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April 1st, 2026 
 

Dear Mayor and Council 
 

RE: PROPOSED BYLAW - SHORT TERM RENTALS  
 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input on the changes to the current zoning 
bylaw, as set out in the version dated March 23, 2026 (the “Proposed Bylaw”).  
 
For context, I am a resident of Whitehorse. Last summer we rented our family home on 
Air B and B while we were on vacation, and I would like to do so again in the future.  
 
I have been closely following, and have previously provided input on, changes that 
Mayor and Council have been considering making in respect of Short-Term Rentals 
(“STRs”).  
 
I am heartened to see the changes in the Proposed Bylaw, as compared to the draft put 
forward in October 2025. However, there are two outstanding concerns regarding the 
regulation of STRs under the Proposed Bylaw, which I urge Mayor and Council to 
consider. 
 
 
I. Excessive permitting requirements – business licence is sufficient 
 
Requested change: add STRs to the list of exemptions set out in 2.2 of the 
Proposed Bylaw, when the STR is operated in a residence which has already 
received a development permit 
 
One of the issues highlighted in the previous public engagement on this matter was that 
the bylaw would require persons seeking to rent out their home as an STR to obtain 
both a business licence and a development permit from the City. The utility of the latter 
was questioned, insofar as the use and the residence remain the same: people are 
living in the home. It is just different people. Requiring homeowners to get another 
development permit, for a building they already received a development permit for from 
the City, and which the homeowners are making no changes to, serves no purpose – 
particularly in the context where the City can, and will, attach requirements to a 
business licence for the STR.  
 
Unfortunately, the requirement to obtain a development permit for an STR is retained in 
the Proposed Bylaw. The rationale for this, as set out in the January 6 report, is that 
“STRs are not a permitted use under the current Zoning Bylaw and therefore they will 
not be considered a legal non-conforming use (sometimes informally referred to as a 
“grandfathered” use).” 
 
Leaving aside the question as to whether STRs are or are not allowed under the current 
bylaw, the above does not accurately reflect the scope of the development permit 
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exemption provision set out in the Proposed Bylaw. Nothing in s.2.2 limits the scope of 
developments which can be exempted from the requirement to obtain a development 
permit to developments which would be “allowed” under the current bylaw. Respectfully, 
Mayor and Council could add STRs to the list of uses exempted under 2.2. 
Furthermore, to do so would represent a judicious use of public and private resources, 
and alleviate some of the concerns the Administration has already flagged in terms of 
their operational capacity to enforce the STR bylaws and permitting requirements.1  
 
Whatever it is that the City wants to achieve in regulating STRs can be achieved 
through enforcement of the current permitting process (i.e. making sure that houses do 
not get built without the proper development permit in the first place), provisions limiting 
STRs in residential and commercial areas, and requirements attached to the business 
licence application process. It is thus requested that STRs be added to the list of 
developments exempted from the requirement to obtain a development permit, under 
s.2.2 of the Proposed Bylaw. 
 
 

II. Implementation 
 
Requested change: delay implementation of the STR provisions to enable 
homeowners time to obtain the necessary permits and/or licences from the City 
 
It is not clear, to me, whether the revised bylaw will come into effect immediately upon 
being approved by Mayor and Council.  
 
If that is the case, current STR operators could be placed in a difficult position of being 
immediately in breach of the bylaw, upon it being passed by Mayor and Council. 
Furthermore, if the development permit requirements are retained in the finalized bylaw, 
STR operators could be unable to honour existing reservations until such time as their 
development permit applications and business licences are processed by the City. This 
is concerning, as there is no mechanism for homeowners to seek and obtain the 
required development permits and/or business licence before the finalized bylaw comes 
into effect.  
 
It is recommended that provisions be developed with respect to the implementation and 
entering into effect of the new STR regulations. Furthermore, if the development permit 
requirement is retained in the finalized bylaw, this be accompanied by externally-
communicated service standards for processing development permit applications for 
existing STR operators. 
 
 
I appreciate the measured approach Mayor and Council is taking on this issue, and the 
changes to the STR provisions as set out in the Proposed Bylaw. It is suggested that 
the above two changes would help ensure that the bylaw’s new provisions regarding 
STRs can be implemented in a predictable, fair, and reasonable manner.  

 
1 February 2024 HLADC Report. P.3 
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Thank-you for your consideration of the above. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Brook Land-Murphy 
 
 
 





















residents, including several hundred followers across social platforms, high engagement levels
on posts, and local media coverage through a CBC radio interview. This suggests a clear
appetite for accessible, indoor recreational amenities within the neighbourhood. Currently,
there are not any above ground floor lease spaces for this type of business on Keno Way.

Additionally, with a daycare facility recently approved nearby, the area is evolving into a
mixed-use, family-oriented community. Providing diverse, year-round services, including
recreation, is consistent with this broader neighbourhood development pattern.

In many Canadian cities, small-scale indoor recreation uses such as golf simulator businesses
are commonly integrated into ground-floor commercial environments, often in conjunction
with food and beverage uses. These businesses contribute to active streetscapes by generating
consistent foot traffic, extending activity into evening hours, and supporting complementary
commercial uses. This demonstrates that such uses can align with, rather than detract from,
pedestrian-oriented urban design objectives

Given these considerations, we respectfully recommend that the bylaw be amended to allow
indoor participant recreation uses on the ground floor within existing single story buildings in
a controlled and context-sensitive manner.

Thank you very much,

 

Philip and Diana Chan
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April 13, 2026 

Subject: Concerns Regarding Zoning Bylaw 2025-37 and Potential Development South of 
Whistle Bend Way 

Dear Mayor and Members of Whitehorse City Council, 

My name is Amber Hall, and I am a concerned resident of Whistle Bend. 

I was born and raised in the Yukon, and after spending some time away, I returned to 
Whitehorse 14 years ago to build my career and raise my family. One of the primary reasons 
I chose to come back — and to stay — is Whitehorse’s identity as the Wilderness City. 

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed rezoning of the area south of 
Whistle Bend Way from Greenbelt Recreation (PGR) to Other – Future Planning (OFP) as 
part of Zoning Bylaw 2025-37. 

Whitehorse’s appeal is not just housing availability or infrastructure — it is the ability to live 
alongside intact wilderness, wildlife, clean air, and natural quiet. That balance is what 
makes this city unique and is a major reason families like mine choose to live here. 

