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From: Rick Anderson 
Sent: Thursday, March 4, 2021 2:58 PM
To: Shared.MunicipalClerk
Subject: Bylaws 2021-05 and 2021-06: Opposition to TSMV ASPs

I am writing because I have a number of concerns about Three Sisters Mountain Villiage’s latest development proposals.  

1.) Of particular concern to me, are changes that will be required to allow for the additional transportation needs 
resulting from a doubling of the Town’s population. Increased car and truck traffic will require traffic circles and traffic 
control lights where none are now required. This will significantly alter the driving experience from town driving to city 
driving.  

2.) Increased pedestrian and biking activity will require a doubling of the width of the biking and walking trails with 
single direction lanes and single purpose paths. This will significantly change the biking and walking experience in the 
natural areas along the Bow River. The current experience of interacting with and enjoying nature will become more of a 
commuter experience with increased biking speed and larger crowds. I question whether all of the unpaved path can be 
widened   in the space available without damaging the local environment and further squeezing the space for wildlife to 
move. An example would be the south access to the Prospect Bridge which is currently a very narrow and steep pathway 
that only one bike can traverse at a time. Making that suitable for higher speed and heavier bike traffic will take a lot of 
space in a steep and delicate environment. Not being able to upgrade all of the Three Sisters pathway will cause pinch 
points that will reduce safety for those that use the pathway. This reduction in safety will be further aggravated 
when  cyclists and pedestrians who are on the pathway for a variety of reasons travel at much different speeds. I think it 
is important to mention that these road intersections and pathway improvements will be expensive ‐ a cost which the 
taxpayer will be required to pay.  

3.) I also want to express the deep concern that I have about allowing development on undermined lands.Under no 
circumstances should any kind of building development be allowed on the abandoned golf course. This area is highly 
undermined with a complex set of mine tunnels and chambers which are expected to collapse over time. Various 
methods of subsurface mapping techniques can help to predict what the subsurface conditions are however, having 
spent a lifetime as a geologist trying to predict what is present in the subsurface, I know it is impossible to remove all 
uncertainty. In addition, this is a dynamic environment and the current conditions are subject to change. Surface loading 
and natural events, like an earthquake or flood, can cause an area that looks stable now to become unstable in the 
future. The costs of damage resulting from surface slumping and collapse will be borne by the effected homeowners and 
by the taxpayers. 

4.)  The TSMV relies on a certain level of commercial development to mitigate the developments impact on the regional 
transportation and municipal fiscal situation. This commercial development is critical to ensure residents can work 
within close proximity of their homes to minimize the need to travel into town. Commercial development is also 
required to avoid increasing the proportion of the assessment that must be paid by homeowners. There is, however, no 
assurance this level of Commercial Development will ever happen to help pay for all of the infrastructure costs 
associated with the TSMV. Once again, the taxpayer will be asked to pay.

5.) These development proposals conflict with several guiding documents for our community, including the Municipal 
Development Plan, conservation wildlife zoning, and several bylaws. Included in these are the following: 

 TSMV’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);



2

  
 TSMV’s request to rezone ~33 ha of Conservation Wildlands to urban development, also in the sensitive mouth 

of the Wind Valley (1998 Land Use Bylaw); 
  
 TSMV’s misrepresentation of the bylaw for a 300‐450m‐wide open space setback adjacent to an otherwise too 

narrow wildlife corridor above the unfinished golf course (Sections 14.16.4.1(b) & (c) Canmore Land Use Bylaw)). 
This came about due to the 2002 Golder Report, which was a jointly commissioned study by the Town of 
Canmore and TSMV; 

  
 Doubling of the number of remaining residential units allowed to be built on TSMV lands as per Bylaw 1‐98, 

Section 14.9.2.4. The bylaw states up to 3447 more units can be built however TSMV’s plans call for 6750 more 
units (and this doesn’t even include a possible 3100 additional secondary suites and 420 PAH units).  

 
Thank you for considering these concerns. I hope these and all concerns expressed by Canmore citizens and other 
stakeholders will cause Council to minimize the size of this development. 
 
Rick Anderson 
 
 



March 5, 2021
From: Judy Archer
20 MacDonald Place, Canmore

March 9-10 Submission re Bylaws 2021-05 Three Sisters Village (TSV)  and
2021-06 Smith Creek (SC)  Area Structure Plans (ASPs)

As several Councillors suggested at the end of the full day Council meeting, I have done my
homework.  I have read the ASPs and reviewed The TSMV website and Environmental Impact
Statements.  I attended the full day council meeting for the first reading, attended the Town Hall,
reviewed the information provided by Bow Valley Engage, Y2Y, AWA, and Bow Valley Climate
Action.   I read the full page in the Outlook “Citizens’ Guide to the Three Sisters Wildlife Corridors.”
I have done this entirely as a volunteer and concerned citizen because I care! There are far too
many issues of concern to address in amendments. I am therefore opposed to both ASP’s.

Some of the phrasing and language in this submission is taken from what I have read and heard
from others in the list above. Full disclosure!

Town Council can, and must, turn down these ASPs. The Town has homework to do updating the
Land Use Bylaws (LUBs); development regulations, policies and incentives;  and effectively
engaging citizens before any ASPs are approved. This needs to be done before approving these
ASPs so these changes apply to all future developments equally.  This is an absolute priority.

The Town has two years to make a decision on the TSMV proposals.  We should hit the pause
button and make this an election issue.  The Town is required to go “above and beyond” to engage
the public on major decisions, and these ASP’s are most certainly major decisions.  Decisions this
big should not be made during a pandemic when people cannot come together to discuss and
debate the issues.

Our world is changing rapidly and climate change is a scary reality.  It is ludicrous to approve
guiding documents proposed by a third party (TSMV) that will define a 30 year time span and will
limit Council’s control and ability to react to changing times.

Our current building code is extremely weak. Even if a builder builds 100% better than the building
code, using TSMV’s proposed density bonusing system, it still won’t be as good as BC’s current
code.  On a scale of 18, Alberta is a 6 and BC is 14, so a 100% improvement to 12 is still below BC
at 14.  This will not be enough to reach Canmore’s, and Canada’s, Climate action goals.  This is
unacceptable.  Council needs to live up to the goals in our Climate Action Plan by updating our
Land Use Bylaws and other relevant documents to encourage and mandate energy efficiency and
reduce emissions.

TSMV proposes to develop a significant area over a 30 year time frame, nearly double the
population of Canmore, change the Urban Growth Boundary, build on land zoned for Conservation
of Wildlife, and develop on risky undermined areas while assuming very little and limited risk.
These developments are likely to result in the Town of Canmore assuming higher environmental



and financial risks, and could well result in higher taxes for citizens.  The proposals will not reach
the goals of Canmore’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) and are not supportive of our declared state of
emergency.  The proposals would require Council to change the Municipal Development Plan
(MDP) and would conflict with existing bylaws.  These proposals do not ensure sufficient habitat,
now and into the future, for wildlife movement and co-existance in a continentally significant wildlife
area.  Many of these issues are interconnected.  Each of these is significant and together they add
up to strong reasons to turn down both the Three Sisters Village ASP and the Smith Creek ASP.

I am not opposed to reasonable development that accommodates the natural systems and honours
the human communities of the Bow Valley.

These two proposals, and they are just proposals, are HUGE and are the largest ASPs to date
proposing a huge  number of units and people. Each proposal, over time, has been bigger.  There
are many great reasons to keep the developments small, for our community quality of life and for
wildlife.  I see no good reasons for a development of this scale, that will benefit Canmore and
wildlife.

I could be supportive of small scale development that reduces the overall land footprint and urban
sprawl, that allows maximum habitat for wildlife, that  reduces carbon emissions, and that honours
quality of life for the human community in the Bow Valley.

We, the citizens of Canmore, should be deciding what we want for our community, not just
responding to the wants of land speculators, developers and builders.

We all saw what happened this past summer with a huge spike in day visitors.  What happens to
our quality of life and the functionality of the wildlife corridor when we add 14,500 residents and
overnight visitors PLUS all the day visitors?  Is this what we want?  Is this sustainable?

Yes, Three Sisters has purchased land but this does not give them the right to dictate to the Town
of Canmore what will be built, where and when.  The Town has the responsibility to set the
guidelines for development, before development, and to maintain control along the process with
specific check-in points and performance criteria. There is much work to be done before approving
any new ASPs, especially ones as large as proposed by TSMV over a 30 year time scale.

I have heard and read that BOWDA is concerned about the potential market pushback of building
to meet the Canmore’s Climate Action Plan and to meet Canmore’s goals for affordable housing.
Evidence now indicates that long term savings in utilities will offset increased capital costs for
homeowners (and renters).  The upfront capital costs for improved construction and/or installing
solar are negligible and getting better.  This is the direction the world is going, and we must get on
board and reduce our emissions.

When I look around town at the existing building and read about new developments, I have a hard
time believing that there will not be enough work. Providing retrofits and renovations to improve
energy efficiency and reduce emissions will keep builders busy for decades.



My biggest personal concern is the functionality of the wildlife corridors and the ability for wildlife to
live and move through the Valley now and into the future.   We cannot rely on an experimental
fence, minimal widths with much smaller “pinch points”, and adaptive monitoring.  The corridor
must be able to function without a fence.  TSMV says the corridor is “adequate”.  I am not willing to
risk ecological integrity and the ability of wildlife to freely pass through this continentally significant
corridor on a plan that is merely “adequate.”  The corridor must be defined, legally protected and
we must have a high level of confidence that it will meet the needs of wildlife before any more
development is approved.

TSMV notes on its website that pressure on wildlife habitat comes not only from development but
also from the presence of human use within the designated habitat and corridor.  This is very true.
Still, more humans will mean more pressure and more human-wildlife conflicts, especially at pinch
points. I agree. Human use of the landscape within designated habitat and corridors must be better
managed.  This should be in place before any new developments, including these two ASPs, are
approved.

TSMV said they wanted to do what was right for Canmore. The scale of these proposed ASPs are
not good for our community or for the wildlife who also require this valley.

Please, Mayor and Councillors, do not approve these ASPs and make this an election issue this
fall.  Allow the citizens of Canmore to decide.

I have concerns with all the issues listed by Bow Valley Engage in their “Nine Reasons” document
but I will address only four in this submission.

Specific Issues of Concern and Recommendations

1. Wildlife Corridor and Habitat

For me personally, this is the number one issue. The ASPs should be turned down on this concern
alone.  According to Karsten Heuer, to suggest the Town has no role to play in ensuring adequate
corridors are established is simply not true, regardless of what the Province has approved. It is a
matter of will, courage and the commitment to do the “right thing” for the community and the
wildlife.

● As we all know, Canmore is located in critical wildlife habitat in a continentally significant
movement corridor.  This ecosystem still retains a full complement of species including
wolves and bears which tend to avoid areas of high human footprint.  TSMV would gain an
incredible amount of traction with future ASP proposals if they would simply begin with
ensuring viable habitat and movement for wildlife now and into the future.  Instead, they
have rejected ALL of Y2Y’s recommendations.  TSMV’s current plans ignore the
best-available continental corridor science regarding corridor width and the specific
recommendations of the local and regional biologists

● These ASPs will increase the pressure on wildlife species already stressed by human use
on the landscape, including recreation, and existing developments.

● Fencing is inconsistent with previous agreements to have a soft edge and buffer



● Fencing is experimental, untested and risky.  In Karsten Heuer’s presentation at the Town
Hall, he indicated that wildlife regularly breach the fencing along the Transcanada.  Parks
has full time staff and a budget to deal with breaches and to maintain the fence. We do not.
We also risk human-wildlife conflict, and even injury or death, when wildlife find themselves
trapped and scared within a fenced area filled with people.

● The long-term costs of monitoring, maintaining, and replacing the fences will fall to the Town
and its taxpayers.

● A full page info ad in the RMO (2021.02.25) gives a synopsis of the history of the efforts to
establish a corridor.  Citizens have clearly been advocating for a science based corridor for a
long time.  The science is telling us that 350 m below a slope 25 degrees is the absolute
minimum for wildlife movement.  Several studies recommended larger widths.  These ASPs
do not meet this minimum.

