
March 7, 2021 
 
Dear Mayor and Members of Town Council 
 
I am writing to you to urge you oppose bylaws 2021-05 and 2021-06 and ask they be sent back to the 
developer for modification.   
 
I am a long term valley and full time Canmore resident since moving to the area in 1979.  My wife and I 
have raised our family here and our children have grown up here and realize how special this location is 
and are now building their own lives.  Before moving to this area I grew up in a small Coal mining 
community (my father was a underground miner) in southern Alberta.  
 
After the 2013 Flood I was in a meeting with the town and some members of this current administration 
and while all were relieved that no one was injured, all realized how inadequate the information 
available  was when the decision to develop Cougar Creek in its current form was made.  The result of 
that decision has been massive flood mitigation measures that both the Provincial and Municipal tax 
payers are now funding.  I foresee a similar situation given the scale and scope of this development 
proposal and would urge caution. 
 
I also read with interest the article “Setting The Record Straight” printed in the Rocky Mountain Outlook 
on March 4th and found that many of the purported facts written by TSMV as answers to public concern 
were not facts at all but spin and obfuscation.  It is actually that article that convinced me to write to you 
directly. 
 

1) It is my belief that it is not in the towns interest for council to be making this significant a change 
to a MDP that would be giving any developer a thirty year window to develop lands that are this 
controversial.  I believe  a more phased approach with approvals that are directly tied to 
accomplishments and have the ability to be changed or modified based on experience and what 
the scientific evidence proves or disproves some of the statements being made needs to be 
considered. 

2) As mentioned I grew up in Southern Alberta in a town that had some undermining and saw both 
the short term and long term effects of undermining.  Areas that had been mined fifty years 
earlier were still subsiding, town infrastructure and foundations were being compromised in 
areas everyone considered safe.  Undermining is an extremely long term challenge that needs to 
be dealt with carefully.  Liability needs to be assured for decades not just a few years.  
Interestingly they have a golf course on top of some of the undermined lands now and farmland 
over much of the rest.  I am very alarmed at the short term nature of liability protection that has 
been legislated for this development and would suggest that if the developer isn’t prepared to 
guarantee their work and indemnify the town for infrastructure we need to see proof the 
proposed mitigation measures actually work.  The idea that the town would walk away from 
residents who could potentially suffer a catastrophic failure is not going to happen, so to suggest 
that it would be a buyer beware situation is a false narrative.  In many communities in the 
Appalachian where there is undermining it is requirement that on undermined lands only soft 
structures are allowed to be built unless excavation and remediation down to the mined area 
are made for more substantial buildings.  This type of remediation is not being proposed by 
TSMV. 



3) TSMV’s What We Heard” report is not public engagement in my world.  Public engagement 
needs to be unbiased, two way, and independent, something that I do not believe happened 
here. 

4) Wildlife has been an integral part of our community fabric and is part of our unique community.  
I have worked first hand in this field and would point to a statement made by TSMV in their 
recent Rocky Mountain Outlook article as typical to how they communicate on this issue “It is 
widely recognized that land isn’t the critical issue for Bow Valley wildlife movement success – 
managing human use within the corridor is the main problem.  In 2016, Alberta Environment 
and Parks showed that 94 per cent of use in wildlife corridors is people not wildlife.”   This 
statement is obviously taken totally out of context.  When you place a building on any piece of 
land and build roads and infrastructure to access the structure wildlife for the most part can no 
longer utilize that area.  A secondary concern comes from the human footprint on the corridor 
or any wildlife, adding people will simply increase the pressures to utilize these  corridor areas.  
Finally it is wildlife species specific, something that seems to be lost in translation.  They discuss 
the need to keep people out of the corridors but wont commit to start their development with 
wildlife mitigation measures early instead looking for sometime during the development 
process. 

5) The proponents of this development knew what restrictions were in existence  under the old 
MDP when they bought this property.  I do not believe that you have to accept a massive plan 
that will lock us into a particular development direction for this long a period of time.  We need 
the ability to access new science, information and experience.   With that information we need 
to be able to modify and/or reject planning direction if necessary.  In my opinion this will not 
happen adequately within this proposal. 

 
There are many other items that I take issue with in the proposal.  I notice that a previous council 
members have taken positions in opposition to this proposal and would suggest their familiarity with the 
history of the issue is a good guide that this proposal  just doesn’t smell right.  I therefore request that 
council consider my opinion. 
 
 
Sincerely 
Dave Hanna 