I fully understand that Whitehorse must grow and evolve. However, growth should not 
come at the expense of the very natural assets that define this city. Development should 
occur in a way that respects environmental limits, protects key green corridors, and 
maintains access to natural spaces for residents and wildlife. 

Rezoning this area away from Greenbelt Recreation undermines those goals. 

The land south of Whistle Bend Way is a visually and ecologically significant landscape. It 
provides a natural transition between residential neighbourhoods and surrounding 
wilderness and contributes to the sense of openness and connection to nature that 
Whistle Bend was designed to have. 

Once this greenbelt designation is removed, that natural character is at risk of being 
permanently lost. 

This area is not unused or “empty” land. It functions as an important wildlife corridor, 
supporting movement and habitat for multiple species. 

Reducing or fragmenting this space would: 

• Disrupt wildlife movement 

• Increase wildlife-human conflict 
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• Reduce ecological connectivity between natural areas 

• Weaken the integrity of nearby protected lands 

As a resident and a parent, I value the opportunity for my family to coexist respectfully with 
wildlife — not push it farther out through incremental development. 

Maintaining green spaces close to residential areas contributes directly to: 

• Cleaner air 

• Dust mitigation 

• Climate resilience 

Rezoning this area introduces the real risk of decreased air quality, particularly if industrial 
or gravel-related uses are introduced nearby. Greenbelt lands provide an important buffer 
that protects neighbourhood health and livability. 

Of particular concern is the potential for increased noise pollution, especially related to 
gravel pit or heavy industrial activity. 

Noise carries far beyond site boundaries and would affect: 

• Nearby homes 

• Outdoor recreation 

• Wildlife behaviour 

• Overall neighbourhood well-being 

Once noise impacts are introduced, they cannot easily be reversed, even if land use 
changes again in the future. 

While the OFP designation is often described as “only for future consideration,” in practice 
it: 

• Removes the strongest existing protection for this land 

• Signals long-term development intent 

• Makes future rezonings easier and more likely 

This is not a neutral planning decision. It is a first step away from conservation and toward 
development, even if development is not immediate. 
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Whitehorse can meet housing and growth needs without sacrificing critical greenbelts. I 
urge Council to: 

• Retain the Greenbelt Recreation zoning for this area 

• Protect this land as a permanent buffer and wildlife corridor 

• Direct growth toward areas that are less environmentally sensitive 

• Honour Whitehorse’s commitment to being a city that truly values wilderness 

I returned to Whitehorse to build a life here because of its connection to nature. I want my 
children — and future generations — to experience that same connection. 

Please do not weaken environmental protections for the area south of Whistle Bend Way. 
Once this land is lost to development, it cannot be restored. 

Thank you for your time and for considering my perspective as a long-term Yukon resident 
and Whistle Bend neighbour. 

Sincerely, 

 
Amber Hall 
Whistle Bend, Whitehorse, Yukon 

 





allows them to access essential services, businesses, and amenities without
needing a vehicle.

More importantly, short-term rentals serve critical needs beyond tourism.
Many people travel to Whitehorse from surrounding communities for
medical care, and having flexible, centrally located accommodations can
make a meaningful difference during an already difficult time. In addition,
business travelers depend on short-term stays that are close to offices,
services, and meeting locations. Downtown accommodations directly
support these needs.

Given these realities, applying the same level of restriction to downtown
properties as other residential areas may not reflect how the downtown core
actually functions. I respectfully urge the City to consider waiving or
further easing short-term rental limitations specifically within the
downtown area.

Doing so would support housing flexibility, strengthen local businesses,
and ensure that Whitehorse continues to serve not only tourists, but also
residents from surrounding communities and business visitors who rely on
accessible, centrally located accommodations.

Overall, this amendment is a clear improvement over the initial proposal,
and I appreciate the City’s continued effort to refine it in response to public
input.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Kind regards,

Anson Zhen 
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April 13, 2026 
 
Subject line: Concerns Regarding Zoning Bylaw 2025-37 and Potential Development South of 
Whistle Bend Way 
 
Hello Mayor and City Council, 
 
My name is Chris Bedford, and I am a Whitehorse resident of 45 years. I am writing today as a 
concerned Whistle Bend resident to express my opposition to the proposed rezoning of the area 
south of Whistle Bend Way from Greenbelt Recreation (PGR) to Other – Future Planning (OFP) 
being considered as part of Zoning Bylaw 2025-37. 
 
I have spent 29 years working in Health and Social Services, and I am now retired. I have 
chosen to retire here in the Yukon, a place of natural beauty that I deeply love and value. One of 
the main reasons I have remained in Whitehorse for most of my life is its identity as the 
Wilderness City — a community that prioritizes living in harmony with nature while growing 
thoughtfully and responsibly. 
 
This area is a critically sensitive habitat. It exists as an ecological corridor that facilitates 
movement of wildlife and provides protections to that wildlife and to McIntyre Creek. Rezoning 
here would impact my community, wildlife, and the integrity of the new Territorial Park by 
degrading the park’s environmental functionality. The area is also a place where the people of 
Whitehorse can coexist with nature and it would be a shame to lose such a precious, easy to 
access natural space. I am concerned for wildlife, Chasan Chua Territorial Park, my access to 
nature, and the potential noise, dust, and traffic congestion issues that may arise from 
development of this area. While I understand the need for infill development, I do not believe 
that this area represents the best alternative due to its environmental sensitivity and the 
potential socio-economic impacts I have briefly described here.  
 
I would also like to note that we understand that this is a process meant to align zoning bylaw 
with the OCP and this area has been noted for zoning change in that document, but that 
document also outlines specific goals for environmental stewardship which would be more 
readily attained through maintaining and protecting this area. Please reconsider rezoning this 
area so that we citizens of Whitehorse and the wildlife we share the land with have access to 
this important area. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Chris Bedford 
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Outdoor Lighting  
To introduce clearer, stronger standards for outdoor lighting and to require applicants to provide 
detailed lighting information as part of development applications. It also ensures lighting is fully 
shielded, reduces glare and light trespass, and applies consistently across all types of 
development. 
 