● TSMV notes on its website that pressure on wildlife habitat comes not only from
development but also from the presence of human use within the designated habitat and
corridor which is true.  Still, more humans will mean more pressure and more human-wildlife
conflicts, especially at pinch points.  More space will allow animals to better avoid humans.

● Human use of the landscape within designated habitat and corridors must be better
managed.  This should be in place before any new developments, including these two ASPs
are approved.

Recommendations
● No ASP’s should be approved without meeting the best current science of corridor width of

absolutely no less that 350m at any point, regardless of the most recent approval by AEP
which is clearly political rather than in the best interests of wildlife

● Corridors must be given legal land designation before any building approvals are granted,
as recommended in the Natural Resource Conservation Board Report Decision

● Uphold minimum corridor widths and do not allow anything less.  Increase widths where
possible.

● Follow the recommendations of Bow Valley Engage to
○ Uphold the existing zoning, i.e., Golf and Recreation Area District, for the unfinished

golf course which will
■ eliminate a major proposed residential district;
■ mitigate long-standing undermining concerns about the lands
■ provide a currently required widening of the adjacent wildlife corridor.

○ Uphold the present Conservation of Wildlands zoning in the Smith Creek ASP area,
which will limit residential, commercial and industrial development.

○ Reject any proposals to change Canmore’s Growth Boundary
● Before any new ASPs are approved, the interjurisdictional working group should establish

clear and enforced management of human use with the wildlife habitats and corridor.

“If Canmore wants to believe itself to be a community where people and nature coexist, then that
requires some self-imposed limitations. We have more options than other species. On where we
recreate and how, certainly, but also on where we develop and why.” Kevin Van Tighem



2. Climate Action

● Neither ASP is sufficient to meet Canmore’ Climate Action Plan (CAP)
● These ASP’s (and ALL future developments) must commit to achieving the key objectives of

CAP, starting now
● Climate change is a global emergency and incremental changes, such as those we can

make here in Canmore, DO matter.  We must to our part.
● All ASPs and new developments should meet the recommendations of Bow Valley Climate

Action:
■ 80% of new homes built to net zero or equivalent by 2030
■ All new homes must have an energy label
■ 30% of energy used by buildings to come from renewable energy
■ All new developments have electrical infrastructure to support level 2 EV

charging and solar
■ All neighbourhoods support EV charging
■ TSMV to provide a reasonable estimate of the greenhouse gas emissions from

the volume of cement required to mitigate for undermining

● TSMV has proposed using density bonusing.
○ If this system is used,it should be incentivizing action that goes above and beyond

what is required by municipal, provincial and/or federal regulations.  The density
bonusing system should be created and adapted in a way that it is relative to the
performance standards and regulations that are in effect at the time of subdivision or
development.

○ doing 10-50% better than the building code---a very low bar to begin with---, results in
a significant increase in the number of units.

■ If residences are built to 20-50% better than the Building Code,  then the
number of units can increase from 3000 to 5000 units in Three Sisters and
1000 to 2150 in Smith Creek (total of 4000 units to 7150*, 79% increase).  This
is not an acceptable increase of the number of units and is still not a significant
reduction in GHG emissions. We still will not meet our CAP.

■ If this system is used then the total number of units needs to be capped at
3000 units, resulting in a dense development with a smaller land footprint

○ NOTE - It is important to note that the Alberta Building code is very weak
compared to other provinces.  Even building to 100% better than the Alberta
code is still not as good as the BC code!

● Before approving any new ASPs, the Town needs to
○ update its Land Use Bylaw and other relevant documents to encourage and mandate

greater energy efficiency and reduce GHG emissions
○ Make amendments to statutory plans and relevant policies towards reducing GHG

emissions
○ Update policy on Environmental Impact Statements and policy on Sustainability

Screening Reports to require that any future EIS or SSR processes must address
climate change mitigation



○ Amend the Land Use Bylaw to include performance based construction standards by
stipulating that permits for all future residential construction in Canmore will be
approved only with the developer/builder’s commitment to net-zero structures

3. Scale

● The scale of the development in these two proposed ASPs is huge!  This is the largest
development we have seen with the greatest land footprint and the greatest number of units
and people.  This is just TOO BIG!

● TSMV has said that the numbers include visitor accommodation as well as permanent
population but the total number of people and the sprawl of the urban footprint a landscape
that is already under intense pressure is just too much

● In 2004 and 2012, the proposals for the Resort Centre were for 2549 residential units and
1500 resort and visitor units for a total of 4049 units, including employee housing and 127
PAH units.  Now, the proposal for TSV is 3000-5000 residential units (depending on the
bonusing density increase) and this is just TSV, not Smith Creek where an additional
1000-2150 units are proposed.

● Bylaw 1-98, Section 14.9.2.4.  states that up to 3447 more units can be built  on TSMV lands
however TSMV’s plans now call for up to 6750* more units (and this doesn’t even include a
possible 3100 additional secondary suites and 420 PAH units). TSMV has already built 2600
units on their land. How did we get to this huge number?

● TSMV proposes developing the unfinished golf course which is land intended as a buffer to
the wildlife corridor.  Unacceptable.

● I definitely support density when it leads to reduced carbon emissions and reduces urban
sprawl on the landscape.  This issue is also directly related to the functionality of wildlife
corridors and habitat space that allows for animal movement.

Three
Sisters
Village Smith Creek

Numbers are from
RMO 21.01.28

units 3000 - 5000 1000 - 2150

population
5800 -
10,000 2200 - 4500

Min population

8000
~ 2.2 X Golden, BC
~ 1 Banff

Full buildout
population

14,500
~ 3.9 X Golden, BC
~ 1.6 X Banff

Comparisons: 2019 pop of Golden, BC - 3700
2018 pop of Banff, AB  - 8875



○ The equivalent of one Banff without bonusing, and 1.6  Banffs with bonusing
○ The very large variance between base numbers of units proposed and actual

numbers depending on results of density bonusing systems is unacceptable.  We
don’t know what we will get.

○ Unclear how the ASP’s account for the existing 2600 units already built by TSMV
● Density bonusing systems for energy efficiency (building better than the building code), EV

charging stations and PAH all lead toward more units and population.  This serves the
developers more than the community and the wildlife, and still is unlikely to meet the goals
of CAP.

● Total number of units should be capped at 3447, or less, including residential and visitor
units, employee housing and affordable housing.

Recommendations
● Uphold Bylaw 1-98, Section 14.9.2.4 to allow no more than 3447 units including PAH/Vital

Homes on all TSMV lands
● Cap of 3447 total units should include the density bonusing system.  The density should

result in a smaller land footprint
● Follow the recommendations of Bow Valley Engage to

○ Uphold the existing zoning, i.e., Golf and Recreation Area District, for the unfinished
golf course which will

■ eliminate a major proposed residential district;
■ mitigate long-standing undermining concerns about the lands
■ provide a currently required widening of the adjacent wildlife corridor.

○ Uphold the present Conservation of Wildlands zoning in the Smith Creek ASP area,
which will limit residential, commercial and industrial development.

○ Reject any proposals to change Canmore’s Growth Boundary
● Reduce the overall land footprint and urban sprawl of the developments to allow more room

for wildlife and to reduce carbon emissions.
● I do support TSMVs plan to include pathways, fenced dog parks and recreational amenities

within the human use area to reduce humans in the wildlife habitat and wildlife movement
areas.

4. Affordable Housing
● In the ASPs, affordable housing is unclear and is partly dependent on the density bonusing

system.  Affordable housing is critical in our community and cannot be left to chance.
Recommendation

● The Town should require a minimum of 20% affordable housing, separate from the density
bonusing

Respectfully submitted,
Judy Archer



 

 

      March 1, 2021 

 

Bow Valley Climate Action Submission regarding the Area Structure Plan for 
Smith Creek  

 
 

Bow Valley Climate Action (BVCA) takes the position that the proposed Area Structure 
Plan (ASP) for Smith Creek should better align with the Town’s Climate Action Plan.  
We have detailed specific recommendations  in this document below.  BVCA also urges 
the Town of Canmore to review and amend its Land Use Bylaw to better align all 
development within the Town, including that proposed by Three Sisters Mountain 
Village, to meet the goals in the Town’s Climate Action Plan.  
 

The Smith Creek ASP, combined with the ASP for Three Sisters Village, is the biggest 
test to date of the Town of Canmore’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) and its declaration of 
a climate emergency. Not only are these the largest development proposals this 
community has seen, they are the first ASPs to be reviewed after the adoption of the 
CAP. We need to get this right. Bow Valley Climate Action (BVCA) believes that the 
right course of action for the Town is to ensure that if these developments are approved 
that they represent a positive step forward in putting Canmore amongst those 
communities that are leading on climate action. That will require amendments to the 
ASPs. BVCA has been engaged throughout the community consultation stage in 
suggesting amendments, and although the applicant has made some positive changes 
to address our concerns, the ASPs still require further amendments. Before outlining 
our specific suggestions, it is important to address two other approaches to climate 
change issues, suggested by some in the community, that we believe are not sufficient 
responses to these ASPs. 
 
Some would argue that policies at the federal and provincial level are sufficient to 
address climate change and that the municipality has few available legislative tools to 
have a significant effect. In fact, the applicant (TSMV) seems to make that argument in 
these ASPs: that building code changes and other federal and provincial policies will do 
most, if not all of the heavy lifting in moving Canmore towards more energy efficient 
buildings and more sustainable modes of energy generation and transportation. But 
there are many tools available to a municipality, including the terms of its ASPs, and 
when the Town of Canmore adopted its 2018 CAP it was clearly signaling its intent to 
be a leader, and to take action alongside and in conjunction with actions taken at the 
federal and provincial level. 



 

 

 
Others in the community are suggesting that these ASPs should be simply rejected, 
because they would result in an increase in local greenhouse gas emissions. But that 
could be said of almost all development in the town. Greenhouse gas emissions are 
unlike local air quality or water quality issues in that their impact is global, not local. It is 
widely understood within the climate science community that actions which simply move 
emissions from one jurisdiction to another are not effective in combatting climate 
change. When Canmore adopted the CAP it did so based on the assumption that there 
would be rapid population increase in the town. To reduce those population targets as a 
means of meeting its greenhouse gas targets would be an illegitimate approach to 
climate action. Whatever population is displaced from Canmore would be relocated 
elsewhere, along with their emissions (which might be higher or lower in those other 
communities). NIMBY (not in my back yard) may be a response to local air and water 
quality issues but it is not a principled response to climate change. When it comes to 
climate change, the world is our back yard. 
 
It is now more than two years since Town Council unanimously adopted the Climate 
Action Plan, but it has yet to establish a review process for ASPs and development 
permits that would require applicants to demonstrate consistency with the CAP. The 
TSMV ASPs represent a very large proportion of all future development potential for the 
Town of Canmore, it is therefore imperative that the Town establish an effective review 
process for climate change mitigation before significant building occurs in these 
developments. It is important to emphasize that BVCA takes the position that any such 
new requirements must apply to all new developments, not just to TSMV. BVCA will be 
urging the Town to strengthen its regulatory authority to influence the climate change 
mitigation aspects of such applications and also intends to intervene at the subdivision 
and development approval stages of the TSMV projects and other significant 
development proposals. 
 
 
BVCA asked TSMV to make several changes to the July 2020 draft ASPs to make 
them more consistent with the stated objectives of the CAP. We list those five 
requests below (highlighted in bold print), along with a description of the extent 
to which the final ASPs appear to address our concerns, and our 
recommendations for further action by the Town of Canmore: 
 
1. 80% of new homes in the two developments to be built to a net zero or near 

net zero standard by 2030.   
● The final ASPs do not commit to this overall objective for the developments. 
● The final ASPs do include a new commitment to “orienting the street network 

to consider solar exposure…” which will be of significant importance for net 
zero or near net zero buildings. 

