
March 5, 2021 
Dear Ms.Hyde, Mayor Borrowman, and Canmore Town Councillors, 
 
RE: OPPOSITION TO BYLAWS 2021-05 AND 2021-06 
 
I am opposed to the Area Structure Plans proposed by Three Sisters Mountain Village in Bylaws 
2021-05 and 2021-06. There are so many issues that have not been properly addressed for me 
to be comfortable with these proposals, but I will focus on undermining issues, wildlife, and the 
impacts of concentrating the town’s growth population in one area. 
 
UNDERMINING IN THE PROPOSED THREE SISTERS VILLAGE 
 
As we all know, the area in question has been extensively undermined. According to the late 
Gerry Stephenson who was the mining engineer in Canmore, the dangerous mining conditions 
were mitigated for golf course use and not for residential use. Backfill was often just timber that 
would decompose and create uneven settlement with time. Furthermore, the old caves, shafts, 
and tunnels are subject to collapse over time. For open recreation use like a golf course, this 
settlement and collapse could be monitored with minimal damage to any structures. However, 
this type of backfill, combined with abandoned mine workings, is not suitable for construction of 
housing or commercial buildings. 
 
In the ASP as proposed, there is more discussion about managing development on sloped 
lands than there is on managing development in undermined areas. There are references to the 
appropriate guidelines, but the reality is that the underlying ground is unstable, uncertain, and 
requires appropriate and likely extensive mitigation. 
 
I visually superimposed the proponent’s Map 8 Undermining Risk, Map 9 Land Use Concept, 
and Map 22 Development Phasing to better understand how they plan to develop this land. The 
following table summarizes my findings. 
 

DEVELOPMENT PHASE TYPE OF DEVELOPMENT and ZONE TYPE 

1 Residential in mostly Green and some Yellow 

2A Residential in mostly Green 

2B Hotel and Spa District in some Green,but 
mostly Red, Orange, and Magenta 

3 Residential and Village Centre in mostly 
Yellow, some Green and Orange 

4 Innovation District and Indoor Recreation in 
Green, Magenta, Orange, and Red  

5 Residential in Green, Magenta, and Orange 





 
 
 
From the Area Mining Impact Overview Report Resort Village Area Structure Plan_Rev2 
prepared by Wood Environment & Infrastructure Solutions in November 2020, the zone types 
are as follows: 
 
Zone 1 Green: no structural or ground mitigation required for development.  
Zone 2 Yellow: development possible with ground mitigation. 
Zone 3 Orange: development possible with ground and structural mitigation, as necessary. 
Zone 4 Magenta: development possible, but higher ground strains are possible. 
Zone 5 Red: steeply dipping or sub-vertical workings. These areas have potential for sinkhole or 
trough development; the potential for development is considered low as the potential costs for 
mitigation are considered high. 
 
The executive summary states the following: “Wood recommends avoidance of the 
development of structures within Zone 5 as a primary means of mitigation at this time, and 
that ASP policy be written to reflect avoidance at this time.” The report also recommends 
taking extra precautions and review of measures within 500 meters of Zone 5. 
 
If development proceeds in order, residential units in Phases 1 and 2a will be constructed first in 
Zones 1 and 2 with some ground mitigation required in Zone 2. Phase 2b is largely in Zone 5 
which the consultant has recommended for avoidance. This corresponds with the Hotel and Spa 
District. How, then, can TSMV tell us that they will build this commercial use? After targeting 



more residential development in Phase 3 with some ground mitigation, development of the 
Innovation District and Indoor Recreation in Phase 4 will face limitations based on the 
undermining risks to the extent that these commercial facilities may also never be constructed. 
As we’ve seen by their past performance, this developer tends to target the more lucrative 
residential development first and find ways to avoid the commercial development as proposed.  
 
The ASP should better reflect the uncertainty of development in these high risk zones where the 
majority of the commercial development is currently planned. As Gerry Stephenson has said, 
mitigation is not perfect. I feel that the existing utility road through the site delineates more likely 
development potential to the northeast and poor or dangerous development potential to the 
southwest. Residential and commercial properties should both be on the safer side to the 
northeast. By avoiding the higher risk zones, there is a better chance that this development can 
attain the Municipal Development Plan “target of ⅔ residential and ⅓ non-residential 
assessment split”. As proposed, the ASP is already well below the ⅓ non-residential target. If 
the higher risk undermining limitations are not amenable to any development, there is the 
chance that commercial development here will fall much further below the MDP target. 
 
