing in Canmore. In other 

words, in Canmore it is no longer "get a job, then find housing", but "find housing, then get a job." This 

seems to be the case for many lower paid full-time positions. 

On a positive note, she mentioned that the 'grapevine' really helps in finding housing in Canmore. She 

has noticed a strong sense of community amongst local residents in Canmore. Very often assistance in 

finding housing will be extended to new residents (employees) that move to Canmore, but have not 

found adequate nor affordable accommodation. Oftentimes, their co-workers will know of a suite that is 

available for rent, or a temporarily vacant home that needs to be looked after for the short term. 
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I n t e r v i e w w i t h B r e n d a C a s t o n ( M a n a g e r , F C S S ) 

C a n m o r e F a m i l y & C o m m u n i t y S u p p o r t S e r v i c e s - J u n e 9 , 1 9 9 9 

Brenda believes that housing is a social issue, not just a planning or development issue. Brenda sees 

evidence that the high cost of shelter in Canmore is putting psychological and emotional pressure on 

local families. Most adults in Canmore are in the workforce and are typically dual-income families with 

children; this may mean isolation from their children for extended periods. This is coupled with the fact 

that some people, particularly elderly singles, people without cars, and people with mental or physical 

disabilities may feel isolated in a mountain community despite the fact that Canmore is only a 60-

minute drive from Calgary. Pressures from isolation and 'disconnectedness' may result in depression 

for some of these residents. This arises from the perceived distance from family and friends outside of 

Canmore as well as the physical environment. Brenda also mentioned that the high cost of living in 

Canmore has influenced some couples to stay together due to financial reasons. The pressure to 'make 

ends meet' means that less time and money is available for parents to put their children in school sports, 

swim clubs, hockey camps, etc. 

Local helping agencies are addressing the social problems that arise due to the feeling of isolation, or 

pressure from the high cost of living. In fact, there has been an increase in the number of self-help 

groups in Canmore during the 1990s. Organizations such as AIDS Bow Valley work closely with 

organizations affdiated with FCSS. The YMCA/Community Resource Center in Banff and the 

Community ResourceA^olunteer Centre in Canmore also provides information on local services and 

helping agencies. It is useful to note that some new residents expect special programs and services to be 

available in Canmore that are common in large cities. Thus, many new residents have 'urban' 

expectations regarding the provisions of specialized services. She feels that Canmore needs to develop 

opportunities for local people to meet one another and build a local support 'network'. The challenge is 

to fmd ways of involving seasonal and short-term workers in these activities. Neighborhood Link is an 

example of a local network designed to facilitate access to municipal, police, and social services - a 

virtual community centre. Brenda used the example of social services and/or orientation services 

available to individuals and organizations at various campuses across the country as a model for this 

t}'pe of network. Brenda mentioned that the following skills would help to improve the social well 

being of the community: 

• Flexibility and adaptability 

• Cooperation and partnering 

• Communication and networking 

Canmore's relatively small population presents a significant challenge in providing special services such 

as teen pregnancy counseling, prostitution, homeless shelter, etc. Because there are not enough persons 

in crisis, staff at Family and Community Support Services must be generalists to some extent, and learn 

to work with other organizations in addressing specific problems. 

Appendix-A.doc 23 



Since a significant proportion of tiie local workforce works outside of Canmore (approximately 30% of 

workers), access to transportation is critical. Most workers have a car, which is almost a necessity 

considering the lack of public transportation (although Link Transit runs a regularly scheduled bus 

service between Banff and Canmore). For those working within the town, the proximity of work 

relative to your place of residence is an important consideration for workers (especially for those 

without a vehicle). Wheelchair-accessible transportation is nonexistent in Canmore. Brenda estimates 

that 150-200 local residents have wheelchair or other special mobility needs. 

In terms of the changing demographic structure of the community, Brenda feels that Canmore may have 

already reached a critical mass of construction workers, health care workers, and teachers. However, 

she expects that there will be an increasing number of workers in the service sector in Canmore, 

particularly lower-paid, semi-skilled positions. Brenda predicts that women will fill many of these 

positions. The growth in employment in this part of the service sector will be driven by the growth in 

visitor accommodation (hotels, lodges, bed & breakfasts, tourist homes). The pace of hotel construction 

closely tracks the overall growth in tourism in general in the Bow Corridor. With the growth in the 

service sector during the past decade, there is now a wider diversity of races and ethnic backgrounds in 

Canmore. In recent years, there has been a drop in the numbers of young workers from outside Alberta. 

Thus, many seasonal positions remain unfilled during the peak summer period. It is unclear who will 

fill the new jobs created by an expanding tourism sector in Canmore. Brenda estimates that in the next 

15 years there will be 15,000 workers in Banff and 10,000 in Canmore with most of these new 

employees living in Canmore (due to the need to limited residential growth in the Banff townsite). She 

feels that housing for these workers, particularly seasonal or short-term, should be durable, easy to 

maintain, and have flexible space (can be easily retrofitted according to the need of the tenants). As the 

demographic structure of the community changes during the next 15 years, social services and other 

helping agencies will have to adjust. 

Brenda mentioned that there has been a housing problem in Canmore for a relatively long time (since 

the late 1980s). She has noticed a widening gap between rich and poor households in Canmore. She 

feels that the disparity has not reached the level found in Banff, but that the gap between rich and poor 

will continue to widen in Canmore during the coming decade. She feels that as the number of lower-

paid jobs grows this gap will become more evident. In addition, families with children may choose not 

to locate in Canmore because of the high cost of living. It is interesting to note that Canmore, with a 

population of 10,239 permanent residents has one high school with approximately 600 students. On the 

other hand, Banff with approximately 7,000 permanent residents has one high school with a student 

population of approximately 150 students. 

In terms of the housing market, Brenda believes that Canmore is likely at the "saturation point" for 

construction of single-family homes (other than homes at the upper end of the price range). Modest 

homes that would qualify as "starter homes" in less expensive areas are now out of the price range for 

most first-time homebuyers. She feels that apartment-style condominiums, attached townhomes, and 

other forms of multi-family housing will likely be the housing choice for future residents. This reflects, 

to some degree the changing trends in homeownership preferences observed in other centers across 
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Canada, but it also reflects local influences such as the high cost of living and demographic shifts within 

the community. She cautions that housing is more than just providing a structure with a bed, bathroom 

and kitchen. Ideally, people living in these homes should be provided with opportunities to connect to 

the broader community in a meaningful way. New residents to Canmore also bring their social needs 

with them as well as their furniture, clothing and personal effects. Homes should be built in such a way 

that the people living in them feel dignity about their home; security in tenure; as well as a sense of 

commitment to the community. She stated that the last thing Canmore needs is for new residents to feel 

that they are on their own and have to be socially independent. 
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I n t e r v i e w w i t h R i c k S t a e h l i a n d T i m W a k e 

W h i s t l e r H o u s i n g A u t h o r i t y - A u g u s t 1 3 , 1 9 9 9 

The first organization to address housing issues in the area was the non-profit Whistler Valley Housing 

Society. Several projects were initiated by the Society including the 20-unit, CMHC-assisted family 

housing complex (Whistler Creek Court) built in 1987. This was followed by a second project in 1988 

- a 42-unit apartment complex called Nordic Court. Initially, the Municipality appointed the Society's 

board members. Today, the board of the Whistler Housing Authority (WHA) controls the Whistler 

Valley Housing Society. The Society is a separate legal entity that can partner with the CMHC on 

projects that require a non-profit agency. This allows the Society to construct housing under modest 

equity requirements of 15% downpayment rather than the standard 25-30% downpayment. The 

Whistler Housing Authority is a for-profit corporation and cannot enter into partnership with the CMHC 

on these types of projects, unless they are public-private partnerships. The WHA is a wholly owned 

subsidiary of the Resort Municipality of Whistler. 

initially the Municipality collected funds to construct employee-restricted housing through a housing 

levy, basically equal to $5,078 per housing unit. By the time the WHA was formed in 1997, this fund 

had about $7-milIion in funds. The Municipal Act of BC allows municipalities to collect fees for 

housing. In Whistler, the municipality may elect to up-zone surrounding RRl lands to support a higher 

density of development. Currently RRl lands are privately owned and are similar to an agricultural 

zoning district that basically limits the number of dwelling units to a very small number. The 

municipality may up-zone RRl land if the developer agrees to build a certain number of employee-

restricted residential units as part of the overall development plan for the site. Employee-restricted 

housing is not included in Whistler's growth cap (restriction on ultimate number of "bed-units" in 

Whistler to approximately 54,000). In Whistler, the pace of hotel construction drives the demand for 

housing (current commercial/residential tax split is 35% commercial, 62% residential). 

To ensure that employee-restricted housing remains both affordable and accessible to employees 

working within the Resort Municipality of Whistler (RMOW), the municipality requires the developer 

to register a restrictive covenant on the land at the Land Titles Office. In addition, a restrictive covenant 

is created for employee-restricted housing that is offered for sale. A housing agreement (registered on 

title) is drawn up that allows the municipality to enforce rent controls or resale price controls. The 

covenant gives the municipality right of first refusal and an option to purchase the unit if it is sold by the 

owner at a future date. It also gives the WHA the legal mechanism to control the resale value of the 

unit. In addition, the WHA can review the use of its housing stock by requesting Statutory Declarations 

from homeowners. 

In 1994, the BC Municipal Act was amended to allow municipalities to enter into housing agreements 

on private land. This replaced the former mechanism of registering land leases on properties. The 

amended Act allows the RMOV to create a housing agreement that binds a developer to provide 

employee-restricted (i.e., affordable) housing as a notice on the title of the property. This allows the 

WHA to set appropriate rental rates/prices on these units, or sell the units at a price below market value. 
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The WHA may also purchase units built on RRI lands. The WHA may also resell these units, with 

covenants attached, to prospective buyers. The Greater Vancouver Housing Price Index is used instead 

of the Consumer Price Index to peg an acceptable annual rate of appreciation in housing prices. The 

WHA has found that the CPI may still go up even when the regional housing market is flat. Thus, 

pegging resale prices to the change in the Housing Price Index is perceived as fairer to the homeowner. 

Board Membership and Mandate 

Currently, the WHA board is composed of 6 members, 3 of which are councilors. The other three 

members are one city administrator and two private developers. This was a requirement by the 

municipality because of the relatively large amount of money in the housing fund. It was felt that 

Council needed to have a strong voice in the allocation of these funds since, by legislation. Council is 

responsible for municipal funds. This fund is currently around $7,000,000 and has been created as a 

result of a municipal bylaw that requires commercial developers to either provide employee-restricted 

housing or pay into the fund based on the type of commercial use and the number of employees 

generated. (Note: monies in the fund are not used to subsidize employee housing rather it is used as 

leverage for construction and development costs.) 

The current focus for the WHA is to construct affordable rental housing. At present, about 34 units 

have been constructed by the WHA. Another 112 units are planned in the near future. These projects 

are as follows: 

Project 

2120 Nordic Drive 

Lorimer Court 

6320 Lorimer Road 

Beaver Flats 

2025 Karen Crescent 

Nester's Pond 

7123 Nester's Road 

Year Built No. of Units Type of Housing Tenure 

1998 20 2-and 3-bedroom townhomes Rental 

1999 

2000 

1999-2000 

14 

54 

58 

1 -, 2-, 3-bedroom townhomes Rental 

44 studio & one-bedroom Rental and 
apartments; owned 
10 three-bedroom duplexes 

14 one-bedroom and 44 two- Rental 
bedroom apartments 

Total 146 

The intent is to construct enough rental units to positively influence the overall rental market in 

Whistler. The goal is to eliminate or significantly reduce the rent 'gouging' that occurs during the peak 

winter season. Secondary suites are common in Whistler and are, in fact, mandated in most residential 

areas. 

The WHA foresees a European housing model in Whistler where most homes are rented as opposed to 

being owned. They feel that with rising land prices, "managed housing" will become the future of 

housing in Whistler. 
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Suggestions for the Canmore Community Housing Corporation ( C C H C ) 

• Ideally, the proposed housing corporation should be a non-profit corporation. 

• If the word "affordable housing" is causing a problem with some people in Canmore, perhaps using 

the word "price controlled" is a better option. Remember that the WHA is providing resident 

employees with a means of "reducing the impact of market forces that are driving the price of... 

housing out of reach for locals." (from Employee Restricted Housing, pamphlet of the Whistler 

housing Authority) The WHA "provides a nest but not a nest egg". Thus, by ensuring that 

employee-restricted housing remains perpetual affordable for local residents, the WHA allows 

homebuyers to achieve homeownership in Whistler but the tradeoff is that they cannot realize a 

capital gain on their property in excess of the Greater Vancouver Housing Price Index. 

• The director of the corporation should have administrative expertise and a strong vision regarding 

the overall direction of the corporation. In addition, the director should have some experience with 

the development process, banking system, and project management. Experience in the construction 

industry would also be an asset. 

• With regard to housing co-operatives, the WHA advises avoiding really high-density developments 

as this may discourage purchasers. A medium-density development of approximately 14 units per 

acre is preferable (townhomes, courtyard-style housing, stacked 2-3 level units). In addition, a co

operative may find development financing more difficuh to obtain if the lending institution is not 

familiar with housing co-operatives. Public-private partnerships work well with regard to securing 

financing. The housing corporation may want to consider purchasing some units in the co-op 

development for itself Finally, the corporation should ensure that the co-operative has resale 

restrictions on price to ensure that the units remain perpetually affordable. 

• Regarding the role of the CCHC, Time Wake and Rick Staehli strongly advised that the corporation 

take on the role of a developer. They question the current business plan for limiting the role of the 

corporation to "facilitator" in the development of affordable housing. They mentioned that in 

Whistler, the WHA is developing housing in tandem with the existing housing market. They state 

that this gives the WHA credibility amongst the development community and allows them to 

achieve a better bargaining position in dealing with contractors and other developers. This also 

allows the WHA to be a driving force behind these new housing projects. They advised that the 

Town of Canmore "get involved" in the development side in order to initiate some much-needed 

affordable housing. They mentioned that the WHA does have a role of facilitator and commentator 

on other employee-restricted housing projects being built by other developers. The WHA also has a 

role of property manager even though it contracts out the actual management of various properties 

to private firms. They advised that the CCHC Business Plan needs to answer who it expects to 

"step up to the plate" and construct affordable housing in Canmore if the CCHC does not intent to 

do this. 

