TOWN OF CANMORE
AGENDA
Special Meeting of Council
Council Chambers at the Canmore Civic Centre, 902 – 7 Avenue
Tuesday, April 30, 2013 at 5:00 p.m.

A. APPROVAL OF AGENDA
1. Agenda for the April 30, 2013 Regular Meeting of Council
B. PUBLIC QUESTION PERIOD
C. DELEGATIONS AND PETITIONS
None
D. BYLAW APPROVAL
1. Bylaw 2013-17 PricewaterhouseCoopers Three Sisters Mountain Village
Area Structure Plan
Recommendation: that council schedule a public hearing for Wednesday May
15, 2013 at 5 p.m. at Creekside Hall, 600B 9th Street.
E. ADJOURNMENT

Agenda prepared by: Cheryl Hyde, Municipal Clerk
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Request for Decision
DATE OF MEETING:

April 30, 2013

TO:

Council

SUBJECT:

Bylaw 2013-17 PwC/TSMV Area Structure Plan

SUBMITTED BY:

Steven de Keijzer, Senior Planner

Agenda #: D-1

Alaric Fish, Manager of Planning and Development
RECOMMENDATION:

That Council schedule a Public Hearing for Bylaw 2013-17 for Wednesday
May 15, 2013 at 5:00 p.m. at Creekside Hall, 600B, 9th Street.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
PwC has made formal application in accordance with the terms of the November 2012 Framework
Agreement for a comprehensive area structure plan that includes all of the TSMV lands. The Agreement is
explicit that the Town retains its full authority under the Act to approve, or not approve, any application
brought before it, including such critical planning matters as the timing, distribution, balance, and density of
development.
As required by the Municipal Development Plan, the required Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was
submitted and reviewed for the Town by an independent third party, Management and Solutions in
Environmental Science (MSES). MSES concluded that the degree of uncertainty associated with the EIS
conclusions requires additional analysis of existing data as well as additional wildlife monitoring before
approvals are provided. The concept of “adaptive management” is widely used in the proposed ASP. MSES
suggests that further monitoring should be linked to a phased development plan. Administration is of the
view that the EIS may provide enough information for a conceptual area structure plan but that the additional
monitoring work should be completed prior to any land use designations occurring outside of the Stewart
Creek area.
The Sustainability Screening Report accepted by council in February 2013 stated that the area structure plan
would result in efficient use of land, a reduction in the development footprint, an expansion of tourism
capacity, the provision of health and wellness facilities, and improvements to Canmore’s
commercial/residential assessment ratio. As proposed, the ASP policies do not provide these benefits. The
Fiscal Impact Analysis submitted with the application does show a moderate positive economic impact
following build-out of the project. However the proposed policies are weaker than existing policies requiring
a balance between commercial and residential development in the Resort Centre area and mandating that
commercial development will be related to health and wellness facilities.
The proposed ASP would make a positive contribution to the supply of perpetually affordable housing in
Canmore and includes an extensive trail system that would be attractive to residents in the TSMV area.
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PREVIOUS COUNCIL DIRECTION OR POLICY
Introduction. The TSMV application represents approximately 80% of the undeveloped land in the town.
Due to the scale and location of the TSMV lands, the impacts of potential development are town-wide. (See
Attachment #2, annotated map from MDP). The terms of reference for the ASP recognize the broad impact
of this and invoke Canmore’s Mining the Future Vision.
The entire ASP can be found at www.canmore.ca/threesisters2013, but here is a very brief summary:
 A development concept for 2549 residential units, 1000 resort accommodation units and 2 hotels
with 250 rooms each, and a total of 20,000 m2 of commercial development to be constructed on
approximately 450 hectares (1100 acres) of land
 Proposal for residences on the partially completed golf course in the Three Sisters Creek/Resort
Centre area, a public trail system, open spaces, and off-leash dog parks
 Environmental policies and proposed mitigations including a wildlife exclosure fence around the
Resort Centre, Three Sisters Creek, Crossbow Place and Stewart Creek
 Conservation policies including regarding conservation areas, wildlife corridors and the proposal to
dedicate all of “Site 9” at the base of Wind Valley as wildlife corridor and habitat in exchange for a
transfer of development potential from that area
Policies for employee housing and the dedication of 5% of residential units to be dedicated as
perpetually affordable housing
 Physical and financial obligations regarding roads, servicing, and utilities
 Phasing and implementation of the proposed plan
MDP policies: Part 3, Community Vision, includes Three Sisters as one of two resort centres in Canmore.
The MDP states that TSMV lands will help provide an “ample supply of land for new visitor accommodation
development” (PART 4, 4.3(a)). However, as proposed, the Three Sisters area would become predominantly
residential, not a resort in the sense anticipated in 1992, 1998 and 2004. A number of policies in the ASP
relate to resort and residential development in Three Sisters would require amendments to current MDP
policies, including any transfer of “visitor accommodation” units to residential units.
More broadly, PART 4, Section 8.4(e) of the MDP also recognizes that wildlife corridors are a legitimate
municipal planning concern for the Town of Canmore.
Bylaw 1-98DC. The “Three Sisters Master Bylaw” represents an agreement between the Town and Three
Sisters regarding what the NRCB approval for a resort development. The regulations contained in Bylaw 198DC are still in force for Site 9 and Sites 7 & 8.
The Framework Agreement allows for “all of the existing density on Site 9” to be allocated on other undeveloped
TSMV lands. The existing “density” on Site 9 allows for a maximum of 40 hectares of development
containing up to 150 hotel units and 3 hectares of highway commercial development. Site 9 regulations also
require the establishment of a wildlife corridor “adjacent or through” Site 9(LUB 22-2010, Section 3.9.13).
Site 7 allows for golf course development and Site 8 allows for commercial development that was effectively
transferred to the Stewart Creek area with a 2006 land use bylaw amendment (Bylaw 07(Z)2006).
The Resort Centre ASP, Three Sisters Creek subdivision, and Stewart Creek ASP, have superseded Bylaw 198DC in most of these three areas.
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2004 ASPs. As noted above, most of the western and central portions of the TSMV lands are included in the
Resort Centre and Stewart Creek area structure plans. The terms of reference for the 2013 ASP require that
the relevant policies within these plans be addressed in the new, comprehensive plan. These are addressed
below in the “Discussion” section.
Framework Agreement. The agreement includes a clause confirming that it does not fetter Council’s “rights,
powers and obligations” under the MGA. Therefore, although TSMV retains the agreed-to ability to develop a
total of 1500 hotel and 2549 residential units, the Town retains full discretion in determining how and when
those units may be distributed across the TSMV land holdings. This discretion is particularly relevant in the
“Land Use Concept” discussion, below.
ASP Terms of Reference. Approved by Council in December 2012, the terms of reference detail the
policies to be included in the area structure plan.
SSR Commitments.
In their March 2013 sustainability screening report PwC committed to planning for an efficient use of land
and a reduction in the development footprint for the project. The SSR also states that ASP would increase
tourism capacity and improve current commercial to residential assessment ratio.
Other commitments in the SSR included provision of 5% of residential housing to be Perpetually Affordable
Housing, achieving a green building EnerGuide score of 80, using an alternative road design, and minimizing
building footprints.

