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Updated Submission in OPPOSITION to Bylaws 2021-05 and 2021-06 

 

Dear Mayor Borrowman and Council, 

This note is to update my statement of opposition to Bylaws 2021-05 and 2021-06.   

 

Please reject both the Three Sisters Village and Smith Creek ASPs. 

Should the landowner wish to resubmit ASP applications for these lands, I believe that the proposals 

should be better, by which I mean: 

• smaller – avoiding any question of expansion of the Canmore growth boundary and retaining 

conservation of wildland zoning and relieving the pinchpoint around the wildlife underpass 

• more consistent with Canmore’s MDP and vision 

• adaptively phased – with manageable and discrete development steps proposed together with 

explicit milestones (benefits to the Town and measures of success for impact mitigation 

measures) that can be reviewed and accepted before the next step is undertaken 

 

 

This package contains: 

1) My original statement of opposition dated March 4, 2021 

2) The script from my verbal presentation at the public hearing on March 17, 2021 

3) ***NEW*** A detailed review of the Three Sisters Village ASP with observations about the ASP 

relative to other town guiding documents and policies and suggestions for handling those 

observations.  I have flagged areas of conflict with the MDP using an asterisk in the right-hand 

column. Other comments reflect the Land Use Bylaw general requirements, the Utility Master 

Plan or pertain to internal inconsistencies within the application documents.  I hope this format 

will be useful for Council and Planning Department review. 

 

Thanks again for your focus, patience and hard work on this, the future of Canmore. 

Sincerely, 

Glynis Carling 

Canmore Resident 
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ATTACHMENT 1:  SUBMISSION IN ADVANCE OF PUBLIC HEARING, 4 MARCH 2021 
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ATTACHMENT 2:  SCRIPT FROM G. CARLING SUBMISSION TO PUBLIC HEARING, 17 MARCH 2021 

Mayor Borrowman and Council 

Thank you for the opportunity to speak today.  In the spirit of reconciliation, I acknowledge that we 

are virtually together in the Treaty 7 territory, traditional lands of the Stoney Nakoda nations –  that 

is the Bearspaw, Chiniki, and Wesley nations –  and of the Blackfoot Confederacy and Tsuut’ina 

Nation as well as the Métis Nation Region 3. 

I am a fulltime resident and property owner in Canmore and I have reviewed the ASPs that are the 

subject of this public hearing, as well as many related reports and documents. 

My understanding is that TSMV was encouraged to submit the two area structure plans in concert 

should they want to submit any ASP for the lands. For myself, I thought that was a good idea so that 

Council and Canmore residents could have a holistic view of the proposed developments. Now you’ve 

got that far-reaching view of the scale of the potential development in front of you and the result 

appears to have justifiably shocked members of the Canmore public into an unprecedented degree of 

interest, concern and engagement.  

I submitted a letter outlining some of my own concerns about the proposals and indicating that I am 

opposed to both Bylaws 2021-05 and Bylaw 2021-06.  

I used to encourage my children to express what they wanted, and not what they didn’t like about 

whatever was under discussion. 

So I asked myself:  How to move forward? 

My suggestions for your consideration: 

1. Please reject the current proposed ASPs. 

2. Facilitate a visioning process – Mayor Borrowman, you have referred to the 2016-2018 re-

write of the municipal development plan as the engagement process that establishes the vision 

for the Town.  

Having reviewed the ASPs and having spent the past week glued to my computer screen and 

listening to this hearing, it seems to me that there is a disconnect. We need a renewed vision 

that can guide us in the current environment of a climate emergency with social equity and 

sustainability issues and affordable housing challenges in what is now labelled a crisis eco-

region.  

The energy, intellect and ideas that we’ve seen during this hearing could be engaged to update 

both Mining the Future and the MDP so that there is a shared and robust vision of the town 

that reflects our current reality. This would have to include meaningful input from our Stoney 

Nakoda neighbours and other traditional users of these lands and would have to be tested with 

a broad range of those who work and/or live in Canmore. Ideally this process would involve and 

get some traction with provincial politicians to help establish a common understanding of the 

special needs of this region. 
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Note: the MDP 18.4.3 indicates a five-year review process for the MDP, so it is just about time 

for that step. The Mining the Future report also recognized the need to continue conversations 

about the vision, to revisit it and to include citizens in the process. 