Follow-up Questions: 

1. Some of our Council members have asked about the guidelines that will be used to decide who can 

or cannot qualify for housing developed by the proposed Canmore Community Housing 

Corporation. What are the qualifying criteria used by the WHA (need-to-reside and/or income 
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criteria)? Do you use a 'sliding scale' in terms of annual income based on a percentage of area 

median income? 

To be eligible to purchase employee-restricted housing in Whistler, the applicant must be of legal 

age, a Canadian citizen or landed immigrant and working an average of at east 20 hours per week 

for the past 12 months with a business located within the municipal boundaries. The applicant is 

not allowed to own other real estate (market-rate housing) in Whistler. The WHA does not apply a 

"sliding scale" regarding household income except for Whistler Creek Court (a joint project 

between the Whistler Housing Society and the CMHC). 

There are no resident restrictions for renters, the logic being that most renters are working 

within the borders of the resort municipality. However, applicants for rental property must be 

prepared to sign a one-year lease. 

Initially, there was a pent-up demand for employee-restricted units that were available for 

purchase. Priority was given to those who resided in Whistler the longest. Now that several 

projects have been completed and the initial backlog has been satisfied, the WHA has switched 

to a 'first come, first served' system. 

2. You mentioned that your current mandate is to construct mainly rental housing. Is this a mandate 

from your municipal council? 

It is a directive from the WHA board. Remember that 50% of the board is composed of councilors. 

Is this part of the predicted "European model" of assisted housing, i.e., the future has already 

arrived in Whistler in terms of the type of housing that will be mainly constructed in Canadian cities 

during the next century? 

My understanding is that most Canadians still express their long-term desire to remain in a 

community through homeownership. Is this changing in Whistler? 

Economics are what drives homeownership versus rental construction. The private sector has 

economic incentives to construct ownership housing, but not rental housing. The WHA realizes that 

when household incomes are insufficient to achieve homeownership in Whistler, the community 

must step in to subsidize rents in some way. 

Follow-up Questions (continued): 

3. It seems to me that one of the big challenges the Canmore Community Housing Corporation 

(CCHC) will face is the misconception by some local residents as to its mandate. One developer 

mentioned to me that he has concerns that the CCHC will compete unfairly in the housing market. 

Other, somewhat right wing members of the community warn that they will be watching for any 

"unfair" housing subsidies vis-d-vis Town-owned land. Others worry about criteria that the CCHC 
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would use to determine who does and does not qualify for housing units developed by the CCHC. 

Other members of the community are very supportive of bringing more affordable housing into the 

community. 

With this in mind, I would very much appreciate your comments on the how the WHA was 

".sold" to residents of Whistler. 

Local residents expressed many of the concerns currently being expressed by residents in 

Canmore. Neighborhood resistance to employee-restricted housing (NIMBYism) proved to be 

the greatest hurdle. In terms of public relations, the WHA has chosen an open, accessible 

approach in informing the community about housing issues. Feedback on such things as 

eligibility criteria was solicited from community services, human resource departments in 

various local businesses, as well as interested citizens. In addition, the WHA communicated 

information on various issues in the local papers. The WHA has also worked with the 

municipality to develop a set of indicators to monitor the health of the community. 

It is interesting to note that a local realtor in Whistler observed that property values do not 

experience a decline if they are located next to employee housing. This testimony played a key part 

in convincing local ratepayers that fears of a drop in property values were unwarranted. 

Tim Wake mentioned that they have experienced significant pressure from some existing owners of 

employee-restricted units to allow their homes to be resold at current market values -allowing the 

original homeowner to reap a significant capital gain at the expense of the subsequent homeowner. 

Tim mentioned that these homeowners forget that they received the benefit of homeownership at 

prices generally below the market when they purchased their home. It is the intent of the WHA to 

pass this benefit on to future homebuyers as a means of maintaining affordability over time. 

Another concern of local residents was that housing built by the Whistler Housing Authority would 

'flood the market' and depress local prices. In actuality, the housing built or acquired by the WHA 

has simply met a need that is currently not being met by the housing market. Thus, there has been 

no detrimental affect on prices in the local housing market. 
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Follow-up Questions (continued): 

With regard to financial institutions providing money for mortgages, most local banks are now on 

side with regard to lending money to households purchasing employee-restricted housing. The 

Royal Bank and a local credit union were the first to provide mortgages to prospective households. 

Other banks such as the CIBC and the TD Bank were a little slower getting 'up to speed' on the 

nature of employee-restricted housing (i.e., housing with covenants and legal agreements attached to 

the property). To allay any remaining hesitancy on the part of lending institutions, a clause was 

added to the housing agreement stating that all such restrictions would be removed over time. In 

other words, if the homeowner foreclosed on the mortgage and the holder of the mortgage was 

unable to sell the property in a declining market, the restrictive covenant on the property would be 

removed. Housing corporations/authorities must be aware that affordable housing constructed 

under a land lease arrangement may make it more difficult for buyers to secure a mortgage. 

The WHA tracks rental availability on a monthly basis. In addition, the WHA maintains a record of 

the numbers of persons or households on the waiting list for employee-restricted housing. It does 

this for the purposes of tracking supply and demand as well as recording current rental rates. It also 

does this to allay the argument that employee-restricted rental housing is no longer needed because 

there are too many rental units on the market. The WHA has addressed this notion periodically by 

keeping tract of the local rental market. 

Finally, the WHA hires students each summer to update the housing needs assessment (originally 

completed by City Spaces Consulting in 1997). This is an integral part of the Authority's mandate 

to be fully aware of the changing housing needs within the community. 
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I n t e r v i e w w i t h D a v e F r e e m a n 

R e a l E s t a t e S u p e r v i s o r , C i t y o f K a m l o o p s - A u g u s t 1 6 , 1 9 9 9 

Dave Freeman is the Real Estate Supervisor with the City of Kamloops. He is in charge of initiating 

new commercial and/or residential projects on City-owned land as part of meeting the City's objectives 

with regard to social and economic development (see Social Housing Policy). According to Dave 

Freeman, the City will approve social and other affordable housing initiatives faster than any other 

community in BC. Development cost charges (DCCs) are typically waived for non-profit housing 

projects. The City of Kamloops, through the Real Estate Division, has worked in partnership with local 

housing groups to develop several affordable housing projects. The City has a significant inventory of 

marketable land, some of which is being sold to private developers. The Real Estate Division initiates 

development of various projects but is not the developer per se. Instead, they arrange partnerships with 

various non-profit groups seeking to develop affordable housing, as well as other funding mechanisms 

available through the provincial government. The City is open to innovative partnering arrangements 

with regard to development financing and land-lease arrangements. Periodically, the Real Estate 

Division issues Requests for Proposals (RFPs) on City-owned land. The Division evaluates these 

proposals based on (1) the overall financial 'package' offered to the City (ROI), and (2) the appearance, 

size, and destiny of the proposed development. Because the Municipal Act makes it difficult to conduct 

"back room, closed door" deals typical of private sector development, a certain amount of public 

scrutiny is involved throughout the development process. The City, through the Real Estate Division, 

has also entered into partnership with non-profit agencies on private land. 

Current Projects 

Dave provided details on two affordable housing projects in Kamloops. In addition, a site visit was 

miade to both Cottonwood Manor retirement condominiums as well as housing constructed by the 

Elizabeth Fry Society near downtown Kamloops. A summary of these two projects follows: 

Elizabeth Fry Society 

This is a $4.2-million project consisting of 46 units. These are ownership units with a maximum 

selling price of $80,000 when they were first sold. Financing was arranged through BC Housing 

Management Authority with a $3.5-million loan. The Elizabeth Fry society contributed $100,000 in 

equity financing and the City of Kamloops contributed another $100,000. In addition, the City 

waived DCCs for the project, thus saving about $3,400 per unit. This made the City's total 

contribution to the project $256,400. Total development costs for the project averaged $25/ft". The 

project was built on land originally purchased on the open market by the BC Housing Management 

Authority. The target groups for this project are single-parents and elderly on fixed incomes. 

Note: The BC Housing Management Authority has an annual quota of units that it will subsidize. 

Kamloops receives a certain allocation based on a province-wide allocation system. 
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Cottonwood Manor 

This is a three-phase, 144-unit condominium project built on Kamloop's North Shore area. The first 

phase was begun in November 1995 (63 units), the second phase began in May 1996 (64 units), and 

the final phase began in 1997 and consisted of 17 units including a senior's community centre. The 

project was initiated by the Norkam Seniors Housing Co-operative Association, which is both the 

owner (lessee) and developer of the site. The development is a four-storey wood frame structure 

with a concrete floor between the parking level and the upper floors. Membership in the co

operative is limited to people age 55 and older. 

Legal ownership of both the land and building is in the name of the City of Kamloops. The co

operative is leasing both the land and building under a long-term lease with the City. The co

operative has subdivided the building into strata units and will sublet each unit to those persons who 

purchase shares in the co-operative housing association. 

The project manager and general contractor for the development is fully bonded non-profit builder 

that agreed to a fixed-price contract. The calculated 20% profit that would normally go to the 

builder was used to reduce the overall selling price of the units. 

The development includes 22 rent-subsidized units. Nineteen units qualify for the BC 

government's SAFER program, which subsidizes 4 0 % of monthly rent payments. The other 

three units are rent subsidized units owned by the co-operative association. 

The lease arrangements are as follows: 

• The City contributed land for the development valued at $768,000 

• The City required an up-front payment of $ 100,000 from the co-operative, and agreed to a 

second mortgage on the remaining $668,000 at 0 % interest rate with the remaining amount 

payable in 25 years. This is registered against the 19 rental units (approximately $35,000 

per unit). 

• The City gets 15% of any profit on subsequent sales (i.e. sublease) of units in the complex. The 

City will place these proceeds in a social housing fund. 

Suggestions for a Housing Corporation in Canmore 

1. The housing corporation should not become a lender but rather act as a guarantor for loans during 

key phases of the development process (e.g. securing up-front financing costs). 

2. In Kamloops, infill sites are preferable for affordable housing because overall development costs are 

less since the infrastructure is already in place. 
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M e e t i n g w i t h A l l a n C a r p e n t e r 

W i n d s o n g C o - H o u s i n g , T o w n s i i i p o f L a n g l e y - A u g u s t 1 6 , 1 9 9 9 

Allan Carpenter is a resident of Windsong Co-housing in Langley, BC. He is also experienced in the 

development process that co-housing groups typically go through in realizing their dreams. 

The Windsong Co-housing development contains 34 households and approximately 100 people. It was 

built in the mid-1990s on a 6-acre site in Walnut Grove (completed in July 1996). The building itself, 

including landscaped area, visitor parking, and community garden occupies about 1.5 acres. The 

remaining reserve, a portion of which contains a creek, has been kept in a natural state. 

The building itself contains approximately 15,000 ft^ of common space. This includes: 

• Community kitchen and eating area " Laundry room 

• Lounge • Office area with computer and Internet 

• Central foyer with notice board connection 

• A woodworking shop • Meeting area with large table 

• Teen room • Median room 

• Children's room • Multi-purpose room 

• Guest room 

The building consists of two wings with a central, glassed-enclosed street within each wing. The 

enclosed street allows for a semi-private transition space between public and private areas in the 

development. It is protected from the elements, yet is bright and cheerful even on cloudy days. 

The residential units consist of four types: 

• 1 -bedroom plus den (approx. 700 ft^) 

• 2-bedrooms plus den (approx. 900 ft^) 

• 3-bedrooms with and without basement (approx. 1,000 ft^ and 1,350 ft^ respectively) 

• 4-bedrooms (approximately 1,800 ft") 

Because there are 34 households in the complex, the co-housing group has achieved economies of scale 

for amenities such as Internet connections for each unit under a Shaw Wave cable-modem system 

(allows for 60 e-mail connections). In addition, there is a community wholesale 'store' in the basement, 

v/hich is stocked with organically grown food products. The community purchases goods at wholesale 

prices on behalf of its membership. Windsong also offers two 'community' meals per week. 

Allan mentioned that there has been a gradual evolution in the proportion of public versus private space 

in co-housing developments (both in Europe and North America). Over time, the proportion of 

common space has increased relative to the proportion of private space. That main reason for this is that 

people realize that they do not need as much private space for meetings, social events, crafts, etc., if 

they can conduct these activities in the common areas. This lowers the per-unit cost of housing through 
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the use of common space. Another noteworthy aspect of Hving in co-housing is that many families have 

found that their homes are truly private, quiet, and offer the full advantages of a respite from more 

active areas of the complex. In other words, co-housing does offer residents clear separation between 

public and private space. 

There are no below-market units within the development. When the units were first offered for sale, 

they were priced near the market for comparable units in the Fraser Valley, i.e., $235,000 for a 3-

bedroom unit, $160,000 for a 1-bedroom unit. 

Follow-up Questions; 

1. Could you explain the equity capital contribution proportion vis-a-vis the developer and the owners 

(i.e., 25% for each equity partner)? Who contributed the remaining 50% of the equity? I thought 

that the owners and the developer were the same entity. Could you explain the difference between 

the two? 

Windsong Co-housing was the actual development entity. They formed a construction co-operative 

as the legal entity representing the co-housing group. (Note: Alan mentioned that in retrospect, a 

standard construction company would have worked better.) Each household contributing 10% 

downpayment on the unit they wanted and this provided equity capital for the development. To 

achieve the required capital contribution, the developer (Windsong) had to pre-sell 21 units. This 

provided capital for "soft" construction costs such as design and engineering consultants as well as 

legal costs. It also provided the financial collateral for subsequent financing. The equity partner 

with Windsong was the actual builder of the housing complex — Northmark Construction. 

Northmark found a suitable site for the complex and managed the subsequent development process. 