DISCUSSION
The following review is based on the index from the terms of reference.
Relationship to other Developments:
Other than portions of the proposed wildlife exclusion fencing in the Crossbow Place and Stewart Creek
areas, no development is proposed adjacent to existing residential development.
There is no response to terms of reference clause that had proposed to address “the social and physical connectivity
that is required to link the old and new areas together, as well as with Canmore’s traditional downtown core.” One trail has
been conceptually proposed between the existing Stewart Creek residences and the Resort Centre,
presumably in response to the terms of reference clause:
Policies will be developed in the ASP that ensure physical connectivity utilizing trail linkages (regional
and recreational) from outside the plan area to connect seamlessly with the future development
phases of the resort. It is also important that policy be investigated to look at strengthening the social
connection between the future resort development and adjacent neighbourhoods.
Additional policy and consideration should be given to this matter if the terms of reference are to be met.
Environmental Policies
There are five subheadings in the terms of reference under Environment: EIS; Wildlife Corridors;
Undermining; Alternative Development Principles, and ; Wildfire Risk Management.
1. EIS
The EIS and independent review (MSES) are key supporting documents. In accordance with MDP
policies (Part4. 8.5.a and b.) and the terms of reference for the EIS one of the questions MSES was
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required to address was: “determine whether further environmental work, including an Environmental Impact
Assessment, is required prior to the approval by the Town of the proposed area structure plan, the proposed land use
zoning, or the proposed block subdivision”. MSES’s response to that question in their report was “yes”,
additional environmental work is required. The MSES report states that the conclusions reached in
the EIS are too uncertain to predict the impacts and further analysis as well as monitoring should
occur prior to approvals. The MSES review raised a basic difference of opinion between the
consultants regarding whether the EIS approach to the analysis of data, the use of “resource selection
function”(RSF) and the “weight of evidence approach” were adequate to evaluate current and future wildlife
corridor functionality.
MSES has concluded that the EIS does not adequately assess the functionality of the corridors and
that potential impacts cannot be adequately measured due to the lack of adequate baseline
information.
The terms of reference for the EIS also required the presentation of development options to mitigate
identified impacts. The Environmental Advisory Review Committee (EARC) noted in their review
that this requirement had not been met. The MSES report also acknowledged this gap in the EIS
and recommends that “The EIS should propose and evaluate multiple options for the location of development and
corridor width”. Because such options were not provided in the EIS, Administration has provided
several hypothetical illustrations in the discussion on “Land Use Concept”, below.
Since the review by MSES, the EIS was amended to respond to some of the issues raised, specifically
additional information on monitoring and adaptive management. Administration is concerned that
there is still a high degree of uncertainty whether the proposed mitigation will adequately support the
land use pattern proposed. The ASP and non-statutory support documents submitted by the
applicant do not address the MSES recommendations and fundamental issues raised in the review
report.
In accordance with MDP requirements the EIS was also circulated to ESRD for comments. A
response from the Province has not been received yet, but one is expected before the Council
meeting that first considers the application.
The EIS has not demonstrated how the proposed transfer of density from Site 9 to the partially
complete golf course results in a net benefit to reduce the impacts of the proposed development on
adjacent environmentally sensitive areas.
Fencing.
The EIS states that wildlife exclusion fencing is required to mitigate the dispersed pods of low
density and medium density residential development (EIS, pages 139, 141, 147, 148, 183, and 185). No
examples of fenced-in communities were provided in the EIS. The MSES Report states that the
concept of exclusion fencing is an unproven experiment, the potential impacts of fencing have not
been evaluated in the EIS, and that additional baseline monitoring data should be collected prior to
any fence construction (Section 2.2 of MSES report). Although the EIS has distanced itself from
previous conclusions, the 2002 Golder Report as well as 2002 Resort Centre ASP policies, suggest
that high density development with closely-spaced buildings can provide a “hard edge” as an
alternative to fencing.
Map “E” on page 10 of the ASP illustrates a proposed location of the exclosure fence and the
associated policies suggest that the final location of the fence should be determined by the Province
and Stewart Creek Golf course (4.3.2(e)(iv)). Although described in the EIS as an essential mitigation
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measure, TSMV does not own or control a significant portion of the lands on which the fencing is
proposed.
Policies in the ASP suggest that the fence will be built prior to construction on a phase by phase
basis (4.3.2 (e) (ix)). However, since fencing is proposed as mitigation for the project as a whole, and
in a number of locations not controlled by TSMV or its successors, partial phase by phase
construction of the fence would be unworkable. A construction project with the physical and social
impacts of the proposed fence would need to be done comprehensively, not on a piecemeal basis,
developer by developer.
A detailed location and design of the fence, including where gates, jump-outs, and road crossings are
located, who is responsible for construction and long-term maintenance of the fence, would need to
be determined in the ASP if fencing is approved as an essential wildlife mitigation measure.
It is also worth noting that in supporting document #11 on adaptive management, Golder recognizes
that one “adaptation” could be moving the fence in toward the development area, thereby widening
the adjacent wildlife corridors. Golder had previously acknowledged to Council and the EARC that
such shifting of the fence would enhance the wildlife corridors. (NOTE: The feasibility of this is discussed
further in Phasing, below)
The social implications of fencing on existing and future neighbourhoods were not addressed in the
EIS and a significant portion of the fence would enclose portions of existing neighbourhoods. While
both consultants acknowledge that human use in wildlife corridors are a serious issue, the idea for
extensive, barb-wire topped fencing may not fit with the community’s and neighbourhood’s sense of
identity and the concept of living with wildlife.
The fence would also trigger responsibilities for maintenance, repair, and replacement. While the
initial construction cost will be paid by the developer, it is unknown who will be responsible for these
operational costs. These costs are estimated at $1,250/year, but this seems unrealistically low.
Operational and replacement costs have not been included in the Fiscal Impact Analysis.
Additionally, any wildlife that breaches the exclusion fencing or the trail and road crossing
infrastructure would need to be removed from the development areas. The relevant department of
the provincial government would have to assume this responsibility. This issue has been raised with
the province and their response is expected in advance of the meeting.
There are still a number of questions around the fencing that should be answered prior to approvals
if this is the fundamental rationale for the development as proposed.
2. Wildlife Corridors
The “Threshold” for wildlife corridors and habitat patches in the 2010 Canmore Community
Monitoring Report is that “...wildlife corridors and habitat patches remain viable for multiple species
of wildlife endemic to the Bow Valley” (Attachment #3 describes what ESRD considers evidence of
functional wildlife corridors) The EIS as well as the MSES review acknowledge that at best, the
current wildlife corridor system is marginally functional, not functional as a multi-species corridor
system, and that human use within the corridors is a significant problem.
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As noted above, the EIS recommends essentially a single wildlife and human-wildlife conflict
mitigation measure: exclusionary fencing. The adaptive management document (Support Document
#11) includes a number of scenarios if fencing does not work as anticipated. It is noteworthy that
nearly all of the adaptive management measures suggested would take place on the fence structure or
within the wildlife corridors and habitat patches. Bullet #4 does acknowledge that one option could
