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128 Casale Place 
Canmore, T1W 3G2 

Alberta, Canada 
 

4th March 2021 
 
FAO Municipal Clerk, 
902-7 Avenue,  
Canmore AB, T1W 3K1 
 
Dear Mayor and Members of Town Council 
 
Re:  Written Submission for Public Hearing on 9 March 2021 in respect of 
TSMV Area Structure Plans [Bylaws 2021-05 and 2021-06]. 
 
Firstly, I would like to thank the applicant and Town Council for the immense 
production of information and research to enable this ASP to be produced.  It is 
always difficult to bridge the gap between commercial enterprise, and environmental 
stewardship, and hence I appreciate the innovation and vision this document 
incorporates to address some of these challenges. 
 
My wife and I moved to Canmore from London (UK) in 2003. Like many we were 
drawn by Canmore’s incredible beauty and welcoming small-town community.  We 
felt the sacrifice of high paid City jobs was a fair trade to stay in this incredibly 
unique natural environment. With the subsequent arrival of 3 daughters, like most 
couples, we had to transition in respect of priorities and needs, and this has allowed us 
to experience and interact within the community in many different ways.  We now 
consider ourselves forever “Canmorites”, and the future development of this town and 
the protection of this unique ecosystem is of fundamental importance to us. 
 
In this context I have reviewed the two ASP applications and supporting documents.  
Clearly much work has been done by the applicant to listen to the community and 
address some of the concerns. However, I am still left with the following concerns 
which I do not believe have been fully or satisfactorily addressed or resolved: 
 
1.   Development Size and Build Period 
 

a. The two ASPs provide for an estimated potential increase in population 
numbers of up to 14,500 people and hence this development proposal will 
have a fundamental and irreversible impact on the current Town and 
community.  Irrespective of whatever planning and mitigation steps are taken, 
the potential increase in the population will undoubtedly have an overall 
negative impact in respect of wildlife conflict, traffic control, ecological and 
carbon footprint, and our enviable small-town culture.  
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b. In respect of accommodation unit numbers, the current proposals provide for 

more units to be built then granted under the 1992 NRCB agreement (2,425 
hotel rooms, 6,085 housing units).  I believe proposed units must be clearly 
outlined in a comprehensive summary table (with phasing details) and must 
not exceed the NRCB approval numbers and be in line with DC-198.  The use 
of the “density bonus toolkit” should not allow for NRCB numbers to be 
exceeded.  What has been built to date must also be clearly identified and 
documented, and be taken into consideration to account for future permissible 
build units.  

 
c. The combined ASPs proposes an assessment split of 78% residential and 22% 

non-residential units.  This mix does not conform with what was envisioned in 
the “resort” community approved by the NRCB, and is contrary to the current 
Town’s MDP and land use guidelines of a 66/33% split.  The 
residential/commercial split is an absolute fundamental requirement to 
safeguard the benefit of new development to the community in respect of 
proposed use, financial sustainability, and future mill rates.  It should be noted 
that previous developments on TS lands did not provide for the commercial 
units committed to, and to date this has negatively impacted property taxes 
borne by the community. 

 
d. The Town’s MDP was formulated after significant community discussion and 

outreach.  The Town must not allow any relaxation to MDP guidelines in 
respect of commercial mix targets.  This must be strictly enforced if the 
community at large is to benefit from this substantial development. 

 
e. This development has a 30-year timeline which makes it hugely difficult to 

forecast development outcomes from both a financial and ecological 
perspective. The integrity of thirty-year forecasts will have significant 
limitations arising from data constraints and build out timetable assumptions.  
The Town have been told that there is no definitive build schedule for Smith 
Creek in relation to TS Village Centre.  These developments may or may not 
occur concurrently.  Similarly, the phasing of development within each ASP is 
fully flexible and not sufficiently prescriptive to deliver any commercial build 
targets.  The FIA associated with a 30-year build without definitive phasing 
criteria is of very limited scope and usefulness.  The extrapolation and 
forecasts are therefore far too crude to provide any reliable certainty of 
outcome or measure of financial sustainability. 
 