● The ASPs do provide greater detail on how density bonuses will be used to 
provide incentives for townhouses, multi-residential buildings and commercial 
buildings to achieve two possible levels of energy efficiency (20%-90% more 
efficient than Alberta Building Code; and net zero energy).  



 

 

● Smith Creek has the potential of many single family and duplex 
dwellings which do not benefit from the density bonuses. There needs 
to be some incentive for energy efficiency in these units. 

● It is highly unlikely that the 2030 targets will be met with the measures being 
proposed, even in combination with changes in federal and provincial 
regulations. Similar or perhaps even greater shortfalls will likely occur with 
other developments undertaken in Canmore in the coming decade. 

 
Recommendation: The Town of Canmore must update the land use bylaw to reflect 
the Climate Action Plan. The Town needs to strengthen the energy efficiency aspect 
of the land use bylaws to encourage or mandate net zero or near net zero single 
family homes and duplexes. This must happen before substantial development 
occurs on the TSMV lands. 

 
 
2. Every home to have an energy label. 

● The final ASPs do not address this issue directly.  
● They do provide that to be eligible for the energy efficiency density bonuses a 

building would require certification by a qualified Energy Advisor consultant at 
Development Permit. 
 

Recommendation: The applicant, as land owner, should make it one of the terms of 
sale for parcels of land that the purchaser require an energy label on every home, 
and this should be included in the ASPs. 
 

3. A thorough analysis of the potential application of district heating options. 
● The final ASPs do not commit to such an analysis.  
● They do stipulate that public utilities should be designed to facilitate energy 

conservation, efficiency and to enable the integration of alternative energy 
resources “which may include the blending of renewable energy and thermal 
technologies”. We do not believe that this to be a sufficient commitment to the 
CAP objective. 

● Given the scale and duration of these development plans, there is an 
opportunity to evaluate whether there is an appropriate district heating 
solution for these developments. 

●  
Recommendation: Include a commitment within the ASPs for the land owner and 
the Town of Canmore to jointly undertake a detailed investigation of district heating 
options for the new developments. 
 

4. 30% of the energy used by buildings in the two new developments comes from 
renewable sources.  

● The final ASPs do not commit to achieving this objective.   
● The proposed density bonuses do provide incentives for buildings which use 

on-site renewable energy systems to offset at least 25% of the buildings total 



 

 

energy and GHG emissions, and further incentives for achieving higher levels 
of efficiency. 

● The final ASPs also provide that all residential buildings shall be “solar-
ready”. 
 

Recommendation: The first phases of the TSMV developments must be monitored 
at specific intervals for the degree of success of the density bonuses in achieving the 
target levels of renewable energy use, and further measures should be undertaken if 
targets are not being met. 
 

5. All neighbourhoods capable of supporting EV charging.  While this 
requirement of the CAP is not particularly specific, BVCA recommends 
including in the ASP a commitment that the homes and multi-family units in 
the two developments be EV ready (i.e. pre-wire homes and multi-family unit 
parking spaces with dedicated 240V power supply for Level 2 charging), and 
that the development include several publicly available charging stations.  

● The ASPs stipulate that multi-residential developments will be encouraged to 
provide some shared parking stalls with EV charging stations, and that 
density bonuses will be provided for making up to 15% of total vehicle stalls 
“EV ready” (Stage 1) and higher bonuses if up to 30% are EV ready (Stage 
2). This is a very low level of commitment given the expected future demand 
for EVs. 
 

Recommendation:  Include in the ASP a commitment that the electrical distribution 
network, single family homes, multi-family units and visitor accommodation in the 
two developments be EV ready, which would include sizing all of the following 
components to accommodate Level 2 EV charging: 

● adequate transformers and sizing of secondary cables; 
● sufficient electrical panel sizing; 
● pre-installed EV charging infrastructure in parking spaces and parkades 

(at least install conduit and a dedicated circuit); and, 
● that the development include a mix of Level 2 and Level 3 publicly 

accessible charging stations. 
Constructing the shallow utility network (cables and transformers) to accommodate 
Level 2 charging in all homes will also accommodate more widespread adoption of 
solar PV, as both require larger gauge secondary cables to run from the transformer 
to the home.  

 
Additional Issues 
 
Green building technologies: It should also be noted that the final ASPs contain a new 
provision that one of the “Key Design Principles” of the developments shall be “use of 
green building technologies”. It will be important at the Development Permit stage to 
ensure that this provision is fully implemented, and that up to date green building 
technologies are used in building construction. 
 



 

 

 
Density bonusing as an incentive for climate action: TSMV has proposed using density 
bonusing to incentivize numerous energy efficiency, renewable energy and electric 
vehicle objectives. BVCA would like to see the addition of language in the ASPs that 
specifies that the density bonusing system should evolve as regulations evolve, so that 
it is incentivizing action that goes above and beyond what is required by municipal, 
provincial and/or federal regulations. The density bonusing system should be created 
and adapted in a way that it is relative to the performance standards and regulations 
that are in effect at the time of subdivision or development. 
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      March 1, 2021 

 

Bow Valley Climate Action Submission regarding the Area Structure Plan for 
Three Sisters Village  

 
Bow Valley Climate Action (BVCA) takes the position that the proposed Area Structure Plan 
(ASP) for Three Sisters Village should better align with the Town’s Climate Action Plan.  We 
have detailed specific recommendations  in this document below.  BVCA also urges the Town of 
Canmore to review and amend its Land Use Bylaw to better align all development within the 
Town, including that proposed by Three Sisters Mountain Village, to meet the goals in the 
Town’s Climate Action Plan.  
 

The Three Sisters Village ASP, combined with the ASP for Smith Creek, is the biggest 
test to date of the Town of Canmore’s Climate Action Plan (CAP) and its declaration of 
a climate emergency. Not only are these the largest development proposals this 
community has seen, they are the first ASPs to be reviewed after the adoption of the 
CAP. We need to get this right. Bow Valley Climate Action (BVCA) believes that the 
right course of action for the Town is to ensure that if these developments are approved 
that they represent a positive step forward in putting Canmore amongst those 
communities that are leading on climate action. That will require amendments to the 
ASPs. BVCA has been engaged throughout the community consultation stage in 
suggesting amendments, and although the applicant has made some positive changes 
to address our concerns, the ASPs still require further amendments. Before outlining our 
specific suggestions, it is important to address two other approaches to climate change 
issues, suggested by some in the community, that we believe are not sufficient 
responses to these ASPs. 
 
Some would argue that policies at the federal and provincial level are sufficient to 
address climate change and that the municipality has few available legislative tools to 
have a significant effect. In fact, the applicant (TSMV) seems to make that argument in 
these ASPs: that building code changes and other federal and provincial policies will do 
most, if not all of the heavy lifting in moving Canmore towards more energy efficient 
buildings and more sustainable modes of energy generation and transportation. But 
there are many tools available to a municipality, including the terms of its ASPs, and 
when the Town of Canmore adopted its 2018 CAP it was clearly signaling its intent to 
be a leader, and to take action alongside and in conjunction with actions taken at the 
federal and provincial level. 
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Others in the community are suggesting that these ASPs should be simply rejected, 
because they would result in an increase in local greenhouse gas emissions. But that 
could be said of almost all development in the town. Greenhouse gas emissions are 
unlike local air quality or water quality issues in that their impact is global, not local. It is 
widely understood within the climate science community that actions which simply move 
emissions from one jurisdiction to another are not effective in combatting climate 
change. When Canmore adopted the CAP it did so based on the assumption that there 
would be rapid population increase in the town. To reduce those population targets as a 
means of meeting its greenhouse gas targets would be an illegitimate approach to 
climate action. Whatever population is displaced from Canmore would be relocated 
elsewhere, along with their emissions (which might be higher or lower in those other 
communities). NIMBY (not in my back yard) may be a response to local air and water 
quality issues but it is not a principled response to climate change. When it comes to 
climate change, the world is our back yard. 
 
It is now more than two years since Town Council unanimously adopted the Climate 
Action Plan, but it has yet to establish a review process for ASPs and development 
permits that would require applicants to demonstrate consistency with the CAP. The 
TSMV ASPs represent a very large proportion of all future development potential for the 
Town of Canmore. It is therefore imperative that the Town establish an effective review 
process for climate change mitigation before significant building occurs in these 
developments. It is important to emphasize that BVCA takes the position that any such 
new requirements must apply to all new developments, not just to TSMV. BVCA will be 
urging the Town to strengthen its regulatory authority to influence the climate change 
mitigation aspects of such applications and also intends to intervene at the subdivision 
and development approval stages of the TSMV projects and other significant 
development proposals. 
 
BVCA asked TSMV to make several changes to the July 2020 draft ASPs to make 
them more consistent with the stated objectives of the CAP. We list those five 
requests below (highlighted in bold print), along with a description of the extent 
to which the final ASPs appear to address our concerns, and our 
recommendations for further action by the Town of Canmore: 
 
1. 80% of new homes in the two developments to be built to a net zero or near 

net zero standard by 2030.   
● The final ASPs do not commit to this overall objective for the developments.  
● The final ASPs do include a new commitment to “orienting the street network 

to consider solar exposure…” which will be of significant importance for net 
zero or near net zero buildings. 

● The ASPs do provide greater detail on how density bonuses will be used to 
provide incentives for townhouses, multi-residential buildings and commercial 
buildings to achieve two possible levels of energy efficiency (20%-90% more 
efficient than Alberta Building Code; and net zero energy).  

● It is highly unlikely that the 2030 targets will be met with the measures being 
proposed, even in combination with changes in federal and provincial 
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regulations. Similar or perhaps even greater shortfalls will likely occur with 
other developments undertaken in Canmore in the coming decade. 

● There are strong financial reasons to build net zero or near net zero buildings 
– the additional costs for energy efficiency measures at initial construction are 
much lower than those to retrofit existing buildings, and are off-set by the 
ongoing operational savings of lower heating costs. 

 
Recommendation: The Town of Canmore must develop additional regulations, 
policies and incentives that achieve greater energy efficiency in buildings to apply to 
all development within the town before substantial development occurs on the TSMV 
lands. 

 
2. Every home to have an energy label. 

● The final ASPs do not address this issue directly.  
● They do provide that to be eligible for the energy efficiency density bonuses a 

building would require certification by a qualified Energy Advisor consultant at 
Development Permit. 

 
Recommendation: The applicant, as land owner, should make it one of the terms of 
sale for parcels of land that the purchaser require an energy label on every home, 
and this should be included in the ASPs. 
 

3. A thorough analysis of the potential application of district heating options. 
● The final ASPs do not commit to such an analysis.  
● They do stipulate that public utilities should be designed to facilitate energy 

conservation, efficiency and to enable the integration of alternative energy 
resources “which may include the blending of renewable energy and thermal 
technologies”. We do not believe this to be a sufficient commitment to the 
CAP objective. 

● Given the scale and duration of these development plans, there is an 
opportunity to evaluate whether there is an appropriate district heating 
solution for these developments.    

 
Recommendation: Include a commitment within the ASPs for the land owner and 
the Town of Canmore to jointly undertake a detailed investigation of district heating 
options for the new developments.   
 

4. 30% of the energy used by buildings in the two new developments comes from 
renewable sources.  

● The final ASPs do not commit to achieving this objective.  
● The proposed density bonuses do provide incentives for buildings which use 

on-site renewable energy systems to offset at least 25% of the buildings total 
energy and GHG emissions, and further incentives for achieving higher levels 
of efficiency. 

● The final ASPs also provide that all residential buildings shall be “solar-
ready”. 
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Recommendation: The first phases of the TSMV developments must be monitored 
at specific intervals for the degree of success of the density bonuses in achieving the 
target levels of renewable energy use, and further measures should be undertaken if 
targets are not being met. 
 

5. All neighbourhoods capable of supporting EV charging.  While this 
requirement of the CAP is not particularly specific, BVCA recommends 
including in the ASP a commitment that the homes and multi-family units in 
the two developments be EV ready (i.e. pre-wire homes and multi-family unit 
parking spaces with dedicated 240V power supply for Level 2 charging), and 
that the development include several publicly available charging stations.  