be moving the fence “north to increase the width of the corridor”. The uncertainty noted above
around the impact and effectiveness of the fence make land use zoning premature in the southern
areas of the Resort Centre and Sites 7&8.
As with the fencing mitigation, the MSES review states that the uncertainty regarding both the
current and future functionality of the wildlife corridors adjacent to the TSMV lands is high and that
additional wildlife monitoring work and analysis should occur prior to approvals. Although PwC has
provided a supporting document (#10) on wildlife monitoring, an initial review of this document by
MSES indicates that the proposed monitoring would not address the issues raised in their review of
the EIS.
Because the current functionality of the corridors is uncertain, MSES conclude there is insufficient
information to evaluate the potential impacts – including cumulative impacts – of the proposed
development. In order to evaluate cumulative impacts MSES recommended monitoring prior to any
construction (including fence construction) and the phasing of construction from north to south to
allow adequate time for adaptive management in response to monitoring. The “conceptual” phasing
proposed in the ASP (Map “N”) does not address these concerns since such phasing would not allow
for the recommended monitoring without fencing and construction disturbance. (There is additional
discussion on these points in “Phasing”, below.)
A brief summary of the MSES recommendations most directly related to the ASP review and
approval includes:
o
Multiple development options and corridor widths should be proposed and evaluated prior to approvals
o
Design a follow-up monitoring program as part of ASP approval
o
2 years of monitoring required prior to any construction
o
Effectiveness of mitigation, including evaluation of fencing options, to be understood prior to ASP approval
o
FireSmart vegetation management impacts on settlement pattern required prior to ASP
o
Cumulative impacts (fencing, etc) to be assessed as part of ASP approval process
The additional environmental work recommended by MSES would ideally be completed prior to
adoption of the ASP. However, if the various development pods were approved at a more
conceptual level the ASP could be approved and subsequent land use would not be finalized until the
additional environmental work had been completed. This approach could allow for the adaptive
management that is described throughout the proposed ASP.
Long-term Management of Wildlife Corridors on Private Lands.
A significant portion of the currently-designated wildlife corridors (adjacent to the Resort Centre, Site
9, and Stewart Creek) are located on private lands. While conservation easements address the
activities that may occur there, unlike the corridors on adjacent crown lands, the easements do not
provide a mechanism for ongoing management and monitoring. As demonstrated in the past,
numerous commitments of the Town, Province, and private land owners have not been met. The
Province may or may not be willing and able to provide the necessary resources to these areas in the
long term.
The 2004 Resort Centre ASP recognized and addressed the need for dependable long-term
commitments in the private-land portions of the corridors (see 2004 Policies section below).
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Administration believes it is essential for the ASP to include policies to address such long-term
management and monitoring and that the implementation of such policy occur prior to any land use
re-designations.
Section 4.3.2(j) (vi) in the ASP addresses the potential role of the monitoring committee. Except for
possible development in the Stewart Creek area, this committee needs to be established prior to land
use redesignation to ensure that adequate monitoring occurs to permit adaptive management prior to
development.
Finally, the EIS asserts that the current management of human use is not effective and is
compromising the functionality of the wildlife corridors. Enforcement and education are proposed as
key pieces of addressing this, and there is a proposal for TSMV to assist with money to support
education (Section 4.1.2(a) (b)). The enforcement issue is another area that relies on increased
participation by the provincial government, something that has not been confirmed.
3. Undermining.
The Town wants to ensure that public infrastructure will not be built on lands with risk of
undermining. This is not only a question of liability but also includes potential damages to
infrastructure.
Prior to the adoption of the ASP policies in Section 4.6.2 need to state that the Town will not accept
lands for public infrastructure, potentially including looped services through condominium parcels,
unless the Town is satisfied that the risk from undermining is no greater than that on adjacent
residential and commercial development.
Specifically, the Town must also be satisfied, prior to the adoption of the ASP, that there is a
satisfactory location on the site proposed for the firehall (Section 8.7.2).
4. Alternative Development Principles
Policy 4.1.2.c) points to the Guidelines in Supporting Document 6. While many of principles are
aligned with current town identity and sustainability initiative, these are phrased as “guidelines”,
where the design elements “should” be considered. The ASP policy suggests these will be
administered by TSMV, potentially removing authority from the Town to require these of all
applicants. In Supporting Document 6, Section 1.3.1, the commitment to an EnerGuide score of 80
is ambiguous and makes no mention of the commercial building commitments proposed in the SSR.
The previously proposed commitments should be clearly stated in the ASP as policy and carried
forward in any proposed land use zoning.
5. Wildfire Risk (FireSmart)
The Town’s standard for FireSmart is a 100 metre separation between residential buildings and
undisturbed forest (based on the 2010 Town of Canmore FireSmart Mitigation Strategy). Previous
recommendations (Golder 2002) state that the required vegetation management should occur within
the development footprint, not within adjacent wildlife corridors.
Proposed policies in Section 4.7.2 of the ASP state that all of the vegetation management “will
occur” on crown lands adjacent to Sites 7 & 8. This would be contrary to recommendations
described above and the Town has received no confirmation of support for such a policy from the
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Provincial departments. The proposed policy also states FireSmart activities will occur within the
wildlife corridor conservation easements adjacent to the Resort Centre. While the 35 metre buffer
was established for the dual purpose of vegetation management and wildlife movement, the
remaining 65 metres (of the 100 metre setback) would need to take place inside the resort centre area
– not in the wildlife corridor.
The yet-to-be approved locations of FireSmart activities will have substantial impacts on building
setbacks in the Resort Centre and Sites 7 & 8, as well as in the Stewart Creek area. If these activities
were to take place within the corridors such a proposal would require further third party
environmental review as well. For these reasons, approved FireSmart locations must be added to the
currently-proposed policies.
These policies should also state that access easements are required on the affected private lands to
ensure long-term vegetation management can occur.
Land Use Concept
To evaluate wildlife mitigation options, the terms of reference for the EIS require an examination of
alternatives to the of low density residential pods proposed in the Framework Agreement. The
Town’s Environmental Advisory Review Committee (Attachment # 4) noted this as a deficiency in
the EIS as no alternatives were considered in the EIS. The EARC was advised that in light of this
omission Administration would provide Council with several alternative land use patterns.
The land use concept in the PwC Sustainability Screening Report states that there will be an efficient
use of land and a reduction in the development footprint. However, the proposed low-density
residential pods proposed (light yellow areas in Figures 2 & 3, below) do not represent efficient use of
land. As noted above, it is this proposed low-density residential development that has resulted in the
EIS recommendation for exclosure fencing to mitigate wildlife-human conflicts.
The three figures below illustrate:
1. The 2004 Resort Centre concentrated development on 70 hectares with 2500 potential units;
2. The 2013 ASP proposal with a similar total area (72 ha) but, widely-spread footprint and
fewer (2053) units; and
3. Sites 7 & 8 superimposing one 6 hectare medium-density pod to accommodate the same 182
units proposed in the 2013 ASP on 39 hectares of 9 low-density pods.
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Figure 1 - 2004 Resort Centre ASP
70 ha of gross developable area (GDA) within contiguous pods
with a maximum of 2500 resort accommodation units