Motion to Amend – Councillor Midler Response 
THAT the proposed Zoning Bylaw 2025-37 be amended as follows: 
 
1. Section 2.4 Plans and Information Required is amended by inserting a new 
subsection 2.4(1)(b)(xv) as follows and renumbering the remaining subsections:  

(xv) the location and specifications of all existing and proposed exterior 
lighting, including fixture types and mounting heights; 
 

2. Section 2.5 Additional Information is amended by deleting subsection 2.5(1)(l) 
and renumbering the remaining subsections. 
 
3. Section 4.27 Lighting is amended by modifying the existing subsection 4.27(1) to 
read as follows: 

(1) All outdoor lighting fixtures shall be directed downward and fully 
shielded such that no direct light is emitted above the horizontal plane. 
Lighting shall not be directed beyond the lot line and shall not cause glare 
or visual interference affecting the safe movement of road users. A single 
residential entryway light located at the primary entrance of a dwelling unit 
is exempt from this regulation, provided it uses a low-intensity bulb not 
exceeding 800 lumens and does not cause excessive glare or light trespass 
beyond the lot line. Light trespass, measured at the property line on the 
vertical or horizontal plane, shall not exceed 2.5 lux in commercial or 
industrial zones, or 0.5 lux in other zones. 
 

4. Section 4.27 Lighting is amended by modifying the existing subsection 4.27(2) to 
read as follows: 

(2) A Development Officer may, in keeping with the principles of crime 
prevention through environmental design, permit additional site lighting to 
enhance pedestrian. Any such lighting must comply with the shielding and 
direction requirements provided in subsection (1). 
 

5. Section 4.27 Lighting is amended by adding a new subsection 4.27(5) to read as 
follows: 

(5) This section applies to all developments, including but not limited to 
residential, commercial, industrial, and institutional buildings, parking 
areas, yards, amenity spaces, athletic fields and playgrounds, and 
construction sites. 

Agree with all 
lighting control 
requirements. 
However, the 
City’s poor track 
record when it 
comes to 
enforcement is a 
concern. The City 
already struggles 
with enforcing 
very 
straightforward 
matters like 
shoveling 
sidewalks. How is 
it going to enforce 
something 
technical like 
lighting which will 
presumably 
require lighting 
instrumentation 
and 
measurements. 
Nonetheless, 
lighting control 
measures need to 
be regulated and 
therefore need to 
be part of this 
bylaw. 

 
 
Building Heights 
To reduce the proposed maximum heights in select zones, while not reducing any heights below 
what is currently permitted in Zoning Bylaw 2012-20. 
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Motion to Amend – Councillor Morris Response 
 THAT the proposed Zoning Bylaw 2025-37 be amended as follows: 
 
1. Section 6.9 Residential – Multi-Unit High-Density (RMH) is amended by 
modifying existing subsection 6.9(5)(c) to read as follows: 

(c) The maximum height is 16.0 m 
 
2. Section 6.13 Commercial – Neighbourhood Node (CNN) is amended by modifying 
existing subsection 6.13(5)(d) to read as follows: 

(d) The maximum height is 15.0 m 
 
3. Section 6.14 Commercial – Neighbourhood High Street (CNH) is amended by 
modifying existing subsection 6.14(5)(e) to read as follows: 

(e) The maximum height is 12.0 m 

Support these 
proposed 
changes made 
by City Council. 

 
 
Affordable Housing Allowances 
To ensure that Affordable Housing projects are subject to the same criteria as other development 
projects when the Development Officer grants allowances. 
 

Motion to Amend – Councillor Morris Response 
THAT the proposed Zoning Bylaw 2025-37 be amended as follows: 
 
1.1 ALLOWANCES 
(1) Section 2.14 Allowances is amended by modifying subsections 2.14(1) to read as 
follows: 
 
(2) The Development Officer may grant an allowance of: 

(a) up to 10% of any measurable standard beyond the requirements of this Bylaw; 
or 
(b) for Affordable Housing in accordance with Table 4: Allowances for Affordable 
Housing for an affordable housing development. 
 

 
 

Support 
these 
changes 
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(3) Section 2.14 Allowances is amended by modifying subsections 2.14(3) to read as 
follows: 
In considering whether to approve allowance under subsection 1, the Development 
Officer shall: 

(a) consider the general purpose and intent of the applicable Zone, along with the 
land use designation and other applicable policies in the Official Community 
Plan; 
(b) consider whether the need for the allowance results from, or is related to, an 
aspect or feature that is specific to the land or building in question, not shared by 
a significant number of other lands or buildings in the City; 
(c) consider whether the proposed allowance would facilitate improvements to 
energy efficiency or support other measures that enhance climate resilience, in 
alignment with the objectives of the Official Community Plan or other applicable 
City policies; 
(d) consider whether it unduly interferes with the amenities of the neighbourhood; 
(e) consider whether it materially interferes with or affects the use or enjoyment of 
neighbouring properties; and 
(f) not approve an allowance where it would cause a development or building or 
use to be out of compliance with the Building and Plumbing Bylaw, as amended, 
and any other applicable federal, territorial, or other City laws or regulations. 

 
(4) Section 2.14 Allowances is amended by removing subsections 2.14(4) from the bylaw. 

 
 
Mobile Homes 
To remove housing (mobile home) as a permitted use in the RCD zone, and change housing (mobile 
home) from principal to conditional use in the RSD zone. 
 

Motion to Amend – Councillor Melnychuck Response 
THAT the proposed Zoning Bylaw 2025-37 be amended as follows: 
 
1. Section 6.4 Residential – Comprehensive Development (RCD) is 
amended by removing “housing (mobile home)” as a principal use, 
removing reference to housing (mobile home) in subsections 6.4(5)(a), 
6.4(5)(c), and 6.4(6)(a), and removing subsection 6.4(6)(c) and 
renumbering the remaining subsections accordingly. 
 
2. Section 6.5 Residential – Standard Development (RSD) is amended by 
removing “housing (mobile home)” as a principal use, adding “housing 
(mobile home)” as a conditional use, and amending section 6.5(6)(c) to 
read as follows: 
“Housing (mobile home) shall: 

i) not be placed on the site if the unit is more than ten years old; 
ii) be placed on permanent foundations that are designed and 
installed in accordance with the City of Whitehorse Building and 
Plumbing Bylaw; 
and 
iii) have continuous skirting that is complementary to the siding 
of the mobile home.” 