3. Should the landowners want to revise and resubmit ASPs for these lands, encourage them to 

do better. Many positive ideas have been suggested by so many articulate and knowledgeable 

people who make their home in this valley.  

Changing gears a bit, here are some process suggestions for future applications: 

a) Comply with all aspects of the municipal development plan, including the growth boundary, 

conservation of wildlands zoning and the 20% target for non-market affordable homes 

b) Establish a policy to prohibit building on or adjacent to undermined lands  that have been 

flagged as the “red zone” (Zone 5) on Map 8 of the Three Sisters Village ASP. Don’t accept 

those lands as municipal reserve or build municipal infrastructure on those lands.  

c) Apply a precautionary approach.  Since by definition it isn’t possible to undo irreversible 

change, any development should start small and in areas with less risk.  There is no rush to 

build out our town and it is important to do things right. Turn adaptive management on its 

head by taking small steps and confirming that predicted benefits to the community have 

been achieved and that risk mitigation measures have been successful before taking the next 

step.  

d) Manage phasing with development performance milestones that track commercial 

development and the rollout of affordable housing options. Ensure that each phase is subject 

to updated studies, including socioeconomic, environmental, fire safety and transportation 

studies given the very long time scale of the development and given how quickly the world 

can change. I know that developers are looking for certainty, but that is a luxury that none of 

us realistically has – just look at how COVID-19 has turned the world upside down. 

e) Require landowners to steward their commitments to the development authority on an 

annual basis or before submitting any amendment or further applications. Be sure to include 

all of the relevant commitments – those upon which the NRCB relied in their landmark 

decision, those made in applications and consultations towards the ASP, and any future 

conceptual plan and development plan bylaws. Transparency of this stewardship (that is, 

availability of the data to the public) is also important. 

To conclude, I think this public hearing process has been remarkable as so many citizens have been 

able to express their fact-based and heartfelt responses to the proposed ASPs.  

I was a bit taken aback when I saw yesterday that my name was the final name on the speaking 

roster for members of the public. That seemed like a big responsibility. But obviously, it is Council that 

has the final word.  I hope that you will use it to integrate and amplify the voices of all of us who care 

about Canmore. 

I hope that you will continue the momentum of this public hearing and take the necessary steps to 

protect this very special town, its land, and its non-human and its human neighbours, visitors and 

residents. 

Thank you.
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ATTACHMENT 3: DETAILED REVIEW OF THREE SISTERS VILLAGE ASP 

Page and 

Section 

Text in Proposed ASP or supporting 

document 
Observation Suggestion 

Check 

for MDP 

Issue 

Pg 7, 

Section 

1.2 

… ASP is consistent with … MDP  Please see the “Check for MDP Issue” column for areas of 

inconsistency with the MDP.  Additional engagement with 

citizens should be conducted for some of these items. 
 

Pg 9, 

Section 

1.7 

 Text gives the applicant opportunity to apply for 

amendment, whereas the Town does not have that 

flexibility. 

 

Consider land use bylaw clauses for Development 

Scheduling such as is currently in place for the Resort 

Centre district (see LUB 14.20.4)  

Explore the use of conditional phasing that requires the 

landowner to apply for an amendment of the ASP if 

commitments are not met or if mitigation measures are not 

successful.    

Pg 16, 2
nd

 

paragraph 

TSMV has engagement efforts with 

Stoney Nakoda Nation … 

The Stoney Nakoda people identify as three separate 

nations. The testimony of elders and the fact that 

even this is not correctly identified in the document 

belies the implied claim of active engagement. 

Hold any consideration of the ASP until the required 

engagement has been conducted.  

 
Pg 17, 

Section 

2.3.5 

There are no known occurrences of 

provincially or federally listed plants 

or tracked and watched plant 

communities within the ASP area 

No fieldwork was completed to confirm the presence 

or absence of these species.  

