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From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Cecile Lafleur 
March 3, 2021 4:54 PM
Shared.MunicipalClerk
John Borrowman; Robert Seeley; Jeffrey Hilstad; Esme Comfort; Karen Marra; Joanna 
McCallum; Vi Sandford
Bylaws 2021-05 and 2021-06: Opposition to TSMV ASPs

Dear Municipal Clerk

I am writing to you to express my concern about the latest Area Structure Plans proposal that 
Three Sisters Mountain Village has presented to the Town Council. These proposals conflict 
with several guiding documents for Canmore such as the Municipal Development Plan, 
conservation wildlands zoning and several bylaws. The guiding documents were put in place 
to protect the character of our community, the quality of life for its residents and ensure we 
coexist with the wildlife in the valley. I list five concerns that I have below.

1. TSMV's request to expand Canmore's Urban Growth Boundary is contrary to what has been
determined in the Municipal Development Plan to ensure that we maintain a balance 
between nature and human development. The proposal to expand the Urban Growth 
Boundary would extend the limits closer towards the mouth of the sensitive Wind Valley 
area. Since the Municipal Development Plan of 1998 was written the population of the town 
has increased by 50%. We do not need another population increase of 15,000.

2. TSMV's request to rezone approximately 33 ha of Conservation Wildlands to urban
development in the sensitive mouth of the Wind Valley. (1998 by-law) Wildlife is already 
being squeezed in this valley and we do not need more to make it more stressful for wildlife if 
humans are to co-exist with wildlife. Whenever compromises are made those who stand to 
give up what they have are those who stand to lose. In this case the wildlife are those who 
stand to lose more habitat or more space for ease of movement.

3. 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). The width of optimum wildlife corridor was 
determined in the 2002 Golder Report which was jointly commissioned by the Town of 
Canmore and TSMV. At that time the current owner was an owner of TSMV and therefore was 
in accordance with the report. As wildlife is squeezed to edges they are forced to move uphill. 
Most wildlife, much like humans, prefer travelling through areas that are flat or slightly 
sloped. 

4. 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 that up to 3447 more units can be built. 
Now, however, TSMV's plans call for another 6570 units to be built. (and this does not include 
a possible 3100 secondary suites and 420 PAH units.) It is time that TSMV developed more 
commercial space to help offset increasing residential taxes. The TSMV ASP indicates it will 
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build "cafes. restaurants, retail and markets".  From this it appears that there will be a lot of 
commercial space yet I sense there is more interest in developing residential homes because 
these are more profitable. Tourist homes are not taxed at the same level as commercial 
businesses and therefore would put further stress on residential taxpayers.

5. TSMV's proposal to build residential units on the land designated in the Golder Report as
Three Sisters Golf Course. This area was designated a golf course because it is located on 
grounds that have been heavily undermined. The undermining in this area is more prone to 
sinkholes because of the strata underground. Gerry Stephenson, the chief engineer for the 
mines, indicated that the undermining in this area is very complex and therefore not suitable 
for construction of residential homes. The complexity has not changed and I am suspect that 
new engineering solutions would be 100% effective in preventing sinkholes. (Consider the 
solution to a fissure that appeared when Three Sisters Parkway was built. A sinkhole 
appeared even when the solution was determined to be fool proof.) It would be 
irresponsible for a developer to sell such land to citizens to build homes even if citizens are 
made aware of the situation. (People who are determined to live here will sign anthing when 
the developers and their hired engineers reassure them that the engineering solutions will be 
effective.) Sinkholes could develop decades later long after the developer has long gone, even 
passed away. Is this fair to any homeowner current or future? It would also be irresponsible 
for elected officials who have been made fully aware of the concerns about the undermining 
to approve such a development. 

My husband and I have lived in Canmore for 25 years. We moved here for work related 
reasons. Some may say we are part of an elitist population who wants to keep this town for 
ourselves. I beg to differ. We retired here because we've lived here for years. We've 
contributed to this community. This is our home. Building homes for people who buy them 
with the intention of retiring here in 10-15-20 years with no thought of the land that is being 
taken away from wildlife is very disturbing. What we really need in this town is homes that 
are affordable for people who are living here due to work requirements. 

The Town of Canmore has already compromised wildlife habitat and wildlife corridors in 
past approvals of TSMV proposals. It is time these compromises stopped. Whenever the town 
allows more land to be developed the community objective to co-exist with wildlife is further 
diminished. It is time that TSMV recognizes that they have received what they will receive. 
It's time for TSMV develops what they have and to be satisfied with what they have been 
granted. There is no need to make any adjustments to the last approved ASP for Three Sisters 
Mountain Village. The owners are well aware of how Canmore residents feel, they are well 
aware of the issues associated with humans coexisting with wildlife and therefore the 
minimum widths of wildlife corridors as designated by BCEAG guidelines. 

I am opposed to the Area Structure Plan proposed by Three Sisters Mountain Village. I 
strongly urge the Elected representatives of Canmore to turn down the changes proposed by 
TSMV.

I thank you for taking my concerns into consideration,
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Sincerely, 
Cécile Lafleur  
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