
Stance: Opposed 
 
Dear Municipal Clerk, 
 
  My name is Emmalie Louwerse and I have been a resident of Canmore for 8 years.  You may 
remember my speech at the public hearing on March 10/2021.  I have read the ASPs and I am 
opposed to the TSMV ASPs. 
  I have a Geography Degree and I am currently studying in the Emergency Management field.  I 
have used knowledge obtained from this schooling in order to form an educated opinion about 
the current proposals. 
   
I oppose TSMV for sustainability, human rights, and emergency management related reasons. 
 

I will begin by providing a definition for sustainable development: 
 
Sustainable development is development that meets the needs of the present generation 
without compromising the ability of future generations to meet the needs of their own. 
 
What will future generations need? 

• Protection from climate crisis 
• Sense of community- in an increasingly disconnected world 
• Food and shelter security  
• And innovative ways to recover from current ongoing wildlife and species destruction 

 
     I will offer some concerns followed by potential solutions.  All of the solutions that I am 
offering have potential to be paired with other solutions that have been suggested to create a 
plan that aligns with the concept of sustainable development. 
 
Concern: Wildfires  
 
Potential Solutions: 

• Do not build a green space with trees around the perimeter of the development.  TSMV 
proposed that this area would have shaded areas and vegetation to block sightlines 
between units.  This means that they want to put trees around the perimeter of the 
development.  This is fuel for a wildfire. 

• Change the plan so that it is more realistic for an evacuation in case there is a wildfire.  
Reduce the population and don’t develop in an area that is susceptible to wildfires. 

 
Concern: Loss of sense of community 

• Sense of community is a difficult thing to achieve and an easy thing to lose. 
• Doubling the population will have irreversible effects on the local community.  People 

who are opposed to this proposal will not feel very connected to the people that decide 
to buy the homes or move in. 



• TSMV also describes this area as a resort and a destination, which is very different than a 
community. 

 
Potential Solution: Unknown 
 
Concern: Shelter Security 

• Although TSMV has said that 20% of the development will be affordable housing, I don’t 
think that this is a sustainable way of securing affordable housing.  It is a very risky and 
reckless way of obtaining affordable housing. 

• In addition, TSMV will be adding a development that is the size of another town.  This 
means that affordable housing will be needed for essentially a second town.  It won’t be 
adding any benefit to people needing affordable housing in Canmore.  It will be providing 
affordable housing for the community/town of TSMV and Smith Creek. 

 
Potential Solutions: 

• Find a less risky way of building affordable housing: 
o The Town of Canmore should focus its efforts on allowing tiny homes in Canmore, 

preventing second home ownership in Canmore unless the homeowners have a 
rental unit that they rent, interviewing and listening to young people and their 
ideas about affordable housing 

• Something similar to this: 
https://www.pc.gc.ca/en/pn-np/ab/banff/info/permis-permit/resident-residency 

 
Concern: Wildlife and Species Destruction 

• Narrowing of wildlife corridors due to development and change in highway crossing 
system. 

• Removal of lodgepole pine in the entire development area of TSMV. 
• Easy access for tourists and residents to enter the wildlife corridor using gates that won't 

be monitored for very long. 

Potential Solutions: 

• Do not put gates in the fence that will be constructed around the TSMV.  Tourists with 
limited or no knowledge of human-wildlife conflict will have easy access to these gates 
and will likely not be carrying bear spray.  These gates would need to be constantly 
monitored so that people are educated before they enter and so that people have 
knowledge about the animals that they may encounter.  This monitoring would need to 
be over 8 hours each day and the gates would need to be locked in the evenings.  It would 
not be good if people who had been out drinking or tourists decide to go out for an 
evening walk in the wildlife corridor.  I know that they plan on monitoring and adjusting 
these gates for the first 5 years but this development is supposed to occur over a 10-30 
year period. 



• Do not develop in the Smith Creek area, the wildlife corridor will become too narrow and 
changing the wildlife highway crossing points will take years for the animals to adjust. 

• I understand that the removal of lodgepole pine would be necessary because of FireSmart 
regulations, but these trees are a crucial component to the wildlife and the ecosystem on 
this mountainside/in the Bow Valley.  The best possible solution would be to leave this 
area in its natural state.  A compromise would be to have TSMV plant the same number 
and species of trees in another area that has been logged or that needs to be 
reclaimed.  An additional measure would be for developers to have a mandatory 
educational guided hike through the area that they want to develop.  The guide should 
be a natural resource technician who has no connection to the developer. 

 
In regard to Human rights: 

 
Concern: The ASP has mentioned inclusivity but TSMV has failed to involve Stoney Nakoda Nation 
in the ASPs.  
 
Potential Solution:  It is not the responsibility of Stoney Nakoda to reach out.  It is the 
responsibility of TSMV.  TSMV needs to reach out to Stoney Nakoda Nation and include Stoney 
Nakoda in the planning process.  It is not our back yard, it is their back yard and their opinions 
need to be heard, seen, respected, acknowledged, and included in the ASPs and construction of 
the ASPs. 
 

In regard to emergency management: 
 
Concerns: 

• There is one highway in and out of this town. With an increased population you are going 
to need to be more prepared for a mass-evacuation.  If this development were to occur, 
the Town of Canmore needs to accept that they are putting thousands of lives at risk 
because this highway would not be a sufficient evacuation route for thousands of people.   

• Building on undermined land seems like a pretty risky move. 
• A disaster or emergency can happen at any time and tourists or residents with vacation 

homes in the area often don’t know how to evacuate the area or they won’t have access 
to a 72-hour preparedness kit.  In the event of an emergency this would lead to confusion 
and chaos.  Doubling the population and adding this vulnerable population is a cause for 
concern in the event of an evacuation. 

 
Potential Solutions: 

• Having less people move here/reducing the number of units in TSMV would be ideal 
because the town is already too busy and chaotic in the summer and doubling the 
population is a major hazard to the safety of the community.   

• Don’t build residential units or a new town on undermined land.  It is not stable and 
buildings or pathways will require costly repairs at some point in the future. 

 



 
 

Colonizers, settlers, and developers have a tendency to name new development, streets, or 
towns after dead things or things that have been destroyed 

 
The very things that drew them to the area in the first place, we need to protect those things. 

 
I will now provide solutions to the concerns that I have listed above. 

 
 
Thank you for your time, 
 
Emmalie Louwerse 