f. The unfortunate reality for most 30-year development plans is the developer 
will go into liquidation or the entity will be sold or merge with another entity. 
Invariably this results in commitments and liabilities by developers that never 
transpire or materialise.  The Town has ample experience in this respect but 
this is an area where the Town has not fully considered provisions and scope 
to better protect the community.  Legal protections and the quality and 
enforceability of performance bonds must be fully considered and analysed.  
Certain commitments must be attached to the land and development permit to 
avoid “cherry picking” of assets in any future receivership or liquidation to 
avoid liabilities.   In this respect safeguards and protection to the town and 
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community may be achieved by having more rigorous build-out criteria in 
respect of phased development.  It would be sensible to break the 30-year plan 
into say six 5-year build phases.  Each phase could then be more appropriately 
assessed in respect of criteria such as financial modelling, desirable 
residential/commercial mix, environment/ecological monitoring and results 
evaluation, and affordable housing.  A phased approach may ensure certain 
commitments are delivered before the next phase can commence and may 
safeguard many of the interest we are trying to achieve.  It is important we 
learn from the failed commitments, and changes in plans, that previous 
developments have resulted in, if we are to succeed with the goals in the 
current ASPs.  Ultimately without a detailed phasing commitment, which 
allow for more accurate forecasts and assessment, these ASPs should not be 
approved. 

 
2.  Affordable Housing (AH) 
 

a. It is clear that from the perspective of the town and the community that AH 
has become a key concern for future land development.  The current ASPs 
have worked hard to incorporate proposed AH initiatives and meet AH targets 
in respect of build numbers. 

 
b. I believe the sentiment and desire for AH is fairly self-evident.  There is a 

commercial need for lower wage service industry staff to have viable available 
accommodation, and also a desire to attain a vibrant community through 
promotion of a wide spectrum of residents with reference to age and wealth 
criteria.  Unfortunately, the town and community must appreciate that this 
aspirational utopia is extremely difficult to achieve without interference in 
open market economics, that ultimately dictates the market value of real estate 
in a given location.   
 

c. The term AH or it’s variants (PAH, Vital homes etc) has not been clearly 
defined and hence what constitutes AH will remain highly debatable.  This 
lack of definition is a significant hurdle in respect of direction of policy, or 
implementation. The proposed ASPs seeks to indirectly define AH units as 
being “low cost” units that in relation to size and “finish” specification should 
be relatively cheaper than other units being sold.  “Relatively cheaper” to other 
units may not be sufficient as an entry point into Canmore based on prevailing 
market values when marketed for sale.  In many successful resort 
communities, real estate prices are being driven-up significantly through 
speculative investment, and second home ownership.  Low price entry may 
simply fuel this speculative investment and ultimately these units may not be 
acquired by the suggested target group, and speculation may ultimately lead to 
a higher price per square foot than larger units.   
 

d. As the Town should now be aware through their own PAH involvement, to 
ensure longer-term affordability, accommodation will need to have strictly 
enforced ownership and/or use criteria.  This can be achieved where the 
properties are owned by a non-profit entity, but where properties are to be sold 
on the open market, controlling market price becomes far more difficult.  The 
quandary will always be that good developments will dictate higher prices and 
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this will be a barrier to entry.  The only way to limit market driven price 
inflation is to have occupation or use by-laws, or purchase conditions that 
somehow restrict speculative investment and reduce market value.  These are 
extremely difficult decisions to make, but without any firm criteria on what 
dictates an AH unit, and how price inflation is controlled, the objectives of the 
town and community will not be met.   
 

e. The AH issue will be further exacerbated where ‘cheap” units are sold to 
landlords for rental investments.  Landlords will simply try to maximise profit 
on these unit by setting high rentals.  Clearly these units cannot be included 
within AH unit numbers unless there is absolute clarity on the definition and 
mechanism to ensure that rentals of this unit will somehow be controlled. 
 

