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TSMV

Geoff Michalak  Mon 2021-03-08 11:18 AM

To: Shared.MunicipalClerk 
<shared.MunicipalClerk@canmore.ca>

Hi,

I am wri�ng to provide feedback on the upcoming TSMV ASP approval hearing on 9 March. The ASP
does not align with the town's Climate Ac�on Plan as I understand it, nor with the exis�ng wildlife
corridor guidelines.  If the ASP is allowed to move forward without amendments, it will be in direct
viola�on of the declara�on of the climate emergency.  Recommended amendments from the BVCA are
as follows:

1. By 2030, 80% of the homes built in the development will be net-zero.
2. Every home must have an energy-efficiency label.
3. There should be a thorough analysis of the implementa�on of district hea�ng for the new

developments.
4. 30% of the energy used to heat and power the new homes will come from renewable energy

sources.
5. All new developments must be capable of suppor�ng the charging of electric vehicles.

In addi�on, I believe the ASPs need to focus on building high-density housing, especially in Smith Creek.
This will require significant amendments but I believe it is necessary. I also understand this is the intent
of the density bonus, but I believe that federal regula�ons will be introduced soon that will mean that
the density bonuses as they stand now will be obsolete. The town needs to require amendments to
con�nue to ensure that dense housing is built.

(These issues could be avoided in the future by amending the Land Use Bylaw to align with the Climate
Ac�on Plan. This would encourage all developments to align with the CAP and would remove a
significant amount of work and finagling on the part of the town. It would certainly make hearings like
the one on the 9 March a lot easier.)

Furthermore, the ASPs contain the following requests on the part of TSMV that I find concerning: 

1. To expand our Urban Growth Boundary which is meant to limit our footprint and to ensure a balance
between nature & development, especially in a sensi�ve area like the mouth of the Wind Valley (1998
Municipal Development Plan);

2. To rezone ~33 ha of Conserva�on Wildlands to urban development, also in the sensi�ve mouth of the
Wind Valley (1998 Land Use Bylaw);

3. Misrepresenta�on of the bylaw for a 300-450m-wide open space setback adjacent to an otherwise
too narrow wildlife corridor above the unfinished golf course (Sec�ons 14.16.4.1(b) & (c) Canmore Land
Use Bylaw)). This came about due to the 2002 Golder Report, which was a jointly commissioned study
by the Town of Canmore and TSMV; 

I especially believe that Canmore needs to go above and beyond when it comes to wildlife corridors, and
that making them as small and narrow as possible, and including land that wildlife will not use, violates
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our responsibility to coexist as much as possible with animals in the valley. It is their home first, and we
just live here.

I understand that the ASPs are likely to go ahead, and that the land will be developed in some capacity. I
only take issue with how that land is being developed, it can be done in a responsible way, addressing
the CAP and ensuring wildlife corridors are maintained, council needs to act to ensure this development
is looked on as a forward thinking choice, and not a blunder to be ashamed of.

Geoffrey Michalak, MSc 
Biomedical Engineering 
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