● The ASPs stipulate that multi-residential developments will be encouraged to 
provide some shared parking stalls with EV charging stations, and that 
density bonuses will be provided for making up to 15% of total vehicle stalls 
“EV ready” (Stage 1) and higher bonuses if up to 30% are EV ready (Stage 
2). This is a very low level of commitment given the expected future demand 
for EVs. 

 
Recommendation:  Include in the ASP a commitment that the electrical distribution 
network, townhomes, multi-family units and visitor accommodation in the two 
developments be EV ready, which would include sizing all of the following 
components to accommodate Level 2 EV charging: 

● adequate transformers and sizing of secondary cables; 
● sufficient electrical panel sizing; 
● pre-installed EV charging infrastructure in parking spaces and parkades 

(at least install conduit and a dedicated circuit); and, 
● that the development include a mix of Level 2 and Level 3 publicly 

accessible charging stations. 
Constructing the shallow utility network (cables and transformers) to accommodate 
Level 2 charging in all homes will also accommodate more widespread adoption of 
solar PV, as both require larger gauge secondary cables to run from the transformer 
to the home.  
 
For comparative purposes, the City of Burnaby and City of Richmond in B.C. require 
that  every required parking space (single-family and multi-family residential) has an 
energized Level 2 outlet. The City of Vancouver requires that every multi-family 
housing parking space has an energized Level 2 outlet and every single-family home 
has one energized Level 2 outlet. These are requirements, and are not achieved 
through incentives such as density bonuses. 

 
Additional Issues 
 
Green building technologies: It should also be noted that the final ASPs contain a new 
provision that one of the “Key Design Principles” of the developments shall be “use of 
green building technologies”. It will be important at the Development Permit stage to 

https://www.burnaby.ca/City-Services/Policies--Projects---Initiatives/Environment/Environmental-Sustainability-Strategy/ESS-and-CEEP-In-Action/Electric-Vehicles-in-Burnaby.html
https://www.richmond.ca/sustainability/energysrvs/electricvehiclecharge.htm
https://vancouver.ca/streets-transportation/electric-vehicles.aspx
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ensure that this provision is fully implemented, and that up-to-date green building 
technologies are used in building construction. 
 
Density bonusing as an incentive for climate action: TSMV has proposed using density 
bonusing to incentivize numerous energy efficiency, renewable energy and electric 
vehicle objectives.  BVCA would like to see the addition of language in the ASPs that 
specifies that the density bonusing system should evolve as regulations evolve, so that 
it is incentivizing action that goes above and beyond what is required by municipal, 
provincial and/or federal regulations.  The density bonusing system should be created 
and adapted in a way that it is relative to the performance standards and regulations 
that are in effect at the time of subdivision or development. 
 
Climate change impacts of undermining mitigation: TSMV intends to mitigate 
undermining hazards, in part, by capping some shafts and portals with a cementitious 
paste material. Production of cement is a major contributor to greenhouse gas 
emissions. However, TSMV has indicated that the amount of materials is “relatively 
small volumes” and that a relatively small proportion of the paste material is cement (the 
remainder being waste cementitious material, fly ash and aggregates). 
 
Recommendation: TSMV must be required to provide a reasonable estimate of the 
volume of cement required and the greenhouse gas emissions from that volume of 
cement production. The Town can then decide if the GHG emissions are significant and 
if so, how these emissions can be mitigated or offset within the development. 
 
      
 
 
 



Dear Mayor Borrowman: 

I am sending this letter to you in regards to the present 

proposed development by Three Sisters Mountain Village. 

I have deep concerns that this development has been brought 

to council so many times and each time the wildlife corridor has 

become smaller.  I spoke with a member of the proposal team 

previously about this issue and the monitoring of the corridors.  

Their reply was not a concern for them and that Park staff 

would be monitoring the corridors.  Having been a park 

steward in the past;  the park staff can’t handle their present 

workload and they were not aware of that expectation. 

Some time ago we rented our home to the engineer building 

the previous golf course project. He mentioned that he would 

never build a home in this area as his crew was laying large 

areas of mesh to prevent golfers from injury.   With this very 

real risk are we as residents going to be financial responsible 

when cave-ins happen? I have concerns about our residential 

taxes in the future without the above possibilities. 

I am not against development however after seeing the results 

of all the COVID visitors in the Bow Valley this year,  I have 

great concerns that we need to have a substantial reduction in 

the size of the present TSMV proposal. 

Thanks for hearing my concerns. 

 

Lynn Cooper 



March 3, 2021 
 
To our Mayor and members of Council, 
 
First, I must say that I don’t envy your position and I appreciate the time, thought, and research that you put 
into these tough decisions.  The content and implications of the Three Sisters Village and the Smith Creek 
ASPs are overwhelmingly daunting.  I recognize that development of some kind is the right of the landowner 
and therefore I don’t suggest that this is an ‘all or nothing’ request but rather that development be approved 
in a thoughtful and responsible manner that puts the needs of our community (both present and future) at 
the forefront of the decision making.  We are at a critical crossroad where this Council has the authority to 
determine much of the direction in which this Town is headed.  
 
As a resident and taxpayer, I have done my best to educate myself from both sides.  While I recognize that I 
am not an expert in any of the relevant areas of concern, I feel it is important for me to voice to our elected 
officials the items I see as requiring a deeper dive or, in some cases, the need to put on the breaks. 
 
Affordability 
When we have so many local residents who cannot afford housing in the area, our goal should be to offer 
higher density, affordable options to support the locals who contribute to this community.  I worry about an 
increase to our large footprint, vacant homes.  The properties being built are often of high-quality building 
characteristics (i.e. Granite counters, ensuite bathrooms in most bedrooms, bedrooms spread out over 
multiple levels, etc.) rather than homes of solid yet more modest, practical finishings, family-friendly layouts, 
and with suitable storage space.  Our locals, particularly those who have not yet managed to get a foothold in 
the housing market, are often priced out of these new, unattainable developments. 
 
The Town of Canmore Municipal Development Plan (MDP) Bylaw 2016-03 section 1.4 states that a guiding 
principle and strategy to achieve the Town’s vision is the social fabric: “Attract and retain a population that is 
demographically diverse and meaningfully employed in the community… Increase the supply of affordable 
accommodation to attract and retain residents.”  Do the ASPs in question support this principle?  Are they 
providing enough accommodation to supply locally employed and demographically diverse residents the 
opportunity for housing? 
 
It is not news to me that many of our children raised in this community will not be able to afford to live here 
in their adulthood.  I was once asked: “Should it be a person’s right to own property where they grew up?” To 
that I respond with: what kind of community are we building if we are making the conscious choice to trade 
out our born and raised residents only to replace them with those who are more wealthy? Are we destined 
to become an exclusive mountain town like Vale or Aspen, Colorado that is available only to the wealthiest of 
the population? Do we not have the choice to pivot on this path?  Is it a ‘demographically diverse’ community 
when, as is shown in the Three Sisters Mountain Village Municipal Fiscal Impact Assessment, our Town is 
significantly lagging behind other Alberta municipalities in our under 30 year old population but leading the 
numbers with our 50 – 70 year old residents?  Additionally, I have not seen mention of diversity of 
culture/heritage/race.  How can we ensure ourselves of racial diversity as well, particularly when Canadians 
who identify as visible minorities don’t have the same access to investments and other sources of wealth as 
non-racialized people?  
 
Another aspect of affordability is the investment in commercial compared with residential development. As 
history has shown and the developers reference in their presentation to Council, the non-residential 
properties are built to support an existing need – not built to address a perceived need in the future.  This 
often delays the planned development of non-residential parcels. Without this commercial development, the 
property tax burden lands on the residential tax payers.  Not only do the commercial properties pay a higher 
rate of taxes but the residential properties put more strain on the municipal budget (i.e. need for increased 
recreation services; maintenance for streets, pathways, and park; bylaw services; planning permits; 
receipting (dog licenses, taxes & utilities, permits, etc.) and more.) 
 



My requests/considerations for Council: 
 Can we increase the density of the housing in all areas (particularly in the Smith Creek ASP) and focus 

on more modest physical characteristics and practical layouts that would present more affordable 
options and housing opportunities for locals? 

 Each of the ASPs identifies that 20% of total residential units will be affordable housing.  I question if, 
given Canmore’s astronomical housing prices, will 20% be enough supply to maintain a 
demographically diverse population that is locally employed?  How many low to middle income 
workers does it take to service the increased population of Canmore? Would that number be more 
than 20%? 

 On Page 24/119 of the Smith Creek ASP it states that the development is “intended for residents living 
and working in Canmore.” How do we ensure that they are indeed for Canmore residents? Do we 
have the opportunity to implement a ‘need to reside clause’ for at least a portion of the 
development? How do we ensure that this does not become another elite subdivision of vacant 
second homes?   

 I support the requirement for staff housing, Vital Homes properties, and Accessory Dwelling Units 
(ADU) throughout this community. 

 How can we ensure that the non-residential properties are built as promised?  Can we have them built 
in the early phases of the development with a minimum commercial development required before the 
residential properties can break ground?  How do we protect ourselves from the legal battle of 
Silvertip over this similar building commitment? 

 
Wildlife and Wildfires 
I was shocked to see the request for development beyond the designated growth boundaries and into 
Conservation of Wildlands (CW) District.  I struggle to understand the benefit this would provide to our 
community rather than just to the developer.   
 
Our MDP section 2.1.4 states “Development that is considered to be urban in nature will not be allowed 
outside of the Growth Boundary. Development proposals outside of the Growth Boundary that may be 
considered are those that conform to the Conservation land use policies in Section 4.1.” Section 4.1.4 goes on 
to say “Changes in zoning for lands within Conservation areas that would allow new or additional 
development of those lands shall be discouraged unless exceptional community benefit can be 
demonstrated.” Section 2.1.5 lists four benefits that would need to be achieved in order to consider moving 
the Growth Boundary and I would argue that at least the following two of four benefits will not be achieved 
with this development as proposed: 

a. “a community benefit is achieved” 
  d.    “the proposed development does not result in unacceptable environmental impacts.” 

 
The encroachment into the already narrow wildlife corridor is alarming.  Again, recognizing that some 
development is inevitable and that the Smith Creek area will not remain entirely as the greenspace that it is 
now, I urge Council to proceed with caution as to how much of this greenspace is taken away from our 
wildlife and natural landscape.  Listen to the experts; review the wildlife movements and needs.  Consider 
what benefit an extension to the growth boundary could possibly be more important than the protection of 
that wildlife corridor and natural landscape. 
 
It is often said that the risk of wildfire in our narrow valley is not an ‘if’ but a ‘when’.  In the Smith Creek ASP, 
page 21/119, Map 7, shows the majority of the development area as ‘high/extreme’ (although page 19 
references that most is low/moderate – a discrepancy that I don’t understand).  Though I recognize the 
intentions of the developer to implement FireSmart building practices, those principles will, at best, slow a 
fire but will not prevent the loss of infrastructure and possible loss of lives when a wildfire hits this 
community. 
 

  



My requests/considerations for Council: 
 Deny development that extends beyond the existing growth boundary. 
 What is responsible development in an area so at risk for wildfire?  Should we decrease the requested 

development to allow for more fire breaks and less potential for loss when a wildfire strikes? 
 Protect the existing wildlife corridor and ensure that it does not get further narrowed beyond what is 

already considered to be a narrow but vital thoroughfare. 
 
Undermining 
Having recently educated myself on the basics of undermining, I find it alarming to think that the developer 
would take the risk to build infrastructure of any kind in the Three Sisters Village area – particularly straddling 
much of Zones 4 (magenta) and 5 (red) as identified in the Area Mining Impact Overview study.  The risk, of 
course, is minor for them at only two years liability and the engineer up to ten years, however with the 
expectation that these buildings would be built to withstand decades it is surely inevitable that the ground 
would give way at some point as it did with the Dyrgas Gate sink hole.  The latter was relatively minor 
compared to what the damage could have been and yet the Town ‘sunk’ hundreds of thousands of dollars 
into researching a solution and many thousands more into a solution that will require ongoing maintenance.   
 