Figure 2: 2013 ASP – proposed Resort Centre area
Total of 72 ha in 14 “pods” with a maximum of 2053 units.
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Figure 3: proposed 2013 ASP
Sites 7 & 8 with proposed 182 low-density units (yellow) spread over 9 pods and 39 ha.
Figure 3 also shows a hypothetical development pattern (red dotted pod) with 182 low-density units
transferred into one medium-density pod with 182 units on 6 ha (“R3” density – 30 units/ha)

The residential densities described in the ASP (Section 8.1.2(a) and Map I on pages 22 and 23) are unusually low.
For instance, the Town of Canmore medium density district (R3) has a minimum density of 30 units/hectare.
The ASP uses the 30 units/ha as a maximum density for the “high density” residential area in Site 7 & 8. The
proposed densities in the Resort Centre area are somewhat higher.
Open Space Policies
The Open Space Policies propose an extensive network of green space. This is significant and may contribute
to providing good recreational opportunities outside of wildlife corridors; however, as shown many of the
trails appear to go through the middle of development pods rather than between them – this should be
resolved prior to approval of the ASP. Planning for off leash dog areas and trailhead parking respond to two
important challenges that Canmore has struggled with in the past. It would be useful to consider a trailhead
near the south end of Three Sisters Boulevard, as this use is already occurring in that area.
Timing of the construction of these amenities should precede, or be concurrent with, development, but no
policy is proposed with respect to timing. Also, the off leash dog parks may need to be fenced from the other
open areas.
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The ASP suggests that the current development pattern and human use are achieving our goals around
protecting the natural environment and wildlife habitat and corridors. Managing recreational human use
typically requires three components to be successful:
1. Education. Residents and visitors need information presented to them to assist in making informed
decisions.
2. Enforcement. Where people choose to contravene rules and laws, there needs to be a reasonable
expectation that there may be consequences. On provincial lands, this obligation is the responsibility.
The Province has not suggested that they have additional resources to increase enforcement. One
option would be for Three Sisters residents, or perhaps more fairly, all town residents to contribute
increased enforcement.
3. Preferred Compliance. When people are using trails, if the best option is the “right” or “legal”
option, then compliance tends to be much higher. By providing high quality off leash dog areas, and
careful designed trails for a range of abilities and users, compliance rates will be much higher. It will
be critical that trails will need to attract users and be preferred to trails in wildlife corridors. Carefully
planning of adjacent regional network will also have to integrate with the development areas and
allow appropriate fence crossings.
Although the current polices are good, including a policy to include local stakeholders in the design
and layout of more detailed open space planning may contribute significantly to achieving higher
compliance rates.
The Framework Agreement (Article 1.1.c.iii.) requires one or more trail easements across sites 7, 8, and 9, and
there should be policy identifying this, but this is missing from the proposed ASP.
Open space and trails are Canmore’s most appreciated amenity, and the proposed open space plan proposes
significantly higher than standard amounts. It is important to note that even “natural” open space requires
some level of maintenance and management, so although it is a much appreciated amenity, there are
operating costs associated with responsibility for green space. In the Spring Creek area, a homeowners
association financially contributes to achieve a higher level maintenance and management for adjacent park
areas; this could be an option in areas of TSMV as well.
Residential and Resort Accommodation
The Framework Agreement allows PwC to apply for an exchange of “some or all” of the 1500 visitor
accommodation (hotel) units to residential or resort accommodation units if a Municipal Fiscal Impact
Analysis (MFIA) demonstrates a net benefit to the Town. Section 8.4.2(a) of the ASP proposes that 1000
hotel units be converted to “resort accommodation” units, but no rational has been provided as to the
impacts or benefits of such a conversion. The MFIA assumes the value of resort accommodation units to be
equivalent to hotel units, but there is no supporting rationale for that conclusion, in part perhaps because
there are no examples of resort accommodation currently built in Canmore.
The Fiscal Impact Analysis submitted demonstrates that there would be no benefit for conversion of hotel
units to residential units.
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Administration has concern that many resort accommodation units will be used primarily as second homes.
Although commercial tax revenue would be maintained, resort accommodation units may result in a decrease
to the town’s long-term visitor accommodation and tourism capacity.
One solution with a clear taxation benefit to the Town would be to have resort accommodation units within
the Resort Centre district subtracted from the 2549 residential unit allotment rather than from the 1500 hotel
units. If at a later date the residential units were “used up”, then conversion from hotel to resort
accommodation could be considered.
Section 8.4.2(b) raises the issue of reservation systems functionally tied to resort development on a
development by development basis. As in the current land use bylaw, ASP policies should state that such
central reservations systems shall be regulated in the land use districts and thresholds may apply.
The reference in Section 8.4.2(c) to resort accommodation potentially being converted to residential units
should be deleted since the MFIA demonstrated no benefit.
Commercial Land Use
The #2 Strategic priority in Canmore’s Sustainability Economic Development and Tourism Strategy is to:
Develop the health & wellness sector as a “defined, recognized, integrated sector of Canmore’s economy”.
Administration directed the applicant to ensure that their proposed commercial concept was realistic;
Canmore has a long history of promised resort development, but little actual commercial development.
The proposed ASP would reduce the 2004 Resort Centre area from a 70 hectare commercially-assessed resort
area to a 5 hectare “resort hotel” area and 3 hectare “commercial mixed use” area. As written, the 2013 ASP
(Section 8.3.2) would also remove the 2004 requirement that all of the commercial development in the resort
centre is related to health and wellness facilities. To ensure balanced commercial/resort accommodation
development, the current Resort Core land use district further contains a “trigger” that the development of
health and wellness facilities must be initiated prior to the construction of the 300th resort accommodation
unit in the area.
Proposed ASP policy 14.2.2(h) correlating potential commercial development with numbers of residential
units is not clear. This policy needs to be clarified, particularly with respect to the types of units and
geographical distribution of units, to provide clear direction how phasing will be implemented use of triggers.
To be meaningful, new policies would be required with specific triggers applicable to each of the three
development areas: Resort Centre, Stewart Creek, and Sites 7 & 8.
While a balance of commercial and residential uses is considered an “objective” in the draft ASP, there are no
triggers in the PWC plan that would retain the intent of the current policies. Section 8.3.2(a) & (d) and Map
N show the Resort Hotel-Lodge in Phase 1 of the development and describe the facilities the lodge would
provide. However, no policies state that Phase 2 could not proceed until the hotel is built. An additional
“phasing” issue associated with this is that current policies require the reclamation and re-forestation of the
adjacent Tipple Across-valley corridor prior to or concurrently with development in the Resort Centre area.
(Additional details in “Phasing”, and “2004 ASP Policies” below.)
PwC’s March 14 Sustainability Screening Report states that the project would assist the Town in achieving
key results in the Town’s economic development strategy by expanding tourism capacity and providing health
and wellness facilities. As noted above, if visitor accommodation units are converted to resort

