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Thank you for the opportunity to make a verbal statement to Council today. Thank you also, Mr. 
Mayor and Councillors, for all of your hard work to make the best possible decisions for our 
community. 

My name is Cheryl Hojnowski, and I am a full-time resident of Canmore and a homeowner. I 
have read the ASPs. 

I am opposed to both the Three Sisters Village and Smith Creek Area Structure Plans. I urge 
Council to reject both of these plans. 

My words today represent no one but myself. I am addressing you as a private resident who is 
deeply concerned about her home.  

Canmore is in fact the first place where I have made a home as an adult. Before I came here, I 
was a bit of a nomad, wandering around, trying on different communities for size. I moved 9 
times in my 20s, across countries and even between continents. 

I first visited Canmore in 2009. I visited a dear friend here. As he introduced me to his friends, I 
was touched by the kindness and respect that people showed each other. I was touched by how 
much pride people took in their community’s spirit and its legacy, for example, its wildlife 
corridors.  

I hadn’t felt something like this community culture anywhere else I’d lived previously. I decided 
that I wanted to be part of a community like Canmore.  

I am opposed to the Three Sisters Mountain Village Area Structure Plans because they put our 
community at high risk, on almost every front. This risk concerns some tangible things, like 
potential traffic congestion. I also fear the ASPs put at risk things that are less tangible, like our 
community values.  

To clarify my opposition, I’ll provide some examples of these risks. 

By failing to use the best available wildlife science, TSMV risks the ability of wild animals – 
particularly wolves and grizzly bears – to survive in this landscape, if they are still brave enough 
to make the effort to try to move through it. The ASPs risk our community’s legacy as a global 
leader in human-wildlife coexistence, as one of the first places on Earth to establish wildlife 
corridors, as a place that students and practitioners from around the world travel to, to study our 
crossing structures and coexistence education programs, with the goal of emulating them in their 
own homes.  



The ASPs risk our financial security. They propose residential development on heavily 
undermined lands, with taxpayers left to foot the bill should any incidents occur after a few years 
– which they almost certainly will. The ASPs leave taxpayers to pay for the maintenance of
expensive human-wildlife conflict mitigations, such as a fence whose efficacy has never been 
tested in an analogous situation anywhere on Earth. The ASPs use 30-year financial modelling, 
which is known to be so uncertain as to be entirely unreliable.  

The ASPs risk our safety – and potentially our very lives – in the event of a wildfire in the Bow 
Valley – which experts say is not a matter of if, but when. They propose tripling the number of 
residents south of the river, a side of Town that is serviced by only one highway exit and one 
main road, with no wildfire evacuation plan. Full disclosure: I live on that side of the river, and 
these ASPs terrify me. 

The ASPs risk setting a precedent that our Urban Growth Boundary can be modified just to 
please a private landowner.  

The ASPs put risk upon the most vulnerable among us, the voiceless – wildlife, and children – 
future generations who will bear the burden of climate change, which will be exacerbated by 
these developments. 

I do not believe our community should be asked to assume this level of risk. 

Here are some examples of things Council can do to make these ASPs more appropriate for our 
community: 

1. For wildlife:
a. Do not rezone conservation wildlands as requested in the Smith Creek ASP. This

would be disastrous for wildlife.
b. Preserve the golf course as a buffer to the wildlife corridor
c. Improve the provincially-approved but inadequate corridors through zoning. There is

precedent for this – I would direct you to the 2002 Golder Report process
d. Require Golder to respond to the concerns that MSES raised on behalf of the Town in

its third-party review of Golder’s EIS
e. Use every mechanism at the Town’s disposal to maximize space for wildlife

2. For climate change:
a. Require these ASPs – and all future development – to explicitly commit to meeting

the targets of the Town’s Climate Action Plan. The hard truth is that if Council is not
going to require this, then there is no point in having a Climate Action Plan.

b. Recognize that the proposed density bonuses can simply allow the developer to add
more people, thus negating the effect of increased energy efficiency. Don’t fall for
this.

3. For undermining: Say “no” to proposed development on the golf course.



4. For housing: Require TSMV to be true to the letter of the original NRCB proposal, which
stated that 50% of housing would be low-cost, 30% mid-range and 20% high-end. I believe
this is in section 2.3.6 of the NRCB decision. Translated to today, that means: Require at
least 50% of housing to be PAH or Vital Homes. This will allow the Town to get to its goals
on affordable housing with a far, far lower number of dwellings overall – something that
would be good for wildlife, climate, traffic, and wildfire and undermining risks.

5. To mitigate financial risk:
a. Require commercial development first. Do not accept a “Phase 1” residential proposal

as requested in both ASPs.
b. Put mechanisms in place to hold the developer accountable for meeting commercial

build targets. For example, 5-year targets, and significant fines if the developer does
not meet them.

c. Don’t trust 30-year financial models. Get verification by independent experts.
d. Use all mechanisms at your disposal to ensure that Canmore taxpayers are not

subsidizing TSMV profits. As an easy example, TSMV should be paying for all costs
associated with a wildlife fence in perpetuity.

6. For wildfire:
a. Before approving any development, require or commission 1) an independently-

verified wildfire evacuation plan and 2) assess the costs to taxpayers of wildfire
mitigation on the lands proposed for development

7. For congestion: Before approving any development, require or commission an independent
assessment of the effects of the proposed developments on traffic, particularly in places like
the Bow River bridge. Recognize that traffic impacts are not linear.

8. Finally, do not change our MDP, bylaws or Urban Growth Boundary for TSMV. This should
be a firm no.

This is not a complete list. But this list alone is enough that it should be clear that the changes 
needed are so significant, that the ASPs should be rejected. TSMV should start over. And – we 
should help them. 

I actually believe these lands can represent a unique opportunity for Canmore to take a step back 
and lead – really lead – to innovate, to set the standard, to be a model, to inspire others – on a 
global level, and for other mountain communities.  

We should embrace that opportunity. Let’s be bold. Let’s be inspiring! 

These lands are an opportunity for Canmore to be a leader in urban planning and wildlife 
conservation. For us to show others how to get it right, for the long haul. 

These lands are an opportunity to allow the principles of Truth and Reconciliation to guide 
development decisions. To show what it means to truly forge “Right Relations”. 



These lands are an opportunity to again embark on a world-leading visioning process, A Minding 
the Future, as has been suggested by some residents. Council is in a challenging position on these 
ASPs, trying to navigate what is acceptable against the backdrop of what feel like watershed 
moments both local and global – a pandemic, a climate crisis, diversity, equity and inclusion, and 
others.  

The good news is, Council doesn’t have to do this alone. The citizens of this community can and 
want to help you. Let them. The 1992 NRCB decision itself noted that, “The Board has no desire 
to see the interests of residents and stakeholders thwarted by sterilizing the effectiveness of the 
public process.”  

So let’s take the Board at its word. My final hope and recommendation is that Council hit pause. 
It’s my understanding that you can do this, by rejecting the ASPs, or by taking up to 2 years to 
consider them. So hit pause, and launch a visioning process that will help to diffuse the current 
tension in our town, build relationships and trust, and create meaningful solutions not just for the 
Three Sisters lands, but for all future development in Canmore. Canmore is home to talented, 
caring minds from diverse fields, who can help to inform and lead this visioning process.  

Mr Mayor and Councillors: Please empower our community to create an inspiring vision for the 
Three Sisters lands, and to communicate that vision clearly to the developer, so that TSMV can 
help us realize a future that meets our needs, and that represents what our community aspires to 
become.  

Hit pause, and launch this visioning process. This can be your legacy, Councillors. And it will be 
a good legacy. 

Thank you. 


