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Executive Summary 
	
A healthy local economy relies on the availability of a suitable mix of employment lands to support growth in key 
business sectors and related employment levels and local spending. Commercial and industrial lands that support 
economic activities and land uses not traditionally sited within downtown areas are a vital part of this mix.  
 
The pending update of the 2010 Official Community Plan (OCP) by the City of Whitehorse (“the City”) 
necessitated a review of the current status of and future needs for commercial and industrial lands outside of 
Downtown in Whitehorse. The City hired a consulting team led by Groundswell Planning to conduct a 
Commercial and Industrial Land Study, aimed at: 
	

• Assessing and determining future demand for commercial and industrial land within the city (excluding 
Downtown) through to 2040;  

• Identifying options and alternatives to meet future demand with supply (i.e. policy and/or land use 
prescriptions); and 

• Making recommendations, including an implementation plan, for the City to consider in formulating 
relevant portions of the OCP.  

This study was undertaken from Spring 2018 to Winter 2020, and included the following tasks:  
 

• An inventory of current commercial and industrial land supply in Whitehorse, focusing specifically on 
areas designated in the 2010 OCP as Industrial (I), Natural Resource (NR), Mixed-Use – 
Industrial/Commercial (MU-I/C) and Future Planning (FP);  

• A review and summary of economic trends and projections relating to commercial and industrial activity;  

• A review of land use and regulatory considerations for the emerging and water-intensive food, beverage 
and cannabis production industries;  

• Identification of underutilized commercial and industrial areas within Whitehorse and formulation of 
policy recommendations for optimizing use; 

• An assessment of the development suitability of:  

o Undeveloped areas designated I and MU-I/C for industrial and commercial use;  

o Areas designated FP situated adjacent to existing areas designated I for industrial use;  

o Land parcels currently undergoing quarrying, and their potential to transition into new industrial lands; 
and 

o The Stevens Quarry area for industrial or commercial uses (versus the current NR and FP OCP 
designations).  

• Formulation of recommendations for:  

o Improvements to planning, disposition, and monitoring processes relating to commercial, industrial, 
and quarry lands;   

o Future locations and land use mix for new commercial and industrial lands in urban and rural areas, 
including discussion on infrastructure, servicing and related considerations for cost-effective 
development;    

o Integrating food, beverage and cannabis production industries into existing or new commercial and 
industrial areas in Whitehorse; and 

o Changes to existing, and development of new, commercial and industrial areas.  
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The study team engaged with a range of stakeholders to better understand current and future requirements and 
market conditions for commercial and industrial lands. Engagement efforts included a business/property owner 
survey, focus group sessions with local business and industry representatives, and interviews with First Nation 
governments and development corporations, realtors, developers, industry associations, and the Government of 
Yukon (YG).  
 
Approximately 973 and 462 hectares of land within municipal boundaries are designated I and MU-I/C, respectively. 
These designations and the four zones that fall under them – specifically IH - Heavy Industrial, IS - Service 
Industrial, CH - Highway Commercial, and CIM - Mixed-Use Commercial/Industrial – are primarily located outside 
of Downtown and residential areas. An additional 289 and 3895 hectares of land designated NR and FP1, 
respectively, are potential candidates for accommodating future private sector growth. Settlement Lands of the 
Kwanlin Dün First Nation (KDFN) and Ta’an Kwäch’än Council (TKC) are also potential future contributors to 
the commercial and industrial land supply; the former designated First Nation Future Planning and the latter falling 
under other OCP designations.   
 

Land Use Designations and Zones Total 
Area  
(ha) 

Total Area –  
Other Lands 

(ha) 

Total Area –  
First Nation 

Land (ha) 

# of 
Lots2 

INDUSTRIAL (I) 972.9 969.5 3.5 - 
IH – Heavy Industrial 66.2 66.2 - 33 
IS – Service Industrial 265.3 239.1 26.2 213 

MIXED-USE – INDUSTRIAL/COMMERCIAL (MU-I/C) 461.9 445.8 16.1 - 
CH – Highway Commercial 95.2 90.2 5 77 
CIM – Mixed-Use Commercial/Industrial 140.8 123.1 17.7 254 
NATURAL RESOURCE (NR) 288.6 288.6 - - 
IQ – Quarries 449.5 449.5 - - 
FUTURE PLANNING (FP)4 3895.3 3866 29.3 - 
FP – Future Planning5 4133 4102.7 30.3 - 
FIRST NATION FUTURE PLANNING6 (FNFP) 294 - 294 - 
FNFP – First Nation Future Planning7 1.8 0.8 1 - 

 
Currently, I and MU-I/C designated lands are distributed in various nodes around Whitehorse, most of which are 
oriented directly on or in proximity to the Alaska Highway. Nodes of heavier industrial activity include the Kulan, 
Taylor, Mount Sima, and MacRae industrial areas, which are generally serviced with gravel roads and 
Internet/telephone, but are not connected to municipal water or sewer. MU-I/C designated lands are found along 
the Alaska Highway throughout much of Whitehorse, and are also concentrated in several nodes in Marwell, north 
of Downtown, along Range and Burns roads near the airport, and Metropolit Lane at the intersection of the 
highway and Robert Service Way/Hamilton Boulevard. With the exception of Marwell and a few other nodes 
situated off the Alaska Highway, most of these lands are not serviced with municipal water and sewer.   
 
There are also about 450 hectares of land zoned IQ – Quarries within the municipality, the vast majority of which 
are Commissioner’s lands leased to quarry operators by YG’s Land Management Branch. Gravel quarry approval 
and management on Commissioner’s lands is administered under the Lands Act Quarry Regulations. The City is 
consulted prior to the issuance of testing and quarry permits to ensure OCP and zoning conformance.    
 

																																																								
1 Only FP designated lands located adjacent to MU-I/C and I designated areas were examined in this study.  
2 This includes unconsolidated land parcels that comprise larger properties as well as vacant lots. 	2 This includes unconsolidated land parcels that comprise larger properties as well as vacant lots. 	
3 The majority of IH zoned land is comprised of lease areas, some with split zoning. Three lots (6.5 ha) are privately owned. 
4 This includes only those FP designated areas located adjacent to I and/or MU-I/C designated areas.  
5 This includes only FP zoned areas located within the FP designated areas adjacent to I and/or MU-I/C designations. 	
6 This designation is specific to KDFN lands; TKC lands are incorporated into the FP designation. Only those FNFP areas 
located adjacent to I and/or MU-I/C designated areas are included in this total. 
7 This includes only FNFP zoned areas located within the FNFP designated areas adjacent to I and/or MU-I/C designations. 
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The past 20 years have seen only a handful of Whitehorse commercial lots released to market by YG8. Over 50 
industrial lots were released in the two phases of the Mount Sima industrial subdivision in the early to late 2000s. 
A private development in the Marwell area released almost 50 CIM zoned lots between 2007 and 2017. In the past 
two decades of government-led lot sales, both commercial and industrial lot prices have trended moderately 
upwards, while the sales period sharply decreased around the peak of the commodities “supercycle” between 
2010 and 2013 that saw elevated mineral prices and accompanying exploration and production activity.  
 
The majority of the approximately 205 development applications received by the City during the 2009-2018 
timeframe in the zones of study interest involved development permits for IS and CIM zoned parcels. About 80% 
of permits were triggered by new construction, with redevelopment (i.e., additions or renovations) comprising the 
remaining 20% or so. Caretaker residences comprised just over one quarter of IS permit applications.   
 
Realtors, First Nation development corporations, and private developers told the project team heard that demand 
can be difficult to accurately pinpoint but is felt to have increased over the past several years. Demand is 
particularly high for the Titanium Way model of development (i.e., small lots, multi-unit buildings, ground-floor 
shops with second storey office space, etc.) and, to a lesser extent, larger land parcels suitable for larger format 
rental/retail businesses and equipment and materials storage. Interviewees described market supply as very limited 
and costs as steadily increasing, owing to a variety of factors that include a lack of raw land sales, the high costs of 
retrofitting existing outmoded properties for the specific needs of business, and older properties functioning as 
“junkyards” likely in avoidance of municipal landfill tipping fees.   
 
Property owners and business operators shared similar insights, citing land availability and affordability as critical 
challenges to the private sector. About one third of the 39 respondents to the project’s online survey indicated 
plans to relocate and/or expand onto another Whitehorse property in the next decade, with a similar proportion 
indicating plans to expand buildings or business activity on their current property. Almost all of the respondents 
who indicated they were currently seeking a new property described the supply of commercial and industrial lots 
as either “limited” or “non-existent”. Property seekers expressed a preference for CIM zoning, a mix of lot sizes, 
and lots with municipal water and sewer. They also emphasized that land ownership was strongly preferred over 
leasing and/or rental arrangements.  
 
The future demand for commercial and industrial lands will be dictated by both macro and micro-economic 
conditions impacting Whitehorse. The Yukon’s economy is heavily dependent on public sector activity, and this 
sector has shown steady growth over the past fifteen years. Private sector performance is typically linked to the 
performance of the mining sector in particular; not surprisingly, there was a notable decline in most industries as 
mineral exploration and production in the territory sharply dropped post-2013. However, Gross Domestic 
Product (GDP) from most private sector-oriented industries has since steadily increased from 2014-2016 lows 
and, as of 2018, slightly surpassed those previous highs, despite the fact that mining-related GDP is still at pre-
“boom” levels, suggesting that public sector spending, and possibly broader regional population growth, is as much 
a contributor.    
 
Economic forecasting for the territory would suggest that another cycle of high mineral exploration and 
production can be expected over the 2020-2030 timeframe, buoyed by Victoria Gold’s Eagle mine coming online 
and the reasonable likelihood of the Coffee Gold mine project following suit within the next few years. Meanwhile, 
population projections indicate that the greater Whitehorse area will be home to about 44,650 residents by 2040.   
 
Using the overarching assumptions that future economic growth (or decline) in industry sectors requiring 
commercial and industrial lands will be fairly consistent with the 2008-2018 timeframe and that the public sector 
will continue to buffer the economic fluctuations induced by cyclical mining sector activity, an estimated 87 and 32 
hectares of raw land will be required by 2040 with l and MU-I/C designations, respectively. These land need 
predictions factor in the team’s best estimate of 2019 latent demand and incorporate a range of assumptions 
around the distribution of certain industries between Downtown, residential neighbourhoods, and I and MU-I/C 
designated areas.   
 
 

																																																								
8 YG has primary responsibility for land development (surveying, infrastructure, and sales) in Yukon. 	
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 2030 Land Demand (ha) 20409 Land Demand (ha) 
 MU-I/C I MU-I/C I 
Future Demand – All Relevant Industry Sectors 9.7 18 18.3 33.9 
2019 Latent Demand 5.8 31.5 5.8 31.5 
TOTAL – Land Demand (Net) 15.5 49.5 24.1 65.4 
TOTAL – Land Demand (Gross) 20.6 66.0 32.1 87.2 

 
There are multiple options for meeting that anticipated requirement for 120 gross hectares of MU-I/C and I 
designated lands over the next 20 years, including infill of already developed areas, redevelopment, and greenfield 
development.  
 
Approximately 3784 hectares of undeveloped lands in Whitehorse are designated MU-I/C and I and/or are located 
adjacent to areas with these designations. Of these candidate lands, 58% have good, or good with some 
constraints, development potential. Approximately 8% and 18% of lands with good, or good with some constraints, 
development potential are already designated MU-I/C and I, respectively, and over 25% is First Nation Settlement 
Land10.  
 
First Nation Settlement Lands account for 11% of candidate lands for future commercial and industrial 
development. In many cases these parcels are located in highly strategic areas, making them critical pieces in the 
medium and long-term Whitehorse development puzzle. After YG, KDFN is the largest landowner in the 
municipality, and commercial and industrial land uses are envisioned for over 50% of its Type 2 parcels situated 
within Whitehorse. Relatively recent legislative efforts by both KDFN and YG now allow for the registration of 
leasehold interests on First Nation lands on the territory’s land registry. KDFN’s Chu Níikwän Development 
Corporation is actively seeking private sector tenants and lessees for some of its Settlement Lands; TKC, however, 
is not at this time.  
 
Infill development of lands located within, and/or immediately adjacent to, already developed industrial and 
commercial nodes could potentially provide about 80 hectares of raw land, of which almost two-thirds is under 
Commissioner’s and/or City ownership, and of that, a little over half are both appropriately designated and zoned 
already. These 80 hectares of infill potential could almost completely satisfy 2030 requirements and about three-
quarters of 2040 requirements, with some exceptions. Site utilization across Whitehorse’s developed industrial 
and commercial lots of interest is typically in the 80-100% range, indicating relatively little potential for substantive 
redevelopment and/or densification of existing nodes. The City’s experiences to date with attempting to bring 
municipal servicing to currently unserviced areas suggests that property owners are very reluctant to incur the 
associated costs once they have already invested in on-site solutions, even with the prospect of higher site 
utilization. The unserviced Kulan and Taylor industrial areas are within reasonable proximity of City water and 
sewer infrastructure; however, the already very high utilization of lots in these areas suggests minimal potential for 
subdivision and the creation of new lots should they be connected to municipal services.  
 
On the balance of numerous high-level suitability criteria, including estimated development costs, impacts on 
recreational and environmental values, and potential synergies with residential and/or Settlement Land 
development, the project team concluded that the most favourable development conditions currently exist for the 
“MacRae East” area for unserviced industrial land development and the “Taylor North” and “Hillcrest South” areas 
for serviced commercial development. The area at the intersection of Robert Service Way/Hamilton Boulevard 
with the Alaska Highway could also be a highly strategic greenfield area to develop if bedrock constraints can be 
overcome in a cost-effective manner.  
 
Potential brownfield conversion of gravel quarries to commercial and industrial lands is theoretically possible but 
virtually impossible to properly plan for within the current YG administrative and permitting regime. Monitoring of 
quarry activity is limited to conformance with issued permits and lease conditions, not progress made towards the 
fulfillment of the initial quarry plan. Further, there is no continuous or intentional record keeping around annual 
extraction quantities. Practical experience with both the Ear Lake and McLean Lake quarries to date would suggest 

																																																								
9 Inclusive of 2030 demand. 
10 The inclusion of First Nation lands in the development suitability analysis was triggered by adjacency to OCP designated areas 
versus specified development intent. This figure is a very rough guideline for discussion purposes.  
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that initial pit life estimates can be far exceeded. There is a need to revisit, and possibly redesign, the administrative 
regime for quarry management within Whitehorse to achieve better long-term land use planning, land use 
efficiency, and possibly achieve higher utilization through the facilitation of third party interim uses in pit areas that 
have been exhausted but are still under lease for quarrying.  
    
The former Whitehorse Copper mine site and the Stevens Quarry area are two large undeveloped areas with 
potential suitability for future commercial and industrial activity but are subject to a host of complicating factors. 
Given the need for a substantial future gravel resource located close to City limits, the absence of suitable 
alternatives, and the fact that industrial lots could be provided with fewer land use conflicts (and presumably 
opposition) in other areas of Whitehorse, there is no sound rationale to re-designate the Stevens Quarry area for 
commercial and/or industrial purposes at this time. The Whitehorse Copper site has been privately leased since 
2011. The original lessee intended to reprocess old tailings and reclaim the Old Pond area, currently zoned Heavy 
Industrial, to a potential industrial area. However, the reprocessing project fell through and closer examination of 
the caveats originally made around reclamation suggest that a more concerted government effort and possible 
creative private-public sector approaches should be considered if this area is ever to properly function as industrial 
land.  
 
Areas of economic growth that future commercial and industrial lands will need to accommodate are the food, 
beverage and cannabis production sectors. Zoning approaches across North America have shifted to better 
integrate food and beverage production into urban areas, in many cases blurring the lines between industrial and 
agricultural activity. Some of these zoning approaches include the creation of specific definitions and even zones to 
accommodate production activities, often varying on the basis of whether production is indoor or outdoor and 
whether there are associated retail uses. Some Western Canadian municipalities now allow for the full spectrum of 
indoor food production activities in some Downtown, commercial, and industrial areas. Similarly, breweries and 
distilleries have expanded beyond their industrial area beginnings, with craft-level producers generally allowed 
within commercial zones and associated retail and lounge functions being permitted in industrial locations. 
Cannabis production is a relative newcomer and larger western Canadian municipalities are generally restricting 
such operations to industrial areas.  
 
Local growers, industry associations, and government representatives involved with agriculture described a local 
food and beverage sector that is both growing and maturing due to healthy local interest and demand. They 
stressed the need for a supportive land use regime as well as the reduction of barriers throughout the production 
chain – including a shift to integrated management of waste streams. Land availability and affordability were cited as 
key determinants to where the sector locates, along with infrastructure such as three-phase power, Internet, and 
access to transit. Similar to other industry sectors, the ability to generate additional revenue and secure labour 
resources with caretaker residences was desired, as was stacked land-use allowances that allow for on-site 
production, retail, and tasting functions.  
 
Currently, the City’s Zoning Bylaw indirectly captures uses such as indoor agriculture, breweries, and food/beverage 
processing through generalized use definitions. The emergence of such water and wastewater intensive uses in 
rural, unserviced areas has created unique challenges for the City and other regulators and highlighted ambiguities 
and potential gaps in the regulatory framework. The City and partners should endeavour to better understand and 
define water-intensive land uses (which additionally include car washes and caretaker residences) and develop a 
regulatory framework that is both supportive of industry and protective of public health and the environment. The 
restriction of water-intensive industries to serviced areas is one potential strategy to consider. Intensity thresholds 
for unserviced areas could also be explored to develop precautionary zoning regulations.  
 
While the team concludes that there is little risk of a gap between land supply and demand on a land quantum 
basis, it encourages both the City and YG to take a more strategic, investment-oriented view on how land should 
be developed moving forward. The respective roles and responsibilities of public and First Nation governments in 
meeting market demand will need to be delineated and coordinated in a manner that meets a balance of private 
sector needs and preferences, the spirit and intent of the final agreements involved, and sound land use policy. 
Commercial and industrial lands within the Urban Containment Boundary (UCB) established in the 2010 OCP 
should be prioritized for fully serviced, higher value and higher density development that is integrated with 
residential areas (where appropriate) and employment-supportive amenities. These areas will become the future 
home of businesses and industries that become gradually outmoded in Downtown and Marwell as they evolve in 
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the manner envisioned in the City’s recent long-range plans for both. At the same time, industrial activities – 
particularly those of a “nuisance” nature – need to be adequately protected through zoning and appropriately 
sited.  
 
Recovering the higher costs of serviced development supports the idea of pursuing Whitehorse’s next major 
residential subdivision in the Southern UCB (SUCB) area located to the west of the Alaska Highway between 
Copper Ridge and McLean Lake, an option the City investigated in 2017. While the City has relatively little control 
over land prices, it can potentially push the affordability needle for business and property owners through land use 
controls that maximize income generation and/or cost savings – specifically greater flexibility around caretaker 
residences in areas where the priority test of compact, higher value (i.e., serviced) development can be met.    
 
The project team offers the following recommendations for the City to consider:  
 
Process and Partnerships 
	 

1. In cooperation with YG, institute a moratorium on spot land applications for commercial and/or industrial 
use within City limits to facilitate more comprehensive development that optimizes existing and future 
servicing and addresses a broader spectrum of market needs. The notable exception to this 
recommendation is the consideration of spot land applications for heavy industrial uses that can not be 
accommodated elsewhere due to noxious impacts; 

2. Establish a process to formalize collaboration and coordination around land development between the 
City, YG, and KDFN and TKC, respectively. The process deliverables, ideally Memorandums of 
Understanding (MOUs), should provide guidance to the signing parties with respect to:  

a. Roles and responsibilities in regards to land development and supply for the private sector;  

b. Potential mechanisms for cost and/or capacity sharing that could be utilized to advance development 
of higher priority (and value) parcels located within the UCB; and 

c. Potential mechanisms and/or thresholds for ensuring a balance of land ownership and First Nation 
land leasing opportunities are available to the private sector (as appropriate to each First Nation).  

 
3. Upon the anticipated 2020 renewal of the quarry leases for the former Whitehorse Copper Mine site, 

advocate for more detailed study and clarification of the technical issues enabling and/or precluding future 
conversion to fully productive industrial lands; 

4. Work with YG to update the quarry administration system to better monitor quarry progress and inform 
land use planning, and explore potential mechanisms for accommodating interim uses in quarried areas;  

 
Official Community Plan Update  
 

5. Retain the MU-I/C and I designations for undeveloped areas outlined in the 2010 OCP;  

6. Should the SUCB area be designated for residential development, consider a re-designation of the McLean 
Lake quarries to FP to reserve a broader range of future land use options;   

7. Subject to the identification of more suitable (and/or extensive) granular sources, retain the NR 
designation for the Stevens Quarry area;  

8. Consider the re-designation of a portion of the FP designated area located between “Taylor North” and 
Forestview on the east side of the Alaska Highway to I to accommodate heavy industrial activity over the 
long-term;  
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Zoning Bylaw Update (Post-OCP adoption)  
 

9. Extend I and/or CIM zoning to areas currently zoned FP in Mount Sima and Range Road as a precursor to 
infill development; 

10. Increase the number of caretaker residences permitted on serviced IS, CH, and CIM zoned lots while 
protecting primary employment uses;   

11. Maintain current caretaker residence allowances for IS, CH, and CIM zoned lots in unserviced areas and 
consider instituting occupancy-oriented restrictions, subject to the findings of the research described in 
#30;  

12. Subject to the findings of the research outlined in #30, consider increasing minimum lot size requirements 
in unserviced areas to reflect commercial/industrial uses combined with caretaker residence use;   

13. Create new Zoning Bylaw definitions to address indoor agriculture (food and cannabis), beverage 
production and processing (breweries and distilleries). Consider instituting impact and intensity related 
thresholds contingent on location and servicing;  

14. Consider creating new definitions for other water/wastewater-intensive commercial and industrial uses 
not listed above (i.e., car washes) and review their suitability for unserviced areas;   

15. Consider mechanisms, such as thematic districts, to encourage the “clustering” of food and beverage 
production uses in targeted areas of Marwell and Downtown;  

16. Consider extending the “studio” use to the CIM zone to better accommodate artisanal and small-scale 
manufacturing;  

17. Reconsider zoning regulations that unnecessarily restrict the ability of entrepreneurs to base more than 
two businesses from one address, where no discernible change in impacts to adjacent property owners 
will result; 

18. Review purposes, uses and associated definitions for the IS and IH zones for fairness, consistency and 
adequate protection and accommodation of “nuisance” industrial activities;   

19. Ensure mapping data consistency between zones and their “parent” OCP designated areas;  
 
Underuti l ized and Infi l l  Lands (Shorter Term Land Development) 
 

20. Consider a short-term incentive program (i.e., tipping fee relief) to encourage the clean-up and sale of 
industrial properties functioning as “junkyards” within Whitehorse; 

21. Work with YG, First Nations, and private sector interests to initiate implementation of the heavy industry 
relocation aspects of the 2018 Marwell Plan and ensure the plan’s objectives are factored into institutional 
capital planning efforts;  

22. Work with private owners of large land parcels in Marwell to explore options for subdivision that would 
quickly bring new lots in this area to market; 

23. Work with YG and First Nation landowners to expedite the planning, subdivision, surveying and 
disposition of infill lots in:  

a. MacRae 

b. Range Road 

c. Mount Sima   

d. Kulan (subject to the identification of an alternate snow dump location) 

Infill development should provide a mix of medium (~0.5 ha/~1 ha for serviced/unserviced) and large (~1 
ha/2+ ha for serviced/unserviced) lot sizes, and lots accessible off of Mount Sima Road should be 
considered for CIM zoning (versus I). YG should be encouraged to test and adapt alternative tender 
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approaches to reduce development costs and avoid unnecessary escalation of lot pricing. The inclusion of 
IH zoned lots in industrial infill areas should be considered;  

24. Explore the potential for lot expansions, reviewed at the neighbourhood-level to allow cohesive planning 
that considers surrounding recreational and wildlife values;     

 
Greenfield Development (Medium to Longer Term Land Development) 
 

25. To provide new serviced MU-I/C designated lots post-infill development, work with YG, KDFN, and TKC 
to:  

a. Select and/or prioritize development between the two options of “Hillcrest South” and (portions of) 
“Taylor North” for MU-I/C lands;  

b. Undertake initial development due diligence for the higher priority/preferred areas; and, 

c. Establish a charter or MOU to pursue co-development of priority MU-I/C-designated 
Commissioner’s land and adjacent Settlement Lands, with the aim of bringing new lots to market in 
the late 2020s11; 

26. To provide new serviced I designated lots post-infill development, work with YG and KDFN to undertake 
initial development due diligence and potential co-development for the “Taylor North” area, with the aim 
of bringing new lots to market in the late 2020s to early 2030s;  

27. To provide new unserviced I designated lots post-infill development, work with YG to:  

a. Undertake further planning and prioritization work to confirm the “MacRae East” and/or “Utah” 
area, including discussions with KDFN, TKC and White Pass and Yukon Route railway about their 
development interests;  

b. Undertake initial development due diligence for the “MacRae East” and/or “Utah” area;  

c. Pursue co-development, utilizing a charter or MOU approach with any additional parties, of the 
“MacRae East” and/or “Utah” area, with the aim of bringing new I lots to market in the mid-2030s12; 

 
Servicing and Services 
  

28. Work with the YG to adopt interim “precautionary principle” based mechanisms to address industrial and 
commercial wastewater in unserviced areas;  

29. Ensure that capital upgrades to the Alaska Highway corridor through central Whitehorse are supportive 
of current and future employment land integration with public transit and active transportation options;  

30. In partnership with YG, undertake a risk-based assessment of allowing water/wastewater intensive and 
contaminant-generating uses in serviced and unserviced areas and identify precautionary policy and 
regulatory measures;  

31. Encourage landowners sited along the lower elevations of Bennett and Laberge roads in Kulan to connect 
to municipal water service in support of industry diversification;  
 

Permitting and Business Support  
  

32. Consider aligning City business permit administration with the North American Industry Classification 
System to allow for finer-grained (and nationally comparable) industry monitoring, and instituting a new 
category; and 

																																																								
11 Subject to full utilization of infill potential; should this not occur, timelines should theoretically advance. 
12	Subject to full utilization of infill potential; should this not occur, timelines should theoretically advance.	
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33. Expand upon previous work around water/wastewater intensive and contaminant-generating uses, 
including potential updates to the Sewer and Storm Utility Bylaw and the development of sector-oriented 
information and application packages.  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION  
	

1.1 Purpose and Scope 
 
A healthy local economy relies on the availability of lands that can accommodate the range of commercial and 
industrial activity and employment not traditionally sited in downtown areas. Such lands house primary, secondary, 
and tertiary economic sectors that extract and produce raw materials, manufacture and/or assemble goods, and 
provide services to both local and regional populations. In Whitehorse, commercial and industrial lands outside of 
the downtown core are home to a wide range of businesses that serve Whitehorse residents, the public sector, 
and local and regional private sector players such as the mining industry.   
 
The provision of commercial and industrial lands is a priority for the City of Whitehorse (“the City”) and is 
supported in numerous City documents including the 2010 Official Community Plan (OCP), 2015 Community 
Economic Development Strategy, and 2016 Whitehorse Sustainability Plan. The 2016 Downtown Retail and 
Entertainment Strategy and 2018 Downtown and Marwell plans filled in information gaps and set a 20-year vision 
for these vital retail/commercial and industrial employment areas. In preparing for the 2020 update of the OCP, 
the City again wished to examine the status of commercial and industrial lands outside of the downtown area.  
 
The City hired a consulting team led by Groundswell Planning to undertake a Commercial and Industrial Land 
Study aimed at:  
 

• Assessing and determining future demand for commercial and industrial land within the city (excluding 
Downtown) through to 2040;  

• Identifying options and alternatives to meet future demand with supply (i.e. policy and/or land use 
prescriptions); and 

• Making recommendations, including an implementation plan, for the City to consider in formulating 
relevant portions of the OCP.  

Whitehorse is located in southern Yukon, within the traditional territories of the Kwanlin Dün First Nation and 
Ta'an Kwäch'än Council. The City, Government of Yukon (YG), and both local First Nations are governing bodies 
within the municipality, each having potential influence on the future supply and mix of commercial and industrial 
lands. 

 
1.2 Study Methodology 
 
This study was undertaken from Spring 2018 to Winter 2020, and included the following tasks:  
 

• An inventory of current commercial and industrial land supply in Whitehorse, focusing specifically on 
areas designated in the 2010 OCP as Industrial (I), Natural Resource (NR), Mixed Use – 
Industrial/Commercial (MU-I/C) and Future Planning (FP);  

• A review and summary of economic trends and projections relating to commercial and industrial activity;  

• A review of land use and regulatory considerations and approaches around food, beverage, and cannabis 
production industries;  

• Identification of underutilized commercial and industrial areas within Whitehorse and formulation of 
policy recommendations for optimizing use; 

• An assessment of the development suitability of:  

o Undeveloped areas designated I and MU-I/C for industrial and commercial use;  
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o Areas designated FP situated adjacent to existing areas designated I for industrial use;  

o Land parcels currently undergoing quarrying, and their potential to transition into new industrial lands; 
and 

o The Stevens Quarry area for industrial or commercial uses (versus the current NR and FP OCP 
designations).  

• Formulation of recommendations for:  

o Future locations and land use mix for new commercial and industrial lands in urban and rural areas, 
including discussion on infrastructure, servicing and related considerations for cost-effective 
development;    

o Integrating food, beverage and cannabis production industries into existing or new commercial and 
industrial areas in Whitehorse; and, 

o Prioritization of changes to existing, and development of new, commercial and industrial areas, 
including an implementation plan.  

 
The project team utilized a combination of Geographic Information System and Google Earth-based analyses and 
groundtruthing to inventory and assess utilization of lands of study interest within Whitehorse. Internet-based 
research supplemented primary research with both the City and YG for an understanding of land sales and 
development trends from approximately 2000 onwards. Development suitability of candidate potential future 
commercial and industrial lands was based on a desktop review of pre-existing 1;20,000 terrain mapping conducted 
for the City.  
 
1.2.1 Engagement Process 
 
Engagement of external parties by the project team primarily consisted of outreach to the following groups:  
 

• Property and/or business owner operating within the CH - Highway Commercial, CIM - Mixed-Use 
Commercial/Industrial, IS - Service Industrial, and IH - Heavy Industrial zones;  

• Local First Nation governments and development corporations; and  

• Realtors, developers, and industry associations.  
 

Engagement commenced with an online survey for property owners and business operators. Invitations to 
participate were sent by mail to approximately 350 addresses in early November 2018 and were followed up by a 
reminder letter in mid-December. The survey was produced on the online application Survey Monkey, and was 
accessible from November 5th until January 15th through a link posted on the project website. Thirty-nine surveys 
were completed; results are included in Appendix A.  
 
Two focus group sessions were held concurrent with the survey in late November 2018 to discuss current 
successes and challenges, emerging trends, land needs, and potential City strategies around IS, CIM and CH zoning. 
A third session was also held to discuss the emerging food, beverage and cannabis production sectors13. The focus 
group sessions were open to current and prospective property and business owners, along with representatives of 
governments and industry associations. Twenty people participated, with some participants attending more than 
one session.  
 
The project team also conducted semi-structured interviews with representatives of KDFN, TKC, and YG, First 
Nation development corporations, industry associations, realtors and development companies to gain qualitative 
insights into future land needs and supply, industry trends, market conditions and potential strategies.  

																																																								
13A fourth session was scheduled for Heavy Industrial zoning but was cancelled due to lack of interest.   
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1.2.2 Land Needs Estimate 
 
To arrive at an estimate of future industry needs for MU-I/C and I designated lands, the team employed two 
forecasting methods:  
 

• Shift Share Employment Forecast – use of 2008-2018 employment sector data to forecast future 
employment and associated spatial needs based on typical employment density for various sectors, relying 
on Statistics Canada employment data linked to North American Industry Classification System industry 
categories combined with results from the Yukon Business Survey; and 

• Population-Based Forecast – use of population forecasting through to 2040 to project incremental industry 
growth based on per capita support and spatial needs (for retail and food services, specifically), drawing 
on typical industry behaviour and Yukon Bureau of Statistics population projections.   

 
In order to arrive at land estimates, the project team formulated many assumptions based on its knowledge of 
typical industry behaviour and observation of local conditions. These assumptions and detailed calculations are 
included in Appendix F.  
 

1.2.3 Development Potential Analysis 
 
The team undertook a terrain-based evaluation of broad development potential for candidate future commercial 
and industrial lands across Whitehorse, focusing in particular on:  
 

• Undeveloped areas currently designated I and/or MU-I/C in the 2010 OCP; and, 

• Undeveloped areas designated FP or First Nation Future Planning (FNFP) located adjacent to areas 
currently designated I and/or MU-I/C.   

 
The evaluation was undertaken at a high-level (1:20,000 scale) using pre-existing 1;20,000 terrain mapping 
conducted for the City of Whitehorse by Mougeot GeoAnalysis (1996) and identified potential areas that warrant 
further consideration, based on terrain and landscape conditions alone, for land development. The detailed 
methodology is included in Appendix G and the results are shown on the maps in Appendix H.  
 

1.2.4 Industrial Area Survey 
 
The project team undertook a field survey of industrial areas in Spring 2019 to gauge both the quantity of privately 
owned undeveloped and/or vacant land and the extent of utilization of developed properties. Properties were 
visually assessed from the adjoining road and then subsequently checked in Google Earth review to determine 
approximate building coverage and other site utilization.  
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2.0 LAND INVENTORY  
 

Understanding the current extent and composition of commercial and 
industrial lands in Whitehorse is a prerequisite to identifying potential gaps 
and forecasting incremental need for future commercial and industrial 
activities. The following section provides an overview.   
 
2.1 Designations and Zones 
 
Five OCP designations and seven zones were scoped into this review as 
shown in Table 1 below. OCP designations included I, MU-I/C and NR. 
Areas designated FP located adjacent to currently designated I and MU-I/C 
areas were also included for consideration as potential future development 
areas.  
 