The EIA notes on page 229: “Rare plant species and 

tracked and watched plant communities represent 

the most sensitive features of vegetation 

communities; however, given uncertainties around 

their local distribution, it is not known how these 

features will be affected by RFDs. Provincial guidance 

emphasises avoidance of sensitive features and 

application of measure to limit negative effects….” 

Ensure that commitments include implementing best 

management practices to avoid and limit these effects. 

 

Pg 23, 

Map 8 

Zone 5 legend Zones 1-4 are flagged in the legend as being 

appropriate for development. Zone 5 is not. 

Per the TSMV undermining information video, the potential 

for development in the zone is considered low because of 

steeply dipping of subvertical workings. Where development 

is possible, mitigation costs would be very high. Please add 

these areas to the Land Use Bylaw Section 7.6 Sub-Surface 

Hazards Overlay and preclude any development, municipal 

reserve allocation or construction of municipal roads or 

infrastructure in this area. 

 

Pg 26 , 

Section 

3.2 

Open space, parks and recreational 

space … comprises approximately 

40% of the land within the Plan Area. 

At the time of the NRCB application, about 74% of 

the TSMV lands was to remain green (Decision 91-

03, page 2-2.)  

 

It would be good to see a comparable statistic for the overall 

Three Sisters lands with the current proposed 

developments.  
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Page and 

Section 

Text in Proposed ASP or supporting 

document 
Observation Suggestion 

Check 

for MDP 

Issue 

Pg 31 , 

Section 

3.2.5 

Three Sisters Village will complement 

Downtown Canmore …. 

 

… Create a pedestrianized mixed-use 

core with a variety of services to 

address residents (sic) and visitors 

(sic) needs. 

The MDP with has a focus on Town Centre.  

“Commercial areas should complement the Town 

Centre to ensure maintenance of the Town Centre as 

the primary commercial centre and cultural heart of 

Canmore” (MDP, page 45), it doesn’t seem that the 

ASP actually does this. The intent to address 

residents’ and visitors’ needs means that those 

people won’t “need” to visit the Town Centre, so 

that TSV is an alternative commercial centre, not a 

complement to Town Centre. 

Consider how to balance development to reduce 

transportation emissions as residents travel to Town Centre 

versus having all amenities in the Three Sisters Village and 

losing any benefits for businesses in the Town Centre. 

 

This is a discussion that should involve public and business 

owner input. Results will inform business plans and 

transportation plans. 

* 

Pg 34, 

Section 

4.2 

Placement of buildings and 

structures should be avoided on 

slopes of 35% (19 degrees) or 

greater. 

Overlaying Map 4 and Map 9 shows that there is a 

considerable amount of high slope land in the 

proposed Hotel and Spa District. If the commercial 

development is to succeed, it should be proposed on 

land that suited for the purposes.  

An overlay of the slope map (Map 4) and the Land Use 

Concept (Map 9) would be helpful. 

 

An alternative Land Use Concept should be proposed to 

maximize likelihood of success for commercial development, 

since that is the development that will provide benefit to the 

town. 

 

Page 35, 

Section 

4.3 

 There is no discussion of cost allocation for culvert 

replacement on the Three Sisters Parkway. The 

Steep Creek Preliminary Mitigation Design report 

indicates that this offsite work is required to protect 

Crossbow development from economic loss in the 

design event. 

Clarify that the developer will pay for upgrades to existing 

stormwater infrastructure as required by the proposed 

development. 
 

Pg 36 , 

Section 

4.5 

To recognize that development will 

be visible from the Trans-Canada 

Highway. 

 

Parcels that are intended to create a 

visual identity for the resort from the 

Highway will be identified at 

Conceptual Scheme. 

A visual identify for the resort from the Highway 

conflicts with the MDP: To reduce the visual impact 

of commercial development from the Trans-Canada  

Highway, architectural and landscaping controls will 

be implemented to ensure that buildings achieve a 

harmony of form and materials with the surrounding 

environment and are framed by natural landscaping. 