I understand that the Town and therefore the taxpayers would not be responsible for undermining failures to 
private property however with roads, sewer, solid waste bins, transit routes and more municipal 
infrastructure and investment in the area, there is surely a significant financial risk to the broader tax base. 
 
This Three Sisters Village land was recommended, for good reason, to be a golf course.  Whilst I can 
appreciate the developer’s desire to build toward a more ambitious vision and one that is far more lucrative, 
it is not Council’s nor the taxpayers’ responsibility to ensure that the developer gets a return on their 
investment.  This land has been known for decades to have been heavily undermined and, as they would be 
requiring of any potential purchasers in the future, it is a scenario of “buyer beware” for this developer to 
have purchased land with serious limitations for future development.   

 
My requests/considerations for Council: 

 Seriously consider the financial risk to the taxpayers for this amount of development on such heavily 
undermined land.  Is there a layout that could be considered where infrastructure is only built in 
Zones 1 and 2 as a way to mitigate risks?  Can we maintain those Zones 3-5 as recreational land (such 
as a golf course) to reduce the risks? 

 
Closing Remarks 
 

“Do the best you can until you know better.  Then when you know better, do better.”  
- Maya Angelou 

 

If we know about the effects of undermining; wildfires; wildlife requirements; steep creeks; and our 
affordability crisis then it is our responsibility to take this history, research and new knowledge into 
consideration when planning for the future. Often times we feel as though we are expected to have a crystal 
ball in order to make our choices for the future, however at times like these our crystal ball is the education 
we’ve had from the past so that we can make better decisions for the future. Canmore does not need to be 
on a one-way track.  If 2020 and the COVID-19 pandemic has shown us anything it’s that we have the power 
to pivot, to re-evaluate and to re-imagine the future.  I, as with so many other residents, are asking Council to 
re-imagine our future and to make the tough decisions to support the Canmore that we want to be rather 
than just the one we feel destined to become. 
 
Many thanks for your time and consideration, 
 
Megan Dalrymple 

 



Kathleen and Martin Davies 
111-210 Hubman Landing,  
Canmore, AB 
Martin.davies@shaw.ca 
wattsupdavies@gmail.com 
Dear Mayor Borrowman and Councillors of the Town of Canmore,  
 
My wife and I are writing to strongly urge Town Council to not approve the Three Sisters 
Mountain Village’s latest development proposals as they currently stand. The reason for this 
is they conflict with several guiding documents for our community, including the Municipal 
Development Plan, conservation wildlands zoning, and several bylaws. 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.  
 
There are four key concerns which the current TSMV proposal before Council fail to comply 
with. These are:  
 
1. Politics and Process. 
The ASP for TSMV and Smith Creek has to conform to the Canmore's Municipal Development 
Plan (MDP) and we don't have clear proof that the two bylaws - 2021-05 and 2021-06 will fully 
conform. "An ASP may include other matters as Council considers necessary and is intended to 
further refine and implement the direction provided in the MDP through more detailed policies 
at a local scale" *. I would like to ensure that the Council fully complies with this requirement 
with a comprehensive list of detailed policies. 
 * Oct. 2, 2018 Council approved a Terms of Reference that maps out the process and scope of 
both ASP's. 
 
2. Wildlife Corridors. 
The wildlife corridors that have been given by the Province of Alberta are less than 450 meters, 
greater than 25 degree steep slopes and are poorly positioned for existing animal trails. The 
Town of Canmore already has an increasing level of conflicts between wildlife and off leach pets 
proving that the current management and enforcement systems do not work as intended. 
Passage of bylaws 2021-05 and 06 would greatly compound the wildlife conflict problem and 
have large lasting consequences. The Mayor and Council should require the developer to 
protect wildlife to a much greater extent through much different and better zoning in the ASP. 
In other words, despite the Province's approval of the proposed Wildlife corridor, Canmore's 
Town Council still has the power and right to enforce a corridor that is more in keeping with 
current biological studies and reports on this issue.  
 
3. Financial. 
The actual amount of commercial development in the current TSMV development is very small 
compared to what was previously promised by the developer. This error then puts the tax load 
on residential tax payers; as evidenced by the 2010 thru 2020 increase in residential municipal 
taxes. What enforcement is in place to ensure that the residential tax base does not support a 

mailto:Martin.davies@shaw.ca
mailto:Martin.davies@shaw.ca
mailto:wattsupdavies@gmail.com
mailto:wattsupdavies@gmail.com


disproportionate amount of the cost of TMV infrastructure if the percentage of commercial 
taxes are lower than promised? What other methods (such as personal guarantees?) can be 
written into the ASP to ensure that the developer shares this risk? 
 
4. Undermining. 
We  have not seen proof that undermining remediation techniques can reduce the risk to a 
level that would allow safe residential development. Previous attempts to develop these lands 
with residential plans were previously rejected because the risk is too high. The undermining 
risk is partly carried by the engineering firms for five years and by the developer for only two 
years. This is far from satisfactory. Judging from the voting at the first reading; the Council 
assumes that the Province of Alberta will absorb all of the risk that might fall onto the Town of 
Canmore. There is a different level of risk for private lands and municipal lands within the ASP's. 
The risk sharing lesson from the Dyrgas sinkhole must NOT be repeated. I do not think that is 
responsible behaviour of the Mayor and council members to vote on these two bylaws without 
personally sharing from the undermining risk. The rest of us are. 
 
We urge the Council to at the very least look at a significantly reduced development footprint 
that addresses the four issues outlined, a development such as that proposed by Karsten 
Heuer, Wildlife Biologist and co-author of Bow Corridor Ecosystem Advisory Group’s Wildlife 
Corridor Guidelines.  
 
We trust that due to these four key issues,  Mayor Borrowman and the Town Councillors, will 
take the responsible action of rejecting the TSMV and ASP as they currently stand. 
 
Kind regards, 
Martin and Kathy Davies 
111-210 Hubman Landing 
403-607-2854 
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kristy Davison 
Thursday, March 4, 2021 10:45 PM
Shared.MunicipalClerk
Letter to council re Three Sisters Village Centre + Smith Creek ASP

Please forward the message below to council prior to the public hearing on March 9, 2021, regarding 
development by Three Sisters at Village Centre and Smith Creek.  

Warmly, 

Kristy 
————————— 

Dear council, 

We believe there are some elements of both Three Sisters plans that are beneficial and worthy of consideration, 
and some that are risky, questionable and out of touch with Canmore’s values.  

We hope you will consider the example that will be set if we allow development on the unfinished golf course 
at Three Sisters. This land in its current zoning was hard won for wildlife. Twenty years from now, when golf at 
Silvertip is deemed “not financially viable,” for example, will this town be willing to allow the owner there to 
fill that buffer zone to the wildlife corridor end to end with commercial and residential buildings as TSMV is 
proposing to do?  

It is disappointing that the owners have chosen to attempt to override the community’s well-established and 
hard-won zoning for that piece of land by coming forward with this current plan for Village Centre. We would 
like to imagine that there is a way to work together with TSMV to come to a compromise there, but we don’t 
see how this plan as it is laid out can be accomplished without sacrificing the tenuous functionality of wildlife 
movement through the Bow Valley.  

Thank you for all the work you do to listen and understand the vast complexities of this particular development. 
It’s difficult enough as a citizen to stay on top of these things and understand them in a meaningful way, but we 
are trying. 

With thanks from Kristy Davison and Greg Bouck 
--  

Kristy Davison  
kristydavison.com 
Canmore, AB 
Treaty 7 Territory 
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From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Gail Grossmith 
February 20, 2021 1:13 PM
John Borrowman; Robert Seeley; Jeffrey Hilstad; Esme Comfort; Karen Marra; Joanna 
McCallum; Vi Sandford; Council; bowvalleyengage@gmail.com; Shared.MunicipalClerk 
Bylaws 2021-05 and 2021-06: Opposition to TSMV ASPs

Dear Municipal Clerk, 

I am writing to express my concern about Three Sisters Mountain Villageâ€™s latest development proposals. I am 
fortunate to live at 155 Hubman Landing and back onto the vacant golf course. I enjoy watching the wildlife stroll by, 
hiking Highline and love the quiet, gentle nature of this mountain town. The potential for the exponential population 
growth that would result from this development would drastically alter the nature of this community. I worry if the 
current infrastructure of the town could even support the increased stress and what would happen to my property 
taxes in the future I understand that the proposed development lands are heavily undermined and am concerned about 
the unpredictable land shifts that would result from building on this site. Not only the immediate shifts, but the impact 
on the land structure (of undeterminable size) for years/decades to come. 
Altering the current wildlife corridor is also of great concern. Canmore has always respected importance of this corridor 
as a major thoroughfare for wildlife. We need to continue to be responsible stewards of the land and advocates for the 
wildlife we live with.  

I am not opposed to development, but it needs to be of a size and structure that is respectful for all. The current 
proposal far exceeds this.  

Please do not approve this plan. 

Gail Grossmith 155 Hubman Landing, Canmore 

-- Gail Grossmith  
gailgrossmith@gmail.com 
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jay Honeyman 
Thursday, March 4, 2021 11:43 PM 
Shared.MunicipalClerk
Bylaws 2021-05 and 2021-06

Generally – I am not opposed to TSMV developing their lands. I am opposed to the scope of the development and feel it 

goes beyond what the initial intent of these lands were – to find a balance between development and conservation. I 

have concerns related to: 

1. The amount of commercial development (or lack thereof) from existing past developments and a concern that

this development will be similar with the majority of development going to residential and furthering burdening

residents w tax increases.

2. The narrowing of wildlife corridors and moving or directly affecting current wildlife underpasses is unacceptable.

3. The potential liability to the Town and residents of undermining issues related to development of the unfinished

golf course. I would like to see responsible development of these lands with undermining issue being managed

such that it is not a liability for the Town and residents a decade from now.

4. Development of the quarry at Deadmans Flats. I would like to see these remain as Conservation lands.

5. Ensuring there are adequate #’s of affordable housing units

In conclusion, I have concerns about how TSMV has gone about the development process over the years and whether or 

not they will honour whatever proposal they bring forward. It is up to Town Council and the residents of Canmore to get 

the best development possible that meets the needs of the town, its residents, visitors and wildlife. Once this is signed 

off, there is no going back – we need to get this right now.  

Thank You 

Jay Honeyman 
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Grant Hvizdos 
Thursday, March 4, 2021 6:55 PM 
Shared.MunicipalClerk
Bylaws 2021-05 and 2021-06

Hi, my name is Grant Hvizdos, Canmore resident. 

I read the summary of the undermining liability as stated on the FAQ section of the website as well as watching both 
information videos regarding undermining.  I remain concerned that there grey areas, such as encountered in the Dyrgas 
situation, where the liability would revert to the town and consequentially to my household or, less directly, to us 
through the province.  Having reviewed the information, I would chose not to accept the incremental liability myself as it 
remains unclear as to the true risk.  Given that, I don’t oppose the development if it does not add significantly, and 
unusually, to my household risk.  I would hope a structure is feasible under which the property owners and the defined 
TSMV community can assume blanket liability for damage and associated re‐construction arising from undermining in 
that community, regardless of the owner of the infrastructure or land.  

I support the three sisters village ASP under that condition.  I oppose the smith creek ASP. 

Grant 

Sent from my Apple IIc.  
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March 3, 2021 
 
Canmore Town Council 
902 7th Avenue 
Canmore, AB 
T1W 3K1 
municipal.clerk@canmore.ca 
 
Leslie LeQuelenec 
290 Miskow Close 
Canmore, AB 
T1W 3G7 
lequelenec@shaw.ca 
403 680 8060 
 
Re: Input to public hearing for Three Sisters Mountain Village Area Structure Plan Applications 
set for Tuesday, March 9 - Bylaws 2021-05 and 2021-06 for Three Sisters Village and Smith 
Creek 
 
Dear Mayor and Council 
 
I have been resident at 290 Miskow Close since 2006. We built this as a family home and it is 
the hub for many outdoor activities, year-round, for ourselves, our children and grandchildren. 
We have watched and been patient with the various ups and downs of development in the 
Three Sisters. It has certainly not gone according to the initial vision. But we are not leaving.  
 