Table 1. Inventory of Whitehorse Lands Included in the Study Area 
  

Land Use Designations and Zones Total 
Area  
(ha) 

Total Area –  
Other Lands 

(ha) 

Total Area –  
First Nation 

Land (ha) 

# of 
Lots

14 
INDUSTRIAL (I) 972.9 969.5 3.5 - 
IH – Heavy Industrial 66.2 66.2 - 315 
IS – Service Industrial 265.3 239.1 26.2 213 
MIXED-USE – INDUSTRIAL/COMMERCIAL (MU-I/C) 461.9 445.8 16.1 - 
CH – Highway Commercial 95.2 90.2 5 77 
CIM – Mixed-Use Commercial/Industrial 140.8 123.1 17.7 254 
NATURAL RESOURCE (NR) 288.6 288.6 - - 
IQ – Quarries 449.5 449.5 - - 
FUTURE PLANNING (FP)16 3895.3 3866 29.3 - 
FP – Future Planning17 4133 4102.7 30.3 - 
FIRST NATION FUTURE PLANNING18 (FNFP) 294 - 294 - 
FNFP – First Nation Future Planning19 1.8 0.8 1 - 

 
Refer to Appendix A for a city-wide map indicating OCP designations, zoning and land tenure. 

 
2.2 Land Uses and Restrictions  
 
2.2.1 Commercial and Industrial Zones 
 
Pursuant to the City’s Zoning Bylaw, each zone under the I and MU-I/C designations is subject to a host of 
regulations pertaining to appropriate use, parcel size, and development pattern. The intention of each zone 
assessed is as follows:  
 

																																																								
14 This includes unconsolidated land parcels that comprise larger properties as well as vacant lots. IH and IQ totals include lease 
areas on public lands. 	
15 The majority of IH zoned land is comprised of lease areas, some with split zoning. Three lots (6.5 ha) are privately owned. 
16 This includes only those FP designated areas located adjacent to I and/or MU-I/C designated areas.  
17 This includes only FP zoned areas located within the FP designated areas adjacent to I and/or MU-I/C designations. 	
18 This designation is specific to KDFN lands; TKC lands are incorporated into the FP designation. Only those FNFP areas 
located adjacent to I and/or MU-I/C designated areas are included in this total. 
19 This includes only FNFP zoned areas located within the FNFP designated areas adjacent to I and/or MU-I/C designations. 

OCP vs. Zoning 
 
The City’s OCP provides high-
level policy guidance by 
applying various land use 
designations across 
Whitehorse. The City’s Zoning 
Bylaw provides more explicit 
direction through the 
application of specific zones, 
along with accompanying 
regulations for permitted uses, 
site coverage allowances, 
building setbacks, etc.   
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• IH - Heavy Industrial – to 
provide for large-scale industrial 
uses and other uses that may 
have large land requirements or 
nuisance effects on adjacent uses; 

• IS - Service Industrial – to 
provide for a mix of commercial 
and industrial uses including 
manufacturing, processing, 
assembly, distribution, service or 
repair, which may carry out a 
portion of their operation 
outdoors or require outdoor 
storage; 

• CH - Highway Commercial – 
to provide for high quality 
commercial development 
primarily along arterial roadways 
including those that serve as 
entrance and tourist routes into 
the City; and 

• CIM - Mixed-Use Commercial 
Industrial – to provide a 
transition zone for the 
development of service 
commercial and clean industrial 
uses near the city centre. 

Principal uses for the four zones are 
shown in Table 2 at right.  

Land Use Allowances 
 
The Zoning Bylaw prescribes 
land use allowances within each 
zone. Principal uses are 
automatically approved. 
Secondary uses are typically 
approved so long as they are 
accompanied or preceded by a 
principal use. Principal and 
secondary use approvals are 
under the authority of the City’s 
Development Officers. 
Conditional uses require a City 
Council and public input process. 
These uses are approved based 
on careful consideration of 
various factors, including design 
and character, impact on 
neighbouring properties, 
demonstrated need, mitigation, 
and public input.  

	
	
	

Principal Uses CH CIM IS IH 
Aircraft sales/services      
Animal clinics     
Animal shelters     
Auctions/auction grounds     
Asphalt plants     
Bulk fuel depots     
Business support services     
Commercial schools     
Commercial storage     
Community recreation services     
Concrete plants     
Crematoria     
Custom indoor manufacturing      
Eating and drinking establishments     
Emergency and protective services     
Equipment sales/rentals, heavy     
Fabrication shops     
Fleet services     
Garden centres     
Gas bars     
General contractor services     
Health services     
Hostels     
Hotels     
Household repair services     
Indoor participant recreation services     
Industrial, salvage     
Motels     
Kennels     
Manufacturing      
Mobile catering food services     
Offices (above ground floor)     
Outdoor recreation equipment rentals/sales     
Outside storage     
Parks     
Pet clinics     
Processing, heavy     
Processing, light     
Recreational vehicle parks     
Retail services, convenience     
Retail services, general less than 500 m2     
Retail services, restricted     
Trucking terminals      
Vehicle sales and service     
Warehouse sales     

	Table 2. Principal Uses for Commercial and Industrial Zones Included in the 
Study Area 
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Secondary and Conditional uses for the four zones are shown in Table 3 below.  
 
Table 3. Secondary and Conditional Uses for Commercial and Industrial Zones Included in the Study Area 
 

Secondary Uses CH CIM IS IH 
Accessory building/structure     
Caretaker residence     
Offices     
Offices, above ground floor     
Outdoor storage     
Retail services, general     
Retail services, general, less than 500 m2     
Conditional Uses CH CIM IS IH 
Bulk fuel depots     
Caretaker residence (121-297 m2)     
Eating and drinking establishments     
Indoor participant recreation services     
Land treatment facilities     
Natural resource extraction     
Offices, ground floor     
Offices, on ground floor or more than 50% of gross floor area     
Scientific and cultural exhibits     

 
The Zoning Bylaw’s minimum lot size requirements for commercial lots are considerably smaller than for industrial 
lots within serviced areas, but are standardized for lots that are not connected to municipal water and sewer. 
Maximum site coverage allowances are either 50% or 75%, depending on zone. Refer to Table 4.  
 
Table 4. Minimum Lot Sizes and Coverage Allowances for Commercial and Industrial Zones Included in Study 
 

Zone Minimum Lot Size 
(Serviced) 

Minimum Lot Size 
(Unserviced) 

Maximum Site 
Coverage20 

CH - Highway Commercial  875 m2 
0.0875 ha 

5,000 m2 
0.5 ha 

50% 

CIM - Mixed-Use 
Commercial/Industrial  

650 m2 
0.065 ha 

5,000 m2 
0.5 ha 

75% 

IS - Service Industrial  2,000 m2 
0.2 ha 

5,000 m2 
0.5 ha 

75% 

IH - Heavy Industrial  5,000 m2 
0.5 ha 

5,000 m2 
0.5 ha 

50% 

 
2.2.2 Quarries  
 
The NR designation of the OCP “recognizes the potential for the extraction and management of mineral and 
gravel deposits and should be restored to a natural state following extraction activities”. Quarrying is also 
permitted within the Industrial designation, with the expectation of a future land use that may eliminate the need 
for reclamation to a natural state.  
 
Pursuant to the Zoning Bylaw, the intention of the IQ - Quarries zone is as follows:  
 

• IQ - Quarries – to provide a site for the on-site removal, extraction, and primary processing of soil and 
aggregate materials found on or under the site. 

																																																								
20 Maximum Site Coverage is defined in the Zoning Bylaw as “the percentage of horizontal area of a lot that may be built upon 
including accessory buildings or structures….” 
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Principal, Secondary and Conditional uses are outlined in Table 5 below.  
 
Table 5. Principal, Secondary and Conditional Uses for the IQ - Quarries Zone 
 
Principal Uses Secondary Uses Conditional Uses 
Concrete plants Accessory building/structure Asphalt plants 
Natural resource extraction Caretaker residence Land treatment facilities 

 
The minimum lot size allowed in the zone is 2.5 hectares. Site restrictions are general OCP provisions around 
orderly quarry development and management (i.e., operation plans, signage, vehicle access, etc.) There is also a 
provision requiring redevelopment and reclamation of the site upon termination of extraction activities.  
 

2.3 Commercial and Industrial Nodes 
 
Commercial and industrial activity is distributed in areas across Whitehorse. Most are oriented directly on or in 
proximity to the Alaska Highway. The following section provides an overview of key nodes, described from north 
to south. Refer to Appendix A for maps of these and surrounding areas.  
 
Kulan Industrial Area 

 
The Kulan industrial area is accessed via the 
Alaska Highway immediately south of the 
Crestview residential area. Approximately 40 
lots are located here, with lots generally 
ranging from 0.5 to 2.2 hectares. Kulan hosts 
a diverse mix of private sector companies, 
primarily in the Construction and 
Transportation & Warehousing sectors, along 
with numerous Utilities-related operations. 
There are a number of undeveloped First 
Nation parcels in the area as well. Zoning is 
predominantly IS.  
 
Kulan features three-phase power, 
Internet/telephone, and gravel roads. Water 
supply includes onsite wells and/or water delivery, with disposal into septic systems. The Porter Creek reservoir is 
located within Kulan; no lots are connected to a watermain that runs along Lindeman Road (before crossing the 
highway), but fire flows are believed to be below typical industrial fire flow requirements of 150 L/sec.  
 
Taylor Industrial Area 
 
48 lots are located in the Taylor Industrial Area immediately northwest of Porter Creek residential area, with lots 
generally ranging from 0.4 to 1.7 hectares. Taylor has a similar mix of business types as Kulan, with more mining-
oriented technical services present. Again, zoning is predominantly IS.   
 
Servicing in Taylor consists of single-phase power, Internet/telephone and gravel roads. Similar to Kulan, lots have 
onsite wells or water delivery and septic systems. Watermains and sewermains are located within close proximity 
of the subdivision and it would be feasible to install water services to all of the lots as well as pave the roads, a 
portion of which could be funded through a Local Improvement Charge.  
 
 
 
 

Figure 1. Kulan Industrial Area 
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Alaska Highway (between Kopper King and Airport)  
 

A number of CH and CIM zoned properties are situated along the Alaska Highway between the Kopper King area 
and Erik Neilsen Whitehorse International Airport. Highway-situated commercial uses include gas stations, motels, 
restaurants and museums. A strip of CH zoned development along the southernmost extent of Range Road 
includes numerous car dealerships along with municipal operations facilities. A cluster of CIM zoned lots are 
situated across the Alaska Highway from the airport in the Burns Road area and are home primarily to 
transportation and storage businesses as well as public and private sector office uses.  
 
Three-phase power and internet/telephone are available along the highway corridor. Municipal water and sewer 
are generally available as well, however there is limited water and sewer infrastructure between the Takhini and 
Kopper King neighbourhoods. The available fire flows along this corridor are very high (greater than 250 L/s). The 
Alaska Highway is currently being upgraded (i.e., twinned) south of Two Mile Hill, and Range Road is being 
extended further south. The highway in the Wasson Place/Burns Road area is also scheduled for upgrading, which 
will likely include twinning the highway and the installation of stop lights (versus current stop signs). Municipal 
water and sewer extends as far south as Lodestar Lane.  

 
 
Marwell Industrial Area  
 
The Marwell area is Whitehorse’s original heavy industrial area, having been the site for the Canol refinery that 
operated for a short time during World War II. In the decades since, Marwell has evolved into an eclectic mix of 
specialty retail-commercial, service-commercial, light to heavier industry, office and organizational uses situated 
across a wide range of lot sizes (0.16 
– 2.6 hectares) - operating on 232 
lots with CIM zoning. The 2018 
Marwell Plan established a vision for a 
higher density mixed-use and light 
industrial neighbourhood that acts as 
an industrious extension to the 
Downtown core, augmented by new 
and/or improved transportation 
connections, park and trail amenities, 
and the relocation and remediation of 
heavy industrial uses.  
 
KDFN has a large, undeveloped 
Settlement Parcel situated along 
Tlingit Street in the northernmost 
portion of Marwell, typically referred to as Lot 226. Its development corporation, Chu Níikwän, is proceeding with 
the development of the Hammerstone business park, with over 30 lots available for lease envisioned (with nine 
coming online in Summer 2020).  
 

Figure 2. Alaska Highway Commercial Services Strip Near Airport 
Airport 

Figure 3. Titanium Way Development in Marwell 
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The subdivision has piped water and sanitary sewers; however, there are portions of Marwell that are not 
currently connected to this infrastructure. Available fire flows are typical. Three-phase power and 
Internet/telephone is available. Roads are predominantly paved and stormwater managed with a combination of 
open ditches and storm sewers. Tlingit Road is the last remaining unpaved major arterial road but is scheduled for 
upgrades in the short-term. 
 

Robert Service Way/Hamilton 
Boulevard  
 
The Alaska Highway corridor in the 
vicinity of the intersection with 
Robert Service Way/Hamilton 
Boulevard is home to several 
clusters of CH and CIM zoned 
properties housing an eclectic mix 
of businesses. The Metropolit Lane 
development has established over 
the past decade, resulting from the 
subdivision of the large Yukon 
Gardens parcel.   
 
There is no municipal water or 
sewer infrastructure south of 
Lodestar Lane (in the vicinity of 

Whitehorse International Airport); as such, all lots in this area have on-site systems or water delivery. Changes 
made to the Zoning Bylaw in 2019 are intended to prohibit the future subdivision of unserviced lots to this size.   
 
Mount Sima Industrial Area 
 
Located about 10 kilometres south of the Robert Service Way/Alaska Highway intersection is the Mount Sima 
industrial area. Mount Sima was developed in two phases between the early and late 2000s and includes 65 lots 
with IS zoning ranging from 0.23 to 7.6 hectares in size (seven vacant KDFN parcels have First Nation (FN)-IS 
zoning). Mount Sima hosts a diverse mix of private sector companies, primarily in the Construction, 
Transportation & Warehousing, Mining and Utilities sectors. As well, it has two breweries and several artist 
studios. Sima currently has a larger supply of vacant and/or for lease/sale parcels than other industrial areas in 
Whitehorse. Three-phase power and Internet/telephone are available in Mount Sima. Lots have onsite wells or 
water delivery and dispose of wastewater into septic systems. The road network servicing the subdivision is paved. 	

 
MacRae Industrial Area  
 
MacRae was first established as a flagstop station for the White Pass and Yukon Route railway. It then functioned 
as a critical army checkpoint and relay station (complete with barracks, fire hall, and recreation centre) during the 
construction of the Alaska Highway, and later developed as an industrial area in the 1960s. 14 CH, 52 IS, and one 
CIM zoned lots are located here, with lots ranging from 0.19 to 2.6 hectares and averaging 0.55 hectares. The IS 

Figure 4. Metropolit Lane at Intersection of Alaska Highway with Hamilton 
Boulevard and Robert Service Way 

Figure 5. Mount Sima Industrial Area 	



	 10 

zoned lots in MacRae host a similar mix of businesses to Mount Sima. The strip of CH zoned properties situated 
directly along the highway, predominantly to the west of the industrial lots, feature a mix of businesses including 
service stations and lumber suppliers. Three-phase power and Internet/telephone are available in MacRae, and lots 
have onsite wells or water delivery and dispose of wastewater into septic systems. Gravel roads provide access 
within the subdivision.  

 
2.4 Quarries 
 
Approximately 450 hectares of land within the municipal boundary is zoned IQ - Quarries. With the exception of 
two City-owned parcels that are leased and a few private parcels, virtually all Whitehorse quarries are 
Commissioner’s lands administered by the Government of Yukon (YG)’s Land Management Branch. The 
government’s list of active quarries and the City’s add up to about 468 hectares of active quarries, a small 
discrepancy from the zoning. A list of active Whitehorse quarries is presented in Table 6.  

 
Table 6. Quarries Located Within City Limits 
 

Location 
 

Lease Area 
(ha) 

Land 
Tenure 

Location 
 

Lease Area 
(ha) 

Land 
Tenure 

Crestview 2.76 YG McLean Lake 4.11 YG 

Crestview  10 YG McLean Lake 5.5 YG 

Echo Valley 16 YG McLean Lake 7 YG 

Echo Valley 28.3 YG McLean Lake 7.187 YG 

Echo Valley 39.5 YG McLean Lake 9.26 YG 

Ear Lake 9.6 City McLean Lake 9.5 YG 

Ear Lake 7.8 City McLean Lake 12 YG 

Whitehorse Copper 9.94 YG McLean Lake 0.89 City 

Whitehorse Copper 12 YG McLean Lake 3.3 YG 

Whitehorse Copper 14 YG McLean Lake 3.5 YG 

Whitehorse Copper 224.15 YG McLean Lake 3.91 YG 
Sources: YG Lands Branch and City of Whitehorse	
 
Gravel quarry approval and management on Commissioner’s lands is the responsibility of YG’s Department of 
Energy, Mines and Resources (EMR) under the Lands Act Quarry Regulations. The City is consulted at two distinct 
steps:  first, prior to the issuance of a permit for testing; and second, prior to the actual development of a quarry. 
This two-step “check-in” allows for the City to ensure conformance with the OCP and applicable zoning. 
Applications are further subject to a screening under the Yukon Environmental and Socioeconomic Assessment Act. All 
subsequent inspections and administration are the responsibility of EMR.  

  

Figure 6. Highway Commercial Zoned Properties Fronting the Alaska Highway in MacRae 	
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3.0 HISTORICAL AND CURRENT MARKET DYNAMICS 
 
Predicting the potential growth and change in economic activity that will require a supporting land base relies on 
an understanding of local market conditions, drivers and indicators. The following section provides a closer look at 
what the current and historical state of employment lands supply and demand in Whitehorse, drawing from a 
range of quantitative data and insights gained from the team’s engagement.  
 

3.1 Previous Lot Sales   
 
The survey and sale of commercial and industrial lots21, along with installation of infrastructure, is the responsibility 
of YG’s Land Development Branch. The Branch works in cooperation with the City to ensure local land needs are 
being met. Lots are sold either over the counter or via public tender.  
 
The past 20 years saw only a handful of new commercial lots released to market, while over 50 industrial lots 
were released in the two phases of the Mount Sima industrial subdivision in the early to late 2000s.  No lots came 
on the market between 2016 and 2018. Refer to Figure 7.  

 
Source:  YG Land Management Branch	
 
 
Over the past 20 years, both commercial and industrial lot prices have trended moderately upwards, while the 
sales period has sharply decreased. For example, the market absorbed the first phase of Mount Sima over an 8-
year period; the second phase, released in 2007, sold in less than half that time. Refer to Table 7.  
 
Another noteworthy sale of lots involved the Titanium Way development in Marwell. Northern Vision 
Development initiated construction in 2006 and a total of 48 CIM zoned lots in the 0.2-hectare range were sold 
between 2007 and 2017.  
 

3.2 Building Permits   
 
The Yukon Bureau of Statistics (YBS) tracks the number and value of building permits on an annual basis. Looking 
at results for commercial and industrial building permits over the past 10 years, there is correlation with both land 
sales and broader territorial economic performance. The number and value of industrial property building 

																																																								
21 Commercial and industrial classifications are YG’s, versus indicative of City zoning.  
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Table 7. YG Commercial and Industrial Land Sales, 1997-2016 
 

Year(s) Area Land Use # of 
Lots 

Price/ft2 Absorption 
Time 

Other Notes 

1997-00 Porter Creek Industrial 3 n/a n/a  
2002 Hillcrest Commercial 1 $4.08 n/a Sold via tender 
2002 Mount Sima (Phase 1) Industrial 28 $0.47 8 yrs  9 KDFN lots, 2 

tender, 19 
counter 

2003 Taylor Industrial 2  n/a  
2007 Mount Sima (Phase 2) Industrial 25 $0.58 3 yrs 8 tender, 17 

counter 
2009 Copper Ridge Commercial 1 $4.25 n/a Sold via tender 
2010 Hillcrest (Burns Road) Industrial (6)/ 

Commercial (2) 
8 $6.40 10 mos 2 tender, 6 

counter 
2015 Marwell Commercial 1 $10.64 n/a Sold via tender 
2015 MacRae Industrial 1 $0.94 n/a Sold via tender 
2016 Whistle Bend Commercial 1 $6.81 n/a Sold over counter 

Source:  YG Land Management Branch	
 
permits peaked in 2012 – some three years after lots in Mount Sima Industrial Area had fully sold and at the height 
of a commodities “supercycle” of high mineral prices and corresponding production and exploration activity. After 
2012, industrial building activity sharply dropped and has remained flat since. Commercial building activity showed 
a similar pattern, peaking in 2011 and then sharply declining; however, building activity rallied for a 2015 high that 
exceeded 2011. Refer to Figure 8. 
 

	
		
Source: YBS 2018 Annual Statistical Review	
 

2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

# of permits (I) 17 44 25 32 14 7 3 0 2 0

Value of permits (I) $826 $2,842 $3,597 $4,319 $1,142 $577 $50 $-   $82 $-   

# of permits (C) 66 96 91 100 114 129 142 123 137 204

Value of permits (C) $7,531 $14,439 $20,936 $7,555 $14,322 $13,352 $21,735 $19,755 $16,438 $14,422 
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Note that the inclusion of all commercial properties throughout Whitehorse means this data set includes but is 
not exclusively attributable to the CH and CIM zones. The project team assumes that much of the permits and 
associated value pertains to construction in Core Commercial and Service Commercial zones in Downtown.  
 
3.3 Property Transactions   
 
Industrial property transactions in Whitehorse over the 2008-2018 period exhibited a pattern of sharp peaks and 
troughs. The 2013 peak saw the highest number of industrial property transactions (28), followed by a 2017 peak 
that saw 24 properties sold. For 7 of those 11 years, sales were statistically negligible. Refer to Figure 9.  
 

 
Source: YBS 2018 Annual Statistical Review22	
 
Commercial property transactions in Whitehorse over the 2008-2018 period were more stable, ranging from 17-
26 in number for the last 5 years. Prior to 2014, the volume and value of transactions was considerably smaller (in 
fact, statistically negligible for four of six years). Again, this data set pertains to all commercial properties, not 
specifically those zoned CH and CIM. Refer to Figure 10.  
 
3.4 Development Approvals 
 
Any significant changes to a commercial or industrial property in Whitehorse – be it a change in use, subdivision 
(including enlargements and consolidations), or construction of a new building – triggers a review and approval by 
the City’s Land and Building Services Department.  
 
A review of applications received by the City for the zones of interest during the 2009-2018 timeframe shows that 
the majority involved development permits on IS and CIM zoned parcels (84 and 74 respectively). Applications for 
industrial lot subdivisions and enlargements increased during the 2013 building boom and totalled 12 over the 
decade. Almost exclusively, applications for rezoning and OCP amendments related to CH zoned parcels. Refer to 
Table 8. 
 

																																																								
22 The Yukon Bureau of Statistics suppresses data for reasons of confidentiality. This suppressed data is indicated as ‘0’ on the chart.   

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

# of Industrial Sales 0 12 0 20 0 28 0 0 0 24 0

Value-Industrial 0 3865 0 8108 0 10097 0 0 0 8743 0
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Source: YBS 2018 Annual Statistical Review23	
 
 
Table 8. City of Whitehorse Development Approvals, By Type, 2009-2018  
 

Year Development 
Permits 

Rezoning/OCP 
Amendment  

Lot Subdivisions♦  Lot 
Enlargements 

Lot 
Consolidations 

CIM CH IS CIM CH IS IQ CIM CH IS CIM CH IS CIM CH IS 
2009 2  2  1            
2010 4 2 9  1     1   1   1 
2011 6  12  3      1  1    
2012 10  15  1 1 1  1 1   2    
2013 5 1 7     1  4   3    
2014 9  7       1       
2015 6  6     1  1   1 1  1 
2016 11  9 1 1   1       1  
2017 8  9  1   2  2*       
2018 13 1 8  1   1*  2*       

TOTAL 74 4 84 1 8 1 1 6 1 12 1  8 1 1 1 
*Includes Settlement Land 
Source:  City of Whitehorse 
 
A closer look at development permits for CIM and IS zoned parcels, which accounted for the vast majority of City 
development approvals of interest over the 2009-2018 timeframe, shows that they were triggered predominately 
by new construction. Applications for caretaker residences comprised just over 25% of IS zoned parcel permits, 
indicating a high level of interest in this secondary use. Redevelopment (i.e., additions and renovations) comprised 
22% and 18% of CIM and IS applications, respectively. Changes to and/or temporary uses were proportionally 
higher on CIM zoned parcels than on IS zoned parcels. Refer to Table 9.  
 

																																																								
23	YBS suppresses data for reasons of confidentiality. This suppressed data is indicated as ‘0’ on the chart.  	

2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

# of Commercial Sales 7 0 15 0 0 0 20 26 19 20 17

Value-Commercial 3449 0 10496 0 0 0 26,68819,52318,97226,81023,274
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Table 9. City of Whitehorse Mixed-Use Commercial/Industrial and Service Industrial Zone Development Permits, By Type, 
2009-2018 

 
Year CIM Zoned Parcels IS Zoned Parcels 

Total 
Permits 

New 
Build	

Addition/ 
Renovation	

Caretaker 
Residence	

Use Total 
Permits 

New 
Build 

Addition/ 
Renovation	

Caretaker 
Residence 

Use 

2009	 2	 2    2	     
2010	 4	 4 1 2  9	 4 4 1  
2011	 6	 4 1 1  12	 11 1 4  
2012	 10	 6 3 1  15	 11 3 5  
2013	 5	 3 1 1  7	 6  2 1 
2014	 9	 6  2 2 7	 5 1 2 1 
2015	 6	 3  1 3 6	 5  1  
2016	 11	 6 2 1 3 9	 6 2 1 3 
2017	 8	 4 2 1 2 9	 6 2 2 1 
2018	 13	 2 6 1 3 8	 5 2 4 1 

TOTALS 74 40 16 11 13 84 59 15 22 7 
Source: City of Whitehorse 
 
3.5 Current Market Needs and Demand 
 
3.5.1 What We Heard – Development Community 

The project team spoke with with First Nation development corporations, realtors, and developers to gain 
qualitative insights into the current state of supply and demand for commercial and industrial properties in 
Whitehorse. The following section highlight key themes that emerged from these discussions; complete workshop 
summary notes are included in Appendix B.   

Demand is difficult to accurately pinpoint 
 
Realtors noted that it can be difficult to assess the actual demand for land in Whitehorse; some market activity 
may be fuelled by land speculation versus actual real-time market need attached to business start-up and/or growth 
and expansion. Land demand was described as being highly cyclical, even on an annual basis, with interest typically 
increasing in space to conduct business activities indoors over the cold winter months.   
 
Demand is believed to be on the upswing, particularly for certain properties/sectors 
 
Interviewees generally felt that demand is up, but not substantially so, compared to 8-10 years ago. A few noted a 
relatively recent “uptick” in interest. There is reportedly very strong interest in the trade centre model of 
development (e.g., Titanium Way) – specifically units with a garage door and some office and storage space. The 
team also heard that there is unmet demand for large parcels of land for storing supplies and equipment, 
particularly related to mining and construction, and rentals of storage space are becoming increasingly common. In 
addition, there is apparently some demand for land suitable for larger retail developments (auto parts and 
wholesale retail were specifically mentioned). The team heard that most of the demand is for raw land due to the 
expense and difficulty of retrofitting an existing property/building to meet the specific needs of another business.  
 
Supply is very limited and costs are rising 
 
Interviewees noted that the areas of demand noted above are largely unsatisfied at present.24 Costs and limited 
options for operating a business Downtown are making Marwell an attractive option for small business, although 
there is very little supply available. Bare land prices in Mount Sima were said to have increased considerably to the 
$4-$5/ft2 range. One realtor noted that there is a gap in building stock; there are numerous buildings and 

																																																								
24 Both the Downtown and Marwell plans also highlight the gap for larger format retail.  
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warehouses built in the 1980s/90s with poor energy efficiency that do not meet the needs of today’s prospective 
buyers. Further, areas such as MacRae have older properties, some with 2nd generation owners, that effectively 
function as “junkyards” because the costs of cleanup (i.e., tipping fees) far exceed annual taxes paid on them.  
 

 
3.5.2 What We Heard – Property Owner and Business Operator Focus Group Sessions 

Participants in the study’s focus group sessions for CIM, CH, and IS lands shared a broad range of perspectives 
around current land supply and demand, many consistent with what the project team heard during interviews. 
Complete summary notes from the sessions are included in Appendix B. The team felt that the following themes 
emerged as the most prevalent: 

Affordability is lacking  
 
The affordability of shop rental space is a big issue for Whitehorse’s business community. One focus group 
participant shared that his best option would require an outlay of $3,500/month and was difficult to find. It was 
suggested that many businesses struggle to cover their monthly rents, and that the high cost of purchasing land 
translates into high rents. It was mentioned that land costs have tripled since lots were released in Mount Sima, 
and that the days of $90,000 lots are over. Concern was also raised for how development permit applications can 
trigger current zoning regulations, and that this can have a big financial impact on businesses. 
 
Underutilized lots are contributing to undersupply 
 
Participants reported that the line between “salvage yard” and “junkyard” is blurred in industrial areas across the 
city. It was pointed out that City landfill tipping fees provide a disincentive to selling for owners who have either 
gone out of business or have inherited properties. Another contributing factor is the lack of a reuse economy in 
Whitehorse. Similarly, participants in the industrial focus group commented that some lots are purchased but 
remain undeveloped for years with little to no financial disincentive for owners due to low property taxes.  
 
Land scarcity is forcing rezoning 
 
It was noted that the shortage in land availability leads some property owners to rezone at their locations in order 
to carry out their desired business activities. There is nowhere to move to, so owners try to make do with what 
they have. Sometimes this does not result in a good outcome from a neighbourhood design perspective; but the 
lack of alternative sites makes this a persistent issue. 
  
Land ownership is preferred over other options 
 
Participants in both the commercial and industrial focus groups stressed that businesses need land ownership 
opportunities to build their assets and equity. Increasing rental opportunities was not viewed as a viable solution to 
addressing the land availability challenge, and it was questionable as to whether there is interest in the land 

What’s For Sale? 

Market listings in Fall 2019 were limited to a handful of properties, including: 

Zone Description Price Location 
CIM Ground-floor commercial space in a multi-unit building $430,000 Marwell 

Industrial shop and second-storey caretaker suite $459,000 Marwell 
IS 6000 ft2 garage/workshop/office & residence on 1.8 acres $1,100,000 Mount Sima 
	
A rare listing for a medium-sized parcel of raw land in the popular Marwell area was priced at $9/ft2 in Spring 
2019. Around the same time, the team’s field survey of industrial properties across Whitehorse in Spring 2019 
found about 7 hectares of developed property available for rent/lease. There were no IH zoned property listings. 	
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leasing/rental model. Businesses often have very specific needs that require custom-built facilities to accommodate 
their activities; it was viewed as uncommon for businesses to be able to rent what they need.  
 
3.5.3 Property Owner and Business Operator Survey 
 
Results of the online survey distributed to property owners and business operators on CH, CIM, IS, and IH zoned 
lands were largely aligned with what the project team heard during interviews and focus group sessions. The 
complete results are included in Appendix C.  
 
The current supply for commercial lots was reported as being non-existent or limited by a majority of those 
looking, with only a few reporting a good supply. Refer to Figures 11 and 12. 
 

 

 
 
When queried about their future property-related business plans, 36% of survey respondents indicated that they 
intend to stay at their current property, while slightly fewer (31%) hope to relocate and/or expand to another 
Whitehorse property. 31% plan to expand an existing building and 28% plan to construct a new building, indicating 
that many property owners who intend to stay at their current site plan to meet their needs through 
redevelopment. Only 3% of respondents indicated a plan to relocate outside of Whitehorse; survey comments 
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Figure 12. Current Supply of Industrial Lots!
According to Survey Respondents!

Who Participated in the 
Survey? 

Invitations to complete an online 
survey were sent to 350 property 
owners and businesses in late 2018. 
39 surveys were received. Here is a 
snapshot of survey respondents:  
 
• Own and/or operate on:  
o CH lands (18%) 
o CIM lands (49%) 
o IS lands (28%) 
o IH lands (13%) 

	
• Own and/or operate on:  
o One lot (41%) 
o Two lots (33%) 
o Three lots (5%) 
o Four or more lots (18%) 

 
• Own and/or operate in:  
o Marwell (41%) 
o MacRae (33%) 
o Alaska Hwy corridor (12%) 
o Kopper King (10%) 
o Mount Sima (10%) 
o Kulan (10%) 

 
• Respondents:  
o Owned property and operate 

business on it (59%) 
o Own property and rent/lease 

to others (26%) 
o Rent/lease property from 

others for business (18%) 
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would suggest that taxes may be a 
primary motivator. Refer to Figure 13.  

CIM zoning was the preference of a 
majority of respondents (36%) who 
indicated a future move or expansion to 
a new property, followed by IS (15%). 
There was very little interest indicated in 
CH and/or IH zoned lots. Refer to Figure 
14.  

Respondents who indicated a future 
move showed roughly equal interest (18-
21%) in small, medium, and large lots. 
About half of these respondents desired 
municipal water and sewer connection. 
Refer to Figure 15. 

 

 
 
Survey comments provided additional 
context to the multiple choice question 
results. Several respondents spoke to 
the difficulty of attracting employees due 
to the lack of affordable housing and 
their inability to provide it with current 
zoning restrictions. Another respondent 
commented that commercial properties 
they have had for sale for years have not 
attracted much interest. Other 
comments spoke to the lack of both 
suitable and affordable land purchase 
and/or lease/rental opportunities.  
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3.6 Emerging Market Needs and Demand – Food, Beverage and Cannabis 
Production 

 
The “produce/buy local” movement has changed the face of industrial and commercial areas across North America 
over the past decade. The following section considers the current state and needs of the food and beverage 
production sector, as well as the newly emerged cannabis production sector, both within Whitehorse and outside 
of it.   
 
3.6.1  What We Heard  

Participants in the study’s focus group session for the food, 
beverage and cannabis production sector provided valuable insight 
into the current state of the sector and its needs. Complete 
minutes from the session are included in Appendix D. The team 
felt that the following themes emerged as the most prevalent: 

The local food, beverage and cannabis production sector is 
growing and maturing 
 

Participants cited a healthy market of consumers interested in 
buying local products, and a corresponding growing community of 
entrepreneurs that want to supply them. The territory’s poultry, 
egg, pork and cattle industries were cited as “maturing”. At the 
local resident level, there is growing interest in do-it-yourself 
production as well as non-commercial production opportunities 
near residential areas (i.e., community gardens, etc.)  
 