G:\Senior Managers\Council_Reports\2013\2013_04_30_Special\TSMV ASP Request for Decision April 30.docx
April 30, 2013 Special Council Meeting 5 p.m.

13 of 28

Bylaw 2013-17 PwC/TSMV Area Structure Plan

Page 13 of 20

accommodation units, and their use is similar to second homes, this may constrain future tourism growth in
Canmore. Once lost to quasi-residential zoning, as proposed for most of the Resort Centre area, the current
balanced development regulations are unlikely to be regained.
If the currently-designated resort lands are amended to residential, it is unrealistic to assume that the Town
could ever regain the potential tourism and resort capacity provided by current land use. Should the market
for resort development return within the 20-30 year timeframe of the expected TSMV build-out the
opportunity for taking advantage of that market would be limited by the proposed policies. The Town may
wish to consider retaining more than the proposed 8 hectares of hotel and commercial pods proposed in the
ASP in order to allow greater potential for the desired hotel and health and wellness facilities required in the
2004 Resort Centre ASP.
Employee Housing
Employee Housing policies are proposed consistent with previous approvals on Three Sisters lands. The
policy requires employee housing for “new direct employment” created by a development. This does not
respond to employment created by residential development in communities with high percentages of semipermanent residents where contractors are often used for property management related jobs and not “direct”
employment. The ASP terms of reference specifically identified this issue and required policy suggestions to
address this: “For a pure residential development, the ASP will make recommendations for policies that may
be applicable for employee housing.” This has not been done.
Community Lands and Perpetually Affordable Housing
This existing policy exchanges road allowance lands owned but not required by the Town for equal areas of
developable TSMV lands for the purpose of community housing. If used for community housing projects,
dwelling units on community lands are not deducted from the 2549 dwelling units allocated to TSMV.
The current accounting for closed road allowances and community lands, as described in Section 10.1.2(c),
should be confirmed prior to third reading of the proposed ASP.
The ASP proposes that 5% of the total number of residential units will be provided in accordance with the
Town’s Perpetually Affordable Housing policy. This is a significant response to one of the biggest issues
facing the community and could provide as many as 127 new PAH units. The policy proposes that these units
be excluded from the total residential count, and this is consistent with the density bonus section of the Land
Use Bylaw. Details of the provision of PAH housing will need to be worked out at the development permit
stage of each development, and policies to this effect will need to be included with any proposed land use
districts.
Residual Lands
Section 15.0 and Map “O” identify TSMV and/or 1-98DC lands that are not within the ASP area but that
require land use redesignation concurrently with any land use designations that may take place within the ASP
area. Policy 15.1.2 should be expanded to clearly reflect this requirement. Other than those lands with
residential development, most of the residual land, including the Stewart Creek golf course, will be designated
Wildland Conservation.
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Disposition of Applicable 2004 ASP Policies
This section of the terms of reference for the ASP requires either that 2004 policies be retained or, if deleted,
that a rationale be provided for their removal. While supporting documents #7 and #8 attempt address this,
those documents are of limited usefulness and do not contain the required rationale for the removal of
several important policies.
A number of the existing 2004 policies are important because they deal with “Relevant Adjacent Planning
Areas” (Terms of Reference, Figure 3) and therefore cannot reasonably be dealt with on a piecemeal basis as the
area develops but must be addressed with comprehensive ASP policies.
The most important of the existing policies not adequately addressed in the 2013 ASP are:
Resort Centre ASP









5.3.2(b)(d)(e) identify that the primary commercial uses will be related to Health & Wellness facilities
5.4.2(m)(o) address building placement in accordance with Golder 2002 to create “hard edge” to
discourage wildlife. As noted previously, such development may provide a “hard edge” alternative to
fencing.
8.2.2(d)(e) requires revegetation of the Tipple site corridor in accordance with Golder 2002. Golder
2002 noted this corridor could not be functional until such revegetation occurs. In order to ensure
that this occurs in a timely fashion the reclamation should be tied to phasing of land use on adjacent
resort centre areas.
8.2.2(g) addresses the important issue of long-term responsibilities for the portions of the wildlife
corridors on private lands through endowment funds, conservation stewardship organizations and
other means.
The 2009 deadline set for these mechanisms (established in 2004) has been missed. The most
effective means for implementing such “off-site” related policies is to have the necessary
mechanism(s) in place prior to any land use zoning. This would require explicit ASP policy direction
to ensure that this occurs

