
Nathan Millar <email redacted> 

 Sat 1/30, 12:37 PM 
Public Input 

I am in support of this bylaw change and offer the following additional comments: 

- the requirement of space allocation to bicycle or other alternate transportation storage / 

parking should be part of the bylaw change 

-bylaw changes should be made in mind with long term development scenarios, not existing 

realities. To illustrate, the idea that parking changes should be allowed because the current 

use of on street parking is low (21%) ignores that most of this area will be redeveloped at 

higher density in coming years / decades and on street parking will also change. In absence 

of this, it creates a first development 'advantage'. 

 

Nathan Millar 

<address redacted> 

<phone number redacted> 

 

 

Beth Ryan <email redacted> 

 Sat 2/13, 8:14 PM 
Public Input 

To whom it may concern: 

 

Having received the notice of public hearing regarding the zoning amendment above, I 

would like to register my objection to easing the requirement for 8 parking spaces for the 

proposed micro-unit housing development. 

 

We anticipate a reduction of parking spaces when the reconstruction of Cook Street 

eventually takes place, providing sidewalks and parallel parking instead of angle parking. 

Also, there is an assumption being made that a poor person can manage without a car. 

Some may be able to manage, but others not, just as with the general population. It sounds 

like a squeeze to me. 

 

Sincerely, 

Elizabeth Ryan 

 

 

  



Sammy Hachem <email redacted> 

 Sun 2/14, 12:31 PM 
Public Input 

Hello, 

As the owner of 409 cook street, I am against the proposed zoning amendment. It might 

look like the parking is only used at 22% on this section of cook street. However, the 

qwanlin theater parking lot is always full of cars. If a project later gets developed on that 

parking lot, it will create parking issues on this area of cook street. 

 

As well, if a zoning amendment was to be approved, I do not understand why it should not 

be allowed for all CM2 properties. 

 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Sammy Hachem 

<phone number redacted> 

 

 

Barbara Adam 
 

<address redacted>                                                                        February 15, 2021  

To Mayor and Council: 

 

I am writing to state my strong opposition to the developers request to amend the parking 

requirements on the development at 410 Cook Street. 

If the request for a variance is because the developer feels there isn’t enough room for 

parking, then make the building envelope small enough that this important requirement 

can be met! Time and again we see developments in the downtown filling every square 

foot of space on a building lot leaving no room for adequate parking and the landscaping 

requirements that used to be in place. Since when is the rationale for enforcing bylaws 

suddenly unnecessary? I fear the continual erosion of our bylaws will result in building sites 

that loom over sidewalks, have no landscaping requirements that soften and humanize the 

urban environment and unnecessarily clutter the streets with vehicles. 

This winter when we had record snowfalls, multi unit buildings across the street had alley 

parking blockages because there was no place to put the snow and because more and 

more people are having to park their cars off the building site on the streets and in the 

alleys. 

Lack of on site parking leading to street congestion results in poor visibility at 

intersections where drivers are forced to enter the intersection to check for oncoming 

traffic. Additionally, electrical plugs are trailing across sidewalks posing a serious hazard 



to postal workers and the public. Snow removal is another challenge when there are more 

and more vehicles on the streets. 

If you think that restricting parking space will mean that people will have fewer vehicles, 

you are mistaken. This is a very active community and people travel with their vehicles out 

of town to access wilderness areas, to shop and visit places of interest outside the 

downtown core like the Canada Games Centre and the Arts Centre. We live four blocks 

from a grocery store but I still drive there because I certainly cannot carry 50 plus pounds 

of groceries home. 

Active Yukoners have recreational vehicles and trailers with which to transport 

snowmobiles, ATV’s and boats. I know very few couples who have less than two vehicles 

and most of the seniors we know have recreational vehicles. Seniors drive well into 

advanced age and are as reluctant to give up their vehicles as any other age 

demographic. 

The City of Whitehorse has used the term, ‘densification with dignity’ in their approach to 

city development. The parameters for densification have never been clearly defined and I 

fear that pressure from developers protecting their profit margins will outweigh the 

livability of a city that it is your responsibility to protect for the benefit of all residents. 

Please, where possible, and with the enforcement of existing bylaws, keep unnecessary 

vehicles off the street, maintain landscaping requirements and protect buffers between 

developments so that we can have a city in which we take pride and one that respects 

best practises in urban development. 

Sincerely,  

Barbara Adam 

<address redacted> 

<phone number redacted> 

 

 

Lidwien Hanrath <email redacted> 

Tue 2/16, 11:23 AM 

Public Input 

Hi 

I am apposed to amending the parking requirements for this development. 

