
Re ASP for TSMV and Smith Creek,  Bylaws 2021-05 and 2021-06.  
 
Dear Mayor Borrowman and Councillors, 
 
I am writing to you with some comments and observations in regards to the recent 
ASP's submitted to council by TSMV. 
 
Let me first say that yet again these new proposals from the latest owners of the Three 
Sisters lands place you as our municipal representatives in a very unenviable position of 
trying to balance what will be no doubt a variety of conflicting view and opinions and 
decide on a path forward.I thank you in advance for your efforts in dealing with these. 
 
Before commenting on these new specific proposals I comment that I continue to 
support the approved 2004 ASP for the TSMV area, (which in itself was contentious but 
did in the end reflect acceptable compromises),  and that I consider change to this (as 
these latest proposed plans do) as a very negative backwards step. Likewise the Smith 
Creek area should remain as is; with a Wildlife Conservation designation. 
 
Re TSMV ASP (By-Law 2021-05) 

Undermining 
Although this ASP proposal states that the undermining hazards will be addressed by 
using the latest Provincial guidelines to undertake mitigation, these guidelines in 
themselves only serve to endeavour to minimise undermining risk, not to eliminate it. 
This is clearly understood by the developer as the risk will eventually lie with the 
property owner(s), which in the case of Town services and infrastructure will be the 
Town of Canmore. 
Is it right that PAH be erected on any part of these lands ? Residents who purchase  
such properties tend to be on the lower end of incomes and are as such least able to 
deal with unexpected financial demands. By accepting the proposals are we not setting 
a potential trap for them ? Of course this same comment goes for PAH rental units 
which may fall under some form of “Community Housing Co-operatives” which in turn 
may in part be under-written by the town. 
As is well known water will always find a path of least resistance. There are numerous 
underground water courses in the area the routes of which are not necessarily 
understood. Undertaking mitigation in any one area to faclitate building or infrastructure 
construction may well lead to a change in an underground water course with unforseen 
consequences elsewhere. We can all relate to the Dyrgas Gate sinkhole, the 3 Sisters 
Parkway subsidence (albeit both caused by a pipe failures, ?), and also the 
speculations in Exshaw around the result of the Exshaw Creek flood mitigation 
workings. Is there a learning to be applied here ? 
We can also draw a parallel with the events of 2013 and its impact on those 
properties adjacent to Cougar Creek. After the learnings here, and even with the further 
ongoing flood mitigation projects, would we as a community advocate further 
construction along this waterway? Clearly not, the risk is still there.  
No matter the extent of mitigation efforts a risk due to undermining will remain on 
these Three Sisters lands. Unless the developer is prepared in someway to  underwrite 



this risk in perpetuity I advocate that development should be limited to what was 
envisaged in the 2004 ASP. 

Wildlife Corridor 
Is fencing really a solution to ensuring wildlife are constrained to a “designated” 
corridor ? The developer clearly doesn't know as they are proposing an “Adaptive 
Management and Monitoring” approach, which suggests a “let's try it and see” solution. 
What will be the solution ?, What will be the costs ? What will be the upkeep costs ? 
Should Council really be approving something with so many unkowns ? I have no 
answer,  but would comment that if it becomes too expensive for the developer, the 
fencing concept will be dropped like a hot brick. I ask you to reflect on the status of the 
lands at present. Why are we here today; because the development envisaged in the 
2004 ASP proved to be too costly for the developers to continue and they went bankrupt 
leaving us with the situation we are now faced with. 
Even if fencing proves to be an effective solution to keeping wildlife out of the 
developed area, experience shows that fencing together with signage does not keep or 
limit human use to designated routes. By constraining wildlife to a narrower and steeper 
corridor than today, together with significantly increased (upto 14500 more residents) 
human use in and penetration of said corridor can only lead to an escalation of 
unacceptable levels of wildlife interaction. In other words the wildlife will seek to avoid 
use of the corridor which in turn totally negates the concept of a corridor. 
We need to leave the corridor as it is today, sufficiently wide and topographically 
attractive to animals, and also by not increasing our population density on the lands 
eliminate the risk of significantly increasing the level of human use in said corridor. 
 
Re Smith Creek ASP (by-Law 2021-06) 

General Comments 
These lands are designated as Wildlife  Conservation lands and should in my opinion 
remain so. Without TSMV ASP approval (which I hope Council does not provide) any 
development in this area would be an “orphan” to the rest of our community and in a lot 
of ways not independently viable. So lets call a halt now before it becomes any more 
contentious. 
At some point new significant development in the town needs to stop. Previous 
councils in the past have established boundaries beyond which they have stated no 
further development should be allowed. This Wildlife Conservation area is outside of 
these boundaries and as such should not be encroached on. 
We are limited in our land base and most developers recognise this and work within 
existing parameters. The principals here of TSMV don't want to accept these existing 
constraints and are pushing to maximise development and their profits in any way 
possible. They purchased these lands at a very steep discount from the previous 
bankruptcy trustees knowing full well what constraints to development were already in 
place. That is their issue not the Town of Canmore's. 
I believe we are at a point now where the town should be re-iterating their position of 
“ enough is enough” and not approve this wholesale re-designation of land through 
approval of this ASP. 
One can argue that construction is a major employer in the valley, which it is. But at 
some point it will not be so, a point which I believe we have now reached. People and 



developers need to realise this and adapt themselves to a changed reality.  
Economically, due to a variety of factors (oil Industry issues, environmental concerns 
climate change, COVID pandemic, etc)etc) we,( provincially, federally and globally) are 
in uncertain times.This proposed ASP assumes a return to ways of the past (demands 
for second homes, tourist facilities etc etc) leading to construction. I question whether 
the previously seen level of demand will actually occur, and wonder whether this project 
will go the way of the previous developers enterprises leaving the town with a partially 
completed developments. Let us not go down that path, please reject this ASP. 
 
Jon Eade 
75 Ridge Road 
CANMORE T1W 1G5 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 


