
February 10, 2021 

 

Mayor John Borrowman 

902 7th Avenue 

Canmore, AB 

T1W 3K1 

 

Dear Mayor Borrowman,  

 

There are many reasons — practical and philosophical — why the proposal from Three Sisters 

Mountain Village (TSMF) should not be entertained without substantial reworking. It fails in so many 

ways to acknowledge the critiques and the science, large and small, that have accrued over the past few 

years, let alone decades of our history of negotiations with one version or another of the TSMV.  

 

This is a really serious application, asking for more than ever in previous iterations of the TSMV 

documents. I have spoken at countless public hearings related to the Three Sisters lands over more than 

30 years. I know that this is a complicated matter, subject to bylaws related to several layers of 

government, not only those specific to the Town of Canmore.  

 

I understand that we are subject to bylaws related to several layers of government, not only those 

specific to the Town of Canmore. And that there are process that are legally binding that commit our 

governments to legally to moving forward according to a set of rules. We cannot simply deny proposals 

that come before a civic administration and council. 

 

The history of development here (in Canmore and the lower Bow Valley) is long with few of the 

grander proposals showing any real awareness or sensitivity for the community as a whole. Since the 

coal mines closed many conditions have changed and there is a lot of peer-reviewed scientific research 

by which to guide our responses to development – and though we (Town of Canmore) have a Climate 

Change Adaptation Background Report and Resilience Plan there seems little heed paid to it by 

proponents or those acting on behalf of our community when considering proposals for large schemes.  

 

My concerns about Three Sisters proposal are as follows:  

1. Canmore is in a tight mountain valley, and few other towns in Alberta have the same 

environmental constraints that affect the way that we develop. Slopes, avalanche gullies, 

mountain creeks all affect the potential for land use. However, neither the proposal/s and nor 

documents (Municipal Fiscal Impact Assessment, Socio-Economic Impact Assessment) 

submitted by the proponents address even obvious environmental constraints. We are not like 

all the towns and settlements on broad landscapes. We are not an extension of Calgary.  

2. In an email about their Municipal Fiscal Impact Assessment and their Socio-Economic Impact 

Assessment, TSMV states that their development is ”expected to allow the Town to decrease 

residential tax rates and grow in a fiscally sustainable manner.” Are we to gloss over this not 

recognising that the net result of all the development in Canmore has driven up our property 



values and that what we pay in civic taxes is a combination of house assessment and mill-rate? 

(This is one example of many statements in the MFIA and the SEIA that fail under scrutiny, due 

to the range of implications of imprecise vocabulary.) 

3. The applicant ignores many of the conditions outlined by the NRCB, an agreement that is 

intended to guide their requests. The NRCB is not a one-sided set of conditions. Failure to work 

within the limitations of the NRCB should be grounds to resist much of what is requested in the 

application.  

4. Parts of the application include known undermined lands. The undermining issue is serious and 

may affect what happens to any of the properties along the southern side of the Bow Valley on 

which Three Sisters lands sit. Undermining presence was identified as a serious risk in the early 

1980s when Patrician Holdings claimed options to develop the lands that have been in 

contention for the past thirty years. The late Gerry Stevenson persistently asked that nothing be 

advanced on Three Sisters lands until the proper insurance (a legal requirement) be proven to be 

held and maintained by proponents for Three Sisters, to ensure that the Town of Canmore is not 

left with responsibilities devolving from any complications due to collapse — apparently a 

“when” not an “if”.  

5. The current provincial government saw fit to set aside sufficient wildlife corridor space and 

reduce what will be available to animals using the east -west travel along the south side of town. 

In addition to squeezing what will be available for wildlife, the proponent wants to move the 

across valley corridor at Stewart Creek Underpass, relegating wildlife to an area that is 

threatened by flood potential, further disrupting their (traditional) use of habitat. This seems to 

be a case of “it’s all here for us to use”, leaving less and less for wildlife that share this valley. 

Wildlife are already constrained by steep slopes, human use and increasing recreational activity 

and increasing traffic and associated noise in all the lands adjacent to the Town of Canmore 

boundaries. We have a wealth of peer-reviewed science to indicate that a different decision 

would benefit wildlife and that would benefit humans. (The Town and the developer could 

choose a different option.) 