(MDP, page 47) 

The ASP should conform to the MDP and require all parcels 

to be implemented to ensure harmony of form with the 

surrounding environment. The Town Centre is to be the 

primary focal point of commerce and cultural activity for 

Canmore. (MDP, Section 10.2) * 

Pg 37, 

Section 

4.5 

Visual Assessments shall identify … b. 

Propose the use of landscaping, 

building siting and materials …to 

complement or standout from the 

surrounding landscape 

 

 Ensure that the ASP acknowledges that nothing should stand 

out from the surrounding landscape from the Highway. 

* 
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Page and 

Section 

Text in Proposed ASP or supporting 

document 
Observation Suggestion 

Check 

for MDP 

Issue 

Pg 40, 

Section 

5.1, 

Sustainabl

e Modes 

of 

Mobility 

TSV’s compact and walkable design 

will contribute to lower emission 

impacts for Canmore’s future 

growth… 

The comment applies to the ASP area, perhaps, but 

the area is part of the overall Town and, if the ASP is 

to be aligned with the MDP’s focus on the Town 

Centre as the primary commercial centre, then many 

will be driving back and forth to the Town Centre. 

Adjust the language around this point to reflect 

transportation around the plan area. 

 

Consider whether a study of overall emissions (including 

trips to Town Centre) should be included.  
 

Pg 40, 

Section 

5.1 

 

Respect for Wildlife and Environment 

… Monitoring and Adaptive 

Management Plan to monitor the 

success of these mitigations over 

time. 

Adaptive Management requires an ability to make 

changes to adjust to monitoring results. This isn’t 

possible if irreversible changes have been made. 

Propose phasing that is in small steps with explicit 

milestones and measurements to be reported and approved 

before the next step is taken.  

Pg 41, 

Section 

5.2 

… to a maximum of 5000 units… 

Residential units for the purpose of 

this policy includes tourist homes. 

What accounting is used for visitor accommodation 

and accessory dwelling units? 

To understand the full impact on traffic and services, a total 

estimated number of units and total estimated number of 

individuals needs to be clear. 

 

 
Pg 50, 

Section 

5.3 

3. Stacked townhomes…with 

driveways access the street should 

be avoided or consolidated 

It isn’t clear how a driveway can be constructed 

without accessing a street. 

Clarify what is meant. Are there to be alleys leading to 

laneways with parking? That would not seem to be as 

compact (land-efficient) as simple driveways. Pathways 

could be designed on one side of the street only? 

 
Pg 50, 

Section 

5.4 

To facilitate multi-functional 

gathering spaces that allow for 

seasonal amenity and event 

programming 

The MDP 10.2.1b states “Promoting the Town Centre 

as the preferred location for arts, cultural and 

entertainment facilities” 

Holding events away from Town Centre appears to 

contradict the MDP. If this is required due to congestion and 

overcrowding in the Town Centre, then there should be an 

explicit conversation with citizens about the required 

balance. 

 

The intent of this section of the ASP should include the 

intent to complement Town Centre 

* 

Pg 53, 

Section 

5.6 

5 Buildings …. will consider … 

undermining constraints 

Overlaying Map 8 and Map 9 shows that there is a 

considerable amount of Zone 5 undermining 

constraint in the proposed Hotel and Spa District. If 

the commercial development is to succeed, it should 

be proposed on land that suited for the purposes.  

The Hotel and Spa District would, if successful, contribute to 

the Town’s commercial tax base. It should be located in an 

area more likely to be successful (i.e. without Zone 5 

undermining constraints). 
 

Page 54, 

Section 

5.7 

The purpose of MR land dedication 

within the Indoor Recreation district 

shall be to accommodate a 

recreation centre or field house. 

Overlaying Map 8 and Map 9 shows that there is 

some Zone 4 undermining constraint in the proposed 

Indoor Recreation District.  

Do not accept MR designation on Zone 4 constrained land 

where development is possible, but higher ground strains 

are possible.  
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Page and 

Section 

Text in Proposed ASP or supporting 

document 
Observation Suggestion 

Check 

for MDP 

Issue 

Pg 55, 

Section 

5.8 

… all above and beyond the 

legislative requirements … as of the 

date of approval of this ASP. 

