Record of Public Submissions
This document contains the written submissions received in response to the notice of public hearing for:
Bylaws 2016-26, 2016-25, and 2016-23: Palliser Trail Land Use Amendments
The public hearing was held on December 13, 2016. Submissions respecting this bylaw were accepted
between November 22, 2016, when council approved the hearing date, and 6:43 p.m. on December 13,
2016, when the public hearing adjourned.

This document was prepared by Cheryl Hyde, Municipal Clerk, on December 14, 2016.
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appropriately zoned, could be a better location, and should be considered before utilizing the
lands that are the gateway entrance to Canmore.
In regards to process, the Town is amending an existing ASP that it did not create, but approved
in 2000. It is questionable as to whether the ASP meets the requirements of the Municipal
Government Act (MGA) since it is weak on describing the sequence of development proposed for
the area, and does not provide the density of population proposed. In the opinion of the BOWDA
board of directors, the ASP should be done properly. Rather than making a few changes, which
completely alter the intent of a poorly drafted ASP, a new ASP should be created that properly
sets out how the development will proceed.
The process that the Town of Canmore is following is significantly different than what a private
developer would be required to follow. The planning and development approval process is in
place to ensure that a proposed development meets the stringent requirements of the Town. For
instance,
• A Sustainability Screening Report (SSR) is not required. The SSR Policy exempts the Town
from the SSR Process, unless specifically directed by Council to follow the Process. Council
may consider requiring the preparation of an SSR when a statutory plan (such as an ASP)
amendment has a material effect on the plan itself or new physical development will result
directly from the amendment.
• BOWDA believes that, since the ASP amendment is material (that is, it completely changes
the intent of the development from commercial or cultural to residential), and that physical
development will occur, that an SSR should be required.
• A Financial Impact Analysis is not required (part of the SSR process). This process takes
significant time and investment by private developers to show the economic costs and benefits
of a project to the municipality.
• An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is required, but not until the Development Permit
(DP) stage. Requiring an EIS at the ASP stage ensures that any environmental concerns are
identified when the application is before Council in a public forum, and addressed prior to DP
stage.
• The servicing capacity of existing infrastructure should be evaluated to ensure that it is
adequate for the change from commercial to residential use.
• Noise mitigation has been identified as necessary for a residential development adjacent to the
TransCanada Highway. However, noise is not the only issue that impacts a residential
development this close to the highway. Other issues need to be identified (such as pedestrian
crossing of the highway) and solutions integrated into the overall planning process.
• A Visual Impact Study should be included, since the proposed height has increased from 2
stories to 4 stories. Again, this is the main gateway entrance into Canmore, and the quality and
views of this entrance must be protected and preserved.
In short, many of the plans and studies that a private developer would be required to provide
before an ASP would be considered complete, are not required by the Town for its own
development. Not only is this a double standard, but it also jeopardizes a development which will
be visible to all passing by or in to Canmore, for decades to come. The ASP process is intended
to identify development issues in advance and ensure that appropriate solutions are in place.
Once the MDP, ASP and LUB changes are approved, there will not be an opportunity for further
public input.
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We recognize this process takes time, and thus the proposed EH development may be delayed
while planning is completed. However, we believe that it is better to plan the development
properly from the outset, especially on the gateway entrance to Canmore.
Thank you for considering the position of BOWDA in your deliberations regarding the Palliser
Moustache Lands Employee Housing.
Regards,

Ron Remple
Executive Director
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Morley
Friday, December 09, 2016 1:20 PM
Cheryl Hyde
John Borrowman; Rob Seeley; Joanna McCallum; Vi Sandford; Sean Krausert; Esme
Comfort; Ed Russell
Morley Fast

