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Vance Rodewalt, The Calgary Herald, March 6, 1990 

The more things change, the more they stay the same . . . 

 
Mayor and Members of Council 
Town of Canmore 
902 7th Avenue 
Canmore, AB      T1W 3K1 
municipal.clerk@canmore.ca   
  
Re: Bylaw 2021-05   Three Sisters Village Area Structure Plan 
 Bylaw 2021-06   Smith Creek Area Structure Plan 
 (Additions to our comments of 4 March 2021) 
 
Dear Mayor Borrowman and Members of Council: 
 
Please accept these additions to our comments of 4 March 2021. Over the past couple of days, some 
additional themes have occurred to us. We feel they are particularly important.  
 
As these public hearings approached, we reviewed the ASPs prepared by TSMV as well as other 
pertinent studies and documents. We were struck by the long history of this project and the number 
of files, news clippings and documents stored in our basement, including Mr. Rodewalt’s cartoon, 
above. Too many themes, proposals and objections repeat and repeat. We all have been at this a 
loooooong time.  
 
We expect our Bow Valley home to change over time. And Canmore has conducted a number of 
processes—including Mining the Future—to shape those changes as much as possible. These 
efforts, and other Town commitments such as those on climate change, should guide our 
consideration of TSMV proposals. 
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Seeing the long-standing support for adequate wildlife corridors, opposition to building on 
undermined lands, fear of over-population stress, and enthusiasm for Canmore’s current (but 
perhaps diminishing) quality of life, why would TSMV come back to Counci l—yet again—with 
proposals that restrict wildlife movement, build on shaky ground, and construct a fence between 
people and wildlife.  
 
Council has rejected these proposals time after time . Why does TSMV think that putting 
lipstick on these pigs makes them any more attractive this time around? 
 
As we consider the current proposals and projections, we ought to bear in mind Shakespeare’s 
observation, appropriately in The Tempest:  “What is past is prologue.” In many ways, the past indeed 
sets the stage for the present ASPs. And the past is a string of different owners and investors 
offering an array of promises, delivering mostly residence structures (that burden Town budgets), 
failing to develop commercial properties, and ending up busted, gone, and in receivership. Some 
even threatened to sue Council members if they exercised their responsibilities as elected officials. 
What does this checkered past portend for the future?  
 
Some of you may recall this partial list of TSMV incarnations, owners and investors:   Three Sisters 
Mountain Village . . . Three Sisters Golf Resorts . . . East-West Partners . . . Three Sisters Resorts, 
Inc. . . Morgan Stanley Real Estate . . . Hong Kong and Shanghai Banking Corporation . . . Three 
Sisters Mountain Village Properties, Ltd. . . . Textron Financial Canada Limited . . . Three Sisters 
Village . . . Quantum Place . . . Price-Waterhouse Coopers . . . 1712841 Alberta Ltd. . . . etc., etc. 
More masks than Hallowe’en night. 
 
And we have heard these commercial promises:  18-hole mountain golf courses . . . world class 
recreation destination . . . outstanding health and wellness centre . . . innovation and education hub, 
affordable housing, etc., etc. . . . . None have come to pass. 
 
So, what does the future hold this time around?  A few considerations while we struggle with the 
ASPs: 
 
1) In light of failed promises in the past, why should we expect anything different in the 

future? In the past, developers have used approved ASPs as an opportunity to pursue 
aggressive residential development while delaying and failing to develop commercial properties 
the Town needs to balance service budgets. Changing times have seen changing and 
abandoned development plans, changing ownership, and changing fortunes (a.k.a, 
bankruptcies). Approved ASPs and subsequent regulatory approvals bind the Town. But they 
apparently do not equally bind developers to commitments made in all those ASPs.  
 
If the Town cannot level the playing field, Council should at the very minimum require bonds, 
diligence requirements, and other binding instruments to encourage TSMV to fulfill 
commitments and to insulate the Town from burden, liability and broken promises. 
 

2) We have been warned about the clear hazards of undermined lands. There is no 
excuse to ignore these warnings. We have seen nothing that suggests TSMV can safely 
develop the identified lands over the one-time golf course. Tuesday’s video presentation was 
most compelling, and nothing has changed since Gerry Stevenson’s warnings of years ago. 
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The probability of collapse is too great. The fiscal liability and costs to Canmore and Alberta 
taxpayers are too unacceptable. 