Also, Megale Captial Corporation put up equity financing (approximately $2,000,000 at 20% 

interest) which was paid out at the start of construction. Construction financing replaced the 

Megale Capital loan. Windsong and Northmark had a 50/50-equity stake at that point in time, with 

each partner contributing approximately $500,000. 

Four units remained unsold at the completion of construction. These units were later sold over the 

next year. Windsong held these units until they were sold. 

2. It seems reasonable to me that a co-housing development could feasibly integrate a certain 

proportion of residential units at below market price if its membership deemed this a good idea 

(perhaps a perpetually affordable rental housing). Quayside appears to have done this as part of 

an arrangement with the City of North Vancouver. Do you have any comments on this approach? 

It takes commitment from the group to subsidize units within the co-housing development. Not all 

groups are willing or able to subsidize any of their units. 
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I n t e r v i e w w i t h A n d r e w M a c l e o d a n d J o e P o l i s u k ( P l a n n e r s ) 

J a s p e r N a t i o n a l P a r k - S e p t e m b e r 9 , 1 9 9 9 

Andrew and Joe are community and land use planners with Jasper National Park. They provided the 

author of this report with a background on the housing situation in Jasper as well as the development of 

tv^o housing co-operatives. The following is a summary of relevant information presented during the 

interview and site visit. 

Housing prices within the Jasper townsite are relatively high, with the lowest priced homes selling for 

$250,000. One of the primary influences on housing prices is tourist visitation and the pace of 

commercial development without a subsequent increase in new residential units. New hotel 

development is the main driver for commercial activity in the Town. Currently, there is a moratorium 

on commercial development pending the approval of the 1999 Jasper Community Plan. Other 

influences include: 

• Very low vacancy rates 

• No land being released for R-l and R-2 style developments 

The townsite is controlled by Jasper National Park and does not operate as an independent municipality 

like Banff townsite. Thus, the Canadian Parks Service handles all development approvals and building 

permits. 

Since the town is within a national park, all residents that own property in Jasper fall under the "need-

to-reside" clause. The policy basically means that in order to live in the Park you must be employed in 

the Park or a dependent of someone employed in the Park. The idea is to prevent non-essential 

residency in the National Park for ecological reasons. This policy also serves other purposes. (1) to 

avoid the situation where there are a lot of part-time residents who own homes in the townsite, but do 

not reside there permanently. The residency policy does not prevent anyone from owning property in 

the Park, but it prevents him or her from living there if they don't have a recognized need. 

In addition, the developable area of the town is finite and has been restricted to the current built 

"footprint" as specified in the Jasper Community Plan. This would seem to indicate that new 

development would be of higher density over fime. However, according to Andrew and Joe, many local 

residents are not in favour of high-density residential development. In fact, neither Parks Canada nor 

the community supports high-density residential development everywhere in the town. It is recognized 

that the current character of Jasper, in terms of residential density, is to be preserved. Because of this 

objective, and the restrictive town boundary, population growth is ultimately limited. Joe and Andrew 

remarked that their 'benchmark' residential density is 37 units per hectare for new residential 

development on undisturbed land within the town boundary. Densities within existing R-l and R-2 

neighborhoods remains mostly unchanged. 
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The following are some of the issues surrounding housing in Jasper: 

• There is an estimated shortfall of 150 housing units in Jasper - given the current amount of 

commercial space. This amounts to approximately 375 people at 2.5 persons per unit. 

• Jasper used to be a "summer town" in terms of tourism and service industry employment. Jasper is 

now becoming a year-round destination, which means that the housing crunch isn't just a summer 

phenomenon anymore. 

• New commercial development in Jasper is required to provide a certain amount of employee 

housing depending upon the size and type of commercial use. However, these requirements don't 

cover commercial development outside the townsite. This means that housing needs within the 

community are influenced by commercial activity in the surrounding park. 

• There is no guarantee that employee housing (built as part of the bylaw requirements) will house 

local residents. However, Joe and Andrew that misuse of some employee housing is relatively 

small. 

• There is some concern by local residents regarding employee housing in R-l neighborhoods. Some 

single-detached homes in these neighborhoods are housing ten or more single adults. This is 

leading to a perception of overcrowding expressed by some long-time residents, particularly with 

regard for parking, 

• Because of the shortage of rental housing, many duplex units have been converted to illegal 

fourplexes. 

• As a consequence of the staff housing policy, some developers have built employee housing in 

traditional R-l and R-2 neighborhoods. This has resulted in higher density development, which is 

out of character with the rest of the neighborhood. 

• The housing shortage has meant that many R-l and R-2 developments have added illegal suites. In 

some cases, there have been complaints by adjacent residents that parking is limited. 

Housing Initiatives in Jasper 

Under the existing Staff Accommodation policy (see attached SAU Guidelines) 

• New housing units developed in the central business district and elsewhere in the townsite 

• Staff housing constructed by Parks Canada and the Federal government. 

• The Community Plan is encouraging the development of additional residential units in the central 

commercial area. Under the new bylaw, the second floor of any new commercial development in 

the central area will be residential. 
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Housing Initiatives in Jasper (continued) 

Rental housing 

• There is a 200-unit development called the Cavell Apartments (the largest of ten apartment 

developments in Jasper). This development has bachelor and one-bedroom units available for $475-

$550 per month. A few two-bedroom units are also available. In addition, some hotels provide 

housing for their staff onsite. Under the new Community Plan, onsite staff housing is encouraged in 

all new commercial development. 

• Some of the hotels have employee housing onsite. The draft community plan prefers that new 

commercial accommodation have onsite staff parking. 

Traditional suburban development 

' The Cabin Creek West residential area was developed in the early 1980s. It includes a mix of 

single-family, duplex, and attached townhouse development. However, both planners remarked that 

the suburb is poorly laid out and has many illegal rental suites. Overcrowding exists in some areas 

of this development where the amount of on-street parking is limited. The area is out of the price 

range of most new residents with two-bedroom condos selling for $170-$250,000 and larger single-

family homes selling for $400,000. The most inexpensive form of housing in this area are trailer 

homes (without fixed basements), which sell for $80-$90,000. 

Co-operative Housing 

• Two co-operative housing developments have been completed: (1) Southview (1992-94); and, (2) 

Mountain Park (1992-96). A site for a third housing co-operative has been identified and would 

allow 40-50 units to be developed at a density of 37 units per acre. 

• Southview Co-operative has 40 units in total (30, three-bedroom units and 10 two-bedroom units). 

Mountain Park has 28 units in total with two-, three- and four-bedroom units available. 

• Both co-operatives were developed following a proposal call by Parks Canada. The proposal call 

included site requirements and other broad parameters. Parks Canada reviewed the submissions and 

selected the ones they liked best, which turned out to be the housing co-operatives. There was some 

negotiation of financial arrangements between Parks Canada, the co-operative association, and a 

private developer (construction management was provided by Clark Management). For the 

Southview development, Parks Canada interviewed architects as part of the site design, and 

identified relevant density, setback, landscaping, and height requirements. Parks Canada has an 

arm's length interest in the co-operatives, mainly by providing the co-operative with a long-term 

lease on the land. The housing co-operatives received the land at much less than market value. 
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Housing Initiatives in Jasper (continued) 

• The Canadian Parks Service sees the creation of co-operative housing as providing much-needed 

affordable housing for Jasper with most units sold for prices between $97,000 and $112,000. 

Because price appreciation is limited under the bylaws of the co-operative association, current 

selling prices of these units range from $100,000 to $115,000. This type of housing also frees up 

rental housing elsewhere in the community, as local renters become first-time homebuyers. Note: 

purchasers of units in the co-operatives cannot own other homes in Jasper. 

• To ensure that the housing co-operatives positively affect the surrounding neighborhood, the 

following requirements have been established: 

- Residents are not allowed to sublet their units. 

- Technically, "roommates" are not allowed in the co-operative but "guests" are allowed to pay 

rent to the owners of the units. Thus renters are allowed in the units, but the co-operative 

association controls rent prices. 

• Other attributes: 

- Each member of the housing co-operative was required to pay a $5,000 deposit to gain entry 

into the association. This provided the co-operative with seed capital for the construction of the 

complex. 

- Pet ownership was a divisive issue for Southview Co-operative. Some members left the 

association once they discovered that pets were not allowed. Today, however, pets are allowed 

in the co-operative. 

- Housing co-operatives in Alberta fall under provincial regulations (Co-operative Housing Act). 

Thus, the Province provides guidelines for the bylaws of all co-operative operating within 

Alberta. 

Follow-up questions: 

1. What legal mechanisms are in place to ensure perpetual affordability of units within the two 

housing co-operatives (i.e., ensuring that subsequent buyers will be able to afford these units)? 

The units are sold back to the co-operative association, which goes to its waiting lists (internal and 

external) to sell them. The resale value is tied to the CPI (consumer price index) or other such 

indicator. The precise sale and resale mechanisms appear in the bylaws of the co-operative 

association. 

2. How was the proposal call handled for the construction of both Southview and Mountain Park 

housing co-operatives? Did your office issue the proposal call or was this done by the co-operative 

association(s)? 
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Parks Canada advertised for expression of interest. Parks had a broad set of parameters that had to 

be satisfied in any conceptual design submission / expression of interest. Parks then picked the best 

bid according to these parameters. The housing co-operatives arranged the design professional 

(architects and engineers) within Park's requirements. The co-operatives also arranged 

construction financing. 

3. The 1991 Jasper Housing Study recommended that the Jasper Town Committee and the Canadian 

Parks Service (CPS) jointly address the problems with Cavell Court. What "problems " was the 

report referring to? Has the CPS implemented a rent control or rent review mechanism within the 

Jasper townsite? 

The problems were attributed to the general disrepair of the facility, unruly tenant behavior, 

squatting, and parties. There are not rent controls within Jasper townsite or Jasper National Park. 
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I n t e r v i e w w i t h S h a n e Y a r m o l a y 

D e v e l o p e r , B u s i n e s s O w n e r , L a n d o w n e r - S e p t e m b e r 2 0 , 1 9 9 9 

Shane is a local landowner, developer, and business owner. He has several lots in various stages of 

development or vacant. Several of these properties are listed below: 

• Campground near Bow Valley Trail near Chateau Canmore (property held for the eventual 

construction of a hotel) 

• Lot containing Frontier Automotive along Bow Valley Trail (BVT) 

• Large lot on corner of BVT and Benchlands Trail (currently contains the "Straw Cabins") 

• Industrial property along Boulder Crescent 

• Four townhomes on Settler Way (approximately 1,400 ft^, 3-level, 3-bedroom); cost $125,000/unit 

to build; could be sold for $200,000 per unit. 

The following are some of his comments regarding industrial and commercial land use in Canmore: 

• There has been a large infdtration of retail uses in industrial areas 

• The high cost of shelter in Canmore is a detriment to the expansion of industrial business -

employers find it increasingly difficult to hire staff because shelter costs are too high relative to 

wages. This situation is noticeably affecting the level of industrial development in Canmore even 

though lease rates are comparable to Calgary ($9.5 - $10/ft^). 

• Currently, there is a lack of investor confidence in the community due to the receivership of Howard 

Johnson Hotel as well as the financing difficulties being experienced by Three Sisters Resorts. 

The following are key considerations regarding the development of rental housing in Canmore: 

• Should be in close proximity to industrial area and/or central commercial areas 

• Owners of illegal secondary suites don't have to pay for cost of developing rental accommodation to 

standards required by legitimate developers. 

Shane's comments regarding land lease arrangements on Town-owned land: 

• Financial institutions may be leery of lending money on a land-lease situation. Although this has 

worked in Banff National Park, banks may view the lease arrangements on Town-owned land more 

skeptically. 

Shane's comments regarding staff housing requirements in local land-use bylaws: 

• In Lake Louise, some employers have switched to hiring primarily part-time workers to avoid the 

employee housing requirements (Parks Canada) that are calculated based on the number of full-time 

workers. 

The following table contains a rough breakdown of the development costs for a 96-unit, four-level, 

rental apartment. The table assumes 0.75 parking stalls per unit. 
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Development costs and break-even rent for a 96-unit apartment (1999) 

Approximate construction cost per unit 

(575 ft^ one-bedroom units) 

$46,000 

Per-unit cost of parking stall 

(at a standard cost of $12,000 per stall) 

$9,000 

Subtotal building costs (per unit) $55,000 

Total cost of construction (96 units) $5,280,000 

Approximate per-unit annual R.0.1. 

(Assumes 13% annual R.0.1.) 

$7,150 

Total annual R.O.I. (96 units) $686,400 

Monthly rent per unit to cover R.O.I. $596 

Estimated property taxes per unit 

($550/12 months) 

$46 

Monthly rent required to cover R.O.I, and property 
taxes 

$642 

Monthly cost per unit of property manager @ $5,000 
per month (24-hour maintenance) 

$52 

Monthly rent required to cover R.O.I., property 
taxes, and property manager 

$694 

Median monthly rent for 1-bedroom unit in Canmore 

(1999) 

$590 

Difference ($104) 

Other up-front costs include off-site levies, which include a recreation tax of $883 per unit, regardless of 

size of unit. In addition, a developer must submit a Letter of Credit to the Town of Canmore prior to 

approval of the building permit. This is based on the calculated number of parking stalls. Shane 

estimates that approximately $110,000 would be required for this development. Committing this 

amount of capital reduces some of the borrowing (leverage) capacity available for a development. 
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^ Nancy Lavoie 
22/10/2001 01:50 PM 

To: Haydn Waller 
cc: Jimmy Bechthold 

Subject: Re: Section 10 - On Reserve Inspections 

Haydn, can you please provide details? We shiould not be automatically be doing inspections unless we 
deem necessary. Thanks, Nancy 

Forwarded by Nancy Lavoie on 22/10/2001 01:49 PM 

' Teresa Ramos 
22/10/2001 01:48 PM 

To: Nancy Lavoie 
cc: 
Subject: Re: Section 10 - On Reserve Inspections ^ 

I don't know who told me before, whether it was Haydn or Jim B., that CMHC has a contract with an 
inspector to do inspections on-reserve and this would include any progress advances that were required. I 
have received reports from an inspector for on-reserve properties without my requesting it and I was told 
this was alright and therefore I have authorized advances accordingly. Maybe you could check with either 
Haydn or Jim on this. 

