
4 March 2021 
 
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 
 
Dear Mayor Borrowman and Members of Council: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above bylaws. Our community has been engaged 
in the TSMV process for more than 30 years. At each iteration, we all hope to get it right. And we 
have what we need to do it right this time. 
 
Thank you also for the comprehensive information provided on the Town’s web site: 
https://canmore.ca/municipal-services/residents-development-planning/current-planning-applications/three-sisters# . 

The resources, Q&A, and links have been most helpful. We note that this is a significant 
improvement compared to previous years, and we very much appreciate Administration’s efforts in 
this regard. 
 
We find it curious, and discouraging that, while times have changed, TSMV has not. And we wonder 
why they have returned—once again—with proposals that have failed time after time before Council 
and before the citizens of Canmore.  
 

Building on hazardous undermined lands will not do.  
Restricting wildlife to narrow and steep strips behind fencing will not do.  
Commercial development and tax base lagging far behind residential development will not do.  
Saddling Canmore residences with long-term liabilities, additional and unnecessary 

responsibilities, increased property taxes, and other externalities while TSMV owners in 
Calgary pocket maximum short-term profit will not do. 

Committing the Town to a 30-year development authorization while allowing circumstances 
to change and TSMV to slip and delay will not do. 

 
It is ironic that TSMV cannot seem to grasp the opportunity to propose visionary and truly world-
class development at this world-class site.  
 

Imagine an innovative mix of luxury, median, affordable and vacation housing.  
Imagine a forward-looking design incorporating residences, commercial development, 

recreation areas, wildlife movement while leaving something for the unexpected. 
Imagine taking climate change seriously by incorporating state-of-the-art energy saving and 

energy producing technologies in all construction.  
Imagine assuming full ownership responsibilities; not foisting predictable costs of unknown 

scale on the rest of the Canmore community. 
Imagine commercial development proceeding apace with residential construction; offering 

necessary and essential conveniences to TSMV residents and complementary—not 
competitive—services to the rest of Canmore and the region.  
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We might be able to imagine all these things. Unfortunately, the owners of TSMV continue to be as  
unimaginative as they are insistent. 
 
EACH and EVERY one of TSMV’s owners and investors has known about undermining hazards 
and wildlife needs from the very beginning. It’s not as though the mine workings and wildlife trails 
were discovered last week. Why do they keep returning to Council and the community with the 
same worn-out and unacceptable proposals? We deserve better. 
 
The various TSMV incarnations have gone bust and bankrupt more times than we can remember. 
Their promises should be viewed in this light as TSMV asks yet more binding commitments from 
the Town, yet conditions its own obligations on a bunch of “ifs” and “maybes.” Don’t you think the 
playing field should be level? 
 
With these thoughts in mind, we offer the following recommendations as you amend and strengthen 
these latest TSMV area structure plans. 
 
1) Do not allow any residential or commercial structures on the most seriously 

undermined lands previously identified. There is no “need” -- lots of profitable TSMV 
lands elsewhere. Why risk the safety and sanity of future homeowners and businesses? 
Canmore would be responsible for very expensive infrastructure repairs. Why should 
Canmore taxpayers be on the hook for years and years of undermining collapse liability? Even 
if Canmore’s longer-term liability is limited to roads and other infrastructure, it’s too much to 
ask. 
 

2) Did somebody say “earthquake?”  Gerry Stephenson described the geology and mine 
workings under TSMV properties were among the most complex and challenging of his 
international mining career. We all know of—and many of us felt—the recent earthquakes. 
While rare in the Bow Valley, they are real as is their potential for damage. Yet NONE of the 
major documents we reviewed even mentions “earthquakes.” As risky and hazardous as these 
lands are known to be, how much more dangerous when earthquakes strike? How might 
potential earthquakes affect the undermined lands? Could they weaken proposed mitigations? 
Who is liable for the facts that potential earthquake risks have been ignored? Same for deadly 
methane.  

 

3) Canmore taxpayers should not be required to subsidize TSMV profits. History shows, 
and the current TSMV ASPs clearly demonstrate, that commercial potential is over-
promised and burdens to existing taxpayers are under-estimated. TSMV’s proposals are 
consistently dressed up with commercial promises that evaporate while residential growth 
metastasizes. The promise may look pretty, but major developers don’t deliver. It is well-
known—and embededed in the Town’s fiscal management principles—that adequate 
commercial tax base is required to provide needed community services across all sectors. But 
Canmore’s residential taxes have risen approximately 5 percent in each of the past several 
years. Utility rates have risen by 7.5 percent per year. Franchise fees have doubles in fewer 
than eight years. These increases total to a doubling of effective residential taxes every 12 
years. The trend is unacceptable and unsustainable. TSMV’s likely path of lots of residential 
and little commercial will only exacerbate an already bad situation. 
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4) Residential development should be permitted only after corresponding (by 
percentage) commercial development has been completed. Development should be 
staged (as hinted at in the ASP) with residential development closely linked to commercial 
development. Commercial developments must demonstrate measurable community benefits 
before additional (next stage) residential development is allowed. “Empty and under-utilized 
space” at TSMV must not become an excuse to inflict more economic pain on Town budgets. 
Many Canmore developers have managed to evade or postpone their commercial obligations. 
This has got to stop. 

