
 
 
March 15, 2021 
 
 
Dear Mayor and Town Councillors,  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to voice my opposition to Bylaws 2021-05 and 2021-06. 
 
Let me start with my ecological concerns because we who have so much and so many options have a 
moral imperative to prioritize these.  
 
On wildlife corridor functionality 
 
• My first issue is with the province, but it is an issue against which I urge the Town to stand up.  
 
• In early 2020, without notice or consultation, the province approved a wildlife corridor for the Smith 

Creek portion of the TSMV lands.  
 
• It is clear in the decision that Alberta Environment and Parks tailored its criteria solely and favorably 

for the developer and then of course concludes that the project meets those criteria. 
 
• Let me give some examples of why I think this:  
 
• 1) AEP decided that the corridor does not require the recommended width below a 25° slope 

because, “slopes greater than 25° occur throughout the Bow Valley” and, “Due to the varying 
topographical nature of the Bow Valley” the target width below the 25°slope won’t apply. 

 
• 2) With regard to the discontinuous slopes at east end of project area, which the previous NDP 

government had concern with, the decision states that having a corridor of insufficient width is 
acceptable because “the slopes do not present a total barrier to movement”. 

 
• 3) Further, the decision tries to argue numerous times that these overly narrow corridors are now 

more acceptable than ever because of human-wildlife coexistence information and training.  
 
• The criteria are arbitrary and defy science and reason. It is precisely BECAUSE OF the presence of 

steep slopes and increasing human presence that more flat land is necessary to ensure corridor 
functionality.  

 
• The province also reiterates it position that the BCEAG Guidelines do not apply, referring to the 

exemption for projects approved by the NRCB prior to 1999.    
 
• Yet, the NRCB specifically did not approve any development in the Wind Valley, now called the 

Smith Creek area. It specifically prohibited future development on certain Wind Valley lands and for 
the rest of those lands concluded: “The Board does not have an application before it for a reduced 
development in the Wind Valley and therefore could not approve one.”  

 



• However, to provide flexibility, the NRCB empowered the TOWN OF CANMORE to approve any 
future development north of the prohibited development line: [quote] “subject to it being 
acceptable to the Town and also to [the province] with respect to the provision for wildlife 
corridors”, (p.13-7). Condition 2&3 p. C-2 reiterate this.   

 
• In both parts of the NRCB decision that speak to the Smith Creek lands, the Town is given primary 

authority, with the wildlife corridors also needing to be acceptable to the province. 
 
• Moreover, the NRCB recommended establishment of a Regional Environmental Advisory 

Committee- which became the BCEAG- to “advise on functional wildlife corridors on lands to be 
developed by TSMV” (p.13-4).  

 
• I cannot understand how the Committee’s advice should not apply to the very projects it was 

originally designed to inform.  
 
I urge the Town of Canmore to push back against the misrepresentations of the NRCB decision and 
wildlife corridor deficiencies being introduced by the province and applicant including by: 
 
• Adhering to the NRCB decision which states that development on Smith Creek lands, including 

wildlife corridors, must be acceptable to the Town.  
• Adhering to the BCEAG guidelines which clearly apply, including the need for increased width as the 

length of the corridor increases.  
• Upholding the existing zoning in the Golf and Recreation Area District with setbacks as per bylaw 

36(Z)2004. 
• Using zoning where needed to further ensure functional corridors. 
• Not changing Canmore’s Conservation of Wildlands zoning.  
• Refusing changes to Canmore’s Growth Boundary (Smith Creek ASP).  
 
• The response to the wildlife fence proposal should simply be “no”. The BCEAG guidelines make no 

accommodation for “hard edge” corridors and recommend a transitional zone with soft edges in the 
175m adjacency zone. The Town should reject any proposal that does less than this.  

 
• It is the responsibility of the developer to provide a functional wildlife corridor. Instead they are 

proposing a non-functional corridor and downloading its long-term maintenance costs on the Town. 
 
Finally, the developer says it will account for these corridor deficiencies by monitoring the success for 
wildlife and adapt and improve as needed. How will it do this??? When every square inch up to the 
wildlife corridor is riddled with development how will these corridors be adapted? The precautionary 
principle must be adopted from the beginning. 
 
I would also like to seek clarification as I understood that the agreement was that the Thunderstone 
Quarry lands were to be reclaimed and returned to conservation lands? 
 
On the Climate Change Emergency 
 
• I support the recommendations made in the Bow Valley Climate Action submission. 
 