Participants shared several emerging trends that could soon have 
an impact locally, including growing interest in entomophagy (insect farming) both for human consumption and 
livestock feed, as well as cannabis production (although no production license applications have been completed 
yet in the territory).  
 
Industry support needs to be system-wide, not just through zoning and land availability  
 

Participants shared the need for the City to create a supportive and attractive climate for the sector not through 
land use planning, but reducing barriers throughout the production chain - from the initial step of getting a business 
license to dealing with production waste. The City’s current limit of two business licenses per address (viewed as a 
hindrance to start-ups that experiment with multiple business ventures) was cited as a specific administrative 
hurdle. Waste management restrictions at the City landfill were also raised as a barrier to the food, beverage and 
cannabis sectors, given that certain kinds of production waste - notably slaughter waste - are not currently 
accepted. It was pointed out that if these sectors are unable to manage their waste, they will not be able to 
establish in Whitehorse. 
 
An integrated resource management mindset is required  
 

It was expressed that some “wastes” from production sectors are “resources” when the right processes and 
infrastructure are in place to capture their potential (e.g., organics turned into compost). Again, slaughter waste 
was raised as an example, which is an organic material that could be used as feed or contribute to the compost 
production process. It was stated that three phase electric power is also needed to support production, and that 
some producers are interested not only in using power, but in generating power than can be fed back into the grid.  
 
Regulations can hinder both business start-up and long-term success 
 

Some participants mentioned that Federal regulations (and to a lesser degree, corporate policies within the 
distribution chain) can make it difficult for small scale, local producers to get their products onto grocery store 

Who Participated in the  
Focus Group? 

 
The Food, Beverage and Cannabis 
Production Sector focus group included 
representation from:  
 
⋅ Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada 
⋅ Government of Yukon Agriculture 

Branch 
⋅ Fireweed Community Market Society  
⋅ Growers of Organic Food Yukon  
⋅ Yukon Agricultural Association 
⋅ Yukon Chamber of Commerce’s Food 

and Beverage Committee   
⋅ Alaska Highway Business Association   
⋅ Farm owners  
⋅ Restaurant owners 
⋅ Highway Commercial property owner 
⋅ Service Industrial property owner 
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shelves. The narrow profit margins in the food and beverage sectors can make compliance difficult for smaller 
producers. Some felt that the City and YG operate within regulatory “boxes”, sometimes outdated, that can be 
difficult for businesses to navigate. Modernization of municipal and territorial regulations is needed to respond to 
the emergence of new sectors; otherwise they will not be able to develop.   
 
Sectors locate where economic and operational needs are best met  
 

Land availability and affordability, as well as suitable infrastructure, are key determinants to where the sectors 
choose to locate, according to participants. Some encouraged the City should to look at examples from elsewhere 
(e.g., Granville Island) to see what factors have allowed for successful sector hubs to develop.  
 
Having affordable land was not viewed as the only determining factor for where a business will choose to locate.  
Some specific infrastructure requirements were also identified by participants. Indoor production methods often 
use cameras and systems requiring Internet to monitor and regulate growing conditions, such as watering, heating, 
cooling, and feeding; as such, access to fast and reliable 4G internet and three-phase power is a key consideration 
in a producer’s decision as to where to locate their facility.  
 
It was further suggested that access to public transportation is needed in employment areas located outside of the 
city core, and will become increasingly important for industries that have on-site employment. Low cost 
transportation options can help offset other living costs and make employees easier to attract and retain.  
 
Minimizing costs and additional revenue streams can help 
 

Some participants suggested that high municipal tax rates are a disincentive to locating production facilities within 
city limits. It was also suggested that a tax incentive specific to food production could help to encourage businesses 
to get into the industry. The question was posed as to whether the agricultural tax rate (which is applied to the 
YG agriculture zone) could be tied to land-use, rather than zoning (i.e., apply the rate to food producers in 
commercial and industrial zones).  
 
Caretaker residences are highly desired by this sector 
 

Participants indicated that the housing scarcity and high cost of accommodation in Whitehorse can make it difficult 
to attract and retain employees. Some businesses have trouble paying sufficient wages and caretaker residences can 
provide a viable option for businesses to attract workers by offering subsidized board in exchange for labour. This 
was viewed as being particularly advantageous for seasonal/short-term employees. Other benefits (i.e., on-site 
security, eliminating reliance on transit) were also mentioned.  
 
Onsite enjoyment of FB&C products is preferred, and some locations are ideal for it 
 

Support was indicated for stacked land-use allowances at production sites (e.g., tasting rooms or pubs wherever a 
brewery use is allowed). It was felt that enjoyment of a product on-site is an opportunity to enhance the 
educational experience and is in line with the “agro-tourism” model, which is gaining in popularity. Consumers are 
interested to meet the “makers” and learn about the production process. YG has explored this concept through a 
new “AgricultureX” zoning, whereby some farms also have land-use rights to establish restaurants on-site.  
 
Some participants were enthusiastic about the Downtown and Marwell waterfront evolving into a thriving brewer 
destination and the possibility of having tasting experiences at the waterfront in general was strongly supported.  
 
Communal processing and retail spaces encourages small business by reducing financial risk and 
increasing efficiencies  
 

Participants expressed support for more off-site communal retail spaces, such as the Fireweed Community Market 
and the Carcross Commons, to be developed. These spaces function as incubators by helping to lower financial 
risks and overhead costs for businesses as they get established. Similarly, the idea of a makerspace with a 
commercial kitchen, or a “food hub”, was raised as a potential idea that could support both small-scale commercial 
and DIY producers. A central storage facility for food could be another idea to explore.  
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The future of locally grown cannabis is uncertain 
 

It was suggested that meeting Federal regulations for the “standard” level of production (i.e., facility construction) 
and higher costs to import ingredients and export product would be major deterrents to local cannabis 
production. The small customer market in Yukon is a limiting factor that may inhibit larger production facilities 
from establishing, but the “micro” license avenue might make better economic sense. It was suggested that despite 
the short growing season of Yukon, there is potential for outdoor production to occur if plants are started 
indoors and then transplanted. No production licenses have been confirmed yet in Yukon, although some have 
started the process. It is expected that producers will likely also want processing licenses.  
 
3.6.2 Cross-Jurisdictional Review  
 
In order to understand municipal responses to the emerging food, 
beverage and cannabis production sectors in Whitehorse, the team 
undertook a review of cities across western Canada, namely 
Vancouver, Victoria, Kelowna, Nelson, Sooke, Calgary and 
Edmonton. Refer to Appendix E for the detailed results.  
  
The team found that municipalities in western Canada are employing 
a variety of zoning approaches to meet the needs of local food and 
beverage producers. The key differences relate to how permissive 
and expansive the approach is, whether production is indoor or 
outdoor, and whether retail is involved.  
 
Most of the municipalities reviewed have created specific definitions 
to accommodate indoor food and smaller scale outdoor food 
production. With respect to food production, Calgary has perhaps 
the simplest, most permissive and flexible approach of all jurisdictions 
reviewed, allowing for broadly defined (indoor) “Food Production” in 
many downtown residential, commercial, mixed-use, and industrial 
districts.   
 
The team found an even more permissive zoning approach applying 
to breweries, which have evolved from being standalone operations 
housed in industrial areas to horizontally integrated operations 
encompassing brewing, tasting, food service, and retail located within 
industrial-commercial transition zones and even the heart of 
traditional commercial areas. This evolution is generally supported by 
the municipalities reviewed, with most allowing the full range of 
brewery-related operations within both commercial and industrial 
areas (albeit limiting smaller-scale, “craft” breweries in commercial 
areas). Victoria appears to be the most accommodating in regards to breweries, allowing them in core downtown 
zones – even without a food or beverage service or retail function – and creating several Brew Pub districts 
throughout the city.  
	
Cannabis production is the relative newcomer to industrial areas with the legalization of marijuana having occurred 
in November 2018 with the Cannabis Act. All three levels of government have defined roles to play in regards to 
cannabis production. Municipalities exercise the most significant control over where cannabis production can and 
cannot occur via zoning and other controls such as buffers. Of the seven municipalities reviewed, cannabis 
production is incorporated into defined uses in five and cannabis production operations are restricted to Industrial 
zones and/or districts. Sooke has two separate definitions distinguishing “micro” and “standard” production; micro 
is permitted in all Industrial zones whereas standard is disallowed in the Light Industrial zone and limited to the 
General and Heavy Industrial zones.  

Indoor Food Production 
101 

 
Indoor food production is a rapidly 
evolving sector. Here is an overview 
of some of the main types:  
 
Aeroponics – a plant cultivation 
technique utilizing air or mist 
environment in lieu of soil or an 
aggregate medium 
 
Aquaculture – farming of aquatic 
organisms 
 
Aquaponics – a system of 
aquaculture in which the waste 
produced by farmed aquatic 
animals supplies nutrients for 
hydroponically grown plants 
 
Hydroponics – process of 
growing plants in sand, gravel or 
liquid, with added nutrients but 
without soil 
 
Vertical Farming – growing 
crops in vertically stacked layers, 
often incorporating techniques such 
as hydroponics, aquaponics and 
aeroponics 
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3.6.3 Whitehorse Zoning  
 
Currently uses such as breweries, indoor agriculture, and 
food/beverage processing are captured under the City’s 
Zoning Bylaw under the generalized categories of “light 
processing”, “heavy processing”, and “manufacturing”. Only 
one brewery operates in the downtown core (ancillary to the 
primary lounge use and occupying less than 50% of the floor 
area). Another brewery that operates in an industrial zone 
received a Conditional Use approval for an “eating and 
drinking establishment”. It appears that CIM zoning is serving 
a brewery located in the Marwell area, as well as two indoor 
food/beverage producers, adequately.  
 
3.6.4 Water and Wastewater   
 
The growth of local food and beverage production in 
Whitehorse creates unique challenges for the City and other 
regulators in regards to water use and wastewater disposal.  
 
Food and beverage production can be both water and 
wastewater intensive in nature. There are estimates that it 
takes an average of seven gallons of water to produce a single 
gallon of beer, factoring in all steps of the brewing process 
(American Brewers Association, N.D.). Cannabis plants 
require an estimated 4 to 5 gallons of water per day each (BC 
Craft Supply Co., 2019). Indoor growing systems for both 
food and cannabis production commonly incorporate 
hydroponic technologies and can range in design from drain-
to-waste to closed loop systems. Regardless of type, all 
systems eventually need to drain for routine maintenance, and 
the use of nutrient solutions and pesticides in indoor 
agriculture generates the potential to introduce contaminants 
into groundwater.  
 
Businesses in unserviced areas typically rely on on-site well 
and septic systems to meet their water and much of their 
uncontaminated liquid waste disposal needs. Some businesses 
have water delivery and pump out services in lieu of on-site 
servicing, or use these services in combination with on-site 
servicing. Food, beverage and cannabis production activities 
use more water than activities that have historically operated 
in Whitehorse’s unserviced industrial areas (such as 
equipment storage).  

 
The Zoning Bylaw currently makes no distinctions for the suitability of such uses in serviced versus unserviced 
areas. Furthermore, no consideration is given during the development approval process as to whether or not a 
proposed water and/or wastewater-intensive business use is combined with a caretaker residence, which can be 
similarly intensive. The territorial approval processes do consider these aspects, but on a site-specific basis, and 
there are administrative challenges in assessing projects.  
 
First, there is ambiguity around what constitutes a domestic versus commercial/industrial wastewater deposit in 
YG’s septic system authorization process. Second, the Yukon Waters Act is ambiguous as to whether or not food 
and cannabis production in industrial areas qualifies for “agricultural” thresholds for water withdrawal. Third, a 
clear determination of whether or not the requirement for a water license for wastewater deposit is triggered is 
difficult to make on the basis of the complexities of discharge content and hydrological and/or geotechnical site-

Regulatory Context for Water and 
Wastewater Management 

 
In Whitehorse’s serviced areas, the City’s 
Sewer and Storm Utility Bylaw governs 
which substances may or may not enter into 
the municipal sewer system. The bylaw 
includes a list of prohibited substances.  
 
In unserviced areas, wastewater disposal is 
regulated by YG’s Environmental Health 
Services Branch and the Yukon Water Board, 
depending on the nature (i.e., composition) 
and scale (i.e., volume) of disposal activity. 
Applicable territorial legislation includes:  
 
• Environment Act 
• Public Health and Safety Act (including 

the Sewage Disposal Systems 
Regulation)  

• Waters Act (including the Waters 
Regulation) 

• Yukon Environmental and Socio-
economic Assessment Act 

Regulations for septic systems restrict their 
use to the disposal of domestic waste, or 
‘sewage’. Commercial/industrial wastewater 
must generally be handled through 
alternative disposal methods. In some cases, 
on-site gravel pits can be authorized to 
dispose of uncontaminated wastewater.  
 
Water licenses are typically triggered by the 
volume of water drawn and/or discharged. 
“Industrial undertakings” and “agricultural 
undertakings’ are authorized to utilize less 
than 100 m3 and 300 m3 per day without a 
license, respectively. Activity that “has no 
potential for significant adverse 
environmental effects” and “would not 
interfere with existing rights of other water 
users or waste depositors” is exempt from 
requiring a water license for wastewater 
disposal.   
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specific factors at play. Lastly, there is little to no consideration of cumulative impacts of combined activities in the 
legislation or administration of it.  
 
Water and wastewater activities of potential concern are by no means limited to food and beverage production. 
Currently, caretaker residences are permitted according to gross floor area versus the number of bedrooms or 
occupants. The City has heard of some residences housing five or more employees, and given the 80-100 gallon 
average daily water use of an individual (USGS, N.D.), there is potential for impacts on the local water table. Car 
washes are another business type that is associated with high water consumption and wastewater generation. 
Basically, any type of business with high water, wastewater, and contaminant-producing activities merits a closer 
look, whether located in serviced or unserviced areas.  
 
The City and partners should endeavour to better understand these land uses and develop a regulatory framework 
that is both supportive of industry and protective of public health and the environment. A more fulsome 
examination of these issues falls outside of the project team’s scope; however, some initial guidance is provided 
here. As a starting point, the City should seek clarity on legislative triggers for water use by indoor agriculture and 
wastewater contamination under the Yukon Waters Act. With guidance on these points, the City and YG should 
audit their respective application and review processes to ensure industrial and commercial wastewater is handled 
appropriately. The City could examine a range of in-house zoning options, including restricting water-intensive 
industries to serviced areas, increasing minimum lot sizes for water-intensive uses, and adding specific use 
requirements to car washes, breweries and indoor food and cannabis producers. A review of the City’s Sewer and 
Storm Utility Bylaw and creation of information packages and applications geared to sectors of concern could also be 
helpful.   
 
3.6.5 Other Considerations   
 
The potential negative impacts of food and beverage production are not limited to water and wastewater. Some 
production activities have the potential to generate odours and waste byproducts that pose a nuisance, and even 
potential safety hazard (i.e., bear attractants), to adjacent landowners and/or users. Examples include abattoirs and 
larger-scale cannabis facilities. The former may be better suited to agricultural parcels located further away from 
urban areas altogether. If the City allows for such uses within the municipality, heavy industrial lands may be the 
most appropriate home for them.  
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4.0 LAND NEEDS FORECAST 
 

A healthy private sector economy will depend on the availability of suitable employment-oriented lands to meet 
the current and future needs of a range of business types. The following section examines key economic drivers 
and demand indicators, and concludes with a forecast of commercial and industrial land needs, by type, through to 
2030 and 2040.  
 
4.1 Macro-Economic Trends  
	
4.1.1 Gross Domestic Product  
	
The Yukon’s Gross Domestic Product (GDP) is a key indicator of macro-economic performance. GDP of all 
industries increased almost 70% between 2005 and 2018. The steady increase and moderate decrease in the 2005 
to 2014 corresponds with the commodities “supercycle” that saw an explosion in mineral exploration and 
production. While the cycle effectively ended around 2013, the residual economic decrease did not fully register 
until 2015, as shown in the chart below. Even with mineral exploration and production down in the 2016-2018 
period, GDP continued to rebound, reaching a new high of 2.63 billion dollars in 2018. Please refer to Figure 16.  
	

	
Source: YBS 2018 Annual Statistical Review 
 
 
A closer look at the economic and industry sectors contributing to overall GDP reveals that the public sector far 
outstrips any other in terms of economic output, and further – that its growth has steadily increased over the past 
decade. This contrasts with other private sector-oriented industries such as Wholesale Trade, Manufacturing, and 
Professional, Scientific and Technical Services, all of which declined in tandem with the mining sector around 2015. 
Notably, construction output dropped well in advance of the mining industry “bust” due to a virtual halt in 
residential construction in Whitehorse. 
 
Interestingly, GDP from most private sector-oriented industries has steadily increased from 2014-2016 lows and - 
as of 2018 - slightly surpasses those previous highs, despite the fact that Mining, Quarrying, and Oil/Gas Extraction 
GDP is still at pre-boom levels. This opposing trend suggests that private sector growth is underpinned by public 
sector spending, and possibly broader regional population growth. Refer to Figure 17 for a sample of GDP 
performance for a range of key economic sectors.   
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Source: YBS 2018 Annual Statistical Review 
 
4.1.2 Population Growth  
 
Whitehorse’s population increased about 21% over the 2009 to 2018 period, from just over 26,000 residents to 
31,527. An annual growth rate of 3% (considered “High” in the 2010 OCP) occurred 3 years out of 10, and no 
negative growth occurred. Refer to Figure 18. The post-2015 growth trend is in stark contrast to previous eras of 
depopulation following significant downturns in the Yukon mining sector (Jane of all Trades, 2015), suggesting that 
steady public sector growth has provided a stable foundation for continued population growth in Whitehorse. As 
of 2019, YBS’ “preferred” 2030 and 2040 population projections for Whitehorse (and surrounding area) were 
almost 38,850 and 44,650, respectively.  
 
  

 
Source: YBS 2018 Annual Statistical Review 
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4.1.3 Economic Forecasts  
 
The Conference Board of Canada (CBC) provides intermittent economic forecasting, upon which the Government 
of Yukon formulates its own projections. CBC’s Fall 2018 Economic Outlook predicted the following: 
 

• Healthy economic growth over the 2018-2030 period attributed to Victoria Gold’s Eagle and Goldcorp’s 
Coffee gold mines and the Casino mega-project;  

• High economic growth (4-6%) in the 2018-2020 timeframe, with slower growth (3.4%) in the 2021-2025 
period, rebounding to the 6% range for 2026-2030; and, 

• High potential for labour shortages due to an older population and already high labour participation rates, 
necessitating domestic migration and/or immigration.   

 
As recently as July 2019, CBC was already revising its forecast to factor in slower-than-anticipated mining sector 
growth, while remaining optimistic for 2020.  
 
The trajectory of regulatory and environmental assessment processes, investor confidence, mineral prices, and 
other factors will ultimately dictate how accurate these predictions are. The continued surge in gold prices, 
buoyed in part by growing uncertainty in global stock markets, certainly lends credence to CBC’s forecast in the 
short-term.  
 
4.2 Industry Trends  
 
4.2.1 Local Industry Growth 
 
Looking at the growth and/or decline in number of Yukon businesses in sectors requiring I, MU-I/C and NR 
designated lands is a logical starting point to understanding past industry behaviour. Please refer to Figure 19. 
 
 
 
                

Source: YBS 2017 Yukon Business Survey  
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The number of businesses in sectors such as Retail Trade, Transportation & Warehousing, Utilities & 
Manufacturing, Wholesale Trade, and Waste Management & Environmental Remediation trended strongly 
downward over the 2008-2017 timeframe. The number of Yukon businesses in Construction and Professional, 
Scientific & Technical Services sectors peaked in 2013 and subsequently declined, but has since increased beyond 
2008 levels. Despite the commodities downturn, the number of Mining & Oil & Gas Extraction businesses 
increased about 33% over the decade. The Accommodation & Food Services sector maintained a consistent 
number of businesses over the timeframe25.  
 
 

 

Source: Statistics Canada via YBS, requested information  

 
Sector-specific employment statistics show that, while the number of Yukon businesses in numerous industry 
sectors is down and/or stable over the past decade, the number of employees is generally increasing. The gains 
were most substantial in the Mining and Oil and Gas Extraction and Waste Management & Environmental 
Remediation sectors, while the Retail Trade, Construction, Transportation & Warehousing, Professional, Scientific 
& Technical Services sectors showed more modest increases. Employment in Utilities & Manufacturing declined 
slightly, whereas Wholesale Trade numbers held steady. Refer to Figure 20. 
 
4.2.2 National Trends 
 
Trends underway outside of the Yukon may influence the demand for commercial (highway/mixed use) and/or 
industrial lands within Whitehorse and include the following:  
 

																																																								
25 This sector predominantly requires land within downtown areas but is included here for gross analysis.  
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• Continued growth of Internet-based commerce stoking demand for large-scale warehouse and 
distribution space, as well as “last-mile” delivery and storage supporting local distribution of goods 
purchased online; 

• In urban markets with industrial land supply challenges, intensification of light industrial and warehousing 
buildings in select locations; and 

• Rise in “buy/produce local” movement, stoking demand for artisanal, small-scale secondary production of 
goods. 

 
4.2.3 What We Heard – Development Community 
 
Interviewees from the real estate, First Nation development, and private development sectors weighed in on the 
future of Yukon’s economy during discussions with the project team. Some felt that the private sector has become 
more diversified than it was previously, noting more entrepreneurs as one specific example, and predicted that this 
will help fuel some future demand. While there was a general feeling that the long-term economic outlook is 
positive, particularly during periods of low oil prices when access to the Yukon as a place to do business is 
optimized, future demand for employment lands was predicted to be more or less consistent with what has been 
observed in the past 10-20 years. 

 
 
 
 
 

Figure 21. Marwell Industrial Area with Early Titanium Way Development in Foreground (Credit: Alistair Maitland 
Photography)	
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4.3 Projected Land Needs by Industry Sector  
 
Based on the Yukon’s economic performance over the previous decade, short and longer-term economic 
forecasting, and broader industry trends, the project team made the following broad assumptions for the 2019-
2040 period:   
 

• GDP and industry sector growth patterns are likely to exhibit a similar pattern (and annual average 
increase/decrease) to the 2009-2018 cycle due to projected short-to-medium term growth in the mining 
sector, with a peak and subsequent decline being realistic; 

• The economy is likely to continue to be stabilized by public sector activity and GDP growth, providing a 
buffer in the event that mining sector activity drops significantly, and ensuring that population growth and 
demand for goods and services in Whitehorse remains on a steady (if modest) upward trajectory;  

• The central Yukon location of mining exploration and production activities is likely to fuel future growth 
similar to the activities which spurred the 2006-2013 “supercycle”, meaning that the distribution of 
employment and benefits to the Whitehorse economy should remain similar to the 2008-2018 average;  

• The percentage of home-based versus non-home based employees in industry sectors requiring industrial 
and commercial lands will likely remain similar to 2017 levels;  

• Average annual growth rates of employees in key sectors requiring industrial and commercial lands 
through to 2030 and 2040 will likely mimic 2008-2018 growth; and  

• Negative 2008-2018 growth in the utilities/manufacturing sector may see a reversal due to anticipated 
growth in local food and beverage production activities, but this growth is very difficult to quantify and 
future land needs are better considered in a qualitative, versus quantitative, manner at this juncture.  

 
In addition to those broad assumptions, the project team made further assumptions about how the current supply 
situation and industry sector growth could interact with the available land base through to 2030 and 2040:  
  

• The latent demand for I and CIM zoned lots is based on historical sales for Mount Sima Phase II and 
Titanium Way, respectively, factoring in the non-linear relationship between land supply and demand over 
time. CH lot demand is based on anecdotal information, whereas IH lot demand is considered negligible;  

• Some industrial-oriented sectors can (and will likely) be accommodated on both MU-I/C and I designated 
lands (detailed breakdowns shown below in Table 10); 

• Demand for new visitor accommodations through to 2040 is assumed to be satisfied through new supply 
currently in the planning and/or construction phases in the vicinity of the downtown waterfront and/or 
redevelopment elsewhere in the downtown;  

• Demand for new food services in 2030 and 2040 will likely be tied to incremental population growth and 
per capita spending that remains consistent with 2018/9 levels, with 15% of new food services tied to 
projected population growth locating outside of the downtown core and, of this portion, one-third to 
Commercial Service (CS) zoned areas within or adjacent to residential subdivisions;  

• Retail trade-related land demand will likely be tied to population growth, per capita spending, and higher-
ratio industry-standard retail support, with 15% of regional-serving and 85% of local-serving businesses 
locating outside of the Downtown core in MU-I/C designated areas. Of these portions, one-third and 
two-thirds respectively, locating in CS zoned areas within or adjacent to residential subdivisions; and 

• New lots will be developed in areas with good development potential, resulting in a gross land to lot yield 
of 75%.  

 
Factoring in all of these assumptions, the project team projects that approximately 32 and 87 hectares of gross (or 
undeveloped)	MU-I/C and I designated lands, respectively, will be required to address current latent demand and 
accommodate private sector growth through to 2040. Refer to Table 10.  
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Table 10. Projected Industry Needs for MU-I/C and I Designated Lands, 2030 and 2040 
 

Industry Sector – Industrial/ MU-
I/C 

Total Land 
Demand (ha) 

Land Allocation 2030 Land 
Demand 

204026 Land 
Demand 

2030 204027 MU-I/C I MU-I/C I MU-I/C I 
Mining & Oil & Gas Extraction 
(Support Services) 

10.8 20.1 10% 90% 3.8 7.0 7.0 13.1 

Utilities; Manufacturing 0.0 0.0 35% 65% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Construction 5.5 10.5 35% 65% 1.9 3.6 3.7 6.8 
Wholesale Trade 0.0 0.0 50% 50% 0.0 - 0.0 - 
Transportation & Warehousing 9.2 17.5 20% 80% 1.8 7.4 3.5 14.0 
Waste Management & 
Environmental Remediation 

0.76 1.90 - 100% - 1.3 - 2.5 

Industry Sector  - MU-I/C Only 
Total Land 

Demand (ha) 
Land Allocation 2030 Land 

Demand 
204028 Land 

Demand 
2030 204029 Downtown & 

Comm Service 
MU-I/C MU-I/C I MU-I/C I 

Professional, Scientific & Technical 
Services 

0.9 1.7 50% 50% 0.4 - 0.8 - 

Accommodation & Food Services 0.7 1.2 90% 10% 0.07 - 0.1 - 
Retail Trade - Regional 6.3 11.7 85% 15% 0.6 - 1.2 - 
Retail Trade – Local Serving 3.9 7.2 57.5% 42.5% 1.1 - 2.0 - 
SUB-TOTAL – Future Demand 38.1 71.8 - - 9.7 18 18.3 33.9 
SUB-TOTAL – 2019 Latent Demand 37.3 37.3 - - 5.8 31.5 5.8 31.5 
TOTAL – Land Demand (Net) 75.4 109.1 - - 15.5 49.5 24.1 65.4 
TOTAL – Land Demand (Gross) 100.5 145.5 - - 20.6 66.0 32.1 87.2 

 
Detailed background calculations and associated assumptions are included in Appendix F.  

 
  

																																																								
26 Inclusive of 2030 demand. 
27 Inclusive of 2030 demand. 
28 Inclusive of 2030 demand. 
29	Inclusive of 2030 demand.	
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5.0 FUTURE LAND SUPPLY OPTIONS 
 
An estimated 120 hectares will be required to address anticipated future and current latent demand for MU-I/C 
and I designated lands over the next 20 years. The following sections examine some of the options for meeting this 
need, including:  
 

• Maximizing existing development through infill, redevelopment and/or intensification, and enhanced 
servicing;  

• Greenfield development; and  
• Brownfield development.  

 
5.1 Maximizing Existing Developed Areas 
 
In the interests of minimizing Whitehorse’s development footprint and potentially costs, the maximization of 
existing developed areas warrants consideration. Three specific strategies – infill, higher utilization (or 
redevelopment) of developed properties, and intensification via servicing – are briefly reviewed here.   
 
5.1.1 Infill  
 
The team drew from information provided by City staff and previous desktop investigations conducted by the City 
to identify potential opportunities for infill in already developed industrial and/or commercial areas outside of the 
downtown core. This was not intended to be an exhaustive inventory but rather a “snapshot”.  
 
The team’s review found that there are at least 80 hectares of lands potentially available for infill development, of 
which almost two-thirds is under Commissioner’s and/or City ownership. A little over half of Commissioner’s 
and/or City infill lands are both designated and zoned for commercial and/or industrial uses. Some KDFN parcels 
have the appropriate zoning but are designated FNFP under the 2010 OCP. Refer to Table 11.  
 
Table 11. Select Infill Opportunities for Commercial and Industrial Land Supply 
 

Area Designation Zoning Estimated 
Area (ha) 

Public Land 
(ha) 

First Nation 
Land (ha) 

Description 

Kulan I IS 12.7  9.5 3.2  City lot (snow dump), 2 TKC 
parcels 

I FP 10.4 10.4 - YG parcel south of City lot 
FNFP IS 13.9 - 13.9 KDFN parcels 

Marwell FNFP CIM 8 -  8 KDFN Lot 226 
MacRae IND IS 5.6  5.6 - YG land, including 2 surveyed lots 
Range 
Road 

MU-I/C CIM 1.5 1.5 - Vacant parcel south of new 
Municipal Operations Building 

PS PS 1 1 - Area north of new Municipal 
Operations building 

Mount 
Sima 

I IS 8  8 - Greenspace on Collins Drive 
I FP 11 11 - Greenspace on Mt. Sima Road 

FNFP IS 10.3 - 10.3 KDFN parcels 
TOTAL – MU-I/C LANDS  10.5 2.5 8  

TOTAL – IND LANDS  71.9 44.5 27.4  

  
These infill areas could completely satisfy the forecasted 2030 needs for I designated land and almost half of 
forecasted 2030 needs for MU-I/C designated land. It should be noted that CH zoned land needs may be 
underserved due to the limited potential remaining in the sole infill area suitable for that designation:  Range Road.  
 
 
 



	 32 

5.1.2 Redevelopment  
 

The team’s Spring 2019 field survey found approximately 12 hectares of vacant IS properties, over half of which 
were located in the Mount Sima subdivision. The Google Earth desktop review concluded that site usage (which 
includes buildings, outdoor storage, parking, etc.) was typically in the 80-100% range in virtually all areas but 
generally higher for the smaller lots in Taylor and Burns Road areas and generally lower in Mount Sima, where the 
lots are largest.  
 
The field survey also noted that some redevelopment is occurring in the MacRae area, a positive trend given the 
subdivision’s age and higher likelihood of having less desirable (i.e., efficient, in good repair, etc.) building stock. The 
team also attempted to verify anecdotal reports of unproductive “junkyards” with no current business activity 
occupying land. A few candidate properties were identified in MacRae and Kulan; otherwise, the team concluded 
that this does not appear to be a widespread problem. 
 
The team notes that almost one-third of online survey respondents indicated plans to expand an existing building 
over the next decade and over one quarter indicated plans to add a new building to their property. It would 
appear that redevelopment will likely be a key strategy by which property and business owners meet their needs in 
the coming years.  
 
5.1.3 Enhanced Servicing 
 
Servicing of currently developed but unserviced areas could theoretically free up lot area dedicated to on-site 
septic and water systems, allowing for higher lot utilization and potentially subdivision. More serviced areas could 
also accommodate industries that use or produce high volumes of water and/or wastewater during the production 
process. As such, the team investigated opportunities to extend water and sewer servicing to two unserviced 
areas in relatively close proximity to municipal infrastructure:  Kulan and Taylor industrial subdivisions.  

As discussed in Section 2, the installation of municipal water service in Taylor would be possible by connecting to 
the adjoining system in Porter Creek. Connecting to Porter Creek water lines will provide very good fire flows 
and will likely contribute to increased fire flows in the Crestview subdivision; there is a possibility that a water 
circulation pump station may be required. It is also possible to install sanitary sewer within the subdivision with a 
connection to the existing sanitary sewer system in Porter Creek near the Porter Creek Flush Tank on Larch 
Street (although a review of the existing manhole invert elevations is required to confirm whether it can be 
achieved with a gravity collection system or it requires a lift station). Alternatively, there is likely sufficient capacity 
at the active Crestview lagoons to accommodate the Taylor subdivision. For now, the City is paving roads within 
the subdivision. 

 
The Porter Creek reservoir is located within the Kulan subdivision. The City installed a new water main along 
Laberge and Bennett roads in Summer 2019 as part of the servicing plan for the new Brookside development 
immediately south of Crestview. Lots located along the Bennett/Laberge corridor could connect to this water 
main, but the water pressure at the higher elevations will be marginal, and water pressure boosting pumps will be 
required by lot owners.  
 
A gravity sanitary sewer could be installed within the Kulan subdivision and connected to the sewer system at 
Centennial Street and the Alaska Highway; there is an existing highway sewermain crossing at this location that 
connects to the gravity sewer system in Porter Creek. A review of the capacity of the sewermains that the Kulan 
subdivision would tie into should be completed prior to proceeding with a connection to the sewer system.  
Alternatively, if there are capacity issues with the Porter Creek sanitary sewer system, the Kulan subdivision could 
tie into the Crestview Lagoon.   
 
Estimated costs for extending full municipal 
servicing to the Taylor and Kulan 
subdivisions range from $4 to $7.6 million 
dollars each. Refer to Table 13 (and 
Appendix I for detailed calculations).  Table 12. Estimated Servicing Costs for Taylor and Kulan Subdivisions	

	

 Taylor Subdivision Kulan Subdivision 
Water Service $2  - $2.6 million $3.6 - $4.8 million 

Wastewater Service $2 - $2.5 million $2.2 - $2.9 million 
Total $4 - $5.1 million $5.8 - $7.6 million 
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The very high (~90%+) typical lot utilization in both areas suggests that the potential for subdivision and new lot 
creation, even assuming property owner support, is minimal:  the area freed up by a decommissioned septic field is 
considerably smaller than a typical lot. However, lower elevation lots in Kulan should be encouraged to connect to 
municipal water to increase their relative productivity and ability to accommodate water intensive uses.  
    

5.2 Greenfield Development 
 
5.2.1 Inventory of Candidate Lands  
 
The team undertook a terrain-based evaluation of broad 
development potential for candidate future commercial and 
industrial lands across Whitehorse, focusing in particular on:  
 
• Undeveloped areas currently designated I and/or MU-I/C in the 

2010 OCP; and, 

• Undeveloped areas designated FP or FNFP located adjacent to 
areas currently designated I and/or MU-I/C.   