 

5) Canmore doesn’t need a duplicate downtown ten kilometers away from our downtown. 
Commercial development at TSMV should offer complementary—not competitive—
opportunities to the rest of Canmore and the regional community at large; and provide certain 
necessary and essential conveniences to TSMV residents.  

 

6) Development should be permitted only in “stages,” with the Town, as well as TSMV, 
protected at each stage. We recognize TSMV’s desire for certainty; but the future is not 
certain. TSMV’s turbulent history of plans, promises, ASPs, owners, investors and fiscal 
collapse are proof of that. Canmore should not commit to a 20-30 year plan without 
opportunities—every five years, for example—to revisit the process in light of changing 
circumstances. TSMV certainly has exercised that option too frequently.  

 

7) TSMV must pay its own way. According to NRCB section 2.3.6   Socio- Economic Effects,   
“A number of specific commitments were also made . . . and undertook on behalf of the 
company [TSMV] . . . to bear any capital costs of the Towns infrastructure that are 
attributable to the project and not covered by provincial assistance.” As I read it, the 
marginal/additional costs of utilities, fire protection, additional equipment, etc., etc. needed to 
provide services to TSMV residents, tenants, and businesses ought to be borne in full by 
TSMV, not by Canmore taxpayers. 

 

8) There must be increased protection for wildlife. Council can enhance corridor 
effectiveness by increasing width at pinch points and providing for more movement area 
under steeper slopes. TSMV seems to assume inviolate wildlife corridors. In fact, likely and 
increasing human use will reduce the effectiveness of TSMV’s proposed corridors. MSES says 
as much. Even now we see detrimental human encroachment on current wildlife areas 
surrounding the Town. Each year we learn more about what works and what doesn’t—for 
people and wildlife. Now is NOT the time to provide minimal space for wildlife on these 
north-facing slopes and HOPE it will be enough. Now is the time to employ the 
precautionary principle and provide adequate space for wildlife in light of changing and 
challenging conditions. Council could accomplish this through zoning or other means. 
Canmore will NOT get a second chance to get this right.    

 

9) NO FENCE!  If we start building TSMV fences to separate people and wildlife, where 
will it end? The fence proposal is problematic for a number of reasons. Bears climb fences. 
Easily! If deer, elk, grizzlies or wolves should get on the “people side” of the fence, how will 
they get back to where TSMV thinks they “belong?” (We don’t think the “jump-outs” used on 
highway fencing would be effective or practical.) At how many points would the fencing be 
potentially permeable to wildlife? How would these gaps and end-points be managed? (This is 
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a common consideration with highway fencing and mitigation.) If TSMV wants a fence, they 
should be required to put up enough cash to pay for monitoring, maintenance, replacement 
and upgrades in perpetuity. (But it still wouldn’t be a good idea.) TSMV says hard-edge fences 
are the new normal; MSES calls the fence proposal a “relatively novel application.” Our 
experience suggests TSMV is way off base. 

 

10) Consider:  If a hard fence is deemed a good idea to keep wildlife out of “people 
places,” why not hard fences to keep all people out of a few critical wildlife places? 

 
11) Please give appropriate weight to the MSES third-party review. This independent 

assessment finds Golder’s EIS lacking in several areas, including:  use of inadequate/dated 
wildlife data; poorly assessing direct impacts on wildlife as more residents come to TSMV 
developments; the effectiveness of proposed mitigations (including fencing); other impacts to 
wildlife due to increased human population in the Bow Valley; etc. This is NOT a matter of 
putting MSES and Golder in a room and asking them to fight it out. It IS a matter of requiring 
Golder to respond to the questions and concerns MSES raises on behalf of the Town. There 
should be enough expertise on Council and in Administration to be able to determine which 
passes the smell test. 

 

12) If TSMV wishes to pursue development on hazardous undermined lands, they should 
be required to post and guarantee an adequate bond. Neither provincial nor municipal 
taxpayers should be on the hook to subsidize TSMV’s ill-advised development. 

 

13) The current Conservation of Wildlands Districts should be maintained and enforced 
on all TSMV lands.  

 

14) Canmore’s current Growth Boundary should be maintained and enforced on all TSMV 
lands.  

 

15) “Sustainable” construction is not a just hippie pipe dream. Jayman BUILT is an award-
winning and high volume home builder in Calgary and Edmonton. EVERY single-family 
home is built with a 6-panel solar system at no additional cost to the homeowner. See: 
https://www.jayman.com/why-jayman/ .  That’s leadership. That’s innovation. If Canmore’s 
Climate Action Plan is to mean anything, certainly TSMV could show leadership and commit 
to construction standards that save energy, produce energy and reduce its carbon footprint. 

 

16) TSMV must provide a range of adequate—and truly affordable—housing for 
prospective employees as well as for other Canmore residents. 

 
We sincerely hope you will incorporate these suggestions into the area structure plans for TSMV. 
Should TSMV reject these, and other responsible suggestions from Canmore residents, we trust 
Council will—once again—reject TSMV’s proposals. 
 
Best regards, 
 

Jim Pissot       Valerie Pissot 
 

155 Benchlands Terrace, Canmore, AB  T1W1G2    403.609.9958  vpissot@shaw.ca    jpissot@shaw.ca 
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