Nancy Lavoie 

Nancy Lavoie 
2001-10-22 11:49 AM 

To: Jackie Idah 
cc: Nancy Lavoie, Teresa Ramos 

Subject: Section 10 - On Reserve Inspections 

Hi Jackie, we have various processing methods for submitting applications under section 10 for NHA 
insurance. 

Emili Applications: if a Lender is submitting an application via "emili" the Lender is responsible for all 
inspections. 

Paper Based: Full Service: application fee is $235.00 - CMHC is responsible for all inspections. 
Technical Services must receive a request from one of our Client Service Reps requesting an inspection. 
In some cases we may decide not to have an inspection completed depending on the location of the unit. 
No one should be inspecting without a request from Underwriting. 

Basic Service: Application fee is $75.00 and the Lender provides us with a copy of an appraisal report. 
The Lender is responsible for any inspections. 

Any further questions, please let me know. Thanks, Nancy 
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Occupational Demand Statistics - Cannnore Job Resource Centre (01/99 - 06/99) 

January 

Employment Group 
#of 

Postings 
%of 
Total Wage Range 

February 

Employment Group 
#of 

Postings 
%of 
Total Wage Range 

Child Care 5 6.5% N/A Child Care 4 3.8% $5.00- $8.00 

Construction, Trades & 
General Labour 

5 6.5% $10.00 Construction, Trades & 
General Labour 

3 2.9% N/A 

Food & Beverage 12 15.6% $5.50-$8.50 Food & Beverage 29 27.6% $5.50-$12.00 

Front Desk & Auditing 13 16.9% $7.50-$8.50 Front Desk & Auditing 17 16.2%> $7.00- $11.00 

Grocery & Retail Sales 8 10.4% $6.50-$9.00 Grocery & Retail Sales 10 9.5%> $6.00 - $8.00 

Housekeeping & 
Maintenance 

18 23.4% $7.00 - $9.00 Housekeeping & 
Maintenance 

26 24.8% $6.25 - $9.50 

Miscellaneous 7 9.1% N/A Miscellaneous 8 7.6% N/A 

Office & Clerical 5 6.5% $8.00-$11.00 Office & Clerical 4 3.8% N/A 

Tourism (Transportation 
& Tours) 

4 5.2% $8.00-$10.00 Tourism (Transportation 
& Tours) 

4 3.8% $8.00-$10 00 

Total 77 100.0% Total 105 100.0% 

March 

Employment Group 
#of 

Postings 
%of 
Total Wage Range 

April 

Employment Group 
#0f 

Postings 
%of 
Total Wage Range 

Child Care 3 1.6% $7.25 - $9.25 Child Care 5 3.4%. $8.50-$10.50 

Construction, Trades & 
General Labour 

15 8.2% $7.50- $18.00 Construction, Trades & 
General Labour 

12 8.1%) $7.00-$17.43 

Food & Beverage 67 36.6% $5.40-$12.00 Food & Beverage 35 23.6% $5.50-$11 00 

Front Desk & Auditing 23 12.6% $6.00 - $9.00 Front Desk & Auditing 16 10.8%) $6.50-$10.00 

Grocery & Retail Sales 11 6.0% $6.00-$10.50 Grocery & Retail Sales 15 10.1% $6.00-$10.00 

Housekeeping & 
Maintenance 

36 19.7% $6.25 - $9.25 Housekeeping & 
Maintenance 

29 19.6% $6.25-$11 00 

Miscellaneous 18 9.8% $7.50-$15.00 Miscellaneous 16 10.8% $6.50 - $30.00 

Office & Clerical 6 3.3% $6.50-$9.05 Office & Clerical 14 9.5% $7.00-$10.00 

Tourism (Transportation 
& Tours) 

4 2.2% N/A Tourism (Transportation 
& Tours) 

6 4.1% $9.00-$10.00 

Total 183 100.0% Total 148 100.0% 

May 

Employment Group 
#0f 

Postings 
%of 
Total Wage Range 

June 

Employment Group 
#of 

Postings 
%of 
Total Wage Range 

Child Care 6 4.2% N/A Child Care 9 4.9% $7.00-$10.00 

Construction, Trades & 
General Labour 

9 6.3% $6.50-$10.00 Construction, Trades & 
General Labour 

18 9.8% $7.00-$15.00 

Food & Beverage 49 34.0%, $5.65-$12.00 Food & Beverage 47 25.7% $5.65-$10.00 

Front Desk & Auditing 12 8.3%. $6.50-$12.00 Front Desk & Auditing 24 13.1% $6.50 - $11.00 

Grocery & Retail Sales 13 9.0% $7.00-$10.00 Grocery & Retail Sales 21 11.5% $6.00 - $9.00 

Housekeeping & 
Maintenance 

15 10.4% $6.75-$11.39 Housekeeping & 
Maintenance 

24 13.1% $6.00-$10.00 

Miscellaneous 25 17.4% $5.65-$30.00 Miscellaneous 15 8.2% $7.00 - $30.00 

Office & Clerical 10 6.9% $6 50 -$9.05 Office & Clerical 15 8.2%, $7.00-$12.00 

Tourism (Transportation 
& Tours) 

5 3.5% $10.00-$11.00 Tourism (Transportation 
& Tours) 

10 5.5% $8.00-$10.50 

Total 144 100.0% Total 183 100.0% 
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Tenancy Status, All Residents - Canmore Civic Census (1989 - 2000) 

Tenancy Status 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

Owned 1,143 1,274 1,408 1,496 1,654 1,822 2,004 2,188 2,294 2,423 2,585 2,671 
Rented 617 640 646 680 692 776 805 860 966 1,070 1,132 1,162 
Non-Permanent / 
Weekend 274 362 406 439 411 449 513 559 633 741 767 865 
Subtotal 2,034 2,276 2.460 2,615 2,757 3,047 3,322 3.607 3,893 4,234 4.484 4.698 
Lots 37 64 62 105 110 99 121 125 89 101 125 163 
Under Construction 63 52 78 69 110 107 111 138 125 188 135 222 
Unknown 7 2 7 4 17 19 50 57 62 60 76 64 
Total 2,141 2,394 2,607 2,793 2,994 3,272 3,604 3,927 4,169 4,583 4,820 5,147 

Tenancy Status 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

Owned 53.4% 53.2% 54.0% 53.6% 55.2% 55.7% 55.6% 55.7% 55.0% 52.9% 53.6% 51.9% 
Rented 28.8% 26.7% 24.8% 24.3% 23.1% 23.7% 22.3% 21.9% 23.2% 23.3% 23.5% 22.6% 
Non-Permanent / 
Weekend 12.8% 15.1% 15.6% 15.7% 13.7% 13.7% 14.2% 14.2% 15.2% 16.2% 15.9% 16.8% 
Subtotal 95.0% 95.1% 94.4% 93.6% 92.1% 93.1% 92.2% 91.9% 93.4% 92.4% 93.0% 91.3% 
Lots 1.7% 2.7% 2.4% 3.8% 3.7% 3.0% 3.4% 3.2% 2.1% 2.2% 2.6% 3.2% 

Under Construction 2.9% 2.2% 3.0% 2.5% 3.7% 3.3% 3.1% 3.5% 3.0% 4.1% 2.8% 4.3% 
Unknown 0.3% 0.1% 0.3% 0.1% 0.6% 0.6% 1.4% 1.5% 1.5% 1.3% 1.6% 1.2% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 

Location of Employment, Permanent Residents 

Canmore Civic Census (1989 - 2000) 

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
Canmore 1,414 1,552 1,620 1,800 1,978 _ 2,232 2.441 2,910 3,328 3,678 3,681 
Banff 691 793 797 838 928 - 1,109 1,252 1,285 1,247 1,300 1,365 
Calgary 83 70 76 93 126 144 169 169 230 277 281 
Cochrane 4 7 3 2 0 - 6 5 2 7 5 9 
Bow Corridor 242 295 331 303 276 - 247 297 290 270 303 371 
other Alberta 36 52 102 98 95 - 115 134 81 131 92 95 
British Columbia 5 9 9 8 13 - 20 18 20 29 18 25 
Morely & K-Country 94 83 12 5 24 - 22 24 63 47 49 33 
other 21 32 44 8 68 - 24 36 63 63 79 66 
Unknown 31 29 53 44 60 - 173 164 376 181 187 391 
At Home _ _ _ _ _ _ 166 268 268 366 360 289 
Total 2,621 2,922 3,047 3,199 3,568 - 4,258 4,808 5,527 5,899 6,348 6,606 

Location 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

Canmore 53.9% 53.1% 53.2% 56.3% 55.4% 52.4% 50.8% 52.7% 56.4% 57.9% 55.7% 
Banff 26.4% 27.1% 26.2% 26.2% 26.0% 26.0% 26.0% 23.2% 21.1% 20.5% 20.7% 
Calgary 3.2% 2.4% 2.5% 2.9% 3.5% 3.4% 3.5% 3.1% 3.9% 4.4% 4.3% 
Cochrane 0.2% 0.2% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 
Bow Corridor 9.2% 10.1% 10.9% 9.5% 7.7% 5.8% 6.2% 5.2% 4.6% 4.8% 5.6% 
Other Alberta 1.4% 1.8% 3.3% 3.1% 2.7% 2.7% 2.8% 1.5% 2.2% 1.4% 1.4% 
British Columbia 0.2% 0.3% 0.3% 0,3% 0.4% 0.5% 0.4% 0.4% 0.5% 0.3% 0.4% 
Morely & K-Country 3.6% 2.8% 0.4% 0.2% 0.7% 0.5% 0.5% 1.1% 0.8% 0.8% 0.5% 
Other 0.8% 1.1% 1.4% 0.3% 1.9% 0.6% 0.7% 1.1% 1.1% 1.2% 1.0% 
Unknown 1.2% 1.0% 1.7% 1.4% 1.7% 4.1% 3.4% 6.8% 3.1% 2.9% 5.9% 
At Home - - - - - 3.9% 5.6% 4.8% 6.2% 5.7% 4.4% 
Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 
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Advertised Rental Rates - Canmore Leader (January - June 1999) 

Jan-99 

1-Bedroom 2 - Bedroom 3 - Bedroom Shared Total Ads 

Number of ads 12 14 5 24 55 
% of Total Ads 21.8% 25.5% 9.1% 43.6% 100.0% 
Median Rent $563 $825 $950 $400 
Average Rent $567 $829 $1,059 $386 
Per Bed Rate $563 $413 $317 $400 

Feb-99 

1-Bedroom 2 - Bedroom 3 - Bedroom Shared Total Ads 
Number of ads 5 8 10 23 46 
% of Total Ads 10.9% 17.4% 21.7% 50.0% 100.0% 
Median Rent $625 $850 $1,100 $400 
Average Rent $645 $878 $1,099 $401 
Per Bed Rate $625 $425 $367 $400 

Mar-99 

1-Bedroom 2 - Bedroom 3 - Bedroom Shared Total Ads 
Number of ads 10 17 11 19 57 
% of Total Ads 17.5% 29.8% 19.3% 33.3% 100.0% 
Median Rent $663 $900 $1,075 $375 
Average Rent $665 $844 $1,066 $378 
Per Bed Rate $663 $450 $358 $375 

Apr-99 

1-Bedroom 2 - Bedroom 3 - Bedroom Shared Total Ads 

Number of ads 17 15 4 16 52 
% of Total Ads 32.7% 28.8% 7.7% 30.8% 100.0% 
Median Rent $550 $850 $1,100 $400 
Average Rent $601 $837 $1,063 $393 
Per Bed Rate $550 $425 $367 $400 

May-99 

1-Bedroom 2 - Bedroom 3 - Bedroom Shared Total Ads 

Number of ads 10 9 5 14 38 
% of Total Ads 26.3% 23.7% 13.2% 36.8% 100.0% 
Median Rent $593 $900 $1,250 $400 
Average Rent $565 $903 $1,407 $393 
Per Bed Rate $593 $450 $417 $400 

Jun-99 

1-Bedroom 2 - Bedroom 3 - Bedroom Shared Total Ads 

Number of ads 6 5 6 15 32 
% of Total Ads 18.8% 15.6% 18.8% 46.9% 100.0% 
Median Rent $525 $850 $1,100 $400 
Average Rent $571 $870 $1,113 $403 
Per Bed Rate $525 $425 $367 $400 
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Proportion of Household Spending by Income Level - Canada Census 1996 

(National Averages - Lower Quartile, Lower-Middle Quartile) 

1 All Canadian | Lower Quarter 1 
Household Characteristics Households Under $10,000 $10,000 -$14,999 $15,000 -$19,999 

Average income before tax $51,453 $7,286 $12,631 $17,401 
Consumption expenditures $ % $ % $ % $ % 
Shelter $8,477 17.3% $4,426 36.0% $5,051 33.6% $5,833 29.0% 
Transporation $6,044 12.3% $1,109 9.0% $1,395 9.3% $2,447 12.1% 
Food $5,960 12.1% $2,474 20.1% $2,881 19.2% $3,518 17.5% 
Recreation $2,638 5.4% $547 4.4% $658 4.4% $931 4.6% 
Clothing $2,115 4.3% $427 3.5% $615 4.1% $840 4.2% 
Household operation $2,266 4.6% $839 6.8% $1,019 6.8% $1,278 6.3% 
Health care $1,006 2.1% $300 2.4% $445 3.0% $586 2.9% 
Household furnishings & equipment $1,294 2.6% $259 2.1% $368 2.4% $529 2.6% 
Tobacco products & alchohol $1,146 2.3% $484 3.9% $527 3.5% $733 3.6% 
Miscellaneous $1,434 2.9% $400 3.2% $337 2.2% $612 3.0% 
Education $555 1.1% $242 2.0% $159 1.1% $217 1.1% 
Personal care $835 1.7% $270 2.2% $341 2.3% $466 2.3% 
Reading materials $252 0.5% $85 0.7% $119 0.8% $135 0.7% 
Total consumption $34,022 69.3% $11,862 96.4% $13,915 92.6% $18,125 90.0% 