Having read the BOWDA report on the Plalliser Employee Housing land, I have some concerns! First the SSR that maybe
skipped as a result of the towns involvement seems short sighted! There are so many things to consider on this very
important land that will have life long consequences for what Canmore's front door looks like!
So I would like to recommend;
1) An SSR..... Did I just say that out loud! Hated by all, this maybe the first and only time I recommend one.
2) Use all your other lands for employee or affordable housing first! This could give us years to get this important
approach right!
3) Listen to BOWDA as I believe they have the best interests of Canmore! If 100's local business people are concerned
you should slow the world down and listen!
Thank you for listening!
Morley Fast
Fast Real Estate Consulting LTD.
Sent from my iPad
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Mike Gordon
Tuesday, December 13, 2016 4:46 PM
Cheryl Hyde
Moustache lands concerns

Hi Cheryl,
I want to express my concern over the towns apparent approach towards the planning of direction of use for the
Moustache lands adjacent the Holiday Inn at the main entrance to Canmore. It is critical that this entrance be
developed in a way fitting and deserving as the main entrance artery to one of Canada's premier Tourist
destinations. Bowda, in a recent letter made some very good points, all of which i agree with and i will
therefore cc parts of their letter concerning the Moustache lands and how the town is approaching this issue
relative to planning and development models.
Bowda concerns:

The BOWDA board has discussed this proposal with Town Administration and Council. While we are very supportive of the provision of
Employee Housing (EH) in Canmore, the board does not agree with the significant change in the type of development planned for this
gateway entrance into Canmore, and does not agree with the process that the Town is undertaking to rezone the lands.
The existing ASP focuses on utilizing the Moustache Lands for high quality visitor services and activities, mixed use commercial and
retail, and discourages residential development due to the proximity to the TransCanada Highway. The proposed ASP would allow for a
pure residential development, and any commercial development would be focused on the local residents, not on the visitors. The
proposed change to mainly, and possibly purely residential, with a little bit of local commercial is significant. The BOWDA board
believes that this level of change, on the most visual entrance into Canmore, must be properly planned.
The ASP acknowledges that the Palliser Moustache Lands are a highly visible gateway for both the Town of Canmore and Banff
National Park, a UNESCO Rocky Mountain World Heritage Site. However, in the opinion of BOWDA’s board of directors, this land is not
appropriate for Employee Housing. While the initial built form can be controlled through the Architectural Design Standards, there will
be pressure on the Town to relax those standards to make an EH development more affordable. Further, it will be difficult to control how
an EH development will look in the future. This is a very visible entrance into Canmore and the parks, and must be protected now and
into the future as a gateway entrance.
Other locations for EH should be considered. For instance, lands to the west of the Palliser Moustache lands, owned by CCHC and
appropriately zoned, could be a better location, and should be considered before utilizing the lands that are the gateway entrance to
Canmore.
In regards to process, the Town is amending an existing ASP that it did not create, but approved in 2000. It is questionable as to
whether the ASP meets the requirements of the Municipal Government Act (MGA) since it is weak on describing the sequence of
development proposed for the area, and does not provide the density of population proposed. In the opinion of the BOWDA board of
directors, the ASP should be done properly. Rather than making a few changes, which completely alter the intent of a poorly drafted
ASP, a new ASP should be created that properly sets out how the development will proceed.
The process that the Town of Canmore is following is significantly different than what a private developer would be required to follow.
The planning and development approval process is in place to ensure that a proposed development meets the stringent requirements
of the Town. For instance,

 A Sustainability Screening Report (SSR) is not required. The SSR Policy exempts the Town from the SSR Process, unless
specifically directed by Council to follow the Process. Council may consider requiring the preparation of an SSR when a
statutory plan (such as an ASP) amendment has a material effect on the plan itself or new physical development will result
directly from the amendment.

o Since the ASP amendment is material (that is, it completely changes the intent of the development from commercial
or cultural to residential), and that physical development will occur, that an SSR should be required.