Legislation and market penetration for energy 

efficiency standards will change in the future. No 

bonus should be awarded for meeting requirements 

or doing what all other builders are doing. 

Bonusing should be only relative to legislative requirements 

to account for changes in standards in the future.  
 

Page 56,  

Section 

5.8 

5. The Bonusing Incentive shall be 

implemented… 

11.  Administrative and Developer 

review … should occur annually 

Legislation could change between reviews, and 

bonusing would need to be updated. 

Consider how to implement so that incentives are never 

provided for status quo or required actions. 
 

Page 56,  

Section 

5.8 

7. relaxations to setbacks and heights 

at Development Permit stage should 

be considered… 

 Decide on a single form of incentive and do not provide 

multiple relaxations or bonuses for the same actions.  
Page 57, 

Table 3 

Required Affordable Housing A 10% minimum affordable housing for residential 

units is referenced in the bonusing chart. 

The MDP target for affordable housing is 20% and that 

should be considered the required amount.  

 

Work with Provincial authorities to make the required 

changes so that 20% affordable housing is the cost of doing 

business. 

 

Page 57, 

Table 3 

Natural Features Bonusing is suggested for avoidance of natural 

features. 

 

Providing a bonus is inappropriate since the MDP requires 

that natural features be preserved (MDP, 4.5.1 and 13.1.3a 

and 4.2 for sensitive natural features). Also, the ASP itself 

indicates that layouts of buildings should aim to protect 

natural features (page 34) 

* 

Page 57, 

Table 3 

Low Impact Development Bonus proposed if site stormwater retention is 

increased by 25% or more. No basis is defined, and 

the Master Drainage Plan indicates that 

“Implementation of Low Impact Development … for 

stormwater management will be considered in later 

design stages”. (Master Drainage Plan, page 19) 

No bonus should be provided unless features improve site 

stormwater retention by more than 25% above what is 

defined in the final plan for implementation of “basic” LID. 
 

Page 57, 

Table 3 

EV charging Canmore’s Climate Action plan includes an action to 

“work with development industry to introduce 

reasonable EV charging requirements in new 

developments” (Climate Action Plan, page 21). 

No bonus should be provided unless the developer provides 

significantly more than what is required. The requirement 

should be established before bonus toolkit is finalized at 

Conceptual Plan stage.  

 
Page 62, 

Section 

6.2,  

MR should be credited for 100% of 

the area of land … for the purpose of 

…b. Separated walkways, trails and 

pathways  

Dedication of 100% of land for walkways, trails and 

pathways appears to be in conflict with the MDP 

Section 7.2.4 which prohibits dedication for local 

walkways or road islands than can be 

accommodated within a right-of-way or utility lot. 

 

The ASP should flag that MR dedication for walkways, trails 

and pathways should only be accepted if those linear 

features are not accommodated with a right-of-way or utility 

lot. * 
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Page and 

Section 

Text in Proposed ASP or supporting 

document 
Observation Suggestion 

Check 

for MDP 

Issue 

Page 62, 

Section 

6.2, item 

6a 

Where utilities are located beneath 

an area that is formally and 

programmatically a park, that area 

should be counted towards MR 

 

Stormwater ponds & dry ponds 

It is not clear how land registered as a PUL lot can 

also be registered as MR. MDP Section 7.2.4 

prohibits local walkways on utility lots from being 

accepted as MR, and it seems that the same should 

be true of parks on utility lots.  

 

Canmore’s engineering design and construction 

guidelines (Section 8.2) states: “The use of municipal 

reserve lands for shallow utilities is discouraged in 

order to minimize constraints to future 

development. 

Do not count MR dedication of parks on utility lots as part of 

the required MR dedication.   

 

 

 

* 

Page 62, 

Section 

6.2, item 

6b,c 

 

 

Stormwater ponds & dry ponds as 

MR 

This conflicts with another section of the ASP which 

suggests that stormwater ponds will be used for 

snow storage (ASP, Section 9.4, Policy item 3 

“Stormwater ponds should be designed to 

accommodate snow storage in winter months”). 