Non-consumption expenditures $ % $ % $ % $ % 
Personal income taxes $10,746 21.9% -$22 -0.2% $321 2.1% $838 4.2% 
Personal insurance, pension 
contributions $2,598 5.3% $65 0.5% $178 1.2% $456 2.3% 
Gifts & contributions outside home $1,700 3.5% $405 3.3% $621 4.1%> $723 3.6% 
Total non-consumption $15,044 30.7% $448 3.6% $1,120 7.4% $2,017 10.0% 

Total household expenditures $49,066 100.0% $12,310 100.0% $15,035 100.0% $20,142 100.0% 

Net income available for savings 1 $2,387 -$5,024 -$2,404 -$2,741 

All Canadian | Lower-Middle Quarter 1 
Household Characteristics Households $20,000 - $24,999 $25,000 -$29,999 $30,000 $34,999 

Average income before tax $51,453 $22,366 $27,462 $32,420 

Consumption expenditures $ % $ % $ % $ % 
Shelter $8,477 17.3% $6,100 24.9% $6,555 22.0% $7,043 20.9% 
Transporation $6,044 12.3% $2,940 12.0% $4,279 14.4% $4,796 14.2% 
Food $5,960 12.1% $4,155 17.0% $4,602 15.5% $5,033 14.9% 
Recreation $2,638 5.4% $1,142 4.7% $1,361 4.6% $1,550 4.6% 
Clothing $2,115 4.3% $1,036 4.2% $1,230 4.1% $1,442 4.3% 
Household operation $2,266 4.6% $1,472 6.0% $1,678 5.6% $1,771 5.2% 
Health care $1,006 2.1% $727 3.0% $854 2.9% $875 2.6% 
Household furnishings & equipment $1,294 2.6% $742 3.0% $838 2.8% $882 2.6% 
Tobacco products & alchohol $1,146 2.3% $807 3.3% $979 3.3% $1,024 3.0% 
Miscellaneous $1,434 2.9% $665 2.7% $774 2.6% $1,063 3.1% 
Education $555 1.1% $277 1.1% $274 0.9% $404 1.2% 
Personal care $835 1.7% $557 2.3% $581 2.0% $702 2.1% 
Reading materials $252 0.5% $152 0.6% $177 0.6% $202 0.6% 
Total consumption $34,022 69.3% $20,772 84.8% $24,182 81.3% $26,787 79.3% 

Non-consumption expenditures $ % $ % $ % $ % 
Personal income taxes $10,746 21.9% $2,157 8.8% $3,072 10.3% $4,420 13.1% 
Personal insurance, pension 
contributions $2,598 5.3% $611 2.5% $925 3.1% $1,384 4.1% 
Gifts & contributions outside home $1,700 3.5% $954 3.9% $1,578 5.3% $1,176 3.5% 

Total non-consumption $15,044 30.7% $3,722 15.2% $5,575 18.7% $6,980 20.7% 

Total household expenditures $49,066 100.0% $24,494 100.0% $29,757 100.0% $33,767 100.0% 

Net income available for savings $2,387 -$2,128 -$2,295 -$1,347 
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Proportion of Household Spending by Income Level - Canada Census 1996 

(National Averages - Upper-Middle Quartile, Upper Quartile) 

All Canadian Upper-Middle Quarter 1 
Household Characteristics Households $35,000 $39,999 $40,000 - $49,999 $50,000 $59,999 

Average income before tax $51,453 $37,314 $44,722 $54,552 

Consumption expenditures $ % $ % $ % $ % 
Shelter $8,477 17.3% $7,626 20.2% $8,199 18.5% $9,046 17.2% 
Transporation $6,044 12.3% $4,855 12.9% $5,778 13.0% $6,867 13.0% 
Food $5,960 12.1% $5,272 14.0% $6,062 13.7% $6,559 12.4% 
Recreation $2,638 5.4% $2,013 5.3% $2,494 5.6% $2,801 5,3% 
Clothing $2,115 4.3% $1,570 4.2% $1,988 4.5% $2,302 4.4% 
Household operation $2,266 4.6% $1,821 4.8% $2,125 4.8% $2,407 4.6% 
Health care $1,006 2.1% $956 2.5% $1,009 2.3% $1,101 2.1% 
Household furnishings & equipment $1,294 2.6% $1,013 2.7% $1,172 2.6% $1,489 2.8% 
Tobacco products & alchohol $1,146 2.3% $1,193 3.2% $1,140 2.6% $1,331 2.5% 
Miscellaneous $1,434 2.9% $1,199 3.2% $1,411 3.2% $1,548 2.9% 
Education $555 1.1% $283 0.7% $416 0.9% $569 1.1% 
Personal care $835 1.7% $703 1.9% $839 1.9% $915 1.7% 
Reading materials $252 0.5% $226 0.6% $232 0.5% $264 0.5% 
Total consumption $34,022 69.3% $28,730 76.1% $32,865 74.1% $37,199 70.5% 

Non-consumption expenditures $ % $ % $ % $ % 
Personal income taxes $10,746 21.9% $5,851 15.5% $7,672 17.3% $10,713 20.3% 
Personal insurance, pension 
contributions $2,598 5.3% $1,746 4.6% $2,394 5.4% $3,172 6.0% 
Gifts & contributions outside home $1,700 3.5% $1,418 3.8% $1,408 3.2% $1,644 3.1% 
Total non-consumption $15,044 30.7% $9,015 23.9% $11,474 25.9% $15,529 29.5% 

Total household expenditures $49,066 100.0% $37,745 100.0% $44,339 100.0% $52,728 100.0% 

Net income available for savings $2,387 -$431 $383 $1,824 

All Canadian Upper Quarter 1 
Household Characteristics Households $60,000 $69,999 $70,000 - $89,999 $90,000 or more 

Average income before tax $51,453 $64,793 $78,362 $131,533 

Consumption expenditures $ % $ % $ % $ % 
Shelter $8,477 17.3% $10,137 16.3% $10,952 15.1% $13,812 12.3% 
Transporation $6,044 12.3% $8,056 13.0% $9,020 12.5% $12,592 11.2% 
Food $5,960 12.1% $7,107 11.4% $8,033 11.1% $10,076 9.0% 
Recreation $2,638 5.4% $3,637 5.9% $4,071 5.6% $6,204 5.5% 
Clothing $2,115 4.3% $2,649 4.3% $3,195 4.4% $4,858 4.3% 
Household operation $2,266 4.6% $2,711 4.4% $3,099 4.3% $4,438 3.9% 
Health care $1,006 2.1% $1,270 2.0% $1,305 1.8% $1,689 1.5% 
Household furnishings & equipment $1,294 2.6% $1,626 2.6% $1,883 2.6% $2,863 2.5% 
Tobacco products & alchohol $1,146 2.3% $1,337 2.2% $1,554 2.1% $1,718 1.5% 
Miscellaneous $1,434 2.9% $1,871 3.0% $2,114 2.9% $3,164 2.8% 
Education $555 1.1% $638 1.0% $773 1.1% $1,545 1.4% 
Personal care $835 1.7% $1,045 1.7% $1,137 1.6% $1,534 1.4% 
Reading materials $252 0.5% $309 0.5% $345 0.5% $500 0.4% 

Total consumption $34,022 69.3% $42,393 68.2% $47,481 65.5% $64,993 57.8% 

Non-consumption expenditures $ % $ % $ % $ % 
Personal income taxes $10,746 21.9% $13,943 22.4% $17,865 24.7% $37,058 33.0% 
Personal insurance, pension 
contributions $2,598 5.3% $3,976 6.4% $4,698 6.5% $6,396 5.7% 
Gifts & contributions outside home $1,700 3.5% $1,827 2.9% $2,396 3.3% $4,015 3,6% 

Total non-consumption $15,044 30.7% $19,746 31.8% $24,959 34.5% $47,469 42.2% 

Total household expenditures $49,066 100.0% $62,139 100.0% $72,440 100.0% $112,462 100.0% 

Net income available for savings $2,387 $2,654 $5,922 $19,071 
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Household Types and Income Ranges for Canmore - 1991 

Summarized from Statistics Canada, Small Area & Administrative Data Division, Families Table 4 

Husband-Wife Families 

Household income Total^ % 
$0 - $9,999 

$10,000-$14,999 
$15,000 -$19,999 
$20,000 - $24,999 
$25,000 - $29,999 

30 
30 
30 
80 
90 

2.1% 
2.1% 
2.1% 
5.5% 
6.2% 

0 
E 
o 
o 
ra 
-a 

^According to 1991 Taxfiler data, Canmore had 
2,570 'family units' or households. These consist of 
husband-wife families (which includes common-
law), lone-parent families, and non-family persons. 

$30,000 - $34,999 100 6.9% <u 
E $35,000 - $39,999 120 8.3% 

$40,000 - $44,999 110 7.6% o 
(U 
m 

$45,000 - $49,999 100 6.9% 
o 
(U 
m 

Household Type % 
$50,000 - $59,999 220 15.2% c Husband-Wife 56.4% 
$60,000 - $69,999 160 11.0% to 

I i 

Lone-Parent 8.2% 
$70,000 - $79,999 140 9.7% 

to 

I i Non-Family 35.4% 
$80,000 - $89,999 80 5.5% (U o 

> c 
Total 100.0% 

$90,000 - $99,999 50 3.4% o — 
XI $100,000+ 110 7.6% < 

Total 1,450 100.0% 
Median household 

income 
$51,600 

Lone-Parent Families Non-Family P e r s o n s 

IHousehold Income Totar % Household Income Totar % 
$0 - $4,999 0 0.0% c $0 - $4,999 50 5.5% s. C (D 

5 .2 E 
;s "g 8 
DO ̂  C 

$5,000 - $9,999 
$10,000-$14,999 

20 
30 

9.5% 
14.3% 

ro 
§ e 

$5,000 - $9,999 
$10,000-$14,999 

110 
190 

12.1% 
20.9% 

s. C (D 
5 .2 E 
;s "g 8 
DO ̂  C $15,000 -$19,999 30 14.3% ^ O $15,000 -$19,999 130 14.3% ^ — 

$20,000 - $24,999 20 9,5% o — 
a> 

$20,000 - $24,999 90 9.9% 
$25,000 - $29,999 20 9.5% m $25,000 - $29,999 100 11.0% c 
$30,000 - $34,999 30 14.3% c: $30,000 - $34,999 60 6.6% (T3 

T3 01 $35,000 - $39,999 20 9.5% ro 

i i 

$35,000 - $39,999 50 5.5% 2 1 
$40,000 - $44,999 20 9.5% 

ro 

i i $40,000 - $44,999 40 4.4% <L O 
> c $45,000 - $49,999 0 0.0% > c $45,000 - $49,999 30 3.3% o — 

$50,000 - $59,999 0 0.0% o $50,000 - $59,999 40 4.4% < 
$60,000+ 20 9.5% < $60,000+ 20 2.2% 
Total 210 100.0% Total 910 100.0% 

Median household 
income 

$27,600 
Median household 

income 
$18,800 

1. Statistics Canada suppresses data where there are less than 100 taxfilers in a given area or when 
a particular cell contains less than 15 taxfilers (e.g. lone-parent families above $60,000 annual income). 
In these cases, approximations are made based on interpolation between current and subsequent years 
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Household Types and Income Ranges for Canmore - 1992 

Summarized from Statistics Canada, Small Area & Administrative Data Division, Families Table 4 

Husband-Wife F a m i l i e s 

Household Income Total^ 

$0 - $9,999 
$10,000 - $14,999 
$15,000 • 
$20,000 • 
$25,000 • 
$30,000 • 
$35,000 • 
$40,000 • 
$45,000 • 
$50,000 • 
$60,000 • 
$70,000 • 
$80,000 • 
$90,000 • 

$19,999 
$24,999 
$29,999 
$34,999 
$39,999 
$44,999 
$49,999 
$59,999 
$69,999 
$79,999 
$89,999 
$99,999 

$100,000+ 
Total 1,610 100.0% 

Median household 
Income 

$50,800 

^ According to 1992 Taxfiler data, Canmore had 
2,860 'family units' or households. These consist of 
husband-wife families (which includes common-
law), lone-parent families, and non-family persons. 

Household Type 
Husband-Wife 
Lone-Parent 
Non-Family 

% 
56.3% 
7.7% 
36.0% 

Total 100.0% 

Lone-Parent F a m i l i e s Non-Family P e r s o n s 

Household Income Total' % Household Income Total' % 
P $0 - $4,999 20 9.1% c $0 - $4,999 60 5.8% >. C <D 

§ E 
— Ti n 

$5,000 - $9,999 10 4.5% OJ 
T3 E 

$5,000 - $9,999 140 13.6% 
>. C <D 
§ E 
— Ti n $10,000-$14,999 20 9.1% 0) E $10,000-$14,999 190 18.4% (u ̂  8 
CD c c $15,000-$19,999 30 13.6% 8 

c 
$15,000-$19,999 140 13.6% 

$20,000 - $24,999 30 13.6% o 
<u 

$20,000 - $24,999 130 12.6% 
$25,000 - $29,999 20 9.1% CO $25,000 - $29,999 110 10.7% c 
$30,000 - $34,999 10 4.5% $30,000 - $34,999 80 7.8% CD 

V, CD $35,000 - $39,999 20 9.1% CO 
T3 

$35,000 - $39,999 60 5.8% 5 i 
$40,000 - $44,999 10 4.5% (D 

S 
E $40,000 - $44,999 30 2.9% cu o 

> c $45,000 - $49,999 10 4.5% > o 
c 

$45,000 - $49,999 30 2.9% o ~ 
$50,000 - $59,999 20 9.1% o $50,000 - $59,999 40 3.9% < 

$60,000+ 20 9.1% < $60,000+ 20 1.9% 
Total 220 100.0% Total 1,030 100.0% 

Median household 
income 

$25,600 
Median household 

income 
$19,600 
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Household Types and Income Ranges for Canmore - 1993 

Summarized from Statistics Canada, Small Area & Administrative Data Division, Families Table 4 

Husband-Wife Families 

Household Income Total' % 
$0 - $9,999 50 2.9% 0) 

E $10,000-$14,999 30 1.7% 
0) 
E 

$15,000-$19,999 60 3.4% o 
o 
c 

$20,000-$24,999 90 5.2% c 
$25,000-329,999 100 5.7% ro 

T3 $30,000 - $34,999 120 6.9% a> 
E $35,000 - $39,999 130 7.5% 

$40,000 - $44,999 120 6.9% aj 
m $45,000 - $49,999 130 7.5% 
aj 
m 

$50,000 - $59,999 240 13.8% 
$60,000 - $69,999 200 11.5% <D 
$70,000 - $79,999 160 9.2% iz 

8 $80,000 - $89,999 100 5.7% g 
$90,000 - $99,999 70 4.0% c 

ro $100,000 - $149,999 110 6.3% 
$150,000-$199,999 30 1.7% E 

o $200,000 - $249,999 0 0.0% 
E 

o 
$250,000+ 0 0.0% < 

Total 1,740 100.0% 
Median household 

income 
$51,600 

'According to 1993 Taxfiler data, Canmore had 
3,050 'family units' or tiouseholds. These consist of 
husband-wife families (which includes common-
law), lone-parent families, and non-family persons. 