On street parking is already over taxed downtown and causing visibility issues at 

intersections. Adding requirement for it because there is not enough on site at the 

development will only aggravate this situation. 

Please deny the request for the good of downtown. 

 



Lidwien Hanrath 

 

 

Gord Bradshaw <email redacted> 

 Tue 2/16, 11:59 AM 
Public Input 

To Mayor and Council 

 

I am writing in support of Barbara Adam and her letter of February15 2021 wherein she 

states her "strong opposition to the developers request to amend the parking requirements 

on the development at 410 Cook Street." 

All of her points are valid. I appreciate the wisdom of increasing residential density 

downtown but I believe the original reasoning behind the parking requirements is still valid, 

and that they should remain in force. 

 

Gord Bradshaw 

<address redacted> 

<phone number redacted> 

 

 

Barbara Scheck <email redacted> 

Tue 2/16, 12:48 PM 

Public Input 

To Whom it May Concern: 

I would like to comment on the developer’s request to amend the parking requirements on 

the development at 410 Cook Street. 

I do not live in the downtown core but I was concerned to see that, yet again, a developer 

has made a request to eliminate parking required by City Bylaws. 

 

Please find below my concerns: 

 

1) The City of Whitehorse does not manage street parking that is in place. On a street 

bordering my property three unlicensed cars were parked for months. It was not until a call 

was made to the City that the cars were moved.. 

As one person noted to me, “ The City is complaint driven.” 

2) The request for this variance says that due to space constraints there is no room for 

parking. In that case there should be less units on the lot. Or the building should be smaller. 

Change the design - not the bylaws. 



And why is it that knowing full well the bylaws in place, developers design a building that 

doesn’t allow for parking, and then say there’s no room? 

3) Waiving the bylaw requirements makes it easier and more profitable for developers and 

leaves the parking limitations for future residents and neighbours to live with, long after the 

developers have moved on. 

4) This development also has commercial space. They are requesting that the commercial 

loading space be waived. So now commercial trucks will be unloading on the streets as well 

as the tenants and clients of these businesses parking on the street. 

5) I noticed that, as in previous Admin reports, the city staff state that this development is 

happening near amenities including grocery stores, and bus stops. The assumption made is 

that residents of this development will not need cars.  

When will the City realize that people do not give up their cars because they are near a shop 

or a bus stop? Yes, they may walk and bike more ( great!) but they will still keep their cars to 

visit friends, go to the art centre or CGC, and get out of town on weekends. And when they 

are not driving their car they need some place to park it that does not impact others. 

I know lots of people who live downtown. They are very active and environmentally sensitive 

- and they all have cars, trucks and recreational  vehicles. Even people who live in small units 

to lower their carbon footprint have cars. 

Seniors keep their cars as long as they can, so don’t assume that old people don’t have cars. 

6) Residents in this building will have friends who would benefit from a place to park if 

visiting them. 

7) One evening last week, I tripped over two extension cords crossing the sidewalk to cars 

parked on the road. Is this a potential lawsuit for the City? If the parking requirements are 

continually waived perhaps the City should take responsibility for their decisions. 

8) if the building’s perimeter expands to fill the lot size what room is left for landscaping? 

Thank you for noting that I am a strong “ No”,  for this request to reduce the already 

minimal, required number of parking spots at 410 Cook Street. 

 

Sincerely, 

Barbara C Scheck 

<address redacted> 

<phone number redacted> 

 

 



Gord Bradshaw <email redacted> 

Tue 2/16, 1:37 PM 

Public Input 

Hi 

 

I'm looking a little further into this. Can you tell me how many spaces would normally be 

required and how many there will be if the amendment is granted? I'm looking at section 

7.3 of the zoning bylaw and its charts but I'm not able to figure out what would normally be 

required. 

 

Thanks 

 

Gord Bradshaw 

 

 

Rebecca Irish <email redacted> 

 Wed 2/17, 12:10 PM 
Public Input 

Hi there, 

I have some input on a proposed zoning amendment. Just wondering if I submit my input, 

how is it presented? Is it read out loud or used some other way in the decision-making 

process? 

Thanks! 

Rebecca 

 

 

Brett Chandler <email redacted> 

 Wed 2/17, 2:18 PM 
Public Input 

 

I want to express my support for the proposed parking variance for the new housing project 

at 410 Cook Street. 

This is a project that stands to increase the supply of affordable housing significantly. We 

need it, and I would not want to see the number of units reduced for the sake of providing 

more parking. 

Brett Chandler 

<address redacted> 

<phone number redacted> 

 



 

David MacLellan <email redacted> 

 Fri 2/19, 2:15 PM 
Public Input 

To Mayor and Council 

 

I am writing to oppose the parking variance proposal for 410 Cook St.  