The analysis showed that about 58% of candidate lands have either 
good, or good with some constraints, development potential. 13% of 
candidate lands were deemed to have moderate potential, 26% were 
deemed to have poor potential, and the remainder (the former 
Whitehorse Copper site) were considered moderate potential with 
special considerations. Of the candidate lands with good potential, 
9% and 11% are already designated MU-I/C and I, respectively. 24% 
of candidate lands with good development potential is First Nation 
Settlement Land30. Refer to Table 13 and Appendix H for the 
accompanying maps.  
 
 
Table 13. Overview of Potential Candidate Lands for Future Commercial and Industrial Activity 
 

Development Potential Land 
Classification 

Total Area Public Land First Nation 
Land 

MU-I/C 
Designation 

I 
Designation 

ha %  ha %  ha %  ha %  ha %  
 Good  959 25 733 76 227 24 89 9 109 11 

Good with Some Constraints 1254 33 1189 95 65 5 84 7 281 22 
Moderate Potential  474 13 460 97 14.6 3 10 2 34 7 

Moderate with Special Considerations 101 3 101 100 - - - - 57 57 
Poor  996 26 881 88 115 12 5 .5 84 8 

Total Analyzed  3784 100 3363 89 421 11 187 5 566 15 
 

The team’s analysis is high-level in nature; as such, further site-specific due diligence, including more detailed 
geotechnical analysis, would be required prior to final confirmation of suitability and/or a decision for development 
to proceed.  

 
5.2.2 First Nation Settlement Lands 

 
The land inventory conducted by the team identified that approximately 11% of undeveloped lands located 
adjacent to and/or within designated Industrial and/or MU-I/C areas are First Nation Settlement Land. Many of 

																																																								
30 The inclusion of First Nation lands in the development suitability analysis was triggered by adjacency to OCP designated areas 
and broader interest in examining the potential land base as a whole, versus specified development intent.  

Development Potential 
Classifications 

The four classifications used are: 
 
• Good - few to little physical 

limitations to development 
 

• Good with Some Constraints - 
relatively good development potential, 
with possible areas of sporadic or 
intermittent steep slopes or bedrock 
near surface or other processes that 
may create localized challenges 

 
• Moderate - some development 

potential, but likely terrain challenges 
associated with steep topography and 
near-surface bedrock that may limit 
development or make development 
difficult and/or more costly 

 
• Poor - multiple terrain challenges 

that would make development difficult 
and costly 

 
Detailed methodology is in Appendix G.  
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these Settlement Land parcels are located in central and strategic areas; as such, they should be considered critical 
pieces in the medium and long-term development puzzle in Whitehorse.  
 
The 2010 OCP dealt with TKC and KDFN lands quite differently. TKC lands were largely designated the same as 
adjacent public lands. KDFN lands, by contrast, were designated FNFP with no specified future land use31. In the 
Zoning Bylaw, TKC lands are zoned FP and most KDFN parcels are zoned FNFP. However, numerous KDFN 
parcels are also zoned CIM and IS – notably in Marwell and Mount Sima Industrial Area.  
 
After YG, KDFN is the largest landowner within municipal 
boundaries. KDFN’s Self Government Agreement establishes the 
intended land uses for its 59 Type 2 land parcels, all of which 
must be planned and zoned in a manner consistent with the 
City’s OCP. Commercial and industrial land uses are 
envisioned for over 50% of KDFN’s Type 2 parcels. Refer to 
Figure 20.  
 
While Settlement Lands can not be sold or given away, both 
KDFN and YG have taken important strides in recent years to 
ensure that the economic potential of Settlement Lands within 
the city can be maximized and municipal property taxes offset. 
The Land Titles Act and KDFN’s Self Government Agreement 
were amended to allow for the registration of First Nation 
lands on the territory’s land registry without affecting Aboriginal 
rights and title. There are tested examples of residential and 
commercial leases registered in the territory’s Land Titles 
Office for up to 125 years. CNDC’s Hammerstone business park in Marwell will consist of more than 30 such 
commercial leases at full build-out.  
 
TKC is not actively pursuing development of its Settlement Lands for third party use at the present time. Instead, 
the government is hoping to undertake a planning process with citizens to determine the desired use of TKC 
parcels both within and outside of the municipality. For the foreseeable future, its Da Daghay Development 
Corporation is focusing most of its land development activities on fee simple parcels.  
 
5.2.3 Potential New Serviced Areas 
 
The team investigated opportunities and costs to develop and provide full municipal services to numerous 
greenfield areas deemed to have good (or good with some constraints) development potential, including:  
 

• “Taylor North”;  
• “Kulan West”;  
• Kopper King Area;  
• “Hillcrest South”; and 
•  Robert Service Way/Hamilton Boulevard.  

 
The following section examines potential new commercial and/or industrial areas in more detail and highlights 
potential development costs and considerations. Preliminary conceptual servicing maps are included in Appendix I.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

																																																								
31 The expectation at the time was that KDFN would be applying its own zoning regime to these parcels.  

Figure 22. Breakdown of KDFN Type 2 
Parcels by Intended Land Use 

Source: Kwanlin Dün First Nation 
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• “Taylor North”  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Description:  The “Taylor North” area 
is located immediately north of Taylor 
Industrial Area, between the Alaska 
Highway and Yukon River. The area is 
predominantly Commissioner’s land 
designated FP, but KDFN parcels C-9B 
and C-176B are located within it. Refer 
to Figures 23 and 24.  
 
Servicing:  There is three-phase power 
along the Alaska Highway corridor 
north of Porter Creek; however, ATCO 
reports that a new development could 
potentially trigger an upgrade to the 
Laberge substation located in the Kulan 
subdivision, which would require 
additional land.  
 
 

There are existing watermains between the 
Taylor subdivision and highway that could service 
this development area. The available fire flows are 
low for an industrial area (75-100 L/s) and the 
possibility of increasing them should be 
considered as part of the future servicing plan. 
Since this is the north end of the water system, a 
pump station may be required for freeze 

protection. A sanitary sewer system that services this area could tie into the Crestview lagoon trunkmain north of 
the site. There is likely sufficient capacity to accommodate the flows from this subdivision with a gravity collection 
system, subject to confirmation via a review of the capacity of the Crestview lagoon and trunkmain. Should there 
not be sufficient capacity, a lift station would be required to pump the wastewater flows to the existing sewermain 
at Centennial Street and the Alaska Highway; however, this will be more costly both on capital and operating 
fronts. The estimated cost for “Taylor North” per developed hectare is $238,235. Refer to Table 14.  
 
Other: There is merit in considering the potential for MU-I/C designation and CIM zoning for directly highway 
accessible portions of “Taylor North”. The terrain may provide natural “breaks” and buffers between uses. KDFN 
has an interest in potential development of C-9B and has completed some preliminary investigations to this end; C-
176B is further on the development horizon.  

Figure 23. Map of Potential Development Area for “Taylor North” 

 

     Table 14. Estimated Development Costs for “Taylor North” 

Gross Developable Area  42 ha 
Net Developable Area  34 ha 
Estimated Development Costs  $8,100,000 
Cost per Developed Hectare  $238,235/ha 
	

	

Figure 24. Potential Development Area for “Taylor North” with 
Crestview in Foreground (Credit: Alistair Maitland Photography) 
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Table 15. Estimated Development Costs for “Kulan West” 

• “Kulan West”  
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
Description:  The “Kulan West” area is located 
immediately west of Kulan Industrial Area on a 
predominantly east-facing slope. The majority of the 
area is deemed to have good (with some constraints) 
development potential; however, a large portion at 
lower elevations and adjacent to Kulan has poor 
potential due to permafrost, steep slopes, and poor 
drainage. The area is currently designated FP. Refer to 
Figures 25 and 26.  
 
Servicing:  ATCO predicts that installing any power 
poles in this area would be very costly due to the 
rocky terrain and distance from existing infrastructure. 
Similar to “Taylor North”, servicing this area would 
most likely trigger upgrades to the Laberge Substation.  
 
Preliminary power servicing costs are in the $2-3 
million range, not including upgrades to the substation 
($500,000+). From a water and sewer servicing 
perspective, similar challenges would be encountered 
working with rock to install the watermains and 
sewermain. A new water reservoir and booster 
station would also be required to service this area.  
 
Given these challenges and associated variables, it is 
very difficult to estimate the development costs 
without a more extensive review. The team predicts 
that the costs to develop and service this area would 
be much higher than the other potential greenfield 
areas.   
 

 
 

 
 

Figure 26. Potential “Kulan West” Development Area 
(Credit: Alistair Maitland Photography) 
 

Gross Developable Area  197 ha 
Net Developable Area  NA 
Estimated Development Costs  NA 
Cost per Developed Hectare  NA 
	

Figure 25. Map of Potential “Kulan West” Development 
Area  
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• Kopper King Area 
 

 

 
 

Description:  The Kopper King 
development area is comprised of First 
Nation Settlement Land parcels and 
unoccupied Commissioner’s lands located 
across the Alaska Highway to the north, and 
west along the highway about 500 metres. 
Refer to Figures 27 and 28.  
 
Servicing:  There are three-phase 
powerlines that run along the highway that 
could be used to service this development 
area. The terrain is fairly low lying with poor 
drainage and ATCO has had issues with its 
power poles falling over and needing 
replacement. Any development of this area 
would benefit from building up the wet 
marshy areas with appropriate fill.  
 
A watermain from the McIntyre Booster 
Station supplies water to three fire hydrants 
along Kopper King (with good fire flow at 
150-250 L/s) and a sewermain that services 
Kopper King connects to the sanitary sewer 
system in Takhini. This area could connect to 
the existing water and sewer infrastructure 
that services Kopper King; however, a water 
circulation pump station may be required for 
freeze protection. The estimated cost per 
developed hectare of the Kopper King area 
is $936,364. Refer to Table 16.  

 
Other: The idea of a more direct connection between the Alaska Highway and Yukon College area via the Kopper 
King area has been raised in various plans over the past 20 or so years, but the continued build-out and increasing 
population of Whistle Bend has the City now more closely considering it. The development of employment lands 
in this area would benefit from the construction of this connector road, should it proceed. Should it not, a new 
highway intersection would be required, along with a frontage road to meet modern highway safety standards.  

Table 16. Estimated Development Costs for Kopper King Area 

Figure 27. Map of Potential Kopper King Development Area  
	

	
Gross Developable Area  14 ha 
Net Developable Area  11 ha 
Estimated Development Costs $10,300,000 
Cost per Developed Hectare  $936,364/ha 

	

Figure 28. Potential Kopper King Development Area, with Kopper 
King Neighbourhood in Foreground (Credit: Alistair Maitland Photography)	
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Gross Developable Area  60 ha 
Net Developable Area  48 ha 
Estimated Development Costs  $17,500,000 
Cost per Developed Hectare  $364,583/ha 
	Table 17. Estimated Development Costs for “Hillcrest South” 

• “Hillcrest South” 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Description: The “Hillcrest South” development area 
is located south of Hillcrest on the west side of the 
Alaska Highway. It is comprised of both KDFN and 
TKC Settlement Land parcels and unoccupied 
Commissioner’s lands. Refer to Figures 29 and 30.  
 
Servicing: There is three-phase power along the 
highway and the area could be serviced from this 
existing power. ATCO has encountered challenges 
installing overhead power in these areas due to 
airport restrictions; for example, the power along 
Hamilton Boulevard is underground (which was much 
more costly to install) and was likely due to airspace 
restrictions during the design phase. NAV CANADA 
and Transport Canada would need to be carefully 
consulted as part of future development plans.  
 

KDFN parcel C-56B is designated for Commercial/Residential use in the Self-Government Agreement, while C-
153B is designated Commercial. KDFN undertook a market opportunities analysis for a mixed-use development 
on C-56B several years ago.   
 

 “Hillcrest South” could be serviced from the existing water and sewer infrastructure in Hillcrest as well as the 
water and sewermain stubs that cross the Alaska Highway at Lodestar Lane. The area would require a new 
highway intersection and service roads (assuming multiple adjacent properties) in order to meet the vision set by 
YG for the Alaska Highway corridor. The “Hillcrest South” area is swampy and would likely need to be built up to 
construct an appropriate road. Steeper slopes in the southern-most portion of “Hillcrest South” may pose further 
constraints. The Ice Lake Road would need to be factored into detailed subdivision design as well.   

 
   The estimated cost per developed hectare for “Hillcrest South” is $364,583. Refer to Table 17. 

Figure 30. Potential “Hillcrest South” Development Area 
(Source: Google Earth 2019) 

	

Figure 29. Map of Potential “Hillcrest South” Development Area 
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Gross Developable Area  23 ha 
Net Developable Area  18 ha 
Estimated Development Costs  $11,900,000 
Cost per Developed Hectare  $661,111/ha 
	

• Robert Service Way/Hamilton Boulevard 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
Description: This development area is located at the 
intersection of Hamilton Boulevard and Robert 
Service Way with the Alaska Highway, approximately 
half a kilometre south of “Hillcrest South”. The area 
is comprised primarily of KDFN Settlement Land, 
with some adjacent Commissioner’s lands. It is 
immediately north and east of the Metropolit Lane 
development, which does not have municipal water 
or sewer. Refer to Figures 31 and 32. 
 
Servicing: The three-phase power running along the 
highway could be used to service this area, subject to 
the same airspace and limitations discussed previously 
for “Hillcrest South”. The watermain that terminates 
at Lodestar Lane immediately south of the airport 
would need to be extended and a lift station installed 
at the Robert Service Way intersection to pump the 
wastewater to the existing sewermain on Lodestar 
Lane.  
 
Road development considerations would be similar to 
those for “Hillcrest South”; however, standing water 
is not an issue in this area. The estimated cost per 
developed hectare for Robert Service Way is 
$661,111. Refer to Table 18. Note that only those 
portions of the area deemed to have good (or good 
with some constraints) development potential were 
included in the scope; the total land yield would 
increase (and per hectare costs possibly decrease) if 
moderate potential lands (i.e., FP designated areas 
with known near surface bedrock issues) were 
incorporated as well.  

 
Other: The “Hillcrest South” and Robert Service Way areas could be simultaneously or sequentially serviced as 
part of a larger Alaska Highway development. 
 

Table 18. Estimated Development Costs for Robert Service 
Way  

Figure 31. Map of Potential Robert Service Way/Hamilton 
Boulevard Development Area  
	

Figure 32. Potential Robert Service Way/Hamilton Boulevard 
Development Area, With Metropolit Lane in Foreground 
(Credit: Alistair Maitland Photography) 
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5.2.4 Potential New Unserviced Areas 
 
The team investigated opportunities and potential costs associated with developing several greenfield areas south 
of Downtown, “MacRae East” and “Utah”, with only partial servicing – specifically roads, power, and 
communication infrastructure. 
 
• “MacRae East” 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Description: “MacRae East” is situated directly east of 
the MacRae Industrial Area, about five kilometres south 
of the Robert Service Way/Hamilton Boulevard 
intersection with the Alaska Highway. The development 
area is bordered by the Yukon River to the east. The 
vast majority of the area was designated Industrial in the 
2010 OCP; a small Future Planning area is adjoined. The 
entire area is vacant Commissioner’s land. Several small 
TKC and KDFN parcels are located adjacent to the east 
and north, two directly on the river. Refer to Figures 33 
and 34.  
 
Servicing:  There is currently three-phase power in 
MacRae but the anticipated load on the system could be 
tripled with development of this area (based on its size); 
as such, it is very likely that the MacRae substation 
would need to be upgraded. There is a continuous steep 
slope separating MacRae from “MacRae East”; access and 
development would presumably be confined to the 
gentler grades to the east, where terrain conditions are 
good for road/lot development and installation of new 
power infrastructure. KDFN’s and TKC’s residential 
interests for their nearby parcels is also likely to 
influence potential development yield, and a suitable 
buffer would need to be identified. The estimated cost 
per developed hectare for “MacRae East” is $156,716. 
Refer to Table 19. 

 
Other:  This area sees nominal land-based recreational use. However, there is considerable boat traffic on this 
stretch of the Yukon River; additionally, the Yukon River Trail runs along the opposite high bank of the river and is 
well utilized. As such, preserving aesthetics from the Yukon River corridor would be a key consideration in 
planning the development.  

Table x. Development Costs for Kopper King 

Figure 33. Map of Potential Development Area for 
“MacRae East” 
 

Table 19. Estimated Development Costs for “MacRae 
East”  

Gross Developable Area  84 ha 
Net Developable Area  67 ha 
Estimated Development Costs  $10,500,000 
Cost per Developed Hectare  $156,716/ha 

	

Figure 34. Potential Development Area for “MacRae 
East”, with MacRae in Background (Credit: Alistair 
Maitland Photography)  
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• “Utah”  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
Description: The “Utah” area is situated 
north of “MacRae East” and bordered by 
the Alaska Highway to the west and Yukon 
River to the east. The area is comprised of 
vacant Commissioner’s lands and KDFN 
parcel C-31B.  
 
White Pass and Yukon Route (WPYR) 
railway’s Utah Siding yard, zoned IS, is 
located immediately adjacent to the area. 
The railway and a former pipeline traverse 
the area and both rights-of-way are owned 
by WPYR. 
 
A preliminary conceptual planning study 
was undertaken for the area in 2016 by 
Inukshuk Planning and Development in 
response to a private interest in 
developing a sand and gravel quarry. 
 
Servicing: The study noted a number of 
development challenges, most notably an 
estimated 1,200,000 m3 net fill requirement 
to develop a sizeable portion of the area, 
and access and land tenure issues by 

private property and rights-of-way. The study concludes “it will be difficult to pursue the efficient development of 
this area without the cooperation and support of White Pass”. Given these challenges, the team did not develop a 
preliminary cost estimate. However, the very similar (and favourable) ground conditions and similar power 
upgrade requirements to “MacRae East” lead the team to assume that per hectare development costs would be in 
a similar range for Utah. Perhaps the most significant variable, and a likely source of higher costs, would be the 
resolution of the access and land tenure issues during the planning stages.  
 
Other:  Another noteworthy constraint to development of this area is local recreational, heritage, and aesthetic 
values. The aforementioned quarry project raised significant public concerns due to its proximity to and views of 
from Miles Canyon, one of Whitehorse’s most historic, scenic, and well-visited landmarks. The historic Hepburn 
Tramway line runs through the development area as well.    

Figure 35. Map of Potential Development Area for “Utah” 
 

Figure 36. Potential Development Area for “Utah” (Source: Google Earth) 
 

Gross Developable Area  172 ha 
Net Developable Area  NA 
Estimated Development Costs  NA 
Cost per Developed Hectare  NA 

	 Table 20. Estimated Development Costs for “Utah”  
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5.2.5 Overall Development Suitability 
 

Incorporating the results of the development potential analysis and preliminary servicing cost estimates, the team 
created a matrix of broad potential development criteria for the greenfield areas described above. This largely 
qualitative tool facilitated a high-level understanding of how well each area performs against a suite of planning 
considerations, including compatibility with adjacent land uses, protection of environmental and recreational values, 
and strategic coordination with other prospective development, including First Nation Settlement Lands and future 
residential areas. Refer to Table 21.   
 
The matrix suggests that the “Taylor North” and “Hillcrest South” areas currently have the most favourable 
development conditions for serviced employment lands. The Robert Service Way area may be as favourable (if not 
more so) than the “Hillcrest South” area if moderate development potential lands are incorporated and per 
hectare costs are reduced. The ability to manage near surface bedrock, and recover the associated higher costs of 
servicing, would be a deciding factor in whether or not to develop the entire Robert Service Way area (versus a 
portion). The costs to fully service Kopper King are significantly higher than the other areas, and at this early stage, 
the team posits that Kulan would be even more expensive. The potential for arterial road development could 
improve the Kopper King area’s economics, whereas there is no foreseeable co-development scenario for Kulan.  
 
First Nation Settlement Lands, particularly those of KDFN, constitute a sizeable portion of all three areas; as such, 
the orderly and efficient development of them will be contingent upon some form of co-development between 
territorial and First Nation governments. KDFN’s priorities may help to determine which area should be 
developed first. The question of “which first” may also be answered in part by the pending OCP’s determination of 
where future residential development will occur. Should the Lobird-McLean Lake area (or Southern Urban 
Containment Boundary) be the priority over the next 10-20 years, the economics of Hillcrest South and Robert 
Service Way could improve significantly. Alternately, “Taylor North” is located near the growing residential 
neighbourhood of Whistle Bend, which will be Whitehorse’s largest population node when fully built out.  
 
In terms of unserviced employment lands, “MacRae East” appears to offer the most favourable development 
conditions at the present time. “Utah” is almost twice the size as “MacRae East” and holds significant development 
potential. However, the development complexity it poses, in addition to the higher relative recreational and 
aesthetic values it is believed to have (in comparison to “MacRae East”) may render it a less suitable option if the 
goal is to minimize development costs and provide affordable unserviced lots on a cost recovery basis. The 
anticipated significant cost to service “Kulan West” is sound rationale for considering this area as an unserviced 
development. Even with a reduced development standard, the team predicts the per hectare costs of “Kulan 
West” will be considerably higher than for either “MacRae East” or “Utah”.  
 

5.3 Brownfield Development 
 
5.3.1 Gravel Quarries  
 
A 2015 study conducted for the McLean Lake quarries predicted that annual city-wide demand for granular 
resources would increase from the 200,000 m3 range to 250,000 m3 by 2025 (Inukshuk Planning and Development, 
2015). Demand approximately quadrupled between 1985 and 2008, and surpassed 350,000 m3 during the 
construction of Whistle Bend Phases 1 and 2 (Ibid). Given the potential of these quarried areas to function as 
future employment lands, they are considered briefly here.  
 
Gravel quarry approval and management is the responsibility of YG’s Department of Energy, Mines and Resources 
under the Lands Act Quarry Regulations. The City is consulted at two distinct steps:  first, prior to the issuance of a 
permit for testing; and second, prior to the actual development of a quarry. This two-step “check-in” allows for 
the City to ensure conformance with the OCP and applicable zoning. Applications are further subject to a 
screening under the Yukon Environmental and Socioeconomic Assessment Act (YESAA).  
 
Under the regulations (and to satisfy the information requirements of a YESAA screening), an Operation and 
Rehabilitation Plan is required prior to the issuance of a lease and subsequent quarry development. An extraction  
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Table 21. Broader Development Suitability of Candidate Greenfield Areas  
 

 
Greenfield Area 

Extent of Net 
Developable Land 

Estimated 
Development 

Costs 

Recreational 
Values 

Environmental 
Values 

UCB 
Location 

First Nation 
Co-Development 

Potential 

Other 
Co-Development 

Potential 

SERVICED 

Taylor North Medium Medium Moderate Low Yes High Low 

Kulan West High High1 Low Low Yes Low Low 

Kopper King Low High Low Moderate Yes High Moderate 

Hillcrest South Medium Medium Moderate Moderate Yes High High 

Robert Service Way2 Low High Low Low Yes High High 

UNSERVICED  

Kulan West High High Low Low Low Low Low 

Utah3 High Low-Moderate Moderate Moderate No Moderate Low 

MacRae High Low Low Low No Low Low 

	
Explanatory Notes 
 

Extent of Net Developable Land:  High ( > 60 hectares); Medium (30-60 hectares); Low (< 30 ha) 
 

Estimated Development Costs (per Developed Hectare):  High ($500,000 -$1,000,00); Medium ($200,000-
$499,999); Low (< $200,000) 
 

Recreational Values:  Qualitative assessment made on basis of conflict with Recreation Areas identified in 2010 OCP 
 

Environmental Values:  Qualitative assessment made on basis of conflict with Environmentally Sensitive Areas identified in 2010 OCP 
 

UCB Location:  Location within the Urban Containment Boundary identified in the 2010 OCP 
 

First Nation Co-Development Potential:  Qualitative assessment made on basis of proximity of First Nation settlement parcels (vs. known intention to develop) 
 

Other Co-Development Potential:  Qualitative assessment made on basis of co-located potential residential and/or transportation infrastructure development	
																																																								
1 Costing was not undertaken for “Kulan West” but is assumed to be high on the basis of serious development constraints 
2	Only those portions of the Robert Service Way area deemed to have good (or good with some constraints) development potential were incorporated into the costing and net 
developable land analysis. The inclusion of moderate potential lands would modify both the net developable land and per hectare development costs, possibly in a more 
favourable direction.  
3 Costing and servicing assessment was not undertaken for the Utah area but team predicts them to be marginally higher than for “MacRae East” due to special access and 
private land ownership issues.	

Condition for Development  
Favourable  
Somewhat favourable  
Unfavourable   
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quantity and pit life estimate would typically be included in the plan. Leases are normally issued for a five-year 
term.  
	
The challenge lies with what happens after the quarry is first approved and developed. Monitoring of quarry activity 
is limited to conformance with issued permits and lease conditions, not progress made towards the fulfillment of 
the initial quarry plan. Internal Government of Yukon records indicate annual extraction quantities, not 
comparisons against original estimates. Some of this information may be provided as part of subsequent lease 
renewal approvals, but there is no continuous or intentional record-keeping in this regard.  

There are a few indications of the timeframe for potential conversion of quarrying areas to future commercial 
and/or industrial uses, however. Almost half of the 468 hectares of leased quarry lands within the city are 
attributed to the Whitehorse Copper site, for which there is no clear development horizon or pathway (see 
following section). The McLean Lake quarries comprise about 40% of the remainder and the recommended 
planning horizon established in 2015 is 30-35 years (Inukshuk Planning and Development, 2015). The Ear Lake 
quarries (about 15 combined hectares) are anticipated to be active for another 10-20 years (Jane of all Trades, 
2018). The status of the remaining quarries is unknown.  
 
Practical experience with both the Ear Lake and McLean Lake aggregate areas to date would suggest that initial pit 
life estimates are far exceeded. Whether this is due to market conditions, the operating capacity of lessees, 
flexibility of regulators, or other factors is unknown. Applying significant timing pressure to quarry operations 
could result in the incomplete extraction of (and subsequent irreversible development over top of) valuable 
aggregate sources. Alternately, a laissez-faire approach fails to incent efficient extraction and ultimately alienates 
land within the city from other productive or valued uses for many decades. Neither approach is desirable. 	
 
A compromise approach could involve the staging of quarry operations to allow for the use of exhausted pit areas 
by new or sub-lessees in the timeframe between pit establishment and final reclamation. There may be numerous 
practical limitations to co-locating industrial activity with active quarrying. The noise, dust and haul traffic inherent 
to quarrying may be incompatible with many activities. One potential compatible use is that of heavy equipment 
storage and laydown yards, demand for which is associated with mining industry activity. Perhaps quarried areas 
have a niche role to play in meeting demand for space intensive, low-density employment land uses – particularly 
those associated with mining “booms”.  
 
Regardless of whether this avenue is pursued, there is a need to revisit, and possibly redesign, the administrative 
processes underpinning quarry management within Whitehorse. The lease application, record keeping, lease 
inspection and royalty reporting processes should all be re-oriented towards better monitoring of utilization of 
quarried areas and their progress towards final reclamation to facilitate better long-range land use planning and 
efficient land use. The team concurs with the relevant recommendations for governments to consider in this 
regard contained in the McLean Lake Quarry Assessment (Inukshuk Planning and Development, 2015).  
	

Figure 37. Ear Lake Quarry Area 
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5.3.2 Stevens Quarry Area 
 
The Stevens area has been slated for quarry development since the mid-1990s, when an initial development plan 
was created. According to the most recent development plan (Inukshuk Planning and Development, 2012), the 
estimated quarry area is 119.5 hectares and probable aggregate yield is 2,350,000 m3. The plan notes that this is a 
significant reduction from original estimates and the anticipated quarry life and ability to accommodate demand 
would be similarly decreased, to a minimum of 10-12 years.  
 
The 2012 plan included four lots – two for use by City, YG, and KDFN35; and the other two for lease by private 
operators. A fifth possible pit could be developed pending an OCP boundary adjustment and relaxation of the 300 
metre setback mandated in the 2010 OCP. KDFN’s Self Government Agreement identifies adjacent parcel C100-B 
for Industrial use, and C-144B and C-145B for Residential/Commercial use. TKC’s adjacent parcel C-51B is 
intended for residential use (Inukshuk, 2012).  
 
The proposed plan was submitted to the Yukon Environmental and Socio-economic Assessment Board (YESAB) in 
2012, with a subsequent recommendation for the project to proceed, subject to 49 recommendations addressing 
concerns about wildlife, neighbourhood impacts, etc. (Kerr, 2013). The Government of Yukon issued a decision 
document rejecting YESAB’s recommendations and halting the project on the basis of the proposed mitigation 
being “undeniably onerous” and an acceptance of “the potential for substantial effects” (Waddell, 2013). This 
decision effectively put the City’s plans on hold36.  
 
The question of the end use of the Stevens Quarry area hinges on need, timing, and suitable alternatives. Resident 
opposition to the Stevens Quarry was partially based in scepticism as to the actual need, particularly when the 
McLean Lake quarries continue to be mined. While gravel supply and demand is outside of the scope of the team’s 
work, it did hear from several interviewees that there is a current shortage of supply and that the City needs to be 
planning “a decade out” to meet its projected needs.  
 
Assuming the need can be demonstrated and there are no suitable alternatives, the question of timing is best 
answered in partnership with First Nation landowners in the area. One thing is certain; any justification of 
proceeding with Stevens Quarry on the basis of opening up new commercial and industrial lands is tenuous when 
the reality is that the area would undergo quarrying for decades and there is ample, better located land to develop 
closer to the city core. Furthermore, a large commercial and/or industrial area adjacent to First Nation parcels 
already identified for the same use could inadvertently create competition.  
 
On the basis of the team’s assessment of land needs and accompanying supply over the lifetime of the next OCP, 
there is no compelling need to re-designate the Steven’s Quarry area for commercial and/or industrial purposes. 
Partially serviced industrial lots could be provided with fewer land use conflicts (and presumably opposition) in 
other areas of Whitehorse. The designation of the Steven’s area must be made with a full accounting of the 
relative long-term risks of foregoing an extensive aggregate resource in close proximity to the city versus the risks 
(financial, political, and other) of pursuing a controversial development.   
 
5.3.3 Whitehorse Copper Site 
 
The Whitehorse Copper mine closed in the early 1980s and came under the ownership of YG in the Devolution 
Transfer Agreement. The site’s decommissioning in 1998 involved removal of structures, blocking of mine shaft 
openings, flattening of tailings, and water control structures. The mill and other buildings were removed, and the 
foundations were covered with up to one metre of crushed rock. The site contains approximately 10 million 
tonnes of tailings, of which approximately 18-20% is recoverable magnetite. 
 
The Contaminated Sites Registry file for the site reports that water sampling at the site shows exceedance of 
Canadian Council for Ministers of the Environment’s freshwater aquatic life guidelines in some tailings ponds on 

																																																								
35 Kwanlin Dün First Nation’s (KDFN) Final Agreement includes a commitment to provide access to 1.18 million m3 of granular material within 
City limits, without specifying the source. The Stevens Quarry allotment would fulfill an estimated 70% of this commitment.  
36 The City’s Planning & Sustainability Services Department was the primary driver behind the project and undertook the preliminary planning 
work, even though the Government of Yukon submitted the application to YESAB.  
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the site. The Little Chief open pit has numerous nearby subsidences caused by the collapse of underground 
workings that constitute a public safety hazard. The tailings remain uncovered at the site, resulting in some dust 
dispersal to nearby residential areas and preventing revegetation of the site. Although the Old Pond area of the 
site is currently zoned IH by the City, the “tailings do not provide a hospitable or structurally supportive surface 
for industrial development” (Eagle Industrial Minerals, 2011).  
 
In 2011, Eagle Industrial Minerals entered into a 10-year lease with YG for exclusive use and rights to enter the 
land for the purposes of working the tailings and waste rock in order to extract minerals. Eagle also purchased 19 
quartz mineral claims that overlap the site. The primary objective of the “Whitehorse Copper Tailings 
Reprocessing and Reclamation Project” was to reduce the environmental impact of the tailings deposits and 
convert the main tailings storage area to a potential industrial area by covering it with a gravel layer. The project 
proposed to process the tailings to remove magnetite and sell as iron ore, with an expected life of 6-7 years.  
 
On closer examination, there are significant caveats issued in regards to the industrial end use of the reclaimed 
tailings in Eagle’s proposal. The project submission explains that the unconsolidated nature of the tailings, even 
with the gravel layer, “may preclude erection of buildings, storing heavy equipment or other industrial activities 
which require more solid ground.” Several options for optimizing end use were explored and roughly costed out. 
Compacting the tailings, contingent on reducing their moisture content, was estimated to cost $4.2 million dollars. 
Adding rock to produce an engineered fill was estimated at $2.3 million dollars. It was suggested that one or more 
government entities could fund this advanced level of reclamation to realize broader long-term benefits.  
 
Eagle’s interest in the site was transferred to Groundtrax Environmental Services Ltd. in 2015. The lease expires in 
2020. As of 2018, Groundtrax’s plan was to utilize a 10,000 ft2 building on site for year-round crushing operations 
and sale of resulting fill (Waddell, 2018). The team is unaware of the status of Groundtrax’s current activities 
and/or future plans. It would appear that the Whitehorse Copper site may require a more concerted government 
effort, long-term planning, and possibly a creative private-public sector approach if it is to be reclaimed to the 
point of full and proper functioning as heavy industrial land.  
 

5.4 Supply-Demand Comparison  
 
Of all the supply options considered in the previous section, the team concludes that only infill and greenfield 
development have the potential to successfully address Whitehorse’s future employment land demand. Enhanced 
servicing and redevelopment will help to improve the quality (i.e., variety and functionality) of existing developed 
areas; however, neither will bridge the quantity gap. Quarry areas and the Whitehorse Copper site may be long-
term future development options but depend on management regime change.   
 
The infill and higher suitability greenfield development areas are more than sufficient to meet the forecasted 2040 
demand for MU-I/C and I designated lands. Infill areas alone could meet 30% and 82% of MU-I/C and I needs, 
respectively. A “Taylor North” development could meet 131% and 48% of MU-I/C and I land needs (both could be 
potentially suitable), “Hillcrest South” 187% of MU-I/C land needs, and “MacRae East” 96% of I land needs. 
Strategic and cost-effective land development, versus outright supply, will be the challenge in the future.  
 