Household Type % 
Husband-Wife 57.0% 
Lone-Parent 7.5% 
Non-Family 35.4% 

Total 100.0% 

Lone-Parent Families 

Household Income Total' % 
$0 - $4,999 30 13.0% 

$5,000 - $9,999 10 4.3% c 
nj 
XJ 
03 
E 

0) 
c $10,000-$14,999 

$15,000-$19,999 
40 
30 

17.4% 
13.0% 

o 
m 

c 
nj 
XJ 
03 
E 

c 
o 
o 
c 

$20,000 - $24,999 20 8.7% 
$25,000-$29,999 20 6.7% 0 
$30,000 - $34,999 10 4.3% E 

Q $35,000 - $39,999 20 8.7% O 
c $40,000 - $44,999 10 4.3% c 

$45,000 - $49,999 10 4.3% ro 
$50,000 - $59,999 10 4.3% E 
$60,000 - $74,999 20 8.7% 

i $75,000 - $99,999 0 0.0% 
$100,000+ 0 0.0% 

Total 230 100.0% 

Median household 
income 

$22,200 

Non-Family P e r s o n s 

Household Income Total' % 
$0 - $4,999 50 4.6% O 

E $5,000 - $9,999 140 13.0% o 
O 
E 

$10,000-$14,999 200 18.5% m "O 
£ 

0 
o $15,000 -$19,999 170 15.7% 

"O 
£ 

$20,000 - $24,999 120 11.1% 
$25,000 - $29,999 110 10.2% 0) 

c $30,000 - $34,999 70 6.5% 8 
$35,000 - $39,999 60 5.6% c 
$40,000 - $44,999 40 3.7% c 

ro $45,000 - $49,999 30 2.8% <D 
E 

o 
$50,000 - $59,999 50 4.6% 

<D 
E 

o $60,000 - $74,999 20 1.9% 

<D 
E 

o 
$75,000 - $99,999 20 1.9% X2 

< $100,000+ 0 0.0% 
Total 1,080 100.0% 

Median household 
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Household Types and Income Ranges for Canmore - 1994 

Summarized from Statistics Canada, Small Area & Administrative Data Division, Families Table 4 

Husband-Wife Fa m i l i e s 

Household Income Total' % 
$0 - $9,999 70 3.7% 0) 

E 
Q 

$10,000-$14,999 40 2.1% 
0) 
E 
Q $15,000-$19,999 50 2.7% O 
c $20,000 - $24,999 90 4.8% c 

$25,000 - $29,999 110 5.9% ro 
-a $30,000 - $34,999 130 7.0% Q) 
E $35,000 - $39,999 140 7.5% 

$40,000 - $44,999 140 7.5% CO 
$45,000 - $49,999 150 8.0% 

CO 

$50,000 - $59,999 240 12.8% 
$60,000 - $69,999 210 11.2% p 
$70,000 - $79,999 160 8.6% o 

o $80,000 - $89,999 110 5.9% g 
$90,000 - $99,999 70 3.7% c 

CO $100,000-$149,999 120 6.4% T3 
(U $150,000-$199,999 20 1.1% E 

$200,000 - $249,999 20 1.1% § 
$250,000+ 0 0.0% < 

Total 1,870 100.0% 

Median household 
income 

$50,700 

^ According to 1994 Taxfiler data, Canmore had 
3,360 'family units' or households. These consist of 
husband-wife families (which includes common-
law), lone-parent families, and non-family persons. 

Household Type 
Husband-Wife 
Lone-Parent 
Non-Family 

% 
55.7% 
7.4% 
36.9% 

Total 100.0% 

Lone-Parent F a m i l i e s Non-Family P e r s o n s 

Household Income Totar % 
$0 - $4,999 20 8.0% 

$5,000 - $9,999 20 8.0% 
$10,000-$14,999 40 16.0% 
$15,000-$19,999 20 8.0% 
$20,000 - $24,999 30 12.0% 
$25,000 - $29,999 20 8.0% 
$30,000 - $34,999 20 8.0% 
$35,000 - $39,999 10 4.0% 
$40,000 - $44,999 20 8.0% 
$45,000 - $49,999 20 8.0% 
$50,000 - $59,999 10 4.0% 
$60,000 - $74,999 20 8.0% 
$75,000 - $99,999 0 0.0% 

$100.000-̂  0 0.0% 
Total 250 100.0% 

Median household 
income 

$23,200 

Household Income Total' % 
$0 - $4,999 70 5.6% 0) 

C $5,000 - $9,999 180 14.5% 
m 1 

c 
o 
o 
c 

$10,000 - $14,999 230 18.5% m 1 
c 
o 
o 
c 

$15,000-$19,999 180 14.5% 
$20,000-$24,999 150 12.1% 
$25,000 - $29,999 100 8.1% E 

o $30,000 - $34,999 100 8.1% o 
c $35,000 - $39,999 70 5.6% c 

$40,000 - $44,999 40 3.2% 1 
E $45,000 - $49,999 30 2.4% 
1 
E 

$50,000-$59,999 50 4.0% > 
$60,000 - $74,999 10 0.8% o 
$75,000 - $99,999 30 2.4% < 

$100,000-̂  0 0.0% 
Total 1,240 100.0% 

Median household 
income 

$18,300 
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Household Types and Income Ranges for Canmore - 1995 

Summarized from Statistics Canada, Small Area & Administrative Data Division, Families Table 4 

Husband-Wife F a m i l i e s 

Household Income Total' % 
$0 - $9,999 70 3.6% 

$10,000 - $14,999 30 1.6% 
$15,000-$19,999 60 3.1% 
$20,000 - $24,999 90 4.7% 
$25,000 - $29,999 80 4.1% 
$30,000 - $34,999 130 6.7% 
$35,000 - $39,999 130 6.7% 
$40,000 - $44,999 160 8.3% 
$45,000 - $49,999 140 7.3% 
$50,000 - $59,999 260 13.5% 
$60,000 - $69,999 200 10.4% 
$70,000 - $79,999 180 9.3% 
$80,000 - $89,999 130 6.7% 
$90,000 - $99,999 70 3.6% 
$100,000-$149,999 150 7.8% 
$150,000-$199,999 30 1.6% 
$200,000 - $249,999 20 1.0% 

$250,000+ 0 0.0% 
Total 1,930 100.0% 

Median household 
income 

$52,900 

0) 
E 
8 
c 
c 
g 
-a 
<u 
E 
S 
o 
0) 
0) 
E 
8 
g 
c 
TO 
E 
o 
< 

' According to 1995 Taxfiler data, Canmore had 
3,630 'family units' or households. These consist of 
husband-wife families (which includes common-
law), lone-parent families, and non-family persons. 

Household Type % 
Husband-Wife 53.2% 
Lone-Parent 6.9% 
Non-Family 39.9% 

Total 100.0% 

Lone-Parent F a m i l i e s 

Household Income Total' 

Non-Family P e r s o n s 

Total 

Median household 
income 

$0 - $4,999 0 0.0% <u 
e $5,000-$9,999 30 12.0% 5 

o 
m 
<u 
e 

$10,000 - $14,999 40 16.0% m o 
o $15,000-$19,999 40 16.0% 

m 
c 

$20,000 - $24,999 20 8.0% 
$25,000 - $29,999 30 12.0% <D 
$30,000 - $34,999 20 8.0% o 

o $35,000 - $39,999 20 8.0% 
$40,000 - $44,999 0 0.0% c 

ra $45,000 - $49,999 20 8.0% 
$50,000 - $59,999 10 4.0% E 
$60,000 - $74,999 20 8.0% > 

o $75,000 - $99,999 0 0.0% .o 
< $100,000+ 0 0.0% 

250 100.0% 

$22,700 

Household Income Total' % 
$0 - $4,999 100 6.9% 

$5,000 - $9,999 170 11.7% 
$10,000-$14,999 260 17.9% 
$15,000-$19,999 240 16.6% 
$20,000 - $24,999 160 11.0% 
$25,000 - $29,999 110 7.6% 
$30,000 - $34,999 110 7.6% 
$35,000 - $39,999 80 5.5% 
$40,000 - $44,999 60 4.1% 
$45,000 - $49,999 30 2.1% 
$50,000 - $59,999 70 4.8% 
$60,000 - $74,999 30 2.1% 
$75,000 - $99,999 30 2.1% 

$100,000+ 0 0.0% 
Total 1,450 100.0% 

Median household $18,800 
income 
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Household Types and Income Ranges for Canmore - 1996 

Summarized from Statistics Canada, Small Area & Administrative Data Division, Families Table 4 

Husband-Wife F a m i l i e s 

Household Income Total' % 
$0 - $9,999 90 4.1% <u 

E 
Q 

$10,000-$14,999 30 1.4% 
<u 
E 
Q $15,000-$19,999 50 2.3% o 
c $20,000 - $24,999 90 4.1% c 

$25,000 - $29,999 100 4.5% ro 
$30,000 - $34,999 140 6.3% E 
$35,000 - $39,999 150 6.8% § 
$40,000 - $44,999 140 6.3% 

CQ 
$45,000 - $49,999 180 8.1% 

CQ 

$50,000 - $59,999 310 14.0% 
$60,000 - $69,999 240 10.8% OJ 

c $70,000 - $79,999 190 8.6% 8 
$80,000 - $89,999 160 7.2% c 
$90.000-$99,999 120 5.4% c 

ro $100,000-$149,999 160 7.2% 0) 
$150,000-$199,999 40 1.8% E 

> 
o 

$200,000 - $249,999 10 0.5% 
E 
> 
o $250,000+ 20 0.9% < 

Total 2,220 100.0% 

Median household 
income 

$54,200 

' According to 1996 Taxfiler data, Canmore had 
3,940 'family units' or households. These consist of 
husband-wife families (which includes common-
law), lone-parent families, and non-family persons. 

Household Type % 
Husband-Wife 56.3% 
Lone-Parent 6.1% 
Non-Family 37.6% 

Total 100.0% 

Lone-Parent F a m i l i e s 

Household Income Total' % 
$0-$4,999 20 8.3% 

$5,000 - $9,999 20 8.3% 
$10,000-$14,999 30 12.5% 
$15,000-$19,999 30 12.5% 
$20,000 - $24,999 30 12.5% 
$25,000 - $29,999 20 8.3% 
$30,000 - $34,999 20 8.3% 
$35,000 - $39,999 20 8.3% 
$40,000 - $44,999 20 8.3% 
$45,000 - $49,999 10 4.2% 
$50,000 - $59,999 10 4.2% 
$60,000 - $74,999 10 4.2% 
$75,000 - $99,999 0 0.0% 

$100,000+ 0 0.0% 
Total 240 100.0% 

Median household 
Income 

$26,200 

C 0) 
.5 E 
•o o 
<D O 
E .E 
03 
E 
8 
c 
c 
CD 
-a 
03 
E 
03 
§ 
< 

Non-Family P e r s o n s 

Household Income Total' % 

Total 

$0 - $4,999 
$5,000 - $9,999 

90 
190 

6.1% 
12.8% 5 

o 

c 
CD 

4) 
E 

$10,000-$14,999 240 16.2% 03 
CO 

T3 
CD 

8 

$15,000-$19,999 240 16.2% 

03 
CO 

$20,000 - $24,999 180 12.2% 
$25,000 - $29,999 140 9.5% <D 

E $30,000 - $34,999 80 5.4% o 
o $35,000 - $39,999 80 5.4% c 

$40,000 - $44,999 70 4.7% .2 
$45,000 - $49,999 40 2.7% 03 
$50,000 - $59,999 70 4.7% E 

CD $60,000 - $74,999 40 2.7% > 
O $75,000 - $99,999 20 1.4% < 

$100,000+ 0 0.0% 

1,480 100.0% 

Median household 
income 

$19,500 

Appendix-B.doc 12 



Household Types and Income Ranges for Canmore - 1997 

Summarized from Statistics Canada, Small Area & Administrative Data Division, Families Table 4 

Husband-Wife F a m i l i e s 

Household Income Total' % 
$0-$9,999 

, $10,000-$14,999 
$15,000-$19,999 
$20,000 - $24,999 
$25,000 - $29,999 

90 
30 
60 
90 
100 

3.9% 
1.3% 
2.6% 
3.9% 
4.3% 

Q) 
E 
8 
c 
c 
nj 
T3 

' According to 1997 Taxfiler data, Canmore had 
4,240 'family units' or households. These consist of 
husband-wife families (which includes common-law, 
lone-parent families, and non-family persons). 