 
WILDLIFE CONSIDERATIONS IN BOTH ASPs 
 
Living in Canmore means living with wildlife and accommodating the important Yellowstone to 
Yukon conservation corridor. Wildlife experts are constantly reminding decision makers that 
increasing human presence can have significant negative impacts on the remaining species that 
roam freely. Kevin Van Tighem, former superintendent at Banff National Park, said, “Animals 
don’t need wildlife corridors; what they need is habitat and space.” Humans are placing wildlife 
in corridors, and if those corridors are to work, we need to ensure there is enough habitat and 
space in those corridors. 
 
In the Three Sisters Village ASP as proposed, wildlife movement is being restricted and moved 
to steeper slopes by the proposed development over the unfinished golf course. If all 
development could be moved to the northeast of the utility road in Three Sisters Village as 
suggested earlier, the remaining land to the southwest would continue to serve as an extension 
of the wildlife corridor and provide an excellent buffer from development. Ideally, that land 
should be zoned for Conservation of Wildlands and remain undeveloped. 
 
In the Smith Creek ASP, there are multiple factors proposed that will seriously impact wildlife. 
The ASP would require rezoning of 80 acres of land currently zoned Conservation of Wildlands 
to development, expanding the urban growth boundary and the area originally approved for 
development by the NRCB in 1992. The MDP would need to be amended, and the BCEAG 
guidelines would effectively be ignored. With the limited space for wildlife today, Town Council 
should not remove these essential 80 acres from wildlife use.  
 
Below is Map 18 Development Phasing from the Smith Creek ASP. As shown, Phase 1 is a 
parcel at the far west end of the proposed development. Compared to Land Use Bylaw Map #10 



below, Phase 1 appears to be in the wildlife corridor, and seriously impedes the ability of wildlife 
to reach the existing westernmost wildlife underpass under the TransCanada Highway. 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 



Finally, both ASPs propose to place wildlife fencing around the entirety of each development. 
While the “hard edge” concept makes sense on paper, it is a barrier to all wildlife in a town that 
prides itself on its ability to live with wildlife. What would happen if a bear were to somehow 
enter the development effectively become trapped inside? Who will maintain the costly fence 
once the development is complete? What is the proven track record of such an extreme 
measure to prevent human-wildlife conflicts? There are too many questions. 
 
 
IMPACTS OF CONCENTRATING TOWN’S POPULATION GROWTH 
 
The Bonusing Toolkits employed in the ASPs appear to potentially increase the 3,447 
residential units approved in the Land Use Bylaw to 6,760 units, excluding Vital Homes 
(formerly PAH) and secondary suites. By concentrating the majority of the town’s population 
growth in this one area, the existing roads will be stressed. The significant increase of traffic on 
the two-lane Three Sisters Parkway could have potentially lethal consequences for emergency 
services and wildfire evacuation. Residents in communities south of the river and west of the 
new development will face congestion as thousands of people evacuate in either direction along 
Three Sisters Parkway. 
 
With the potential population of 14,500 proposed in Three Sisters Village and Smith Creek, over 
40% of Canmore’s projected population of 34,000 may live in this outlying area, effectively 
serving as a suburb to the town. With so many people living up to 10 km away from our town 
center, how will the vibrancy of the downtown core be maintained? The geography of the valley 
dictates how and where people can move around. 
 
 
In summary, I do not support the TSMV ASPs proposed under Bylaws 2021-05 and 2021-06. 
Three Sisters Village should not have any development over the unfinished golf course because 
of the extensive undermining and the need for wildlife movement in the area. The proposed 
Smith Creek plan, with 60-75% low density units, 2-3% commercial district, and 8-10% 
industrial, does not meet the MDP target for non-residential development. It removes land from 
the wildlife corridor, stresses existing wildlife movement, expands the urban growth boundary 
without a guarantee of affordable housing, and places a burden on the Town to provide and 
maintain services.  
  
While the owners have the right to try to develop their land, their current plans do not benefit the 
people of Canmore, have the potential to do more harm than good on the undermined lands, 
and have a significant impact on wildlife movement through the valley. 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
Renée Boone 
4 Van Horne  
Canmore, AB 