Table 22. 2040 Supply-Demand Comparison  
 
Option Potential 

Supply 
(ha) 

2040 
MU-I/C 

Land Needs  
(ha) 

2040 
I Land 
Needs  
(ha) 

% of 2040 
MU-I/C 

Land Needs 
 

% of 2040 I 
Land Needs 

 

Infill Development  
 
 

32.1 
 

 
 
 

87.2 
 

 
  MU-I/C Areas 9.5 30 - 
  I Areas 71.9 - 82 
Greenfield Development  
  Taylor North 42 131 48 
  Hillcrest South 60 187 - 
  MacRae East 84 - 96 
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6.0 KEY ISSUES AND CONSIDERATIONS  
  
Matching land demand with adequate supply is the central goal of planning for future commercial and industrial land 
needs. As established in Section 5.0, land supply is not a serious limiting constraint. However, supply-demand 
intersect with a much broader array of policy and strategic issues and considerations that the City and its partners 
must consider moving forward in the interests of market responsiveness, private sector growth, and strategic land 
development. The team elaborates on some of the key ones in the following section.  
 

6.1 Private Sector Preferences 
 

6.1.1 What We Heard – Focus Group Sessions 
 
Affordable land development is a priority and may require new approaches  
 

Focus group participants suggested that providing affordable land should be a top priority and identified a number 
of strategies by which the City and government partners could achieve it. Keeping servicing to a minimum was one 
such strategy, although municipal water was identified as higher priority if some level of servicing is applied. Some 
felt the that the “bundling” of development projects (i.e., deep, shallow, and surface works) by government is 
creating construction monopolies and driving up the price of land development, the logical remedy to which is 
separating phases into smaller contracts and creating a more competitive bidding process. It was also suggested 
that the City should consider following the lead of other municipalities where public and private partnerships are 
moving development along at a faster pace than what is felt to be achievable under the current government-led 
land development regime.  
 
Industrial properties should not be subject to certain requirements 
 

Focus group members raised several examples of where the development requirements for industrial properties 
are felt to be needlessly onerous and adding to capital costs. Landscaping requirements for industrial areas was 
cited as having little value to the neighbourhood. It was pointed out that building code requirements could use 
review to be more practical in their application for industrial settings. An example was offered whereby insulation 
requirements in walls are set to a high R-value, yet large garage doors on a shop are a low value, so net heat loss 
occurs. It was also mentioned that some industrial shop spaces do not need to be heated, depending on the 
operation, yet are required to meet high R values. These requirements increase development costs for businesses, 
and might not be achieving the desired outcomes.   
 
When it comes to lot development, there is no “one size fits all” 
 

Participants told the Team and City that an ideal lot size does not exist because businesses vary widely in their 
operational needs. However, some stressed that lots need to be sized and designed to meet basic servicing needs. 
It was indicated that lot size constraints can force businesses to utilize their entire lot for storing materials and/or 
driving heavy vehicles, potentially compromising the proper functioning of septic fields.  
 
Work-live situations are desired but some caution is required  
 

Participants commented that having the opportunity for live/work situations on industrial properties is desirable 
and can help with affordability. It was noted, however, that residential functions and resident expectations should 
not detract from the intended purposes of industrial lands. For example, noise within an industrial area should be 
expected, and nuisance complaints should not be enforced the same way that they are in residential areas. Indeed, 
caution was advised around the mixing of industrial and residential activity. The example of heavy industrial trucks 
driving through the residential portions of Mount Sima was one example provided of incompatible uses, and it was 
recommended that similar situations be avoided in the future through better separation of industrial and residential 
development.  
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6.1.2 What We Heard – Property Owner/Business Operator Survey 

Business and property owners on both commercial and industrial lands indicated a strong preference for new land 
development as a strategy for the City to pursue to ensure the present and future land needs of Whitehorse’s 
private sector can be met. Interestingly, the second and third most commonly recommended strategy from 
owners/operators on both types of lands was to offer lots with municipal water and sewer – a result that contrasts 
with what the team and City heard during focus group sessions. 28% of Industrial property owners/operators 
recommended lot expansions as compared to only 16% for Commercial property owners. Other strategies, such 
as enforcing intended land uses and addressing underutilization received less support (8-20% range). Refer to 
Figure 38.  

 
 
Again, survey comments provided additional context to the multiple choice results. Some respondents advised the 
City on broader strategy, urging the development of the Alaska Highway corridor near Hamilton Boulevard, 
prioritizing mixed commercial/residential uses in the urban core and restricting industrial uses to rural areas, and 
developing First Nation land. Another respondent suggested that the “huge glut” of commercial space in the City 
suggests that government does not understand market demand and that private developers would better 
accommodate it. Several others urged the City to prioritize infrastructure investment, one specifically requesting 
major upgrades to Taylor subdivision for improved functionality. Lastly, numerous respondents requested greater 
flexibility and opportunity to utilize caretaker residences to accommodate employees and generate additional 
revenue.  
 

0%

5%

10%

15%

20%

25%

30%

35%

40%

45%

50%

 Figure 38. Land Supply Strategies Preferred by !
Survey Respondents!

Commercial

Industrial



	 49 

6.2 Strategic Land Development 
 

6.2.1 Coordination with First Nations 
 

The pending update to Whitehorse’s OCP will mark the first such effort to occur amidst a local First Nation 
actively engaging in development of its Settlement Land. This First Nation role is a relatively new one but merits 
careful consideration and the formulation of a coherent policy-based approach that ensures all governments 
involved in land development are exercising their duties in a coordinated and mutually supportive manner.  
 
Participants in the focus group and survey conducted for this study communicated a clear preference for land 
ownership, and some even expressed skepticism as to land leasing. The experience of jurisdictions such as West 
Kelowna, where the private sector has successfully developed on First Nation-owned lands, suggests that, given 
the right combination of factors, leasehold arrangements on First Nation lands in Whitehorse could become 
“normalized” as a viable option for Whitehorse’s private sector in the future. The issue of private sector uptake of 
First Nation lands strikes at the very heart of public government’s role with respect to land development. Is it the 
responsibility of government to ensure that the market’s first choice is satisfied, or simply that there is land supply 
to facilitate private sector activity and employment, period?  
 
In answering that question, Chapter 22, Economic Development Measures, of the Umbrella Final Agreement should 
be kept top of mind. Two of the chapter’s three overarching objectives speak to the development of economic 
self-reliance and the creation of economic benefits flowing directly from the Settlement Agreements. Neither 
KDFN’s nor TKC’s final agreements specifically reference land development but Schedule A, Chapter 22 of both 
refer to a Traditional Territory Economic Development Plan involving YG, City, and commercial and industrial 
interests. To date no such planning exercise has been initiated; nonetheless, it can be expected that the matter of 
land development would be central to it.  
 
Ultimately, the question posed above will need to be answered by all governments involved and articulated in a 
market-facing manner through policy or other mechanisms. New boundaries of cooperation and coordination will 
need to be charted. This will take time and negotiations. The outcome of such deliberations will need to address 
the spectrum of interests at play – market needs and choice, First Nation economic opportunities, fiscal 
frameworks, and coherent and strategic land policy – simultaneously.  
 
In the absence of such clarity during the interim, the Team suggests that as a starting point, government should 
endeavour to not dispose of land in a manner that directly or indirectly undermines KDFN’s ability to compete in 
the marketplace. This recommendation applies doubly to dispositions involving greenfield development within the 
UCB and/or within areas where First Nation land leasing opportunities are present.  
 
6.2.2 Compact and Higher Value Development  

The introduction of the UCB in the 2010 OCP signalled a commitment by the City to curb sprawl and concentrate 
future urban development to a more central geographic area. The upcoming OCP update is an opportunity to 
further solidify the UCB concept through continued and expanded policy measures, including those involving 
commercial and industrial lands.   

If the City is to truly fulfill its vision of a future, dense geographic core of residential and employment-oriented 
activity, lands contained within the UCB must be guarded against both lower density and lower value development. 
The City’s experience with Taylor industrial area illustrates the difficulty of introducing municipal services after-
the-fact, when property owners have already invested in on-site servicing. Given this challenge, there is solid 
rationale for ensuring that future commercial and industrial land development within the UCB be fully serviced, 
and accordingly, higher density in nature. New lower value, unserviced lots could continue to be brought to 
market outside of the UCB to ensure choice and affordability for prospective owners. In unserviced areas, health 
and safety considerations must take precedence over density in determining minimum lot sizes.  
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Prioritizing serviced development within the UCB provides additional impetus for public and First Nation 
governments to collectively approach land development, as most of the sizeable undeveloped areas contained 
within the UCB are comprised of both First Nation and Commissioner’s lands.  

The explicit or implicit view of land as a “cheap” resource undermines sound decision-making. Moving forward, it 
is critical that the lens of “liability” through which land development exercises are sometimes viewed is replaced 
with one of “investment”. Only through this lens will more sustainable and strategic land development approaches 
emerge.  
 
6.2.3  Preserving Choice 
 
Engagement with property and business owners and development stakeholders revealed that there is no one 
“ideal” industrial and/or commercial property; rather, providing variety and choice in the marketplace is key. 
Survey respondents expressed roughly equivalent interest in small (< 0.25 ha), medium (0.25-0.4 ha), and large 
(0.5-0.9 ha) lots; very large lots (1 or more hectares) received the least interest37. There was clearer direction to 
provide larger lots for industrial properties in the survey results, however. While some property owners 
commented on space constraints on their current lots, more commented on the need to provide affordable lots 
for businesses at all stages of growth.  
 
Increasing minimum lot sizes could pose an additional affordability challenge. The team believes that the need for 
medium and larger lots is generally best addressed in the subdivision planning stage versus zoning updates. The 
noteworthy exception is minimum lot sizes in unserviced areas; depending on the outcome of further 
precautionary principle based discussions with YG. As one example, the municipality of Sooke, B.C. has set 
industrial subdivision limits to ensure parcels are no less than one hectare in size.  
 
6.2.4  Achieving Affordability 
 
Affordability was a recurring theme of the team and City’s discussions with property and/or business owners over 
the course of this study. This is one of the most challenging issues for the City to address. Lot pricing is the 
purview of YG and informed by actual development costs and prevailing market values at the time of lottery or 
sale. Pricing comparisons of lots sold in the 2007-2010 and 2015-2018 timeframes indicate that commercial and 
industrial raw land prices increased in the range of 60-70%, a trend consistent with residential raw land and 
housing prices. The fact is that real estate in Whitehorse has simply become more expensive, and the 
macroeconomic conditions that helped fuel that price increase are likely to persist for some time. The territorial 
government should consider potential mechanisms to curb continued cost increases in its approach to land 
development, as focus group participants suggested. However, aside from tax relief and advocating for price 
stabilization, the City itself has few mechanisms at its disposal to make an impact on lot prices.     
 
Where the City does have the ability to push the affordability needle is in zoning and land use controls that impact 
a business and/or property owner’s ability to maximize income generation and/or cost savings. Demand for 
caretaker residences is evidenced both by the steady stream of permit applications received by the City over the 
past decade; judging by the feedback received during focus group sessions, they are a highly valued asset on both 
practical (i.e., security, staff housing, etc.) and strategic (i.e., property value) levels. Caretaker residences, however, 
should take a secondary priority to compact, value-oriented urban development and the protection of industrial 
activity from incompatible adjacent land uses. Where both conditions can be satisfied, there is sufficient rationale 
for the City to provide property owners with more flexibility and autonomy to meet the affordability challenge.  
 
6.2.5  Downtown and Marwell Evolution 
 
While the study focused specifically on lands located outside of the downtown core, the relationship between 
Downtown lands and land use dynamics elsewhere in the city must be factored in. The 2018 Downtown Plan 
envisions an increasingly dense urban core with a larger resident population and vibrant mix of residential, 

																																																								
37 These results should be considered in tandem with the fact that approximately twice as many survey respondents indicated 
an interest in CIM/CH zoning as IS/IH zoning.  
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institutional and commercial land uses, public spaces, active transportation, and arts and culture. The experience of 
other jurisdictions and Whitehorse’s own over the past 15 years would suggest that land values can be expected 
to remain highest in the downtown area relative to other areas in Whitehorse.  
 
Over the past decade, the Marwell industrial area has been the primary development beneficiary of rising land 
values in the downtown core. The relocation of traditionally city centre-oriented office and other uses to new 
Marwell development such as Titanium Way is evidence of this trend. The 2018 Marwell Plan envisions a 
continued, gradual transition of land intensive industrial and institutional uses to higher density mixed uses, 
including residential along the highly valued waterfront. The anticipated development of Kwanlin Dün First Nation’s 
Lot 226 as a business park will further solidify this vision. While much of the Marwell vision hinges on the 
achievement of physical planning initiatives – including active transportation, Quartz Road and Tlingit Street 
improvements, parks and green spaces, etc. – the “crux” of the plan resides in the brownfield revitalization and 
relocation of land intensive uses. The latter issue is directly pertinent to this study.  
 
The successful relocation of land intensive uses from Marwell over time will be contingent on the availability of 
larger parcels in close proximity to the downtown core. The Alaska Highway corridor between Robert Service 
Way and Two Mile Hill could provide a suitable landing spot for some of these uses, particularly institutional ones 
(i.e., new grader station, vehicle fleet storage, etc.) The City’s construction of a new Municipal Services Building 
along the southern extent of Range Road is a move that could be replicated for other government operations. At a 
minimum, making these necessary moves requires the City to clearly signal intention to YG and establish inroads 
into its capital planning processes.  
 
Ideally, commercial and industrial lands outside of the Downtown and Marwell areas should function as a 
repository for land uses that no longer have a logical home in either area as Whitehorse continues to evolve along 
a densification-oriented pathway. The creation of a hub of vehicle rental, lease and sales businesses along southern 
Range Road over the past 10-15 years is evidence of the market leading that evolution itself.  
 
The City’s decision to curb “big box” and fast-food development along the highway through zoning restrictions has 
been effective at maintaining the vibrancy of Downtown and should be upheld. Now is not the time to “open the 
flood gates” to land uses such as destination retail along the Alaska Highway within the heart of Whitehorse. With 
current Highway Commercial and CIM zoning maintained, this area will likely continue to evolve as various 
concentrated nodes of purposeful, niche business types (i.e., equipment and vehicle operations, etc.) that become 
increasingly outmoded in the downtown core in the coming decades. The key is to ensure that they can fully 
function as employment areas, integrated with nearby residential areas, municipal transit services, and active 
transportation.   
 
In addition to brownfield development and relocation of land intensive uses in Marwell, there is potentially an 
opportunity for subdivision of several large parcels that are underutilized. The City could work with the property 
owners to review options to unlock new development potential via subdivision as part of a broader 
commercial/industrial land infill initiative.  
 
6.2.6 Relationship to Residential Land Development 
 
With the final phases of Whistle Bend largely underway now, the City will need to identify the next area for long-
range residential development in the upcoming OCP. The “low hanging fruit” is effectively exhausted with respect 
to large tracts of raw land within the UCB; accordingly, a more nuanced, nimble and diverse strategy will be 
required from hereon in. The feasibility of developing two larger-scale candidate areas was explored on behalf of 
the City in 2016/17 and it was concluded that both the Northern Urban Containment Boundary (NUCB) and 
Southern Urban Containment Boundary (SUCB) could theoretically be suitable for development, subject to the 
mitigation of various anticipated impacts.  
 
The study team (Inukshuk Planning and Development, 2017) recommended that the SUCB area - effectively the 
area located west of the Alaska Highway between Copper Ridge and McLean Lake - be considered in the broader 
context of off-site opportunities, specifically the possibility that the McLean Lake quarry area could eventually 
convert to a residential versus industrial area, whereby maximizing the investments made to extend municipal 
services from the airport and Copper Ridge over the long-term. Commercial and industrial land development 
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along the Alaska Highway corridor between Hillcrest and Robert Service Way should be viewed as a similar 
opportunity to be leveraged should the SUCB be pursued. The costs of off-site infrastructure upgrades can be 
spread across both residential and commercial/industrial land development and benefits more broadly distributed. 
This should factor in as an advantage of the SUCB over the NUCB.   
 
6.2.7 Climate Change Mitigation and Adaptation  
 
Climate change mitigation and adaptation will undoubtedly have an impact on how Whitehorse evolves as a city in 
the coming decades. How significant those impacts will be, and the exact form they make take, is not well 
understood yet. The evolution of three key sectors that are already undergoing rapid transformation – 
transportation, food production, and energy – may provide some indication, however.  
 
Transportation is expected to become increasingly electrified and non-vehicle based in society’s effort to shift away 
from the greenhouse gas emissions associated with fossil fuel based transportation. Having employment nodes 
located close to higher density residential areas facilitates alternative modes of transport, including public transit 
and cycling. With the Whistle Bend neighbourhood due to be Whitehorse’s most populous (at approximately 8000 
people) at full build-out, there is strong rationale to consider developing new (serviced) employment lands in 
proximity to it.  
 
There are some predictions that global food production will become significantly more localized and indoor-based 
over the coming decade (CBC, 2019). At the very least, climate change mitigation will likely necessitate that 
jurisdictions which are heavily reliant on imports, such as Whitehorse, produce more local food. This 
“produce/grow/buy local” trend is well established not just for food but a wide array of products. The trend will 
likely persist, if not expand further, as Yukon works to become more self-sufficient and climate change resilient.   
 
Lastly, a continual shift away from fossil fuel-based energy sources for electricity and heating may prompt the 
emergence of newer development or subdivision-scale solutions such as district heating systems and solar farms. 
There could even be future synergies between industry as generators of waste heat and residential areas as 
consumers – a synergy best enabled by close proximity.  
 
6.2.8 Protection and Accommodation of Industrial Activity 
 
The accommodation of “nuisance” (i.e., fumes, noise, etc.) industrial activities in proximity to population centres 
and transportation corridors is important to a community’s economic well-being. Ensuring that such activities have 
an appropriate home is the function of zoning and successful development siting.  
 
The City currently accommodates a diverse range of uses in its IS and IH zones. The IH zone is geared towards 
activities with large land requirements or nuisance effects on adjacent uses, whereas the IS zone specifically 
prohibits activities that create a nuisance or hazard extending beyond the site. Interpretation of activities allowed 
in the IS zone is a challenge due to inconsistent wording between land use definitions, the stated purpose of the 
zone, and its regulations. Some principal uses, such as business support services, may not fully correspond with the 
typical purpose of industrial zones, let alone higher nuisance nature of activities often encountered in them. This 
more permissive approach to uses extends to the IH zone, where numerous principal uses duplicate those of the 
IS zone. This overlapping of uses creates additional challenges for fair and consistent administration of zoning; 
further, it may fail to adequately safeguard the more limited supply of IH zoned lands for high nuisance activities.  
 
The widespread distribution of country residential areas, greenspaces valued for recreation, and First Nation 
Settlement Lands poses serious constraints to the siting of future IH zones within City limits. While the team did 
not identify significant latent or current demand, new IH zoned lots will be needed moving forward. These could 
potentially be developed alongside IS zoned lots, subject to appropriate siting and setbacks. The southerly winds 
that prevail in the Yukon River valley at Whitehorse are key consideration in siting. There may be potential to 
zone for IH at the outer, northern limits of predominantly focused IS-zoned development (i.e., Kulan in the short 
term or “MacRae East” in the medium term). Over the long term, the former Whitehorse Copper mine site and 
area located between Forestview and “Taylor North” on the east side of the Alaska Highway could be the best 
candidates for stand-alone IH zoned development.  
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7.0 CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
 
Industrial and mixed commercial/industrial lands are required to support a prosperous and growing regional 
economy and workforce in the Yukon’s capital city. Whereas other jurisdictions are moving to protect 
employment lands from conversion to residential or “lower nuisance” uses (in the case of industrial lands), 
Whitehorse is in the enviable position of having both available land and time to pre-empt future problems through 
sound, rational policy.  
 
Currently, lands designated MU-I/C and I house a wide range of employment uses located outside of the 
Downtown core and residential areas. There are 973 hectares of I lands designated in the 2010 OCP, of which 265 
and 66 hectares is zoned IS and IH, respectively. MU-I/C-designated lands account for 462 hectares and include 95 
hectares of CH and 141 hectares of CIM zoned lands. Within both designations, there are undeveloped lands 
currently zoned FP. Approximately 468 hectares of quarries are considered active within municipal boundaries, 
almost without exception on Commissioner’s Lands.  
 
Employment areas designated MU-I/C and I are situated within key nodes distributed across Whitehorse’s land 
base. Most of Whitehorse’s industrial areas are unserviced, some located near or adjacent to country residential 
subdivisions. Full municipal servicing is only available in the Marwell area north of Downtown, as well as the Range 
and Burns roads areas adjacent to the Alaska Highway. The 2018 Marwell Plan adopted by the City envisions the 
gradual transition of this historic industrial area into a more mixed use, higher density, industrious extension of a 
denser, increasingly residential future Downtown core. This evolution of both the Downtown and Marwell will 
place additional pressure on other areas to accommodate outmoded land uses.  
 
Land demand in Whitehorse is influenced by a variety of local and regional economic influences. On review of lot 
sales and availability over the past decade, real estate activity, and the input received from business and property 
owners via an online survey and series of focus group sessions, the team concludes that there is a current 
undersupply of both MU-I/C and I designated lands for local industry. A prevailing view of property ownership as 
an integral business strategy, high prices, specificity of operational needs, and aging building stock on developed 
properties are understood to be contributing factors.    
 
The macroeconomic conditions driving the local Whitehorse and broader Yukon economy have changed over the 
past 20 years and provide a glimpse into what the future may hold. The Yukon’s public sector has steadily grown 
over the past 10 years, both in terms of employment and GDP share, while the growth of the private sector has 
been comparatively flat. Declines in private sector employment followed in the wake of the 2007-2013 
commodities “supercycle” that helped to fuel economic growth and corresponding residential and employment 
land demand in Whitehorse. However, numbers have largely recovered or are now surpassing those previous 
numbers in key sectors that tend to reside outside of the downtown core. With Victoria Gold now in production 
and several other large mines in development, a similar peak and decline could be anticipated over the next 
decade. The key distinction now, as compared to the late 1990s, is that public sector activity now acts as a buffer 
against the fluctuations of commodities prices and mining activity in the territory.  
 
The team concludes that the City will need approximately 32 and 87 hectares of MU-I/C and I designated lands by 
2040 to address both 2019 latent demand and the future growth of relevant industry sectors. With utilization of 
existing lots already quite high, intensification potential will be largely limited to building expansions and/or 
additions undertaken by individual property owners. Connecting the already developed Kulan and Taylor 
subdivisions to full water and sewer service is unlikely to be supported (or co-funded) by property owners or 
result in substantial lot subdivision. The idea of converting currently quarried areas – which comprise about 468 
hectares currently – to employment lands is theoretically sound but currently inhibited by a quarry management 
regime that provides little impetus to operators to fulfill their operating plans and fails to monitor their progress in 
a manner that supports land use planning. 
  
The forecasted 2040 land demand is best accommodated through a combination of infill and greenfield 
development. Currently developed industrial and commercial nodes hold an estimated infill potential of 46 and 34 
hectares of public and First Nation lands, respectively, enough to address about one-third of 2040 MU-I/C land 
needs and over three-quarters of 2040 I land demand. The options for supplying MU-I/C-designated lands are 
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more limited than for I-designated lands; meeting this demand through infill will require the increased integration 
of associated land uses with adjacent industrial ones and/or the expediting of KDFN’s anticipated business park in 
the Marwell area.  
 
On the balance of various suitability criteria, the team identified “MacRae East” as the most suitable greenfield area 
for future, unserviced industrial land development, with about 84 hectares of raw land with good development 
potential. Nearby “Utah” is twice the size and holds excellent potential but appears to pose a more complex set of 
planning challenges. For serviced industrial development, the “Taylor North” area north of Porter Creek appears 
to have the more favourable development conditions; consideration should be given for some level of MU-I/C 
development here as well. The Alaska Highway corridor between Hillcrest and Robert Service Way/Hamilton 
Boulevard is the logical candidate for future serviced MU-I/C development with an estimated 83 hectares of raw 
land with good (or good with some constraints) development potential. Combined with infill development, both of 
these areas will satisfy demand for the lifetime of the next OCP, and likely well beyond.  
 
Food and beverage production are relatively new uses to Whitehorse’s commercial and industrial areas, and one 
that the City can better accommodate and support through more use-specific definitions and accompanying 
permissions in the Zoning Bylaw than is currently afforded by capturing these activities under generic manufacturing 
and processing uses. Numerous jurisdictions in western Canada have adapted their zoning to better integrate the 
full spectrum of food and beverage production into suitable commercial and residential neighbourhoods. Cannabis 
production is a relative newcomer and municipal policy is less advanced in this regard; however, the trend thus far 
is to accommodate the use in industrial and agricultural areas.  
 
The water and wastewater intensive nature of some food and beverage production, coupled with the potential for 
high nutrient loading in waste streams, raises numerous challenges for both the City and territorial authorities who 
oversee applicable development approvals. These issues are compounded where such uses locate in unserviced 
industrial areas, a trend in recent years. Other uses such as car washes and caretaker residences pose similar 
concerns. Numerous administrative gaps and regulatory ambiguities require further attention and clarification for 
the sake of environmental and public health protection. A coordinated, precautionary principle-based approach 
that supports and provides certainty to local industry is warranted.  
 
While the team concludes that there is little risk of a gap between land supply and demand on a land quantum 
basis, it cautions both the City and YG to take a more strategic, investment-oriented view to how land is 
developed moving forward. The respective roles and responsibilities of public and First Nation governments in 
meeting market demand will need to be delineated and coordinated in a manner that meets a balance of private 
sector needs and preferences, the spirit and intent of the Final Agreements involved, and sound land policy.  
 
Commercial and industrial lands within the UCB established in the 2010 OCP should be prioritized for fully 
serviced, higher value and higher density development that is integrated with residential areas and employment-
supportive amenities. These areas will become the future home of businesses and industries that become gradually 
outmoded in the Downtown and Marwell areas as they evolve in the manner envisioned in the City’s recent long-
range plans for both. Recovering the higher costs of serviced development lends additional support to the idea of 
pursuing Whitehorse’s next major residential subdivision in the SUCB area located to the west of the Alaska 
Highway between Copper Ridge and McLean Lake. Alongside new development, the City needs to ensure that 
“nuisance” industrial activities are properly accommodated in zoning regulations, and appropriately sited.  
 
The project team offers the following recommendations for the City to consider:  
 
Process and Partnerships 
	 

1. In cooperation with YG, institute a moratorium on spot land applications for commercial and/or industrial 
use within City limits to facilitate more comprehensive development that optimizes existing and future 
servicing and addresses a broader spectrum of market needs. The notable exception to this 
recommendation is the consideration of spot land applications for heavy industrial uses that can not be 
accommodated elsewhere due to noxious impacts; 
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2. Establish a process to formalize collaboration and coordination around land development between the 
City, YG, and KDFN and TKC, respectively. The process deliverables, ideally Memorandums of 
Understanding (MOUs), should provide guidance to the signing parties with respect to:  

a. Roles and responsibilities in regards to land development and supply for the private sector;  

b. Potential mechanisms for cost and/or capacity sharing that could be utilized to advance development of 
higher priority (and value) parcels located within the UCB; and 

c. Potential mechanisms and/or thresholds for ensuring a balance of land ownership and First Nation land 
leasing opportunities are available to the private sector (as appropriate to each First Nation).  

 
3. Upon the anticipated 2020 renewal of the quarry leases for the former Whitehorse Copper Mine site, 

advocate for more detailed study and clarification of the technical issues enabling and/or precluding future 
conversion to fully productive industrial lands; 

4. Work with YG to update the quarry administration system to better monitor quarry progress and inform 
land use planning, and explore potential mechanisms for accommodating interim uses in quarried areas;  

 
Official Community Plan Update  
 
5. Retain the MU-I/C and I designations for undeveloped areas outlined in the 2010 OCP;  

6. Should the SUCB area be designated for residential development, consider a re-designation of the McLean 
Lake quarries to FP to reserve a broader range of future land use options;   

7. Subject to the identification of more suitable (and/or extensive) granular sources, retain the NR 
designation for the Stevens Quarry area;  

8. Consider the re-designation of a portion of the FP designated area located between “Taylor North” and 
Forestview on the east side of the Alaska Highway to I to accommodate heavy industrial activity over the 
long-term;  

 
Zoning Bylaw Update (Post-OCP adoption)  
 
9. Extend I and/or CIM zoning to areas currently zoned FP in Mount Sima and Range Road as a precursor to 

infill development; 

10. Increase the number of caretaker residences permitted on serviced IS, CH, and CIM zoned lots while 
protecting primary employment uses;   

11. Maintain current caretaker residence allowances for IS, CH, and CIM zoned lots in unserviced areas and 
consider instituting occupancy-oriented restrictions, subject to the findings of the research described in 
#30;  

12. Subject to the findings of the research outlined in #30, consider increasing minimum lot size requirements 
in unserviced areas to reflect commercial/industrial uses combined with caretaker residence use;   

13. Create new Zoning Bylaw definitions to address indoor agriculture (food and cannabis), beverage 
production and processing (breweries and distilleries). Consider instituting impact and intensity related 
thresholds contingent on location and servicing;  

14. Consider creating new definitions for other water/wastewater-intensive commercial and industrial uses 
not listed above (i.e., car washes) and review their suitability for unserviced areas;   

15. Consider mechanisms, such as thematic districts, to encourage the “clustering” of food and beverage 
production uses in targeted areas of Marwell and Downtown;  

16. Consider extending the “studio” use to the CIM zone to better accommodate artisanal and small-scale 
manufacturing;  
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17. Reconsider zoning regulations that unnecessarily restrict the ability of entrepreneurs to base more than 
two businesses from one address, where no discernible change in impacts to adjacent property owners 
will result; 

18. Review purposes, uses and associated definitions for the IS and IH zones for fairness, consistency and 
adequate protection and accommodation of “nuisance” industrial activities;   

19. Ensure mapping data consistency between zones and their “parent” OCP designated areas;  
 
Underuti l ized and Infi l l  Lands (Shorter Term Land Development) 
 
20. Consider a short-term incentive program (i.e., tipping fee relief) to encourage the clean-up and sale of 

industrial properties functioning as “junkyards” within Whitehorse; 

21. Work with YG, First Nations, and private sector interests to initiate implementation of the heavy industry 
relocation aspects of the 2018 Marwell Plan and ensure the plan’s objectives are factored into institutional 
capital planning efforts;  

22. Work with private owners of large land parcels in Marwell to explore options for subdivision that would 
quickly bring new lots in this area to market; 

23. Work with YG and First Nation landowners to expedite the planning, subdivision, surveying and 
disposition of infill lots in:  

a. MacRae 

b. Range Road 

c. Mount Sima   

d. Kulan (subject to the identification of an alternate snow dump location) 
 

Infill development should provide a mix of medium (~0.5 ha/~1 ha for serviced/unserviced) and large (~1 
ha/2+ ha for serviced/unserviced) lot sizes, and lots accessible off of Mount Sima Road should be 
considered for CIM zoning (versus I). YG should be encouraged to test and adapt alternative tender 
approaches to reduce development costs and avoid unnecessary escalation of lot pricing. The inclusion of 
IH zoned lots in industrial infill areas should be considered;  

24. Explore the potential for lot expansions, reviewed at the neighbourhood-level to allow cohesive planning 
that considers surrounding recreational and wildlife values;     

 
Greenfield Development (Medium to Longer Term Land Development) 
 
25. To provide new serviced MU-I/C designated lots post-infill development, work with YG, KDFN, and TKC 

to:  

a. Select and/or prioritize development between the two options of “Hillcrest South” and (portions of) 
“Taylor North” for MU-I/C lands;  

b. Undertake initial development due diligence for the higher priority/preferred areas; and, 

c. Establish a charter or MOU to pursue co-development of priority MU-I/C-designated Commissioner’s 
land and adjacent Settlement Lands, with the aim of bringing new lots to market in the late 2020s38; 

26. To provide new serviced I designated lots post-infill development, work with YG and KDFN to undertake 
initial development due diligence and potential co-development for the “Taylor North” area, with the aim 
of bringing new lots to market in the late 2020s to early 2030s;  

 

 
																																																								
38 Subject to full utilization of infill potential; should this not occur, timelines should theoretically advance. 
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27. To provide new unserviced I designated lots post-infill development, work with YG to:  

a. Undertake further planning and prioritization work to confirm the “MacRae East” and/or “Utah” area, 
including discussions with KDFN, TKC and White Pass and Yukon Route railway about their 
development interests;  

b. Undertake initial development due diligence for the “MacRae East” and/or “Utah” area;  

c. Pursue co-development, utilizing a charter or MOU approach with any additional parties, of the 
“MacRae East” and/or “Utah” area, with the aim of bringing new I lots to market in the mid-2030s39; 

 
Servicing and Services 
  
28. Work with the YG to adopt interim “precautionary principle” based mechanisms to address industrial and 

commercial wastewater in unserviced areas;  

29. Ensure that capital upgrades to the Alaska Highway corridor through central Whitehorse are supportive 
of current and future employment land integration with public transit and active transportation options;  

30. In partnership with YG, undertake a risk-based assessment of allowing water/wastewater intensive and 
contaminant-generating uses in serviced and unserviced areas and identify precautionary policy and 
regulatory measures;  

31. Encourage landowners sited along the lower elevations of Bennett and Laberge roads in Kulan to connect 
to municipal water service in support of industry diversification;  

 
Permitting and Business Support  
  
32. Consider aligning City business permit administration with the North American Industry Classification 

System to allow for finer-grained (and nationally comparable) industry monitoring, and instituting a new 
category; and 

33. Expand upon previous work around water/wastewater intensive and contaminant-generating uses, 
including potential updates to the Sewer and Storm Utility Bylaw and the development of sector-oriented 
information and application packages.  

 

  

																																																								
39	Subject to full utilization of infill potential; should this not occur, timelines should theoretically advance.	
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APPENDIX B 
 

Summary Notes:  
Focus Group Sessions 1 (Highway and Mixed-Use 

Commercial/Industrial Lands) and 2 (Service 
Industrial Lands) 
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In	November	2018,	the	City	of	Whitehorse	(Planning	&	Sustainability	Services	Department)	and	a	
consulting	team	led	by	Groundswell	Planning	initiated	a	project	to	develop	a	Commercial	&	Industrial	
Land	Study	focused	on	areas	outside	of	the	downtown	core.	Three	focus	group	sessions	were	held	as	
part	the	engagement	process.	A	fourth	session	was	planned,	but	was	cancelled	due	to	lack	of	interest.		
	