The Mayor and Council now have a very challenging job ahead of them as they work through 
the new ASP applications for the Three Sisters and Smith Creek. They, as are all the residents of 
Canmore, being asked to look 30 years down the road as input is given and decisions are made.  
 
Nature and history are to be neglected at peril in Canmore. They will forever shape the Town of 
Canmore and how we all live and grow. First wildlife and the critical role the Bow Valley plays as 
habitat and for migration. Wildlife is much of what makes Canmore special. Then the risks of 
steep creeks and wildfire. We’ve experienced overflowing creeks and rivers many times and will 
need to continue to mitigate and plan for future events. So far, we have managed to escape the 
ravages of wildfires. We must be ever mindful of their damaging potential as we grow and 
develop. We will have to face it one day. Finally, there is the legacy of coal mining, while it once 
made the Town financially viable, it has left us with the issue of undermining.  
 
In the midst of this the Town is working hard to build a community that provides a quality of life 
acceptable to its residents and in a way that is financially sustainable. While coal once provided 
the Town with financial viability it is not clear to me what has replaced it, what is it that now 
provides or could provide Canmore with financial stability? The answer to this question is key to 
what is developed through these ASP’s.  
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Following is my ask of the Town, first for the Smith Creek ASP and them for the Three Sisters 
ASP. I believe there is room for Canmore to grow but within reasonable constraints.  
 
I do think working together the Town, TSMV and residents can find a way forward. Sadly, this 
three-way partnership has not yet, in my view, developed the necessary level of trust required 
for success. More work is required on this by all.  
 
With regard to the Smith Creek ASP I would ask the Town to reject it. Further consultation is 
required to shape a workable ASP for these lands. Furthermore, I would ask that the Town 
make it clear to TSMV that the land zoned Conservation of Wildlands in Smith Creek should 
remain as such, that TSMV cannot seek re-zoning of these 33 hectares to other uses. And, that 
the Town will not consider any requests to extend the Canmore Growth Boundary. The primary 
focus of this ASP is residential, it does not move us forward significantly on the financial 
stability front and it does not do a good job of caring for wildlife. There is time to sort this out. 
 
With regard to the Three Sisters ASP, which is where I believe good growth can happen, I would 
ask that you consider amendments or caveats as outlined below: 
 

1. Green is not a bargaining chip – Eliminate bonusing based on energy efficiency and 
renewable energy generation. The base requirement for all buildings completed in 
Three Sisters should be better than the Alberta Building Code. The Town should 
establish bylaws for all new construction in Canmore setting standards for increased 
levels of energy efficiency and renewable energy generation. And, infrastructure and 
building codes should consider a future where EV’s will be more the norm.  

2. Cars generate congestion as well as emissions - The Town should consider a vehicle use 
tax or other restrictions applicable to both residents and visitors to limit the number of 
motor vehicles on the road at any given time. Trip or mileage assessed tariffs or 
restrictions can be developed. Vancouver is currently looking at this type of legislation 
and it has been implemented in many cities in Europe. Transportation is the larger 
contributor to carbon emissions. If the Town seeks to achieve near net zero and 30% 
renewable by 2030 then they must find ways to get it done. TSMV has a role in 
supporting this by ensuring there are viable options for transport other than personal 
motor vehicles. And that commercial tenants understand this approach and support it 
as a condition of development. 

3. Meet the commercial goals – TSMV has indicated the commercial development in the 
ASP will shift Canmore from a tax base that is now 18% commercial to one that is 27% 
commercial. This is a critical target, if the necessary progress is not being made there 
needs to be a mechanism to re-visit the ASP. This goal, however, should not be only on 
the back of TSMV, the Town has a significant role to play in attracting and incentivizing 
new commercial endeavors.  

4. Virtual Homes (formerly PAH), also not a bargaining chip – The Town should set the 
requirements and TSMV should support them and ensure the units are built. This is not 
something to negotiate or bonus. TSMV and future builders should be required to make 
a financial or in-kind contribution (such as building the units at no or reduced cost) to 



   Page 3 of 4 

ensure these units do not become a financial burden on the Town or the Canmore 
Community Housing Corporation. 

5. Protect the wildlife – There is no single point solution for this situation. The Province 
has established the corridors and now the Town and TSMV must do everything they can 
to ensure the corridors work. There are many options such as land owner covenants, 
conservation easements and setbacks. Establish a Wildlife Oversight Committee to 
monitor the situation and recommend adjustments and changes as development 
progresses. In any development undertaken wildlife friendly solutions must be first 
priority. The other issue is people and wildlife interaction, the first approach is 
education but the necessary follow on step is enforcement. The Town, TSMV and 
residents should work together on both of these aspects and ensure inappropriate 
wildlife interactions are mitigated and if necessary policed at all stages of development 
and post development.  

6. Undermining – As a key principle for development it is the responsibility of both TSMV 
and the Town to get it right, to err on the side of caution. If there is any uncertainty on a 
building site, back away. A serious undermining related building failure will have 
significant reputational and financial risks for all of us, TSMV, the Town and residents. I 
don’t know what the mechanism is for getting it right but ongoing engagement of the 
Town is necessary and of course contracting of only the most experienced engineering 
and construction people. There is no room, no option, for failure on this one. Treat it 
very seriously. 
 

Following are some reflections on the challenges faced that lead me to the above ask.  
Quality of Life in Three Sisters and Canmore - The one concern I have as I review the current 
ASP’s is density of development and traffic, and impact on quality of life for residents. I do not 
want to be caught in traffic jams on the Three Sisters Parkway, or within the Resort Area, or in 
back-ups on the TransCanada as I approach the Three Sisters turnoff. I’ve experienced both of 
these situations in Banff over the last few summers and have adjusted my trips to Banff to 
avoid them. We don’t want these problems in Canmore. These ASP’s combined seek 6,760 
residential units, more than twice the 3,447 units approved in the Canmore Land Use Bylaw.  
 
Financial Stability of Canmore - Commercial development in Three Sisters is deemed necessary 
to provide a sustainable tax base. To date this has not been achieved. We have not seen 
enough successful commercial development and what has been developed has had its 
challenges. The next test is the Three Sisters Gateway development, will it finally show what is 
possible or will we have empty and or underutilized facilities providing no or minimal return to 
the Town? As stated above I believe work needs to be done on what makes Canmore financially 
viable; residential development coupled with tourist related development is not enough. 
Something more is needed. The Town needs to answer this question and make it happen.  
 
In my view, Wildlife and Environmental Research & Education as well as Amateur & Olympic 
athlete training are what I would like Canmore famous for. If we hold and promote a vision for 
Canmore then we can measure our progress and adjust and shift our plans to make it real. I am 
not sure what Canmore is currently known for or wants to be known for. We are certainly the 
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place people like to visit on weekends and holidays but we need something more. The Town 
and TSMV have likely done work or polling in this area. Some better refinement and 
understanding here could very well help focus development plans.  
 
Wildlife in Canmore - This conversation has shaped the development proposals for Three 
Sisters for many years and culminated in the recent Provincial decision on wildlife corridors. For 
good or bad, depending on your viewpoint, the corridors are now established. However, this 
does not mean nothing more can be done.  
 
Yellowstone to Yukon (Y2Y) has been active in Canmore for many years supported and staffed 
by some very good people well versed on wildlife habits and patterns in the Bow Valley. TSMV 
has utilized some competent organizations to guide them as they developed the ASP. Ongoing 
Development in and around Canmore will have significant impact on the health of the wildlife 
in the Bow Valley.  
 
I would urge the Town and TSMV to work with Y2Y and other wildlife focused organizations to 
ensure we make the best use of the corridors as now established by the Province. 
 
Begin development away from the upslope and areas where the wildlife currently moves. The 
impact on wildlife can be monitored as development begins and the information used for 
better planning for the next phase.  
 
The Risk of Undermining on Three Sisters Lands - This is a familiar discussion to all of us in 
Three Sisters with many points of view on how serious it is, how widespread it is, and what can 
or cannot be done to mitigate as development proceeds. The big concern seems to be who will 
pay when something goes wrong … looks like the taxpayers. I won’t go into this in detail. 
However, I believe there is enough land, low in risk to get started on. The Resort Centre, as 
proposed in the original Three Sisters ASP avoided the most heavily undermined lands and left 
the rest for the now abandoned golf course. Start development with the land with low to no 
risk of under mining and learn as you progress. It may be 20 years before we proceed to the 
south, onto the undeveloped golf course, and on to lands with serious undermining.  
 
Additionally, the ownership of these lands has changed hands a number of times and they may 
very well change hands again in the future. Leave the door open for input by new owners if this 
should be the case. 
 
No one, not TSMV, not the Town, nor the residents of Canmore can see 30 years into the 
future. Nor should they be asked to and then to make binding decisions. This ASP must be 
flexible, there need to be points along the way where progress and failure can be assessed. 
There needs to be an approach that allows for learning and adaptation. 
 
Thank you and regards, 
 
Leslie LeQuelenec 
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jessie Loucks 
Saturday, February 27, 2021 8:39 PM
Shared.MunicipalClerk
Three Sister's Mountain Village - Written Submission

Hello! 

I would like to inform the council of how, as a local river guide, will see this expansion impact the wildlife 
corridor among other things. 

I drive from the intersection of the Trans‐Canada Highway and the Three Sister's Parkway to Downtown (and 
back),  up to 10 times a day, almost every day from May 23rd to September 1st. I have driven this route as a 
local raft guide for the last three summers, including during the 2020 pandemic. As it's a hot point for 
customers, I discuss with my coworkers where we have seen wildlife. We see the elk at minimum once a day 
but on average 3‐4 times a day between 9am and 9pm, and on a good day on every trip in a few places. 

When we do see the elk, it is on the island in the river, near the Mineside park, or on the northern boundary of 
the planned expansion area. The entire Three Sister's area of expansion is, from my personal experience, the 
main route and bedding areas for the local herd. These herds need this area to travel safely and feed normally 
in our already sprawled city. We are pushing out one of the main attractions of our town; it is more value to 
Canmore, Banff and the Bow Valley to keep the area open for the value the nature itself. 

I also worry there is simply no way, fiscally, that the development and sale of this land will end with affordable 
housing without direct Town of Canmore intervention. The people who can afford to buy a parcel of this 
unstable risky land will be the same who can afford to develop and re‐sell them at a higher price. This 
inherently means that developers will be forced to build hotels, condos, or luxury vacation homes. We need a 
different strategy if we are to expand Canmore. If it means anything; I suggest we re‐evaluate height limits, 
especially near the highway. 

Thanks for reading, 
Jessie Loucks 
Local Raft Guide 
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Diana MacGibbon 
Thursday, March 4, 2021 10:15 AM
Shared.MunicipalClerk
Council
By-laws 2021-05 and 2021-06

Dear Municipal Clerk, 

I am writing to express my views on the Three Sisters Village and Smith Creek Area Structure Plans (ASPs).  As I have 
come to appreciate in researching the two proposals, the issues raised by these potential developments are 
complicated.  Done right, the developments appear to offer two main opportunities to the Town:  (1) the supply of 
additional land on which more reasonably priced housing can be built, helping us maintain a balanced community; and 
(2) the possibility of additional commercial and light industrial development, providing us with much needed tax 
revenue and potential economic diversification.  Offsetting these opportunities are a number of risks and clear 
downsides, both to our community and to the wildlife that inhabit and move through the Bow Valley.  

After carefully considering the potential benefits and the risks and drawbacks of the Three Sisters Village proposal, I do 
not support the draft ASP, and ask the Town of Canmore to require significant amendments prior to approval being 
granted.  Likewise, for Smith Creek, I do not support the ASP as currently drafted, but consider the issues associated 
with this proposed development to be so serious that the Town of Canmore ought to reject this ASP.   