 

The Town’s 2005 Open Space Development 

Guidelines states: “Land used to accommodate the 

standard stormwater management facilities outlined 

in the Town’s Engineering Guidelines shall not be 

credited as municipal reserve” and goes on to allow 

MR dedication for naturalized stormwater 

management facilities. 

 

In the 2015 version of the document, Open Space & 

Trails Plan, this was changed to “Stormwater 

management facilities may be incorporated into MR 

land if the environmental, recreational and aesthetic 

integrity of the land can be maintained.” 

 

Resolve snow storage decision before deciding about 

municipal reserve. 

 

Consider accessibility and setting as well as environmental, 

recreational and aesthetic integrity of the land before 

allowing MR dedication for stormwater management 

systems.  

 

Do not commit to the MR dedication until the Master 

Drainage plan and stormwater system design is complete. 
 

Page 64, 

Section 

6.3 

The Town of Canmore Recreation 

Master Plan will inform … 

 

Policy – 3. Municipal services and 

facilities located on MR land may 

include … 

 

 

Alignment with MDP and its priorities for MR 

dedication is also important. Sites for schools is the 

first item in the MDP list of priorities (MDP, Section 

7.2.1) 

Have school authorities been consulted about the need for a 

potential school site in this ASP? 

* 
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Page and 

Section 

Text in Proposed ASP or supporting 

document 
Observation Suggestion 

Check 

for MDP 

Issue 

Page 64, 

Section 

6.4 

Resort Amenity Recreation -  MDP Section 8.1.2c states that private recreation will 

be supported within an ASP, provided that potential 

impacts on the environment and adjacent uses can 

be mitigated appropriately, including the 

functionality of adjacent wildlife corridors or habitat 

patches, 

To avoid conflict with MDP, ensure that the final ASP 

includes the MDP language, with plans to ensure and check 

that impacts on the adjacent wildlife corridors are managed 

if the proposed activity hubs are developed. 

 

For future engagement about the ASP, it would be helpful if 

public and private recreation areas were more clearly 

delineated on maps etc. This is so that the benefit to the 

community can be more clearly identified. 

* 

Page 67, 

Section 

6.6, Policy 

items 2 

and 3 

Lighting and screening techniques Previous commitments like this have been dealt with 

through architectural guidelines that expire after five 

years.  

Explore a means to implement lighting and other restrictions 

near wildlife corridors so that the restrictions are 

enforceable. Work with Town Bylaw towards this end.  

Page 69, 

Section 7 

 The section focuses on transportation within the ASP 

areas. Given the MDP’s focus on the primacy of the 

Town Centre, focus on transit times and options for 

transportation to and from the Town Centre are 

important. 

 

 

Page 81, 

Housing 

Spectrum 

The proportion of affordable rentals 

and affordable ownership may vary. 

The mix will depend on need 

It seems there are many people in need of 

affordable rentals, and I would like to see the base 

case offering biased towards rentals versus home 

ownership to reflect the reality of the workforce in 

the Bow Valley, and for many young Canadians in all 

centres where it is expensive to live. 

The chart is unclear. It appears that the row labelled “TSMV” 

includes credit for housing units in the existing TSMV 

developments. Does it also include Smith Creek? This is 

important for comparison with number of units per previous 

approvals and the NRCB approval. 

 

Page 82, 

Section 

8.1 

Affordabl

e Housing 

6. Affordable housing must be 

acquired by CCH or another agency 

within 12 months from building 

occupancy … 

There should be a MOU or other agreement to 

determine the rate of building occupancy for the 

affordable housing units. If they are all released at 

the same time, some could be lost to the affordable 

pool if CCH does not have the means to acquire 

them as required by the developers’ timeline.  

Ensure that no affordable units are lost to the affordable 

pool due to the pacing of development.  CCH, and not the 

developer, should set the pace of acquisition. 
 

Page 84, 

Entry-

Level 

Housing 

Strategies may include … c. Modest 

amenities that reduce costs of 

condominium or maintenance fees 

Where entry-level housing is provided, builders 

often allow upgrades of finishes to suit the initial 

purchaser, which can increase the market value 

above what is realistically entry-level.  

