
March 2, 2021  

 

Re: Bylaw 2021-05 Three Sisters Village Area Structure Plan and Bylaw 2021-06 Smith Creek 

Area Structure Plan 

 

Submitted by Canmore resident Susan Wilberg, with a request that it be read at the March 9 hearing.  

 

It is our duty to examine the Three Sisters Mountain Village proposal and determine if it will add to, 

or take away from, the priceless creation that is the Bow Valley. This is the same question examined 

in 1992 by the Natural Resources Conservation Board.   

A review of this November 25, 1992 decision of the NRCB makes clear that nearly every issue 

before us today has already been considered and spoken on. And, as this decision has not been 

altered, it still binds everyone—TSMV, the Town of Canmore, and its citizens.  

Also, the lawyers in my family say, if you want to know what you can, and can’t do, “read the act and 

the decision!” 

You can find the 1992 decision at:  

https://www.nrcb.ca/download_document/2/158/5528/decision-report 

A review of the decision, and the Municipal Government Act (the act that allows the Town to 

decide what can and can’t be built) makes clear a number of facts:  

• The NRCB ruled that development must take place in a way that is sustainable, at low risk to 

the Town and its taxpayers, and the environment.  

• The NRCB’s legislation makes clear the Town must consider the application, but only to the 

extent that it is in compliance with the NRCB decision.   

• However, the TSMV proposal is largely NOT in compliance. For example, the 1992 decision 

adopted the developer’s proposal that 50% of housing be affordable. The TSMV proposal 

makes only 20% of the proposed housing affordable. There are many other areas of non-

compliance.  

• The Town, by virtue of the 1992 decision, the NRCB’s act, and the MGA, has the duty and 

the power to determine what is in the best interests of the Town.  

• This power to govern development is specifically granted by the MGA in s.632(3)(b)(vi) --

“any other matter relating to the physical social or economic development of the 

municipality”.  

• In other words, the Town can say to developers, “Yes, no, or change it.”  

 

Where does this leave the TSMV proposal then?  

Firstly, it is not in compliance. As such, the Town does not have to consider it.  



However, if the Town wishes to, it has been given the specific authorization by the 1992 NRCB 

decision, and the MGA, to decide what will be built, how it will be built and who will pay for it. The 

NRCB expressly stated that the Town can specify how the development can proceed so that it 

serves the best interests of the public.   

This means that if the citizens of Canmore believe that the development will destroy what makes 

living here worthwhile, that the Town can support those beliefs. The Town has the power to stop, 

resize or otherwise alter the development so that it poses no risk to the quality of life, the wildlife 

and the environment generally.  

Therefore, in order to ensure that Canmore remains what it is today, a small town that lives in a 

precarious balance with wildlife and the natural world, the following conditions must be imposed by 

the Town on any development:  

1. There be no change to existing wildland conservation areas and no expansion of urban 

growth boundaries 

2. That at least 50% of the total of residential units be affordable—this is in keeping with the 

1992 decision. The methods of accomplishing this are set out in the 1992 decision.   

3. That commercial development take place first, to ensure a suitable tax base to pay for 

infrastructure.  

4. Also, there be no development on undermined lands. Changes to provincial law have limited 

liability of developers and engineers. It is all but guaranteed that the Town will pay the costs 

of the predictable results of undermining.  

5. Also, that the wildlife corridor recently revised by the Province should be enhanced by 

parallel wildland buffer zones created by town planning bylaws to, in effect, create a truly 

useful wildlife corridor.  

6. That there be development levies (as provided for in the MGA) to create a Town 

environmental and social enhancement fund that will be used for remediation of man made 

damage, and create facilities for the benefit of all town residents (parks, wild areas, 

recreational facilities).  

The resulting development would be a smaller and less profitable one. However it would also be one 

that would allow us to carry out our duty to protect the forests, wildlife and natural spaces that 

sustain us all in the Bow Valley.  

The 20th century development model of perpetual growth has been discredited. It should not be 

revived, as this proposal would have us do. The benefits alleged by TSMV are illusory. However, the 

costs are real and permanent.  

I do not want my children, and grandchildren, to say that I was one of those that destroyed this 

treasure.   

 

Sincerely,  

Susan Wilberg 

(email contact information provided to Town clerk) 