In the paragraphs below, I outline my concerns with the proposed developments.  For each topic I address, I have 
included some specific recommendations for the Town’s consideration.  The points outlined below do not constitute a 
comprehensive review of all the issues associated with the ASPs (for example, I have not addressed the Steep Creek or 
Wildfire risks). 

Inadequate Wildlife Corridor:  

 Based on the expert opinions of local wildlife biologists, I have serious reservations about the viability of the

corridor as currently configured (including the corridor being both too narrow and too steep, lacking in soft edges and 

having unreasonably narrow pinch points).  The consequences of getting this aspect of the development wrong would 

have continental consequences, putting the populations of native carnivores at risk of being unable to travel between 

two critical habitat patches ‐ Banff National Park and the Wind Valley ‐ threatening the very viability of these species in 

the region.  Are we really prepared to take this risk? 

 TSMV advocates that human‐wildlife conflict is really the issue, and that by fencing the developments, they will

reduce such conflicts.  But what happens when the added populations of Smith Creek and Three Sisters Village go out 

into the wildlife corridors to recreate (which they inevitably will), or when animals find themselves trapped within these 

two developments? 

 Although it is understood that the Province has the right to designate the boundaries of wildlife corridors and that

the 2012 BCEAG “Wildlife Corridor and Habitat Patch Guidelines for the Bow Valley” excludes the Three Sisters 

development, the Municipal Development Plan (2016) specifically requires that land uses adjacent to the wildlife 

corridors be “consistent with” the corridor criteria of the 2012 BCEAG document.  Moreover, in reference to exempt 

projects, Section 7.2 of the 2012 BCEAG document states “These projects should still strive to follow the basic principles 

in these guidelines as much as possible.  New land use activities that are considered acceptable adjacent to wildlife 

corridors and habitat patches include those that are less intrusive (i.e. recreational trails and golf courses).”.  Instead, 
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TSMV has proposed a hard boundary for both developments (a fence) along with, in the case of Smith Creek, residential 

development immediately adjacent to the corridor.   

         Karsten Heuer has put forward some suggestions for a viable wildlife corridor.  I understand that these suggestions 

have been shared with the Town and trust that they are being given due consideration, understanding that decisions 

with respect to the minimum size and dimensions of the wildlife corridors are not fully the Town’s to make. 

  

Recommendations regarding the Wildlife Corridor: 

         To ensure that land uses adjacent to the wildlife corridor are consistent with the 2012 BCEAG document, the Town 

should uphold the existing zoning for the unfinished golf course in the Three Sisters Village area. 

         The Town of Canmore should be using every policy lever it has to ensure that wildlife can continue to move as 

freely as possiblfrom Banff to the Wind Valley, including appropriate buffers to the approved corridors.  Moreover, 

before any development goes ahead, the issue of the wildlife underpass needs to be addressed.  Specifically, if we are 

really going to close the most used animal underpass in the Bow Valley, the new underpass needs to be built prior to 

approval of any development construction.   

         Smith Creek is located at the head of the Wind Valley, an important habitat patch for wildlife in the 

region.  Considering the importance of this link to wildlife (as well as the expansion of Smith Creek outside the Urban 

Growth Boundary and the requirement to rezone lands zoned for conservation of wildlands), the Smith Creek ASP ought 

to be rejected.   

Allocation of Development Risks: 

         I am very concerned that the project does not provide an appropriate share of risks between the developer, the 

Town and the Province, particularly with respect to the undermining risk.  Having watched the entire Learning from 

Experience video, this risk appears very difficult, if not impossible to mitigate.  It is also interesting to note that 

residential development was never intended to go on the unfinished golf course due to the challenges associated with 

mitigating risk in that area.  I understand that engineering studies are required prior to development occurring, but the 

amount of insurance required by the engineering firms involved would likely be inadequate should a serious 

undermining event occur.  Despite what TSMV claims, $5,000,000 is not a substantial amount of insurance for work that 

carries this level of risk and I worry that the Town or the Province will be stuck with shortfalls for remediation (or left 

with damaged infrastructure).   

         Another area of risk associated with these developments is municipal finance risk.  The existing Three Sisters 

projects have very little commercial development, and I am concerned that if history repeats itself, we are destined for 

higher property taxes, thereby making our affordability issues worse.  There is also the issue of maintaining the wildlife 

fences, should they be built, and what costs would be associated with maintaining that infrastructure.   

 Recommendations Regarding Development Risks 

         To address the undermining issue, the Three Sisters Village ASP should be amended to ensure that structural 

developments are not made on the highest risk lands, with the level of risk to be determined by the Town and its 

Engineers or by an Independent Engineer engaged by the Town.   In addition, the zoning for the unfinished golf course 

should not be amended (i.e. no structures should be built on that land).    

         To address the issues related to municipal tax revenues, the Three Sisters Village ASP should only be approved with 

clear mechanisms to ensure that the promised commercial development takes place in lock‐step with residential 

development.  In addition, for this ASP, the Town should also uphold Municipal Development Plan policy 11.1.6 which 

states that resort areas are to be predominantly commercial (in other words, we should require that TSMV provide a mix 

of residential and commercial in this development that is consistent with what is required in the MDP).  A committed 



3

and qualified sponsor for construction and operation of resort accommodation should be a condition precedent to any 

residential development occurring on the Three Sisters Village lands.   

         Given Smith Creek’s distance from the town centre and relatively low proportion of expected commercial 

development, it appears that the financial burden to the Town of developing Smith Creek is unacceptably high, and for 

this reason (among others), the Smith Creek ASP should be rejected.   

         Finally, TSMV should engage an independent cost consultant to assess the costs associated with maintaining the 

wildlife fences, and such costs should be disclosed to the Town as part of their submission.   

Recommendation related to Climate Change: 

         Bow Valley Climate Action has submitted recommendations to more closely align the Three Sisters Village and 

Smith Creek developments with the Town of Canmore’s Climate Action Plan.  I support BVCA’s recommendations and 

encourage the Town to require amendments to the ASPs (if approved) accordingly.   

Recommendation Related to Inconsistencies of the Proposals with the Municipal Development Plan (MDP) and Land‐

Use By‐Laws:   

         The ASPs must be consistent with our Municipal Development Plan (MDP) and comply with our Land‐Use By‐Laws 

(LUBs).  If Town Council decides to approve the ASPs, inconsistencies must be addressed through the appropriate 

processes for amendments to the MDP and LUBs prior to such approval(s) being granted.  The bullets below list some of 

the key inconsistencies that I am aware of (there are no doubt others that I would assume Town Administration is 

advising Council of): 

o   Development outside the Urban Growth Boundary; 

o   Rezoning of approximately 33 hectares of Conservation Wildlands to urban development, also at the entrance to 

the Wind Valley (1998 Land Use Bylaw); 

o   Rezoning of the unfinished golf course;  

o   Municipal Development Plan policy 11.1.6 which states that resort areas are to be predominantly commercial; 

and 

o   Doubling of the number of remaining residential units allowed to be built on TSMV lands as per Bylaw 1‐98, 

Section 14.9.2.4 (the bylaw states up to 3447 more units can be built however TSMV’s plans call for 6750 more 

units, with a possible 3100 additional secondary suites and 420 PAH units). 

Conclusion: 

As stated in my introduction, if the Three Sisters Village ASP is to go forward, it requires substantial changes, and I do 

not support the Smith Creek ASP being approved.   That said, it seems to me that perhaps a way forward is a single 

dense development with a healthy balance of commercial and more affordable housing, which keeps our population 

growth manageable, mitigates the climate impacts of the development and allows for significant buffers to the 

approved wildlife corridors.  Whether such a vision can be achieved by amending the Three Sisters Village ASP, or 

whether there are simply too many amendments needed to bring that ASP in line with our guiding documents and the 

goals of the community, I am not sure.  In any case, I expect that Council and Administration will weigh the issues 

thoughtfully and carefully, with the best interests of our broader community in mind.   

Sincerely, 

Diana MacGibbon 

 



                                                                                                                                            
 

March 5, 2021 

 

Re: Public Hearing, March 9, 2021 in review of Three Sisters Mountain Village Area Structure Plan Applications and Bylaws 

2021-05 and 2021-06 

 

Attention: Hon. Mayor Borrowman and members of Canmore Town Council, 

 

I am an 11-year resident of Three Sisters Mountain Village (TSMV) and I value this area for its beauty and many desirable 

characteristics. I write to you to share my perspective on the current Area Structure Plans (ASPs) proposed by the TSMV 

developers.  

 

Sustainability is a strong buzz word in today’s world, and I hear it being referenced in many development proposals. From my 

experience sustainability carries three core responsibilities: environmental, fiscal, and social. With this framework in mind, I 

offer some key points to be weighed as you continue to evaluate the submitted ASPs. I support development of TSMV, so long 

as a thoughtful and thorough approach to true sustainability has been agreed on by all parties involved. 

 

Environmental 

In short, the land is limited. Over-development of the referenced areas comes with heavy consequences. The highlighted land 

use changes showcase an obvious evasion of the environmental issues (specifically the wildlife corridor). The proposed TSMV 

wildlife corridor boundaries are clearly minimized in many locations which will create bottlenecking for animal movement 

channels causing long term consequences and potentially irreversible realities. 

• I would strongly recommend administration order the developer to work directly with local known wildlife 

professionals to find middle ground in the proposed ASPs to ensure there is a suitable channel for wildlife to travel. 

• I would strongly recommend administration have the developer set Key Performance Indicators (KPIs) for each phase 

of the development. KPIs should be reviewed and approved by Council prior to proceeding from one phase to the next. 

Setting KPIs will allow thorough review of the core public concerns to be documented, addressed and modified in a 

thoughtful and controlled manner as development moves from one phase to the next. 

 

Fiscal 

Studies and similar developments show, that when there is a lack of commercial to residential balance in development 

proposals the financial consequences always land on the municipal area to absorb (taxation). The current ASPs shows a model 

which addresses commercial to residential balancing, but does not clearly state limitation to the progress of the development 

when these targets are not met. 

• I would strongly recommend administration have the developer set targets for commercial and residential build plans 

and commit to hitting said targets before proceeding with additional development phases to ensure minimal financial 

risk to the community. 

 

Social 

If the town truly sees its community as a top priority, then the pace of development must be in alignment with known 

community need and sustainable growth. Some developers will want to move quicker through the process than residents will 

be content with. Some residents will want all development to cease after they set roots in the community.  

• I strongly recommend administration establish balance between these two perspectives with the developer before 

granting approval to the proposed ASPs. Tackling area developments in phases with thoughtful realistic outcomes will 

allow for each phase of development to be absorbed by the community. 

 

I urge council to actively listen to the many perspectives on this important topic and weigh them carefully as you proceed. Amid 

our current economic challenges, global environmental obligations, and long-term financial responsibilities, we must take 

practical steps forward to develop in a way that is truly sustainable. 

 

Canmore has a lot to offer and I hope with your careful examination of the submitted ASPs, community balance and sustainable 

development can be found.  

 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Chris Mink 

Resident of Three Sisters Mountain Village, Canmore AB 

We live in the traditional territories of the Ktunaxa, Secwepmec, Syilx and Stoney Nakoda Nations 

 



Submission to Town Council re: 
Bylaw 2021-05 Three Sisters Village Area Structure Plan 

By Jim Ridley 
 

Background of Presenter: 
 
BSc (Zoology), BAdmin., Masters of Distance Education 
Park Ranger, Kananaskis Country/Alberta Parks – 8 years 
Founder and Owner Positive People Placement – temporary work placement – 10 years 
Canmore Town Councillor – 7 1/2 years 
Local Realtor – 8 years 
Currently Retired 
 
My varied work background included commitment to protecting wildlife, ensuring public safety, 
earning an income from ethical employment practices by helping the Town to build and 
develop in a responsible manner, and sharing our wonderful valley with new property owners 
as a Realtor.  My presentation today deals with public safety concerns on the partially 
developed Golf Course lands (Resort Village area). 
 