f. In summary there is currently insufficient detail in the ASP on what 
constitutes AH units and any mechanisms or approach to ensure affordability 
objectives will be met on an on-going basis.  Without this fundamental criteria 
and scope, I do not believe the ASP meets the town’s AH directives and hence 
without further detail cannot be approved. 
 

g. I do believe in respect of worker accommodation the ASPs have been more 
successful.  The incremental provision of staff accommodation in line with 
commercial build-out is a positive measure, and will assist with financial 
viability and sustainability.  However as previously mentioned the phasing and 
timing of commercial units and associated housing must be more clearly 
defined and stipulated for more accurate feasibility assessment to take place. 
 

 
3.   Wildlife and Environmental Factors 
 

a. In my opinion the preservation of this unique and delicate ecosystem, outside 
of a national park, should take priority over other considerations.  It is by far 
our greatest asset, and the town and community share a common goal to 
protect this national treasure for the benefit of future generations and visitors 
from across the world.   Development of this scale is irreversible, and we need 
to consider the elimination of potential environmental damage rather than 
possible mitigation to reduce risks. 

 
b. The preservation of a functional wildlife corridor has been a long debated 

environmental issue.  The province in 2020 approved the position and 
functionality of the Smith Creek corridor, and the current ASP is based on this 
approval.  However, in line with the directive under the MDP, the town still 
has a responsibility to consider how development will impact wildlife 
protection and corridor functionality.  Within our community we have many 
notable environmental experts and the consensus of opinion is we must “err on 
the side of caution” and limit development close to the corridors to improve 
their functionality.  The applicant has provided opinion from their own experts 
stating that with an adaptive management plan and implementation of various 
mitigation steps (fencing, signage, education etc) the functionality of corridors 
should not be impacted.  Most of these mitigation measures are untested and 
we do not have any empirical evidence of success. Largely, the success of any 
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mitigation will only be known post event, and of course by that time it will be 
too late to reverse the development!  We cannot and should not accept any 
significant risk that may result in permanent and irreversible damage to our 
delicate ecosystem. 
 

c. The fencing of a large development within Canmore to prevent human and 
wildlife conflict is seen by many as an unacceptable mitigation measure.  
Through the MDP the community has made clear that we have an 
overreaching desire to protect our “natural” environment.  High density 
development and fencing, although economically prudent, is not in keeping 
with this directive.  It goes against the values held by most of the community 
and hence I cannot support this ASP based on this factor alone.  I believe 
strongly that the community at large will only be able to accept a development 
based on the previous soft edge approach, with lower density building and 
fewer overall units. 
 

d. The Smith Creek ASP has proposed a change in the town’s urban growth 
boundary to accommodate for further commercial and industrial development 
at the Thunderstone Quarry site.  I do not believe the ASP has adequately 
demonstrated a community benefit for this change, and the change may result 
in unacceptable environmental impacts.  For these two reasons the proposed 
change should not be accepted.  Similarly, I do not believe there is sufficient 
justification in the ASP to justify movement of the existing wildlife underpass 
to accommodate development plans.  The underpass has now been firmly 
established and the risk of new development, and the potential adverse impact 
of a change to wildlife movement patterns cannot be accepted. 
 

e. Another significant environmental issue relates to undermining safety and 
liability.  Again, the town has learnt from hard experience that developer 
liability and commitments may be insufficient to rectify the overall cost of 
post development sink holes resulting from undermining issues.  The applicant 
has followed provincial guidance, and conducting various technical analysis to 
satisfy itself that mitigation steps will render land impacted by undermining, 
safe to build on.  I feel the onus must be placed firmly on the applicant to 
assume all liabilities should undermining issues occur in the future.  This 
assurance and responsibility from a legal and logistically enforceable process 
will be hard to achieve.  The longer-term financial viability of the developer or 
future developers cannot be assumed, hence sufficient guarantee in the form of 
high-quality enforceable “on-demand” bonds must be considered and 
procured.  The 2020 Undermining Review Regulation states that developer 
should hold $5m of liability insurance for a period 2-year post development.  
This will not be sufficient for the size and extent of development, and the issue 
of duration and enforceability if developer liquidates needs to be explicitly 
clarified and explored. 

