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To:  Shared.MunicipalClerk <shared.MunicipalClerk@canmore.ca>
 Dear Mayor and Council,
I want to start by commending you. This is one of those things that does not burden every council. For 
the council I sat on it was the infamous CSP. The public has organized on this matter but luckily 
Canmore has a thoughtful council that is armed with a library of statutory documents and guiding 
documents to assist and to filter out some of the noise.
You have all been very conscientious throughout the long process. I will be brief with my comments 
but in order of loudness:

1. The Urban Growth Boundary is a planning tool and the conditions that would make moving
it the correct measure are below. I believe that all of these conditions are met with respect
to the proposed ASP at Smith Creek and in particular, services were run out to just below
the quarry site in 2013 including water, waste water and fibre optic. Condition C is
considerably easy on this, as is Condition D in that the quarry lands being included is
arguably a significant environmental improvement. The site has been stripped of vegetation
and overburden (soils and gravels) and continuously drilled, blasted, crushed, sorted,
hauled, all with significant dust and noise generation.

2. The Conservation of Wildlands zoning, which has changed its name over time but not its
intent so much. It is important to recall that the wild life corridor ball has been in the air for
nearly three decades. During that period of time the protective zoning was broadly applied
to many lands in the areas that were likely to contain the corridors. (This is how active
mines/quarries get zoned CW) Without knowing how exactly they would be delineated,
private and public lands were put on hold with the application of the restrictive zoning. It was
always expected and understood that once the corridors were aligned and approved the
private and public land that did not fall into corridors or patches would be re-evaluated for
highest and best use (rezoning).

3. The incomplete golf course is a great example of why planning must be dynamic. Nothing in
land use is permanent and there is no existing example to dispute this. Using the 2012
BCEAG and the Co-Existence paper the developers should have been able to arrive at
effective buffering. Council, the public and administration should collectively be able to
impart on the ASP proposed, that more or less or otherwise aligned recreation areas need
to be proposed to be congruent with the previously approved ASP. Certainly, NO ONE
should be bound to golf per se. However, the province, engineers and the Town have
agreed on a sound undermining investigation, mitigation and accountability approach and if
you can’t abide by what you produce on those fronts, perhaps its better to not embark on
them in the first place.
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4. The Town of Canmore, like any municipality, has at its disposal, the tools to ensure that
planning and development meet the needs of the community. If the developer and/or any
other group intervening in the process has failed to meet the endorsed BCEAG and Human
Wildlife Co-Existence science and prescriptions, then by all means available the council
must use zoning and setbacks to mitigate wildlife corridor pinchpoints that fall outside the
specifications of the adopted latest scientific guidance. Amend the ASPs accordingly.

5. Lastly, while I hope I still have your attention, why would the ToC grant free parking passes
to Quarry for the people that live closest to the site? It seems to me that as a town asset
equally owned by all, we would have thought that one different. It seems that ToC
accidentally extended free parking to everyone that can walk or bike there.

Remember this: A young local resident can return from their trade school with a red seal designation 
this spring, and the plan before you today will provide work for this person and their peers in the 
valley for their entire career in the trade. A full 30 years of building to support the 40% of our 
community that earns their living building our community. The growth may come as a surprise for 
some, but not for most of us.

Thanks for reading. I know its full toothpicks in the eyelids by now. Here again are the criteria for the 
Urban Growth Boundary consideration.

a. a community benefit is achieved, and

b. a net positive fiscal or socio-economic impacts are achieved, and

c. the proposed development can be connected to municipal infrastructure in a

fiscally and environmentally responsible manner, and

d. the proposed development does not result in unacceptable environmental impacts.

2.1.6 The submission of an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) shall be required by

the Town for a proposed expansion of the Growth Boundary. The EIS shall identify

acceptable mitigation of any potential impacts.

Shane Jonker

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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