 A Financial Impact Analysis is not required (part of the SSR process). This process takes significant time and investment by
private developers to show the economic costs and benefits of a project to the municipality.
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 An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is required, but not until the Development Permit (DP) stage. Requiring an EIS at
the ASP stage ensures that any environmental concerns are identified when the application is before Council in a public
forum, and addressed prior to DP stage.
 The servicing capacity of existing infrastructure should be evaluated to ensure that it is adequate for the change from
commercial to residential use.
 Noise mitigation has been identified as necessary for a residential development adjacent to the TransCanada Highway.
However, noise is not the only issue that impacts a residential development this close to the highway. Other issues need to
be identified (such as pedestrian crossing of the highway) and solutions integrated into the overall planning process.
 A Visual Impact Study should be included, since the proposed height has increased from 2 stories to 4 stories. Again, this is
the main gateway entrance into Canmore, and the quality and views of this entrance must be protected and preserved.
In short, many of the plans and studies that a private developer would be required to provide before an ASP would be considered
complete, are not required by the Town for its own development. Not only is this a double standard, but it also jeopardizes a
development which will be visible to all passing by or in to Canmore, for decades to come. The ASP process is intended to identify
development issues in advance and ensure that appropriate solutions are in place. Once the MDP, ASP and LUB changes are
approved, there will not be an opportunity for further public input.
We recognize this process takes time, and thus the proposed EH development may be delayed while planning is completed. However,
we believe that it is better to consider all possible locations for EH, and plan the development properly from the outset, especially on the
gateway entrance to Canmore.

Please pass this letter on to councillors and the mayor.
Best regards,

Mike Gordon
Canmore resident and business owner
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Canmore, Alberta
December 13, 2016
Mayor John Borrowman and Canmore Town Council
Town of Canmore
902 7th Avenue
Canmore, AB
T1W 3K1
Dear Mayor and Canmore Council
Re: Bylaws 2016-26, 2016-25, and 2016-23: Palliser Trail Land Use Amendments
Council has recognized a need for affordable employee housing in Canmore. I have to believe that
Council would not wish to satisfy that need by creating a housing ghetto by building a residential
development at the proposed location. Others will likely address the various planning issues associated
with this location such as access and traffic safety.
Having just received a copy of the Environmental Noise Impact Assessment performed for the Town of
Canmore by Acoustical Consultants Inc., I feel obliged to provide some informed comments for Council
about what this study does and does not do to answer the question about the suitability of this site with
respect to environmental noise.
First, let me be clear, the consulting firm, Acoustical Consultants Inc. and their responsible professional,
P. Froment, P.L. (Eng.) are recognized experts in this field who are obviously competent to perform an
environmental noise impact assessment. That said, an expert consultant can only be expected to
undertake to perform the work they are contracted to perform. In this case, “The purpose of the work
was to generate a computer noise model with the proposed development…The results from the model
were then compared to Alberta Transportation (AT) noise guidelines to determine if noise mitigation
would be required.”
This study has not involved any noise monitoring, the predictions are entirely based on a computer
model. The report makes no mention of including train noise in the model, a well-recognized source of
intermittent noise at this location. The criterion cited is that used by Alberta Transportation and it is
based on a 24-hour average noise level, but many municipalities have recognized the need for noise
abatement for residential areas that specifies much lower allowable noise levels for night time vs
daytime noise.
The City of Calgary Noise Bylaw states:
28. (1) No Person shall cause or permit to be caused a Continuous Sound that exceeds the greater of the
following Sound Levels:
1. (a) 65 decibels (dBA) Leq measured over a one (1) hour period during the Day-time; or
2. (b) 50 decibels (dBA) Leq measured over a one (1) hour period during the Night-time;
at any Point of Reception within a Residential Development.
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Micheline Lambert-McFadden
Saturday, December 10, 2016 5:11 PM
Cheryl Hyde
Palliser Moustache Lands Public Hearing

To Whom it May Concern:
As a permanent resident for over 29 years, home‐owner in Silvertip for 15 years and small business owner for 6 years,
please note that I am NOT in support of developing the Palliser Moustache Lands as an EH development for same
reasons to that which the Board of Directors of BOWDA have stated. If you would like to discuss my views, please feel
free to contact me at the above noted email address.
Regards,
Micheline Lambert‐McFadden
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Mayor Borrowman and Town Councillors