• The ASPs are clearly inconsistent with the Town’s Climate Action Plan and commitment to climate 
change leadership. 

 
• The Town’s own FAQs admit that this project will explode the towns climate footprint and make it 

impossible to meet its adopted targets.  
 
• TSMV states that its bonusing toolkit was “tailored to support the Climate Action Plan’s goal[s]”. Yet, 

by definition, the ASPs can only do so if they: 
 
•  1) “ensure 80 per cent of new development is built to a near net-zero standard and, 2) 30 per cent 

of the site’s energy is renewable by 2030”.  Strict waste and transportation GHG management is also 
needed.   

 
• “Encouraging”, “considering” and “looking to pursue” assures nothing.  We all know that the 

optional “bonusing” scheme is not sufficient and is just that- an option that may or may not be 
exercised. And most of the Smith Creek development is not even subject to this bonusing.  

 
• TSMV represents the majority of future development that will take place in Canmore and where we 

have most opportunity to get it right. The Town should amend its land use bylaw and other 
legislation to align with the CAP. This includes regulating commercial, industrial and C&D waste.  

 
• Then and only then should ASPs with comprehensive GHG minimization strategies that align with 

the CAP and have clear accountability mechanisms be considered. 
 
On Undermining Risks 
 
• Development on extensively undermined lands is a public safety and liability issue for the Town. The 

insurances in the Undermining Regulation are insufficient to mitigate the financial risk.  
 
• $5m is likely not even enough for ultimate remediation of the Dyrgas sink hole- and imagine the cost 

if major infrastructure had been involved. Or God forbid, a life was lost. 
 
• In an Outlook article the Mayor suggested that the Town has limited jurisdiction over development 

on undermined lands.  
 
• Yet, the NRCB decision clearly states that proposed development on TSMV lands can only proceed if 

undermining mitigation is to the satisfaction of the Town.  
 
I believe it would be negligent for the Town to accept these known risks to Canmore taxpayers and 
future property owners, and that the Town should: 
 
• Issue land use/subdivisions permits in a manner that avoids risk to public safety and Town 

infrastructure. 
• Refuse to build Town infrastructure on undermined lands unless the developer assumes full and 

perpetual responsibility for the risk.  
• Uphold the existing zoning in the Golf and Recreation Area District, an area that has already been 

deemed too risky for urban development. 



• Not accept undermined lands for Municipal Reserve lands. 
 
On Other Financial Risks 
 
• On general financial costs, I remain to be convinced that the benefits to the Town will exceed the 

costs.  
 
• I would like to see the resultant costs/benefits to Canmore taxpayers of the existing TSMV 

developments. The rapidly increasing tax and utility cost trend would suggest that the most 
probable outcome is that revenues will not cover costs to the Town. Developers and real estate 
agents seem to get rich while taxes go up and quality of life goes down for residents.  

 
• We need to be cautious when stressing the importance of commercial space. We must also ask the 

question of what kind of commercial businesses do residents want? Personally, I didn’t move to the 
mountains to live surrounded by strip malls of box and chain stores. Most residents and visitors alike 
come to Canmore to get away from that.  

 
For these ASPs as well as for the Gateway project, at a minimum the Town should: 
• Insist that commercial development proceed first. 
• Insist that front end capital costs be borne solely by TSMV and that TSMV pay for operational costs 

until Town revenues exceed the costs. 
• Priority should be given to local business, and businesses and institutions that put mountain culture, 

climate, innovation, sustainability and meeting the Town’s CAP goals first.  
 
Conclusions 
 
These ASPs are inconsistent with previously rendered provincial and Town decisions, with best available 
science and with the Town’s guiding documents. It is also inconsistent with 21st century environmental 
crisis and the moral responsibility to steward the fragile ecosystems and wildlife entrusted to our care. 
We need a new value proposition - one that isn’t at the expense of the environment and wildlife. In fact, 
one that generates value from the conservation of these very things. 
 
The impacts will be irreversible. I would argue that Council needs to take a decision of this complexity 
and magnitude back to the people for broad public consultation, including with first nations, for a 
thorough discussion of all options and their costs and benefits. Only plans that conform to the Town’s 
guiding documents and agreed vision should be considered. 
 
I recommend that no decision be taken until after the October municipal election. A referendum might 
also be considered.  
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to participate and share my views. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Tana Stratton, M.Sc. 
Canmore resident and homeowner 