$30,000 - $34,999 150 6.5% £ 
$35,000 - $39,999 120 5.2% o 

~ $40,000 - $44,999 150 6.5% m 
$45,000-$49,999 140 6.1% 

m 

$50,000 - $59,999 340 14.7% <u Household Tvoe % 
$60,000-$69,999 260 11.3% E 

o 
Husband-Wife 54.5% 

f- $70,000 - $79,999 180 7.8% o 
c 

Lone-Parent 6.6% 
$80,000-$89,999 160 6.9% c Non-Familv 38.9% 
$90,000 - $99,999 110 4.8% CO Total 100.0% 
$100,000-$149,999 220 9.5% cu 

£ $150,000-$199,999 60 2.6% CD 
> $200,000 - $249,999 10 0.4% < 

$250,000+ 40 1.7% 

Total 2,310 100.0% 

Median household 
income 

$56,400 

Lo n e - P a r e n t F a m i l i e s Non-Family P e r s o n s 

Household Income Totar % Household Income Totaf % 
$0 - $4,999 20 7.1% $0 - $4,999 110 6.7% > C CD 

$5,000 - $9,999 30 10.7% c 
CD 

(D 
F 

$5,000 - $9,999 170 10.3% % E 
— "DO $10,000 - $14,999 20 7.1% o 

(U 
T3 
CD 

o 
o 

$10,000-$14,999 290 17.6% 0̂  (D Q 
$15,000-$19,999 40 14.3% 00 E c $15,000-$19,999 250 15.2% 
$20,000 - $24,999 20 7.1% $20,000 - $24,999 190 11.5% 
$25,000-$29,999 20 7.1% CD $25,000-$29,999 160 9.7% CD 

E $30,000 - $34,999 30 10.7% E 
o 

$30,000-$34,999 110 6.7% o 
o , $35,000-$39,999 20 7.1% o 

g 
$35,000-$39,999 100 6.1% c 

; $40,000 - $44,999 20 7.1% c 
CD 

$40,000-$44,999 50 3.0% .9 
'X3 $45,000 - $49,999 10 3.6% -a 

CD 
E 

$45.000-$49,999 60 3.6% CD 
: $50,000 - $59,999 20 7.1% 

-a 
CD 
E 

$50,000 - $59,999 80 4.8% 
$60,000 - $74,999 30 107% 

E 
< 

$60,000-$74,999 40 2.4% O 
$75,000 - $99,999 0 0.0% E 

< $75,000 - $99,999 20 1.2% < 
$100,000+ 0 0.0% $100,000+ 20 1.2% 

Total 280 100.0% Total 1,650 100.0% 

Median household 
income 

$27,000 
Median household 

income 
$20,000 

1. Statistics Canada suppresses data wtiere there are less than 10 taxfilers in a given geographic sub-area 
or when a particular income category contains less than 10 taxfilers. Figures are rounded to nearest 10. 
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Household Types and Income Ranges for Canmore - 1998 

Summarized from Statistics Canada, Small Area & Administrative Data Division, Families Table 4 

Husband-Wife F a m i l i e s 

Household Income Total' % 
$0 - $9,999 

$10,000 - $14,999 
$15,000-$19,999 
$20,000 - $24,999 
$25,000 - $29,999 

90 
40 
60 
90 
110 

3.7% 
1.6% 
2.5% 
3.7% 
4.5% 

w 
E 
o 
o 
c 
c 
CD 

' According to 1998 Taxfiler data, Canmore had 
4,600 'family units' or households. These consist of 
husband-wife families (which includes common-law, 
lone-parent families, and non-family persons). 

$30,000 - $34,999 120 4.9% T3 
(D $35,000 - $39,999 170 7.0% b 

$40,000-$44,999 140 5.7% o 
CD $45,000 - $49,999 150 6.1% CQ 

$50,000 - $59,999 300 12.3% Household Tvoe % 
$60,000 - $69,999 270 11.1% cu 

E 
Husband-Wife 53.0% 

$70,000 - $79,999 230 9.4% o 
o 

Lone-Parent 6.7% 
$80,000 - $89,999 190 7.8% Non-Familv 40.2% 
$90,000 - $99,999 140 5.7% c 

CD 
Total 100.0% 

$100,000-$149,999 230 9.4% -a 
cu 
c 

$150,000-$199,999 50 2.0% cu 
$200,000 - $249,999 20 0.8% 

$250,000+ 40 1.6% < 
Total 2,440 100.0% 

Median household 
income 

$58,300 

Lone-Parent F a m i l i e s Non-Family P e r s o n s 

Household Income Total' % Household Income Total' % 
$0 - $4,999 30 9.7% $0 - $4,999 120 6.5% ^ C CD 

$5,000 - $9,999 20 6.5% CD $5,000 - $9,999 230 12.4% g .<5 E 
"C o $10,000-$14,999 30 9.7% o 

o 
$10,000-$14,999 300 16.2% CD (D o 

CQ £ C $15,000- $19,999 30 9.7% CQ E $15.000-$19,999 260 14.1% 
$20,000 - $24,999 30 9.7% $20,000-$24,999 210 11.4% 

$25,000 - $29,999 20 6.5% 0) $25,000 - $29,999 180 9.7% CD 
E $30,000-$34,999 30 9.7% E 

o 
$30,000 - $34,999 130 7.0% o 

o $35,000 - $39,999 30 9.7% o 
c 

$35,000 - $39,999 90 4.9% 
$40,000 - $44,999 10 3.2% c 

CD 
T3 
CD 

$40,000 - $44,999 90 4.9% CD 
$45,000-$49,999 20 6.5% 

c 
CD 
T3 
CD 

$45,000 - $49,999 60 3.2% 
CD 

$50,000 - $59,999 20 6.5% E $50,000 - $59,999 90 4.9% 
$60,000 - $74,999 20 6.5% CD 

> 
Q 

$60,000 - $74,999 40 2.2% O 
$75,000-$99,999 20 6.5% < $75,000 - $99,999 20 1.1% < 

$100,000+ 0 0.0% $100,000+ 30 1.6% 

Total 310 100.0% Total 1,850 100.0% 

Median household 
income 

$29,400 
Median household 

income 
$20,300 

1. Statistics Canada suppresses data where there are less than 10 taxfilers in a given geographic sub-area 
or when a particular income category contains less than 10 taxfilers. Figures are rounded to nearest 10. 
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Summary of Residential Sales (1990 - 2000) 

Summary of Median Household Income (1991 - 1998) 

Summarized from Canmore Alpine Realty (Re/Max) Data and 

Statistics Canada, Small Area & Administrative Data Division, Families Table 4 
(Note: Figures shown in gray shading are straight-line extrapolations where no data was available) 

SINGLE-DETACHED 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

Maximum Selling Price $302,500 $308,000 $260,000 $304,000 $329,000 $452,000 $575,000 $445,000 $664,000 $464,500 $1,025,000 
Minimum Selling Price $70,000 $95,000 $120,000 $93,000 $115,000 $115,000 $115,900 $123,500 $162,500 $154,000 $156,500 
Median Selling Price $141,750 $158,000 $175,250 $179,000 $185,000 $196,750 $208,500 $222,000 $229,500 $240,000 $260,000 
% Change from Previous Year 11.5% 10,9% 2.1% 3,4% 6,4% 6.0% 6.5% 34% 4.6% 8.3% 
Count of Units Sold 98 75 60 74 89 102 114 190 100 107 109 
Median Size (ft̂) 1,291 1,400 1,296 1,342 1.375 1.385 1.395 1.495 1,508 1.525 1,746 
Median Selling Price / ft̂  $110 $113 $135 $133 $135 $142 $149 $148 $152 $157 $149 

DUPLEX HOMES 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

Maximum Selling Price $181,500 $184,250 $187,000 $235,000 $276,563 $307,734 $401,250 $385,000 $495,000 $265,900 $480,000 
Minimum Selling Price $87,000 $98,000 $109,000 $115,000 $122,500 $128,125 $145,000 $150,000 $159,900 $200,000 $232,500 
Median Selling Price $112,500 $127,750 $143,000 $150,000 $156,250 $160,938 $175,000 $192,500 $222,750 $253,000 $319,500 
% Change from Previous Year 13,6% 11,9% 4,9% 4,2% 3.0% 8.7% 10.0% 15,7% 13.6% 26.3% 
Count of Units Sold 12 16 13 15 12 19 25 33 11 7 19 
Median Size (ft̂) 1,180 1,180 1,180 1,400 1.388 1,378 1.350 1.464 2,100 1,650 2.196 
Median Selling Price / ft̂  $95 $108 $121 $107 $113 $117 $130 $131 $176 $153 $145 

MULTI-RESIDENTIAL 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 

Maximum Selling Price $165,000 $179,000 $194,000 $180,000 $195,875 $207,781 $243,500 $391,000 $500,000 $440,000 $480,000 
Minimum Selling Price $45,900 $68,000 $86,000 $83,500 $82,000 $80,875 $77,500 $102,500 $125,000 $123,500 $114,000 
Median Selling Price $85,000 $135,000 $132,900 $130,000 $126,225 $123,394 $114,900 $162,500 $179,500 $191,000 $162,000 
% Change from Previous Year 58,8% -1.6% -2.2% -2,9% -2.2% -6.9% 41.4% 10,5% 6.4% -15.2% 
Count of Units Sold 32 74 106 40 117 128 138 156 102 105 168 
Median Size (ft̂) 1.266 1,193 1.275 1.285 1.240 1,206 1.106 1.191 1,185 1.256 1,100 
Median Selling Price / ft̂  $67 $113 $104 $101 $102 $102 $104 $136 $152 $152 $147 

Median Sellina Price 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
Single-Detached $141,750 $168,000 $175,250 $179,000 $185,000 $196,750 $208,500 $222,000 $229,500 $240,000 $260,000 
Duplex Homes $112,500 $127,750 $143,000 $150,000 $156,250 $160,938 $175,000 $192,500 $222,750 $253,000 $319,500 
Multi-Residential $85,000 $135,000 $132,900 $130,000 $126,225 $123,394 $114,900 $162,500 $179,500 $191,000 $162,000 
All Homes Sold $132,500 $142,000 $145,400 $156,000 $156,520 $156,909 $158,078 $195,000 $208,877 $220,000 $231,000 
Average Sellina Price 
Single-Detached $144,687 $165,928 $180,255 $179,329 $194,525 $203,590 $212,654 $224,843 $250,308 $259,187 $278,651 
Duplex Homes $117,375 $126,600 $144,962 $153,693 $158,500 $191,295 $224,090 $222,702 $340,310 $236,343 $347,442 
Multi-Residential $88,513 $128,484 $127,629 $131,179 $147,000 $136,643 $126,286 $180,191 $190,895 $205,046 $193,974 
All Homes Sold $129,720 $147,331 $146,528 $161,418 $163,728 $165,460 $170,658 $206,277 $226,505 $232,499 $235,006 
Median Household Income 
Husband-VWfe Families $51,600 $50,800 $51,600 $50,700 $52,900 $54,200 $56,400 $58,300 
Lone-Parent Families $27,600 $25,600 $22,200 $23,200 $22,700 $26,200 $27,000 $29,400 
Non-Family Households $18,800 $19,600 $19,200 $18,300 $18,800 $19,500 $20,000 $20,300 
Family Households $48,000 $48,000 $48,200 $47,600 $49,100 $51,400 $53,700 $55,100 
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A P P E N D I X C 

A F F O R D A B L E H O U S I N G 

P O T E N T I A L L Y A V A I L A B L E O N M U N I C I P A L L A N D 

Paae 

Three Sisters Resort, Community Housing Lands Site 2A 2 

2 hectares (5 acres) 

Three Sisters Resort, Community Housing Lands Site 2B 3 

4 hectares (10 acres) 

Three Sisters Resort, Community Housing Lands Site 3 4 

2 hectares (5 acres) 

Three Sisters Resort, Communit}' Housing Lands Site 7 5 

2.8 hectares (7 acres) 
Old Town Office Site 6 

0.4 hectares (1.05 acres) 

Base of Silver Tip Resort, Blocli 6 7 
5.6 hectares (14 acres) 

Base of Silver Tip Resort, Block 1 8 

7.2 hectares (18 acres) 
Summary 9 

24 hectares (60.1 acres) 



T h r e e S i s t e r s R e s o r t - C o m m u n i t y H o u s i n g L a n d s i n S i t e 2 A 

L o t 11, B l o c k 4 / D C Z o n i n g / 2 h e c t a r e s (5 a c r e s ) 

Assumptions R-3 Zoning - Residential Multiple Unit District 
Townhouses, stacked townhouses, apartment-style housing 

40% of site landscaped 
60% of site available for building(s) and parking 
30% rental units, 70% owned units 
Site developed to 75% of maximum density 

Allowable Density Units per Units per Number of units 

(Land Use Bylaw) hectare acre allowed on site 

Minimum 35 14 70 
Maximum 67 27 134 
75% of Maximum 101 

Area Area 
(hectares) (acres) 

Site Area 2.0 5.0 
Landscaping (40%) 0.8 2.0 
Net Available for 1 O 'id 
Parkinq & Buildinq 1.̂  o.u 

Parking stalls Area required for 90-
Area (m2) Area (ft2) 

Requirements Rea'd degree oarkinq 
Area (ft2) 

Studio 0.75 Per stall 13.5 145.3 

1 - Bedroom 1.00 Driveway access 9.0 96.9 

2 - Bedroom 1.50 Total space per stall 22.5 242.2 

3 - Bedroom 2.00 

4 - Bedroom 2.00 
Above 4 Bedrooms 0.50 

Number of units and type of housing 
Rental Owned 

Type of Unit % Number Type of Unit % Number 

Studio 15% 5 1 - Bedroom & Studio 10% 7 

1 - Bedroom 35% 11 2 - Bedroom 35% 25 

2 - Bedroom 40% 12 3 - Bedroom 45% 32 

3 - Bedroom 10% 3 4 or more bedrooms 10% 7 

100% 30 100% 70 

Number of residents on site Parking requrements Number 

Studio 3 

Number of units 101 1 - Bedroom 18 

Total number of residents 2 - Bedroom 55 

at 2.78 persons per dwelling unit 279 3 - Bedroom 69 

Total number of residents 4 or more bedrooms 14 

at one person per bedroom 228 Total parking stalls 159 
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T h r e e S i s t e r s R e s o r t - C o m m u n i t y H o u s i n g L a n d s i n S i t e 2 B 

E s t i m a t e d 4 h e c t a r e s (10 a c r e s ) 

Assumptions R-3 Zoning - Residential Multiple Unit District 
Townhouses, stacked townhouses, apartment-style housing 
40% of site landscaped 
60% of site available for building(s) and parking 
30% rental units, 70% owned units 