 

The emergence of the COVID pandemic offers a lesson. Individuals, communities and 
institutions that heard and heeded early lessons were, for the most part, spared worst of deaths 
and disruptions. We know what happened when warnings were ignored. We need not unleash 
the perils of ignored undermining warnings in the Bow Valley. 

 

3) Proposed construction on severely undermined land is out of the question and must 
not be used as a bargaining chip in ant further negotiations between the Town and 
TSMV. Building on identified hazardous lands under the one-time golf course should be off 
the table from the outset. The future may see “negotiations” between the Town and TSMV 
regarding any number of points in the two area structure plans. We should not allow TSMV to 
withdraw development proposals on undermined lands in exchange for concessions 
elsewhere.  
 

4) We won’t have the chance to un-build tomorrow if we build wrong today. An approved 
ASP is a legally binding document that sets the foundations for land-use plans, zoning and 
other binding regulations. TSMV is asking for a 30-year commitment from the Town. Likely 
buyers and builders will begin construction on residential units as soon as permits are 
approved. But fortunes may change (as they have in the past) in which case TSMV likely 
would ask for extensions, exemptions or other reductions of their obligations.  

 

This scenario is a one-way street – allowing developers to request relaxed 
requirements for their own benefit, but not permitting the Town to impose stricter 
ones in light of new data or changing circumstances. Adaptive management doesn’t 
mean much if we learn, for example, that wider corridors are needed after homes already have 
been built on spaces where corridors ought to be. 
 
Canmore developers have a habit of gaining approval for a project only to return to Council 
for expansions, additions, height variances etc. that exceed the original permit. One can 
imagine Council members supporting original approvals with the idea, “OK, this far but no 
farther.” In spite of that, I cannot recall a request for expansion, addition or variance that has 
not been granted by Council.  
 
But wildlife, and wildlife advocates, cannot come back to Council for a second bite of 
the apple. Once homes are built in—or too close to—wildlife movement areas, there is no 
apple left. The same goes for the hazards of undermined lands.  
 
Now is not the time to make 30-year irreversible commitments in areas where we 
know better, ought to know better, or simply are not quite sure. There is enough land in 
TSMV ownership to avoid undermining risk, provide for wildlife, meet reasonable developer 
expectations and ensure Canmore’s quality of life in a changing world. 

 

5) Pinch points are critical considerations in wildlife corridors. Identified narrow pinch 
points call for more consideration and reserved lands for wildlife; not less. But some have 
argued, “if wildlife can negotiate these narrow pinch-points, why does the rest of the corridor 
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have to be so wide?” Consider a child’s walking route to school that crosses a single busy 
intersection. Would we propose additional busy crossings just because most students manage 
to negotiate this one hazard safely?  

The same for wildlife. The pinch points along TSMV’s wildlife corridor call for wilder and 
safer corridors along the balance of the corridor length. 

6) Canmore engages independent third-parties to review proponent assessments because
documents provided by development proponents have not always proven reliable. I
liken asking the opinion of independent consultants to asking our Mom or Dad what the truth
is when our crazy Uncle Larry, or some commentator on Fox News, spins a tall tale. In some
elements, aspects of proponent EISs are a lot like tall tales. We look to the un-biased
assessments from third-party experts to help us get closer to the truth.

7) Current owners acquired full control of TSMV for pennies on the dollar. Good for them.
See:  https://www.westerninvestor.com/news/alberta/three-sisters-lands-sold-under-the-gavel-
1.2176224 . But their bargain acquisition does not obligate the Town to enable their wildest
dreams for development and profit. There is a path that can meet the legitimate expectations
of developers and the Town. Numerous presenters have offered promising solutions.

As we understand this process, Council faces three options:  

• Accept the ASP and begin to consider land use and zoning regulations;

• Reject the ASP and ask TSMV to come back with something better; or

• Take on amendments, revisions and improvements yourselves as Town Council.

There seems little appetite for acceptance of these ASPs among Canmore residents.  

For Council to examine, revisit and improve the many aspects of these ASPs seems an onerous and 
inappropriate task. 

That leaves the option of rejecting the ASPs and asking TSMV to go back to the drawing board and 
return to Council and the community with something much better. Council took this bold step with 
previous proposals from TSMV.  

We join hundreds of our neighbours in now asking Council to show the same courage, 
reject the ASPs and ask TSMV to come back with the better plans we all deserve. 

Thank you for the opportunity to participate in this most important process.  

We very much appreciate the time and effort Members of Council have committed to the ASPs and 
to other demands. Thank you! 

Best regards, 

Jim Pissot   Valerie Pissot 

 