 

I feel the parking requirements for developments has all ready been watered down at only 1 

spot per unit! I am in favour of trying to provide low cost housing and feel that the $50,000 

per unit is quite generous, but have to question giving parking variances.   Once these 

variances have been granted they affect the whole area and can not be retracted . They also 

set an expectation for future development .Low cost housing yes, but at what cost. (How 

about shared bathrooms, maybe one per floor) 

 

Even though these are micro units, I do not think that means that the owners will not have 

vehicles. Many active people have cars, in order to get to their activities, and to travel 

outside the city. They also have bikes and canoes or kayaks and other equipment that 

requires storage. With these micro units plus commercial space it will already greatly 

increase the activity generated by this one lot, without further reducing its parking 

requirements. I feel that increasing density should actually increase the parking requirement 

rather than the reverse. This is all actually occurring on what was formerly a single residence 

lot. What happens when the other 12 lots on the street densify!  

 

I wonder if the thinking is ,the residents of these units will be low income people and they 

will not be able to afford cars. That may not actually be the cased even if that were true 

initially , that does not mean it will always be the case. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

David MacLellan 

 

 

Taylor Tiefenbach <email redacted> 

 Sun 2/21, 12:14 PM 
Public Input 

To Mayor and Council: 

 

I am writing to state my strong support for the developer’s request to amend the parking 

requirements on the development at 410 Cook St. I am asking you to please prioritize 



people over cars and allow this development to go through with the amended parking 

proposal. 

 

As the city grows, we need to focus on having places for people to live, not places for cars 

to park. Yes, many people own cars, but not everyone does or wants to. Too often 

lawmakers prioritize the needs of the former at the expense of the latter. 

 

Too often the carless are forced to become car-owners, because they cannot find affordable 

housing with adequate transit opportunities. However, the 410 Cook St location has 

multiple transit opportunities including walking, biking, and taking the bus that will allow 

people to remain carless. 

 

The housing supply in the city is already way behind the demand, as shown with the Whistle 

Bend land lottery. Reducing the number of units in this project to increase the number of 

parking stalls is a counter-productive. 

 

As a long-time renter and Downtown resident, I look forward to seeing more development. 

Downtown is a special place in our city, but there’s not just one way to live here. We contain 

multitudes of people and families. Developments such as 410 Cook present more 

opportunities for people to live their desired lifestyle Downtown. 

 

Thank you for your time and consideration. 

 

Taylor Tiefenbach 

<address redacted> 

 

 

Keith Williams <email redacted> 

Sun 2/21, 2:44 PM 
Public Input 

Hello Mayor and Council: 
 

We are strongly opposed to the variance application by the developer of 410 Cook St. 

Parking has already become a major nightmare in parts of oldtown with all these new 

developments going up as quickly as houses go up for sale, and insufficient parking is 

quickly making life very challenging for existing residents. We oldtown residents reluctantly 

agreed to the City densification plan, as it was originally intended-- there would be a 

requirement for parking, building offsets from the property line, a required amount of open 

space for landscaping/greenery and sufficient parking. These current requirements are 

established in the City bylaw, and need to be adhered to. Variance requests should for rare 

situations, not negatively impact neighbours' quality of life and not stray from the intent of 



the original plan and law and not become standard practice for developers looking to 

unduly enrich themselves at the expense of old-town residents. Struggling to find parking, 

constructing buildings that encroach every square inch of lot space next to a residential 

property, blocking the light, view etc. The argument that many residents in this building 

won't have vehicles, and that somehow inadequate parking discourages vehicle ownership 

is not true. Almost all adult Yukoners need vehicles because we live in a large, 

geographically isolated territory, where recreational amenities are spread over long 

distances. Most Whitehorse residents' lifestyle often includes driving significant distances, 

usually to campgrounds or recreation, ski, boating, hiking, skiing areas--- and is and always 

will be, a deeply entrenched part of the Yukon lifestyle. What about couples who may even 

have 2 vehicles, and possibly even an RV? Such people might easily be living in the 

proposed building. 

 

Please, the overwhelming majority of oldtown residents oppose these constant bylaw 

infringements in our community, and are frustrated with the negative impact on our quality 

of life. Adequate parking, lots with some breathing space and buildings that comply with 

bylaw-stipulated offsets from the property line are part of our community plan, and must be 

adhered to. Densification must not lower our quality of life any further than has been 

established in the current bylaws. 

 

sincerely yours, 

Keith Williams 

Diane Brent 

<address redacted> 
 












