
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 

 