I understand that mobile 
homes have historically 
had a bad rap and have 
tended to be looked down 
upon. However, I don’t 
understand, if 
current/newer mobile 
homes are required to meet 
modern technical 
standards, why they would 
continue to be restricted to 
only certain zones. If the 
City is desperate for 
affordable housing, then it 
seems like we should not 
be eliminating a whole 
category of inexpensive 
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housing from certain 
residential areas.  

 
 
Parking Requirements – Downtown and Urban 
To revise the modified parking requirement for developments downtown, in urban centres, and in 
the urban core. 
 

Motion to Amend – Councillor Melnychuck Response 
THAT the proposed Zoning Bylaw 2025-37 be 
amended as follows: 
 
1. Section 4.40 Parking Requirements is amended 
by modifying existing 
subsection 4.40(5)(a) to read as follows: 

“(a) In Downtown in the ROL, CMD, CMR, 
and OPS zones: 

i) Residential uses: 1 parking 
space per 2 dwelling units, 
except 1 parking space per 4 
units for housing (supportive). 
ii) Non-residential uses: 1 parking 
space for every 150 m2 of gross 
floor area, unless the table 
specifies that the parking is 
determined by the Development 
Officer or there is no minimum 
requirement. 
iii) Except for accessible parking 
spaces, an applicant may choose 
to pay cash in lieu for each non-
residential parking space at the 
rate specified in the Fees and 
Charges Bylaw. 
iv) The Development Officer may 
approve a 25% reduction in the 
minimum required parking 
requirements for mixed-use 
developments in the CMD and 
CMR zones where more than 
50% of the gross floor area is 
dedicated to residential uses. 
The number of spaces reduced 
may not exceed the number of 
spaces required for the non-
residential component of the 
development. Where a reduction 
is approved, parking spaces may 

While I support these increases of parking 
requirements, especially for the Downtown, this 
was not done for the ROL zone which is the new 
zoning code for Old Town. Under the current 
Zoning Bylaw 2012-2020, the parking 
requirement for Old Town (old code RD) is 1 
parking space per dwelling unit in contrast to the 
other residential zones of Downtown which are 
currently at 1 parking space per 2 dwellings. The 
Old Town parking requirements (in the current 
2012-2020 zoning bylaw) is the same as for other 
residential areas outside the downtown that are 
part of what is now called “Urban Core” and 
“Urban Centres” (CNN, CNH, RMM). 
 
In all documents relating to parking changes that 
were available to the public since at least the 
spring of 2025, the Old Town zone (ROL) was 
always grouped with the Urban Core, not as part 
of Downtown category as far as parking 
requirements is concerned. This grouping of Old 
Town is also documented in various official City 
Council documents (e.g. Administrative Reports 
– October 6, 2025).  
 
Since the beginning, City Administration had 
recommended that parking requirement be 
significantly reduced – euphemistically 
characterized as “relaxed” – in all zones, and 
altogether eliminated in three Downtown zones 
(CMD, CMR and OPS). It proposed to cut the 
parking requirements by half from 1 space per 
dwelling unit to 0.5 space per dwelling. This is in 
contrast to the proposal to eliminate parking 
requirements altogether in other zones of the 
Downtown.  Administration also proposed that 
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not be assigned for the exclusive 
use of any unit or owner. 
v) Applications to change the use 
of a building are exempt from 
providing new parking spaces; 
however, any existing parking 
spaces required for the current 
use must be maintained. New 
construction that results in 
increased gross floor area is 
required to provide parking in 
accordance with these 
requirements. 
vi) The maximum parking supply 
for all developments except 
housing (single detached or 
duplex), suites (living or garden), 
and commercial parking is 1.4 
spaces per dwelling unit for 
residential uses, and 1 space per 
33 m2 gross floor area for non-
residential uses.” 

 
2. Section 4.40 Parking Requirements is amended 
by modifying existing 
subsections 4.40(5)(b), 4.40(5)(b)i) and 
4.40(5)(b)ii) to read as follows: 

“(b) In the CNN, CNH, RMM and OPS 
zones located within an Urban Centre 
identified in Map 2 of the Official 
Community Plan: 

i) Residential uses: 0.75 parking 
spaces per principal dwelling 
unit, unless the table provides a 
lower requirement. 
ii) Non-residential uses: 1 parking 
space for every 75 m2 of gross 
floor area, except 1 parking 
space per 150 m2 in the CNH 
zone, unless the table provides a 
lower requirement or specifies 
that the parking is determined by 
the Development Officer or there 
is no minimum requirement.” 

 
3. Section 4.40 Parking Requirements is amended 
by deleting subsection 
4.40(5)(c). 

parking requirement be cut to half in other 
residential zones in the Urban Core and Urban 
Centres – CNN, CNH, RMM, OPS – from 1 space 
per dwelling unit to 0.5 space per dwelling (same 
as Old Town).  
 
In February 2026, City Council voted to not 
proceed with many of the parking reductions 
recommended by Administration and to instead 
restore most of the parking requirements in the 
new proposed zoning bylaw to those in the 
current 2012-2020 bylaw, and to modestly 
decrease other ones. They decided to reduce the 
parking requirements within Urban Centre zones 
CNN, CNH, RMM and OPS to 0.75 space per 
dwelling but zone ROL (Old Town) appears to 
have been overlooked/missed. Instead, ROL was 
lumped in with the other Downtown zones which 
had not been done before. The parking 
requirement for ROL should have been changed 
to the same as the other zones in Urban Centre, 
i.e. 0.75. Its parking requirement, as originally 
proposed by Administration, remained at 0.5. 
This appears to have been missed by Council in 
the confusion that ensued during the process of 
debating and deciding on the motions to amend.  
Also, the inconsistent use of the term 
“Downtown” may have added to the confusion 
and contributed to missing the need to change 
the parking requirements for Old Town which is 
geographically Downtown but is not part of the 
“Downtown” category used in the context of 
parking requirements for certain zones as 
framed in this bylaw rewrite. 
 
So, if my understanding is correct, the parking 
requirements for ROL should be changed from 
0.5 to no less than 0.75 parking spaces per 
dwelling unit, so as to conform to that of other 
similar zones. 
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Parking Requirements – Affordable Housing 
To include parking reductions as they relate to Affordable Housing allowances for downtown and in 
the CNN/CNH zones, now that the typical parking minimums have increased for those areas. 
 