 
f. On a minor issue I do not believe that the applicant has considered all 

comments and input from existing homeowners impacted by the suggested 
location of proposed “off-leash” dog parks.  I wrote to TSMV on 26 October 
2020 (see email attached) to provide concerns with respect to a proposed dog 
park shown in the TSMV ASP located behind Casale Place.  Unfortunately, I 
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did not receive any acknowledgment of my email or response.  This lack of 
communication may be an admin oversight, but serves to demonstrate that 
there may be times that TSMV were unable to fully engage with the 
community, or adequately record all responses received.  Hopefully the public 
hearing will allow any shortcomings to be addressed. 

 
 

In summary I have outlined above the issues where I have fundamental concerns in 
respect of the proposed ASPs.  These issues are currently unresolved, and without 
amendment I cannot support the ASPs as submitted.  I strongly compel the Mayor and 
Councillors to further explore these issues, and unless satisfactorily resolved, the town 
must reject the ASPs as proposed. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 

 
Mr Shamir Patel FCA 
 
(with enclosure) 
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From: Shamir Patel mrsshamir@aol.com 
Subject: Three Sisters Village draft ASP 
Date: 26 October 2020 at 11:36 
To: info@tsmv.ca info@TSMV.ca 
 
Dear Sirs 
 
Three Sisters Village draft ASP - July 2020 
 
I write with reference to the draft TSV ASP. I note there are a number of new initiatives in the 
current draft which may contribute to the development of a vibrant, sustainable mountain 
community. Previous ASPs have unfortunately led to much resistance and criticism from the 
Canmore community, and ultimately no proposal has been adopted and implemented. In this 
respect it is important for the developer to have a good understanding of previous issues of 
conflict and resistance from existing homeowners who may be adversely impacted from 
specific proposals in a new ASP. 
 
In this respect I would like to address one particular issue in the current draft ASP in relation 
to the possible provision of “off-lease dog-parks”. This is a relatively minor issue in the 
context of the overall ASP, however the developer must not underestimate the magnitude of 
potential resentment and resistance to new “off-lease dog parks” that may negatively impact 
existing homeowners. 
 
I refer to a potential dog park situated behind my home in Casale Place as shown in “map 11- 
Open Space Map” at page 61 in the draft for engagement. This potential use had been 
previously suggested back in 2013. At that time many homeowners impacted by this proposal 
wrote to PwC (accountants acting as administrator for Three Sister lands) to document their 
resistance to this proposal. At that time I discussed the proposal with a number of impacted 
homeowners, and there was strong, unanimous, and categorical rejection of this proposal. I 
attach a copy of the letter that I sent to PWC at the time. As a consequence of the many letters 
and comments PwC received, this proposal was removed from the draft ASP submitted to the 
Town.  I believe the comments in my letter are relevant to the current proposal in the drat 
engagement proposal. I would urge the developer to reconsider this proposal and remove this 
particular location of an “off-lease” dog park. The new draft ASP is substantial and the 
location of “off leash dog parks” is clearly not a critical component in the overall 
development plan. It would be advisable for new “off-lease dog parks” to be located in new 
communities where potential home owners can make purchase decisions based on the 
relevant disclosed information. The developer should not seek to renege on assurances given 
to previous homeowners. Such actions will lead to mistrust and resentment. If the new ASP is 
to succeed the developer should seek to build trust and goodwill with existing homeowners, 
and avoid animosity and resistance which will ultimately lead to rejection of any developer 
proposals. 
I trust you will consider these comments and would be grateful if you acknowledge receipt of 
this email. 
 
Regards 
 
Shamir Patel FCA 
 


