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Bylaws 2021-05 and 2021-06: Opposition to TSMV ASPs

March 5, 2021 

Town of Canmore 902 7th Avenue Canmore, AB T1W 3K1 

Subject: Required Actions Related to the TSMV Development 

Dear Mister Mayor Borrowman and Council 

Iâ€™m writing this letter to express my concern about Three Sisters Mountain Villageâ€™s latest development 
proposals. As I hope you are aware, they conflict with several guiding documents for our community, including the 
Municipal Development Plan, conservation wildlands zoning, and several bylaws. Itâ€™s also in contradiction with the 
2017 Climate Action Plan, which aims to reduce the overall emissions below the 2015 levels. Collectively, these were put 
into place to protect the character of our community, the quality of life of its residents, and to meet our goal of 
coexisting with wildlife.  

I am not against development, but rather the scale of development that is proposed by the TSMV that will transform the 
town, impact the wildlife habitats as well as deplete the biophysical quality of the local and regional environment 
forever, without possible return once developed. Itâ€™s rather singular that only one company, supported by financiers, 
can have such a transformative impact on the land and on the local population. As well, I am surprised that we have a 
very limited platform to voice our views and concerns about this megaproject. As elected members of the population, 
the council should be more responsive to the populationâ€™s grievance and requests and better represent their voice 
in front of a potential livelihood disrupter. As said, it is not the fact that it is development, but rather the scale of it that 
is the problematic and will have major long-term and irreversible impacts for the following reasons: 

Wildlife Corridor and Management TSMVâ€™s request to expand our Urban Growth Boundary which is meant to limit 
our footprint and to ensure a balance between nature & development, especially in a sensitive area like the mouth of 
the Wind Valley (1998 Municipal Development Plan). As stated in the MSES Third-Party Review of the TSV ASP EIS report 
(MSES, 2020), several gaps and concerns were identified in the TSMV EIS report (Golder, 2020) related to the mitigation 
measures that have been proposed to limit human-wildlife interaction and to maintain the ecological functionality of 
the wildlife habitat adjacent to the developed area. Firstly, as stated in the EIS, because of the design of the camera 
monitoring studies, the date collected was not suitable for making inter-annual comparison. As well, habitat 
relationships and wildlife use data are based on older collaring datasets that may not capture more recent changes in 
wildlife use associated with increases in human use. Setting up fences as a hard boundary coupled with education and 
signage with the intent of limiting human movement in designated trails will be the main mitigating factor. It is said that 
during the construction process, monitoring studies will be performed to investigate and measure its effectiveness and 
adjustments will be provided based on adaptive management concepts. While adaptive management is well used in 
environmental assessment, it can only be as good as the quality of the initial baseline information gathered prior to 
construction. Solid data gathering and analysis is mandatory to be able to measure and understand impacts, or 
inversely, the effectiveness of the mitigation measures. In this case, considering that the data does not provide proper 
certainty about the baseline conditions, how can appropriate adaptive management be implemented. As well, the 
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present EIS, does not outline future monitoring targets or tie them to thresholds for management action or potential 
management responses, as stated by MSES (2020). It is intended by TSMV that the Monitoring and Adaptive 
Management Plan be developed once the ASP approval is given, but it would rather be important to better understand 
the risks and potential impacts prior to move ahead in accepting the ASP. When the ASP is granted and construction will 
be initiated, built land cannot be deconstructed. The pressure from the projectâ€™s lobby will be very strong and there 
wonâ€™t be sufficient inertia to limit, stop or modify the development.  

Adjusting the fencing design as construction is underway and stating that any gross acres of additional lands rendered 
undevelopable as a result of fence movement (under Section 664.2 of the MGA) is difficult to believe, considering the 
existing gap in the data and the difficulty to quantify this type of impact (wildlife use and cameras analysis is not a 
precise science) against specific thresholds that would provide enough certainty to revisit the Management Plan and 
restrain allowable development.  

As other potential mitigation measures, it is stated that lighting, noise reduction and operating hours close to or within 
the wildlife corridor could be put forward. Those mitigations are quite weak and would not reduce significantly the 
encroachment impacts of this large-scale development on habitat. Letâ€™s not forget that animals do not use this area 
only for migration and movement, itâ€™s their year-round habitat and large-scale development will reduce the surface 
area of these habitats and limit their productivity. Hence, it could become not only an issue of habitat loss, but more 
importantly a movement corridor disruption. The loss of functional habitat patches between remaining functional 
habitats within the valley could limit and destroy movement across regional habitats, resulting in biodiversity depletion. 
Letâ€™s not forget that the usable habitat in the area is finite and only spreads across the valley to a certain elevation. 
Above this elevation, it becomes a non-usable ecological niche for most species because of the steepness and its 
ecotype transition towards les productive habitat for large wildlife.  

As well, near doubling the population of the town will necessarily increase pressure and disturbance of wildlife in a 
reduced surface area, which has a double effect regarding wildlife disturbance. I understand that education related to 
land management will be implemented, but it will not mitigate the bulk of the impact and the effect will largely remain.  