6. The proposed fence presents many unanswered questions and challenges. Though it may work 

to keep wildlife, generally, out of the neighbourhoods, will it keep humans out of the wildlife 

corridors? Fences have proven to be challenging solutions and require constant monitoring and 

repair. What will be the consequences if someone disrupts the fence or uses a wildlife “jump-

out” to gain access to the habitat on the other side? Who will be monitor the fences at Three 

Sisters? Who will mend the fence? Who will act on infractions? Who pays?  

7. What happens with the parts of the proposal outside of Canmore eastern boundaries? Is it 

merely a bargaining piece or does MD of Bighorn become involved and how does that all serve 

the interests of our community? Will the plan for a shopping mall further erode the wildlife 

corridor? No one — no level of government (provincial, municipal, civic) — nor proponents 

can claim ignorance of the science that supports wider and quieter corridors and habitat for 

wildlife. It has been shared in presentations and letters consistently over the past thirty years 

and as the science becomes more robust, so do the presentations.  

Failure to by the proponents or the Town of Canmore personnel to understand and apply that 

science means that not enough questions were asked. Apparently, there is no interest to err on 



the side of caution, a response that would leave the lands in better shape for the future. It seems 

the choice is to “ignore”.  

8. We are near the headwaters of the Bow River. Though the modelling that suggests greater 

seasonal fluctuations of flow and possibly chronically less water in the Bow River system as 

glaciers melt and disappear is acknowledged in the Climate Change Adaptation Background 

Report and Resilience Plan, we fail to recognise that increasing our population (well beyond the 

guidelines of the NRCB) may threaten local water security. As a headwater community we have 

responsibility to all downstream use of the Bow River, especially related to aquatic environment 

and water health for communities and rural lands. The Bow River starts at a small glacier above 

Bow Lake and then flows about 600 kilometres to the Saskatchewan River, then to the north 

end of Lake Winnipeg which flows down the Nelson River into Hudson Bay, a total distance of 

2600 kilometres. There is a lot of “downstream” to consider when we are adding more taps and 

toilets to the Canmore landscape.  

9. Ultimately, the Three Sisters / TSMV can afford to assign wildlife corridors that honour the 

science, they do not have to be limited by what the Provincial Government described. I am sure 

they have all the documents and research that has been submitted to hearings over the past 

decades and, if not, know who to ask for help in tracking them down. At least, that “give” 

would benefit the community of Canmore at large?  

 

Conclusion: 

 

During the past several decades, dozens and dozens of presentations have been made pointing out that 

social outcomes and environmental outcomes should have primacy in the decision-making about 

projects. Presentations have been about the good of our community and the health of surrounding 

environments. They are not directed to self-serving interests. There should be ways to give more 

credence, more weight to the questions, concerns, reticence expressed in citizen presentations.  

 

What we do now will impact future generations: the innumerable conditions for humans and wildlife, 

general ecosystem health, clean air, water security, downstream effects and measurables for community 

such as civic operations and support for community facilities, utilities and other costs for residents, etc. 

Responsibilities for outcomes of all this activity will fall on many, especially affecting wildlife and 

residents of Canmore.  

 

It is time for Canmore (Town administration, Council, citizens) to “dig in” about all nature of 

development and tourism that is conducted that will not honour the best possible future for generations 

of humans and for all aspects of environment. How we do that is open to conjecture and a whole lot of 

interdisciplinary problem-solving — there is no direct nor obvious path. In the not-so-distant past, a 

broad spectrum of citizens worked through a long series of “kitchen-table” discussions, record keeping, 

collation and communication to develop a vision for our community. That vision has been abandoned 

and is in need of being resurrected, reshaped, reinvented with new and important boundaries. How can 

we address the well-being of our community, environment and the wildlife that share our valley? How 



can we engage decisions that actively regard climate change and ecosystem health? Those are pre-

requisites for any decisions we make as community.  

 

We must stop making decisions that start with “good for the economy” and make decisions that are 

good for ecosystems and social well-being, that address climate change meaningfully and are not 

wasteful of resources.  

 

We have to be a lot tougher than we are. Decisions that maintain the “status quo, business as usual, 

focus on economy as a primary consideration” are the old way. We have to make change now. We 

should all be setting examples for others – individuals, communities, governments. 

 

Think about the long-term future.  

 

Respectfully, 

 
Colleen Campbell 

294 Grizzly Crescent 

Canmore AB T1W 1B5 

 

Cc  Councillor Esme Comfort,  

Councillor Jeff Hilstad 

Councillor Karen Marra  

Councillor Joanna McCallum 

Councillor Vi Sandford  

Councillor Rob Seely 

 


