
          March 4, 2021 
          Canmore, Alberta 
 
Mayor Borrowman, 
Councillor Comfort,  
Councillor Sandford,  
Councillor McCallum,  
Councillor Marra,  
Councillor Seeley,  
Councillor Hilstad, 
 
Re:  Three Sisters Mountain Village Development Proposals 
 Bylaws 2021-05 and 2021-06 
 
Thank you for allowing and encouraging input to your deliberations regarding the Three Sisters 
Mountain Village development proposals. 
  
I feel it is important for citizens to share their views on all things that affect our community and 
therefore I offer the following. 
 
My wife and I have witnessed Canmore’s growth since the early 80’s.  We remember when 
Quarry Lake was just the local swimming hole, we remember when the sunny side was just 
that….and only that, we remember when it was a trek to get to Grassi Lakes. Canmore has 
grown and development has happened in the ensuing years.  
 
We live here because of the sense of community, the local wildlife, the access to the wonderful 
recreational activities and the ability to simply experience nature only a short walk away. 
 
I understand that the Town of Canmore originally annexed the lands towards Dead Man’s Flats 
from the MD of Bighorn for the purpose of development. I also know that the town has a 
number of guiding documents that help to manage the development of such lands. 
 
As citizens of Canmore, we must look to the future and be stewards of this wonderful space. It 
is the long term that is of ultimate importance to guarantee our future generations enjoy what 
we have now. 
 
To do so, we have the right and responsibility to cautiously and effectively manage the growth 
within our town boundaries and dictate that any development abides by those guidelines and 
plans. 
 
TSMV has active Area Structure Plans from 2004 and their responsibilities under those, one 
example being the construction of commercial properties, are still unfulfilled. I am not 
surprised that there is work being done on the commercial area at this time, just as there are 
more proposals being put forward.  



 
These current ASP applications go far beyond and conflict with several guiding documents that 
are in place to maintain a balance and fulfill the vision for our community. I have appended 
specific issues and relevant bylaws at the end of this letter. 
 
I have a number of concerns with the current ASPs before council. They include; 
 
Proximity to and encroachment on wildlife corridors and wildlife movement – even with the 
current population of Canmore we see increased interaction with wildlife.  Many of us have 
encounters at our residences. Increasing the population and decreasing the available habitat 
will degradate that balance even more. This flies in the face of what we as a community hold 
dear and the impact of further encroaching on a critical continental wildlife corridor is 
incalculable. 
 
Increasing the Urban Growth Boundary – this boundary was contemplated and put in place for 
one specific purpose, to manage the growth of Canmore. I see no advantage to the citizens of 
Canmore to change this. 
 
Changing the designation of the Conservation Wildlands to Urban Development in Wind 
Valley – again this designation is in place for a specific purpose and to change it benefits only 
the developer and the negative impacts on wildlife are potentially immense. 
 
Population increase – doubling the size of Canmore in this narrow mountain valley is rife with 
issues. Transportation to Three Sisters is already an issue. These proposals project capacity 
numbers well over those in the guiding documents. We saw this summer what can happen 
when infrastructure and bylaw enforcement cannot support recreational activities for a larger 
number of people. It was, in colloquial terms, a gong show.  
 
Under mining liability – the solution put forward by TSMV is to make sure future owners know 
of the potential issues and agree that the liability ultimately lands with the owner. The remedy 
in the long run is simply not to build on any area that is undermined, yet a significant portion of 
the development is over mined areas. As for the municipality, the liability for any and all 
infrastructure turned over lands squarely on our shoulders – and we know that the significant 
costs are with the long term maintenance of infrastructure, not building it.  
 
Long term financial risks - related to lack of appropriately timed commercial buildouts and 
associated tax revenue. The current development(s) by TSMV are primarily residential with 
minimal commercial units. My understanding is residential developments are a net drain on 
municipal finances. Having this scenario repeated will further impact this balance unless steps 
are taken to rectify it in the short term and measures are put in place to oblige the developer(s) 
to proportionally build commercial units to ensure a sustainable tax revenue stream. The track 
record we have seen in the current development casts a dim view on the likelihood of the 
commercial / recreational assets being constructed in a timely fashion, leaving the town to 
manage the fallout. 



Affordable / Vital Housing – this current proposal has greatly reduced the amount of this much 
needed housing. This is a huge issue in Canmore and to allow this proposal go forward as is 
would negatively impact fulfilling the gap that we currently have. 
 
Environmental Impact – Canmore’s Climate Action Plan states “By 2030, the community of 
Canmore will reduce its GHG emissions by 30% below 2015 levels” – this is a challenging goal as 
it sits now. With the approval of these developments to double the size of the population, I 
believe this goal will be potentially unattainable. 
 
My desire is that council turns down both these ASP proposals.  
 
If development is to occur then it should be in accordance with the guidelines and plans that we 
currently have in place, be staged and regulated such that there are immediate and ongoing 
positive benefits to the Town of Canmore and to its citizens and that it holds true to our 
community spirit of living with wildlife. 
 
In closing, I again thank you for allowing and reading my input on these important matters.  
 
I wish you all the best as you take in and discuss the enormous amount of information that is 
involved in these efforts. 
 
Sincerely, 
Chris Lough 
 
(Appendix on next page) 
 
 
 
  



Appendix: 
 
Three Sisters Mountain Village’s latest development proposals conflict with several guiding 
documents for our community, including the Municipal Development Plan, conservation 
wildlands zoning, and several bylaws. Collectively, these were put into place to protect the 
character of our community, the quality of life of its residents, and to meet our goal of 
coexisting with wildlife.  
 
They include:  
 
1. TSMV’s request to expand our Urban Growth Boundary which is meant to limit our footprint 
and to ensure a balance between nature & development, especially in a sensitive area like the 
mouth of the Wind Valley (1998 Municipal Development Plan); 
 
2. TSMV’s request to rezone ~33 ha of Conservation Wildlands to urban development, also in 
the sensitive mouth of the Wind Valley (1998 Land Use Bylaw); 
 
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)). This came about due to the 2002 Golder Report, 
which was a jointly commissioned study by the Town of Canmore and TSMV; 
 
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 up to 3447 more units can be built however 
TSMV’s plans call for 6750 more units (and this doesn’t even include a possible 3100 additional 
secondary suites and 420 PAH units). 
 
 
 


