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Opposition to Bylaw 2021-05 Three Sisters Village & Bylaw 2021-06 Smith Creek ASPs— 
March 9th, 2021   Public Hearing        Verbal presentation on March 11, 2021   
 
                                            

Mayor Borrowman and members of Council,  

My name is Blanca Cervi. I have lived in Canmore for 23 
years. 

Thank you for the opportunity to speak in opposition to 
these two ASP’s. 

I will start by addressing “affordability” with my own 
personal experience in the Peaks of Grassi.  

The Peaks Landing proposal that one of the developers 
mentioned yesterday as an example for Council to approve 
these APSs, has not turned out to be what Council had 
planned.   
 
The so called “mortgage-helper suites” are being built, but 
have not been rented and are used for personal use.  The 
$1.5 million dollar tag, suggests that those buying these 
duplexes, don’t need “mortgage-helper” suites to help pay 
for their mortgages.   
 
Three Sisters Creek also had mandatory suites, most of 
which are unrented and remain vacant.  
 
Peaks Landing and Three Sisters Creek show that Council’s 
intentions for affordability have not turned out as intended.  
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Population/Social Impacts 
 
On Tuesday, we heard Amy Taylor, an Environmental 
Economist, state that the loss of “natural assets has not 
been taken into account in these two ASPs”.  An assessment 
to determine the “monetary value of our natural assets has 
not been done.  
 
Likewise, there has not been any assessment of the social 
impacts to our community.    
 

Social impacts should not be ignored or minimized.  A social 
impact assessment should be done.  
 
In 2016, Dr. Angeles Mendoza recommended to Council 
that a strategic environmental assessment to guide 
development in a way that minimizes social and 
environmental impacts be done and to assess the impacts 
and benefits of different alternatives. 
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Growth due to job creation is sustainable and desirable, but 
that is not the case here.  
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These houses will be “mountain cabins”, whose 
considerable footprint, is against the “climate emergency” 
declared in Canmore in 2019.  
 
The 2014 census data, classified 23% of our community as 
“non-permanent” residents.  
 
The additional population increase due to these ASP’s will 
result in less than 38% of residents calling Canmore their 
permanent residence.   
 
The “Mountain Cabin” owners will be in the majority at  
62%.   
 
We will be worse than Vail Colorado, where only 50% of its 
population calls Vail home.  
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 Do we want to become VAIL NORTH?   
 
Much has changed since the existing 2004 Three Sisters’ 
ASP was approved.  Sinkholes, climate change disasters like 
flooding and wildfires, continued encroachment on wildlife 
by development.  
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In order to meet present and future challenges, rather than 
considering these ASPs, the Town should be asking the 
developer to scale down its currently approved 2004 ASP.  
 
Here are A FEW OF the Financial Risks  
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We can’t rely on this developer’s track record for 
commitments to be delivered 20 to 30 years in the future.   
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The proposals will maximize profits by building profitable 

residential housing in safer land, where less mitigation is 

needed, while building “the Village Centre, Innovation 

District, Indoor Recreation, the Hotel and SPA” in areas with 

more severe undermining, higher mitigation costs and 

lower profits.  

 Broken past promises, tell us that these non-residential 

developments will most likely never be built or, at best, will 

be pushed to the end of the 30-year time frame.   

Taxes raised from new residential units will be revenue 
neutral, paid to cover the costs for the services provided, 
not to contribute additional extra income to the Town. 
 
Slide 5  
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The ASP shows $6 million dollars is the “assumed cost” for 
a new firehall.  How was this amount determined? 
 
The Town’s Capital Summary for 21-22 includes $15. 6 
million dollars for the for the Palliser Firehall.   
 
Why will the cost of a firehall built some years into the 
future be $9.6 million lower than the estimate for the 
Palliser firehall?  
           
Costs to repair damages to municipal infrastructure will be 
paid by Town taxpayers, not the developer. 
  
Missing information and Process Fairness 
 
On Tuesday, Mayor Borrowman mentioned that Council 
had to look at the applications that have been presented.  
 
However, Important information to inform the public and 
for Council to make an informed decision is missing, from 
what has been presented to Council. 
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The ASP cites under mitigation quote “may have been 
previously backed filled by AB   Environment”.  
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Has the Town consulted with Alberta Environment to 
confirm these statements?  
   
If so, can the written response be made public? 
 

 

Crown-owned lands are included in the ASPs.  Has the 
Province agreed to the Crown-lands being included in the 
ASPs?   
 
If so, can the written approval by the Province be shared with 
the public?   
 
The mining report was issued in November 2020.  Did it 
consider any impact of the February 2021 earthquake, or 
future earthquakes?  
 

 
The Thunderstorm Quarries lands are NOT Three Sisters’ 
lands and not included in the 1992 NRCB decision.  Is there 
a written agreement by these two companies for TS to 
represent and include Thunderstone Quarries in the ASP?   
 
Can this agreement be made public?  
 
On Tuesday, Mayor Borrowman’s remark to the nostalgic 
remarks by some presenters about the vision of Canmore in 
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Mining the Future, was that the New vision of Canmore is 
reflected in the New MDP, which was approved in 2018.  
 
My question is, if he MDP is our “new” vision for Canmore, 
why did it EXCLUDE the Thunderstorm Quarries land from 
the growth boundary?  
 
Sean Kraussert and other speakers have made the point 
very clearly that these Area Structure Plans, are 
inconsistent with the MDP.  
 
The Municipal Government Act requires that ASPs must be 
consistent with the MDP. If not, affected parties have the 
recourse of challenging the bylaws in court.  
 
My last point, is that meaningful consultation has not taken 
place.  Holding the Public Hearing during working hours has 
prevented “real-time” participation.  
 
The interest in this Public Hearing and how many may have 
participated if held at night, is evident, by the views of the 
Public Hearing for day 1—4,342 and day 2 – 3,387.  
 
On Tuesday, William Snow of the Stoney nation stated 
quote that “the Stoney have never been consulted about 
development in the Bow Valley, and about Stoney claims 
to sacred sites, burial sites, harvesting sites and artifacts on 
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Bow Valley land, as part of their original territory that is 
now in Treaty 7.  
 
There are too many risks and impacts on our well-being 
and for human/wildlife co-existence in these ASPs for 
council to pass second reading.   
 
In closing, I come back to affordability. Please, find the 
strength not to jeopardize the well-being of our community, 
both human and wildlife, for the sake of  “affordable” 
housing units that may or may not be built in the next 20-30 
years.  
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Please, listen to those of us that make our home in 
Canmore, and will not make profits on land speculation.  
The developer can develop to the existing ASP.  
 
What will the legacy of this Council be?  
 
 

Thank you for your time and attention. 