Stewart Creek ASP Policies





5.4.2(i)(j) addresses the 2002 Golder recommendation of lots with a minimum depth of 40 metres
adjacent to the across-valley Stewart Creek wildlife corridor.
5.4.2(k) is related to the above as it suggest a minimum 35 metre buffer from the corridor to allow
for Firesmart activities. The current Town requirement is for a 100 metre rather than a 35 metre
Firesmart setback. This policy, if carried forward, could also effectively widen the currently nonfunctional Stewart Creek across-valley corridor.
5.9.2(e) requires that an area south of the Stewart Creek Clubhouse be redesignated to Wildland
Conservation no later than 2007. Section 17.2(e) of the proposed 2013 ASP addresses this issue but
would delay implementation for another three years. As with the policies described above in 8.2.2 of
the Resort Centre ASP, effective implementation is to ensure the redesignation occurs prior to or
concurrently with any other land use redesignation within the ASP area.
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Circulation and Transportation
Administration is still involved in discussions with the applicant regarding the Transportation Plan submitted
in support of the ASP. Major issues are not expected, and changes could be dealt with after the public hearing
if changes are required. The Fire Department has expressed concerns with the road widths proposed.
Although the issue was raised in the SSR, there has been no discussion between the applicant and the Town.
Road mitigation for Wildlife
The EIS identifies a requirement for a crossing structure for the road crossing the Stewart Creek wildlife
corridor as well as the potential need for a structure for the Tipple Wildlife Corridor as traffic increases.
The requirement for the Stewart Creek corridor crossing structure should be included as a policy as part of
the first development and/or subdivision in Sites 7 & 8.
The Parkway below the Resort Centre area is a provincial secondary highway. Potential locations and design,
as well as traffic thresholds and who would be responsible for constructing the Tipple Corridor crossing
should also be included in clear policies. Special funding may be required for development on the Resort
Centre and Stewart Creek to deal with the costs of such a structure.
Roads & Undermining
In the Resort Centre area, residential development pods have been located in large part based on
undermining. Prior to land use zoning, the Town needs assurance that the proposed development areas can
be serviced and accessed. As discussed in “Undermining” under Environmental issues, above, the ASP needs
to address the question of long-term stability for roads if they cross undermined lands. At this time the Town
is not confident that roads and services within bareland condominium addresses this issue adequately.
Servicing Policies
The Framework Agreement (Article 1.1.c.ii.) requires a utility easement to provide services to properties
adjacent to Site 9. There should be policy identifying this, but this is missing.
As above with roads, clarification is required through ASP policies that services within bareland
condominiums will adequately protect the Town from potential costs and maintenance consequences due to
undermining.
Visual Impact Analysis
Section 4.8.2. addresses the need to evaluate and propose measures to minimize or enhance the visual impact
of development.
Development Phasing (ASP Section 14.0)
Phasing is a very significant matter for both the Town and PwC. West to east phasing is important to the
Town, as represented in Map #8 of the MDP, because of municipal long-term servicing costs. PwC is looking
for maximum flexibility in regard to phasing and the relevant policy states that phasing will be “based on”,
and “proceed generally” in accordance with Map “N”. Section 14.2.2(c) further states that phasing “may be”
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informed by recommendations of the wildlife monitoring group. These policies are not specific enough to
address several important wildlife monitoring and economic development issues.
PwC’s objective is to complete land use redesignation on the entire TSMV lands immediately following
approval of the ASP. Land use gives a high degree of certainty to the land owner and increases the value of
that land. Land use also provides entitlement to development and would make future amendment more
difficult and likely to face strong opposition from future owners.
As noted in the Environment section, above, Administration recommends that land use amendments not
occur until the additional environmental work recommended by MSES, as determined by the proposed
stakeholder committee, is completed.
The importance of phasing of development within the ASP area centres on two primary issues: 1) wildlife
monitoring and corridors; and 2) commercial development relative to residential/resort accommodation
development.
1) Environmental Issues Related to Phasing. While the proposed phasing has, at least conceptually,
addressed the west to east phasing requirement the MSES-proposed north to south phasing has not
been addressed in a meaningful way. The written policies in Section 14.2.2 do not contemplate
potentially significant changes in the development pattern in response to the recommended 2-year
monitoring program. Therefore, even if the “adaptive management” described in supportive
document #11 concluded the fencing needed to be moved, such movement could be precluded by
already-approved zoning and development.
Administration believes that the MSES recommendations, summarized under Wildlife Corridors,
could be implemented through a much more defined phasing that would make the 600 plus units
available in Stewart Creek as a first phase until the wildlife monitoring is complete. To be effective
and enforceable, phasing would need to be managed by the Town through appropriate ASP policies
that clearly establish the triggers for land use re-designations (based on recommendations from the
monitoring committee). A second phase could include the northeast portion of the Resort Centre
that is currently zoned consistent with the 2004 ASP.
As previously described in the 2004 policy section, above, current policies tie the development of the
Resort Centre area to the reclamation of the Tipple Site across-valley wildlife corridor and this should
be added to any revised phasing policy.
2) Commercial Development Phasing The phasing of commercial development is a key component
of the MFIA. The projected net benefits in the 10 years following build-out (2035-2045 if build-out
occurs at the earlier of the projected 20-30 years) will not accrue to the Town unless the commercial
components are built.
The SSR states that the project would improve the Town’s commercial/residential assessment ratio.
This is likely to occur only if residential and commercial development is linked through ASP policies
and in subsequent land use regulations as is currently the case in the Resort Centre area. While the
retention of existing “triggers” for commercial development may delay residential development it
would ensure that the TSMV area has a commercial base.
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Administration recommends that policies, including “triggers”, be retained from the 2004 ASPs and
also included as regulations in any land use districts. As discussed earlier under “Commercial Land
Use”, section 14.2.2(h) is not a “phasing” policy but appears to be simply a hypothetical table on
what may be required to support certain scales of (undefined) “commercial” development in
undetermined areas of the TSMV lands.
Finally, Section 14.2.2(d) states that changes to phasing could be made without an amendment to the
ASP. This policy needs to be explicit that such a change would be at the discretion of the Town.
Implementation
As described in “Phasing”, above, commercial “phasing” is not addressed in accordance with SSR
commitments and no commercial development is “triggered” by a pre-determined amount of resort
accommodation or residential development as is currently the case. Without such “triggers” it is unlikely that
the promised commercial will develop in what is expected to be primarily a second-home community