Motion to Amend – Councillor 
Melnychuck 

Response 

 THAT the proposed Zoning Bylaw 
2025-37 be amended as follows: 
 
1. Section 2.14 Allowances is 
amended by modifying Table 4: 
Allowances for Affordable Housing 
under subsection 2.14(4) to read as 
follows: 

 
 

I disagree with setting lower parking requirements for 
affordable housing. I totally agree with Councillor Boyd on 
this one. People who need affordable housing need a 
vehicle just as much as people who don’t need affordable 
housing. I understand the financial rationale for being able 
to build more cheaply with fewer parking stalls but the 
needs of people who need affordable housing also has to 
be considered and the reality of how necessary it is to have 
a vehicle in this City. While wealthier residents may have 
the option to shop around for housing which already has 
onsite parking, lower income people may not, especially if 
developers of affordable housing decide to go minimalist 
on the parking. While reducing parking requirement might 
be well intentioned, it is potentially unjust towards a socio-
economic segment of society and optically, seems like it’s 
setting a lower standard for low-income citizens. 
 
It might be helpful for City Council members and 
Administration staff to try to imagine how they would 
manage life and how they would feel if they had nowhere 
onsite to park their only vehicle and had to fight every day 
for a spot to park on a busy downtown street, competing 
with everyone else who is trying to park on that street!  
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Short Term Rentals 
To allow owners to operate up to 4 short-term rentals in residential zones on up to two lots. 
 

Motion to Amend – Councillor Hamilton Response 
THAT the proposed Zoning Bylaw 2025-37 be 
amended as follows: 
 
1. Section 3.1 Definitions is amended by 
modifying the definition of short-term rental in 
subsection 3.1(1) to read as follows: 
“SHORT-TERM RENTAL means the use of a 
dwelling unit to provide temporary 
accommodation to guests for short stays, 
typically less than 30 days, in exchange for 
remuneration. Short-term rental does not 
include visitor accommodation, bed and 
breakfast, or rooming house.”; 
 
2. Section 3.1 Definitions is amended by adding 
the definition of primary residence in 
subsection 3.1(1) to read as follows: 
“PRIMARY RESIDENCE means the dwelling unit 
where a person ordinarily resides, makes their 
home, and conducts their daily life, and is used 
for legal, tax, and identification purposes. A 
person may only have one primary residence at 
a time.”; 
 
3. Section 4.40 Parking Requirements is 
amended by modifying the Parking Spaces 
column of the existing row titled “short-term 
rental” in Table 6: Vehicle Parking Space 
Requirements under subsection 4.40(4) to read 
“same as the corresponding housing form”; 

 
 
4. Section 5.22 Short-Term Rental is amended 
by modifying subsections 5.22(1) and 5.22(2) to 
read as follows: 

(1) Where short-term rental is listed as 
a permitted use, it may be developed 
in any housing form permitted in that 
zone. 
(2) In zones where minimum or 
maximum site density regulations 
apply, the total number of dwellings 
units, whether used as housing or as 
short-term rental, shall comply with 

I have a number of concerns with these increased 
allowances for short-term rentals (STRs).  
 
I can support Administration’s original 
recommendation issued after the December 8, 
2025 public hearing: which was to limit STRs to the 
property where the owner lives. I understand that 
there’s been a lot of lobbying by the STR business 
sector as well as individual STR owners, influenced 
and egged on by major foreign-owned corporations 
like Airbnb.   
 
I disagree with extending this unregulated business 
activity beyond the property where the owner lives. 
As articulated by Administration in the March 16, 
2025 administrative report: 
“Areas designated as Residential – Urban in the OCP are 
to be primarily residential in nature with limited non-
residential uses that support the creation of Complete 
Communities per OCP policy 15.17.2. While Complete 
Communities policies contemplate commercial uses 
that serve the neighbourhoods residents and meet their 
basic needs, the use of residentially zoned lots solely for 
STR operations does not clearly align with this intent. 
Additionally, allowing full time STRs in residential zones 
may reduce the number of units available for housing in 
Whitehorse.” 
 
Based on the legitimate peer-reviewed evidence 
out there, STRs do reduce the number of dwellings 
available for long term rental, especially when they 
go beyond the properties where the owner lives. 
The argument provided by some STR owners who 
have SRTs on more than one property is that they 
would never rent those units to long term tenants, 
either because they don’t want to commit to a 
longer-term rental or because they derive financial 
benefit for what is essentially running a 
rental/accommodation business in a totally 
unregulated economic sector. Some say that they 
would rather sell the property than engage in 
providing long-term rental to the many Whitehorse 
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the applicable minimum and 
maximum site density regulations of 
the zone.”; 

 
5. Section 5.22 Short-Term Rental is amended 
by adding a new subsection 5.22(3) [as 
modified on March 23, 2026] as follows: 

(3) In residential zones: 
(a) an operator may operate 
one short-term rental on a lot 
in a residential zone that does 
not contain the operator's 
primary residence; 
(b) an operator may operate 
up to three short-term rentals 
on a lot in a residential zone 
that contains the operator's 
primary residence; 
(c) the total number of short-
term rentals allowed per 
operator in a residential zone 
is four. 
 

6. Sections 6.1 – 6.10 are amended by adding 
“short-term rental” as a principal use in the 
RC1, RC2, RMB, RCD, RSD, RTH, RMC, RMM, 
RMH, and ROL zones; 
 
7. Sections 6.1 – 6.14 are amended by 
removing “short-term rental *primary 
residence” as a secondary use in the RC1, RC2, 
RCD, RSD, RTH, RMC, RMM, RMH, ROL, CMD, 
CMR, CNN, and CNH zones; 
 
8. Sections 6.11 – 6.14 are amended by 
modifying “short-term rental *commercial” 
under principal uses to read as “short-term 
rental” in the CMD, CMR, CNN, and CNH 
zones; 
 
9. Section 6.23 is amended by modifying 
“short-term rental *primary residence” under 
principal uses to read as “short-term rental” in 
the OAG zone. 

citizens who so need a place to live. If they were to 
sell their STR property or properties, this would 
allow the property/properties to be sold to 
someone who could actually live in it/them or be 
legitimately rented long-term. 
  