Also, for ungulates and other large mammals, fencing of the TSMV ASP will potentially create cumulative impacts 
elsewhere in the urban setting, where animals will be redirected to open and accessible foraging areas. Pressure from 
one development will shift cumulate impacts elsewhere. This situation will require being dealt with by the existing 
stakeholders of the community.  

Hence, impact on wildlife, habitats and particularly on the invaluable wildlife corridor seems quite inevitable. No true 
mitigation measures could reduce the impact below an acceptable level with the size and scale of this development. It 
seems unrealistic that these measures will be successful since they seemed based on a weak foundation and present a 
high level of risk that could be irreversible and potentially very harmful to already endangered wildlife. In fact - and as 
pointed out in the ESEC report commissioned by the Town - without a proper and thorough baseline assessments and 
without a well-structured Adaptive Management Process in place at this time, how will impact be measured to 
determine effectiveness of the mitigations that needs to be applied and monitored through adaptive management. It 
looks like if we are designing and building the brakes of a car while going down the hill and hope we will have finalized 
everything before we need to stop abruptly to a traffic light at its base. What if our assumptions were not set properly? 
It will be too late and the situation will be irreversible.  

Undermining Mitigation & Climate Action Plan Contradiction There seems to be another conflict with the Town's guiding 
documents. I understand that the TSMV could benefit from the bonus density by building infrastructure that reduces 
energy consumption, promotes energy efficiency and uses more clean energy than the provincial regulation standards. 
This concept is valuable and will foster using sustainable solutions and mitigate impacts on climate change. However, 
considering that a large part of the land has been mined and involves significant risks of slumping and creating sink 
holes, a proper mitigation and soil reinforcement measures have been put forward by the developer, which consists in 
pouring concrete in high-risk and weak geotechnical subsurface areas. The risks were identified as too high for decades 
by other developers, but today with these measures, development can be warranted. Sink holes have been happening 
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in similar areas in town and have required land and utility infrastructure restoration at a very high price. Fortunately, 
nobody was injured and houses did not need major reconstruction.  

Considering the scale of the problem and its complexity, we know that mitigation measures will only reduce the risks of 
similar incidents to happen again. We all know that there will be others. They will not solve the problem; they will 
mitigate it. A two and five-year insurance coverage for the developer and engineers will not cover the incurred cost of 
the incidents to come beyond this timeline. Taxes payers will need to assume these costs while TSMV is off the hook 
and have made their profit.  

Urbanizing this area was considered dangerous and foolish previously and still is today. But on top of this, TSMV could 
have the potential to densify even more than what the current regulation allows for by reducing the carbon footprint 
during their usage. However, since the mitigation identified to reduce soil slumping will be to pour an enormous 
amount concrete in the soil, the expected gains in carbon balance during the entire life cycle of the houses/buildings will 
be sharply reduced and negated using concrete. Production of concrete requires a substantial amount of energy to burn 
limestone into cement (1450oC) and necessarily emits an enormous amount of GHG during the process (Portland 
cement produces 2000 kg of CO2 per 1 m3). How many m3 will it be required to stabilize problematic areas? Probably 
many thousands. Even if the concrete use wonâ€™t be the standard porter cement recipe, this gives an idea of the GHG 
emissions that this mitigating measure will emit. Taking this into account and before authorizing a bonus to housing 
density, the developer should minimally and obligatorily offset its carbon emissions excess with the use of renewable 
energy as to meet the minimum standards set in the Townâ€™s climate action plan.  

So, in a nutshell, TSMV would be allowed to build and densify its development by claiming a greener development than 
normally required, in an area that is considered highly problematic and risky, by using methods that are highly polluting 
and will emit a tremendous amount of GHG in the atmosphere. And furthermore, the costs of foreseeable future 
incidents will then be passed on to the town and its taxpayers. I feel that there is a deficiency of logic behind this 
concept.  

Conclusion We are seeing construction in valuable corridor patches on both sides of the valley presently. The Silvertip 
resort has started constructing houses in blocks 10 and 3. Those areas have trails that were closed for many years to 
humans as to offer a sanctuary to wildlife. Yesterday we were restraining from walking in those areas and today we are 
building houses in it! I understand that those projects were designed 30 years ago, but the situation then was quite 
different from today. We are in a climate crisis and we are seeing before our eyes a massive extinction of biodiversity 
because of climate change and habitat loss. Many scientists have named this era the Necrocene. We are impacting our 
environment, our own habitat as well as other living species at an alarming pace. The town needs to stand up, empower 
itself and act as a leader in implementing its Climate Action Plan and preserve the fragile and unique environment 
before it reaches its tipping point and degrades to an extent that it cannot sustain its ecological values. If this area 
becomes totally urbanized like it is heading towards, we will have chosen to fail at that critical moment where we 
should have taken action. This moment is today.  

Thank you for taking into consideration this letter and hopefully taking actions required to modify the TSMV 
development and reduce the proposed scale below a threshold that would be acceptable and would allow maintaining 
its ecological and environmental attributes.  

Vincent ClÃ©ment P.Biol, QAES Wildlife biologist and Environmental Consultant Canmore Resident 

-- vincent clement  
vincent.clement@bba.ca 