Invitation	letters	were	sent	by	mail	on	November	5th	to	approximately	350	property	owners	and	
businesses	located	in	the	four	zones	of	interest	for	the	study:	CH-Highway	Commercial,	CIM-Mixed-Use	
Commercial/Industrial,	IS-Service	Industrial,	and	IH-Heavy	Industrial.	The	sessions	were	also	open	to	
prospective	property	and	business	owners,	and	were	advertised	through	social	media	platforms	and	
networks	(Facebook	and	Twitter).	The	events	were	described	as	follows:	

	
• Session	1:	Monday,	November	26th,	11:30	am	–	1:00	pm	

Planning	for	Highway	Commercial	and	Mixed-Use	Commercial/Industrial	Lands	
Discussion	will	focus	on	challenges	and	opportunities	in	the	Marwell,	Hillcrest,	Kopper	King,	and	
Alaska	Highway	corridor	commercial	and	mixed-use	areas.	Marwell	topics	include	the	recently	
adopted	Marwell	Plan.	

	
• Session	2:	Tuesday,	November	27th,	11:30	am	–	1:00	pm	

Planning	for	Service	Industrial	Lands	
Discussion	will	focus	on	challenges	and	opportunities	in	the	Kulan,	Taylor,	Mount	Sima,	MacRae,	
and	Alaska	Highway	corridor	industrial	areas.	

	
• Session	3:	Thursday,	November	29th,	11:30	am	–	1:00	pm	(Cancelled)	

Planning	for	Heavy	Industrial	Lands	
Discussion	will	focus	on	heavy	industrial	activities	that	require	larger	land	parcels	and	buffers	to	
mitigate	potential	nuisances	(e.g.	noise,	dust,	odour,	vibration).	
	

• Session	4:	Friday,	November	30th,	11:30	am	–	1:00	pm	(see	Appendix	D	for	summary)		
Meeting	the	Needs	of	the	Food,	Beverage,	and	Cannabis	Production	Sectors			
This	session	will	focus	on	the	specific	needs	of	these	emerging	sectors	in	terms	of	land,	servicing,	
and	other	requirements.	Discussion	includes	indoor	agriculture	and	processing.		

	
A	combined	total	of	20	participants	engaged	in	the	sessions.	Some	participants	represented	
associations,	and	some	attended	multiple	sessions.	Each	session	began	with	a	presentation	given	by	
project	staff;	a	hybrid	version	of	the	Power	Point	slides	is	available	on	the	project	website	at	
www.whitehorse.ca/commercialindustrial.	The	presentations	were	followed	by	group	discussions.	All	
sessions	ended	approximately	30	minutes	overtime.	
	
The	following	summary	captures	conversation	highlights	from	the	sessions.	View	the	Extended	Input	
Summaries	1	and	2	to	read	more	about	each	highlight.	This	document	is	intended	to	show	the	array	of	
topics	raised	and	views	held	by	participants,	and	is	not	intended	to	reflect	consensus	amongst	
participants.	Some	topics	fall	outside	of	the	scope	of	the	land	study,	but	are	useful	to	capture	as	they	
point	to	situations	affecting	the	business	community,	and	will	be	communicated	to	the	appropriate	
government	departments.	
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Session	1:	Planning	for	Highway	Commercial	and	Mixed-Use	Commercial/Industrial	Lands	
Location:	Public	Safety	Building,	Large	Meeting	Room	
Participants:	8	
Read	more	in	Appendix	1,	pages	5-7	

	
Conversation	highlights	(concerns,	support,	insights,	ideas,	views,	etc.):	

1. Implementing	the	vision	of	the	Marwell	Plan	will	impact	heavy	industrial	businesses.	
2. Lack	of	notification	to	property	owners	about	the	Marwell	Plan.	
3. Whitehorse	needs	to	“grow	up”	to	be	a	more	supportive	place	for	doing	business.	
4. One	point	of	government	contact	would	improve	business	relations.	
5. Trust,	transparency,	and	fairness	are	important	and	need	to	be	improved.	
6. A	faster	permitting	process	is	needed	and	applications	should	be	treated	consistently.	
7. A	better	approach	to	developing	commercial	and	industrial	lands	is	needed.	
8. Land	scarcity	leads	owners	to	rezone	in	order	to	get	what	they	need.	
9. Businesses	need	to	own	land	to	build	equity	and	assets;	leasing/renting	is	not	a	good	option.	
10. Government	of	Yukon	proposed	Alaska	Highway	upgrades	would	impact	businesses.	
11. Maintenance	is	needed	in	the	Alaska	Highway	right-of-way;	whose	responsibility	is	it?	
12. The	City	has	enough	trails;	trail	interests	should	not	be	used	to	block	development.	
13. Converting	the	Whitehorse	Copper	former	mine	site	to	industrial	lands…	what’s	the	hold	up?	

	
Session	2:	Planning	for	Service	Industrial	Lands	
Location:	Public	Safety	Building,	Large	Meeting	Room	
Participants:	6	
Read	more	in	Appendix	2,	pages	8-11	

	
Conversation	highlights	(concerns,	support,	insights,	ideas,	views,	etc.):	

1. Rents	are	high	and	difficult	for	some	businesses	to	afford.	
2. More	rental	space	is	not	the	solution;	businesses	need	to	own	land	to	build	equity.	
3. Keep	land	costs	low;	leave	out	the	servicing.	
4. Interest	in	live/work	situations.	
5. Sometimes	residential	and	industrial	uses	do	not	mix	well.	
6. Construction	monopolies	drive	up	infrastructure	costs;	consider	unbundling	projects.	
7. Time	to	consider	a	new	development	model	to	get	land	on	the	market.	
8. Businesses	have	different	needs;	an	ideal	lot	size	does	not	exist.	
9. Building	codes	could	use	review	to	be	more	practical	for	industrial	settings.	
10. Optimizing	operational	space	can	mean	less	than	optimal	septic	practices.	
11. New	industrial	lands	are	needed,	and	would	generate	employment.	
12. Landscaping	requirements	in	industrial	areas	are	not	needed.	
13. Prevent	vacant	lots;	transfer	land	title	after	development	occurs.	
14. Salvage	yard?...	or	junk	yard?	Tipping	fees	are	keeping	properties	out	of	circulation.	
15. Development	permits	trigger	new	zoning	requirements	that	are	costly	to	meet.	
16. Quarry	lands	should	be	viewed	as	sites	for	future	industrial	lands.	
17. The	area	behind	Canyon	Crescent	could	have	development	potential.	
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Extended	Input	Summary	1	
	
Session	1:	 Planning	for	Highway	Commercial	and	Mixed-Use	Commercial/Industrial	Lands	

–	Extended	Input	Summary	

Date:	 Monday	November	26th,	2018	
Time:	 11:30	am	to	1:00	pm	(adjourned	~1:30	pm)	
Location:	 Public	Safety	Building,	Large	Meeting	Room	
Staff:	 Erica	Beasley	(City	of	Whitehorse)	and	Jane	Koepke	(Groundswell	Planning)	

	
The	focus	of	the	November	26th	group	session	was	on	Planning	for	Highway	Commercial	and	Mixed-use	
Commercial/Industrial	Lands.	This	session	was	open	to	existing	and	prospective	property	and	business	
owners.	Advertising	included	a	direct	mail-out	to	property	owners,	general	notices	on	Facebook	and	
Twitter,	and	promotion	through	the	Whitehorse	Chamber	of	Commerce	Facebook	page.	Eight	
participants	attended.	Representation	was	from	property	owners	and	business	operators	in	the	
Marwell,	central/airport,	and	southern	Whitehorse	areas.	One	participant	identified	as	a	prospective	
property	owner.	One	association	(the	Alaska	Highway	Business	Association)	was	represented.	The	
session	began	with	a	presentation	delivered	by	project	staff,	followed	by	a	group	discussion.	The	
questions	below	were	used	as	conversation	prompts:	

· What	about	your	current	location/land	parcel	works	well	for	your	business?	
· What	about	your	current	location/land	parcel	doesn’t	work	well	for	your	business?	
· What	trends	and	opportunities	should	the	City	be	thinking	about	as	it	plans	future	

commercial/industrial	lands?	
· What	strategies	should	the	City	consider	to	better	utilize	existing	commercial/industrial	lands?	
· What	areas	do	you	think	would	be	strategic	for	developing	new	commercial/industrial	lands?	
· Do	you	have	other	thoughts/comments/ideas	for	the	City	to	consider	in	facilitating	private	

sector	activity	outside	of	the	Downtown	core?	
	
The	group	discussion	is	summarized	in	the	following	notes,	which	are	organized	by	theme.	These	notes	
are	intended	to	capture	the	array	of	topics	raised	and	views	held	by	participants,	and	are	not	intended	
to	reflect	a	consensus	amongst	participants.	

1. Implementation	of	the	vision	of	the	Marwell	Plan	will	impact	heavy	industrial	businesses.	
	

Several	questions	and	concerns	were	raised	regarding	the	direction	set	by	the	City’s	recently	adopted	
Marwell	Plan.	The	stated	vision	is	for	Marwell	to	evolve	into	a	denser	mixed-use	and	light	industrial	
neighbourhood,	functioning	as	an	industrious	extension	to	Downtown.	Implementation	would	include	
relocating	heavy	industrial	uses	to	other	areas,	and	promoting	active	commercial	uses.	Participants	
raised	concern	for	the	impacts	this	would	have	to	existing	heavy	industrial	businesses	and	the	long	term	
investments	made	into	properties.	It	was	suggested	that	the	area’s	new	vision	has	created	a	state	of	
limbo	and	uncertainty	that	could	affect	the	value	of	properties	and	other	assets.	The	City’s	suggestion	of	
taking	a	“land	swap”	approach	to	implementation	was	not	viewed	as	a	desirable	solution.	Questions	
were	raised	about	who	would	pay	for	the	costs	of	relocation	and	decontamination	of	properties.	
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2. Lack	of	notification	to	property	owners	about	the	Marwell	Plan.	
	

Concern	was	raised	that	Marwell	property	owners	were	not	sufficiently	notified	about	the	Marwell	Plan	
process	and	final	adoption.	It	was	suggested	that	property	owners	should	be	made	aware	of	the	plan’s	
vision	when	applying	for	development	permits	(i.e.	owners	should	be	made	aware	before	they	make	
significant	investments	into	their	properties,	when	the	City	has	a	long	term	vision	that	differs	from	their	
proposed	improvements).	

3. Whitehorse	needs	to	“grow	up”	to	be	a	more	supportive	place	for	doing	business.	
	

It	was	indicated	that	Whitehorse	is	currently	not	an	attractive	place	for	doing	business,	and	that	more	
needs	to	be	done	to	support	the	business	community.	It	was	expressed	that	bureaucracies	and	the	
current	regulatory	framework	are	impeding	businesses	from	establishing.	Reflection	is	needed	by	the	
City	and	the	Government	of	Yukon	(YG)	on	why	certain	regulations	exist	and	what	they	are	intended	to	
accomplish.	It	was	suggested	that	Whitehorse	needs	to	“grow	up”	and	adapt	to	the	current	needs	of	
businesses.	

4. One	point	of	government	contact	would	improve	business	relations.	
	

Interest	was	expressed	for	the	responsibility	of	managing	Crown	lands	within	Whitehorse	to	be	
transferred	from	YG	to	the	City.	It	was	suggested	that	having	just	one	point	of	government	contact	
would	help	to	reduce	the	back-and-forth	between	governments	that	businesses	are	currently	subject	to.	

5. Trust,	transparency,	and	fairness	are	important	and	need	to	be	improved.	
	

Concern	was	raised	regarding	“back	room	deals”	for	land	purchases.	It	was	suggested	that	small	land	
holders	are	treated	unfairly	when	larger	interests	are	present,	and	that	better	communication	is	needed	
from	the	City	on	this	front.	It	was	also	mentioned	that	land	sales	need	to	be	negotiated	at	a	fair	price,	
and	that	the	City’s	speculation	on	subdivision	interests	should	not	block	requests	for	land.	

6. A	faster	permitting	process	is	needed	and	applications	should	be	treated	consistently.	
	

Concern	was	raised	for	the	length	of	time	required	in	getting	through	the	permitting	process,	and	it	was	
indicated	that	the	lack	of	consistent	messaging	from	the	City	on	applications	needs	to	be	resolved.	The	
situation	leads	people	to	appeal	to	City	Council	with	their	issues,	rather	than	working	with	
administration	through	the	designated	processes.	Examples	mentioned	include	land	uses	being	allowed	
on	one	property,	but	refused	on	neighbouring	properties.	The	inconsistent	application	of	rules	for	sea	
can	storage	throughout	Whitehorse	was	also	raised	as	being	problematic	and	causing	uncertainty	on	
what	is	actually	allowed.	

7. A	better	approach	to	developing	commercial	and	industrial	lands	is	needed.	
	

Support	was	expressed	for	the	City’s	initiative	to	develop	a	Commercial	&	Industrial	Land	Study	as	a	
coordinated	approach	to	land	planning.	It	was	indicated	that	in	the	past	a	dart	board	approach	has	been	
taken	to	identify	new	areas	for	development.	This	is	why	commercial	and	industrial	lands	have	been	
slivered	along	the	highway	and	piecemealed	throughout	Whitehorse.	It	was	expressed	that	a	more	
comprehensive	approach	is	needed.	

8. Land	scarcity	leads	owners	to	rezone	in	order	to	get	what	they	need.	
	

It	was	noted	that	the	shortage	in	land	availability	leads	some	property	owners	to	rezone	at	their	
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locations	in	order	to	carry	out	their	desired	business	activities.	There	is	nowhere	to	move	to,	so	owners	
try	to	make	do	with	the	properties	that	they	have.	Sometimes	this	does	not	result	in	a	good	outcome	
from	a	neighbourhood	design	perspective;	but	other	options	do	not	seem	available.	

9. Businesses	need	to	own	land	to	build	equity	and	assets;	leasing/renting	is	not	a	good	option.	
	

A	repeated	message	heard	from	participants	is	that	businesses	need	access	to	land	ownership	
opportunities	in	order	to	build	their	assets	and	equity.	Increasing	rental	opportunities	was	not	viewed	as	
a	viable	solution	to	addressing	the	land	availability	challenge,	and	it	was	questionable	as	to	whether	
there	is	interest	in	the	land	leasing/rental	model.	Businesses	often	have	very	specific	needs	that	require	
customized	buildings	to	accommodate	their	activities;	it	was	viewed	as	uncommon	for	businesses	to	be	
able	to	rent	exactly	what	they	need.	

10. YG’s	proposed	Alaska	Highway	upgrades	would	impact	businesses.	
	

Concern	was	expressed	for	the	impacts	that	the	Alaska	Highway	Whitehorse	Corridor	Functional	Plan	
will	have	on	highway	businesses,	if	the	plan’s	central	portions	are	implemented.	In	some	cases,	buildings	
are	situated	within	the	highway	right-of-way	and	would	need	to	be	removed.	In	other	cases,	parking,	
storage,	and	access	would	be	impacted.	Preference	was	expressed	to	preserve	the	existing	land	use	
configuration,	rather	than	widening	the	highway.	The	plan’s	proposal	to	divide	the	highway	with	a	
median	was	also	viewed	as	problematic;	not	allowing	left	hand	turns	by	northbound	traffic	would	mean	
loss	of	customers	who	would	continue	on	to	more	convenient	business	locations.	

11. Maintenance	is	needed	in	the	Alaska	Highway	right-of-way;	whose	responsibility	is	it?	
	

Frustration	was	expressed	about	ownership	and	maintenance	of	the	highway	right-of-way,	which	can	
flood	in	spring	time.	It	was	suggested	that	maintenance	is	needed,	but	there	is	confusion	on	whose	
responsibility	it	is.	Clarity	was	also	requested	on	property	owners’	ability	to	pave	driveways	through	the	
right-of-way	to	connect	out	to	the	highway.	

12. The	City	has	enough	trails;	trail	interests	should	not	be	used	to	block	development.	
	

It	was	suggested	that	there	is	an	over-consideration	for	trails	in	City	planning	processes	and	that	trail	
interests	are	sometimes	expressed	as	a	means	to	block	development.	Interest	was	expressed	for	a	more	
balanced	approach	to	considering	land	requests.	It	was	expressed	that	over-development	of	trails	
represents	elite	interests,	and	that	the	City	needs	to	stop	drinking	the	Kool-Aid.	

13. Converting	the	Whitehorse	Copper	former	mine	site	to	industrial	lands…	what’s	the	hold	up?	
	

Questions	were	raised	relating	to	the	former	Whitehorse	Copper	mine	site	and	the	perceived	
administrative	barriers	created	by	the	City	that	are	preventing	active	reclamation	of	the	site,	and	its	
eventual	conversion	to	industrial	lands.	
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Extended	Input	Summary	2	
	
Session	2:	 Planning	for	Service	Industrial	Lands	–	Extended	Input	Summary	

Date:	 Tuesday	November	27th,	2018	
Time:	 11:30	am	to	1:00	pm	(adjourned	~1:30	pm)	
Location:	 Public	Safety	Building,	Large	Meeting	Room	
Project	staff:	 Erica	Beasley	(City	of	Whitehorse)	and	Jane	Koepke	(Groundswell	Planning)	

	
The	focus	of	the	November	27th	group	session	was	on	Planning	for	Service	Industrial	Lands.	This	session	
was	open	to	existing	and	prospective	property	and	business	owners.	Advertising	included	a	direct	mail-	
out	to	commercial	and	industrial	property	owners,	general	notices	on	Facebook	and	Twitter,	and	
promotion	through	the	Whitehorse	Chamber	of	Commerce	Facebook	page.	Six	participants	attended,	of	
which	three	also	attended	the	session	held	on	November	26th.	Representation	was	from	a	mix	of	
property	owners	and	business	operators,	including	three	owners	of	properties	zoned	Service	Industrial.	
One	association	(the	Alaska	Highway	Business	Association)	was	represented.	The	session	began	with	a	
presentation	delivered	by	project	staff,	followed	by	a	group	discussion.	The	questions	below	were	used	
as	conversation	prompts:	

· What	about	your	current	location/land	parcel	works	well	for	your	business?	
· What	about	your	current	location/land	parcel	doesn’t	work	well	for	your	business?	
· What	trends	and	opportunities	should	the	City	be	thinking	about	as	it	plans	future	Service	

Industrial	lands?	
· What	strategies	should	the	City	consider	to	better	utilize	existing	Service	Industrial	lands?	
· What	type	of	Service	Industrial	lots	do	you	think	industry	needs,	now	and	in	the	future?	
· Do	you	have	other	thoughts/comments/ideas	for	the	City	to	consider	in	facilitating	private	

sector	activity	outside	of	the	Downtown	core?	
	
The	group	discussion	is	summarized	in	the	following	notes,	which	are	organized	by	theme.	These	notes	
are	intended	to	capture	the	array	of	topics	raised	and	views	held	by	participants,	and	are	not	intended	
to	reflect	a	consensus	amongst	participants.	

1. Rents	are	high	and	difficult	for	some	businesses	to	afford.	
	

It	was	expressed	by	participants	that	the	affordability	of	shop	rental	space	is	a	big	issue	for	Whitehorse’s	
business	community.	A	rental	rate	example	of	$3,500/month	was	mentioned,	which	was	difficult	for	the	
business	owner	to	find;	other	options	available	were	more	expensive.	It	was	suggested	that	many	
businesses	struggle	to	cover	their	rent,	and	that	the	high	cost	of	purchasing	land	translates	into	high	
rents.	It	was	mentioned	that	land	costs	have	tripled	since	lots	were	released	in	the	Mount	Sima	area,	
and	that	the	days	of	$90,000	lots	are	over.	

	
2. More	rental	space	is	not	the	solution;	businesses	need	to	own	land	to	build	equity.	

	

It	was	mentioned	that	while	some	businesses	rent,	for	many	it	is	not	their	preferred	situation.	It	was	
mentioned	that	businesses	need	to	own	land	in	order	to	leverage	assets	and	develop	capital.	
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3. Keep	land	costs	low;	leave	out	the	servicing.	
	

Participants	suggested	that	keeping	the	cost	of	land	down	should	be	a	top	priority	and	that	this	can	be	
achieved,	in	part,	by	keeping	servicing	to	a	minimum.	For	example,	installing	water	and	sewer	mains	
within	road	infrastructure	was	not	viewed	as	a	priority,	if	it	means	that	land	costs	will	be	higher.	If	
needing	to	choose	between	municipal	water	and	sewer	servicing,	water	was	indicated	as	the	preferred	
service.	

4. Interest	in	live/work	situations.	
	

It	was	expressed	that	having	the	opportunity	for	live/work	situations	on	industrial	properties	is	desirable	
and	can	help	with	business	and	housing	affordability.	However,	it	was	noted	that	residential	functions	
and	resident	expectations	should	not	detract	from	the	intended	purposes	of	industrial	lands.	For	
example,	noise	within	an	industrial	area	should	be	expected,	and	nuisance	complaints	should	not	be	
enforced	the	same	way	that	they	are	in	residential	areas.	

5. Sometimes	residential	and	industrial	uses	do	not	mix	well.	
	

It	was	pointed	out	that	while	live/work	situations	are	needed,	the	mix	of	industrial	and	residential	
activity	are	not	always	a	good	fit.	The	example	of	heavy	industrial	trucks	driving	through	the	residential	
portions	of	Mount	Sima	was	provided	as	an	example.	It	was	recommended	that	similar	situations	should	
be	avoided	in	the	future	through	better	separation	of	uses.	

6. Construction	monopolies	drive	up	infrastructure	costs;	consider	unbundling	projects.	
	

It	was	expressed	that	construction	monopolies	for	utility	and	road	works	are	driving	up	the	price	of	land	
development.	Part	of	the	issue	was	viewed	to	be	how	governments	bundle	project	phases	(e.g.	deep,	
shallow,	and	surface	works).	It	was	suggested	that	by	separating	phases	into	smaller	contracts,	a	more	
competitive	bidding	process	could	occur,	which	would	help	to	bring	infrastructure	costs	down.	There	are	
multiple	smaller	businesses	in	Whitehorse	that	can	handle	specific	project	components;	but	only	a	few	
large	businesses	that	can	handle	the	full	suite	of	infrastructure	works.	It	was	suggested	that	unbundling	
contracts	would	open	opportunities	for	these	smaller	businesses,	while	bringing	costs	down.	BC	Hydro	
was	mentioned	as	an	example	of	a	company	that	is	able	to	choose	amongst	many	eligible	contractors	at	
competitive	rates.	

7. Time	to	consider	a	new	development	model	to	get	land	on	the	market.	
	

It	was	suggested	that	the	slow	development	process	in	Whitehorse	is	due	to	industry’s	reliance	on	
government	to	open	up	new	land.	It	was	suggested	that	the	City	should	look	into	alternative	models	
that	are	working	in	other	municipalities;	in	some	places,	government/private	partnerships	are	moving	
development	along	at	a	faster	pace	and	there	may	be	potential	for	similar	partnerships	in	Whitehorse.	
	
8. Businesses	have	different	needs;	an	ideal	lot	size	does	not	exist.	

	

It	was	suggested	that	an	ideal	lot	size	does	not	exist	because	businesses	vary	widely	in	their	operational	
needs.	It	was	suggested	that	all	lots	should	be	designed	to	at	least	meet	their	basic	servicing	needs.	It	
was	questioned	whether	water	delivery	was	a	viable	servicing	option.	

9. Building	codes	could	use	review	to	be	more	practical	for	industrial	settings.	
	

It	was	pointed	out	that	building	code	requirements	could	use	review	to	be	more	practical	for	their	
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application	to	industrial	settings.	An	example	was	offered	whereby	insulation	requirements	in	walls	are	
set	to	a	high	R	value,	yet	large	shop/garage	doors	are	a	low	R	value,	so	net	heat	loss	occurs.	It	was	also	
mentioned	that	some	industrial	spaces	do	not	need	to	be	heated,	depending	on	the	operation,	yet	are	
required	to	meet	high	R	values.	These	requirements	increase	the	development	costs	for	businesses,	and	
might	not	be	having	the	desired	outcomes.	

10. Optimizing	operational	space	can	mean	less	than	optimal	septic	practices.	
	

It	was	indicated	that	lot	size	constraints	can	lead	businesses	to	fully	utilize	their	surface	areas	out	of	
necessity;	sometimes	this	means	storing	materials	or	driving	heavy	vehicles	over	septic	fields.	
Compaction	of	septic	fields	should	generally	be	avoided	because	this	can	impact	the	proper	functioning	
of	the	system.	Having	municipal	connection	to	water	and	sewer	could	free	up	operational	space	on	lots,	
but	this	was	not	viewed	as	being	a	significant	help	to	the	situation,	since	some	businesses	are	already	
utilizing	septic	field	areas,	despite	potential	issues.	

11. New	industrial	lands	are	needed,	and	would	generate	employment.	
	

It	was	emphasized	that	recognition	is	needed	for	the	important	role	that	industrial	areas	provide	in	
generating	employment	and	supporting	the	Whitehorse	economy.	The	business	case	for	supporting	
industrial	land	development	needs	to	reflect	the	many	direct	and	spin-off	benefits	that	industrial	lands	
bring	to	the	community.	

12. Landscaping	requirements	in	industrial	areas	are	not	needed.	
	

Questions	were	raised	as	to	why	the	City	has	landscaping	requirements	for	industrial	areas.	It	was	
indicated	that	these	requirements	are	an	added	cost	to	businesses	for	the	installation	and	maintenance	
of	vegetation,	yet	it	was	suggested	that	this	adds	little	value	to	the	neighbourhood.	It	was	also	
mentioned	as	being	ineffective	given	that	after	installation	there	are	no	inspections	to	make	sure	that	
landscaping	stays	alive.	

13. Prevent	vacant	lots;	transfer	land	title	after	development	occurs.	
	

An	idea	was	proposed	for	helping	to	address	underutilization	of	lots,	in	cases	where	new	lots	are	
purchased	but	remain	vacant.	The	assessed	value	of	vacant	land	is	low,	and	so	municipal	taxes	are	also	
low;	there	is	no	financial	hardship	to	owners	when	a	property	remains	vacant.	It	was	suggested	that	
perhaps	full	transfer	of	a	parcel’s	land	title	should	occur	after	the	property	has	been	developed.	

	
14. Salvage	yard?...	or	junk	yard?	Tipping	fees	are	keeping	properties	out	of	circulation.	

	

The	line	between	“salvage	yard”	and	“junk	yard”	is	blurred	in	industrial	areas	across	Whitehorse.	It	was	
pointed	out	that	the	underutilization	of	some	lots	can	be	linked	to	tipping	fees	at	the	City	landfill.	The	
cost	for	disposing	of	property	contents	may	be	unfeasible	for	some	owners	who	have	gone	out	of	
business,	or	have	inherited	properties.	As	a	result,	these	lots	remain	inactive	and	will	likely	stay	that	way	
until	financial	situations	change,	or	until	it	becomes	more	affordable	to	dispose	of	property	contents.	
Another	contributing	factor	is	the	lack	of	a	reuse	economy	in	Whitehorse;	businesses	do	not	want	to	
landfill	items	that	under	different	circumstances	could	have	an	economic	value.	It	was	viewed	that	using	
tax	penalties	as	a	disincentive	in	these	situations	would	hurt	land	owners	and	businesses	that	are	likely	
already	struggling.	
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15. Development	permits	trigger	new	zoning	requirements	that	are	costly	to	meet.	
	

Concern	was	raised	for	how	development	permit	applications	can	trigger	current	zoning	regulations.	It	
was	indicated	that	this	can	have	a	big	financial	impact	on	businesses	looking	to	upgrade	their	
developments.	It	was	requested	that	the	City	review	this	situation	and	perhaps	be	lenient,	particularly	
when	minor	improvements	are	triggering	major	renovations	for	compliance.	Making	the	rules	fair	for	
existing	and	new	developers	was	recognized	as	being	a	challenge.	

16. Quarry	lands	should	be	viewed	as	sites	for	future	industrial	lands.	
	

Interest	was	expressed	to	see	more	quarry	lands	opened	for	use.	Support	was	expressed	for	using	
quarrying	as	an	effective	way	off	opening	up	and	preparing	new	areas	for	future	industrial	use.	This	
approach	was	viewed	as	making	a	lot	more	sense	than	spending	resources	to	grade	and	fill	new	
development	areas.	

17. The	area	behind	Canyon	Crescent	could	have	development	potential.	
	

It	was	suggested	that	the	area	behind	(to	the	west	of)	the	Canyon	Crescent	neighbourhood	might	be	a	
suitable	location	for	new	Service	Industrial	lots,	given	that	residences	are	on	water	delivery	because	of	
existing	quality	issues,	and	would	not	be	put	at	risk.	
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Property Owner and Business Operator  
Survey Results



1 
CILS – Online Survey – Input Summary 

Commercial & Industrial Land Study  

Online Survey: Input Summary  

 

In November 2018, the City of Whitehorse (Planning & Sustainability Services Department) and a 

consulting team led by Groundswell Planning initiated a project to develop a Commercial & Industrial 

Land Study focused on areas outside of the downtown core. Public engagement kicked‐off with an 

online survey that was open to property owners and businesses currently operating in the four zones of 

interest for the study: CH‐Highway Commercial, CIM‐Mixed‐Use Commercial/Industrial, IS‐Service 

Industrial, and IH‐Heavy Industrial.  

Survey invitation letters were sent by mail on November 5th to approximately 350 property owners and 

businesses, followed by a reminder letter mailed on December 21st. The survey was produced using 

Survey Monkey and was active from November 5th until January 15th through a link posted on the 

project website at www.whitehorse.ca/commercialindustrial.  

A total of 41 surveys were completed; 2 were submitted by respondents outside of the study’s zones of 

interest and have not been included in this summary. The 39 surveys counted represent an 11% sample 

of the intended survey participants. The survey featured 19 questions. Some questions were required, 

while others were optional. Two questions allowed respondents to skip past sections that did not 

interest them. The average time taken to complete the survey was 7 minutes.  

The percentage totals in this document are calculated to reflect the number of people who responded 

to each question, and do not reflect the total number of surveys completed. Due to the small audience 

and sample size, written responses have been generalized and some information has been omitted for 

privacy purposes. Summaries are intended to show the variety of topics mentioned, and do not 

necessarily reflect the number of times the topic was mentioned by different respondents.  

The draw for the survey’s incentive prize (a $100 gift card to Home Hardware) occurred on February 4th, 

and the winner was contacted by email.  

 

 

   



2 
CILS – Online Survey – Input Summary 

Q1: How many commercial and/or industrial properties do you own or operate on? 

 

Answer Choices  Responses

One  41.03%  16

Two  33.33%  13

Three  5.13%  2

Four, or more  17.95%  7

I'd rather not say  2.56%  1

Total Properties  77+

Answered  39

Skipped  0
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CILS – Online Survey – Input Summary 

Q2: Which of the following zones applies to your property/business? If you own or operate on more 

than one property, select all that apply. 

 

Answer Choices*  Responses

CH ‐ Highway Commercial  17.95%  7

CIM ‐ Mixed‐Use Commercial/Industrial  48.71%  19

IS ‐ Service Industrial  28.21%  11

IH ‐ Heavy Industrial  12.82%  5

I don’t know / I’d rather not say  10.26%  4

Total   46

Answered  39

Skipped  0

 

 

 

 

*Answers indicating zones outside of the study’s focus areas have been excluded.  
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CILS – Online Survey – Input Summary 

Q3: Which area is your property/business located in? If you own or operate in more than one area, 

select all that apply. 

 

Answer Choices*  Responses

Hillcrest  2.56%  1

Kopper King  2.56%  1

Kulan  10.26%  4

MacRae  15.38%  6

Marwell  41.03%  16

Mount Sima  5.13%  2

Taylor  10.26%  4

Alaska Highway corridor**  12.82%  5

I don’t know / I’d rather not say  10.26%  4

Total   43

Answered  39

Skipped  0

 

 

 

* Categories have been modified for this summary. Answers indicating Downtown and outside of 

Whitehorse have been omitted. 

**Includes locations near Hamilton Boulevard, Robert Service Way, and highway corridor locations that 

are not within a neighbourhood. 
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CILS – Online Survey – Input Summary 

Q4: Which of the following scenarios applies to you? Check all that apply.  

 

Answer Choices  Responses

I own property (or properties) and operate a business on this 
property (or properties) 

58.97%  23

I own property (or properties) that I lease to another business (or 
businesses) 

25.64%  10

I operate a business on property (or properties) owned by the 
business that I operate 

20.51%  8

I operate a business on property (or properties) not owned by the 
business that I operate 

17.95%  7

Other (please specify)  2.56%  1

Total   49

Answered  39

Skipped  0

 

 

 

 

Comments (summarized):  

 Residential home, also used as office and storage   
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CILS – Online Survey – Input Summary 

Q5: Which of the following describe your property/business plans over the next 10 years? Check all 

that apply. 

 

Answer Choices  Responses

Stay at my current property (or properties)  35.90%  14

Expand an existing building (or buildings) on my current property 
(or properties) 

30.77%  12

Add a new building (or buildings) on my current property (or 
properties) 

28.21%  11

Relocate, or expand, to another property (or properties) within 
Whitehorse 

30.77%  12

Relocate, or expand, to a property (or properties) outside of 
Whitehorse 

2.56%  1

I don’t know / I’d rather not say  7.69%  3

Other (please specify)  12.82%  5

Total   58

Answered  39

Skipped  0

 

 

Comments (separated and summarized):  

 Running out of space where we lease  

 Subdividing  

 Current buildings need to be torn down  

 Selling to retire 

 Selling my unique property because it’s difficult to keep leased  

 Rents are high, but not from an owner’s perspective – taxes, water/sewer, and insurance costs 

drive the rent 
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CILS – Online Survey – Input Summary 

Q6: If you indicated plans to relocate, or expand, to another property (or properties) within 

Whitehorse over the next 10 years, what type of zoning might you be looking for? Check all that 

apply. 