Also, a concerning number of STR owners (as 
disclosed during the last public hearing) seem to 
be using the unregulated STR system as a way to 
avoid renting out their premises under the official 
law under Yukon’s Residential Tenancies Act, and 
potentially renting their properties for longer than 
30 days as an STR and thus exploiting a large 
regulatory gap in the Yukon.  
 
It is unfortunate that in Whitehorse’s current 
housing crisis, where people are desperate for 
housing and there is such a limited supply of 
housing, especially rentals and affordable housing, 
that the STR industry has been allowed to grow to 
this scale for so long, and in so doing, alienating so 
many properties which could have been sold or 
rented long term to people who actually live here.  
 
The City keeps talking about the housing crisis and 
referring to the 2026 Housing Needs Assessment 
which states that Whitehorse will need 9,720 
dwellings by 2041. From March 16, 2026 
Administrative Report: 
“It is estimated that the majority of housing units needed 
will be 1- or 2-bedroom units.” 
 
Some of those much-needed units could be locked 
up into an STR. With a limited supply of housing, 
every unit that is allowed to operate as an STR 
potentially means one less unit available to operate 
a longer-term rental (by an owner who is willing to 
do so). 
 
 

 
Residents are being forced to accept many limitations and densification for the sake of generating 
more legitimate housing. We are told that this Zoning Bylaw rewrite represents the most significant 
zoning changes in the history of Whitehorse! Huge changes like the effective obliteration of 
traditional single family dwelling zones by allowing a quadrupling of density in those residential and 
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other areas; imposing stricter zoning rules for single unit/family dwellings while significantly 
reducing standards for properties with multiple dwellings (i.e., for setbacks, building heights, 
building coverage, etc.). And more recently residents are concerned with infill proposals which 
could lead to the loss of important greenspace in neighbourhoods and in some cases the possible 
removal of neighbourhood parks, in order to opens up more space for housing. Many residents have 
concerns with these monumental zoning changes and the extent to which these permanently 
change the City, both visually and functionally.  
  
There is a real risk that this massive deregulation of zoning requirements, primarily intended to 
address the city’s housing crisis, could instead lead to the STR industry taking advantage of this 
situation, leading to an exploitation of the new weakened zoning rules to create a lot more STRs.   
  
Citizens are asked to make significant sacrifices with this new bylaw (as well as the current OCP) – 
intense densification, quadrupling of densities, loss of parking spaces, elimination of zoning rules 
which sought to balance quality of life with (unbridled) development, increased building heights, 
etc. – for the sake of addressing the housing crisis and to help more people obtain legitimate long-
term housing. They are not making these sacrifices to financially benefit STR operators seeking to 
take advantage of the opportunities this type of zoning deregulation could bring. This is another 
reason why it’s so critical that STRs be adequately regulated. 
 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide input to this important policy initiative. 
 
D. Brent 
Old Town resident 
Member of Downtown Residents Association 
 



From: Gabriele Watts
To: publicinput@whitehorse.ca
Subject: Parking recommendations for Suites
Date: Monday, April 13, 2026 3:31:48 PM

Please accept this submission for the proposed Zoning By-law. I am relieved to see that
Council has decided to relax the parking requirements, including those in the Urban Core. My
belief is that anyone who owns or rents a home and owns a vehicle should be provided with a
parking spot, other than on the roadway.

Therefore, I am not in favor of the parking requirements or lack thereof for Living or Garden
suites, and including Visitor parking, Short term rentals and Bed and Breakfasts. These are all
self contained UNITS which make up one of the four units allowed on a lot. The definition
states "Suites (Garden) or (Living) means a self-contained secondary dwelling UNIT located on
the same lot or, in the case of a condominium, UNIT as a principal building."

In 2014 I applied for the City and YG incentives to turn my Addition which had been built and
used for Family only, into a Legal suite. Since that time I have been renting my suite out as a
long term rental. I would think that all of Council is familiar with the terms and conditions for
Living and Garden Suites found on the City website to encourage homeowners to provide
additional housing. At the time I applied for the incentive, a parking spot was a requirement.
The suite had to meet all requirements in the Building Code at the time, etc. to be approved as
a legal suite.

Fortunately at that time I had a spare parking spot for a tenant. My first tenants had two cars,
my second tenant had one vehicle, both of who regrettably have left the Yukon. My third and
present tenant has a vehicle as well. All of them sometimes walk/walked or biked to work. But,
like most other residents in Whitehorse owned a vehicle. If I would not have had additional
parking in my driveway, I know for a fact I would not have been happy to look out and see a
vehicle parked on the road at all times, especially in the winter. I have a long driveway and
would not have been happy to have electrical cords running down the driveway and across
the sidewalk to plug in their cars during cold spells. And I know that my tenants have
appreciated having a parking spot in the driveway. In fact, if I were a tenant looking to rent a
suite, I would choose one which provided a parking space. 

I fully understand the need for additional housing but I don't look forward to seeing streets
cluttered with vehicles. Regardless of the goals of the OCP to encourage more residents to use
alternate means of travel, vehicles are a necessity here in Whitehorse and not a luxury. The
decisions the City will make now, will impact residents for many years to come and the issue
of parking for future new developments including infills needs to be carefully considered and
planned for.



Thank you for your time and consideration,

Gabriele Watts

 

 







Gemma Richardson

Whistle Bend resident





From: Prowse, Michael
To: publicinput@whitehorse.ca
Subject: Fw: Tonight"s public hearing re: Concerns Regarding Zoning Bylaw 2025-37 and Potential Development South of

Whistle Bend Way
Date: Monday, April 13, 2026 9:52:28 PM
Attachments: Outlook-q2fnbjbt

Concerns Zoning Bylaw KBH .pdf

Michael Prowse
Manager • Legislative Services • Corporate
City of Whitehorse • whitehorse.ca
Working and living within the traditional territories of the
Kwanlin Dün First Nation and the Ta’an Kwäch’än Council.

 
 

From: Kim Borden 
Sent: Monday, April 13, 2026 5:27 PM
To: Executive Assistant <Executive.Assistant@whitehorse.ca>
Subject: Tonight's public hearing re: Concerns Regarding Zoning Bylaw 2025-37 and Potential
Development South of Whistle Bend Way
 
[You don't often get email from  Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

Please see attached my opposition letter to the rezoning bylaw before Council re: McIntyre Creek.