December 13, 2016

Subject -- Opposition to Bylaws 2016-26, 2016-25, and 2016-23: Palliser Trail Land Use Amendments
I am opposed to changing the recently approved MDP, the LU and the rezoning related to the Palliser “Mustache
Lands”.
The development of these parcels for residential use will result in the Town giving up a much-needed future
commercial tax base. Why would we give up a higher paying tax base, by re-zoning these lands to residential,
when there is already land west of this parcel that is zoned for employee housing (EH). Why not develop this E H
zoned parcel instead?
In addition, there are many unanswered questions: Will the Minister approve the development that is within 800
metres of the TC highway, as required under Section 14? Will there be a costly and perhaps unsightly sound
barrier? How much more illegal and dangerous crossing of the highway will this development attract? Will there
be a costly pedestrian crossing to remove the illegal crossing? Why has an EIA not been prepared, as is required in
the new MDP?
Why is this proposal on the fast track? If it is so urgent and important to the Town, why was it not anticipated
during the MDP process? The MDP was just passed four months ago and now it needs to be amended to
accommodate this proposed change to Land Use. I understand that lots of time and effort was given to the
development and approval of the MDP, yet four months later, it already needs to be amended.
Why is the Town holding a Public Hearing on December 13, when the Town has already requested that proposals
(RFP) to develop the parcel be submitted three days later on December 16? The Municipal Clerk will only post the
Public Record of this P H after the Town has received the developers’ proposals. This timing makes a travesty of the
Public Hearing process, an all too common occurrence in Canmore. Residents are left to conclude that Public
Hearings are a necessary evil that Council must pursue because of the Municipal Government Act, but citizens’
views and evidence are ignored.
These proposed amendments follow the footsteps of so many other proposals, which are now on the Town’s table,
or are soon to go on the table. In my view, they are being rushed through, they put the carriage in front of the
horses and the Town is not following due process. Is it Council or our Town Administration, or perhaps both who
have no respect for due process? The lack of due process in Canmore for the re-zoning of the Peaks Urban Reserve
will be under review by a judge in 2017, yet the Town continues not to follow proper process for other proposals
and not listening to its constituents.
I understand that previously approved Area Structure Plans (ASP) are being submitted to the Town for amendment.
Why does Canmore need to re-invent the wheel and take valuable resources to review these amendments? Here
are some examples of what I understand:
TSMV has submitted an incomplete application to amend the previously approved ASP for the TSMV Resort Centre.
The Planner that is collaborating with the developer on this proposal has confirmed that the submission is not yet
complete and not available for public review. The TSMV Smith Creek ASP will also be under review shortly. Would
it not be better for Canmore to look at the big picture, combine the review of these two requests, and take a
holistic approach rather than looking at them on a piecemeal basis?
Lastly the Larch Park (“Old Day Care “) re-zoning application’s Public Hearing is scheduled for January 17, 2017.
Yet, details such as the height of buildings and building forms are already determined. Why is Council and
December 13, 2016 Public Submissions Palliser Bylaws

Page 22 of 30

Administration subjecting the public to a public hearing, when the development clearly appears to be a done deal?
Why is our Town not following the proper process and rushing through so many proposals without allowing
adequate time for the public to give input?
Public Hearings cost a lot of money in Administration’s and Council’s time. They should not be held to meet a
regulatory requirement of the M GA. The anxiety that Public Hearings create with the public is in contradiction to
Council’s job of looking after the wellbeing of its citizens.
Pierre Lambert
Canmore Resident

CC Editor Crag & Canyon
Editor and Rocky Mountain Outlook
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STONEWORKS CREEK
DEBRIS FLOOD MITIGATION

Option Analysis Report
DRAFT FOR REVIEW
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