
Good Morning Mayor Borrowman and Councillors.   Happy St Paddy’s Day!  I’m guessing that
when these hearings are over you will all be dancing a happy jig!   Thank you for your
perseverance and for giving each of us  time to voice our concerns and for your service to our
community.

I’d also like to thank all the citizens who have presented. I’ve been very impressed with the caliber
of the presentations and the local experts we have! I have learned so much!  I am grateful.

My name is Judy Archer, I am a permanent resident and I have read both ASPs, attended the first
reading and have reviewed many other documents and sources  of information, trying to
understand different perspectives.  I am opposed to both ASP’s.

The lands we are talking about are the traditional lands of the Stoney Nakoda, including the
Chiniki, Wesley and Bearspaw First Nations, as well as the Nitsitaapi, the T’su t’sina and the
Ktunaha, who all shared this valley before the arrival of the settlers, as well  the Metis people of
Region 3.   I was very happy to hear the 4 Stoney Nakoda men on the first day of the hearings.
We all share this valley as participants of Treaty 7.  It seems to me that this whole discussion, is
about how we share this valley.

We are now 6 days into these hearings and many issues have been raised. There are too many
issues in these ASPs to address in amendments. The issues are complicated, and interconnected.
Each  is significant, and together they add up to strong reasons to turn down both the Three Sisters
Village ASP and the Smith Creek ASP.

My top concerns are
● Compromised wildlife corridor
● Scale is enormous
● Climate Action
● Affordable, inclusive community
● Respectful consultation with the Stoney Nakoda, and

Wildlife

I was first introduced to Three Sisters Mountain Village during the NRCB hearings in 1992.  We
have known for a long time about how special and how important this valley is for wildlife
movement in the entire Y2Y region. I would say that the highest and best use of this land is as a
wildlife corridor and maintaining biodiversity.

I was disappointed last year when the Province approved a wildlife corridor that is not based on the
best current science, and even more disappointed to read from TSMV that they are not open to
making further amendments to the inadequate Provincially approved wildlife corridor.  In my
opinion, TSMV would gain a huge amount of traction in the community if they would just go above
and beyond to ensure the best possible wildlife corridor, rather than not even meeting the
minimum.



I am not willing to risk ecological integrity and the ability of wildlife to freely pass through this
continentally significant corridor on a plan that is merely “adequate”  and “might” work.   The
corridor must be defined, legally protected (which I understand is still two years out)  and we must
have an extremely high level of confidence, based on the best science, that it will meet the needs
of wildlife before any more development is approved. It is incredible that we still have biodiversity
and connectivity in such a busy valley.  We must preserve this.  Please,

● respect the Urban Growth Boundary,
● keep the zoning for Conservation and Wildlife,
● maintain the unfinished golf course lands as setbacks to the hard edge of development

(which will also help with the undermining risk!),
● add new zoning that will ensure maximum width, especially at the pinch points.  This is will

also reduce negative human-wildlife encounters.

TSMV notes that pressure on wildlife habitat comes not only from development and the width of the
corridor, but also from human use within the corridor. This is very true.   We do have to address
this concern.  However, right now, for these ASPs, corridor design, including width and pinch
points, still needs to be addressed by both Three Sisters and the Town.

Scale

You’ve heard over and over that the scale of the development in these two ASPs is just too big.  It
needs to be scaled back significantly.  The Town does have the ability to do this, and the
opportunity to stand firm on significantly lower numbers. The Three Sisters Village ASP should be
rejected based on the number of units that have been proposed.  The scale of development and
wildlife corridors are directly related. Karsten Heuer suggested where development, at a smaller
scale, might occur to facilitate successful sharing of the Valley with humans and wildlife.

We heard one of the Stoney Nakoda Elders, I believe it was Jackson Welsey, say, “Once it’s gone,
it’s gone.”  We cannot let that happen.

Climate

Our changing climate is having an immense impact on our natural systems which we see in fires
and floods.  We have heard others speak to these concerns. The two ASPs do acknowledge the
need for climate action but they do not go nearly far enough and actually impede the Town’s
Climate Action Plan.  This most certainly is not acting as if we are truly in a state of climate
emergency.

Both the Town, and TSMV, have work to do towards Climate Action before any new ASPs can be
considered.  Bow Valley Climate Action has outlined excellent recommendations which I encourage
the Town to follow.

TSMV suggests density bonusing as a tool to address climate.  I am supportive of density because
it is more energy efficient, could potentially provide more affordable housing and uses less land.



However, I don’t support TSMV’s density bonusing system because the net result is the equivalent
of two or three banffs. This is too much. The total residential units, including bonusing, needs to be
capped at the bylaw DC 1-98 maximum  of 3447, or preferably, significantly less.  Again, the Town
has the ability to do this.  Bonusing is also based on building better than the building code which, in
Alberta, is very weak.  Even if the buildings are 20-90% better than Alberta’s existing code, it is still
not as good as BC’s current code.  With the bonusing system, minimal climate gains results in
more units, which defeats the gains, especially if many of the units are not permanently lived in.

TSMV also proposes to mitigate the undermining with cement and cementitious materials,
something else I’ve learned about as a result of these ASPs. Cement production produces a
significant amount of carbon and this also goes against our Climate Action Plan.

Affordable/Inclusive

I was very moved by the presentations of Adam Linnard, Dan Roycroft and Avni Soma on
affordability, inclusivity and diversity.  These two ASPs will not move Canmore in this direction.
There is no certainty of affordable housing.  The bonusing system pits PAH, or Vital Homes,
against Climate Action, and does not do a good job of addressing either.

In Conclusion

I can be supportive of small scale development that reduces the overall land footprint, that allows
maximum habitat for wildlife, that  reduces carbon emissions, and that honours quality of life and
inclusivity for the human community.

Three Sisters Mountain Village is a private business and is acting in their own best financial
interests.  We are looking to you, our Council and Town staff, to act in the best interests of the
citizens of Canmore.

There are too many issues with each of these ASPs to address with amendments so they should
be rejected outright.

I agree with what Ruben Nelson, and others have said, that we have a wonderful opportunity here
to engage our community, including the Stoney Nakoda, in visioning our future.  This is an
opportunity for Canmore to demonstrate leadership in climate action, human-wildlife co-existence,
and sustainability.

We need to do this right. We can do better.

We have heard reference to the citizen engagement process from about 15 years ago called
“Mining the Future.”  It seems to me that the scale and issues with these proposed ASPs will
Undermine our future.  What we really need to be doing, as Bart Robinson says,  is Minding our
Future.

Please, Mayor and Councillors, do not approve these ASPs.


