
March 17, 2021 

 
Bylaws 2021-05 and 2021-06: Opposition to TSMV ASPs 

 
Dear Mayor and Council, 

 

There are two key reasons (and a host of other reasons that are better covered by others) I am unable 
to support the ASPs as currently presented.  
I read the ASPs in depth, the supporting technical studies (not as in depth!), and the What We Heard 
Report. The majority of my submission refers to policies in the MDP and ASPs.  

The following submission outlines why I am opposed and provides some suggestions to move forward. I 
also note a few areas of caution to be investigated by administration if Council decides to move forward 
with amendments.  
 

1. The proposed ASPs do not comply with significant policies in the Town of Canmore Municipal 
Development Plan (MDP) and the zoning bylaw: 
• Applicant is requesting an amendment to the current urban growth boundary as a 

mechanism for land tradeoffs and consolidation for development;  
• Redesignation of currently designated wildland conservation area to developable land use;  
• MDP calls for 20% of housing to be residential growth as non-market affordable housing 

developed concurrently with market residential growth (ASPs propose a minimum 10% of all 
residential units be provided as affordable housing). 

• This is not compact development (particularly Smith Creek) as the intent of that term 
implies. It is linear sprawl tightly wound between a physical constraint (mountain) and a 
highway. It is not contiguous to the Town Centre in any way and increases the need for 
linear infrastructure, operation and maintenance.  

• Three Sisters Village ASP is beyond what currently exists for zoning for those lands. The 
scope and scale of what is being proposed is far beyond what is currently allowed and 
should be the subject of a robust community conversation prior to this level of change being 
considered.   

• From my perspective as a planner, there seems to be a strange interpretation of the MDP 
vision and principles that was used to guide the evolution of the ASPs. I do not think the 
ASPs as presented uphold the community vision or principles enough to be granted land use 
approval.  

 

2. The Town of Canmore’s Climate Emergency:  
• These ASPs were not designed or created through a climate change lens or respectful of a 

sensitive mountain ecology. They were created for a traditional urban context and do not 
adequately address mitigation and adaptation to our changing climate. They also do not 
respect or attempt to respect the context of a sensitive mountain ecosystem. Designing for 
this context requires a different set of design principles than designing for an urban suburb.  

• The proposal of using concrete (even with fly ash) is a substantial burden imposed on our 
ecological systems, not to mention the removal of forested landscapes for highly non-
permeable developments.  



 

Some suggestions: 
Reject the ASPs. There are opportunities to significantly improve the ASPs to achieve better social, 
economic and environmental outcomes: 

a. Adam Linnard’s presentation astounded me, made me hopeful and very uncomfortable 
that myself and my family are contributing to an unjust system. While it has been an 
unintentional contribution, I would like to understand how we as a community could try 
and address this in any way possible. Could we have a community conversation on this 
and would Council and administration be willing to participate? Some of the outcomes 
could greatly change how we move forward on the three sister’s lands.  

b. Community Conversation. It has been said many times before, we need a community 
conversation on all of the issues raised during the public hearing. The presentation 
provided Leah Lechelt on March 16, outlined how the TSMV process fell short of real 
engagement. As a fellow engagement practitioner and after reading the What We Heard 
report, what was done was focused on marketing and communication, not engagement. 
This has resulted in a huge disconnect between what the community was saying and 
what the ASPs submitted. 

c. Strike a diverse committee to represent a number of experts and perspectives to create 
a detailed TOR for the next version of ASP development. Be clear on what is negotiable 
and what is not.  

d.  The National Energy Code is potentially only 2 years away from being improved and 
introduced for municipalities to implement. If an incremental approach to development 
is taken, the majority of development will be taking place under the new energy code. In 
turn, if the bonus density toolkit is the only option the Town has for gaining affordable 
housing, the bonus density toolkit could then be solely focused on affordable housing 
incentives. 

e. Assessment of Ecological Goods and Services and the impacts of development upon 
those services. There were a number of speakers during the public hearing that could 
complete this analysis so we could have a full picture of the costs/benefits and tradeoffs 
in the context of climate change. 