I have lived in the Yukon 47 years (in Porter Creek for 34 of those years
) and feel the few wild spaces left within our Whitehorse neighbourhoods are invaluable and should
be left intact.

Thank you,
Kim Borden Hall

Sent from Kim's iPhone



 

Proprietary 

 

April 13, 2026 

Subject: Concerns Regarding Zoning Bylaw 2025-37 and Potential Development South of 
Whistle Bend Way 

Dear Mayor and Members of Whitehorse City Council, 

My name is Amber Hall, and I am a concerned resident of Whistle Bend. 

I was born and raised in the Yukon, and after spending some time away, I returned to 
Whitehorse 14 years ago to build my career and raise my family. One of the primary reasons 
I chose to come back — and to stay — is Whitehorse’s identity as the Wilderness City. 

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposed rezoning of the area south of 
Whistle Bend Way from Greenbelt Recreation (PGR) to Other – Future Planning (OFP) as 
part of Zoning Bylaw 2025-37. 

Whitehorse’s appeal is not just housing availability or infrastructure — it is the ability to live 
alongside intact wilderness, wildlife, clean air, and natural quiet. That balance is what 
makes this city unique and is a major reason families like mine choose to live here. 

I fully understand that Whitehorse must grow and evolve. However, growth should not 
come at the expense of the very natural assets that define this city. Development should 
occur in a way that respects environmental limits, protects key green corridors, and 
maintains access to natural spaces for residents and wildlife. 

Rezoning this area away from Greenbelt Recreation undermines those goals. 

The land south of Whistle Bend Way is a visually and ecologically significant landscape. It 
provides a natural transition between residential neighbourhoods and surrounding 
wilderness and contributes to the sense of openness and connection to nature that 
Whistle Bend was designed to have. 

Once this greenbelt designation is removed, that natural character is at risk of being 
permanently lost. 

This area is not unused or “empty” land. It functions as an important wildlife corridor, 
supporting movement and habitat for multiple species. 

Reducing or fragmenting this space would: 

• Disrupt wildlife movement 

• Increase wildlife-human conflict 



 

Proprietary 

• Reduce ecological connectivity between natural areas 

• Weaken the integrity of nearby protected lands 

As a resident and a parent, I value the opportunity for my family to coexist respectfully with 
wildlife — not push it farther out through incremental development. 

Maintaining green spaces close to residential areas contributes directly to: 

• Cleaner air 

• Dust mitigation 

• Climate resilience 

Rezoning this area introduces the real risk of decreased air quality, particularly if industrial 
or gravel-related uses are introduced nearby. Greenbelt lands provide an important buffer 
that protects neighbourhood health and livability. 

Of particular concern is the potential for increased noise pollution, especially related to 
gravel pit or heavy industrial activity. 

Noise carries far beyond site boundaries and would affect: 

• Nearby homes 

• Outdoor recreation 

• Wildlife behaviour 

• Overall neighbourhood well-being 

Once noise impacts are introduced, they cannot easily be reversed, even if land use 
changes again in the future. 

While the OFP designation is often described as “only for future consideration,” in practice 
it: 

• Removes the strongest existing protection for this land 

• Signals long-term development intent 

• Makes future rezonings easier and more likely 

This is not a neutral planning decision. It is a first step away from conservation and toward 
development, even if development is not immediate. 



 

 

Whitehorse can meet housing and growth needs without sacrificing critical greenbelts. I 
urge Council to: 

• Retain the Greenbelt Recreation zoning for this area 

• Protect this land as a permanent buffer and wildlife corridor 

• Direct growth toward areas that are less environmentally sensitive 

• Honour Whitehorse’s commitment to being a city that truly values wilderness 

I returned to Whitehorse to build a life here because of its connection to nature. I want my 
children — and future generations — to experience that same connection. 

Please do not weaken environmental protections for the area south of Whistle Bend Way. 
Once this land is lost to development, it cannot be restored. 

Thank you for your time and for considering my perspective as a long-term Yukon resident 
and Whistle Bend neighbour. 

Si l  

 
  
    

 







From: patricia halladay
To: publicinput@whitehorse.ca
Subject: amendment to zoning bylaw
Date: Monday, April 13, 2026 1:55:10 PM
Attachments: halladay letter to city.pdf

[Some people who received this message don't often get email from . Learn why this is
important at https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ]

Hello.

Please see the attached letter.

Thanks. Please let me know if you have any questions.

Patricia

phone 

















Yukon Anti-Poverty Coalition Submission  
Second Public Hearing 
Zoning Bylaw | April 13, 2026 
 
Introduction 
YAPC submitted feedback on Zoning Bylaw 2025-37 in December 2025 and welcomes the opportunity 
to provide further input at this stage of the process. The amendments proposed for Second Reading 
have significant implications for housing affordability in Whitehorse, and this submission speaks to 
several areas  where the original bylaws proposed better support the needs of Yukoners  

Short Term Rentals 
In our December 2025 submission, YAPC strongly supported the original proposed STR regulations. 
Specifically: 

• Requiring STRs to be limited to a property owner's primary residence. 
• Capping STRs at one per property. 

We supported these measures because Whitehorse has a tight rental market with very low vacancy, 
rising rents, and growing core housing need. The primary residency requirement was an important  
protection against that outcome. The Council amending motion of February 12, 2026 substantially 
loosened the STR regulations compared to the original proposed bylaw. The key changes are: 

• The primary residency requirement has been largely removed. On a single lot, an operator no 
longer needs to live on the property — they can run up to 3 STRs on a lot they don't reside in. 

• An operator can now run STRs on up to two lots — with up to 3 units per lot — as long as 
they live on one of the two lots. That's a maximum of 6 STRs per operator in residential zones. 

• Previously: maximum 1 STR per operator in residential zones, in their primary residence. Now: 
up to 6 STRs across two lots, with no residency requirement on the non-primary lot. 

Under the amended regulations, a person could purchase a residential lot anywhere in Whitehorse, 
convert all units on that lot to short-term rentals, and operate it as a commercial STR business — 
without ever living there, and without any requirement to maintain residential tenancies. This is not a 
secondary income supplement for a homeowner renting out a suite.  
 

The 2025 Housing Needs Assessment documents the rental market context that makes STR regulation 
an important issue Long-term renting through STRs is described in the HNA as unaffordable. 