AN INTERESTING STORY  
 
When Stewart Creek Golf Course was being constructed my firm Positive People Placement was 
sub-contracted to assist with this project.  We provided labourers to help install rolls of sod on 
the course.  In fact our very first labour project in Canmore was the sodding of Silvertip’ golf 
course, very demanding work I might add; hand bombing heavy and wet rolls of sod onto the 
fairways, weeks of work in fact.  Typically with my limited knowledge of golf course design and 
construction one would see site clearlng, rough grading, install of irrigation, final soil 
preparation, then the sodding.  However something different was done at Stewart Creek; the 
installation of orange plastic snow fencing flat on the ground before sodding.  I cannot recall 
how much of the course was snow fenced but it was significant.  When I asked what purpose 
this served I was told by other Contractors, it was “to protect golf users from any cave-ins on 
the fairways”.  I didn’t give this much thought at the time as had no knowledge about 
undermining generally or the area specifically.  In retrospect, I wonder how effective this 
netting might be in the case of a heavy lawn mover or golf cart falling into a sink hole. 
 
While walking the power line the other day through the partially built Three Sisters Golf Course 
Lands (Resort Village area) I got to thinking about how effective orange snow fencing might be 
under constructed buildings as a mitigation measure for issues related to undermining in the 
area. 
 
I trust Council members will ensure that proper, significant mitigation measures will be taken, 
should any development occur on these lands.  Good luck with that. 
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

JimandLynne Robertson 
Sunday, February 28, 2021 6:09 PM
Shared.MunicipalClerk
Bylaws 2021-05 and 06

   Our family has lived in Canmore for the past 20 years and so has witnessed a fair bit of change to this town. 
Change is expected and often beneficial until it reaches a point where it can start to degrade a community and 
its surrounding environment. This has been the case in too many small mountain towns in North America. 
   Canmore is at a tipping point now with the prospect of major development on the majority of land left for 
that purpose. The community and Town Council cannot legally stop this development, so it is imperative to 
change as many of TSMV's proposals as possible in order to protect our reasons for living in such a beautiful 
place. Hopefully council will be able to negotiate with TSMV in order to protect the movement of wildlife; 
ensure the commercial obligations of the proposals are met (tax base); ensure the supply of affordable 
housing so not only the wealthy reside here; and keep density to a minimum. 
   My wife and I live in the Peaks and walk the power lines toward Three Sisters on a regular basis. The 
Canmore elk herd is always evident on the abandoned golf course lands as well as tracks from other wildlife. 
As a professional photographer I photographed the entire golf course from the air and ground for the receiver 
who was trying to sell it years ago. At that time, it was abandoned as an economically viable land use due to 
the decline in the interest for golf. That interest in the sport is on the rise again. Why not maintain a golf 
course there in order to service the proposed TSMV resort as well as the general public. 
   Given the layout of the golf course,it's proximity to the natural wildlife corridor and the fact the major part 
of construction is complete, it makes sense to create at least a 9 or 12 hole course. Keep the green fees at a 
price that is not only for the rich and I'm sure that would become an economically viable solution  to that land 
use. More importantly it would help the movement of wildlife and solve some undermining issues. 
   TSMV has also proposed some commercial land uses that could possibly benefit the town especially if 
density in the area will increase. Developers are known to renege on these promises down the road so it is 
important for Town Council to ensure this does not happen. 
   There is going to be a lot of give and take between Town Council and TSMV. Large expensive homes will be 
built for permanent, but sadly, mostly part time residents, but let us ensure homes are also built for the 
community minded people who have had a stake in Canmore and would like to continue living here. We do 
not want to be left with a 7000 bed revolving community. We do not want to lose our sense of wildlife and a 
sustainable environment. 
   I am confident that Town Council will negotiate on our community's best interest and guide us toward the 
above mentioned goals and the others from the rest of the community. Let's create a sustainable community 
in a sustainable environment very different from the likes of Park City;Aspen; etc. 

Regards 
Jim Robertson 
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Christie Saunders 
Tuesday, March 2, 2021 5:23 PM
Shared.MunicipalClerk
Bylaws 2021-05 and 2021-06

Please submit the following for public record 

Regarding the area structure plans for TSMV I generally support development in the TSMV area and appreciate the 
exentsive work for the reports presented.  I do have the fiollowing concerns to note.   

1. The volume of growth proposed for both ASP has such a wide range of final density/volumes and while some may
prefer to see the density on the higher side especially in the Three Sisters Village Area this concerns me for traffic spill 
off down Three Sisters Dr and over the Bow River.  I appreciate that mitigants are presented with change of traffic 
behaviours of humans for biking and transit but we need to be cognizant that Canmore is not a walkable town and 
majority of access to town services from the west side of this area will be vehicle traffic. I would encourage a lower 
density for this ASP. 

2. I recognize that TSMV and the Province have stated that relations are good for communication re the wildlife corridor
requirements and other discussions that entail wildlife protection and environmental impacts but council outlined that 
their track record with accessibility or cooperation in this matter was not as cohesive.  I do not see a clear path outlined 
one how the monitoring of the success or failure of the fencing, new underpass, human education is going to be 
established.  There does not seams to be clarity as to who’s role this is now, during and going forward.  Self monitoring 
or benchmarks is not adequate governance unless I missed the process. 

I encourage on going benchmarks for inclusion of high levels of vital homes and other entry level products.  The diversity 
of commercial options is vital component. I appreciate TSMV commitment to open spaces in their planning and trail 
system/networks. 

Christie Saunders 
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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

David White 
Friday, March 5, 2021 8:45 AM
Shared.MunicipalClerk
Sheilah Sommer
Three Sisters Mountain Village ASP 

Dear Mayor Borrowman and Members of Council: 

I have been reviewing the many documents supplied by TSMV as posted to the town of Canmore website. 
TSMV appears to have done an admirable job of developing an understanding of the hazards involved with 
developing the land and proving a mix of residential and commercial land spaces. From what I have read the 
hazards fall into 5 broad categories including Wildlife Movement; Undermining by existing coal mines; 
Transportation issues leading to GHG and difficulties with Canmore achieving climate goals; creation of 
additional infrastructure requiring maintenance by the town; and Hazards associated with flooding potentially 
exacerbated by climate change.  

My understanding of hazard management from my career in oil and gas development requires planners to move 
through increasing levels of detail with hazards as projects move from exploration to exploitation to 
development. I don’t pretend to understand municipal planning processes well, however, I suspect municipal 
land development needs to have increased levels of rigour applied as planners move from the stage of believing 
that there is potential for creation of land development and the idea that people might want to buy property and 
live in a location, to the point where ground is broken and the moving of earth to create building sites, roads and 
infrastructure to support the new community. It is my understanding that these documents are being offered by 
TSMV as a developer to obtain approval to start the process of financing and construction of new building sites 
for residential and commercial use. At this stage in the application process I’d have thought that a more detailed 
hazard assessment would have been in place.  

To me a Hazard Management Plan requires a description of the planned activities and the documents provide a 
good amount of details about what they plan to build. The next step is to understand the hazards that may be 
met during the development over its lifecycle from initial breaking ground to the breaking of land and recon 
touring to installation of infrastructure to support the development to construction of buildings to habitation of 
the community and at all phases impacts on other existing communities. Once hazards are identified the risk of 
them occurring as measured by consequence and likelihood are estimated. With the risk identified a project 
proponent then works to understand what can be done to Prevent the hazards from occurring and re- estimates 
the residual risk. Preventions will often reduce the likelihood but if the hazards are not adequately covered and 
the hazard manifests itself, the consequences often are not reduced. If preventions are not effective for some 
reason a proponent will look for ways to lower the consequences by ensuring that detection, controls, 
mitigations and emergency response plans are in place to reduce consequences.  

In their reports it is my opinion that TSMV have done a reasonable job at listening to community residents and 
looking at the geological and geographical, economic, safety, environment and social responsibility concerns 
and they have documented the many hazards that exist that make land development in the area challenging. 
They have not however taken the step of adequately documenting the risk of the hazards. They have also not 
done an adequate job of describing the preventions they have put in place nor the resultant reduction in risk. In 
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addition they have not described how consequence of hazards manifesting will be reduced through detection, 
controls, mitigations and emergency response.  
 
For illustration let me use the hazard of undermining. Potential consequences of undermining as identified in 
reports from TSMV include ground subsidence leading to sinkholes or troughs. Both of these lead to 
deformations at surface that have occurred and have been prevented or repaired in other parts of Three Sisters. 
It is generally agreed by the reports that the area to be developed will be exposed to the hazard as development 
is planned over existing mined areas. The consequence of subsidence events can be calculated and the 
likelihood is not zero so there is risk. Prevention is being undertaken by not developing areas where subsidence 
is thought to be a large problem but subsidence risk will always exist. The development of sinkholes or troughs 
can lead to cracked foundations on homes, damage to roadways, potential loss of homes, severing of gas and 
electrical utilities, explosions, flooding and loss of life. These consequences are not discussed in the report nor 
are the detection (how will the area be monitored), controls (how will the community continue to function after 
an event occurred), mitigations (how will homes and infrastructure be repaired and who will pay for it), and 
what emergency response needs to be in place to provide assistance if a catastrophe did occur. Texas recently 
had a weather event that stranded millions of people due to a failure of their electrical grid in the cold. The 
event was predictable and civic leaders and power companies are being asked hard questions about their failure 
to plan for something they ought to have known would occur.  
 
It is my and my wife’s suggestion that as Mayor and Members of Council it is your duty to review the contents 
of these reports and applications and ask yourselves and the TSMV project proponents if they are prepared for 
the eventual consequences of land development with the hazards they have identified? Are they prepared 
financially to cover the burden of cost associated with eventual hazard manifestations whether it be from 
conflict from Wildlife interaction; Undermining; Flooding; does the design of the community truly lend itself to 
walkability and human powered (ie cycling) transportation that will make it easier for people to move around 
with these modes rather than driving in order to obtain climate targets; and additional tax burdens. Have the 
plans put forward by the developer adequately covered off the risk of the development?  We don’t think so and 
ask that you require this information for further consideration before any decision making occurs.  
 
David White and Sheilah Sommer  
154 Benchlands Terrace, Canmore, Alberta.  
Cell - 403 607-5268 
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From:
Sent: Thursday, March 4, 2021 2:02 PM
To: Shared.MunicipalClerk
Subject: Bylaws 2021-05 and 2021-06

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Good day: 

While I have many thoughts, I have tried to provide informed opinions on the Three Sisters Mountain Village  (TSMV) 
ASP. 
Working in the industry, I support developments such as Spring Creek Mountain Village, which represents urban 
densification.  
With the request for TSMV ASP, I find myself quite conflicted. So recognizing that the land owner has privileges under 
the MGA, and that development still provides work for many locals, I have the following comments with suggestions: 

1. The Province has set the minimum requirement for wild life corridors, TSMV has suggested taking land from the
Thunderstone area.  Firstly, I see the Thunderstone area as a negotiation tactic for TSMV, and should not be
considered as something that TSMV is giving to the community. Secondly, the Province has set the corridors as a
minimum, TSMV should give more to both the environment and the community by increasing the width of the
corridors as a good corporate citizens.  Canmore Engage presented well on some areas that should be relieved
from the minimum requirements along with corridors to support the current crossing locations.

2. The commercial developments should acts as gate posts to the residential development.  Just as has occurred
under the Silvertip DC area, meaning that there is real accountability around the stages of commercial vs
residential development.

3. If TSMV is so confident that the undermined land can be safely developed, they should carry the liability in
perpetuity. We know there are problems, events and repercussions are uncertain. TSMV has to own the
responsibility of developing on such lands, they the issues knew when they bought the land out of receivership
in 2017.

Good luck with your highly charged political football 

Adrian Wilson (long time resident of Canmore) 
102 Patrician Street 
Canmore 
Alberta 
T: 403 609 8438 
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