Section 14.1.2(e) would modify the approved terms of reference requirement that Site 9 be transferred prior
to any development. As noted previously, the only practical means of enforcing such a “no development”
clause is likely to withhold land use redesignation throughout the ASP development area. The most effective
way to insure implementation of policies outside the ASP area (e.g. reclamation of the Tipple Site across-valley
corridor) is to connect them to the timing of land use redesignation within the ASP.
Outstanding Infrastructure Obligations
Section 16 states that TSMV will provide written conformation about outstanding infrastructure obligations.
This must be completed prior to final approval of the ASP.
Supporting Documentation
None of these twelve supporting documents are “statutory” in nature. Where these documents make
recommendations, these should be identified in policies within the ASP. Some of these have been moved in
to the ASP, but in other areas, they are still only in the Supporting Documents.
Community Engagement
PwC has hosted two Open Houses and had discussions with existing some TSMV residents and the local
conservation community. Visible responses to community input has been the removal of one of three
previously proposed off leash dog parks, and two pods of residential being removed at the east end of the
Resort Centre area.
A second open house hosted by the applicant is tentatively proposed for May 6.
ALTERNATIVES ANALYSIS
1. Council could provide First Reading to ASP Bylaw as submitted. This is a viable option, and likely
the only one that would maintain that applicant’s desired schedule regarding the ASP and land use
zoning approvals. Administration has not recommended this option as there are significant issues
that remain unresolved. Specifically, the applicant’s expressed need for zoning in advance of further
monitoring seriously limits options to mitigate impacts if the predictions regarding fencing operation
and its location are not successful. Additionally, there are many implied obligations on the Provincial
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government, whose comment on the EIS and ASP have not been received by Administration at the
time of completing this report.
2. Council could refuse the application if a motion for First Reading is defeated. This is not
recommended without a having a Public Hearing. The Public Hearing provides the opportunity for
the applicant to explain their proposal and answer questions from Council in a public forum. Council
should be careful not to inadvertently select this option without realizing it.
FINANCIAL IMPACTS
This application has long term financial implications. The conclusion of the MFIA identifies benefit to the
Town from a taxation perspective, but only if the commercial development is fully realized as contemplated.
The MFIA also illustrates that further residential development without commercial development would result
in a net negative impact on municipal finances.
As noted the MFIA is based on 2011 data and does not include specific expenses. In this case, new costs to
the municipality may include:
 Wildlife exclosure fencing maintenance and replacement (including gates and electro matts on the
Three Sisters Parkway).
 Wildlife monitoring program costs (proposed to be shared)
 Adaptive management program costs (education and enforcement)
 Wildlife road crossing structures
STAKEHOLDER ENGAGEMENT
TSMV has conducted two open houses for the SSR and the area structure plan in accordance with the
approved terms of reference. The second scheduled open house for the ASP (April 24) has been postponed.
TSMV and several of their consultants have also met with residents of Three Sisters and representatives of
Bow Valley conservation organizations.
STRATEGIC ALIGNMENT
Place
Goal #1: Unique sense of place: The scale of development (effectively approved by the NRCB in 1992) will
challenge Canmore’s sense of place as a small town. The plan proposes a large amount of open
space, an extensive trail and pathway network, and design guidelines that are based on local
architectural traditions.
Goal #2: Downtown as heart of the community: Commercial development that completes with the
downtown may challenge this.
Service
Goal #5: Fiscally responsible services: This is largely predicated on commercial development being
realized. Further residential development, particularly at low densities, will erode long term fiscal
sustainability.
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Economy
Goal #6: Diverse economy resilient to change: Initiatives to “enhance tourism and events”, and “grow the health
and wellness sector” are entirely dependent on what kind of commercial development occurs in Three
Sisters. How the ASP requires these, or does not, will determine this alignment.
Goal #7: Diverse socio-economic population: The provisions of employee housing and 5% of residential
units as PAH are completely aligned with fundamental community initiatives in this area.
Environment
Goal #8: Leader in environmental stewardship: If strengthened in policy statements, there are a number
of initiatives in line with the community’s Environmental Sustainability Action Plan.
Goal #9: Canmore’s natural environment remains viable for wildlife while providing opportunity for
human enjoyment: The specific Strategic Initiative is to “protect designated wildlife corridors and habitat
patches… that ensure connectivity and functionality in a regional and national context.” Alignment with this
goal is fundamental as this proposal represents 80% of Canmore’s undeveloped lands. Bold
initiatives are proposed, but uncertainty remains regarding the efficacy of the implementation given
the innovative nature of the proposals and the partnerships required for success.
Goal #10: Decisions based on informed and accurate information and deliberated in an open and
transparent fashion: Administration has provided information to residents though the Town’s
web site, in newspaper ads, and at the November meeting regarding the Framework Agreement.
The Sustainability Screening Process also provided an opportunity for public comment. A Public
Hearing would provide the opportunity for direct comment to Council. The applicant has hosted
two open houses and additional meetings to provide information to citizens.
ATTACHMENTS
1) Draft Bylaw 2013-17: Three Sisters Mountain Village Comprehensive Area Structure Plan
[Note the proposed ASP, Schedule A of the draft bylaw, along with supporting documents, are
available at http://www.canmore.ca/Service-Areas/Planning-Development/Planning-for-ThreeSisters-Lands.html ]
2) Context Map: annotated version of map #8 from MDP showing Town-wide phasing and location of
TSMV lands
3) 2010 Community monitoring report description of functional wildlife corridors
4) Environmental Advisory Review Committee (EARC) memo and report on the EIS
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Attachment 1
BYLAW 2013-17
A BYLAW OF THE TOWN OF CANMORE, IN THE PROVINCE OF ALBERTA,
TO ADOPT THE THREE SISTERS MOUNTAIN VILLAGE
COMPREHENSIVE AREA STRUCTURE PLAN
WHEREAS the Municipal Government Act describes the purposes and contents of an area structure plan,
AND WHEREAS Council wishes to adopt a comprehensive area structure plan for the Three Sisters
Mountain Village lands that, among other things, would repeal and replace Bylaw 23-2004 the Resort Centre
Area Structure Plan, and Bylaw 24-2004, the Stewart Creek Area Structure Plan,
NOW THEREFORE the Council of the Town of Canmore, in the Province of Alberta, enacts as follows:
1: TITLE
1.1. This bylaw shall be known as the “Three Sisters Mountain Village Comprehensive Area Structure
Plan”
2: ADOPTION OF AREA STRUCTURE PLAN
2.1. The Three Sisters Mountain Village Comprehensive Area Structure Plan, attached as Schedule “A”
and forming part of this bylaw, is hereby adopted.
3: ENACTMENT/TRANSITION
3.1. If any clause in this bylaw is found to be invalid, it shall be severed from the remainder of the bylaw
and shall not invalidate the whole bylaw.
3.2. Bylaws 23-2004 and 24-2004 are repealed.
3.3. This bylaw comes into force on the date it is passed.
FIRST READING:
SECOND READING:
THIRD READING:
Approved on behalf of the Town of Canmore:

John Borrowman
Mayor

Date

Cheryl Hyde
Municipal Clerk

Date

G/eng-plan/stat plans/ASP/TSMV 2012/draft plans/30 APR/Bylaw 2013-17

Bylaw approved by: _______ _______
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Attachment #4
Date:

April 9, 2013

To:

Gary Buxton
Steve de Keijzer

CC:

Lori Rissling Wynn
EARC Committee Members

Subject:

EARC Review of EIS for Three Sisters Mountain Village Area Structure Plan

On April 8th, EARC completed a review of the EIS prepared for the Three Sisters Mountain Village Area
Structure Plan.
The results of the EARC review are outlined in the attached table. The Committee concluded the EIS
does not entirely meet the requirements of the approved Terms of Reference. The Committee
determined the presentation of options to the proposed development pattern was not covered in the
EIS.
The Committee also appreciated hearing that the Town of Canmore administration and MSES felt a
more extensive environmental impact assessment was not required, however the Committee concluded
this information is not explicitly presented in the EIS.
Similarly, while the Municipal Development Plan requires environmental impact statements address any
environmental objectives and policies of the Town’s statutory documents applicable to the site (in this
case the Area Structure Plan for the Resort Centre and the Area Structure Plan for Stewart Creek), the
Committee recognizes this information is not presented in the EIS but will be forthcoming in the TSMV
Area Structure Plan.
The meeting included an evaluation of the EIS Term of Reference; an opportunity to ask questions of
content; an opportunity to seek clarification; and a chance for the Committee to offer additional
comment.
If you have any questions regarding EARC’s assessment of the TSMV Area Structure Plan, I can be
reached at (403) 678-7429.
Sincerely,
Original signed
Mr. Norm Neil
Chair, Environmental Advisory Review Committee

EARC Evaluation:
Three Sisters Mountain Village Area Structure Plan Environmental Impact Statement
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TOR Requirements

EARC Assessment of EIS

Comments

Description of existing environmental conditions
- examine the environmental setting in which
the development will be situated. Discussion of
the major themes to be included:
a)

Fish and wildlife and associated
habitat

Meets TOR:
Section 5.5
Section 5.4

b) Wildlife habitat and movement

Meets TOR:
Section 5.4

c)

Vegetation including rare plant
potential

Meets TOR:
Section 5.3
Section 5.3.3

d) Identification of environmentally
sensitive areas

Meets TOR:
Section 5.3.2
Section 5.4.2 (corridors)

e)

Surface and bedrock geology

Meets TOR:
Section 5.1

f)

Soils and terrain

Meets TOR:
Section 5.1

g)

Surface and groundwater quantity
and quality

h) Air quality

Meets TOR:
Section 5.2

Meets TOR:
Section 5.6

i)

Land and resource use

Meets TOR:
Section 5.7

j)

Cultural and historic resource
potential

A description of the proposed development.

Meets TOR:
Section 5.7

Meets TOR:
Section 2.0

Potential environmental impacts of the
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proposed development (short and long term)
during construction and operation, including but
not limited to impacts of the proposed pattern
of development on the movement of wildlife
through and adjacent to the ASP area.
Present the criteria for evaluating the
environmental impacts of any development.

Section 6.0

Meets TOR:
Section 3, 4 (p.12)
Section 6.0 pgs. 111 and 112

Identify appropriate and feasible mitigative
measures including responsible parties, land
planning, project design, any recommended
setbacks from boundaries to a designated
wildlife corridor, construction mitigation
techniques, and operational
practices/procedures to reduce or eliminate
potentially adverse effects on the environment.

Meets TOR:

Present mitigation measures to reduce adverse
impacts of construction.

Meets TOR:

Present mitigation measures to reduce adverse
impacts of operation.

Meets TOR:

Section 6.0

Section 6.0

Section 6.0

Present options to the proposed development
pattern(s) to mitigate any identified negative
impacts, including but not limited to
recommending appropriate setbacks, if any,
from designated wildlife corridors.

Does not meet TOR:

Identify residual impacts; describe their extent
and characteristics.

Meets TOR:

Identify the significance of the residual
environmental impacts.

Meets TOR:

Identify the cumulative impacts of the above:

Meets TOR:



Determine if other projects or activities
(existing, proposed or planned) will also
have environmental effects that overlap
with those of the development;



Assess the nature and extent of the
cumulative effects associated with the
proposed development.

Provide recommendations for ongoing
monitoring and identification of the parties who
will be responsible for the implementation of the
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Page 61 includes a discussion
on buffering, however the
document is unclear
regarding options to
proposed development
patterns.

The Committee is of the
opinion that options to
proposed development
patterns were not included in
the EIS.

Section 6.0

Section 6.0

Section 7.0

Meets TOR:
Section 6.4.2.4

The Committee recommends
Council establish clear
membership and a Terms of
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monitoring.

Provide recommendations for environmental
management of the property and identification
of the parties who will be responsible for the
implementation of the management.
Determine if more extensive environmental
impact assessment work is required.

Reference for the stakeholder
committee referenced on p.
151.
Meets TOR:
Section 6.0

Not clearly addressed in the
document

Although not explicitly stated
in the document, Town of
Canmore administration and
MSES did discuss and agreed
that there would be no
additional value of requiring
the applicant to complete an
Environmental Impact
Assessment.

Other MDP Requirements
As part of the environmental screening, the EIS
will address the environmental objectives and
policies of the Town’s statutory documents that
are applicable to the site including:


Area Structure Plan for the Resort
Centre



Area Structure Plan for Stewart Creek
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The committee recognizes
this information will be
forthcoming in the Area
Structure Plan as was
required in the ASP Terms of
Reference
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