 

Answer Choices  Responses

N/A ‐ I'm not relocating or expanding within Whitehorse  33.33%  11

CH ‐ Highway Commercial  6.06%  2

CIM ‐ Mixed‐Use Commercial/Industrial  36.36%  12

IS ‐ Service Industrial  15.15%  5

IH ‐ Heavy Industrial  6.06%  2

I don’t know / I’d rather not say  15.15%  5

Other (please specify)  9.09%  3

Total   40

Answered  33

Skipped  6

 

 

Comments (separated and summarized):  

 CM1 (Mixed Use Commercial 1), CM2 (Mixed Use Commercial 2), or CMW (Mixed Use 

Waterfront) 

 Residential  

 Store‐front on main floor with apartments upstairs  

 Office use  
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CILS – Online Survey – Input Summary 

Q7: If you indicated plans to relocate, or expand, to another property (or properties) within 

Whitehorse over the next 10 years, what features might you be looking for? Check all that apply. 

 

Answer Choices  Responses

N/A ‐ I'm not looking to relocate or expand within Whitehorse  44.12%  15

Small lot (under 0.25 ha / under 2,500 sq m / under 27,000 sq ft)  17.65%  6

Medium lot (0.25 to 0.4 ha / 2,500 to 4,000 sq m / 27,000 to 45,000 sq ft )  17.65%  6

Large lot (0.5 to 0.9 ha / 5,000 to 9,000 sq m / 50,000 to 95,000 sq ft)  20.59%  7

Very large lot (1 to 1.9 ha / 10,000 to 19,000 sq m / 100,000 to 205,000 sq ft)  8.82%  3

Extra large lot (2 ha or over / 20,000 sq m or over / 210,000 sq ft or over)  2.94%  1

Municipal water service connection  32.35%  11

Municipal sanitary sewer service connection  32.35%  11

Land uses or business allowances not available at my current property (or 
properties) 

14.71%  5

Other (please specify)  0.00%  0

   Total   65

Answered  34

Skipped  5
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CILS – Online Survey – Input Summary 

Q8: If you indicated plans to relocate, or expand, to a property (or properties) outside of Whitehorse, 

what are the prime factors influencing this decision? 

 

Total   10 

Answered  10 

Skipped  29 

  
 

Comments (separated and summarized):  

 Taxes are too high; service is too low   

 Value of real estate and its trending direction in the area  

 Wanting to live in the bush versus town  

 Avoiding Whitehorse drivers  

 Yukon politics/economy with regards to mining 

 Accessibility to water and utilities 

 Existing place is too small 

 Business growth 

 Move into a more appropriate area 

 Currently do not own the property I am on 

 Cannot find and/or afford what little commercial property that is currently available for sale 

 Want to have the opportunity to add caretaker residence(s) 

 Zoning – would like to add a residential rental property, but the zoning does not allow for it 

 Wells in MacRae are not running at peak capacity since new developments have occurred 
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CILS – Online Survey – Input Summary 

Q9: If you’re not interested to discuss commercial lands, you can skip ahead by choosing the option 

below. (Commercial lands are those zoned CH‐Highway Commercial, and the commercial side of the 

CIM‐Mixed Use Commercial/Industrial zone.) 

 

Answer Choices  Responses

Skip me ahead to the industrial lands section  20.51%  8

Don’t skip me ahead ‐ I want to answer this section  79.49%  31

   Total  39

Answered  39

Skipped  0
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CILS – Online Survey – Input Summary 

Q10: If you have looked to purchase a commercial property in the last three years, how would you 

describe the market? 

 

Answer Choices  Responses

N/A ‐ I haven’t looked  48.39%  15

Supply is good ‐ there's plenty to choose from  6.45%  2

Supply is limited ‐ there are options, but I’m not finding what I 
need/want  16.13%  5

Supply doesn’t exist ‐ I can’t find anything  19.35%  6

Other (please specify)  9.68%  3

   Total   31

Answered  31

Skipped  8

 

 

Comments (summarized):  

 Tried to apply for land, but was denied because of zoning 

 Tried to sell highway commercial property in the last 3 years, and got very limited interest 

 CIM (Mixed‐Use Commercial/Industrial) zoning benefits my lifestyle as an independent 

contractor    

N/A ‐ I haven’t 
looked

Supply is good ‐
there's plenty to
choose from

Supply is limited ‐
there are options, 
but I’m not finding 
what I need/want

Supply doesn’t 
exist ‐ I can’t find 

anything

Other (please
specify)
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CILS – Online Survey – Input Summary 

Q11: If you have looked to rent a commercial property or building in the last three years, have you 

had any challenges finding what you’re looking for? 

 

Answer Choices  Responses

N/A ‐ I haven’t looked  76.67%  23

No challenges  6.67%  2

Yes, I've had challenges (you can tell us about them in the 
comment box below)  16.67%  5

   Total   30

Answered  30

Skipped  9

 

 

Comments (summarized):  

 Very few enquiries when my highway commercial property was available for lease a couple of 

years ago – either businesses are not out there, or the property is not suitable/maybe both  

 Needed to find an option with suitable shop and offices, was difficult – leasing now   

 Hard to find heavy industrial lots – and if you do find any, they are very expensive to lease or buy 

 Overpriced and nothing in city limits 

 None in the right area, with proper zoning, proper size, and affordable   

N/A ‐ I haven’t looked No challenges Yes, I've had challenges (you can
tell us about them in the
comment box below)
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CILS – Online Survey – Input Summary 

Q12: What strategies would you like to see the City consider/pursue with respect to commercial 

lands? Check all that apply. 

 

Answer Choices  Responses

None ‐ things are fine, fix other land uses instead  9.68%  3

Strategies are needed, but I don't know which ones  12.90%  4

Ensure commercial lands are used for their intended purpose  19.35%  6

Minimize underutilization of existing lots  19.35%  6

Infill existing commercial areas  19.35%  6

Develop new commercial areas  45.16%  14

Provide smaller lot sizes  16.13%  5

Provide larger lots sizes  16.13%  5

Expand existing lots  16.13%  5

Offer more lands with municipal water servicing  32.26%  10

Offer more lands with municipal sanitary sewer servicing  38.71%  12

Indifferent / I’d rather not say  0.00%  0

Other (please specify)  19.35%  6

Total   82

Answered  31

Skipped  8
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CILS – Online Survey – Input Summary 

Comments (separated and summarized):  

 Development should be allowed for legitimate plans 

 Seems some employees in Planning are inconsiderate to some, and not to others  

 Get on with redeveloping the Alaska Highway to improve access to lands near Hamilton 

Boulevard  

 Increase mixed residential lots in Marwell area   

 Develop First Nations land 

 Ensure opportunities for mixed uses and staff/caretaker accommodation  

 Many small businesses need additional streams of revenue (e.g. caretaker residences) – allowing 

them will help to grow our economy 

 Allow rental properties on commercial properties over the allowed caretaker residence  

 Caretaker residences allow employees to live closer to work and not have to commute 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Q13: If you’re not interested to discuss industrial lands, you can skip ahead by choosing the option 

below. (Industrial lands are those zoned IS‐Service Industrial, IH‐Heavy Industrial, and the industrial 

side of the CIM‐Mixed Use Commercial/Industrial zone.) 

 

Answer Choices  Responses

Skip ahead to the next section  15.38%  6

Don’t skip me ahead ‐ I'd like to answer this section  84.62%  33

Total   39

Answered  39

Skipped  0
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CILS – Online Survey – Input Summary 

Q14: If you have looked to purchase an industrial property in the last three years, how would you 

describe the market? 

 

Answer Choices  Responses

N/A ‐ I haven’t looked  56.25%  18

Supply is good ‐ there’s plenty to choose from  0.00%  0

Supply is limited ‐ there are options, but I’m not finding what I 
need/want  18.75%  6

Supply doesn’t exist ‐ I can’t find anything  21.88%  7

Other (please specify)  3.13%  1

Total   32

Answered  32

Skipped  7

 

 

Comment (summarized):  

 Supply does not exist for heavy industrial lots with or without a shop – if anything comes up, it is 

overpriced and expensive, or ends up in a bidding war   

N/A ‐ I haven’t 
looked

Supply is good ‐
there’s plenty to 
choose from

Supply is limited ‐
there are options, 
but I’m not finding 
what I need/want

Supply doesn’t 
exist ‐ I can’t find 

anything

Other (please
specify)
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CILS – Online Survey – Input Summary 

Q15: If you have looked to rent an industrial property or building in the last three years, have you had 

any challenges finding what you’re looking for? 

 

Answer Choices  Responses

N/A ‐ I haven’t looked  75.00%  24

No challenges  0.00%  0

Yes, I've had challenges (you can tell us about them in the 
comment box below)  25.00%  8

Total   32

Answered  32

Skipped  7

 

 

 

Comments (summarized):  

 Can’t find the right property – would have to build  

 Many people ask if I want to rent out any of the shop that I rent for my business 

 Commercial/service industrial shop space to rent is virtually non‐existent – took 3 years to find 

my current place 

 Need access to industrial lots for lease or sale near or in the Taylor industrial area   

N/A ‐ I haven’t looked No challenges Yes, I've had challenges (you can
tell us about them in the
comment box below)
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CILS – Online Survey – Input Summary 

Q16: What strategies would you like to see the City consider/pursue with respect to industrial lands? 

Check all that apply. 

 

Answer Choices  Responses

None ‐ things are fine, fix other land uses instead  12.90%  4

Strategies are needed, but I don't know which ones  16.13%  5

Ensure industrial lands are used for their intended purpose  12.90%  4

Minimize the underutilization of existing lots  12.90%  4

Infill existing industrial areas  25.81%  8

Develop new industrial areas  38.71%  12

Provide smaller lot sizes  9.68%  3

Provide larger lot sizes  19.35%  6

Expand existing lots  29.03%  9

Offer more lands with municipal water servicing  32.26%  10

Offer more lands with sanitary sewer servicing  32.26%  10

Indifferent / I'd rather not say  6.45%  2

Other (please specify)  12.90%  4

Total   81

Answered  31

Skipped  8
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CILS – Online Survey – Input Summary 

Comments (separated and summarized):  

 Be more open to offering land for business pursuits – it creates more income for the city 

 Do not understand why the City cannot decide what to do – unqualified Planners 

 My business owns and operates in Marwell – do not want zoning changed to light commercial, if 

this will affect the businesses that I lease to 

 Utilize the downtown and surrounding core for mixed residential and small business 

 Use space out of town for industrial  

 I tried to have my Service Industrial lot expanded, but the green space behind the lot was too 

close to the adjacent residential area   
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CILS – Online Survey – Input Summary 

Q17: Please share any other information/comments that you would like us to consider in this study. 

You can also use this space to tell us about a specific challenge that you have with one, or more, of the 

properties that you own or operate on. Providing a municipal address allows us to investigate further, 

and will not appear in the survey summary. 

 

Total   14 

Answered  14 

Skipped  25 

 

 

Comments (separated and summarized by theme):  

MacRae:  

 Area wells have suffered greatly with expansion of new residential lots – are there plans to help 

subsidize this?  

Marwell:  

 I want my property to stay mixed‐use  

 A change to light commercial would mean kicking out tenants and revamping the building – 

would bankrupt me 

 Hopeful the area will see an improvement to older properties as well as more mixed residential 

lots, and to see real estate values rise 

Taylor:  

 Access to services in existing industrial areas needs to be addressed – specifically, the Taylor 

Industrial area has no sewer/water, and has a dirt road 

 Area is home to dozens of small Yukon businesses, employing Yukoners and paying significant 

city taxes for no return 

 A discussion regarding the cost of local improvements in this area, including a fair plan for 

sharing those costs, should be considered a priority 

 Condition of MacDonald Road is awful due to potholes 

 Constant grading and calcium deposition on MacDonald Road is a problem – have contacted the 

City about it before  

 The calcium used to reduce dust corrodes my business and personal vehicles 

 Providing full services and paving is not a realistic option – considering the cost of chip‐seal 

versus performing road work 5‐6 times per summer 

Highway corridor:  

 Need to develop the Alaska Highway corridor – it’s the most underdeveloped highway frontage 

I’ve seen in Canada 
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Market (supply/demand/future): 

 City is not capable of deciding what will be needed in the future nor is it able to, as the situation 

is very fluid  

 Best strategy would be to let the market decide what is needed 

 Release land to private developers without undue restriction and the market will sort it out 

 Seems to be little demand to buy commercial properties 

 Huge glut of commercial space, but very little industrial or residential available  

 Changes in world economy could see massive influx of immigration into a place like Whitehorse  

 Strong emphasis on infrastructure of the city as a whole will be important, along with residential 

housing for entrepreneurs looking to live here 

Heavy industrial:  

 Extremely hard to find lots close to Whitehorse for a shop with heavy equipment – have been 

looking for 11 years 

 If a heavy industrial lot comes up, it’s way overpriced and I would never be able to pay for it  

Housing and caretaker residences:  

 Challenge is to find affordable housing for employees close to work  

 I’m not allowed to provide housing on existing property as only one caretaker suite is allowed, 

even though we have space for more 

 Really difficult to hire new skilled trades people right now, and the lack of housing is a huge 

factor – I need to be able to provide at least temporary accommodation, and if I can combine it 

with a caretaker residence, so much the better 

 Make allowable caretaker residences larger, and allow two of them 

Other:  

 Have tried to get land north of Whitehorse, but have been denied – reason does not seem valid, 

I have legitimate plans and funds  

 Seems the City is focused mainly on the south part of Whitehorse to develop 

 Would be nice to vote in municipal elections as a business property owner in Whitehorse where 

taxes are paid, yet I reside outside of Whitehorse  

 Theft is an issue (area unspecified) 
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Q18: (OPTIONAL) Please provide your email address; it helps us to ensure that duplicate surveys are 

not submitted, and will not appear in the survey summary, or be shared. 

 

Total   21 

Answered  21 

Skipped  18 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Q19: Would you like any of the following? 

 

Answer Choices  Responses

Enter me in a draw to win a $100 gift certificate to Home 
Hardware (requires an email address above)  67.86%  19

Send me electronic updates on this study (requires an email 
address above)  60.71%  17

None of the above / no thanks  25.00%  7

Total   43

Answered  28

Skipped  11

 



	 98 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

APPENDIX D 
  

Summary Notes: 
Focus Group Session 3 (Food, Beverage and 

Cannabis Production Sectors)



	 1		

	
A	focus	group	session		to	discuss	the	specific	needs	of	the	Food,	Beverage,	and	Cannabis	Production	
Sectors	was	held	on	Friday,	November	30th	from	11:30	am	–	1:00	pm.	This	session	was	open	to	existing	
and	prospective	property	and	business	owners,	government	staff,	and	associations	working	on,	or	
interested	in,	this	topic.	Ten	participants	attended,	with	representation	from	the	following	
governments	and	associations:	

· Agriculture	and	Agri-Food	Canada	
· Yukon	Government	Agriculture	Branch	
· Fireweed	Community	Market	Society	
· Growers	of	Organic	Food	Yukon	
· Yukon	Agricultural	Association	
· Yukon	Chamber	of	Commerce,	Food	and	Beverage	Committee	
· Alaska	Highway	Business	Association	

	
Several	participants	represented	more	than	one	association.	One	participant	attended	the	two	other	
sessions.	Representation	was	also	from	two	farm	owners,	two	restaurant	owners,	and	two	owners	of	
CH-Highway	Commercial	and	IS-Service	Industrial	properties.	The	session	began	with	a	presentation	
delivered	by	project	staff	(available	on	the	project	website	at	
www.whitehorse.ca/commercialindustrial),	followed	by	a	group	discussion.	The	questions	below	were	
used	as	conversation	prompts:	

· What	are	current	trends	in	production/processing	in	Yukon?	Where	is	industry	heading?	
· What	are	the	challenges	that	you’re	hearing	from	your	memberships/communities?	

Are	they	finding	what	they	need	to	do	business?	
· What	are	advantages/disadvantages	for	locating	in	Whitehorse?	Do	industries	want	

to	be	in	Whitehorse?	
· Where	do	industries	want	to	be	located,	within	Whitehorse?	
· How	likely	is	cannabis	production/processing	to	take	off	in	Whitehorse,	given	Federal	

licensing	options	and	requirements?	
	
The	group	discussion	is	summarized	in	the	following	notes,	which	are	organized	by	theme.	These	notes	
are	intended	to	capture	the	array	of	topics	raised	and	views	held	by	participants,	and	are	not	intended	
to	reflect	a	consensus	amongst	participants.	

	
Conversation	Highlights	

	
Conversation	highlights	(concerns,	supports,	insights,	ideas,	views,	etc.)	included:	

1. Industry	trends:	
a. The	territory’s	poultry,	egg,	pork,	and	cattle	industries	are	maturing;	
b. Interest	in	entomophagy	(bug	farming)	is	growing,	and	has	potential	as	a	protein	source	

for	human	consumption	or	to	be	added	to	grain	as	feed	for	livestock;	
c. There	is	a	demographic	interested	in	buying	local	products,	and	entrepreneurs	that	

want	to	produce	local	products;	
d. Interest	is	growing	in	the	“slow	food”	movement;	
e. There	are	a	lot	of	DIY-ers	wanting	to	grow	and	process	their	own	food	and	beverage;	
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f. Interest	is	growing	for	non-commercial	food	production	opportunities,	close	to	
residences;	

g. There	is	interest	in	cannabis	production	(cultivation	and	processing),	though	no	
completed	licenses	yet	in	Yukon	for	non-medical	cannabis;	

h. Producers	are	energy	consumers,	but	also	interested	in	being	energy	producers,	
particularly	on	farms.	

2. System-wide	industry	support	is	needed;	not	just	through	zoning	and	land	availability.	
3. Is	it	waste?...	or	a	resource?	Full-resource	thinking	needed.	
4. Federal	regulations	make	it	difficult	to	get	local	products	onto	shelves.	
5. Legislative	boxes	are	difficult	to	navigate	and	difficult	to	change.	
6. Power	and	tech	infrastructure	is	important	for	indoor	agriculture	production	methods.	
7. High	municipal	taxes	can	be	a	disincentive	for	locating	businesses	within	Whitehorse.	
8. Access	to	public	transportation	is	needed	in	decentralized	employment	centres.	
9. Caretaker	residences	help	to	offset	wages	and	subsidize	living	costs.	
10. A	“living	wage”	means	more	money	spent	in	the	community.	
11. Industries	locate	where	economic	and	operational	factors	make	sense.	
12. Waterfront	+	breweries	=	good	combo.	
13. Onsite	enjoyment	of	FB&C	products	can	enhance	the	educational	experience	of	a	product.	
14. The	future	of	cannabis	production	depends	on	ability	to	sell	to	Government	of	Yukon	as	the	

retailer.	
15. “Local”	branding	is	important,	but	it	has	to	be	accurate.	
16. Community	market	spaces	lower	financial	risk	and	help	businesses	to	start-up.	
17. Whitehorse	needs	a	“Yukonstruct”	for	foodies.	

	

Extended	Input	Summary	
	
1. Industry	trends.	

	

Participants	indicated	the	following	as	emerging	trends	in	the	food,	beverage,	and	cannabis	(FB&C)	
production	sectors	in	Yukon:	

· The	territory’s	poultry,	egg,	pork,	and	cattle	industries	are	maturing	(e.g.	there	is	now	a	dairy	
farm	operating	in	Dawson	City);	

· Interest	in	entomophagy	(bug	farming)	is	growing,	and	has	potential	as	a	protein	source	for	
human	consumption	or	to	be	added	to	grain	as	feed	for	livestock;	

· There	is	a	demographic	interested	in	buying	local	products,	and	entrepreneurs	that	want	to	
produce	local	products;	

· Interest	is	growing	in	the	“slow	food”	movement;	
· There	are	a	lot	of	DIY-ers	wanting	to	grow	and	process	their	own	food	and	beverage;	
· Interest	is	growing	for	non-commercial	food	production	opportunities,	close	to	residences;	
· There	is	interest	in	cannabis	production	(cultivation	and	processing),	though	no	completed	

licenses	yet	in	Yukon	for	non-medical	cannabis;	
· Producers	are	energy	consumers,	but	also	interested	in	being	energy	producers,	particularly	on	

farms.	
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2. System-wide	industry	support	is	needed;	not	just	through	zoning	and	land	availability.	
	

It	was	suggested	by	participants	that	supporting	Whitehorse’s	FB&C	production	sectors	(as	well	as	other	
local	industries)	requires	creating	a	supportive	and	attractive	climate	for	doing	business.	A	system-wide	
review	could	help	reduce	barriers	at	different	stages	of	the	production	chain,	from	the	initial	step	of	
getting	a	business	license	to	dealing	with	production	waste.	Specific	examples	were	offered,	including	
the	City’s	current	restriction	of	two	business	licenses	per	address;	this	was	viewed	as	a	hindrance	to	
start-ups	that	sometimes	experiment	with	multiple	business	ideas	at	the	same	time.	The	intent	of	this	
restriction	was	questioned,	and	whether	or	not	the	intent	is	being	achieved.	Waste	management	
restrictions	at	the	City	landfill	were	also	raised	as	a	barrier	to	the	FB&C	sectors,	given	that	certain	kinds	
of	production	waste	are	not	currently	accepted.	Slaughter	waste	was	a	noted	example.	Communication	
with	the	business	community	is	needed	on	the	reasons	for	this	ban,	so	that	potential	solutions	can	be	
explored.	It	was	pointed	out	that	if	these	sectors	are	unable	to	manage	their	waste,	they	will	not	be	able	
to	establish	in	Whitehorse.	

3. Is	it	waste?	…	or	a	resource?	Full-resource	thinking	needed.	
	

It	was	expressed	that	some	“wastes”	from	production	sectors	are	instead	“resources”,	when	the	right	
processes	and	infrastructure	are	in	place	to	capture	their	potential	(e.g.	organics	turned	into	compost).	
Slaughter	waste	was	again	raised	as	an	example,	which	is	an	organic	material	that	could	be	used	as	
animal	feed,	or	contribute	to	the	compost	production	process.	

4. Federal	regulations	make	it	difficult	to	get	local	products	onto	shelves.	
	

It	was	mentioned	that	Federal	regulations	can	make	it	difficult	for	small	scale	local	producers	to	get	their	
products	onto	grocery	store	shelves.	It	was	recognized	that	retailers	also	have	their	own	corporate	
policies	that	may	influence	this,	but	generally	these	policies	align	with	Federal	regulations.	The	narrow	
profit	margins	in	the	food	and	beverage	sectors	make	compliance	difficult	for	smaller	producers.	

5. Legislative	boxes	are	difficult	to	navigate	and	difficult	to	change.	
	

It	was	suggested	that	government	departments	at	the	City	and	Government	of	Yukon	(YG)	operate	
within	regulatory	boxes,	and	it	can	be	difficult	for	businesses	to	navigate	between	them.	It	was	also	
expressed	that	certain	regulations	for	the	FB&C	production	sectors	are	outdated,	and	in	need	of	review;	
but	given	the	complexities	of	revising	legislation,	there	is	often	reluctance	by	administrators	to	look	into	
changing	the	rules.	Modernization	of	municipal	and	territorial	regulations	was	viewed	as	being	needed	
to	respond	to	the	emergence	of	new	sectors,	otherwise	they	will	not	be	able	to	develop.	

6. Power	and	tech	infrastructure	is	important	for	indoor	agriculture	production	methods.	
	

It	was	pointed	out	that	indoor	agriculture	sectors	are	tech-reliant,	and	having	access	to	fast	and	reliable	
4G	internet	is	important;	this	can	influence	a	producer’s	decision	on	where	to	locate	their	facility	(i.e.	
within	or	outside	of	Whitehorse).	Indoor	production	methods	often	use	cameras	and	systems	requiring	
internet	to	monitor	and	regulate	growing	conditions	(e.g.	watering,	heating,	cooling,	and	feeding).	It	was	
emphasized	that	having	affordable	land	is	not	the	only	determining	factor	in	where	a	business	will	
choose	to	locate.	It	was	stated	that	three	phase	electric	power	is	also	needed	to	support	production,	
and	that	some	producers	are	interested	not	only	to	use	power,	but	to	generate	power	than	can	be	sold	
back	into	the	grid.	
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7. High	municipal	taxes	can	be	a	disincentive	for	locating	businesses	within	Whitehorse.	
	

It	was	suggested	that	high	municipal	tax	rates	are	a	disincentive	to	locating	production	facilities	within	
city	limits.	It	was	also	suggested	that	a	tax	incentive	specific	to	food	production	could	help	to	encourage	
businesses	to	get	into	the	industry.	The	question	was	posed	as	to	whether	the	agricultural	tax	rate	
(applied	to	lands	in	the	YG	agriculture	zone)	could	be	tied	to	land	use	rather	than	zoning	(i.e.	apply	the	
rate	to	food	producers	in	commercial	and	industrial	zones).	

8. Access	to	public	transportation	is	needed	in	decentralized	employment	centres.	
	

It	was	suggested	that	access	to	public	transportation	is	needed	in	employment	areas	located	outside	of	
the	city’s	core,	and	will	become	increasing	important	for	industries	that	have	on-site	employment	
(versus	current	industries	that	operate	off-site,	such	as	construction	companies).	Public	transit	can	help	
to	support	employers	and	workers	by	providing	low	cost	transportation	options	that	offset	other	living	
costs.	Snow	clearing	of	transit	routes	was	also	recognized	as	being	needed.	

9. Caretaker	residences	help	to	offset	wages	and	subsidize	living	costs.	
	

Participants	indicated	that	the	housing	scarcity	in	Whitehorse	and	high	cost	of	accommodations	can	
make	it	difficult	for	businesses	to	attract	and	retain	employees,	and	that	some	businesses	have	trouble	
paying	sufficient	wages.	It	was	suggested	that	caretaker	residences	can	provide	a	viable	option	for	
businesses	to	support	workers	by	offering	subsidized	board	in	exchange	for	labour;	an	arrangement	that	
can	help	to	keep	labour	costs	down,	while	providing	employees	with	affordable	accommodations.	This	
was	viewed	as	being	particularly	beneficial	for	attracting	and	supporting	seasonal/short-term	
employees.	Caretaker	residences	have	the	added	benefits	of	providing	on-site	security	presence	in	low	
density	and	isolated	neighbourhoods,	and	can	reduce	transportation	challenges.	Marwell	was	suggested	
as	an	example	of	an	area	that	feels	like	it	“never	shuts	down”,	which	helps	to	ward	off	crime.	Following	
the	meeting,	a	participant	suggested	that	perhaps	the	City	could	look	into	relaxing	its	rule	on	the	
number	of	dogs	allowed	at	caretaker	residences,	since	dogs	can	provide	added	security,	and	caretaker	
residences	tend	to	be	in	areas	where	noise	nuisance	to	neighbours	is	less	of	a	concern.	

10. A	“living	wage”	means	more	money	spent	in	the	community.	
	

It	was	suggested	by	a	participant	that	there	are	benefits	to	employers	providing	a	“living	wage”,	such	as	
helping	employees	to	access	affordable	housing	options	and	increasing	the	amount	of	disposable	
income	that	employees	have	to	spend	at	other	businesses	in	the	community.	It	was	recognized	that	
some	businesses	struggle	to	cover	current	labour	costs	and	would	have	difficulty	paying	higher	wages.	
The	City	was	encouraged	to	look	at	examples	from	other	cities	to	see	what	has	worked	elsewhere.	

11. Industries	locate	where	economic	and	operational	factors	make	sense.	
	

It	was	indicated	that	the	discussion	question	of	“where	do	industries	want	to	be	located?”	was	not	the	
right	question	to	be	asking;	a	more	appropriate	question	would	be	“where	do	the	conditions	make	
sense?”	Land	availability	and	affordability,	and	having	the	right	infrastructure	in	place,	were	viewed	as	
key	determinants	for	where	industries	choose	to	locate.	The	City	was	encouraged	to	look	at	examples	
from	elsewhere	to	see	what	factors	have	allowed	for	successful	sector	hubs	to	develop.	Granville	Island	
in	Vancouver	BC,	for	example,	was	a	brownfield	that	has	turned	into	a	thriving	brewery	and	arts	district.	
It	was	also	mentioned	that	the	area’s	success	has	translated	into	high	rents	that	some	businesses	are	
now	struggling	to	afford.	
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12. Waterfront	+	breweries	=	good	combo.	
	

Interest	was	expressed	to	see	the	Downtown	and	Marwell	waterfront	evolve	into	a	thriving	brewery	
destination.	The	possibility	of	having	tasting	experiences	at	the	waterfront	was	strongly	supported.	

13. Onsite	enjoyment	of	FB&C	products	can	enhance	the	educational	experience	of	a	product.	
	

Support	was	indicated	for	stacked	land	use	allowances	at	production	sites.	For	example,	tasting	rooms	
or	pubs	could	be	made	an	inherent	property	right	wherever	a	brewery	use	is	allowed.	It	was	mentioned	
that	enjoyment	of	a	product	on-site	is	an	opportunity	to	enhance	the	educational	experience	and	is	in	
line	with	the	“agro-tourism”	model,	which	is	gaining	in	popularity.	Consumers	are	interested	to	meet	the	
“makers”	and	learn	about	the	production	process.	YG	has	explored	this	concept	through	a	new	
“AgricultureX”	zoning,	whereby	some	farms	also	have	land	use	rights	to	establish	restaurants	on-site.	

14. The	future	of	cannabis	production	depends	on	ability	to	sell	to	YG	as	the	retailer.	
	

It	was	suggested	that	at	the	Federal	government’s	“standard”	cultivation	license	level,	it	might	be	
difficult	for	businesses	to	start	up	because	of	the	high	capital	cost	involved	in	constructing	a	facility,	and	
the	costs	to	import	nutrient	supplies	and	export	product.	The	small	customer	market	in	Yukon	is	a	
limiting	factor	that	may	not	make	economic	sense	for	large	cultivation	facilities	to	open.	The	“micro”	
license	has	less	Federal	requirements	and	is	less	capital	intensive,	so	might	make	better	economic	sense.	
It	was	suggested	that	despite	the	short	growing	season	of	Yukon,	there	is	potential	for	outdoor	
cultivation	to	occur	if	cannabis	plants	are	started	indoors	and	are	then	transplanted	outdoors.	No	
licenses	have	been	confirmed	yet	in	Yukon,	though	some	businesses	have	started	the	process.	It	is	
expected	that	cultivators	will	likely	also	want	processing	licenses.	Most	significant	to	the	future	of	the	
industry	will	be	the	ability	of	producers	to	sell	their	product	to	YG	as	the	only	current	retailer	under	the	
territory’s	legalization	framework.	

15. “Local”	branding	is	important,	but	it	has	to	be	accurate.	
	

The	topic	of	branding	was	raised	several	times	during	the	discussion.	It	was	suggested	that	there	is	
confusion	and	mis-branding	of	products	as	“local”,	which	can	reduce	the	value	of	items	actually	
produced	with	Yukon	sourced	ingredients	and	at	higher	costs.	It	was	mentioned	that	“made	in	Yukon”	is	
not	necessarily	enough	to	be	considered	“local”,	and	education	around	the	term	would	help	local	
producers	to	compete	with	other	products	on	store	shelves.	Much	of	the	“eat	local”	movement	is	about	
reducing	CO2	emissions	from	transport,	and	it	was	suggested	that	an	indicator	could	be	developed	to	
show	the	CO2	emissions	footprint	of	Yukon	products.	It	was	also	mentioned	that	it	would	be	good	to	
develop	an	“organic”	certification	for	cannabis	production,	but	recognizing	that	“Yukon	organic”	might	
be	different	than	what	is	considered	organic	elsewhere.	

16. Community	market	spaces	lower	financial	risk	and	help	businesses	to	start-up.	
	

Support	was	expressed	to	see	more	off-site	communal	retail	spaces	encouraged	and	developed,	
reflecting	the	opportunities	that	places	such	as	the	Fireweed	Community	Market	and	the	Carcross	
commons	are	providing	to	small	businesses.	These	spaces	are	considered	incubators	that	are	helping	to	
lower	the	financial	risks	and	overhead	costs	for	businesses	as	they	get	established.	
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17. Whitehorse	needs	a	“Yukonstruct”	for	foodies.	
	

It	was	indicated	that	there	is	a	large	demographic	of	DIY-ers	that	want	to	grow	and	process	their	own	
food	and	beverage.	Interest	was	expressed	to	see	a	makerspace	with	a	commercial	kitchen	created.	The	
idea	of	a	food	hub	was	mentioned	as	an	attractive	option.	Communal	storage	opportunities	for	food	was	
suggested	as	an	idea	to	explore;	though	it	was	also	mentioned	that	centralized	storage	could	be	
problematic	if	an	issue	occurs	and	participating	producers	lose	their	harvest.	
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Cannabis Production Zoning Approaches
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A) Food and Beverage Production 
 
City of Calgary 

- Zoning Bylaw has definitions for Urban Agriculture and Food Production (resulting from a 2017 
amendment)  

- “Food Production” accommodates indoor models of food production (including hydroponic, 
aquaponic, aeroponic, and aquaculture), as well as associated processing and packaging  

- Food Production is a listed use in all Commercial and Mixed Use districts, as well as some City 
Centre districts 

- Urban Agriculture is essentially outdoor cultivation in an urban environment. Urban Agriculture 
is allowed in multi-residential and commercial and mixed use districts as well as most Special and 
City Centre districts 

 
City of Vancouver 

- Zoning and Development Bylaw has four land use definitions to manage the growing of food 
indoors and outdoors  

- “Urban Farm-Class A/B” accommodates the use of land for the cultivation of fruits or vegetables 
for sale. Class A is small scale and integrated into existing residential neighbourhoods, while 
Class B may be larger-scale, take place in a structure, include soil or soiless methods, and can 
include on-site sales.  

- Urban Farm-Class B is a listed use in 11 of the 12 Commercial districts and 14 of 15 Industrial 
districts  

- “Food or Beverage Products Manufacturing-Class A/B” governs the manufacturing of animal feed 
or the manufacturing of food or beverage products (excepting bakery products, brewing or 
distilling, or dairy products). Class B is the more restrictive category and prohibits uses involving 
milling, refining, canning, processing or of animals or animal products.  

- Food or Beverage Products Manufacturing - Class B is a listed use in a few Commercial districts 
and all Industrial districts. Class A is listed in three (of 15) Industrial districts.  