f. Only grant zoning for the smallest single family lot sizes possible  
g. There are options that could be considered to achieve the wildlife connectivity 

outcomes being put forward at the public hearing and through written submissions.  
i. a land trust where the developer receives a tax credit on the lands (for a land 

trust legacy, a willing landowner is required, so this may not be an option);  
ii. the Province redesignates parts of the land for conservation/wildlife corridor 

due to public reaction to the proposals (similar to the reversal or step back from 
the coal policy and parks decisions); or,  

iii. if Council decides to move forward on the ASPs with amendments - the town 
investigates Conservation Reserve designation as per 664.2 of the MGA. If 
amendments to the MDP are to be processed to accommodate the ASPs, the 
Town has the opportunity to identify Conservation Reserve areas to enhance 
wildlife corridors to better align with best in practice science. 

Conservation reserve 
664.2(1) A subdivision authority may require the owner of a parcel of land that is the subject of a 
proposed subdivision to provide part of that parcel of land to the municipality as conservation reserve if  



(a)  in the opinion of the subdivision authority, the land has environmentally significant features,  

(b)  the land is not land that could be required to be provided as environmental reserve,  

(c)  the purpose of taking the conservation reserve is to enable the municipality to protect and 
conserve the land, and  

(d)  the taking of the land as conservation reserve is consistent with the municipality’s municipal 
development plan and area structure plan.  

(2) Within 30 days after the Registrar issues a new certificate of title under section 665(2) for a 
conservation reserve, the municipality must pay compensation to the landowner in an amount equal to 
the market value of the land at the time the application for subdivision approval was received by the 
subdivision authority.  

(3) If the municipality and the landowner disagree on the market value of the land, the matter must be 
determined by the Land Compensation Board.  

2016 c24 s116;2017 c13 s2(19)  

Cautions 
There are a number of policies within the ASPs as currently submitted that require caution by 
administration, further consideration and/or clarity. For example: 

• Caution: Smith Creek policies in Section 6.3. 
a. A percentage of any facility that performs as both a storm water facility and 

potentially as recreational space should not be dedicated solely as Municipal 
Reserve lands. A percentage of those lands should be designated as Public Utility 
Lots (PULs) as they perform a required public utility function in servicing the 
development and also provide a benefit to the developer (reduces hard or ‘grey’ 
infrastructure costs).  

i. Due to climate change projections and the potential for increased 
precipitation and extreme weather events, infrastructure facilities such as 
storm ponds and dry ponds will not be available for amenity use during 
prolonged periods of time.  

ii. Further to Smith Creek policies in 6.3., policy 9.4.3 states stormwater ponds 
should be designated to accommodate snow storage in winter. This is 
further evidence the areas are not purely for municipal reserve dedication 
and should be treated as such so the Town does not loose municipal reserve 
lands.  

iii. Policies 6.3.1 and 6.3.2 regarding Municipal Reserve dedication. Up to a 
maximum of 10% MR per project phase and the current ASP policy that 
states if more MR is dedicated within one phase, a credit will be applied to 
subsequent phases. This may have been negotiated with the town to 
consolidate land percentages for things like the school site. However it is 
important the town ensures they are designated the full potential amount 
or provided cash-in-lieu.  

• Caution: Smith Creek development as proposed requires: 



a. Removal of approximately 264 acres of natural terrestrial vegetation (this does not 
include requirements for Firesmart) 

b. Up to 5.56 acres of old growth Douglas fir 
c. 2.5 acres of wetlands 
d. Approximately 1.2 acres of riparian areas 
e. The EIS also outlines there may be impacts on the Bow River. 

Has a full cost benefit analysis been completed to understand the impacts of removing these 
ecological goods and services (water quality, permeable landscape, forest function, habitat, 
corridors, etc.) from the landscape and replacing them with development? 

 

Thank you for considering my submission.  
 

Sincerely, 

 
Kelly Learned RPP MCIP 

Canmore 

 
P.S. In the future, if documents being provided could be made searchable, it would enable the public to 
reference specifics more easily. Typically I read through documents first, then go back to analyze and 
searchable content makes that much more accessible.  

 
 