Entry-level housing is not guaranteed, but the provision of 

smaller footprint units that have layouts conducive to family 

living (versus ski chalet layouts) could help.  
Page 85, 

Section 

8.5 

No additional parking will be 

required for units with an ADU if 

located within 350 m of a transit 

stop. 

This conflicts with the Land Use Bylaw, which 

requires one parking stall and two long-term bicycle 

parking stalls per ADU (Table 2.7-3) 

Require parking for ADU since there is no guarantee that 

transit services will continue to be provided by the Town. 
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Page and 

Section 

Text in Proposed ASP or supporting 

document 
Observation Suggestion 

Check 

for MDP 

Issue 

Page 87 

Section 

9.1 

Alignment of utilities to be 

determined based on TSV servicing 

requirements 

 Do not accept utility alignments over undermined lands in 

Zone 5  
Page 87, 

Section 

9.1 

Utility line assignments … should 

generally conform to the road 

network to minimize land 

disturbance 

 Require adequate mitigation of undermining risk and do not 

accept utility alignment over Zone 5 undermined lands. 
 

Page 88, 

Section 

9.2 

 The 2017 Utility Master Plan notes on page 29 the 

current water license for Pump House 2 will not 

supply the envisioned build out population of 33,000 

people, with the constraint being the annual 

withdrawal limit. The Utility Master plan based its 

conclusion of meeting the constraint in 2048 based 

on a growth rate of 500 people per year.  

 

 

Before committing to a future population number through 

ASP approval, test with the province whether an additional 

water license or increase in the current Pump House 2 

withdrawal limit will be allowed.  

 

Page 88, 

Section 

9.3 

The Resort Recreation Amenity Area 

and other parks and open spaces 

may determine on a case by case 

basis whether municipal service 

connections are required. 

This appears to conflict with the MDP, which states 

that Development shall connect to the municipal 

sanitary sewer system (MDP, 14.2.2) 

Development, including that for the Resort Recreation 

Amenity area, should follow the requirement of connection 

to the municipal sanitary sewer system.   

 

Parks operated by the Town can determine connection 

requirements on a case-by-case basis. 

* 

Page 89 

Section 

9.4 

 The Conceptual Master Drainage Plan report lists 

multiple studies that are required to ensure correct 

design of diversion structures, the stormwater 

management facilities and outfall to the river. 

Studies are also recommended to ensure that there 

will be no impact to the Cairns on the Bow 

development.  The Steep Creek Preliminary 

Mitigation Design report indicates that this offsite 

work is required to protect Crossbow development 

from economic loss in the design event. 

Ensure that the stormwater facility design is complete and 

all of the final steep creek mitigation reports are complete 

and that provincial approvals for discharge rates into the 

Bow river have been received before the Town provides 

approval for the project.  

 

Property owners and residents of Crossbow and Cairns on 

the Bow should be treated as affected neighbours and 

should be fully consulted on potential impacts and planned 

mitigation measures. 

 

Page 96, 

Section 

10.2 

Incentivizing new residential and 

commercial development to move 

towards net zero energy ready 

buildings... 

There is no commitment towards any percentage of 

net zero homes, nor any commitment to home 

demonstration project(s) 

Consider making incentives conditional on the provision of a 

demonstration home (i.e. so that the incentives apply to 

second and additional homes that are built as net zero or 

net zero ready, not the initial one). 

 
Page 97, 

Section 

10.3 

1. Encourage energy efficient 

building construction …  

 Provide energy labelling for all new homes so that buyers 

are aware of the energy efficiency level of the homes they 

purchase. 
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Page and 

Section 

Text in Proposed ASP or supporting 

document 
Observation Suggestion 

Check 

for MDP 

Issue 

Page 98, 

Section 

10.3 

10. Where feasible in MR, ER and 

private recreation areas, 

consideration shall be given to 

retention of existing trees... 

Landscaping standards, including planting of trees 

and bonus for retention of large existing trees, 

should be considered for residential and commercial 

areas as well.  