Allowable Density Units per Units per Number of units 
(Land Use Bylaw) hectare acre allowed on site 

Minimum 35 14 140 
Maximum 67 27 268 
75% of Maximum 201 

Area Area 
(hectares) (acres) 

Site Area 4.0 10.0 
Landscaping (40%) 1,6 4.0 
Net Available for 

2.4 6.0 
Parking & Buildinq 

2.4 6.0 

Parking 
Requirements 

Stalls 
Req'd 

Area required for 90-
deqree parkinq 

Area (m2) Area (ft2) 

Studio 0.75 Per stall 13.5 145.3 
1 - Bedroom 1.00 Driveway access 9.0 96.9 

2 - Bedroom 1.50 Total space per stall 22.5 242.2 
3 - Bedroom 2.00 
4 - Bedroom 2.00 

Above 4 Bedrooms 0.50 

Number of units and type of housing 
Rental Owned 

Type of Unit % Number Type of Unit % Number 

Studio 15% 9 1 - Bedroom & Studio 10% 14 

1 - Bedroom 35% 21 2 - Bedroom 35% 49 

2 - Bedroom 40% 24 3 - Bedroom 45% 63 

3 - Bedroom 10% 6 4 or more bedrooms 10% 14 

100% 60 100% 141 

Number of residents on site Parking requrements Number 
Studio 7 

Number of units 201 1 - Bedroom 35 
Total number of residents 2 - Bedroom 110 

at 2.78 persons per dwelling unit 559 3 - Bedroom 139 

Total number of residents 4 or more bedrooms 28 
at one person per bedroom 455 Total parking stalls 319 
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T h r e e S i s t e r s R e s o r t - C o m m u n i t y H o u s i n g L a n d s i n S i t e 3 

E s t i m a t e d 2 h e c t a r e s (5 a c r e s ) 

Assumptions R-3 Zoning - Residential Multiple Unit District 
Townhouses, stacked townhouses, apartment-style housing 
40% of site landscaped 

60% of site available for building(s) and parking 
30% rental units, 70% owned units 
Site developed to 75% of maximum density 

Allowable Density Units per Units per Number of units 
(Land Use Bylaw) hectare acre allowed on site 

Minimum 35 14 70 
Maximum 67 27 134 
75% of Maximum 101 

Area Area 
(hectares) (acres) 

Site Area 2.0 5.0 
Landscaping (40%) 0.8 2.0 
Net Available for 
Parkinq & Buildinq t .z o.U 

Parking stalls Area required for 90-
Area (m2) Area (ft2) 

Requirements Req'd degree parkinq 
Studio 0.75 Per stall 13.5 145.3 
1 - Bedroom 1.00 Driveway access 9.0 96.9 

2 - Bedroom 1.50 Total space per stall 22.5 242.2 

3 - Bedroom 2.00 

4 - Bedroom 2.00 

Above 4 Bedrooms 0.50 

Number of units and type of housing 
Rental Owned 

Type of Unit % Number Type of Unit % Number 

Studio 15% 5 1 - Bedroom & Studio 10% 7 

1 - Bedroom 35% 11 2 - Bedroom 35% 25 

2 - Bedroom 40% 12 3 - Bedroom 45% 32 

3 - Bedroom 10% 3 4 or more bedrooms 10% 7 

100% 30 100% 70 

Number of residents on site Parking requrements Number 

Studio 3 

Number of units 101 1 - Bedroom 18 

Total number of residents 2 - Bedroom 55 

at 2.78 persons per dwelling unit 279 3 - Bedroom 69 

Total number of residents 4 or more bedrooms 14 

at one person per bedroom 228 Total parking stalls 159 
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T h r e e S i s t e r s R e s o r t - C o m m u n i t y l - l o u s i n g L a n d s i n S i t e 7 

E s t i m a t e d 2.8 h e c t a r e s (7 a c r e s ) 

Assumptions R-3 Zoning - Residential Multiple Unit District 
Townhouses, stacked townhouses, apartment-style housing 
40% of site landscaped 
60% of site available for building(s) and parking 
30% rental units, 70% owned units 
Site developed to 75% of maximum density 

Allowable Density Units per Units per Number of units 

(Land Use Bylaw) hectare acre allowed on site 

Minimum 35 14 98 
Maximum 67 27 188 

75% of Maximum 141 

Area Area 
(hectares) (acres) 

Site Area 2.8 7.0 

Landscaping (40%) 1.1 2.8 
Net Available for 17 4 9 
Parkinq & Buildinq 

Parking Stalls Area required for 90-
Area (m2) Area (ft2) 

Requirements Req'd deqree parkinq 
Area (m2) Area (ft2) 

Studio 0.75 Per stall 13.5 145.3 

1 - Bedroom 1.00 Driveway access 9.0 96.9 

2 - Bedroom 1.50 Total space per stall 22.5 242.2 

3 - Bedroom 2.00 

4 - Bedroom 2.00 

Above 4 Bedrooms 0.50 

Number of units and type of housing 

Rental Ovmed 

Type of Unit % Number Type of Unit % Number 

Studio 15% 6 1 - Bedroom & Studio 10% 10 

1 - Bedroom 35% 15 2 - Bedroom 35% 34 

2 - Bedroom 40% 17 3 - Bedroom 45% 44 

3 - Bedroom 10% 4 4 or more bedrooms 10% 10 

100% 42 100% 98 

Number of residents on site Parking requrements Number 

Studio 5 

Number of units 141 1 - Bedroom 25 

Total number of residents 2 - Bedroom 77 

at 2.78 persons per dwelling unit 391 3 - Bedroom 97 

Total number of residents 4 or more bedrooms 20 

at one person per bedroom 319 Total parking stalls 223 
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O l d T o w n O f f i c e - P o t e n t i a l S i t e f o r R e n t a l H o u s i n g 

L o t 2 5 , B l o c k 2, P l a n 4171 J K / 0.4 h e c t a r e s (1.05 a c r e s ) 

Assumptions Rezoned to R-5 - Residential Apartment District 

Apartment-style housing 

25% of site landscaped 

75% of site available for building(s) and parking 

100% rental units 
Site developed to 75% of maximum density 

Allowable Density Units per Units per Number of units 
(Land Use Bylaw) hectare acre allowed on site 

Minimum 49 20 21 
Maximum 148 59 62 
75% of Maximum 47 

Area Area 

(hectares) (acres) 

Site Area 0.4 1.05 
Landscaping (25%) 0.1 0.3 
Net Available for 

0.3 0.8 
Parkinq & Buildinq 

0.3 0.8 

Parking 
Requirements 

Stalls 
Req'd 

Area required for 90- . , 
,. Area (m2) 

deqree oarkinq 

Area (ft2) 

Studio 0.75 Per stall 13.5 145.3 
1 - Bedroom 1.00 Driveway access 9.0 96.9 

2 - Bedroom 1.50 Total space per stall 22.5 242.2 

3 - Bedroom 2.00 

4 - Bedroom 2.00 

Above 4 Bedrooms 0.50 

Number of units and type of housing 

Rental 
Type of Unit % Number 
Studio 15% 7 
1 - Bedroom 35% 16 
2 - Bedroom 40% 19 
3 - Bedroom 10% 5 

100% 47 

Number of residents on site Parking requrements 

Studio 

Number 

5 

Number of units 47 1 - Bedroom 16 

Total number of residents 2 - Bedroom 28 

at 2.78 persons per dwelling unit 130 3 - Bedroom 9 

Total number of residents 4 or more bedrooms 0 

at one person per bedroom 75 Total parking stalls 59 
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L a n d a t b a s e o f S i l v e r T i p R e s o r t , B l o c k 6 - P l a n 9 3 1 2 2 3 8 

E s t i m a t e d 5.6 h e c t a r e s (14 a c r e s ) 

Assumptions R-4 Zoning - Residential Medium Density District 
Townhouses, stacked townhouses, apartment-style housing 
40% of site landscaped 
60% of site available for building(s) and parking 

30% rental units, 70% owned units 
Site developed to 75% of maximum density 

Allowable Density Units per Units per Number of units 

(Land Use Bylaw) hectare acre allowed on site 

Minimum 49 20 274 

Maximum 98 39 549 
75% of Maximum 412 

Area Area 
(hectares) (acres) 

Site Area 5.6 14.0 

Landscaping (40%) 2.2 5.6 
Net Available for 'i. A ^ A 
Parkinq & Buildinq 

Parking Stalls Area required for 90' . , 
^ Area (m2) Area (ft2) 

Requirements Req'd deqree Darkmg 
Area (ft2) 

Studio 0.75 Per stall 13.5 145.3 

1 - Bedroom 1.00 Driveway access 9.0 96.9 

2 - Bedroom 1.50 Total space per stall 22.5 242.2 

3 - Bedroom 2.00 

4 - Bedroom 2.00 
Above 4 Bedrooms 0.50 

Number of units and type of housing 
Rental Ownetf 

Type of Unit % Number Type of Unit % Number 

Studio 15% 19 1 - Bedroom & Studio 10% 29 

1 - Bedroom 35% 43 2 - Bedroom 35% 101 

2 - Bedroom 40% 49 3 - Bedroom 45% 130 

3 - Bedroom 10% 12 4 or more bedrooms 10% 29 

100% 123 100% 288 

Number of residents on site Parking requrements Number 

Studio 14 

Number of units 412 1 - Bedroom 72 

Total number of residents 2 - Bedroom 225 

at 2.78 persons per dwelling unit 1,144 3 - Bedroom 284 

Total number of residents 4 or more bedrooms 58 
at one person per bedroom 932 Total parking stalls 653 
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L a n d at b a s e o f S i l v e r T i p R e s o r t , B l o c k 1 - P l a n 9 3 1 2 2 3 8 

O p t i o n t o p u r c h a s e at f i x e d p r i c e , E s t . 7.2 h e c t a r e s (18 a c r e s ) 

Assumptions R-4 Zoning - Residential Medium Density District 
Townhouses, stacked townhouses, apartment-style housing 
40% of site landscaped 

60% of site available for building(s) and parking 
30% rental units, 70% owned units 

Site developed to 75% of maximum density 

Allowable Density Units per Units per Number of units 
(Land Use Bylaw) hectare acre allowed on site 

Minimum 49 20 
Maximum 98 39 
75% of Maximum 

353 
706 
529 

Area Area 
(hectares) (acres) 

Site Area 7.2 18.0 
Landscaping (40%) 2.9 7.2 
Net Available for 

4.3 10.8 
Parkinq & Buildinq 

4.3 10.8 

Parking Stalls Area required for 90-
Area (m2) Area (ft2) 

Requirements Rea'd deqree oarkinq 
Area (m2) Area (ft2) 

Studio 0.75 Per stall 13.5 145.3 

1 - Bedroom 1.00 Driveway access 9.0 96.9 

2 - Bedroom 1.50 Total space per stall 22.5 242.2 

3 - Bedroom 2.00 

4 - Bedroom 2.00 

Above 4 Bedrooms 0.50 

Number of units and type of housing 
Rental Owned 

Type of Unit % Number Type of Unit % Number 

Studio 15% 24 1 - Bedroom & Studio 10% 37 

1 - Bedroom 35% 56 2 - Bedroom 35% 130 

2 - Bedroom 40% 64 3 - Bedroom 45% 167 

3 - Bedroom 10% 16 4 or more bedrooms 10% 37 

100% 159 100% 370 

Number of residents on site Parking requrements Number 

Studio 18 

Number of units 529 1 - Bedroom 93 

Total number of residents 2 - Bedroom 290 

at 2.78 persons per dwelling unit 1,471 3 - Bedroom 365 

Total number of residents 4 or more bedrooms 74 
at one person per bedroom 1,199 Total parking stalls 839 
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Total Housing Units Potentially Available on Town-Owned Land 

Three Sisters Resort - Community Housing Lands Estimated Number of 

Total land Available: 10.8 hectares (27 acres) Residents Housed 

Type of Unit Rental % Owned % 2.78 persons 1 person 

Studio 24 15% 0 0% per unit per bedroom 

1 - Bedroom 57 35% 38 10% 

2 - Bedroom 65 40% 133 35% 

3 - Bedroom 16 10% 171 45% 

4+ Bedrooms 0 0% 38 10% 

Subtotal 163 100% 380 100% 1,509 1,229 

Base of Silver Tip Resort - Plan 9312238, Block 6 (land swap) 
Total land Available: 5.6 hectares (14 acres) 

TvDe of Unit Rental % Owned % 
Studio 19 15% 0 0% 

1 - Bedroom 43 35% 29 10% 

2 - Bedroom 49 40% 101 35% 

3 - Bedroom 12 10% 130 45% 

4+ Bedrooms 0 0% 29 10% 

Subtotal 123 100% 288 100% 1,144 932 

Base of Silver Tip Resort - Plan 9312238, Block 1 (option to purchase) 
Total land Available: 7.2 hectares (18 acres) 

TvDe of Unit Rental % Owned % 
Studio 24 15% 0 0% 
1 - Bedroom 56 35% 37 10% 

2 - Bedroom 64 40% 130 35% 

3 - Bedroom 16 10% 167 45% 

4+ Bedrooms 0 0% 37 10% 

Subtotal 159 100% 370 100% 1,471 1,199 

Old Town Office Site - Potential Site for Rental Housing 
Total land Available: 0.4 hectares (1.05 acres) 

Type of Unit Rental % Owned % 
Studio 7 15% 

1 - Bedroom 16 35% 

2 - Bedroom 19 40% 

3 - Bedroom 5 10% 
4+ Bedrooms 0 0% 

Subtotal 47 100% 130 75 

Estimated Number of 

Total Municipal Land: 24 hectares (60.1 acres) Residents Housed 

Tvoe of Unit Rental % Owned % 2.78 persons 1 person 

Studio 74 15.0% 0 0% per unit per bedroom 

1 - Bedroom 172 35.0% 67 10% 

2 - Bedroom 197 40.0% 234 35% 

3 - Bedroom 49 10.0% 301 45% 

4+ Bedrooms 0 0.0% 67 10% 

Total 492 100.0% 668 100% 4.254 3.435 

Total Units: 1,160 (rental and ownership units) 
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