• In 2024, approximately 359 active STR listings were operating in Whitehorse. 114 of those units 
were available for more than 180 days per year — meaning they are functioning as year-round 
commercial accommodation, but not at rates that are affordable my most Yukoners. For 
example, the average daily STR rate for a one-bedroom unit in Whitehorse is $160 — that's 
approximately $4,800/month. 

 

We want to highlight that these are not only YAPC's concerns. Administration's March 16 supplemental 
report includes the following observation about the STR amending motion: 

"Allowing full time STRs in residential zones may reduce the number of units available for 
housing in Whitehorse." 

Admin Supplemental Report, March 16, 2026 



 

The report also notes that the OCP's intent for residential zones is that they be primarily residential in 
nature, with limited non-residential uses. Using a residentially-zoned lot solely for STR operations, with 
no requirement for any residential use, does not clearly align with that intent. 

"Allowing full time STRs in residential zones may reduce the number of units available for housing 
in Whitehorse." 
Admin Supplemental Report, March 16, 2026 

Administration also flags that this does not clearly align with OCP policy 15.17.2 on residential zone 
intent. When Administration raises this in writing, Council should take it seriously. 

 
RECOMMENDATION 

• Reintroduce a meaningful primary residency requirement for single-lot STR operations, as in the 
original proposed bylaw.  

• Establish mandatory annual STR licensing with data reporting, linked to renewal.  
• Require business licences for commercial-zone STR operations. Operating an STR for income is 

a business activity. It should be licensed like one. 

Affordable Housing Definition 
The amended definition now sets affordability at 30% of income for households earning 80% of median 
income. This is an improvement over tying it to the straight median, but it still doesn't reach the people 
most affected by the housing crisis. Here's the math: 

• A full-time minimum wage worker in Whitehorse earns roughly $35,000 per year before tax. 
• 30% of that income means they can afford approximately $875/month for rent. 
• The April 2025 Yukon Rent Survey shows the median one-bedroom rent is $1,310 — and likely 

higher for units currently on the market. 
• Even at 80% of median household income, the threshold remains well above what minimum 

wage earners or people on fixed incomes can afford. 
The definition has been streamlined, and we appreciate that. But affordability defined at 80% of median 
still produces units that are unaffordable to the lowest-income Yukoners 
 

The 2026 Housing Needs Assessment also documents this issue: 

• 19% of renter households are already spending more than 30% of income on shelter.  
• 25% of the 3015 new homes needed by 2031 must serve households earning less than $55,000 

per year  
 
RECOMENDATION 

• Reexamine the affordability definition to better reflect the needs Yukoners  
• Commit to annual reporting on whether units built under this definition are being rented at 

rates accessible to low-income residents. 

Affordable Housing Allowances 
Council's amending motion added a criteria checklist that Development Officers must now apply before 
granting an affordable housing allowance — the same checklist used for other discretionary decisions. 



Previously, meeting the definition of an affordable housing development was sufficient. We are 
concerned this will deter the development of affordable housing. Administration's report states: 

"With the criteria added by the amending motion, there is less certainty that a developer will be 
granted an affordable housing allowance so there is more risk in investing in the feasibility 
studies and technical drawings which could in turn result in less affordable housing being 
developed." 

Admin Supplemental Report, March 16, 2026 

 

RECOMMENDATION 
• Restore automatic allowances for developments that meet the affordable housing definition, as 

originally proposed. 
• Pair zoning allowances with financial tools — fee waivers, land access, or grants — to make 

affordable projects viable in Whitehorse's market. 

Mobile Homes & Tiny Homes 
Council's amending motion removed mobile homes as a permitted use in the RCD zone and changed 
them from a principal use to a conditional use in the RSD zone, essentially reverting to the more 
restrictive 2012 bylaw. 
 

Administration's report flags that this move increases barriers to affordable housing and may jeopardize 
the City's Housing Accelerator Fund commitments. Mobile homes are one of the most accessible forms 
of non-market housing in the Yukon, and restricting them in residential zones removes a key 
affordability tool. 
 

The bylaw as written does not address tiny homes. This matters because tiny homes come in different 
forms: In a jurisdiction like Whitehorse, where land costs and construction costs are high, this ambiguity 
matters. People are actively pursuing tiny homes as an affordability solution, and the bylaw offers no 
clear pathway. 

RECOMMENDATION 
• Restore mobile homes as a principal use in the RCD zone,  and add a clear regulatory pathway 

for tiny homes on wheels. 

Building Height Reductions  
Council's amending motion reduced maximum building heights in the RMH, CNN, and CNH zones — 
the zones along major roads and transit routes that are specifically designed for higher-density housing 
in the OCP. Administration's report is direct on page 4: 

"By reducing the maximum building heights in these zones, it will be more challenging to fulfill the 
current and projected housing needs in the city." 
Admin Supplemental Report, March 16, 2026,  

YAPC supports the City Planning Administration's position: the height reductions be reconsidered. 
Taller buildings in these specific, transit-adjacent zones are one of the most practical tools available for 
adding supply at the scale the HNA says is needed. 

RECOMMENDATON 



• Restore the originally proposed height limits in the RMH, CNN, and CNH zones, supporting 
higher density near transit routes and Urban Centres. 

 

Housing as a Human Right  
 

Our December submission asked the City to include a statement in the bylaw's purpose clause 
committing to uphold the right to adequate housing, as recognized under international human rights 
frameworks. When the City makes decisions about STR regulations, parking minimums, or affordable 
housing allowances, a human rights commitment in the purpose clause provides a lens for evaluating 
those decisions. 
 

The Whitehorse 2040 OCP already names equity and inclusion as community values. Naming the right 
to adequate housing in the bylaw's purpose clause would operationalize that commitment in land use 
decisions. 

RECOMMENDATION  
• Add a right to adequate housing commitment to the bylaw's purpose clause. 
• Establish annual reporting on affordable housing and STR outcomes, with results presented to 

Council. 

Conclusion 
The Whitehorse 2040 OCP and the 2026 Housing Needs Assessment both point in the same direction 
— more supply, more affordability, more flexibility for the housing types people actually need. We 
believe this Council shares those goals. We'd also gently encourage Council to give weight to the 
concerns Administration has raised in its own supplemental report — the people closest to this bylaw 
have flagged some real risks, and their analysis deserves careful consideration.  