 

FireSmart standards for distance from buildings 

should be respected, which might lead to a need to 

plant trees elsewhere to compensate. 

 

 

 

Retain targets for landscaped areas as in other LUB districts. 

 

Consider tree planting for screening from the Three Sisters 

Parkway (as required in LUB 3.21.3.11 Landscaping 

consisting of trees and shrubs that provide screening is 

required along the rear of the duplex lots that back onto the 

Three Sisters Parkway, to the satisfaction of the 

Development Authority.) 

 

Provide a bonus for preservation of existing trees, as is done 

in some other districts (e.g. “Where a mature tree with a 

caliper equal to or greater than 0.3 m is preserved, the 

number of new trees required with new development shall 

be reduced by a ratio of one preserved tree to two new 

trees. 

 

Page 99,  

Section 

10.4 

4. The provincial wildlife corridor 

decision shall be respected as 

outlined in Appendix A.1 

Compare with item 9, TSMV shall continue to work 

with … to cooperatively protect and maintain the 

functionality of wildlife corridors. 

It is the functionality of the corridor that matters and the 

application should recognize that future adjustment of the 

wildlife corridor might be required if the current design 

proves ineffective. 

 

Also note that the approval of the wildlife corridor is 

predicated on approval by Alberta Transportation of 

relocation of the underpass, which has not yet taken place. 

 

Page 101, 

Section 

10.5 

Adaptive Management does not 

apply to the overall unit count... 

 Adaptation might require a change to the unit count or 

building forms. For this reason, short term milestones and 

phasing should be built into the plan. 
 

Page 101, 

Section 

10.5 

If movement of the fence is required 

... 

The fence adjacent to a large development is an 

experimental mitigation measure, having the Town 

bear the cost of the land deemed undevelopable if 

the experiment fails seems inequitable.  

 

 
Section 

11.6 

The conceptual phasing plan for TSV 

is identified on Map22 

 Consider reducing the footprint of the phases to manage 

negative impacts on the Town and consider adjusting the 

order to develop the resort area before additional 

residential areas to confirm that commercial development is 

realized. 
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Page and 

Section 

Text in Proposed ASP or supporting 

document 
Observation Suggestion 

Check 

for MDP 

Issue 

Page  

Section 

10.4 

A complete list of mitigation 

strategies is outlined within Table 50 

within the EIS 

There is no Table 50 in the TSV EIS. Presumably Table 

49 is intended. Note that not all of the 

commitments made in the text of the ASP and of 

the EIS are included in the Project Summary table.  

Commitments that should be carried over from 

NRCB Decision 9103 are also not included. 

 

Some examples of missing commitments: 

Page 130 of EIS – traffic control measures (e.g. speed 

limits below 50km/h to reduce the risk of vehicle 

collisions with wildlife  

 

Page 131 of EIS – temporary construction lighting; 

leaving vegetation intact around project 

infrastructure to serve as a natural screen 

 

NRCB decision – No clearing of Douglas Fir 

 

NRCB decision – measures to avoid impact on 

bighorn sheep 

 

A complete checklist of commitments is required as part of 

the ToR for the EIS, and Administration should ensure that 

this is available in a useable form (Excel spreadsheet or 

Word document) for future reference. 

 

Include all of the NRCB conditions as listed in Decision 9103, 

Appendix B for Class I and Class II impacts. If any of those 

commitments are no longer pertinent, document the 

rationale.  

 

EIS, page 

131 

Although outside the scope of the 

developer’s direct influence, a 

mitigation measure that could be 

considered by [others] is offsite 

wildlife habitat improvements… 

The approval of the wildlife corridor includes a 

commitment of TSMVPL: “Further to this decision 

TSMVPL has committed to carrying out the following 

recommendations within 24 months of this decision. 

… The creation of habitat enhancements within the 

Smith Creek wildlife corridor as agreed to by TSMVPL 

and AEP” 

Before any ASP approval, obtain clarity about what was 

agreed to by TSMVPL and AEP. Ensure that the habitat 

enhancements are enumerated under commitments by 

TSMV.   

 

 