 
City of Edmonton 

- Zoning Bylaw includes use definitions of “Urban Indoor Farms” and “Urban Outdoor Farms”.  
- “Urban Indoor Farms” includes the cultivation and harvesting of plant and/or animal products 

primarily within enclosed buildings for the primary purpose of wholesale or retail sales. 
Accessory activities may include on-site sales, composting of plants grown on-site, outdoor 
storage, and food packaging and processing.  

- “Urban Outdoor Farms” is differentiated from indoor by virtue of interim use on idle or 
underutilized land; unenclosed structures are allowed. These are classified as an Agricultural use.  

- Both uses are differentiated from Livestock Operations, Rural Farms, Recreational Acreage 
Farms, Urban Outdoor Farms, Urban Gardens or the cultivation or growth of cannabis. 

- Urban Indoor Farms are a permitted use in two (of four) Industrial zones and a discretionary use 
in most Industrial and Commercial zones. Urban Outdoor Farms are a permitted use in the 
Agricultural zone and otherwise a discretionary use in most Industrial and Commercial zones.  

- Food packaging and processing not associated with on-site growing or direct sale to the public 
would be included under the General Industrial Use and is permitted in all Industrial zones (with 
Heavy Industrial zone eligibility involving land requirements, nuisance, or hazardous materials) 
but not in Commercial zones. 

 
City of Victoria 

- Zoning Bylaw includes definition for “Small Scale Commercial Urban Food Production” as: (a) 
cultivating and harvesting plants or fungi; (b) beekeeping and harvesting honey; (c) keeping 
poultry to collect eggs; and (d) sorting, cleaning and packaging the items noted above for retail 
purposes, as well as selling and storing harvested products on the premises.  

- Small Scale Commercial Urban Food Production is a listed and permitted use in all districts in the 
city. Sales are permitted on a lot where SSCUA happens, whether or not retail is permitted, 
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provided it occurs within a food stand (defined by size, setbacks, enclosure, duration of time, 
etc.). Any plants regulated under the Controlled Drug and Substances Act may not be produced.  

 
City of Kelowna 

- Zoning Bylaw has numerous use definitions relating to food production and sales. “Urban 
Agriculture” is cultivation of plants for human consumption; limited to production activities. 
“Market Agriculture” means onsite promotion, exhibition, production and/or sale of agricultural 
products to the public and is typically associated with small to mid scale production of fruits, 
vegetables, nuts and animal husbandry. 

- “On-Farm Processing” refers to all processes associated with processing on a farm unit.  
- “General Industrial Use” includes processing of raw materials and manufacturing/assembling of 

finished goods but not food products directly to the public. 
- “Custom Indoor Manufacturing” is defined as being small-scale, on-site indoor production of 

goods primarily by hand with fewer than 5 employees.  
- Urban Agriculture is a principal use in Residential Urban zones, secondary use in Commercial 

zones, and secondary use in all but one Industrial zone.  
- On-Farm Processing is a secondary use in the Agriculture zone.  
- General Industrial Use is a principal use in five (of six) Industrial zones. 
- Custom Indoor Manufacturing is a secondary use in one Commercial zone and four Industrial 

zones. 
 
City of Nelson 

- There are no specific provisions or definitions around urban agricultural production.  
- Zoning Bylaw includes use definitions for “Custom Indoor Manufacturing”, which pertains to 

small-scale on-site production of goods primarily by hand.  
- Custom Indoor Manufacturing is a permitted use in three (of six) Mixed Use zones, three (of 5) 

Commercial zones and several Comprehensive Development zones. The use is excluded from 
Industrial zones.  

 
City of Sooke 

- There are no specific definitions around urban agricultural production. However, there is a Small 
Scale Agriculture zone with minimum 4 hectare lot size. “Horticulture” is a principal use in 
Neighbourhood Rural Residential, Large Lot Residential (i.e. sewer serviced), Medium Lot 
Residential, Small Lot Residential, Technical Industrial Business Park.   

- Horticulture is are principal uses in Neighbourhood Commercial, General Commercial, 
Commercial Recreation, and Town Centre Mixed Use. Only Micro Breweries are principal uses 
in Service Commercial. The only Industrial zone where the uses are permitted is Technical 
Industrial Business Park.   

- “Slaughterhouse” is defined and allowed as a principal use in the Heavy Industrial zone. 
- “Food Processing” and “Commercial Kitchens” are defined and allowed as principal uses in Light 

Industrial. 
- There is an Aquatic Industrial zone that allows for aquaculture and associated processing 

operations as principal uses and on-site sales as an accessory use.   
 
B) Breweries and Distilleries 
 
City of Calgary 

- “Brewery, Winery and Distillery” is a defined use and allows for retail and lounge functions 
- Is a permitted use in most Commercial and Industrial districts, as well as City Centre and Mixed 

Use districts 
 
City of Vancouver 

- “Brewing or Distilling” is a defined use and relates strictly to alcoholic content of products, 
versus volume. Lounge function not included in definition  
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- Is a permitted use in most Commercial and Industrial districts, as well as City Centre and Mixed 
Use districts 

 
City of Edmonton 

- “Breweries, Wineries, Distilleries” is a defined Industrial use and food and retail functions are 
included 

- Use is permitted in three (of four) Industrial zones and discretionary in five (of seven) 
Commercial zones  

 
City of Victoria 

- “Breweries” are a permitted use in core Downtown zones and do not have to be combined with 
a food or beverage service or retail component. There are several Brew Pub districts located 
throughout the city. 

- Also a permitted use in some Industrial districts. There is a Heavy Industrial and Brew Pub 
district that allows for brew pub and retail operations associated with a brewery. 

 
City of Kelowna 

- “Breweries and Distilleries” are classified as Major or Minor – Minor meaning that all processes 
must be contained indoors and the manufacturing area is capped at 275 m2. There is a “Market 
Brewery and Distillery” use where British Columbia ingredients must be given priority.  

- Breweries – Minor are a principal use in six and secondary use in one (of 12) Commercial zones 
and a principal use in three (of six) Industrial zones. Breweries – Major are a principal use in 
three (of six) Industrial zones.  

 
City of Nelson 

- “Craft Brewery/Distillery” limits public tasting and retail to products produced on site, with all 
functions needing to be contained indoors, and total manufacturing area limited to 275 m2. 

- Craft Brewery/Distillery are permitted uses in one Mixed Use zone, three (of six) Commercial 
zones, and one Comprehensive Development zone. The use is excluded from Industrial zones.  

 
City of Sooke 

- There are a specific “Brew Pub” and “Micro Brewery” definitions.  
- Brew Pubs and Micro Breweries are principal uses in Neighbourhood Commercial, General 

Commercial, Commercial Recreation, and Town Centre Mixed Use. Only Micro Breweries are 
principal uses in Service Commercial. The only Industrial zone where the uses are permitted is 
Technical Industrial Business Park. Industrial lots located outside of the sewer serviced area must 
be a minimum of 1 hectare. 

 
C) Cannabis Production 
  
City of Calgary 

- Cannabis Facility include growing, processing, storage and distribution. 
- Limited to the Industrial-General district of Calgary  
- Cannabis Retail is a listed use in most Commercial districts and is allowed in Industrial-General in 

conjunction with a Facility  
 
City of Vancouver 

-  “Cannabis Retail Stores” have outright approval in one (of 13) Commercial districts, and 
conditional approval in 11. Retail is not a listed use in Industrial zones. 

- No specific provisions for cannabis production in the Zoning Bylaw. (Presumably these needs are 
being met in the Agricultural Land Reserve under provincial regulation). Make note about 
controversy here 
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City of Edmonton 
- A “Cannabis Production and Distribution” use is classified as a General Industrial Use and is 

permitted in all Industrial zones (subject to special requirements for Heavy Industrial zone 
eligibility). The use is not permitted in any Commercial zones. 

- Cannabis Retail is a permitted use in almost all Commercial Zones and one Industrial zone 
(Industrial/Business).  

 
City of Victoria 

- There is a Heavy Industrial (Cannabis) District that allows for retail as an accessory use for 
products manufactured, etc. on site as the primary use.  

- There appears to be no specific provisions for production in the Zoning Regulation Bylaw.  
 
City of Kelowna 

- Cannabis retail sales are permitted in the Retail Cannabis Subzone – effectively a principal use in 
seven Commercial zones, secondary use in two Commercial zones and three Industrial zones.  

- “Cannabis Production Facilities” are a principal use in four (of six) Industrial zones. 
 
City of Nelson 

- “Cannabis Operation” is defined in the Zoning Bylaw but is not a listed use in any zone.  
- “Cannabis Retail” is permitted in half of Mixed Use zones, half of Commercial zones, and one 

Comprehensive Development zone.  
 
City of Sooke 

- Cannabis production is defined as either “micro” (less than 200 m2 of area and processing of less 
than 600 kg of dried flower) or “standard” (all other licensed production)  

- “Micro” is permitted in Light, Medium, and Heavy Industrial zones whereas “Standard” is limited 
to Medium and Heavy zones.  
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a) Employee Number Estimates 
	
	
Table 1. Yukon Home-Based vs. Non-Home Based Businesses, 2017 

 

% Home-Based 
Businesses – 

YT  (2017) 

% Non-Home-Based 
Businesses - YT 

(2017) 
Mining & Oil & Gas Extraction 26.5 73.5 
Utilities; Manufacturing 13.7 86.3 
Construction 43 57 
Wholesale Trade 4.1 95.9 
Transportation & Warehousing 12.2 87.8 
Waste Mgmt & Env Remediation Services 11.6 88.4 
Professional, Scientific and Technical Services 43.5 56.5 

 
Source: 2017 Yukon Business Survey, Yukon Bureau of Statistics 

	
	
Table 2. Whitehorse Employees as a Percentage of Total Yukon Employees, 2008-2017 

Year 
% of Whitehorse 

employees 
2008 84 
2010 80 
2013 76 
2015 76 
2017 81 

Average 79.5 
 
Source: 2017 Yukon Business Survey, Yukon Bureau of Statistics 

	
	
Table 3. Number of Yukon Employees by Key Industry Sector, 2008-2018	

Industry Sector (NAICS) Number of YT Employees Average Annual 
Growth Rate (#) 

 
 

2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 

Mining & Oil & Gas Extraction (Support) 355 425 750 565 480 775 38.2 

Utilities; Manufacturing 480 435 510 455 465 460 -1.8 

Construction 1420 1885 1855 1525 1615 1830 37.3 

Wholesale Trade 330 315 305 320 315 335 0.5 

Transportation & Warehousing 775 695 775 800 940 1125.0 31.8 

Waste Mgmt & Env Remediation Services 25 35 65 90 80 80.0 5.0 

Professional, Scientific and Technical Services 735 710 785 845 865 905.0 15.5 

	
Source Data: Statistics Canada via pers. comm with Yukon Bureau of Statistics 
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Table 4. Estimated Number of Whitehorse Non-Home-Based Employees by Key Industry Sector,  
  2030 and 2040	

 
Total 2018 

YT 
employees 

AAGR 
(#) 

Total 2030 
YT 

employees 

2030 
Whse1 

employees 

2030 Whse  
non-home 

based 
employees2 

Total 2040 
YT 

employees 

2040 
Whse3 

employees 

2040 Whse  
non-home4 

based 
employees 

Mining & Oil & Gas 
Extraction (Support) 775 38.2 1233 980 721 1615 1284 944 

Utilities; Manufacturing 460 -1.8 438 348 300 420 334 288 

Construction 1830 37.3 2277 1810 1032 2650 2107 1201 
Wholesale Trade 335 0.5 340 271 260 345 274 264 

Transportation & 
Warehousing 1125.0 31.8 1507 1198 1051 1825 1451 1273 

Waste Mgmt & Env 
Remediation Services 80.0 5.0 140 111 98 190 151 134 

Professional, Scientific 
and Technical Services 905.0 15.5 1090 867 490 1245 990 559 

 
Source Data: Statistics Canada via personal communication with Yukon Bureau of Statistics, Yukon Business Survey (Yukon Bureau of Statistics) 

	
	
b) Retail and Food Services Growth Projections  
	
Table 5. Projected Whitehorse Population Growth, 2030 and 2040 
Retail Trade Growth 2019* 2030 2040 
Whitehorse Area Population (Preferred) 32,120 38,850 44,650 

Incremental Population relative to 2019 
 

6730 12,530 
	
Source Data: Yukon Bureau of Statistics 

 
 
Table 6. Household Spending on Food, Whitehorse and Yukon, 2019 

2019 Household Spend 
Food 

Whitehorse, YT Yukon, YT 
Total 

Expenditure 
Expenditure 

per 
Household 

% Total 
Expenditure 

Expenditure 
per 

Household 

% 

Food  $165,234,764   $12,757     $200,441,258   $11,962    
Food purchased from stores  $109,350,831   $8,443  66%  $133,097,720   $7,943  66% 

Food purchased from restaurants  $55,883,933   $4,315  34%  $67,343,538   $4,019  34% 
Restaurant meals  $49,005,683   $3,784  30%  $58,957,802   $3,518  29% 

Restaurant dinners  $25,981,686   $2,006  16%  $31,064,614   $1,854  15% 
Restaurant lunches  $17,996,469   $1,389  11%  $21,739,101   $1,297  11% 
Restaurant breakfasts  $5,027,528   $388  3%  $6,154,087   $367  3% 

Restaurant snacks and beverages  $6,878,250   $531  4%  $8,385,737   $500  4% 
 
Source Data: Sitewise Online 

      
																																																								
1 Based on AAGR from Statistics Canada data and average percentage (79.5%) of Whitehorse-based employees from 2008, 2010, 2013, 
2015, and 2017 Yukon Business Surveys conducted by the Yukon Bureau of Statistics (YBS).  
2 Based on breakdown, by sector, of home-based vs. non-home based employees from 2017 Yukon Business Survey conducted by YBS.  
3 Based on average percentage (79.5%) of Whse-based employees from 2008, 2010, 2013, 2015, and 2017 Yukon Business Surveys. 
4	Based on breakdown, by sector, of home-based vs. non-home based employees from 2017 Yukon Business Survey conducted by YBS. 
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Table 7. Whitehorse Restaurant Spending Estimate, 2019 

 

Total 
Expenditure 

HH 
Expenditure 

Per Capita 
Expenditure HH Size 

Food purchased from restaurants  $55,883,933   $4,315  $1813 2.38 

Alcoholic beverages served on licensed premises  $35,141,482   $2,713  
 

$1140 
 

Restaurant Food & Beverage spending 
estimate  $91,025,415   $7,028  

 
 

$2953 
 

   
 

 Source Data: Sitewise Online 

 
 
 
Table 8. Projected Whitehorse Resident Food Services Demand, 2030 and 2040 
  

  
2030 40 

Incremental population growth (Whitehorse Metro Area) 
 

6730 12,530 

Associated restaurant spending (total annual)5 
  

 $19,873,000   $37,000,000  

Estimated market capture within Whitehorse6 65% 
 

 $12,917,000   $24,050,000  

Projected $/ft2 restaurant productivity7  $600  
   Projected incremental need - restaurant space (ft2)8 

  
21,500 40,100 

 
Source Data: Yukon Bureau of Statistics, Sitewise Online 

	
	
	
Table 9. Projected Whitehorse Per Capita Retail Support, 2030 and 2040 
Per Capita Retail Support - Incremental sq. ft./cap 2030 2040 
Lower ratio9 

 
45 303,000 564,000 

Higher ratio10 
 

55 370,000 689,000 

  
sq. ft./cap 2030 2040 

Regional-serving proportion11: 55% 45 167,000 310,000 

  
55 204,000 379,000 

Local-serving proportion12: 45% 45 136,000 254,000 

  
55 166,000 310,000 

 
Source Data: Yukon Bureau of Statistics, Sitewise Online 

   

	
	
	
	

																																																								
5 Assumes 2019 per capita spending of $2359 remains constant through 2030/2040. 
6 Assumes 35% of restaurant spending occurs during trips away from Whitehorse. 
7 Based on industry averages provided by Urban Systems. 
8 Population growth driven portion only. 
9 Based on retail industry averages provided by Urban Systems. 
10 Based on retail industry averages provided by Urban Systems. 
11 Based on 2016 Edmonton-based market research undertaken by Urban Systems. 
12	Based on 2016 Edmonton-based market research undertaken by Urban Systems.	
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c) Future Land Need Estimates  
	
i. IS/IH and CIM zoning oriented sectors 
	
Table 10. Estimated Gross Land Needs by Key Industry Sector, 2030 and 2040 

Industry Sector 

Total Whitehorse 
Non-HB New 

Employees (from 
2018) 

Required Floor 
Area per 
Employee 

(ft2)13 

Site 
Coverage14 

Required Land (ha) 

2030 2040 2030 2040 

Mining & Oil & Gas Extraction (Support) 258 481 900 20% 10.8 20.1 

Utilities; Manufacturing -22 -35 700 25% 0 0 

Construction 184 353 800 25% 5.5 10.5 

Wholesale Trade -2 2 700 25% 0 0 

Transportation & Warehousing 250 471 1000 25% 9.2 17.5 

Waste Mgmt & Env Remediation Services 41 76 700 20% 1.3 2.5 

Professional, Scientific and Technical Services 74 144 500 40% 0.9 1.7 

 
Source Data: Statistics Canada via pers. comm with Yukon Bureau of Statistics, Yukon Business Survey (Yukon Bureau of Statistics) 
 
 
 
Table 11. Estimated MU-I/C and Industrial Designated Land Needs by Key Industry Sector, 2030 and   

2040 

Industry Sector 

 Land Allocation Required Land (ha) 
2030  
Total 
Need 

2040 
Total 
Need 

MU-
I/C 

IND MU-I/C 
Land Need	

2030 

IND Land 
Need 
2030 

MU-I/C 
Land Need 

2040 

IND Land 
Need 
2040 

Mining & Oil & Gas 
Extraction (Support) 10.8 20.1 10% 90% 3.8 7.0 7.0 13.1 

Utilities & Manufacturing 0 0 35% 65% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

Construction 5.5 10.5 35% 65% 1.9 3.6 3.7 6.8 

Wholesale Trade 0 0 50% 50% 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Transportation and 
Warehousing 9.2 17.5 20% 80% 1.8 7.4 3.5 14.0 
Waste Management and Env. 
Remediation 1.3 2.5  100% 0.0 1.3 0.0 2.5 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

																																																								
13 Based on industry averages provided by Urban Systems. 
14 Based on ground-truthing/Google Earth survey of Whse industrial areas for all sectors except Professional (Etc.) Services – an 
estimated average coverage factoring in higher-density development for office uses (i.e. CIM zoning) and lower density development in 
industrial areas. 
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ii. CH and CIM zoning oriented sectors 
	
Table 12. Projected MU-I/C Land Needs for Professional, Technical and Scientific Services, 2030 and 2040 

2030 Total 
Land Need 

(ha) 

2040 Total 
Land Need 

(ha) 

Downtown 
or Comm-

Service 
Allocation15 

MU-I/C 
Allocation

16 

 
2030 Total 

MU-I/C Land 
Need (ha) 

2040 Total 
MU-I/C Land 

Need (ha) 
0.9 1.7 50% 50% 0.4 0.8 

	
	
Table 13. Projected Gross Land Needs for Retail, 2030 and 2040 

  

Sub-
Total 
2030 
Need 
(ft2) 

Site 
Coverage

17 

2030 
Total 
Land 

Need18 
(ft2) 

2030 
Total 
Land 
Need 
(ha) 

Sub- 
Total 
2040 
Need 
(ft2) 

Site 
Coverage 

2040 
Total 
Land 
Need 
(ft2) 

2040 Total 
Land Need 

(ha) 

Regional-serving 
proportion 

Low ratio 167,000 30% 556,667 5.2 310,000 30% 1,033,333 9.6 

High ratio 204,000 30% 680,000 6.3 379,000 30% 1,263,333 11.7 

Local-serving 
proportion 

Low ratio 136,000 40% 340,000 3.2 254,000 40% 635,000 5.9 

High ratio 166,000 40% 415,000 3.9 310,000 40% 775,000 7.2 

	
	
	
Table 14. Projected MU-I/C Land Needs for (High-Ratio) Retail, 2030 and 2040 

 
Retail 

Orientation 

2030 Total 
Land Need – 

High (ha) 

2040 Total 
Land Need 

(ha) 

Downtown 
Allocation19 

Comm-
Service 

Allocation 

MU-I/C 
Allocation

20 

 
2030 Total 

MU-I/C Land 
Need (ha) 

2040 Total 
MU-I/C Land 

Need (ha) 

Regional serving 6.3 11.7 85% 5% 10% 0.6 1.2 

Local serving 3.9 7.2 15% 56.7% 28.3% 1.1 2.0 

	
	
	
Table 15. Projected Gross Land Needs for Food Services, 2030 and 2040 

Sub-Total 
2030 

Need (ft2) 

Site 
Coverage

21 

2030 Total 
Land 

Need22 (ft2) 

2030 Total 
Land Need 

(ha) 

Sub-Total 
2040 Need 

(ft2) 
Site 

Coverage 

2040 Total 
Land Need 

(ft2) 

2040 Total 
Land Need 

(ha) 
21,500 30% 71,667 0.7 40,100 30% 133667 1.2 

        
 
 
 
 

																																																								
15 Based on Urban Systems observations of local market and industry behaviour. 
16	Based on Urban Systems observations of local market and industry behaviour.	
17 Based on industry averages provided by Urban Systems. 
18 Assumes 85% of new local-serving retail businesses will operate outside of Downtown and 15% of new regional-serving businesses will 
operate outside of Downtown. 
19 Based on Urban Systems observations of local market and industry behaviour. 
20	Based on Urban Systems observations of local market and industry behaviour.	
21 Based on industry averages provided by Urban Systems. 
22 Assumes 15% of new food serving businesses will operate outside of Downtown. 
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Table 16. Projected MU-I/C Land Needs for Food Services, 2030 and 2040 

2030 Total 
Land Need 

(ha) 

2040 Total 
Land Need 

(ha) 

Downtown 
Allocation23 

Comm-
Service 

Allocation
24 

MU-I/C 
Allocation

25 

 
2030 Total 

MU-I/C Land 
Need (ha) 

2040 Total 
MU-I/C Land 

Need (ha) 

0.7 1.2 85% 5% 10% 0.07 0.1 
 
 
 

d) Latent Land Demand Estimates  
 
Table 17. Projected MU-I/C Land Needs for Food Services, 2030 and 2040 
 

OCP 
Design-
ation 

Example # of 
Lots 

Average 
Lot Size 

(ha) 

Absorption 
Time (yrs) 

Avg Annual 
Absorption 

(lots/yr) 

Avg Annual 
Absorption 

(ha/yr) 

Adjust 
Factor 

Adjust 
Annual 

Absorption 

“Lag” 
Time 
(yrs) 

Latent 
Demand 

(ha) 
IND Mount Sima 

Phase 1/2 
53 1.2 9 5.9 7.1 50%26 3.5 9 31.5 

MU-I/C Titanium 
Way (CIM) 

48 0.2 10 4.8 0.96 - - 2 1.8 

 
MU-I/C 

 
Highway 
Commercial 

 
n/a27 

 
4 

 
 

																																																								
23 Based on Urban Systems observations of local market and industry behaviour. 
24 Based on Urban Systems observations of local market and industry behaviour. 
25	Based on Urban Systems observations of local market and industry behaviour.	
26 The 50% adjustment factor reflects the fact that land absorption doesn’t typically occur in a linear fashion, but rather in “bursts” and 
“lulls”, wherein new supply satisfies pent-up demand and it takes a number of years for demand to accumulate. It is assumed that the 
Mount Sima development would have largely satisfied demand and the rate of absorption would have decreased in the years afterwards. 
The factor also accounts for the average lot sizes of Mount Sima being over double those of older industrial areas (MacRae and Taylor, 
specifically).  
27 Instead of actual lot sales (which were not available for this type of property), the Team made an estimate based on the input of an 
experienced local realtor, which represents latent demand of approximately double the area of the most recently developed Highway 
Commercial property in Whitehorse.   
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MEMORANDUM  
 

TO: Jane Koepke, 
Groundswell Planning 

FROM: Forest Pearson, P.Eng., 
Geological Engineer 

  PROJECT No.: 1802347 
RE: Whitehorse Commercial/Industrial Land 

Development Potential Mapping 
DATE: 9/12/2019 

\\MH.LOCAL\DATA\PROJ\2018\180234700-WHITEHORSE COMMERCIAL AND INDUSTRIA\08. WORKING\LANDCAPABILITY\M-KOEPKE2-2019-09-12-
COMINDUSTLANDCAPABILITYMAPPING_FKP-1802347.DOCX 

  
A terrain-based evaluation of broad development potential for commercial and industrial land uses is 
provided on the accompanying maps.  The evaluation is at a high-level (1:20,000 scale) and identifies 
potential areas that warrant further consideration, based on terrain and landscape conditions alone, for 
land development.  The evaluation was completed as a desktop exercise using pre-exiting 1;20,000 
terrain mapping of the City of Whitehorse by Mougeot GeoAnalysis (1996).  No new terrain 
interpretation or field observations were conducted as part of this work.   
 
The terrain mapping included identification of both observed and potential morphological process 
modifiers.  These morphological processes represent constraints for development.  These were used to 
create an interpretation of development potential as shown on the accompanying maps. The spatial 
extent of the assessment was determined by Groundswell Planning and the City of Whitehorse.   
 
The development potential is to identify areas that warrant further consideration based on terrain 
conditions alone.  Should the area be considered for further development, more detailed, on-site 
evaluation would be required to determine the site-specific suitability.  
 
Development Potential Classification 
The development potential classification is based solely on existing landscape conditions and does not 
include  considerations such as ownership, access, environmental, etc.  Note that areas currently 
interpreted to have low or limited development potential could be developed with significant landscape 
modification (for example, filling of wetlands, significant earthworks, etc.). 
 
The development potential classification, as shown on the accompanying maps is as follows: 
 

 Good Development Potential – areas with few to little physical limitations to development.  
Within these areas, there may be sporadic areas of adverse (steep) topography, but generally 
most of the area has relatively mild topography.  Classification is polygons mapped with no 
observed or potential geomorphic process modifiers. 

 Good Development Potential with Some Areas of Constraints – these are areas with relatively 
good development potential, but there may be areas of sporadic or intermittent steep slopes or 
bedrock near surface or other potential processes that may create localized challenges to 
development.  Classification is polygons mapped with: 

o areas of bedrock within 3 m of surface (observed process modifier “R”) or  
o areas of steep slopes (observed process modifier “T”) or 
o only a single potential geomorphic process is identified.   

 Moderate Development Potential – these are areas with some development potential, but likely 
face terrain challenges associated with steep topography and near-surface bedrock that may 
limit development or make development difficult and/or more costly.  Within these areas there 
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may be localized sites that have fewer challenges, however more detailed site-specific 
investigations would be required to identify them.  Classification is polygons containing areas of 
steep slopes (often steeper than 30%) with bedrock within 3 m of surface (observed process 
modifiers “T” and “R”) 

 Poor Development Potential - these are areas that face multiple terrain challenges that would 
make development difficult and costly.  Classification is any polygon mapped with: 

o observed process other than rock and steep slopes (observed process modifiers “T” 
and/or “R”), or  

o with more than one potential geomorphic process identified.   

Observed and Potential Process 
Polygons with reduced development potential are labelled with the observed and/or potential 
morphological process code.  These processes are defined in the “Digital Surficial Mapping of the City 
of Whitehorse Data Design Document” (Gartner Lee Limited 1997), and are reproduced as follows: 
 
Observed process modifiers.  These represent morphological process observed in the field and include: 
 
O_Process 

Code 
Description 

B Beaver dams 
E Slope erosion 

EA Active slope erosion 
F Flooding, seasonal 

FA Active flooding 
K Thermokarst 
R Bedrock present within 3 m from surface 
O Organic veneer, irregular, discontinuous 
S Slow mass movement, usually related to permafrost, soil creep or solifluction.  
T Steep slope, often steeper than 30% 
V Gullied 
W Poor drainage, shallow water table 
X Permafrost probably present within 3 m from surface 
Z Permafrost present within 1.5 m from surface. 
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Potential process modifiers.  There is potential for the following process to occur, especially if 
aggravated by development: 

 
P_Process 

Code 
Description 

d Potential wind erosion (sand dunes) 
e Surface susceptible to erosion if surface vegetation is disturbed.  
f Flooding, occasional, low frequency inundation. 
k Thermokarst may develop if surface vegetation is removed or surface water conditions 

changed. 
r Bedrock possibly present within 5 m of surface. 
s Solifluction 
t Moderate slope, often between 20% and 30% 
v Gullying likely to develop if the surface vegetation is removed or disturbed. 
w High water table, poor drainage. 
x Slow mass movements. 

 

Whitehorse Copper Area Special Considerations 

Within the Whitehorse Copper study area is an area denoted for special consideration.  This area is 
comprised of both undeveloped land with good to moderate development potential.  But it also 
encompasses areas of former mine tailings.  These tailings are un-vegetated, fine-grained sediments 
(silt to sand), with localized areas of drainage. These tailings are comprised primarily of ground 
limestone and marble rock and as such have no significant toxicity concerns associated with them.  It 
would be possible to conduct some types of land development on the tailings, however such 
development would require special consideration of how such development could occur given the 
nature of the tailings material.    
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Development Potential Maps
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APPENDIX I 

 
Servicing Preliminary Conceptual Maps 

 
 
 
 
 
 



3 - Across from Crestview 

 

Adam Greenwood
Stamp

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Line

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Distance Measurement
304.76 m

Adam Greenwood
Callout
Alternatively, the wastewater flows could be directed to the PC Flush Line via a lift station.  Tie in location to be confirmed and may need to extend closer to PC Flush Tank

Adam Greenwood
Line

Adam Greenwood
Callout
PC Flush Tank - directs flow across river to Livingstone Lagoons

Adam Greenwood
Callout
Crestview Lagoons - Confirm capacity of lagoon

Adam Greenwood
Callout
Looped Watermain:  Confirm recirculation and/or bleeder flow requirements.  Fed from Porter Creek Reservoir.  Available fire flows are approx 75-100 L/s which is low for industrial fire protection (typically 150 to 250 L/s)

Adam Greenwood
Callout
Porter Creek Lagoons - these lagoons have been decommissioned

Adam Greenwood
Callout
Watermain = 900m +1,300m = 2,200m

Sewermain = 1,300m


Road = 1,500m



 

 

Adam Greenwood
Rectangle

Adam Greenwood
Stamp

Adam Greenwood
Rectangle

Adam Greenwood
Polygon

Adam Greenwood
Line

Adam Greenwood
Line

Adam Greenwood
Line

Adam Greenwood
Line

Adam Greenwood
Line

Adam Greenwood
Line

Adam Greenwood
Line

Adam Greenwood
Line

Adam Greenwood
Line

Adam Greenwood
Distance Measurement
160.17 m

Adam Greenwood
Distance Measurement
182.36 m

Adam Greenwood
Distance Measurement
118.13 m

Adam Greenwood
Text Box
1 - McRae

Adam Greenwood
Distance Measurement
60.06 m

Adam Greenwood
Callout
Road = 550m + 480m+  400m + 700m + 270m + 2.9 km  = 5.3 km



4 - Taylor: 
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Stamp

Adam Greenwood
Callout
Sewermain length = 1,600m + 500m = 2,100m

Watermain length = 1,500m + 70 m = 1,600m

Adam Greenwood
Polygon

Adam Greenwood
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Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Line

Adam Greenwood
Distance Measurement
70.62 m

Adam Greenwood
Callout
assumes there is sufficent grade to tie into sewermain at porter creek without the need of a lift station.  Alternatively, the wastewater flows may be directed to the crestview lagoon.

Adam Greenwood
Callout
Looped Watermain:  Confirm recirculation and/or bleeder flow requirements.  Fed from Porter Creek Reservoir.  Available fire flows are approx 75-100 L/s which is low for industrial fire protection (typically 150 to 250 L/s)



5 – Kulan 

 

Adam Greenwood
Stamp
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Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Oval

Adam Greenwood
Callout
Existing Porter Creek Reservoir

Adam Greenwood
Callout
The elevations of the Kulan subdivision is too high to be able to tie into the waterline from the Porter Creek Reservoir.  A booster station is required to create a new pressure zone to service the Kulan subdivision

Adam Greenwood
Callout
Sewermain length = 1,100m + 1,400m = 2,500m

Watermain legnth = 2,400m

Adam Greenwood
Distance Measurement
200.38 m



7 – Across from Kopper King

 

Adam Greenwood
Stamp

Adam Greenwood
Polygon

Adam Greenwood
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Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line
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Adam Greenwood
Line

Adam Greenwood
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Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Polygon

Adam Greenwood
Line

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Callout
may require a watermain crossing to avoid dead end.

Adam Greenwood
Callout
city will likely want to loop to Tahkini watermain to avoid dead end - generally follow sewermain alignment

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Callout
Watermain = 600m + 750m + 1,100m = 2,500m

Sewermain = 1,100m + 500 + 100 + 400 = 2,100m

Road = 300m + 600m + 70m +70m = 1,100m



8 – Next to Hillcrest
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Rectangle

Adam Greenwood
Stamp

Adam Greenwood
Stamp

Adam Greenwood
Polygon

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Line

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Callout
Watermain = 1,600 + 1,400 = 3,000m

Sewermain = 1,750m x 2 + 300m = 3,800m

Road = 1,750m x2 + 250m x3 = 4,300 m

Adam Greenwood
Callout
ATCO estimated servicing to be between $1million and $1.5 million and may trigger upgrade to Logan Substation.  3-phase power is available on the other side of the highway.

Adam Greenwood
Callout
sewer and water tie-ins at crossing stub

Adam Greenwood
Callout
tie-in to loop watermain

Adam Greenwood
Text Box
8 - South of Hillcrest



9 - Top of Robert Service Way 
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Adam Greenwood
Polygon

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Polygon

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Oval

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Callout
Watermain = 900m +2,000m = 2,900m

Sewermain = 900m
Forcemain = 2,000m 
Lift Station Required

Road = 1km + 200m = 1,200m

Adam Greenwood
Callout
assumes new  highway access.  Potentially tie into road/access from area 8.  Looping watermain should also connect to improvement 8 watermain if both areas are developed



8 and 9 – Between Hillcrest and Robert Service Way continued… 
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Distance Measurement
108.55 m

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line

Adam Greenwood
Polygonal Line
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Adam Greenwood
Callout

Road = 3.7 km + 900m + 500m = 5.1 km

Adam Greenwood
Distance Measurement
100.38 m
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